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Abstract

This thesis traces how the drinking house was used by writers of early modern
English drama to try to make sense of the period’s culture of exchange. Organised
around an examination of five plays, the project focuses on the way in which
playwrights engaged with and examined notions of credit, circulation, and the
commercialisation of hospitality. By offering close readings through the lens of the
drinking house, I make fresh interpretations of the plays. Moreover, I seek to
demonstrate the wider literary tradition dealing with this space that, to some extent,
has been neglected. With this in mind, I also draw on other popular texts from the
period, such as ballads, jest books and rogue pamphlets, which establish certain
conventions and narratives that emerge in the drama.

In Shakespeare’s 1 Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, the reckoning — or tavern bill —
is used as an emblem through which Hal negotiates his moral and economic
redemption, in the face of Falstaff’s threat to the wider network of credit established
in the tavern space. Dekker and Webster’s Westward Ho also stages credit as both a
productive and unpredictable force. In the context of its Brentford location, the
drinking house in that play is presented as a transformative space that allows for the
possibilities of an alternative economic model. Irrepressible forces of commercialism
define the Light Heart in Jonson’s The New Inn; forces that effect character
transformations and champion a fluid economy in contrast with landed-estate living.
In Brome’s The Demoiselle, these conventions are upended, and the commercialism

of the New Ordinary is dispensed with in favour of a more settled economy.



The thesis testifies to the investment writers made in the drinking house as a
dramatic space and as a space to be dramatised, a space through which the

possibilities and energies of exchange were staged.
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Note on the text

All conflations of u/v, 1/j and vv/w are routinely modernised.



Introduction

In John Earle’s 1628 character book, Microcosmographie, we find among the

descriptions of various people a short account of “A Taverne™:

[It] is a degree, or (if you will) a paire of stayres above an Alehouse,
where men are drunke with more credit and Apologie. ... The rooms
are ill breath’d, like the drinkers that have been washt wel over night,
and are smelt too fasting next morning; not furnisht with Beds apt to be
defil’d, but more necessary implements, Stooles, Table, and a
Chamber-pot. It is a broacher of more newes then hogs-heads, & more
jests then newes, which are sukt up heere by some spungie braine, and
from thence squeazed into a Comedy. Men come here to make merry,
but indeed make a noise, and this musicke above is answered with the
clinking below. The Drawers are the civilest people in it, men of good
bringing up, and howsoever we esteeme of them, none can boast more
justly of their high calling. Tis the best Theater of natures, where they
are truely acted, not plaid, and the busines as in the rest of the world up
and downe, to wit, from the bottome of the Seller to the great

Chamber. (C12r-D1v)

This description immediately alerts us to several intersecting ways in which the early
modern tavern can be understood. Earle pays attention to its materiality, reaching as it
does over several floors, with numerous rooms (some with apparent grandeur),

furnished and busy with customers and employees. More importantly, however, he



draws out a sense of its productiveness: the tavern emerges here as a dynamic,
generative space, that provides “newes” and “jests” for its customers, a hub of
communication and sociability. Crucially, it also gives inspiration to writers. Indeed,
Earle suggests that the tavern space provides a rich supply of material to those who
may absorb the goings-on into a “spungie braine” and thereafter produce “a Comedy”.
Bearing in mind that the “tavern is often depicted as a stage” in the early modern
period, this particular statement invites the reader of his text to consider the way in
which the tavern itself becomes a subject of drama (Smyth 199). While the space is
“the best Theater of natures”, here Earle is surely aware of the way it has been staged
and interpreted by those writing plays.

The depiction also alights — albeit briefly — on what I suggest is a defining
characteristic of the way the early modern drinking house is understood in the
literature of the period. In the first sentence, Earle writes of the “men [who] are
drunke with more credit and Apologie”. Not only does this invite us to consider the
complicated relationship between drinking and sociability, where men may find
themselves regretful, but, more specifically, I suggest that the privileging of the
notion of “credit” in the opening lines also locates the tavern as a potent site for the
imagining of the early modern culture of exchange. Indebtedness — or at least the
deferral of payment — is the consequence of drinking in such a space. Credit is also
evoked when Earle comes to sum up his description: “To give you the totall
reckoning of it. It is the busie mans recreation, the idle mans businesse, the
melancholy mans Sanctuary, the strangers welcome, the Innes a Court mans
entertainment, the schollers kindnesse, and the Citizens curtesie” (D2r-D2v). While of
course “reckoning” means an account of something, it also suggests the very emblem

of exchange in a tavern: the bill. Earle’s reckoning comprises those characters who
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frequent the tavern, but it is also a marker of a site-specific act that has resonance for
the wider culture of exchange.

This thesis is concerned with how certain early modern writers used the staged
drinking house space to make sense of this culture. My focus is on early modern
drama — Shakespeare’s I Henry IV and 2 Henry IV (1597-1600), Dekker and
Webster’s Westward Ho (1604), Jonson’s The New Inn (1629), and Brome’s The
Demoiselle (1638) — although I also draw from the period’s popular literature in the
forms of ballads, jest books and rogue pamphlets. Through the lens of the drinking
house, I will ask how the writers of these texts examine notions of credit, circulation,
and the commercialisation of hospitality. How does the drinking house stage and
shape encounters based on exchange, and how might a consideration of those
encounters lead us to make fresh interpretations of the plays? These are some of the
questions I will be asking, and which this thesis seeks to go some way to answer.

The term ‘early modern drinking house’ necessarily includes inns, taverns and
alehouses, and it is useful to consider briefly the historical context of the space with
which I am concerned. At the top of the scale were inns, providing food and
accommodation to a generally well-heeled customer, and enjoying “relative freedom
from the heavy burden of statutory controls imposed on alehouses”; taverns, which
did not provide lodging, were essentially for drinking and catered mainly for the
“upper and middling ranks of society” with the selling of wine; alehouses were at the
bottom of the scale of drinking houses, their customers consisting of farmers,
craftsmen, servants and the like, with some operations functioning from people’s
homes (P. Clark 10-1). These categorisations were also made officially by the state: it
defined “the way that premises were licensed and the legal obligations of their

landlords”, and surveyed and categorised all drinking houses in 1577 (P. Clark 5-6).
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Nonetheless, the terms denoting different establishments were often used
interchangeably, sometimes in a “rather vague and haphazard” way, with some
drinking houses straddling the categories (P. Clark 5-6). While I attend to the ways in
which different staged spaces own the particular characteristics of a tavern or an inn,
for instance, this thesis is alert to the slippage between those categories, and does not
seek to privilege one over another.

While we should exercise caution when dealing with the data from the 1577
survey, it is clear that there were substantial numbers of drinking houses: over 17,000
were recorded in the 30 counties visited (Everitt 93; P. Clark 2). The vast majority
were alehouses, the poorest sort, but others were successful businesses:
“Parliamentary surveys of metropolitan property during the 1650s disclose taverns
valued at up to £70 per annum” (P. Clark 14, 12). They often occupied several rooms
that afforded space and privacy to customers, and some of the more impressive inns,
especially in the large coaching towns, could accommodate many hundreds of guests
and their horses (P. Clark 12; Everitt 100-1). Furthermore, not only did the bigger
establishments employ maids, tapsters, chamberlains and ostlers, but also they were
furnished with plate and tapestries (Everitt 121; P. Clark 7, 66-7).

What emerges most of all from the history of the period is the way in which
the drinking house occupied an important place in the economic and social lives of
people in the early modern period (Wrightson “Alehouses” 2-3; English 168). Indeed,
as Peter Clark writes: “in England inns and taverns not only performed important
victualling services but also acted as the centre point of a galaxy of commercial,
governmental and leisure activities” (14). Many drinking houses sought “to attract
urban commerce to themselves, so that in effect they became covered or private

market places”, sometimes supplanting the open market place (Everitt 97, 104). At
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one end of the social scale, drinking houses “contributed massive financial rewards to
lords, cities and princes” as well as at the other end, as Clark notes, offering
“important financial succour” to those who needed to borrow money; by the early
seventeenth century, the extension of credit to customers was commonplace (Kiimin
and Tlusty 8; P. Clark 137). The deferral of payment — of the tavern reckoning —
presents a key moral question with which the texts of the time grapple, to a certain
extent standing for the wider culture of credit that operated in this period.

Our understanding of these things has been shaped by the social history of the
early modern drinking house space. There is now a considerable body of work that
interrogates the culture of such spaces, but until recently it was focused on the details
of individual establishments, architectural studies, and inn signs imagery. Alan Everitt
went as far to say that at the time he was writing, “the literature of the English inn [is]
for the most part a wretched farrago of romantic legends, facetious humour and
irritating errors” and that there was no “serious systematic study of the functions of
inns” (91). In the 1970s and 1980s, his work, and that of Keith Wrightson, marked a
move away from an ‘old’ cultural history towards a more rigorous socio-economic
analysis. From their studies emerges a portrait of the early modern drinking house as a
space through which we can investigate notions of order, poverty, and sociability.
Peter Clark’s seminal work The English Alehouse in particular is important because it
provided the first comprehensive study of alehouses — social establishments which
had traditionally been ignored in favour of inns, taverns and coffee houses because
they attracted a less elite class of customer — and placed them at the forefront of our
understanding of the spaces of early modern popular culture. His work has been
invaluable to my project in that as well as tracing the social context of the drinking

house, it asserts its place within a framework of commercialism.
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To go some way toward understanding the wider debates about this culture,
and in order to be aware of the discourses of exchange at the time, my research will
engage with the work of Craig Muldrew. The Economy of Obligation has been
invaluable to me in providing a background to the economy of England in the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, and in demonstrating the degree to which
networks of credit extended through both place and social class. Before him, Jean-
Christophe Agnew’s history of market relations, Worlds Apart, charts the — liberating
— anxieties that arose from a placeless market and the dissolving of traditional
perimeters of exchange. These studies of the cultural meaning of credit and the
importance of trust in exchange provide essential context to my reading of literary
representations of taverns and inns as sites of economic vitality. In terms of depicting
spaces of exchange, and also in relation to the complexities of the relationship
between host and guest, owner and customer, the discourse of credit is something that
underlies many of the negotiations in the plays I examine. Furthermore, it is
interesting that Muldrew enters the debate about capitalism in the early modern
period, and while it is outside my limitations to engage with the dense and
complicated issues surrounding the decline of feudalism and the (supposed) rise of
capitalism, Muldrew himself rejects the concept of an emerging capitalist exchange
economy. This is important to my project, in that [ am not arguing that we should read
the growth of the tavern as necessarily part of an emerging capitalist regime, but
rather as a way of making sense of the cultural space of exchange, the different
cultural meanings of those exchanges, and the relationships that emerge from out of
them.

The understanding of hospitality as a practice based on commercial exchange

(or exchange of commodities) as opposed to one based on altruism or charity is a
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crucial one in terms of this thesis. Felicity Heal has convincingly argued for the
existence of complex and ambiguous structures of early modern hospitality that saw
commercially-driven practices set in opposition to the more traditional welcome that
guests expected and experienced. She writes that “the notion of hospitality in early
modern England seems to be bound to that of reciprocity, of the exchange of gifts and
rewards to which value was not simply articulated in money terms” and when
hospitality was written about at the time, “a language of exchange in which
reciprocities were not assigned a monetary value” was used (19). Her study asserts
that much of early modern hospitality was underpinned by Christian teachings that
“all men must act as hosts according to their means” (221). This kind of hospitality,
however, was home- or monastic-based. It was characterised by its openness and its
continued importance within society (especially in the higher levels), but more
importantly, marked out by its reliance on a “social system in which gift-exchange
transactions has not been wholly superseded by those of commodity-exchange” (Heal
389).

In contrast, the phenomenon of hospitality via “commodity-exchange”, as
Heal calls it, is the focus of this study, and while I am mindful of the ways that older
iterations of the host/guest relationship were formed, it is the newer, more
commercially-led hospitality that remains of primary importance. The traditional
relationship between host and guest was based on the outward display of hospitality,
as well as the acceptance of certain “customary parameters” within the establishment
(Heal 192). Admittedly, this is not totally unlike the kind of relationship we will see
practised within the site of the tavern, but differences remain. Indeed, it is in those
differences that we see financial obligations emerge as the necessary tools through

which the tavern community is formed. Specifically, credit as a means to access
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hospitality, as opposed to the “ideology of generosity”, is my overarching concern
(Heal 389).

Exchange underpins the encounters and relationships forged in the onstage
tavern space, as well as its real-life counterpart. Throughout this thesis I use the terms
‘commerce’ and ‘commercial’ to describe many of the exchanges we witness, in the
expectation that they mark the interactions as ones founded within a business-related
framework as opposed to the “gift-exchange transactions” dealt with by Heal (389).
Drinking houses were, by their very nature, businesses. The sorts of establishments
mentioned by Peter Clark and Alan Everitt, which I noted above, ranged from the
modest to the expansive, but all were run to make money. Bearing in mind Heal’s
research, it is important to differentiate the type of hospitality offered by the drinking
house to its clients as one with the purpose of making money for its proprietor from
traditional forms of hospitality.

Nonetheless, my use of ‘commerce’ encompasses several different notions.
While ‘commerce’ may point to a transfer of goods for money, it also describes the
system in which such transfers may be made. Using the term, as Everitt does, to
suggest the environment in which taverns were working as quasi-marketplaces, is not
an attempt to over-simplify — nor over-complicate — our understanding of the space
(97). While one of the notions that my use of the word ‘commerce’ indicates is simply
the exchange of money for hospitality, it is important to keep in mind that the people
running drinking houses “stretch[ed] and transform[ed] codes of private hospitality”
in freshly mercantile terms (McRae Literature 122). ‘Commerce’ also indicates the
use of money in a more abstract way, separate from its exchange for material goods,
with the goal of building up credit within a more capitalist economy. This points

towards the manipulation of credit (as opposed to just capital) along mercantile terms.
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Recently, critics from different disciplines have sought to engage with this
social and economic history and to further our understanding of the functions and
politics of the drinking house. B. Ann Tlusty’s case study of Augsburg examines
drink and its place in civic ritual in early modern Germany, which in turn builds on
the research of Thomas Brennan on the culture of drink in Paris. Spatial politics have
also been used as a starting point for the investigation of drinking houses, for example
in Barbara Hanawalt’s study in which she examines the ambiguous space of the
medieval tavern (104-123). James Brown’s recent unpublished PhD thesis provides a
case study of drinking houses in early modern Southampton, examining the material
and spatial properties of these sites, and finding them to be focal points in the socio-
economic life of the town. Finally, there is a trajectory towards a synthetic approach
encompassing the discourses of conviviality, social negotiation and the emerging
public sphere. This is the kind of work that Beat Kiimin and Ann Tlusty’s collection,
The World of the Tavern, points toward. Essentially an endeavour to bring together
comparative approaches of tavern research, with a scope encompassing early modern
Germany, Switzerland and Russia as well as England, The World of the Tavern offers
a number of comparative approaches to the cultural history of the public house. The
overarching theme of the collection is “the enormous economic importance of public
houses” and while the focus of the book is distinct from the kind of research this
thesis represents, it specifically points the way for further work to be done on the
tavern in literary studies, calling it an “area of fruitful exchange” (Kiimin and Tlusty
8, 10). Kiimin’s follow-up study into public houses in early modern Central Europe
also calls for such an approach (3). The trend in the last ten years or so of research

into public drinking houses has by and large still omitted literary texts from its focus.
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Michelle O’Callaghan’s compelling research into the tavern societies of the Inns of
Court only touches on the dramatisation of drinking houses. Similarly, Adam Smyth’s
collection of essays 4 Pleasing Sinne.: Drink and Conviviality in Seventeenth Century
England focuses on outlining the kinds of debates surrounding tavern culture, and
more generally, public drinking, but not on the way writers used and constructed this
culture.

The study of how literary texts understand, represent and articulate the
experience of the early modern drinking house is an important one. Ballads in
particular have been the source of significant research into the experience of the
labouring poor, with both Mark Hailwood and Patricia Fumerton examining the
alehouse within the wider contexts of male sociability and vagrancy respectively.
That the drinking house is a male space is a claim championed by them both,
something that reflects the assertions made by Clark and Wrightson about it being the
“resort of the men” (132; “Alehouses” 7-8). The field of cultural geography has also
revealed the ways in which early modern drama was concerned with space and place.
Julie Sanders’ The Cultural Geography of Early Modern Drama 1620-1650 engages
with the ways that inns were vital loci within a far-reaching network of circulation,
and demonstrates the extent to which they were “social spaces that produced a
significant set of meanings for early modern audiences” (134). Her work on the
staging of inns and alehouses as focal points for “communication and exchange” has
been invaluable (Cultural 152). Andrew McRae’s work on domestic travel alerts us to
the way in which texts use inns and alehouses to grapple with “changing practices of
mobility” and the placeless market (Literature 122). He argues that literary texts
staged encounters in drinking houses in order to make some sense of the narratives of

circulation and nationhood that writers sought to understand.
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The plays I have chosen to analyse all represent examples of comedy; even /
Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, while clearly histories, establish a comic tone especially in
the tavern scenes. While they are not strictly examples of city comedy, they are
nonetheless related to that genre, dealing as they do with notions of the urban
experience and landscape. Thus I also draw from the critical field that deals with this
genre, bound up as it is with representations of the urban commercial world from
which the drama of the time emerged; as Douglas Bruster writes, “London’s public
and private playhouses came to stage scenarios which represented, reflexively, the
market’s extensive cultural implications™ (10). His study champions the influence of
market forces on our understanding of how early modern dramatists articulated their
experience on stage. For Jean E. Howard, space and comedy are interlinked, and her
argument goes beyond the notion that drama merely mapped onto the city in which it
was staged, but that it was a means through which Londoners made sense of their
urban landscape. In terms of this thesis, her contention that it is “from the tavern that
one gets a sense of the urban commercial world in which the London theater [sic] had
its own existence” is compelling (The Stage 141). While I have not restricted myself
to the examination of the urban tavern — indeed two of my chapters deal with
establishments outside of London — the capital asserts itself in many of the texts dealt
with here, and indeed invites us to question how far the non-urban drinking house
space differs — if indeed it does — from its urban counterpart.

My approach is framed within this literary and historical context. There has
yet to be a comprehensive and focused study of literary representations of taverns and
inns in early modern drama, and that is the aim of this thesis. I hope to establish a
sustained engagement with the drinking house as a site of exchange that has, up until

now, been overlooked. The choice of texts with which I engage deliberately covers a
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substantial period of time. The main body deals with the five plays I have mentioned,
drawn from the Elizabethan, Jacobean and Caroline eras, and spanning a period of
around forty-four years. I have attended to texts that engage in a considerable way
with the drinking house space, using it to stage particular tensions inherent in,
concerns with, and notions of, the early modern culture of exchange. The thesis
cannot and does not attempt an exhaustive survey of drama that features inns, taverns,
or alehouses. Indeed, there are some aspects of the drinking house experience which
the limits of the thesis mean I am unable to examine. The politics of (public) drinking,
an analysis of gendered spaces, criminality and morality in the tavern are all alluded
to only briefly. My focus remains the way in which the drinking house is used to
make sense of credit relations and to explore networks of exchange, through the
staging of encounters and the construction onstage of a material space.

There are, however, other valid avenues that this project might have pursued.
Archival research might have yielded some interesting conclusions, especially in
relation to the connection between the tavern space and material culture. Some of the
non-literary material in the first chapter in particular lends itself to this kind of work
and I am aware that such a focus would be useful to a wider study of the tavern space.
I have decided to focus deliberately on printed sources, in order to trace how models
of the drinking house were used and then re-used by playwrights during this period.
Manuscript sources, however, might have proved valuable in what they could offer in
terms of alternative and authentic experiences of the tavern. While I acknowledge in
this thesis the usefulness of understanding the drinking house through the lens of
direct experience in terms of how the space was used by writers, one possible avenue
of research would be to examine, for example, parish constables’ accounts,

inventories, depositions and diaries. From the last category, for instance, the
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seventeenth-century diary of Roger Lowe, an apprentice shopkeeper from Lancashire,
reveals the extent of his recreational drinking — both in alehouses and private homes —
as well as the care with which he recorded the money he spent on ale (Martin 95-6).
James Brown’s thesis makes use of the de Lamotte diary, an unpublished transcript of
which can be found in the Southampton Records Office; the diary has several entries
that deal with the kinds of guests that were accommodated by Southampton’s public
houses, including the Moroccan ambassador who lodged at The Dolphin (J. Brown
117-8). Financial and legal records — inventories, depositions etc — would also have
allowed for a studied exploration of the experience of the drinking house and its
position in relation to the wider spatial practice of the early modern subject. Exploring
records such as these would necessarily have involved a much deeper engagement
with archival research than this project has — purposefully — undertaken, but such an
endeavour would widen the scope of our understanding of tavern culture. Indeed, the
study of authentic and subjective experiences of the drinking house, and how people
wrote about those experiences, would expand our understanding of the contestations
over site’s meaning(s). Nonetheless, while these opportunities presented themselves, I
resolved to maintain a strict focus on the dramatic representation of this space,
asserting an approach of literary analysis rather than treating the texts as social
historical documents.

My decision to concentrate on notions of exchange within the drinking house
space has necessarily committed this project to a relatively narrow field of enquiry.
Despite the significance of the tavern in early modern culture, there are surprisingly
few plays that are set extensively in the space. Many plays of the period have scenes
set in, or that mention, alehouses, taverns and inns, but which refer to the space only

in passing, perhaps featuring the character of a tapster or chamberlain, or the action of
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drinking ale or wine. Other texts stage these but only briefly. The plays I examine
stage an inn or tavern for a sizeable part of their action.! Moreover, the level of
interest in social and financial exchanges in these plays is so great that one might be
excused for feeling that there is a deeper concern in the chosen texts for the
implications that those exchanges have, not just on the individuals, but also on the
wider networks within society.

I have also included a chapter discussing how certain popular literature texts,
including ballads, jest books and rogue pamphlets, construct the drinking house space.
This, of course, is not to say that the plays I deal with were not popular texts. I use the
term ‘popular’ to define those texts which were deeply embedded in the commercial
market, and which were consumed by a large and wide-ranging number of people.
The decision to include these texts was prompted by the realisation that many of these
texts are part of the wider literary tradition dealing with this space, and go some way
to establish certain conventions and narratives that emerge elsewhere in the drama of
the period. I do not seek to privilege any form of literature over another, and while the
plays may to a certain extent present more complex appreciations of the drinking
house, the writers of the popular texts nonetheless reward their examination with
some fruitful discoveries.

My model of analysis is founded on extended close readings of both the
popular and dramatic texts; Chapters 2 — 5 are each concerned with one play, or in the
case of / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, an inter-connected sequence of plays. This allows
for a particularly detailed reassessment of the spatial and social politics of the plays,
as [ am able to engage with each text with great care as I analyse it within its own

context. While I acknowledge that this thesis could have been organised in several

! There are no alehouses in the drama I consider, although some of the popular texts featured in my
first chapter do include them.
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ways, devoting lengthy attention to individual texts enables me, I hope, to provide
sustained expositions of the claims I make. Nonetheless, I seek to make connections
between texts — most notably between The New Inn and The Demoiselle — and
demonstrate that even over the significant period of time covered in this thesis,
writers were using and re-using certain conventions of the onstage drinking house as
part of a wider trend that encoded notions of exchange within this space. The drinking
house emerges again and again as a textual space as much as a material one, that was
created through the narratives and fantasies of particular characters.

While the dissertation is engaged throughout with questions of exchange and
place, its methods of enquiry are motivated by close textual interpretation rather than
a commitment to cultural theory. Doubtless, theory is influential in this field; the last
twenty to thirty years have seen a surge of interest in spatial theory, most notably in
the field of the cultural production of space. Henri Lefebvre and Michel de Certeau
have in particular focused on the analysis of how space is produced and practised in
social terms, and their work has proved useful to many early modern cultural
historians. Working more closely with spatial theory might indeed have led me in the
direction of looking at the drinking house as a product of spatial interactions;
specifically, that it could be a “[r/epresentational” space, “lived through its
associated images and symbols ... [where] the imagination seeks to change and
appropriate” (Lefebvre 39). The cultural meaning of the drinking house to those who
used it as a space of agency, through which encounters and relationship were
negotiated, offers itself as a opportunity for further study. But spatial theory was
never intended for application to literary texts and my own sense of its limitations for

textual interpretation, plus my determination to work in a more empirical, text-centred
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manner, prompted me to focus on the way the space was used on the stage, rather than
the street.

Chapter 1 is organised around three central ideas that are consistently
constructed in early modern popular texts that feature drinking houses: the host, the
reckoning, and the tavern community. The host emerges as a figure subject to
particular contestations, as he or she navigates the politics of commercialised
hospitality with guests who require entertainment and who are required to pay. These
kinds of negotiations are often rendered in a comic register, with the host frequently
the butt of the joke where customers who evade payment are concerned. Nonetheless,
the undoing of the host’s commercial gain more often than not evokes a sense of
anxiety, and, using a tale from Thomas Harman’s 4 Caveat for Common Cursitors
(1566), I demonstrate the ways in which the host is aligned with a dynamic if
unsettled model of circulation that requires careful maintenance. The rather precarious
position of the host is often reliant on the payment of the reckoning, which I argue is a
central notion through which we may understand the drinking house space. Drawing
from the work done by Muldrew, the reckoning stands for, I suggest, wider patterns of
exchange, and the concept of it as a settle-able contract becomes a way in which
writers explored and questioned the cycles of circulation that existed in that period. In
particular, the ballad Come Hostesse Fill the Pot (1625) posits a fantasy where the
reckoning is never paid, and where the audience becomes implicated in the potential
destabilising of the tavern economy. The chapter ends with a consideration of the
wider forces of commercialised sociability, where the bonds of friendship are
complicated by financial obligation.

Chapter 2 is focused on / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV (1597-1600). It analyses

how Shakespeare uses the tavern to frame Hal’s prodigality and eventual restoration
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in economic terms. The tavern is established not simply as a space of festivity, but as
a site of exchange. The characters frequenting the Boar’s Head create a network of
credit relations that speaks to the way in which society functioned in this period. In
this context, I examine the use of the reckoning, which encapsulates in the tavern
space the idea of a settle-able contract, and which is employed in the plays as a way to
stage the fears and possibilities of early modern networks of credit. Specifically, |
suggest that Hal uses the language of the reckoning in order to negotiate both his own
identity through the building up and use of credit, and his political redemption,
figured as it is in economic terms. Falstaff’s non-participation in the tavern economy
threatens the wider networks of exchange, and yet he remains an unavoidable aspect
of the fluid model of circulation that the plays reflect. The civic incursions into the
tavern seek to reassert its position within those wider networks, and, I argue, stage the
anxieties surrounding the upkeep of a particular economic standard.

Westward Ho (1604) is the focus of Chapter 3. I situate it within a tradition
that establishes Brentford — the location of Dogbolt’s tavern in the play — as a locus of
illicit behaviour. The town emerges in numerous texts of the period that deal with
notions of the city and suburbs, between which early modern people travelled for the
purposes of leisure. As a fringe space, Brentford, and the tavern there, offers certain
narratives of mobility — and the anxieties they provoked — that complicate our
understanding of the play. The second half of the chapter considers the play in more
detail. I show how the tavern is defined as a space of transformation by its
separateness from the domestic, the urban and the communal. I trace how two distinct
lines of credit extend through the action, through which the language of credit is
exploited to simultaneously destabilise and empower the errant wives in the play. |

focus my attention on the emblematic use of two diamonds that alerts us to the ways
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in which certain encounters are defined by financial as well as social obligation.
While the ending appears contrived — and conservative — the play nonetheless offers a
possibility of an alternative economic framework where women resist being
positioned as commodities.

Chapter 4 considers Jonson’s The New Inn (1629), and suggests that this late
play of his is defined more by commercialism than by the romance genre. I focus on
the way in which the play exposes the need for a dynamic economy based on
circulation, in opposition to a more settled one based on ownership of land. The key
question I ask of the text is to what extent the concerns of the inn affect and transform
the characters within it. To go some way to answer this, I consider how the visiting
group of aristocrats is integrated into a commercial world, mainly through their
encounter with a cheating tailor and his wife, who appropriate goods for their own
use. Moving away from their dependence on land, the group’s interactions become
increasingly characterised by the commercial impulses for which the inn stands.
Emblematic of these irrepressible forces is the character of Fly, an enforcer of the
space who the play asserts as the key figure in the inn’s economic success. Himself
subject to fantasies of ownership created by the Host, Fly is bequeathed the inn, in a
final assertion of the cycle of circulation that he has maintained so carefully
throughout the action. The Host, an aristocrat in disguise, continually asserts his
agency over the space just as he treats it like a home. I suggest that the inn itself
resists manipulation, and that the play champions the commercial trajectory of the
space over any other concerns.

My final chapter considers The Demoiselle (1638). A play that works in often
ambiguous ways, it nonetheless offers a dramatic vision of certain anxieties regarding

commercialism and a shifting economic landscape. The central conceit of the play —
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that an aristocrat disguised as an innkeeper is going to raffle off his daughter’s
virginity — stages a challenge to the unrelenting commercialism of the drinking house
space that we have already encountered. Brome constructs the New Ordinary to
subvert our expectations of the drinking house, and by engaging with The New Inn, he
necessarily invites a consideration of how the two plays — and the two drinking house
spaces — assert competing economies. The raffle, which is revealed to be a ruse,
exposes both the easy commodification of women and the excessive consumption we
witness from some of the characters, just as it simultaneously works to show us the
positive potential of exchange. Through the scheme, families are reunited and restored
to former fortune. While the drinking house exists temporarily as a space of
transformation, it is nonetheless expendable in favour of a more settled, land-based
economy.

Chapters 2-5 are organised in chronological order, although the dissertation
does not aim to demonstrate any major developments across time in the experience of
the early modern drinking house. Rather, it seeks to examine the theatrical use of the
space by different dramatists before 1642. Part of its reach is to look at how those
writers built on the work done by their predecessors in tackling certain questions
about the commercialisation of hospitality and uses of credit. The precise historical
context of each play is of less concern than the way in which the texts themselves
reveal developments in the way the drinking house is staged. / Henry IV and 2 Henry
IV are rooted to a certain extent with the jesting tradition that I examine in Chapter 1.
They stage in the Boar’s Head some of the tricks and pranks we see evident in jest
books written in the preceding years, but also situate the drinking house in a more
complex urban and political economy. Dekker and Webster’s Westward Ho has links

to the sixteenth-century literary tradition based around the nature of Brentford, as well
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as to the major genre of city comedy that was so prominent at that time. Moving
forward some years, Jonson’s The New Inn stages a drinking house space that
embodies those same exchange-based connections, despite the growth of his interest
in romance. Elsewhere, Brome, who to a certain extent viewed himself as Jonson’s
heir, builds on — and modifies — the theatrical representation of the drinking house that
was established in The New Inn nearly ten years before his own play The Demoiselle.
My concern with all these plays is based on their commitment to staging exchange
and credit in the drinking house, rather than how they are embedded in their specific
political and historical contexts. It is in this way that I examine the changes in the
treatment of the space, rather than in the direct experience of it.

This thesis, then, proposes that when drinking house spaces were staged in
early modern drama, they operated within a context of exchange. They were used by
playwrights to expose and delineate socio-economic experiences, and while inns and
taverns were easily staged and stageable spaces in the theatre of the period, they gave
access to particular issues and tensions surrounding credit and commercialised
sociability. When discussed in this context, such spaces complicate the ways we

understand the plays under consideration, and offer new possibilities of interpretation.
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Chapter 1: The Drinking House in Early Modern Popular Literature

Towards the end of 4 Caveat for Common Cursitors, Vulgarly Called Vagabonds
(1566),” Thomas Harman describes where the various rogues he has catalogued go to
lodge for the night.’ He references the “barns and backhouses”, where they often
sleep, before mentioning that some of the rogues will only resort to these if they are
“some distance from houses which be commonly known to them” (144, 145). These

“houses” are quite clearly taverns or alehouses:

As Saint Quintens, Three Cranes of the Vintry, Saint Tibs, and
Knapsbury: these four be within one mile compass near unto London.
Then you have four more in Middlesex: Draw the Pudding Out of the
Fire in Harrow-on-the-Hill parish; The Cross Keys in Cranford parish;
Saint Julians in Thistleworth parish; the House of Pity in
Northallparish. These are their chief houses near about London, where
commonly they resort unto for Lodging, and may repair thither freely

at all times. (145)

This catalogue, which locates genuine establishments in the South East of England,

may at first give a sense of veracity to Harman’s survey of rogues. What is more

2 Hereafter I use the shortened title of 4 Caveat.

3 The word ‘rogue’ first appeared in 1489 in Caxton’s Fayttes of Armes, and is cited once again in
the OED Online before the date of Harman’s A Caveat (“Rogue”). Dionne and Mentz contend that it
“was coined in the 1560s, possibly by Thomas Harman, to describe vagrants who used disguise,
rhetorical play, and counterfeit gestures to insinuate themselves into lawful social and political
contexts” (1-2). Linda Woodbridge argues that it was Harman’s use of the word that brought about its
inclusion in An Act for the Punishment of Vagabonds, and for the Relief of the Poor and Impotent
(1572), and which generated its use as a technical legal term up to and including the nineteenth century
(Vagrancy 41-2). I use the term in this thesis not in any pejorative sense, but rather for simplicity’s
sake, to refer to those characters described as rogues by the writers whose texts I am investigating.
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significant, however, is not the importance he places on authentic spaces, but the
creation and use of those spaces within the wider text to engage with particular socio-
economic concerns. The name of alehouse, tavern and inn, becomes almost
interchangeable, but it is the privileging of these spaces above all others — indeed, to
the extent that there are no other significant spaces so consistently referenced in his
text — that invites consideration.

Harman’s text, to which I will return in the following pages, signals a careful
use of the fictive space of the drinking house that is part of a wider literary
phenomenon that this chapter seeks to establish. This emerging tradition engages with
the drinking house space as a site through which some early modern writers sought to
understand notions of exchange, circulation, and the complex relationship between
financial and social obligations. The chapter will make use of rogue literature, ballads
and jest books, and while a comprehensive survey of these texts is impossible within
the limits of this thesis, I will argue that there are robust and useful connections to be
made between the kinds of tavern spaces they utilise, and which are also then
employed — and exploited — by dramatists writing at similar times. Such connections
suggest a wider and more sustained engagement with the site of the drinking house
than has hitherto been understood, and I contend that reading some of the popular
literature of the time in light of this interpretation allows us to make fresh readings of
these sometimes obscure and often opaque texts.

This chapter, then, considers how certain narratives of the tavern space emerge
in a consistent way, and asks how those narratives allow us to form a better
understanding of the kinds of social politics with which the texts are working. I shall
structure this discussion by considering three different aspects of the texts that invite

reflection in terms of the early modern tavern space: the figure of the host/hostess, the
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tavern reckoning or bill, and the way commercialisation complicates the bonds of
friendship in the tavern community. Not only are these themes to be found in many of
the popular fictions sited in the tavern space, they also provide models that are staged
again and again by dramatists working in the same period. Using these themes as a
basis of my discussion allows me to examine the way in which the tavern space is
presented as a literary construction, albeit informed by a contemporary experience of
the drinking house. Equally, using a thematic approach means that the question of
how writers situated the tavern as a site of exchange stays at the centre of my focus.
In preparation for that discussion, the following paragraphs aim, firstly, to give a short
introduction to the kinds of texts I will be using, which may seem very different from
one another but which are in fact bound together by both their importance in the
commercialised print culture of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries and
their attendance to social politics imagined in the tavern space. I go on to review the
critical literature that has helped to advance my approach and to propose my own
position in relation to this historiography. I then briefly outline the methodology I use
before embarking on a closer study of some of the texts themselves through the
themes I have mentioned above.

Although ballads have a long history as part of an oral culture, dating back to
medieval times, it is the “explosion of printed ballads in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries” and how the form grappled with its place in the growing commercial print
culture that is significant for my approach (Fumerton and Guerrini 1). Indeed, the
sheer number of ballads that were printed in this period — Tessa Watt notes that over
three thousand were registered at the Stationers’ Company between 1560 and 1700 —
point to their prominent position on the literary scene (11). Their content was crafted

in response to the demands of those interested in purchasing them, as Watt has also
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suggested (199, 4). This commercial framework allowed for the expansion of their
reach, finding their customers “in numerous ways ... pasted or pinned in public places
on church and market-hall doors, on whipping posts and pillories”, as well as drinking
houses (McShane 341). It is within this framework that we are able to see the ballad
as a genre being re-shaped and appropriated by those professional writers wishing to
engage with this commercialised — and mostly urban — landscape. “Ballad-writers
haunted the taverns, alehouses, courts, and gallows for material”, writes Angela
McShane (361). With this context in mind, we can imagine a context where writers
were not simply responding to the cultural landscape in which they were working, but
were also appropriating that landscape to shape their spatial narratives. In turn, we can
then imagine how these very narratives were informed by what a more abstract fiction
reveals about the politics — and tensions — of the experience that could be had there.
This model of how we might read the ballad can also be applied to the jest
book. It too has a long history, with a place at the centre of the humanist tradition; the
“first jest-book proper ... is normally reckoned to the Facetiae, the collection of jests
made by Poggio Bracciolini, the great Humanist scholar” (Brewer 91). The tradition
also in part derived from the medieval collections of exempla: Stanley J. Kahrl notes
that as “one reads through the jest-books one is continually struck by the similarities
in both style and content between the jests and their forbears the exempla” (66).
Garrett Sullivan and Linda Woodbridge argue that originally jest books were “often
directed toward the elite” and during “the late Middle Ages and early Renaissance —
from Poggio to Castiglione — jesting’s class valence was patrician”; it was only when
the elite social class stopped producing jest books and started thinking of itself as
more refined that the texts began to be seen as more populist (274-5). In terms of this

study, however, it is the jest book that specifically emerges in the print culture of the
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late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries that holds significance. It is a genre that
engages in the urban, contemporary scene, and which is a product tied — like the
ballad — to the commercial world that produced it. It was also a genre that concerned
itself with verbal trickery as well as the sort of humour that appealed to the early
modern reader. Admittedly, the scatological jokes and “repertoire of vulgarities” at
times deflect from the complexities of the texts but the narrative voice, for instance,
often reveals a more sophisticated creation, at once underlining and manipulating the
appearance and performance of credit that is explored in these jests (Sullivan and
Woodbridge 273).

In a more definite way than the two genres outlined above, rogue literature
and cony-catching pamphlets were most certainly a distinct product of this explosion
of print culture, constituting “a new form of writing for a new audience” (S. Clark
23). Emerging in the middle of the sixteenth century, with Gilbert Walker’s 4
Manifest Detection of Diceplay (1552), these texts “routinely claimed direct access to
a ‘popular’ world of real beggars, thieves, prostitutes, con men, and other underworld
denizens” often labelled as rogues (Sullivan and Woodbridge 279). While the first
person narrators sought to “emphasise that they are documenting reality”, in actuality
much of the material was copied from one pamphlet to the next, with a substantial
amount of Harman’s — and then later Dekker’s — work taken from John Awdeley’s
The Fraternity of Vagabonds (1561) and “ultimately the German Liber Vagatorum”
(Raymond 17; Sullivan and Woodbridge 279). Woodbridge’s assertion that these texts
should be read not “as protosocial history [but] as a subspecies of the Tudor jest
book” underlines the need to approach rogue literature in terms other than as
historical documents (Vagrancy 39). The texts, of course, “manufactured an imagined

criminal underworld” and were written by educated, professional writers (Dionne and
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Mentz 7). Indeed, previous readings have often neglected the comic tone of these
texts, the persistence of which, combined with its manipulation and performance of
certain narratives, means the rogue text resists neat categorisation.

Recently, critics have sought to reinvigorate the study of popular literature,
seeking a more synthesised approach that moves away from specific — and often
narrow — readings that have hitherto concentrated on the high/low cultural divide.
Most significantly for my thesis, this has involved interrogating popular texts within a
framework of sociability and community, a framework that, as suggested in my
opening pages, is one of the lynchpins of my own approach. Woodbridge’s historicist
work in particular has opened up the debate surrounding popular literature, and has
developed a new way in which we may move towards a better understanding of how
such texts can be read and interpreted. Her contention that we should read rogue
literature, for instance, as a “creation of imaginative writers” rather than as historical
documents underpins my own approach, that seeks to ask what early modern literature
can reveal about how writers imagined and created the space of the tavern, rather than
asking what these texts can reveal about real taverns themselves (Vagrancy 11). It is
the sustained preoccupation with the fictive, imagined space of the drinking house
that concerns me, and I will demonstrate that in these popular texts, the drinking
house emerges as much a textual space as a material one (O’Callaghan “Tavern
Societies” 46). The language of exchange, as we will see, is crucially often placed at
the heart of the ballad or prose work.

Criticism of rogue literature has often been founded on a binary approach,
where the rogue is read “as a historical figure who ‘reveals’ something about the real
social conditions of early modern England” or on the other hand “as a cultural

construction who ‘represents’ an imagined response to cultural stimuli” (Dionne and
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Mentz 11). A more pragmatic approach would read the figure of the rogue in both
objective and subjective terms, as part of a wider engagement with the idea of
circulation where the boundaries between fact and fiction are porous. Dionne, in his
essay “Fashioning Outlaws”, argues that rogue literature and cony-catching pamphlets
should be situated within a mercantile discourse, where their function (alongside other
products of the burgeoning print culture) was to “ameliorate ... economic and social
divisions” as part of a self-reflective exercise of an urban culture (41, 40). Certainly,
the way in which he figures the vagabond as a subject that “helped realign social
relations from a feudal, domestic model of production to a corporate one” within the
emerging capitalist system has been helpful in refining my thoughts on the how
popular texts engaged with a shifting landscape of exchange (40). As Agnew has
observed, early modern writers were grappling with how to describe the market in
abstract rather than concrete terms (41-2). Such an understanding feeds into my
contention that the fictions of exchange played out in the texts that follow are part of a
wider trend where writers were seeking to make sense of changing notion of credit
and debt.

More recently, the tavern has also emerged as space through which these
popular texts examine fictions of identity, labour and community. Ballads in
particular give access to an often self-reflective experience, as the form and structure
allowed for both the practising of various social encounters as well as the performing
of roles. Social historians Phil Withington and Mark Hailwood have made claims for
the importance of the tavern space through which we may observe the emergence of
notions of company, male identity, and the creation of fellowship. Patricia Fumerton
has also argued that it is only through examining street ballads that we are able to

“truly see the lower mobile orders ... [and] fully to inhabit the aesthetic space of the
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itinerant working poor” (“Making Vagrancy” 204). Hailwood’s thoughts on the
politics of company in the alehouse, in particular, have developed my own thinking
when it comes to the way in which bonds of friendship are translated into those of
financial obligation, while Fumerton asserts that ballads reveal the alehouse as
offering a space where “the low could feel comfortable with relative peers”
(“Sociability” 15; “Not Home” 494-5). Moreover, she contends that the space was “a
home operation” where those of the lower social scale could enjoy a sense of
domesticity (Fumerton “Not Home” 495, emphasis in original).

My position is that the tavern space is constructed in only quasi-domestic
terms, the familial framework of which is complicated by the financial ties between
guests and host. The tavern space consistently resists demarcation in terms that would
reduce it to a domestic experience. Indeed, as Withington asserts, the community of
the drinking house is based on “the relationship between agency and structure:
between the subjectivities of the persons involved and the objective circumstances
and resources in which and through which their involvement and interaction [takes]
place” (303). I suggest that the agency of the individual is often subsumed or
threatened by the nature of the encounters there, and vice versa. Indeed, the economic
expectations and obligations placed on those within the space define the — often fluid
— experience it offers. The texts I examine are grappling with the shifting loyalties and
obligations of subject, community and space as they intersect with notions of
exchange and circulation. Criticism of popular literature has thus far neglected to pay
particular attention to the space of the drinking house and examine how that space is
constructed in socio-economic terms, within a wider literary tradition. This is what I
am concerned with. The works on which I focus offer opportunities to gain access to

the kinds of concerns and tensions that arose when early modern writers used the
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space of the drinking house in their texts, and to suggest that far from being separated
by generic boundaries, they were engaged in a burgeoning literary tradition that saw
the site of tavern as a way to negotiate the culture of exchange.

The rest of this chapter will work towards an analysis of some tavern spaces
found in early modern popular literature. It does not aim to be an exhaustive survey of
such spaces; rather it attempts to illuminate certain key tensions and ways of
understanding that the site of the tavern draws out, via close readings of particular
texts. In each section, I put forward a brief overview of how the theme is represented
in certain texts, moving towards a longer analysis of one text that offers something
significant for our wider understanding of the tavern space and its cultural
representation. The first section introduces the figure of the host/hostess, outlining the
various cultural functions attached to and expected of that character. I will
demonstrate how the host/hostess navigates the expectations of hospitality in a
commercial environment. This tension feeds into the subsequent section that deals
with the motif of the reckoning, or tavern bill. Here I consider how writers use the
payment (or non-payment) of the bill as a focus through which to explore wider
notions of exchange and the use of credit. The cultural associations of the word
“reckoning’ are taken into consideration, as I discuss its implications in various texts.
In the final section I offer an analysis of the tavern community, where expectations of
friendship are complicated by the need to maintain individual financial responsibility

to one’s fellow drinkers and to the establishment itself.

The figure of the host/hostess
The host of the early modern tavern, writes McRae, “was a propertied man with

limited power over his property” (Literature 127). The host could be either a man or a
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woman, and he or she “was empowered by statute law and London ordinances to act
as paterfamilias or materfamilias over both the household and the guests” assuming
“legal responsibility for the good and honest behavior of guests, employees, and kin”
(Hanawalt 105). Perhaps the most concise early modern description of the figure is

provided by Thomas Overbury, who sees the host as

the kernell of a Signe: or the Signe is the shell, & mine Host is the
Snaile. He consists of double-beere and fellowship, and his vices are
the bawds of his thirst. Hee enterraines humbly, and gives his Guests
power, as well of himselfe as house. He answers all mens expectations
to his power, save in the reckoning: and hath gotten the tricke of
greatnesse, to lay all mislikes upon his servants. His wife is the
Cummin-seed of his Dove-house; and to bee a good Guest, is a warrant
for her liberty. He traffiques for Guests by mens friends, friends-friend,
and is sensible onely of his purse. In a word, hee is none of his owne:
for hee neither eats, drinkes, or thinkes, but at other mens charges and

appoyntments. (E1v-E2r)

“Overbury, like so many of his contemporaries, is fascinated by the translation within
the inn of human bonds ... into mercantile terms” (McRae Literature 127). He alights
on the inherent tension in the role of the host, where he entertains “Guests” and yet
acknowledges they are required to pay him: his hospitality extends only within the
bounds of his “purse”, and the power held over him by those frequenting his
establishment is balanced (or perhaps unbalanced) by the power he holds over them in

the form of the “reckoning”.
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These tensions that arise from the “problematic” status of the host are further
evident elsewhere (McRae Literature 127). The speaker in Oh Gramercy Penny

extols the warm welcome he receives from his host, but laments:

If at an Inne-gate, I chance for to peppe,
And have not a penny about me,
The Tapster will frowne, and the Chamberlaines sweare,
And the Ostlers they will flout me.
My hoste will then scorne my companion to be,
My Hostes will looke farre more disdainfully,
Then tell me ist better to stay or to flye. (Magdalene College Pepys

1.218-9)*

The narrator works through the hierarchy of the workforce, from the lowly tapster to
the host and hostess, with the increasingly extreme reactions to his lack of money
reflecting its increasing significance to those working at the establishment. The first
three characters are of course employed by the drinking house, and so we can assume,
while they disdain the speaker, that they will continue to be paid whether or not he
has anything to spend there; the host and hostess, however, are financially tied to the
inn, and a customer with nothing to spend threatens their status as well as the success
of the internal economy. We find a similar anxiety in the ballad “The Beggar Comes,
the Beggar Comes”, which posits a narrative in which the consumer “who is openly

embraced when he has money, can be as readily cast off when the source runs dry”

* The English Broadside Ballad Archive (University of California at Santa Barbara)
(http://ebba.english.ucsb.edu) from which this ballad is sourced does not give line numbers. All
quotations from ballads, unless stated, are from this online archive, which includes the British Library
Roxburghe and the Magdalene College Pepys collections, among others.
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(Fumerton “Not Home” 496). The speaker laments, “Our hostis’ maids did love me
well, / when I had mony to my store” (Shirburn Ballads 141). We see the host/hostess
reliant on payment, and while the relations with customers are defined in terms of
affection when that payment is forthcoming, we can assume it is withheld in the
opposite situation.

The contestations that we see featured in the ballad form are more often
translated “into a comic register” in the jest book, where “the act of defrauding a host
is invariably figured as a laudable demonstration of wit” (McRae Literature 127).
This is represented, for example, in Merry Conceited Jests of George Peele (1607),
which includes several tales of how the protagonist simultaneously fleeces and
outwits the host. In one tale, Peele does pay his tavern bill, but recoups the five
pounds by tricking the hostess into giving one of his men her good horse (377-8). A
tale in Tarltons Jests (1613) shares a similar premise, where an innkeeper is tricked
into thinking Tarlton is a Catholic priest, whereupon he is arrested and taken to
London, avoiding the need to pay the bill — or for the journey — himself (D4v). While
the second tale turns more specifically upon the requirement of innkeepers to pass on
any information about suspicious travellers, both figure the host as a subject that can
easily be outwitted and defrauded (McRae Literature 128). Superiority of wit may be
treated as the marker of triumph, but the underlying value of both tales is the
successful undoing of the host’s commercial gain. This, I suggest, points to attempts
to create a narrative whereby the emerging “abstract market process”, in Agnew’s
words, in contrast with the “late medieval marketplace”, remains challengeable (28).
The fictions assert the ease with which the materiality of the tavern space and the host

within it are undone, with the consequence that the more abstract notion of proper
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exchange is also threatened, when in reality such contestations of wit would have
been unlikely to succeed in the same way.

Elsewhere, we find Peele “had gone so far on the score that his credit would
stretch no farther” (Merry Conceited 399). He occupies a room at an inn, and
promises to pawn his belongings through a friend in order that he may have the
money to pay his bill. He exploits the credit in a most extreme — and ridiculous —
fashion by stealing the feather bed from his chamber (Merry Conceited 399). This is
achieved, however, through a verbal trick where Peele assures the hostess that he will
stay in his room, for “this seven nights do I intend to keep my bed” (Merry Conceited
399). She of course takes this to mean that he will stay for that period until he can
recompense her, but his literalness costs her a genuine understanding of his intentions.
The diminution of the inn’s materiality in terms of the stolen bed has implications not
only for the operation of the establishment (the loss of the bed surely means no-one
can stay in the room) but also for the financial security of the hostess. The
relationship between the two is carefully maintained through the proper functioning of
the drinking house economy, based as it is on the practice of exchange, with
expectations on both sides fulfilled. Remembering Overbury’s host, whose hospitality
1s “predicated ... upon an abandonment of control over his property” but whose
financial success depends on his owning a property to which his customers have
access, the treatment of the hostess in Peele’s tale becomes all the more unpleasant, as
her relinquishing of control of her property becomes an excuse to steal (McRae
Literature 127). The exploitation of the inn’s economic standing is figured in terms of
the theft of the bed and the tale points to certain anxieties about the way that the
normal pattern of financial and social exchange has potential to be disrupted by a

customer. It is both the power of the hostess’ position and, at the same time, her
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economic vulnerability that allow the joke to be performed in such a way as to
undermine the legitimacy of her role and to poke fun at the conventions of the tavern
economy.

The importance of the host/hostess in the wider tavern economy is asserted —
rather strangely — in one of the tales in Harman’s 4 Caveat. In the tale of “A Rogue”
two criminals visit an alehouse where they see the local parson drinking at one of the
tables. The men stay so long drinking “pot upon pot” of ale that “they sat out all the
company, for each man departed home about their business” (121). They approach the
alewife to ask about the priest, and tell her — falsely — that they are his nephews and
godsons. She describes his living arrangements, and then tells them to seek him that
night, because he could offer them far better accommodation than she can in the
alehouse. The hostess continues: “And yet I speak foolishly against my own profit, for
by your tarrying here, I should gain the more by you” (122). The rogues ask for a
“reckoning” and are described as “mannerly paying for what they took” (122).

The men go to the priest’s house and beg for charity at his window; when he
offers some coins through the open pane, they grab his arm, telling him that unless he
gives them three pounds, they will cut it off. The two rogues take “all the money he
had, which was four marks” and make a further condition upon his release: the rogues
tell him, “drink twelvepence for our sakes tomorrow at the alehouse where we found
you and thank the goodwife for the good cheer she made us” (122). The priest is
released, and faithfully goes to the alehouse the following day in order to “perform his
promise” (123). He relates his experience to the alewife, including his pledge to spend
twelve pence at her establishment. Her response to this is surprising, for in no way
does she suggest the parson should not feel beholden to keep his promise made under

duress: “‘What, did they!” quoth she, ‘now by the Marymass they be merry knaves. I
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warrant you they mean to buy no land with your money’” (123). The hostess then
instructs the priest not to recount to anyone the story, because his parishioners will
scorn him.

In this episode, we are confronted with several ways in which the tavern
economy is negotiated. The rogues drink “pot upon pot”, and while we may expect
them to try to evade the bill, both because of how they are identified by Harman as
criminals, and because of the kinds of behaviour we have seen elsewhere in popular
texts, they ask for the reckoning and pay it in full. While Harman is keen to show the
criminality of these men, which occupies the heart of the tale, it is surprising to
observe this encounter with the alewife, where the men uphold their obligations
within the guest/hostess relationship. I suggest that there is tension at work between
Harman’s desire to relay acts of criminality and the creation of a successful narrative
in itself. The joke played on the parson would have no witty resolution if he were not
made to uphold his promise to spend in the alehouse. By including that detail, the text
insists upon that dramatic possibility, while simultaneously allowing for the
encounter(s) to be figured in terms of the threat of vagrancy, where the rogues can be
identified with the “laboring, unsettled poor” whom Harman was so keen to represent
(Fumerton Unsettled 36).

What complicates this tale — and what makes it significant for this chapter — is
the inclusion of the alewife’s reflection that by recommending the rogues go to the
priest’s house, she effectively undermines her own pursuit of profit. So while the
rogues pay for the ale they drink, their encounter with the hostess is forestalled. Her
advice sits strangely, however, and we may well ask quite why Harman includes that
sentence at all. To drive the narrative, the rogues need to seek out the priest’s house at

night in order to perform the robbery. Moreover, with the story they tell the hostess, it
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seems most sensible for her to suggest they stay with their supposed relative. Why,
then, does Harman have the alewife acknowledge both the loss of profit and her
responsibility for it when the option of accommodating them at the alehouse is
superfluous? One answer is that the writer wants to construct a framework where the
alewife occupies the position as the honest hostess, whose financial gain is ruled out
by the verbal trickery of the rogues’ tale. The encounter between the rogues and the
hostess asserts the power of the men’s fictions. The rogues win in every sense through
superiority of their tale, which is achieved, one could argue, in the sense of the wider
economy, at some temporary cost to the alewife. The final movement of the narrative,
with the parson returning to the alehouse under obligation, then restores a form of
circulation that, for all their criminality, the rogues are championing.

The way in which this kind of circulation works is hinted at earlier in the tale.
The hostess’ supposition that the rogues “mean to buy no land” with the parson’s
money suggests that the text is working in certain binary terms as far as economic
values are concerned (123). While it sounds proverbial of nature, her comment alerts
us to different sources of money and the tensions inherent in competing economic
systems. The parson, we can assume, derives his money — including that which was
stolen by the rogues — from the Church: parish priests were maintained “by a
combination of tithe (a tax of a tenth of the produce of the people) and income from
land” (O’Day 48). So when the hostess declares that the rogues will “buy no land” it
follows that they are literally not buying into the older, established, medieval
economic model where land “conferred status and power” as well as income (O’Day
25). Instead, they represent those involved in a more fluid, makeshift economy that
sees, perhaps, a system based on land ownership as outdated. This is a tension that we

see emerge in the tavern spaces of Jonson’s The New Inn and Brome’s The
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Demoiselle, where those whose personal economies are based on land ownership find
themselves at odds with a newer concept of exchange, a model insisted upon by the
energies of the drinking house.

This is not to say the rogues are uncomplicated examples of a newer, more
fluid economy that resists a more conventional land-based one. The latter is
characterised by Sullivan as relying on an attitude of “stewardship”, harking back to a
Penshurstian ideal of moral and economic maintenance, in comparison with “the slow
and fitful reconceptualization of land as private (or absolute) property” that occurred
in the early modern period (7, 232). Indeed, by not buying land, the rogues will be
excluded from the opportunities offered by such a change in the land market.
Nonetheless, by exploiting the priest, they promote a kind of economic fantasy that
rejects the traditional duties associated with land ownership, and suggest that a more
flexible — and unpredictable — system wins out.

Ownership of land or property then, emerges not as the economic pinnacle,
but something with the potential of being restrictive. The rogues are the ones with the
power, despite neither owning land nor seeking to purchase it. The priest, meanwhile,
is left impotent, unable to resist the financial obligation put on him or tell the truth
about his experience. Since the tale aligns the rogues with the hostess, we are alerted
to the kinds of power she wields as well. It is unlikely (although possible) that she
owns her humble alehouse, and yet it is she that profits at the end of the tale: again,
ownership of property is not the definitive marker of financial success in this new
economic landscape. Remembering McRae’s assertion that I mentioned above,
regarding the host as a propertied person with less than absolute control over that
property, the hostess’ status in this tale becomes clearer: it is based on participation in

a more abstract network of exchange facilitated by the space. This is not to say that



45

the materiality of the tavern is inconsequential; as we will see in subsequent chapters,
the actual machinery of the drinking house is crucial to the way in which it functions.
Nonetheless, the importance placed on the more abstract market to the exclusion of
land ownership suggests a preoccupation with the complexity of this exchange
culture.

Furthermore, that same network of circulation, restored and maintained by the
narrative, is the one endorsed by the hostess rather than that of the priest. The landed,
settled economy seems only to absorb resources — the priest has to be made to spend
his money at the alehouse — and this sits at odds with the values of circulation
represented by the rogues and hostess. Dionne suggests that while rogue literature
“promoted an image of otherness” to an emerging group of merchants and
shareholders who were as yet only loosely bound together, it also provided a fantasy
of economic freedom to those same merchants “whose own economic practices of
investment and foreign trade maintained an ambivalent position in relation to the
established medieval traditions of domestic production” (40). This theory is
applicable to Harman’s narrative, finding as we do in the alignment of the rogues and
hostess a new kind of economic stance, one opposed to the status quo and which
endorses not only a more abstract idea of what the purchase of land might mean but
also the opportunities that are afforded by financial enterprise. This kind of binary
reading that the text invites may be a little unfair — the priest is, after all, a mere
cipher when it comes to the broader picture of settled, landed economy. Nonetheless,
the binary exists in order for the text to celebrate one economic model in place of a
another, older version, and reveals how some writers sought to make sense of the

complexities of this broader cultural understanding of circulation and exchange.
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The rogues’ criminality may occupy a position at the extreme end of the
economic spectrum, but that is not what defines their personal economies. Nor is the
cosy fiction of an adherence to social conventions — in their ‘rewarding’ of the
hostess’ hospitality — the means by which their more fluid network is enfranchised. It
is the way in which they maintain the economic space of the alehouse — and, more
specifically — the status of the hostess who facilitated their plan that defines how we
read them. The hostess is restored to her position within the network of circulation,
even as the text has made us aware of the precarious living that it provides for her.
Her guests appropriated the space for their own ends, and while she may benefit from
the parson’s spending, we are alert to the fact that her position is something to be
carefully and persistently maintained. Indeed, those others present shape her position
in the tavern space, and while the logic of the host/hostess role demands money to be

handed over when shown a tavern bill, we shall see that it is not always the case.

The reckoning

The bill — or reckoning — is mentioned frequently in texts situated in the tavern space.
In these terms, a reckoning comes from the verb to reckon, which refers to counting
out of money, an act that is founded on an oral custom: accounting for, telling or

describing (“Reckoning”; “Reckon”). As Muldrew writes,

The verb ‘to reckon’ referred to the action of two people coming
together to compare their respective debts, and to determine how much

each actually owed the other. (Economy 108)
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This description creates a foundation for a better understanding of how the reckoning
is shaped by, and in turn informs, the site of the tavern. A tavern reckoning demands
the host and customer perform an almost ritualistic action, of comparing and
accounting for their debts, but one that falls short of the requirements of the original
definition. By the nature of their transaction, there can be no comparison between
what each one owes, because it falls to the customer to pay. Credit in this instance
extends in only one direction, which unbalances the relationship between host and
patron; to purchase victuals on account means that the host is reliant on the reckoning
to avoid going into debt himself. More importantly, the reliance on an oral description
to account for one’s debts, in the context of the some of these popular texts, is
complicated by their preoccupation with verbal trickery.

The reckoning determines much of the interaction that we witness in the
tavern space, and contestations over it might be read as further examples of writers
grappling with changing early modern notions of exchange. The key question to ask
of this motif is to what extent the texts use the idea of the reckoning to explore the
concept of a settle-able contract or rather as a way to question the wider social
relations beyond the tavern, where there exists a constant cycle of ongoing circulation
and consumption that extended throughout society, as noted by Muldrew (Economy
95). The way the single reckoning materially encapsulates a specific act of exchange
as well as more abstract anxieties about the extension of credit, means that it can
represent many of the attendant tensions and energies of the site of tavern. The idea of
a deferred payment with a promise (satisfied or not) to fulfil one’s obligations shapes
the understanding of the reckoning in the narratives the follow. Indeed, it is a notion

that we shall see employed in I Henry [V and 2 Henry IV, and The Demoiselle, where
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the consequences of a delay in the payment of a reckoning is embedded within much
deeper and wider networks of relationships beyond the drinking house space.

Several texts figure the moral and social obligations inherent in the reckoning.
The speaker in the ballad 4 Health to All Good-Fellowes asserts his duty to pay his
reckoning, calling to be hanged if he refuses (British Library Roxburghe 1.150-151).
The same expectation of honest behaviour is asserted in A Mad Crue where a refusal
to pay the reckoning elicits a response from the Cook that the man “shall be tryd”
(Magdalene College Pepys 1.444-445). In contrast, the “37™ Jest” of Dekker and
Wilkins’ Jests to Make you Merie (1607) is determined partly by the possibilities of
non-payment. A group of young gallants find themselves “extreamely over-reckend”,
which the narrator suggests is “the fashion” (C2r). They leave the tavern laughing
about how they will never be able to “hold up their hands agen, at that unmercifull
barre” but then joke to one of their crowd that they have indeed paid the enormous
bill (C2v). This is a curious — and rather impenetrable — tale, but one that I think
encapsulates the idea that the payment of a tavern bill is something to be contested.
That the men find themselves “extreamely over-reckend” suggests that they
overextended themselves from the start, and while it does seem that they settled the
bill, the tale implies a consistency to this state of affairs, as it is “the fashion™ to spend
so much. It is significant, I suggest, that the writer figures their actions in terms of the
reckoning, however, and not their spending, as if the bill itself shapes the circulation
of money in the tavern. The onus to pay resides with them, rather than with the host to
enforce collection, in a reflection perhaps of the frequent renegotiations and often
unfulfilled obligations of the early modern credit economy that I mentioned above
(Muldrew Economy 180). Indeed, joking that the bill remains unpaid when it is in fact

the opposite seems indicative of a writer struggling to make sense of the ways that
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financial obligations were on one hand a burden and on the other a necessary part of
the culture of circulation.

In contrast, when Peele gathers together some friends for “a great supper”
after which his companions call “for a reckoning”, it is their eagerness to offer up
their share of the bill that defines the encounter (396). While Peele himself “swears
there is not a penny for them to pay”, his friends dismiss this and each one contributes
some money, “some ten shillings, some five, some more” (396). There is no
reluctance to pay or attempt to dodge the bill by any of them. When they are then
distracted by some music, Peele steals the money and runs away, and they are “forced
to pay the reckoning anew” (396). Here, the jest is based on the willingness of
customers to pay in contrast with Peele’s reluctance, and, as in the previous tale, the
reckoning is settled. Nonetheless, the value of both Dekker and Wilkins’ and Peele’s
jests is that they demonstrate how verbal unreliability is tied closely to financial
dishonesty, with the motif of the tavern bill the focus of the anxieties of exchange.
Indeed, the desire to gain financially (or at least, to evade payment) is entwined, if not
synonymous, with the quest for superiority of wit that haunts these tales; of the
Londoners found in jest books, Lawrence Manley mentions “their common pursuit of
the last word or shilling” (London 120). Though he also writes that the texts in
question demonstrate reconciliation “in the equality of laughter” I would argue that
that view does not fully realise the complexities of the jest book dynamics, and that
there is less a sense of reconciliation than of an unending cycle of contestation (120).

In terms of the question I asked above, of how far the reckoning figures a
specific contract as much as it does a more abstract fluctuating cycle of circulation,
the answer found in Peele’s text would suggest both. The joke relies on the

willingness of his friends to pay up even when their friend has escaped with their
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money. There is no doubt that these figures fulfil their function in the credit economy
immediately and without misgivings. Nonetheless, and bearing in mind the way in
which wit and exchange are so closely bound in this tale and others, then the lack of a
deeper reconciliation would point to the conclusion that the reckoning does suggest a
narrative of unending, and possibly irresolvable, circulation. This, as we shall see, is
not always figured in negative terms, but can shape the kinds of transformative
energies attendant in many of the staged drinking house spaces I interrogate later in
this thesis. Indeed, the way the circulation of the tavern in / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV
requires careful monitoring and maintenance is one of the ways in which Hal then
upholds the wider economy of the play as he shapes his notion of kingship. Similarly,
the cycle of consumption that we see in The New Inn emerges as one of the ways in
which the wider social and familial relationships are managed, as the characters learn
from their exposure to the network of the inn.

The tensions, however, in many of the narratives in this chapter regarding the
non-payment of the reckoning underline the very real anxieties surrounding the
accumulation of debt in the early modern period (Muldrew Economy 174). While we
cannot know for sure for how long many debts remained unpaid, large totals in
inventories suggest the sums were not insignificant (Muldrew Economy 178). The
payment of the reckoning, then, satisfies the demands of the tavern space but only in
the resolution of the jest. The fictions staged here suggest that such outcomes were
perhaps less certain in reality; moreover, they are determined by the competing forces
of customer and host, pulling the texts in contrary directions. Non-payment (with a
promise of future recompense) continues the cycle of circulation with all its attendant
positive and negative outcomes, but immediate payment presents a momentary

resolution that is hard to resist.
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Such opposing energies are represented in the ballad Come Hostesse Fill the
Pot (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283).” The speaker insists that “Good fellowes
inrich the house” when they visit the tavern daily, but they must “deale in honest sort”
and “not the man abuse” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283). The facilitation of
the tavern’s business and, from that, the creation of wealth comes only when a
customer is both loyal in his attendance and trustworthy enough to pay his way. The
enrichment of “the house” at the heart of the tavern community asserts the importance
of the site in its material and social reality. The speaker, however, then recalls the
anxieties regarding the moment “the reckoning comes to pay” because “we had rather
gaine then loose” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283). The possibility of “gull[ing]
the Tapster” is aired more than once, with the seeming reluctance expressed in the
phrase “exceeding loath” tempered by the excuse that he “doth fill his cans with
froth” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283). This same narrative of a tavern host
cheating his customer by giving them less ale than they pay for is found again in 7The
New Inn, where we are told by Goodstock that his retainer, Fly, is aware of such a
scheme. In that drinking house space, Fly emerges as a figure irretrievably bound to
the success of the inn’s economy; indeed, his actions are integral to the commercial
function of the inn where the payment of the reckoning is unquestioned. Seen from
the alternative perspective, however, the ballad offers a fantasy of non-payment in
return for the ungenerous measures of ale.

This alternative outcome — where the speaker gets away without paying the
reckoning — is constructed as a fiction, with the narrator envisioning a situation where

a customer is neither able to pay, nor in a position to use his credit:

> The ballad’s official title is 4 very pleasant new Ditty but in order to identify it more easily, I use
its first line of “Come Hostesse fill the pot™ as the title.
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Suppose a young man spend,
and then have no money to pay,
He hath no credit, nor none youll lend,
but you will his Castor stay.
Yet still he will call for Beere,
with a full couragious note:
But when the reckoning he doth heare,
now marry he hath never a grote. (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-

283)

The hypothesis is left unresolved, and so while the main narrative has the speaker pay
for his ale, the potential for leaving the reckoning unpaid remains powerful, with the
“now” of the last line making it all the more immediate and possible.

Nonetheless, the refrain of the chorus underscores the inevitability of the
speaker’s position within the network of circulation, insisting upon his payment just
as he considers the opposite: “And after a while we have money, / And after a while
we have none” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283). The repetition of these lines
seizes upon the dynamics of the tavern economy, hinged as they are on the reckoning
being paid. The tensions implicit in a narrative that starts with the claim “a penny will
never undo mee” and ends with the speaker asserting his presence even if he has “no
money to pay” reveal, on one hand, the irrepressibly forces of consumption that act
upon the tavern site as well as the dangers of unsupported spending. Remembering
Muldrew’s description of a reckoning as the coming together of the parties and the
comparison of debts, we might see the ballad itself as some sort of reckoning. The

speaker and their audience are physically positioned to listen to the recurring
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description of those gaining and losing money; when the narrator says “[h]e hath no
credit, nor none youll lend”, we — the listeners — are implicated in this reckoning too

(Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283).

Commercialised sociability
As Cedric C. Brown has observed, communal drinking often functioned as a way
through which the bonds of sociability could be created. “The ritual welcome,
creating the feeling of fellowship”, he writes, “is in drink” (6). O’Callaghan has also
written of the way that taverns — especially at the Inns of Court — fostered “new forms
of sociability among an urban elite”, while Fumerton, as I have already mentioned,
has argued compellingly that the alehouse provided a “homey community” for the
lower and often mobile classes (“Tavern Societies” 37; “Not Home” 494). The
relations brokered in any of these drinking establishment, from inn to alehouse, were
defined, as we have seen, through the careful financial negotiations by host and guest,
centred on the payment of the reckoning. The community created in the tavern space,
therefore, is based on a type of commercialised sociability, where “codes of private
hospitality” are transformed by the economic demands and contestations of the tavern
site (McRae Literature 122). Indeed, the relationships particular to the tavern space
are, Fumerton argues, “unstable and estranged ones”, with the space itself making
“few demands on its frequenters” apart from financial ones (“Not Home” 496-7). It is
those financial negotiations to which I now turn my attention, drawing back from the
specifics of the guest/host relationship and the tussles over the tavern bill to approach
the wider community and the ties that bind it together, however temporarily.

It is worth noting the frequency with which many popular texts refer to a

single customer being responsible for their own “lot” or, more regularly, “shot”, a
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frequency that invites us to ask how certain narratives of credit obligations are
constructed. The ballad The Drunkards Dyall describes a character that “mist his
purse” but seeks reassurance from his friends that he has “paid for [his] lot”
(Magdalene College Pepys 1.428-429). Similarly, in Heres to Thee Kind Harry the
speaker insists that “Each man pay the shot / What falls to his lot”, while /¢ Is Bad
Jesting with a Halter tells of three ex-soldiers, one of whom attempts to trick his way
out of “[h]is shot to pay” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.433, Magdalene College Pepys
1.440-441). In Come Hostesse Fill the Pot the examination of the tavern reckoning
includes the speculation, “If thou has no money to pay the shot, / my Guest thou art
welcome to me” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283). It is a term found not only in
ballads. In The Discoverie of the Knights of the Poste we observe Freeman giving his
contribution to the bill, saying, “there is according to my promise, a crown towardes
the shot” and in Dekker and Wilkins’ Jests to Make You Merie a lawyer goes to a
tavern, where his client is said to pay all of the shot (C3v, C3r).

What do these examples suggest, other than the term was used in numerous
texts? I suggest that although there is some slippage between the words shot and
reckoning, the former elicits a more specific meaning, one that denotes personal
obligation when paying for drink in company. Indeed, a closer examination of
Freeman’s attitude in 7he Discoverie confirms this reading. He says to his fellow
traveller Goodcoll, “what with our supper and this shotte, I have but one groat left of
my tenne shillings, for it is no reason my hoast should pay any thing at all, or this my
friend either” (D4v). Freeman’s anxiety about paying his own way, without relying on
the host or his friend footing the bill, suggests the negotiations surrounding payment
in the drinking house space are shaped more by individual financial responsibility

than moral obligation. This is not to say the honest customer is not lauded: numerous
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ballads, for instance, attest to the fact that the “honest drunkard ... / is the chiefest
fellow of all” (Come Hostesse Fill the Pot Magdalene College Pepys 1.282-283). But
the kind of honesty expected is one of adherence to conventions of exchange, rather
than that of a religious or ethical framework.

This is perhaps most apparent in Harman’s 4 Caveat, a text which
Woodbridge has argued created such an effective discourse of vagrancy that it
influenced the creation of early modern legislation stigmatising the mobile poor
(Vagrancy 43-4). In the context of this reading, it is interesting to note the
nevertheless healthy participation in the drinking house economy by the figure of the
rogue, who, the text insists, is a constant and serious threat. Towards the end of 4
Caveat Harman provides a ‘translation’ of some dialogue where two rogues discuss

their plans:

Man. Why, hast thou any lour in thy bung to bouse?

Why, hast thou any money in thy purse to drink?

Rogue. But a flag, a win, and a make.

But a groat, a penny, and a halfpenny. (151)

The men continue their discussion about how much they should pay for a drink and

where they should go, culminating in the one saying:

What! Stow your bene, cove, and cut benat whids! And bring we to

Rome-vill, to nip a bung; so shall we have lour for the bousing-ken.
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What! Hold your peace, good fellow, and speak better words! And go
we to London to cut a purse; then shall we have money for the

alehouse. (152)

While Harman manipulates us to believe that we are being given privileged access to
an unknowable space through the rogues’ canting language, I suggest that the
drinking house is less discriminating than he would have us think. The men in the
dialogue may well be discussing the possibilities offered by criminal activity but the
discussion centres on their having money enough — and very particular amounts of
money — to spend in the alehouse. They are not seeking to destabilise the drinking
house space by avoiding paying the bill, but rather attest to their participation in what
the reader may accept is the normal mode of exchange. Moreover, the declaration by
the Rogue that he has “a flag, a win, and a make” suggests an awareness of how much
he would be able to spend without needing any credit (151). The drinking house
space, then, is impelled not by moral concerns, but financial ones. Harman writes in
his dedicatory letter that many “wicked persons” visit various “Tippling houses ...
where they have succour and relief” but where “if they have neither money nor ware,
they will be trusted; their credit is much” (112). The extension of credit, as Muldrew
has taught us, is reliant on the economic trustworthiness of those involved in the
negotiations, hence we can assume that despite Harman’s misgivings about their
wickedness, the people he describes nevertheless participate in the network of
circulation (173).

Many texts take care to detail the specifics of this kind of personal economic
responsibility that the site of the drinking house demands, and yet there remains a

tension between acknowledging the necessity of such obligations and the fear that the
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community of the space was in somehow undone by the commercialisation of
fellowship. Like the delicate balancing of the guest/host relationship, the bonds
between customers are situated in a framework that demands constant re-negotiation.
Hailwood suggests that it is the labouring identity of those in alehouse company that
underlines the requirement for honest payment and admittance to the alehouse
community; nonetheless, it is clear that, even without a reading that anchors itself in
the tensions between working hard and paying one’s own way, participation in the
economic and social circulation of the drinking house was fraught with difficulties
(15). In Heres to Thee Kind Harry the ideal customer is one that “will freely call for
drinke, / ... And never repine to part with his chinke”, characteristics that are
tempered by the necessity “never ... to vary / From good fellowship” (Magdalene
College Pepys 1.432-433). Numerous customers unwelcome to the drinking house —
and to the community there — are listed, with the common factor being that none are
willing to contribute financially. The “wenching knave” for instance is not wanted
there, not because of any moral indignation, but rather that he is happy to “spend a
crowne / upon his Lasse” while he is “unwilling / To spend a shilling / with us”
(Magdalene College Pepys 1.432-433).

Meanwhile, a more hostile narrative can be found in the ballad No Body Loves
Me (Magdalene College Pepys 1.431). The narrator describes the same kind of
drinking house community, but this time it is he that is excluded when his money runs

out. Where once he “flourisht with my friends” while his “quoyne lasted”,

Now that I have no C[hink]e,
With the Duckes may I [dr]inke,

All my friends from me shrinke,



58

Nobody loves me.

My Hostis with a smile would entertaine me,
Now like a varlet vile doth she disdaine me
I had the Parlor before at [my co]lmmanding,
Now in the kitchin I take up my standing:
Now all my revell ruffe,
Is turnd to kitchin stuffe,
And I sing, Marry muffe,

Nobody loves me. (Magdalene College Pepys 1.431)

As Hailwood writes, the idea that those participating in the drinking house economy
were somehow “false friends” is common, and yet he argues that there is evidence for
a “less mercenary attitude” underpinning this notion of financial obligation (14). His
reading is based on the determination of a labouring identity in contrast with idleness,
and while this is compelling, I suggest that the economic energies of the tavern space
are not so repressible (15). The lament of the speaker in No Body Loves Me finds no
solace or defiance in working hard to increase his income, and while he claims he will
“goe dig for more [money] and if I find it, / Like rich Cobs hand and foot, fast will I
bind it” it is not a framework endorsed by the ballad, which by the end has the
speaker fantasising about cutting the throat of his former friend (Magdalene College
Pepys 1.431).

Such a narrative is also found in 4 Pleasant New Song, Of the Backes
Complaint, for Bellies Wrong (Magdalene College Pepys 1.447). Here the speaker

documents not only his exclusion from the community once his money has run out,
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but also the loss of his good reputation. Now he has “to bid farwell good fellowship”,
a line that encapsulates the tension at the heart of the text: the speaker still defines the
drinking house community as one bound by “good fellowship” even as he describes
his exclusion on financial terms (Magdalene College Pepys 1.446-447). The fiction he
creates is one where he is embedded in a framework he calls “fellowship” as he
simultaneously exposes the commercial impetus that seems, in part, to rob him of his

agency. He goes on,

Thou thinkest good fellowes be thy friends
And what thou hast on them thou spends:
What thou by worke gainst all the weeke,

consumeth by good fellowship.

But when that all the money is gone,
And score nor credit thou hast none:
These friends from thee away will slipe,
and farewell all good fellowship. (Magdalene College Pepys 1.446-

447)

These lines further reveal the way in which this commercialised community threatens
the individual subject. The speaker find himself spending the money he earns on those
around him, but moreover frames it in terms of being himself consumed, just as their
conspicuous consumption exploits his labour. The lines also point to tensions that
arise when the networks of credit are not upheld; it is not only that the narrator cannot

pay his way but also that he cannot access further credit which would allow him to
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continue his participation in the drinking house space. While some of the literature |
have mentioned points to the need to have ready coin, the ballad here alights on the
need to maintain wider access to credit, a notion brought into focus by the speaker’s
own inability to participate in even the most normative part of the market (Muldrew
Economy 95).

The ballad concludes in a way much like that of No Body Loves Me, with the
speaker fantasising about various diseases and kinds of family breakdown that will
befall those who “drink and gousell day and night” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.446-
447). Moreover, he posits that those who participate are liable to lose their
possessions, their “lands, & goods, oxe, horse, and sheepe” — all “wasted by good
fellowship” (Magdalene College Pepys 1.446-447). This is, of course, an extreme
narrative. It sets up the commercialisation of the drinking house community as
something that threatens the wider economy rather than, as we have seen elsewhere,
part of an energetic network of exchange. It hints, perhaps, at the broader fears about
the loss of property and goods in a challenging market, where credit may be extended
but also withdrawn. These “tangled webs of economic dependency” saw the creation
of tensions “between economic rationality in credit dealings and the use of credit as
an instrument of friendship or mutual support” (Hudson 54). Such tensions are alive
in this ballad and other popular texts, alerting us to the wider implications of
encounters within the site of the drinking house. Fumerton argues that it was precisely
the “unbound provisionality” of the commercial drinking house that attracted people
(“Not Home” 496-7). So while it provoked certain anxieties, the vitality of the site

itself — both commercially and socially — resists containment of any kind.

Conclusion



61

The early modern notion of company, Withington would have us understand,
“suggests a politics ... of social participation involving inclusions, exclusions and the
construction of boundaries” (301). While he admits that such boundaries may be “less
obvious” in the drinking house space, I suggest that they are evident in the texts I
have examined in this chapter (301). This way of approaching such a space helps us
to see it less as a component within the wider economy, and more as a site to be
contested. The meaning it assumes in the texts above is based not upon an authentic
experience, although of course it is informed by it. Rather the drinking house emerges
in fictions that both conflict and concur with each other, necessarily because it means
different things to different writers. So while the space often loses out in these texts —
either by customers evading the reckoning, stealing its goods, fleecing the host or
undermining the conventions of exchange — the commercialism it promotes remains

intact when the fantasies of personal gain do not survive.
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Chapter 2: The Tavern, Reckonings and Creation of Credit in William

Shakespeare’s I Henry IV and 2 Henry IV

At the end of the first tavern scene in / Henry IV (1597-8), Hal and Peto discover
some papers in the sleeping Falstaff’s pocket, which, upon reading, they discover to

be a bill:

Item a capon 2s. 2d.
Item sauce 4d.
Item sack two gallons 5s. 8d.

Item anchovies and sack after supper2s. 6d.

Item bread ob. (2.4.448-52)

The Prince seizes the opportunity to mock his companion’s dining habits — “O
monstrous! But one half-pennyworth of bread to this intolerable deal of sack?” — but
more significantly, Hal explicitly states that the “money shall be paid back again with
advantage” (2.4.453-4, 458-9). The care with which the tavern bill is itemised for us,
and Hal’s response to such a debt owed by Falstaff, is revealing of a sequence of
plays in which terms of credit and financial liability are ubiquitous. The tavern in both
1 Henry 1V (1597-8) and 2 Henry IV (1600) is more than a Bakhtinian carnivalesque
realm, but rather a focal point of commercial exchange. Those who inhabit it pursue
credit relentlessly, flee from debt, and are disturbed by their finances. The tavern
space is at the very centre of the plays’ economy, an urban marketplace connected by
a network of exchange to a plethora of figures, from the King and the nobles, to

ostlers and traders, to prostitutes and criminals. The frequent use of credit as both a
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financial and moral concept suggests the complications of the market economy in a
world where oral promises were often the height of contractual assurances. Moreover,
the use of the tavern reckoning is central to the plays’ interrogation of economic
bonds, bonds which extend out into the wider social dramas onstage. Indeed, it is
specifically through the repeated use of the reckoning as a dramatic emblem that we
are better able to understand the space of the tavern as a potent site for the imagining
of an early modern culture of credit.

This chapter will explore the ways in which the tavern environment provides a
space where Hal can negotiate various key relationships: with Falstaff, Hotspur, and
his father. Specifically, I will demonstrate how the economic model on which the
tavern depends allows Hal to construct a framework where petty financial exchanges
can be translated into exchanges of the familial, social, cultural and dynastic sort. I
will trace how the tavern is presented to us as an economic space rather than simply
an outlet of festive excess, the foundation of which is a delicately negotiated network
of exchange practised by customers and the Hostess. Using this as a basis, the chapter
will explore how the plays employ the reckoning, encapsulating in the tavern space a
notion of the settle-able contract, to grapple with more abstract socio-economic issues
beyond that setting. Indeed, bearing in mind how in Chapter 1 I demonstrated the way
in which the reckoning determines much of the interaction in the tavern space, I will
show how crucial it becomes in understanding how the wider dynamics of / Henry IV
and 2 Henry IV are shaped. I will argue that through the reckoning, the plays stage the
idea that early modern networks of credit were based on a cycle of ongoing
circulation and consumption, where deferred payment both promoted economic

production and left those participating in it vulnerable to financial anxieties.
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This focus will enable me to read / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV within a
different critical framework from previous studies, which have tended to read the
tavern space and its representation in these plays through the lens of Bakhtin’s
“carnivalesque” theory (10). C. L. Barber’s Shakespeare’s Festive Comedy (1959)
explores the use of festive ritual to maintain community and asserts that Shakespeare
“used the resources of a sophisticated theatre to express, in his idyllic comedies and in
his clowns’ ironic misrule, the experience of moving to humorous understanding
through saturnalian release” (3-4). Festivity, for Barber, is used as “a term for
structure” and he tries “to describe structure to get at the way this comedy organizes
experience” (4). The structural model he uses, looking at how Shakespeare’s plays
move from chaos through release to clarification, is significant for this essay, which
will apply an economic model to interpret the same movement. David Ruiter in
Shakespeare’s Festive History builds on the work of both Barber, and of Naomi
Liebler. He argues that Bolingbroke “creates the appearance of class-kinship and the
restoration of community ritual on his way to becoming King Henry IV” but because
he usurped the throne, his son Hal “must also create a means by which to gain
widespread public support, and he too will use a method that will play on the
community’s desire for a sense of kinship and ritual in its leaders” — and moreover a
“kinship-through-shared-festivity” (69). Ruiter argues that to do this Hal seeks “to
create a socio-political event that will ensure his kingship and unite the community”
through word-play to project Falstaff as a figure of festivity through his blatant
fatness and further as an emblem of feasting, which he calls the “Feast of Falstaft”
(70, 83).

Nonetheless, the plays have been interrogated within a more economic

framework. Sandra K. Fischer understands them as examining the definition of
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“human value in the context of a quickly developing social-exchange mentality” in
which Falstaff grapples with a “dilemma of conflicting contracts” (152, 159). She
acknowledges the “pattern of language” that Hal needs to use in order for him to
acquire the kind of pragmatism that will govern his style of kingship, with particular
recourse to the “metaphor of indebtedness” (152-3). Nina Levine also places the /
Henry IV and 2 Henry IV “within the specific context of early modern credit
relations” and acknowledges that “the language of credit and exchange is central to
Shakespeare’s staging of dynastic politics” (404). Similarly, Lars Engle’s work on the
plays figures the “economy of credit and negotiation” in terms of royal power and its
pragmatic application (108). Indeed, Engle’s examination of the frequent staging of
debts has to some extent shaped my own argument, and I agree with his contention
that Hal “understands what he does in economic terms” (107).

Critics have not, however, paid enough attention to the significant connections
between the plays’ economic engagement and the specific space of the tavern. That is
the purpose of this chapter. It is through that space, I argue, that the way in which the
plays grapple with notions of exchange may be more fully understood. Admittedly,
Engle demonstrates how closely Hal’s progression from prodigal prince to monarch is
tied to his position in the tavern, but his argument points to a conclusion very
different from mine. Engle suggests that it is Falstaff who is “dedicated to promoting
circulation” and “fertilizing the market” with Hal resisting such “outflow” (109). I,
on the other hand, argue quite the opposite. Hal is deeply concerned with the upkeep
of the cycle of circulation, furthering his credit and insisting on the repayment of
debts. Falstaff is at best a hindrance and at worst an obstacle to the forms of
circulation that are fostered in particular by the tavern and more generally by the

plays at large. More specifically, the link between Falstaff’s itemised tavern bill and
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frequent use of the reckoning by Hal and others to frame and negotiate encounters has
not as yet been analysed in the context of the wider tradition of the tavern space.

To better understand those encounters in the context of the early modern
period, this chapter — as does the thesis as a whole — engages with the work done by
Muldrew on the early modern culture of credit. Specifically, Muldrew’s
understanding of the notion of the reckoning is crucial to my reading of the way it
emerges in the plays. He writes, “[t]he verb ‘to reckon’ referred to the action of two
people coming together to compare their respective debts, and to determine how much
each actually owed the other” (Economy 108). The term “reckoning” as we have seen
in the previous chapter was widely used to describe a specific tavern bill, as well as
perhaps the more fluid but nonetheless concrete concept of paying off a debt. While
the kind of encounter described by Muldrew above is staged in the Boar’s Head
tavern, and relates directly to debts incurred there, we also witness it again in Hal’s
interactions with his father and the rebels he faces in both plays. Indeed, the way in
which the act of reckoning, as well as the concept of it, shapes the movement of the
plays is the pivot on which our understanding of the social politics of the plays turns.

The chapter, therefore, will focus on a consideration of Hal and Falstaff’s
positioning in the tavern environment and in relation to the wider community and
nation via the language of credit that suffuses the plays. If we go back to Hal’s
assertion that when he is King of England he will “command all the good lads in
Eastcheap” we are able to observe his careful self-positioning in terms of both the
tavern space and body politic (2.4.12). While he looks forward to his being crowned,
and to a time when he has an authority based on monarchy, he alights on the disparity
between the two spaces of the Court and the tavern, and yet simultaneously reveals

his self-positioning in terms of the tavern network (“all the good lads in Eastcheap”
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refers to his conversation with several tapsters that he mentions earlier in the scene).
Hal will be able to command more than the apprentices he finds in the tavern, and yet
he figures himself in relation to those in the tavern community.

My approach to I Henry IV and 2 Henry IV is one that accepts their textual
separateness and yet acknowledges their implicit connections. Their genesis is rather
complex. Giorgio Melchiori is persuasive in his argument that an ur-Henry IV existed,
and was then rewritten as / Henry IV as we know it because of the objections by
various parties to the use of, amongst other things, the name of Sir John Oldcastle, a
Protestant martyr celebrated by John Foxe in his Acts and Monuments (1563)
(“Introduction” 9-16).° Similarly, there are textual quirks — such as the duplication of
the name Bardolph for two different characters — that remain unexplained if the plays
were planned as part of a sequence. We might assume that / Henry [V was written as
simply Henry IV, and was then subjected to substantial changes before it emerged as
it stands now, with 2 Henry [V written because the first play had been successful.
Shakespeare then perhaps included material from an original ur-Henry IV in the new
second part. In short, this chapter will treat / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV as sequential
texts that intentionally engage with the same debates and discourses.

The chapter will be divided into four sections. Firstly, I offer a consideration
of how the tavern network is created, reflecting the ways in which early modern
drinking houses operated as economic spaces rather than simply outlets of festive
excess, the foundation of which is a delicately negotiated network of exchange
practised by the customers and Hostess. Secondly, I argue that Falstaff’s non-
participation in the tavern economy suggests ways in which the plays engage with

particular tensions that existed in the early modern culture of credit. Using this

% For the full account of the ur-Henry IV see Melchiori (1994).
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contextual framework, I offer a reading of Falstaff’s character based on his being an
unwelcome, yet perhaps unavoidable aspect of the network of exchange encapsulated
in the tavern community. Thirdly, I offer an analysis of the way in which Hal’s value
is created by himself and others, a value which allows for a particular kind of
engagement with the politics of the tavern, and which permits his later political
redemption, figured as it is in economic rather than moral terms. I consider Hal’s
(self) positioning within the tavern network, based on the pursuit of credit and
rejection of debt. I argue that Hal’s economic encounters staged in this space are
crucial to how he later negotiates his political and dynastic encounters. Finally, I use a
different approach, moving away from character analysis, and examine the incursions
of civic authorities into the tavern space. These stage the anxieties surrounding the
tavern’s position in a wider network of exchange and the need for it to assume a

particular economic standard in order for it to function in the City of London.

The creation of a tavern economy

In both 7 Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, the tavern is presented to us as an urban
commercial space, in which people not only buy food and drink but also lend and
borrow money; the numerous instances of exchange invite us to ask how that
economy works. Additionally, with the inclusion of a distinctly urban setting in the
plays, Shakespeare draws on some aspects of the emerging genre of city comedy,
which typified the dramatic engagement with drinking house spaces, to find new ways
of understanding London and its economic negotiations within a wider framework of
royal legitimacy. The tavern serves as a place of exchange, where the characters

moving within it (and outside it) suggest a preoccupation with particular tensions and
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issues that arose from the financial system that was materialising in London, itself
undergoing “hypertrophic growth” (Manley Literature 5).

It is worth considering exactly what shape this system takes in the plays. Both
Hal and Falstaff are part of a far-reaching and complex network of credit and debt,
which, I argue, shows the engagement of / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV with the
peculiarities of the economic culture of the early modern period. This network is a
subtle, but significant, factor in the plays’ social politics, because it goes some way to
explain the structures of community and nationhood in the wider drama. This kind of
early modern network encompassed all social orders, and has implications for the

particular and the more general instances of exchange. Muldrew writes,

Every household in the country, from those paupers to the royal
household, was to some degree enmeshed within the increasingly
complicated webs of credit and obligation with which the transactions
were communicated. Merchants traded on credit; tradesmen sold or
worked on credit; and many of these people were in debt to the poor

for wages and small sales, or work done. (Economy 95)

This network is staged in the tavern space, which in some respects acts like one of the
households mentioned above, with its own internal economy and connected more
broadly through Muldrew’s “complicated webs”’; the network also extends out from
the tavern, punctuated by encounters between debtors and creditors. The success (or
otherwise) of the internal network of the tavern has consequences for its place within
the city; similarly, the wider network of exchange has implications for the national

structures of power. Shakespeare’s choice to stage Hal’s prodigality in a tavern setting
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is crucial because it accommodates the significance of the real tavern space, as a
cultural and economic nexus — a “centre point of a galaxy of commercial,
governmental and leisure activities” — that produced a community bound only in part
by communal drinking (P. Clark 14). More specifically, the language of credit,
through which Hal positions himself in that setting, and the staging of the tavern
reckoning in particular, reflects the way in which people were trying to negotiate and
make sense of the phenomenology of early modern exchange.

Before moving on to examine the Falstaff and Hal in more detail, it is worth
examining the modes of circulation and exchange that occupy the heart of the tavern
space. The Hostess Mistress Quickly is central to this, acting as a kind of
“entrepreneur” (Howard The Stage 142). 1t is also worth considering her in the

context of Pamela Allen Brown’s description of drinking houses:

tens of thousands of women ran alehouses or worked in them, married
couples drank together there, maidservants and young women gathered
there, and lovers met and even held weddings there. ... As owners,
customers, consumers, and as critics, women were deeply engaged in
alehouse culture; there they heard and bought ballads, told jokes,
danced jigs, hauled husbands home, and heard news of their
neighbours and the wider world. Popular representations of jesting
alewives and tippling gossips, including Noah’s Wife, Mother Bunch,
and Long Meg, situated women as skilled players in the
“neighbourhood theatre” that linked dramas of everyday life to dramas

of the stage. (15-6)
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The point of this is not to establish Mistress Quickly as some sort of authentic
representation of an early modern hostess, but rather to determine that her character
draws on the cultural associations of the figure of the host. This figure, as we saw in
the previous chapter, is often found grappling with tensions inherent in the space of
commercialised hospitality. Indeed, Mistress Quickly’s character is in dialogue with
the tradition of the alewife, with the female host in ballads and jest books, and with
the thousands of women running such establishments, documented above, that the
audience would have encountered in their everyday lives. It is worth remembering the
alewife in Thomas Harman’s tale of “A Rogue”, a text I explored in Chapter 1. She is
presented as a woman encapsulating the difficulties of the role of the tavern host, in
charge of her property but financially dependent — even vulnerable — to those
occupying that space.

In the context of these narratives, Mistress Quickly emerges as a
businesswoman in her own right; a husband is mentioned cursorily but later she refers
to “my house” and “mine own house”, an indication, perhaps, of the fact that she
owns her own property (I Henry IV 3.3.73, 3.3.43, 45, 142, 49). Though “a poor
widow of Eastcheap” she certainly enjoys “a degree of material success” (2 Henry IV
2.1.53-4; Howard The Stage 142). Chris Fitter, on the other hand, sees the Hostess of
1 Henry IV as “a poor woman” and the tavern itself “redolent in several ways of the
underclass fastness of the victualling house” (106). Nonetheless, I find Natasha
Korda’s argument that Mistress Quickly represented the figure of a feme sole
merchant more compelling: “her economic activity during coverture would have been
protected by a special custom of privilege of the City known as the feme sole
merchant” whereby a married woman retained the rights of a single one and “retained

[her] legal identity and right to own property” (109). So when we learn that she has
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both plate and tapestries, we can understand the Hostess’ female agency within both
the urban environment, and more specifically, the tavern space, as implicit. Moreover,
she is successful — and independent — enough to be able to lend Falstaff one hundred
marks and employ a Vintner, Francis the drawer, as well as perhaps “three or four”
more (2 Henry 1V 2.1.124, 1 Henry IV 2.4.4). The Hostess frequently refers to her
“house”,” a term that of course suggests the domesticity provided in the tavern, but
which also figures it as a concrete space, a building — a place as well as a space.
While it is useful to think of the way in which the tavern space is created in terms of
Henri Lefebvre’s observation that “social space is produced and reproduced in
connection with the forces of production (and with the relations of production)” it is
also crucial to acknowledge it as a constructed space, with the plays insisting on its
tangibility as well as its energy (77). Only through the staging of both of these aspects
of the tavern space does the narrative of circulation emerge, produced by the
encounters within it and facilitated by property.

In this context, the Hostess is set apart from the rest of those we observe in the
tavern both by virtue of this propertied status, and also by the fact that she is, as we
have seen elsewhere, a figure complicated by bonds of friendship and commerce.
While those who frequent the tavern as customers — Hal, Falstaff, Poins, Bardolph,
Peto and Pistol — are connected to each other through the bonds of credit and debt the
Hostess is the only character who also provides goods and a service. She may interact
with them seemingly at a level of friendship, and even join in with their badinage (for
example, in the “play extempore” in / Henry IV 2.4.322-8), but we are in no doubt
that their presence at the tavern works on the basis of exchange. Indeed, while it is

unclear that the bill that Hal finds on Falstaff’s sleeping body was submitted for

! Indeed, the word “house” in reference to the tavern is repeated five times in / Henry IV (2.4.214,
2.4.408,2.4.434,3.3.43,3.3.79).



73

payment in the Boar’s Head, it nevertheless reminds us of the arrangement that
underpins the relationship between the Hostess and her customers. It is the tavern that
provides the sack and capons that her customers desire (I Henry IV 1.2.6). Indeed the
construction of her character in this way reflects the translation of the bonds of
hospitality into a commercial narrative that is evident elsewhere in the fictions of the

early modern tavern.

Falstaff’s bad debts and his destabilisation of the tavern economy

Falstaff’s first appearance in I Henry IV quickly establishes his relationships both
with Hal (one of affectionate verbal sparring) and with money (one of not paying his
way). When Hal suggests a sexual undertone to Falstaff’s praise for the Hostess of the

tavern, he replies:

FALSTAFF. How now, how now, mad wag? What, in thy quips and
thy quiddities? What a plague have I to do with a buff
jerkin?

PRINCE. Why, what a pox have I to do with my hostess of the
tavern?

FALSTAFF. Well, thou hast called her to a reckoning many a time
and oft.

PRINCE. Did I ever call for thee to pay thy part?

FALSTAFF. No, I'll give thee thy due, thou hast paid all there.

PRINCE. Yea, and elsewhere, so far as my coin would stretch,
and where it would not, I have used my credit. (I Henry

IV'1.2.36-44)
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It is clear that Hal not only has to pay Falstaft’s debts, but that Falstaff relies on him
to do so; the implications that this has for Hal and his own pursuit of credit will be
explored later in this chapter. It is, however, not only these two who are bound by the
lending and borrowing of money. Falstaff, we learn, borrows money from the
Hostess, and implicates at least Bardolph in such debts as well. Of course, we may
understand this in terms of the early modern victualler’s “relative liquidity” which
allowed for the lending of “small coin” (P. Clark 137). The plays, however, only stage
increasing debt between the Hostess and Falstaff, and the sums amount to far more
than “small coin” as we shall see.

Payment of the tavern reckoning found on Falstaff by Hal early on in / Henry
1V 1s certainly never staged, and we can assume it never occurs. Muldrew writes that
“[o]ffering credit on the alehouse score was necessary to keep customers” (Economy
293). Indeed, Engle points out that “the possibility of running up large unpayable
debts” was a feature of early modern taverns expanded upon in the plays (124). While
this observation may suggest that Falstaff’s behaviour was not out of the ordinary in
the context of early modern credit practices, the dramatic narrative insists upon the
destabilising effect of such deferred payment, stemming from the way in which the
economic fictions created by him resist inclusion in the kind of productive circulation
that the tavern seeks to uphold. The tavern reckoning that lists Falstaff’s expenditure
is read only by the prince, who, as I shall demonstrate, appropriates it in the creation
of his own economic narrative. Falstaff’s fantasy of unending credit represents the
more extreme end of the kind of fluid economy we encounter in the tavern, an

economy that is incompatible with forces that the knight represents. Indeed, as we
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shall see, Falstaff behaviour reveals the inherent conflict between outdated,
unproductive modes of living and the more creative credit practices promoted by Hal.
We are alerted to this conflict partly by Falstaff’s attempts to delegitimise the
Hostess’ position as the central trader of the tavern. The expansion of commercial
endeavour in London at the time had particular implications for the women who took

part:

Retail work also grew rapidly for middling sorts of wives and for
unmarried women as the huge surge in London’s population at the end
of the sixteenth century caused comparable growth in the number of
retail shops, inns, taverns, and cookshops within the city, all venues in
which women played important roles. Those who sold goods could be
suspected of also selling themselves, and the city afforded women
numerous opportunities to lead public lives that involved being visible

to many people, including strangers. (Howard Theater 128)

Exploiting her public position, Falstaff employs the discourse of prostitution to
suggest that the Hostess is in some way sexually and therefore financially dishonest,
just as Howard says: of selling herself as well as her ale. He tries to position Mistress
Quickly as illegitimate, first by reducing the status of the tavern by saying, “This
house [tavern] is turned bawdy-house, they pick pockets” and then by reducing the
status of the Hostess herself, saying, “Maid Marian may be the deputy’s wife of the
ward to thee”; he reduces her even further to a “thing” (1 Henry IV 3.3.79-80, 91-2,
93). The opportunities she affords in her enterprise are covertly attacked by Falstaff’s

implications, in that the figure of the hostess — a propertied person nonetheless
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vulnerable to the economic impulses of her guests — relies upon her honesty, as we
saw in Chapter 1. Furthermore, by diminishing Mistress Quickly’s role to that of an
object, Falstaff erases her person from the space itself, so she becomes even less than
the easily outwitted host in other early modern texts; she is removed from any
participation in the cycle of circulation that she would maintain.

Falstaff goes on to assault her role in the network of exchange within the
tavern space. She tells him, “I bought you a dozen of shirts to your back™ but he
dismisses them as “Dowlas, filthy dowlas”, a course kind of linen much used then; he
goes on to joke that the “bakers’ wives” who received the shirts from him “have made
bolters out of them”, bolters being cloths used to sift bran from meal (/ Henry IV
3.3.53-5). In undermining the condition of the goods acquired for him, Falstaff
removes himself from the network of exchange by refusing to pay his debt.
Furthermore, as well as the shirts she bought him, the Hostess claims: “You owe
money here besides, Sir John, for your diet, and by-drinkings, and money lent you,
four-and-twenty pound” (I Henry IV 3.3.57-8). The Hostess here alerts us to the fact
that the reckoning has — still — not been paid, as well to the money she has otherwise
lent Falstaff. It is worth reminding ourselves of the particular items of the bill that Hal

reads out:

Item a capon 2s. 2d.
Item sauce 4d.
Item sack two gallons 5s. 8d.

Item anchovies and sack after supper2s. 6d.

Item bread ob. (2.4.448-52)
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The tavern provides Falstaff with these consumables as well as the money with which
he can — but refuses to — pay for them. The unpaid reckoning, however, becomes a
shorthand for the contestations surrounding deferred payment to which the tavern
space — here and elsewhere — alerts us. Much like in Dekker and Wilkins’ Jests fo
Make you Merie, it is the bill itself which shapes the circulation of money in the
tavern. That text, as I have suggested previously, insists upon the customer’s
responsibility to pay, rather with the host’s responsibility to enforce payment.
Deferring payment is a common theme in texts dealing with the reckoning, and the
Hostess does nothing wrong in letting Falstaff rack up some debt. The problem arises
with his sustained refusal to pay, a refusal that threatens to unbalance the system of
circulation. Indeed, by the very fact that it is Hal who reads out the bill — in a staging
of Muldrew’s oral act of reckoning — Falstaff is presented to us as fundamentally
disengaged from the accepted behaviour within the culture of credit.

Rather than paying his debt, or even acknowledging it, Falstaff tries to move
the debt onto Bardolph, saying, “He had his part of it, let him pay”, and he later
blames Hal for his ‘poverty’ by wishing for “a fine thief of the age of two-and-twenty
or thereabouts! I am heinously unprovided” (I Henry IV 3.3.59, 156-7). Similarly, in
2 Henry IV Falstaff asks his Page, “What said Master Dommelton about the satin for
my short cloak and my slops?” and the Page replies, “He said, sir, you should procure
him better assurance than Bardolph: he would not take his band and yours, he liked
not the security” (1.2.21-5). Rather than admitting his previous bad debts have given
him poor security, Falstaff’s response is to insult Dommelton, calling him “a
whoreson Achitophel” and a “rascal” and “knave” (2 Henry [V 1.2.27). He then

expands his tirade to include all traders:
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The whoreson smoothy-pates do now wear nothing but high shoes and
bunches of keys at their girdles, and if a man is through [thorough]
with them in honest taking up, then they must stand upon security. I
had as life they would put ratsbane in my mouth, as offer to stop it
with security, I looked a should have sent me two-and-twenty yards of
satin, as I am a true knight, and he sends me ‘security’! Well he may
sleep in security, for he hath the horn of abundance, and the lightness
of his wife shines through it ... and yet cannot he see, though he have

his own lanthorn to light him. (2 Henry IV 1.2.28-37)

This episode is useful in that it reveals Falstaff’s awareness to some extent that he is
part of an urban community, and when he falls into debt or refuses to participate in
the network of exchange, it has results for that community. That awareness, however,
is achieved only through the application of Falstaff’s own logic, of his tendency to
transfer ownership, and thus responsibility, of debt onto someone else. His refusal (or
inability) to offer the merchant any “security” and the defence of such a standpoint
works only if we accept his inversion of the propriety of exchange. Just as he calls
Mistress Quickly’s shirts “filthy dowlas”, Falstaff’s accusation that Dommelton

(133

should have sent him “satin” but he received only “‘security’” leaves us with the
impression that it is Falstaff himself who has been hoodwinked, when it is in fact
exactly the opposite.

When Falstaff leaves for the war, the Hostess fears that she is “undone by his
going” having had to “pawn both [her] plate and the tapestry of [her] dining
chambers” (2 Henry IV 2.1.17, 11-2). Falstaff’s actions have reduced the Hostess

materially. Following his verbal reduction of her, she even goes as far to say that “he
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hath eaten me out of house and home” which reckons Falstaff as a monstrous figure
consuming all that he encounters (2 Henry IV 2.1.56-7).® While the Hostess’
lamentations that she is “a poor lone woman” might on stage be presented
histrionically, and her repetitious language may be risible, the Hostess is put at a
genuine disadvantage by Falstaff’s actions (2 Henry IV 2.1.23). Remembering the
tensions inherent in the figure of the host or hostess, we are able to appreciate that it is
not only the debt accrued by Falstaff that makes her vulnerable, but also the effect it
has on her position. Muldrew observes how alehouse keepers were forced into debt
“by the immense amount of competition” in a “highly populated” trade (Economy
293). By situating once again Falstaff’s indebtedness both in the space of the tavern
and in relation to the unpaid tavern reckoning — Mistress Quickly asserts his excessive
eating as the ultimate misdeed — the text ties his financial unreliability to the Hostess’
ability to maintain her position in her own property. Moreover, if she loses her plate
and tapestries, the materiality of the tavern is diminished, which, we can assume, will
affect its commercial viability. While we can only imagine what fragrant promises
Falstaff makes to Mistress Quickly when he takes her aside later in the scene, his
instruction to Bardolph to “Go with her, with her, hook on, hook on” brings us up
short in its cold-hearted expedience (2 Henry IV 2.1.126-7). The tensions arise in the
text as we witness the competing forces of customer and hostess; and much like the
jests in the previous chapter, the humour of the scene arises from the narrative of a
customer getting away in the most outlandish fashion without paying his bill yet
again. Nonetheless, as [ mentioned above, the callousness underscoring Falstaff’s
behaviour points perhaps to a more ruthless way of conducting credit relations, in

contrast to the ordinary dealings that relied so heavily on trust and openness.

¥ See also Doll’s description of Falstaff drinking “such a huge full hogshead” that he has “a whole
merchant’s venture of Bordeaux stuff in him” (2 Henry IV 2.4.50-1).
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In this way, then, Falstaff settles the argument even if not the bill, and emerges
the victor because the Hostess eventually agrees to loan him some money again: “you
shall have it, though I pawn my gown” (2 Henry IV 2.1.124). In other ways the
economic balance is never entirely resolved. His treatment of the Hostess and her
attempts at legitimate exchange (while he himself refuses to participate wholly or
honestly in such interactions) remains a threat. Falstaff has delegitimised her
throughout 2 Henry IV as he did in I Henry IV, using the discourse of prostitution to
suggest that as a woman she cannot be a genuine dealer or participant in the exchange
of money because she is a “quean” (2 Henry [V 2.1.35). While a prostitute may well
offer a service in exchange for money, and participate in a network of trade, the
Hostess is decidedly part of the urban community in a way in which a prostitute may
never be, in that she has certain types of authority: of property, of ownership, and of
status in the community.

In fact it is Falstaff who operates within a decidedly murky economic sphere.
As well as the troubling episode of the robbery at Gad’s Hill, Falstaff is embroiled in
further disreputable means of making money that disrupt the normal process of
circulation. The plays show that money is being made (or shown to be made) through
a trade of individuals who are drawn into his exploitative economic fantasies. While

on the road to Coventry in / Henry IV Falstaff admits that he has

misused the King’s press damnably. I have got in exchange of a
hundred-and-fifty soldiers three hundred and odd pounds. I press me
none but good house-holders, yeoman’s sons, enquire me out of
contracted bachelors, ... and they have bought out their services.

(4.2.11-15, 19-20)
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Falstaff here equates a certain number of men with a certain amount of cash. Indeed,
he admits that he only presses those men rich enough to buy their way out. His
contempt for civilians, calling them “warm slaves”, further reduces those being
pressed to figures whose only purpose is to serve him (/ Henry IV 4.2.16).

Profiting in this way is shown again in more detail in 2 Henry IV, where we
find Falstaff in Gloucestershire recruiting for the army. His companion Bardolph is
bribed by some of the men to escape service, and he then turns (some of) the money
over to Falstaff. Bullcalf gives Bardolph “four Harry ten shillings in French crowns”
which equals one pound; Mouldy then tells him that he “shall have forty”, which
gives three pounds in all; but if we reckon Bullcalf’s bribe in pre-Elizabethan value it
will be four in total, with Bardolph pocketing the spare pound (2 Henry IV 3.2.182,
190).° Not only is Falstaff acting like a tradesman selling freedom, but he is also a
participant in a scheme that helps men evade military service. The extent to which
here financial values are placed above all else suggests to me that in some ways
Falstaff represents an extreme element of the network of exchange, an aspect of that
network that can be exploitative rather than generative. While Engle suggests that
Falstaff “rejoices in circulation for its own sake”, I find that such an interpretation
belies the potential destructiveness of Falstaff’s economic power. In terms of the
military, Falstaff calls his men in / Henry IV “food for powder” (4.2.54). His blatant
disregard for the individuals concerned (just as when he was pressing them to service)
again leaves us feeling that his economic reasoning is at best unresolved and at worst

manipulative. Indeed, it feels like an extension of his exploitation of the Hostess, or

? Melchiori glosses Bullcalf’s lines in his edition thus: “An elaborate way of saying one pound,
giving the impression that they are two. Bullcalf is offering to pay in French crowns (écus, worth four
shillings each) the equivalent of four ten-shilling pieces minted in Henry VII’s reign; forty shillings are
two pounds, but the ‘Harry ten shillings’ had been devalued and were worth only five shillings each, so
that four of them were worth one pound, or five French crowns” (151n182).
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even of Hal, whereby Falstaff positions himself in the tavern network not only as the
ultimate defaulter, but also as the abuser of any credit offered to him. Indeed, the
conversation between Falstaff and Bardolph totting up their sums and counting the
men to be excused sounds very much like a distortion of Muldrew’s description of the
recitation of a reckoning. When Falstaff says, “I would to God thou and I knew where
a commodity of good names were to be bought”, he may well be talking in terms of
reputation, but by the time we have seen him in action, we could have taken his words
at face value (1 Henry IV 1.2.65-6). Falstaff functions here as a drain on the more
productive elements of the economy, a disruptive force that reveals quite how
generative other aspects of that economy can be in contrast.

While Howard writes that in sixteenth-century texts dealing with the
economics of the time, “[m]any plays make the male debtor a figure of folly,
constructing him as prodigal or fop and the prison as the place of his just
humiliation”, Shakespeare figures Falstaff as being more of a threat, albeit to
particular kinds of order, but a threat nonetheless (7heater 71). Moreover, the
construction of this threat in the character of Falstaff imagines the hazards faced in

the early modern period by those resisting the network of exchange. Muldrew writes,

most buying and selling was done on trust, or credit, without specific
legally binding instruments, in which an individual's creditworthiness
in their community was vital. Second, this network of credit was so
extensive and intertwined that it introduced moral factors which
provided strong reasons for stressing co-operation within the
marketing structures of the period. Individual profit and security were

important, but neither could be achieved without the direct co-
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operation of one’s neighbours which trust entailed. As a result, buying
and selling at this time, far from breaking up communities, actually

created numerous bonds which held them together. (Interpreting 169)

Engle passes off Falstaff’s “petty credits and debits, often the results of tricks or illicit
transactions” as being linked to his embodiment of festivity (121). I suggest, however,
that even at the level of petty finance the threat from Falstaff is significant. Despite
Falstaff’s behaviour, or because of it, we can assume that Hal is aware of this and
supports him to try to maintain financial order. It is only when Hal moves from
prodigal son to newly crowned king — which I shall explore in more detail in the next
section — that he acts more resolutely to check the threat posed by Falstaff. Ruiter
asserts that the rejection of Falstaff is because festivity has no part to play in the new

regime:

Falstaff’s time of empowerment is limited because his socio-political
value is limited; the ultimate goal of festive release, to use Barber’s

formula, is to provide clarification of the established order. The Lord
of Misrule helps relieve tensions for a limited time, but if he manages

to seize ongoing control, the state will dissolve into disorder. (71)

If we assert Falstaff’s financial position, however, as the owner of bad debts which
can never be cured (he says himself, “I can get no remedy against thus consumption
of the purse, borrowing only lingers and lingers it out, but the disease is incurable™)
then the rejection of Falstaft is a rejection of the way in which he interacts with the

network of exchange (2 Henry IV 1.2.186-7).
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One of the ways of understanding the rejection of Falstaff is to trace the
emblematic use of the sum of a thousand pounds. We hear it first from Falstaff, who
tells Hal that they “have taken a thousand pound this day morning” in reference to the
robbery undertaken at Gad’s Hill (/ Henry IV 2.4.133-4). Later, the Hostess reveals
that Falstaff had told her that Hal “owed him a thousand pound” (/ Henry IV 3.3.109-
10). Hal himself promises Francis the drawer a thousand pounds for a “pennyworth”
of sugar, while the sum is echoed again by Falstaff, first when he claims Bardolph’s
bright nose “hast saved me a thousand marks in links and torches” and secondly when
he imagines a bet: “he that will caper with me for a thousand marks, let him lend me
the money and have at him” (I Henry IV 2.4.50, 3.3.32-3, 2 Henry IV 1.2.151-2).
Indeed, Falstaff then goes on to ask the Lord Chief Justice for a thousand pounds “to
furnish me forth” (2 Henry IV 1.2.175-6). The echoing of this sum through both plays
1s significant because it reminds us just how enmeshed by credit are those who
participate in this environment. Moreover, it serves as a verbal sign of the momentum
towards Falstaff acknowledging his indebtedness, which he does at the end of 2
Henry IV. Having been rejected by Hal, Falstaff at last accepts his debt to Justice
Shallow: “Master Shallow, I owe you a thousand pound” (2 Henry IV 5.5.69).
Strangely revived from his holiday spirit by Hal’s exclusion of him, Falstaff’s sudden
acknowledgement suggests perhaps that there has always been an awareness of his
being in debt.

Nonetheless, the tavern reckoning remains unpaid by him, and the texts to
some extent accommodate the fictions he creates that would allow such a fantasy of
economic capriciousness. The logic of the plays demands some sort of payment for
the maintenance of such a delicate network of exchange, a payment we shall see made

in the economic narrative created by Hal.
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Hal’s construction of identity
Hal’s pursuit of redemption from earlier follies is most commonly suggested to be
part of his negotiation of modern kingship.'® His calculation is that the degenerate

society he keeps will set off his eventual regal brilliance all the more:

So when this loose behaviour I throw off,

And pay the debt I never promised,

By how much better than my word I am,

By so much shall I falsify men’s hopes.

And like bright metal on a sullen ground,

My reformation, glitt’ring o’er my fault,

Shall show more goodly, and attract more eyes

Than that which hath no foil to set it off. (/ Henry IV 1.2.168-175)

A reading of Hal’s redemption by charting his movement from prodigal son to
monarch over the course of / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, seen through his linguistic
attempts to make sense of a world struggling between Hotspur’s call for medieval
chivalry and a new Machiavellian Realpolitik is certainly valid. I contend, however,
that an interpretation that acknowledges Hal’s development in terms of his
engagement with the struggle between past economic obligations and a pragmatic
commercial future is equally compelling. This is generated by his encounters in the
tavern space and particularly through the emblem of the tavern reckoning. Hal’s

participation in the tavern’s network of exchange is crucial to his ability to negotiate

10 For discussions of Hal’s negotiation of power see, for example, Greenblatt (1985), Helgerson
(1994), Holderness (2000).
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the culture of credit, which in turn allows him to meet his political challenges. Indeed,
while the plays at times insist upon the absolute standard of gold, Hal’s identity is
shaped more by a matter of negotiation and by the building up of credit networks.

Admittedly, the energies of the plays can pull us in different direction. Hal’s
perception of his own value can certainly be tested in terms of an absolute standard.
His use of the sun as an emblem of his royal position — “herein will I imitate the sun”
—recalls Richard II (1595) where kingship is frequently figured in terms of the solar
(I Henry IV 1.2.157)." 1t points us to the idea that there is a natural scheme that
centres the King (as Hal will become) as the sun in the middle of a human solar
system. To a large extent, Hal’s birthright is in this way linked to his value by those
around him. The usurpation by Bolingbroke of Richard’s throne, however, counters
the idea of the divine right of Kings, and the figuring of Henry IV by others as a “vile
politician” complicates this framework: Hal’s own belief in his right to succession,
(which it must be acknowledged is in Henry ¥ shown to be less than unquestioning)'?
and thus his intrinsic value based on birthright is subject to further contestations
within the plays (/ Henry IV 1.3.238). Moreover, the very idea of intrinsic worth is
questioned, through the frequent insistence upon credit as a more powerful means of
creating identity.

Significantly, with Henry and Falstaff both asserting Hal’s value in terms of
something concrete rather than the more abstract notion of credit, there emerges a
distinct divide between the emblematic and literal shaping of Hal’s identity. When
Hal tells Falstaff that he has used his coin and credit to pay his friend’s debts, he

receives the reply, “Yea, and so used it that were it not here apparent that thou art heir

"'1n that play, Bolingbroke (soon to be Henry IV) says, “King Richard doth himself appear, / As
doth the blushing discontented sun” and Richard himself asks of his reflection, “Was this the face /
That like the sun did make beholders wink?” (Richard II 3.3.62-3, 4.1.282-3).

"2 Hal - now Henry V — prays the night before battle that God will “not think upon the fault / My
father made in compassing the crown” (Henry V 4.1.267-8).
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apparent” (I Henry IV 1.2.41-46). Falstaff draws our attention to the importance of
Hal being the heir to the throne and the value of that position, both to their
relationship and a wider audience. There are frequent puns comparing the Prince with
colloquial names for coins, such as “thou camest not of the blood royal, if thou darest
not stand for ten shillings” and “make him a royal man™: a royal was a coin worth ten
shillings (Fischer 162; I Henry IV 2.4.114-5, 238). Furthermore, there is a physical

representation of Hal’s value and his worth to others:

Hal has intrinsic “mettle,” as he himself often asserts. Because his
face, when he becomes king, will be stamped on the coinage as a
symbol of value, now its features themselves are a form of credit or
[.0.U.-that is, an implied contract for payment. Falstaff's intrinsic
“mettle” is his wit, and this he must coin into an exchange value of

multisignifying words. (Fischer 160)

Fischer would have us believe that the coin that Hal stretches is physically tied to him
as the future monarch (I Henry IV 1.2.43). Indeed, Falstaff employs a similar
argument, exploiting contemporary fears about counterfeiting, when he tells Hal,
“Never call a true piece of gold counterfeit. Thou art essentially made without
seeming so” (I Henry IV 2.4.409-10). Knowing the problems of counterfeiting that
were endemic in Elizabethan England, these lines seek to remove Hal from any taint
of illegitimacy that one would find in a counterfeit coin, and at the same time assert
his real and true value to Falstaff. I contend, however, that Hal’s intrinsic value, as far
as we believe it, is only valid in limited terms. While his father considers Hal’s brow

stained with “riot and dishonour” and thus his value diminished (indeed, he compares
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the princely attributes of Hotspur and his own Harry, valuing his son far below the
nobleman), Hal’s identity as far as he shapes it is not dependent upon such concerns
(I Henry IV 1.1.84). The credit he constructs for himself becomes the basis for an
altogether more resilient — and more compelling — identity reliant on ongoing
negotiations.

The way in which the plays bring Hal’s identity into contestation is suggested
perhaps most sharply with the episode of the Gad’s Hill robbery. It is impossible to
ignore the very real assertions within the plays of the significance of money in
concrete terms. Quite literally, the theft from Henry’s Exchequer by Falstaff, Peto and
Bardolph sets in motion the inquiry of the Sheriff and thereafter the Lord Chief
Justice. It is no mean sum — Falstaff claims he and the others took ‘““a thousand
pounds” while the Sheriff suggests it was “three hundred marks” — and important
within the wider scheme of the plays that asserts the often harsh realities of a society
where value cannot be underestimated (/ Henry IV 2.4.134, 436). We cannot hope to
forget “[p]oor” Robin Ostler who died ““since the price of oats rose” or the fact that it
1s possible to “buy land ... as cheap as stinking mackerel” (/ Henry IV 2.1.9-11,
2.4.296-7). So on one hand, we are able to see the amount stolen as representing the
money that is actually circulating in the economy and on the other hand, in a more
emblematic way, the economic power of the King. Much like the sum of the thousand
pounds alerts us to Falstaft’s indebtedness and the cycle of reckonings, in relation to
Hal it reminds us of the different ways in which value is contested in the plays.

Similarly, when Hal first emerges from a tavern room where he has been
talking with some of the tapsters, and tells Poins that on his becoming King, he “shall
command all the good lads in Eastcheap”, he claims it is because they see him as “a

lad of mettle” (1 Henry IV 2.4.11-2). Like Falstaff and the King, his drinking
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companions see in Hal an intrinsic worth, based not on his being Prince of Wales but
on his being like them. What follows suggests that Hal’s identity is not constructed in
such a straightforward manner, and again the play asserts the contestations between
different notions of value. Hal tells Poins that he has received a “pennyworth of
sugar” from Francis, whose variety of speech constitutes but three phrases, one of
which is ““Anon, anon, sir!’” (/ Henry IV 2.4.18, 21). Hal’s plan is to talk to Francis
and meanwhile to have Poins call him, so that the boy’s replies only ever amount to

299

“‘Anon’”. While its comedic value is evident, poor Francis being torn between
answering the Prince’s questions and answering Poins’ shouts, there is I think
something more profound to be teased out, which reflects Hal’s own position in the
tavern space as opposed to his (future) position at Court. Hal’s interrogation is
concerned with the economics of Francis’ situation and furthermore, the conversation
sees the Prince consider the validity of an alternative economic system where
apprentices may abscond from their duties. He tells Francis, “Five year! By’r lady, a
long lease for the clinking of pewter. But Francis, darest thou be so valiant as to play
the coward with thy indenture and show it a fair pair of heels and run from it?” (/
Henry IV 2.4.38-40). What is more unsettling even than Hal’s encouragement of
Francis’ escape, is the way in which Francis is prevented from accepting the money
that Hal offers. The Prince tells him that for the sugar Francis gave him, he

will give him “a thousand pound”: “ask me when thou wilt, and thou shalt have it” (/
Henry IV 2.4.52-3). Poins’ shouts lead to Francis replying “‘Anon, anon’” rather than
answering Hal (/ Henry IV 2.4.55). Poins himself invites us to query this episode by
asking Hal, “what cunning match have you made with this jest of the drawer? Come,

what’s the issue?” (I Henry IV 2.4.79-80). Hal does not give an answer, and we are

left with a feeling that things are unresolved.
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This astonishment at the length of Francis’ contract and the suggestion that he
might have another option in life perhaps suggests Hal’s uneasiness about his own
princely apprenticeship and duty in the Court. If, however, we consider Hal’s pursuit
of credit, we might read this episode as him testing his commitment to the tavern’s
network. Hal’s refusal to explain himself properly to the drawer is, bizarrely, a way in
which he can uphold the community of exchange, through which Francis is
economically connected to the Hostess, to her other employees, to the customers and
the wider city. Furthermore, Hal contrasts the value of the emblematic — as we
understand it — sum of the thousand pounds with the worth of the tavern economy,
simultaneously upholding Francis’ commitment to the enterprise and his own
maintenance of credit relations. When he is finally alone, Hal comments that Francis’
“industry is up-stairs and down-stairs, his eloquence the parcel of a reckoning” (/
Henry IV 2.4.87-8). Francis is part of those credit relations, both literally as the
drawer and figuratively as part of the circulation the tavern promotes. The reliance of
one upon the other is borne out in this scene, just as Hal’s affirmation of the way in
which credit shapes identity — his and Francis’ — is pitched against the ever-insistent
thousand pounds.

In this world of exchange that Shakespeare establishes, the codes of identity
recognised by Hal are more reliant on an engagement with negotiation to build his
own credit, than on intrinsic value. Hal insists that the “money shall be paid back
again with advantage” and tells Falstaff that his actions in doing so have repaired his
relationship with his father (1 Henry IV 2.4.458-9, 3.3.150). For Hal, however, as we
shall see below, the conversation with the King represents more a commitment to his
pursuit of credit than an agreement to behave better according to his value as heir, or

even to pay back the thousand pounds. Indeed, as I will demonstrate, Hal uses this
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speech to employ the language of the tavern reckoning in a movement that goes
someway to construct his identity in terms other than his essential worth and more his
ability to connect through exchange.

When Hal, in his conciliatory meeting with his father, resolves to the King that
he will be more himself it is not a reference back to that essential worth, but rather a
reference to his credit-worthiness, which has only been achieved through his
participation in the tavern’s economy (/ Henry IV 3.2.93). Hal does think of himself
as having an intrinsic value, but it is a value created only through economic
negotiations. Stephen Greenblatt writes that “[t]o be oneself”, as Hal’s father also
promises, “means to perform one’s part in the scheme of power rather than to
manifest one’s natural disposition, or what we would normally designate as the very
core of the self” (/ Henry IV 1.3.5; Greenblatt 33-4). If Hal’s selthood is based upon
the part he plays in the scheme of power, then it makes sense that his promise to be
more himself should mean that he acts more like someone in the position of authority.
Conversely, if his selthood is based on the part he plays in the wider economy, as |
think, then his promise suggests instead that he will pursue a repossession of his
credit, based on understanding his own value to the tavern, and the nation, and not in
and of itself.

The staging of Hal’s final redemption is certainly figured in those terms, albeit
in an initially ambiguous way. His instruction to Falstaff — “[p]resume not that I am
the thing [ was” — and his claim that he has “turned away [his] former self” might
seem inconsistent with his promise to his father to be more himself (2 Henry IV
5.5.52, 54, 1 Henry IV 3.2.93). Both declarations, however, are reliant on verbs to
define their meaning. The instruction to “[p]resume not” is an instruction to others to

change their perception of him, and not a declaration that he has indeed changed.



92

Similarly, the turning away of his “former self” is actually a description of what “the
world [shall] perceive” (2 Henry IV 5.5.53). In this way Hal is indeed finally
accomplishing his initial strategy to “falsify men’s hopes” (I Henry IV 1.2.171). Hal’s
words, “I know thee not, old man” are a statement of non-recognition of Falstaft’s
position regarding the network of exchange, and as he simultaneously places himself
in a position where his former associates cannot recognise him (2 Henry IV 5.5.43).
On becoming King, he finally affirms not his intrinsic value, which all along was too
limiting and prescriptive a notion. The redemption he performed in / Henry IV
remained incomplete because his father yet lived. Now, however, he has paid “the
debt [he] never promised” and can begin his reign fulfilling the requirements of the

reckoning he set up for himself (/ Henry IV 1.2.169).

Hal’s pursuit of credit

By staging Hal’s apparent recklessness in the tavern, Shakespeare frames the Prince’s
profligacy, and then his recovery, in terms of economic exchange rather than as a
revelation of his “true” worth. When Hal tells Falstaff that he has used his credit to
pay the bills from the tavern “and elsewhere” he reveals, firstly, his need for credit
(because he only relies upon it when he cannot stretch his “coin” any further) and,
secondly, that he is not able to accumulate it for future employ because he is having to
use it immediately (/ Henry IV 1.2.43). It makes sense then that Hal figures his own
redemption as repaying a debt and increasing his credit; the explanation of his
soliloquy in that scene turns on the phrase that he will “pay the debt I never

promised” (I Henry IV 1.2.169). Having heard him say earlier in the scene that he
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supports Falstaff’s spending habits with cash and credit, we can see a correlation
between his concrete use of credit to pay off debt and his abstract intentions to pursue
it in moral terms, recognisable from a culture where oral promises were often the
height of contractual assurances. While Falstaff creates debts without expecting to
pay them, Hal calculatedly uses debts to later appear worthy of his credit when he
eventually settles them.

More specifically, Falstaff’s unwillingness to pay the itemised tavern bill that
opened this chapter is contrasted with Hal’s determination to settle it, a movement
indicated by the fact that he reads it aloud when his companion refuses even to
acknowledge it. Hal’s settling of that particular bill is not a literal act, but rather the
way in which he creates fantasies of credit for himself, and manipulates encounters in
such a way as to position himself as an honest participant in the network of exchange
using the language of the reckoning, insists upon a narrative of economic
reconciliation. The notion of the reckoning itself, as we saw in the previous chapter,
encapsulates a single settle-able contract and a larger cycle of ongoing circulation and
consumption. I suggest that in this way, the reckoning shapes Hal’s narrative and is
dramatically embedded in the encounters he experiences beyond the tavern.

The connection between Hal’s actual participation in the repaying of debts and
the economic figuring of his moral redemption continues throughout the two plays.
Engle argues that Hal “pays or repudiates debts in order to remove himself from
circulation” (127). Rather, I think that he does the very opposite: Hal’s involvement in
the community of exchange is integral to how he realises his future monarchical
politics. He is very much part of that circulation, and occupies a position within it that
reveals Falstaff’s absence in contrast. When Henry rebukes his son for the company

he keeps and accuses him of having the potential to “fight against [him] under Percy’s
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pay”, the King is charging Hal with participation in an alternative and rebellious
economic system, with Harry Percy rather than Henry IV as sovereign (I Henry IV
3.2.126). Hal’s response is one in which he swears allegiance not only to his father
but also to the system which his father governs, and his declaration that on the
battlefield he “will redeem all this on Percy’s head”, “call him to strict account” or
“tear the reckoning from his heart” is indicative of his intention not only to pursue the
possession of credit in the authorised financial system at the same time as
demolishing the opposing one, but also figuratively settle a reckoning previously
unpaid (I Henry IV 3.2.132, 149, 153). We cannot help but connect Hal’s words to his
experience in the tavern, and the discovery of the bill that opened this chapter. If Hal
intends to “tear the reckoning” from Hotspur’s heart, he is seeking simultaneously to
determine how much he and Percy might owe one another, and to deny Percy’s ability
to claim for a debt by tearing the reckoning (or right to a reckoning) away from him.
If we approach the text with the understanding of early modern reckonings, then Hal’s
attitude to Hotspur can be traced directly to his self-positioning in the tavern, and
additionally relates to the wider concerns at the time about one’s fiscal responsibilities
and the need to account for one’s debts. Hal’s insistence on paying back Falstaff’s
tavern debts, and his declaration to his father that he will repay the haul from the
Gad’s Hill robbery, can now be seen as the basis for his interaction with Hotspur.
Nonetheless, the use of the reckoning poses a challenge, in that, using Muldrew’s
explanation, it remains at once a conclusion to a process or encounter between two
people, and only one stage in an ongoing cycle of circulation and exchange. The
reckoning that Hal is determined to take from Hotspur may prove deceptive, as his

struggle for legitimacy and authority remains ongoing. The narrative of the rebellion
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is also shaped by the framework of an account that must be immediately settled, and
yet the plays challenge the idea that such contestations may ever be resolved.

Henry accuses Hal of being “under Percy’s pay” in an alternative economic
system, and Hotspur himself constructs a world in which the King is in his debt for
his family “[b]eing the agents” through whom he ascended the throne (1 Henry IV
3.2.126, 1.3.163). Strikingly similar to Hal’s impassioned promise to his father to call
Hotspur to account, Hotspur’s own appeal to his uncle demands firstly redemption for
“banished honours” and secondly that the King “[must] answer all the debt he owes
you, / Even with the bloody payment of your deaths” (I Henry IV 1.3.178-9, 183-4).
Hotspur’s scheme of debt is important when we follow Hal’s own formation of credit
extending out of the tavern, because the two Harrys are destined to meet in economic
as well as narrative terms. It makes sense of Hal’s promise to “tear the reckoning”
from Hotspur because they each have a debt to compare with the other (/ Henry IV
3.2.153).

The battlefield redemption of Hal realises his earlier promises made to his
father. The scene at Shrewsbury finds Hal confronting Douglas with an explicit
declaration of his policy of positive credit: “It is the Prince of Wales that threatens
thee, / Who never promiseth but he means to pay” (I Henry IV 5.4.41-2). Here Hal is
unequivocal that any financial undertaking of his will be upheld. The last time Hal
mentioned fulfilling a promise was when he revealed his intention to one day pay “the
debt [he] never promised” (I Henry IV 1.2.169). We might recall, however, Hal’s
position in the tavern regarding Falstaff, and how the Prince assumes responsibility
for his friend’s debt. Declaring on the battlefield that he intends to wreak vengeance
on Hotspur in terms reliant on an understanding of the culture of credit, it is yet

another instance where Hal’s negotiations with Falstaff emanate outwards into his
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relations with others. One might read that assertion as an abstract verbal flourish, part
of his calculations to show the world how much better he is than he appears to be;
instead, he uses the economic term to frame an intention, even an objective that he
means to reach in a hazy future. Conversely, his use of the present tense in Act 5
Scene 4 establishes a sense of immediacy and a dynamism that is missing from the
earlier scene. He is now acting on the earlier promise to pay.

The reckoning becomes immediately settle-able, a far cry from the constantly
deferred payment we witness in the tavern space. Confronting Douglas on such terms
in front of the King (whose life is in danger) sees Hal complete the reconciliation that
was begun two acts previously. Henry declares, “Thou hast redeemed thy lost
opinion, / And showed thou mak’st some tender of my life / In this fair rescue thou
hast brought to me” (I Henry IV 5.4.47-9). While it might be suggested that Henry’s
words mean Hal has some care to keep him from harm, an alternative definition of
“tender” offers a fresh interpretation of the exchange between the two men. The OED
Online advises that “tender” can mean “[a]n offer of money, or the like, in discharge
of a debt or liability, esp. an offer which thus fulfils the terms of the law and of the
liability” (“Tender”). The OED Online also gives an example of this definition being
used as early as 1542 in some government publications and then in Littleton's Tenures
in 1574. What this means is that the monetary definition of “tender” existed when the
play was written, and that the “tender” to which Henry refers could well imply that
Hal’s actions are similar to the discharge of a debt. In making a tender, Hal would
have to possess credit, but it is the action of promising to pay at that very moment, of
offering himself (or his value) in place of his father (and his value) on the battlefield
that creates the credit he enjoys. In doing so, Hal affirms “his father’s place and worth

as king” (Fischer 162).
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The King’s worth has been subject to scrutiny during the battle, due to the
policy of Henry having “many marching in his coats” (I Henry IV 5.3.25). When
Douglas kills Blunt, it is because he believed he was the King. Douglas comes across
the real King a scene later (when Hal protects him in the manner I described above)
and asks him: “What art thou / That counterfeitest the person of a king?” (I Henry IV
5.4.26-7). Douglas fears that he is “another counterfeit” though he bears himself “like
aking” (1 Henry IV 5.4.34-5). When Hal’s attack leads Douglas to flee the field, it is
another act of affirmation, and more so, a verification of the King’s true worth.
Accordingly, the King’s own worth is upheld, just as Hal — as I have suggested above
— resists similar identification.

When but a few lines later, he faces Hotspur, Hal affirms his own status in a
way we have not seen before. Hotspur’s greeting leads Hal to say, “Thou speakest as
if I would deny my name”, the conditional of which refutes the denial even as he
speaks it (1 Henry IV 5.4.59). Where Hotspur refers to him as “Harry Monmouth”,
Hal submits his own name as “the Prince of Wales” and calls Hotspur only “Percy” to
underline their difference in rank (/ Henry IV 5.4.58, 62). This is the act of reckoning
which Hal swore to his father he would perform, and Hal’s defeat of Hotspur in single
combat might lead us to the conclusion that he is irrevocably redeemed and has
gained the credit he has been pursuing for the whole of / Henry IV. Hal’s victory sees
him as the remaining Harry (of the two), with no rival reign with which to contend.
Hotspur tells Hal, “thou hast robbed me of my youth” (I Henry IV 5.4.76). Hal, who
of all his associates could not participate in the robbery at Gad’s Hill, is now figured
as a thief who confiscates the Hotspur’s titles. Indeed, he even seizes the opportunity

9

to finish Hotspur’s dying words of “And food for—": “For worms, brave Percy” (/

Henry IV 5.4.85-6).
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The narrative arc of 2 Henry IV does not take up where the first play left off;
instead there is a similar cycle of prodigality and redemption in Hal’s movements.
The redemptive action of Hal on the battlefield at Shrewsbury seems all but forgotten,
and although he admits that his “heart bleeds inwardly” that the King has fallen ill he
also acknowledges that he is still “keeping such vile company” and that if he wept for
his father “[1]t would be every man’s thought” that he were a hypocrite (2 Henry IV
2.2.36-7, 41-2). Even as far into the play as Act 4, Hal is described by his brother
Clarence as dining in London with “his continual followers” (2 Henry IV 4.2.51-3). It
is in that scene, however, that Hal’s redemption is revisited, and refigured in terms of
his being provided with the credit for which he has been searching. Hal mistakes the
King’s sleep for death, and takes the crown lying beside him. When Henry awakes
and discovers the missing coronet, he accuses his son of wishing for his death, saying,
“Thy wish was father, Harry, to that thought” (2 Henry IV 4.2.221). Like Hotspur,
Henry depicts Hal as a thief, who, “hast stol’n that which after some few hours / Were
thine without offence” (2 Henry IV 4.2.230-1). The “tender” that Hal made for the
King’s life is now substituted by Henry’s conviction that Hal’s “life did manifest thou
lovedst [him] not” (/ Henry IV 5.4.48, 2 Henry IV 4.2.233). Indeed, Henry describes
Hal as the archetypal prodigal who will, “swear, drink, dance, / Revel the night, rob,
murder, and commit / The oldest sins the newest kind of ways” (2 Henry IV 4.2.254-
5). It is significant that Henry figures Hal’s profligacy as an exertion of expenditure,
with Hal spending money on drink and prostitutes (“[t]he oldest sins”) and resorting
to theft. Indeed, he had said to his other sons on discovering Hal had taken the crown,
“See, sons, what things you are, / How quickly Nature falls into revolt / When gold
becomes her object!” (2 Henry IV 4.2.194-6). Henry’s comment reveals his belief that

Hal is no more than a common thief, that his actions have answered in the affirmative
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Falstaff’s question in “Shall the son of England prove a thief?” (/ Henry IV 2.4.338-
9). Moreover, it reminds us that the King still places importance on the essential value
of things, in this instance, the crown. For Hal, he is able to see an emblem for what it
is. Henry’s concern that Hal be honest is connected to his concern that Hal respects
material value. When they have reconciled, Henry tells Hal of the “by-paths and
indirect crooked ways” through which he came to sit on the throne (2 Henry IV
4.2.312). There is a suggestion that he sees himself as having stolen the throne
(although he does seem less inclined to blame himself than his friends “[b]y whose
fell working I was first advanced”) and he fears that Hal will maintain this situation (2
Henry 1V 4.2.334).

Significantly, Henry’s thinking changes during his speech and he describes his
installation as King as something that was “purchased”, something that he hopes will
fall on Hal “in a more fairer sort” (2 Henry IV 4.2.327-8). If we remember Hal’s
avowal to pay “the debt [he] never promised” in terms of performing what will be
required of him as King one day, Hal’s own debt seems extraneous (/ Henry IV
1.2.169). Henry’s suggestion is that his dying has paid the debt, and so Hal will be
under no further obligation. This attitude neglects the need — and Hal’s commitment
to — the pursuit of credit and ongoing circulation. Indeed, it upholds the discrepancy
between an honest acquisition and the omission of payment that we understand in
Falstaff’s unpaid tavern bill. We might see, in fact, that Hal’s insistence on the proper
functioning of the credit system in the tavern allows him to later negotiate the idea of
credit in more moral terms within the Court, and not fulfil Henry’s fears that Hal will

simply re-enact his father’s legacy.
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It is in Henry’s death that Hal does find his redemption, and his credit. He
explicitly frames the setting aside of his previous behaviour as connected to his

father’s death:

My father is gone wild into his grave,
For in his tomb lie my affections.
And with his spirits sadly I survive

To mock the expectation of the world. (2 Henry IV 5.2.122-5)

If that “expectation” was that he should have to pay some debt for his wayward youth,
Hal is clear in his repudiation of such a course. Hal’s affirmation of his crown and the
conduct which his new role requires is played out in his speech to the Lord Chief
Justice. Not only does Hal adopt the use of the pluralis majestatis from line 133 (“call
we our high court of parliament”), and endorse the Lord Chief Justice, but he also

looks forward to a new civic order:

Now call we our high court of parliament,
And let us choose such limbs of noble counsel
That the great body of our state may go

In equal rank with the best-governed nation (2 Henry IV 5.2.134-6)

The Justice is no two dimensional emblem of Morality (as Tillyard would have us
believe, with Hal choosing between disorder and misrule, in the “Morality pattern” of
the Henriad) but a figure of civic authority, required to put into practice the reining in

of the excesses of the network of exchange (268, 269). As King, Hal now commands
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a new network, which includes, unlike the tavern, the civic authorities from the outset
in an attempt to temper the network from within.

So, when Hal says to Falstaff, “I know thee not, old man”, it is more than a
retraction of friendship, or even a rejection of him as an individual (2 Henry IV
5.5.43). It is a statement that Hal does not recognise Falstaff’s disruptive position
regarding the network of exchange. It is the culmination of the growing tension
between Hal’s development of credit, and the steadfast refusal of Falstaff to check his
excesses, to acknowledge the impact and cost of his high living. Hal’s speech depicts
Falstaff as the ultimate consumer; he addresses him as “surfeit-swelled”,
“gormandizing”, and “the feeder of my riots”, and as such, suggests to what extent
that Falstaff represents only the unproductive side of the cycle of circulation (2 Henry
1V 5.5.46, 49, 58). Falstaff’s unwillingness to “[d]o nothing but eat and make good
cheer” as Silence sings is shown to have consequences, namely that Hal believes his
“grave doth gape” three times wider than for others (2 Henry IV 5.3.13, 5.5.49-50).
But Hal’s logic goes further: the grave is an abstraction, just as Falstaff’s corpulence
is a fact. Falstaff and his associates will be given sufficient allowance, “[f]or
competence of life” so that they do not resort to “evils” because of a “lack of means”
(2 Henry IV 5.5.62-3). Hal is trying here to negotiate them into some sort of genuine —
though limited — involvement in the network of exchange. Indeed, as I mentioned
earlier, it is only now that Falstaff acknowledges his debt to Justice Shallow: “Master
Shallow, I owe you a thousand pound” (2 Henry IV 5.5.69). Falstaft’s admission can
perhaps be read as a response to Hal’s manipulation. We can also see the cycle of the
reckoning come to bear on the knight at this point, and while the original tavern bill is
never settled by Falstaff, he is unable to resist the financial obligations that the tavern

space champions. Payments may be deferred, but in the end they must be made.
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It is only because Hal rejects Falstaff in this very specific way that the latter
can acknowledge his indebtedness. Hal goes further than manipulation, however. His
decree that Falstaff and his associates must not “come near our person by ten mile” is
compounded by the Lord Chief Justice’s most particular order to “carry Sir John
Falstaff to the Fleet” (2 Henry IV 5.5.61, 84). The Fleet was a notorious prison,
dealing mainly but not solely with debtors. Significantly, Shakespeare diverted from
his sources here: The Famous Victories of Henry the Fifth sees Hal “abandon and
abolish” the company of Oldcastle (the Falstaff figure, with the name originally used
by Shakespeare) but not imprison him (D2r). Neither does Stow mention Henry V
sending anyone to the Fleet in his Chronicles (1580).

It is significant that in The Famous Victories of Henry the Fifth we find the
Prince’s man Cuthbert Cutter, arrested for robbery and sentenced to death by the Lord
Chief Justice. In that play, Hal attempts to persuade the Judge to let him go, and when
his efforts are ignored, he boxes the Judge’s ears. For this, Hal is arrested and sent to
the Fleet prison (B3r-4r). Shakespeare’s decision not to include this subplot has
implications for how we see the Prince and his place within the culture of the tavern.
In The Famous Victories Hal’s challenge to the judicial system and his disregard of its
mandate leads him to be punished by the civic authority while in the Shakespearean
text, we are never granted the opportunity to see him disciplined by anyone other than
his father, and certainly not in an official manner.

In sending Falstaff to the Fleet, as opposed to a Counter, Shakespeare also
distances the play from the context of the Counter stories, featured in many late
sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century city comedies, yet still roots him in a specific
London location. The Counters (on Wood Street and Poultry) were the main debtors’

prisons in London, under the control of the London sheriffs. They were open all night
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and anyone caught by the watch would be brought there and held until morning. In
theory debtors’ prisons were holding pens rather than places of incarceration, until the
prisoner’s debt was paid (Howard Theater 75-6). Although many of the plays that
feature the Counters were written some years after / Henry [V and 2 Henry IV,
Jonson’s Every Man Out of His Humour of 1599 “established a powerful template for
representing debtors and their incarceration within the Counter” (Howard Theater 83).
It would be tempting to assume that by the time Shakespeare had written 2 Henry IV
he was aware of Jonson’s play. The Counter in Every Man Out is a place where
Fastidious Brisk gets his come-uppance: he is a “Frenchified dandy” whose social
climb is marred by his being committed to the Counter (Howard Theater 87). When
he wails, “Oh God, I am undone!” it is the cry of a fop who deserves his end (Every
Man Out 5.3.557). Thomas Nashe’s Strange Newes (1592) also made light of time
spent in one of the Counters; he writes, “I vow if I had a sonne, I would sooner send
him to one of the Counters to learne lawe, than to the Innes of Court or Chauncery”
(ITv). We might be persuaded with not much difficulty that Shakespeare was aware of
such debates going on at the time that suggested the Counter had some comedic value.
Indeed, Falstaff tells the Lord Chief Justice’s servant “if thou takest leave, thou wert
better be hanged, you hunt counter: hence, avaunt!” (2 Henry IV 1.2.71-2). The
implication is that the servant will end up in the Counter for disturbing Falstaff with
the Justice’s requests for an interview, but the result is comedic because of its context.
In choosing to send Falstaff to the Fleet, then, Shakespeare invites us to
consider a more complicated ending. Falstaft is censured for his financial
misbehaviour; even if he is not rehabilitated, he is part of the economic system (in
being punished by it) without being part of the economic community. The way in

which he is defined is no longer slippery. Falstaff’s imprisonment leaves the audience
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disconcerted. There is no triumph in his punishment; he was never a social climber to
be brought down by a debtors’ prison, nor was he a naive youth to be schooled in the
ways of the world. The seriousness of rendition to the Fleet avoids the context of the
Counter tales and imports a sense of gravity hitherto unfelt about Falstaff’s future. He
is simultaneously being reclaimed by the commercialism of London and excluded
from the society he wishes to keep. While I say there is no triumph, neither is there
surprise, but there is still ambiguity. The ambiguity at the end of the play, however, is
not whether Falstaftf should be rejected or not, for there is never any question that he
could play any part in the affairs of state alongside Hal as King. Nor could we
imagine his honest participation in the economy of the tavern after rehabilitation. The
ambiguity lies rather in the nature of Hal’s involvement with Falstaff. One
interpretation of the plays might suggest that the frequent evocation of the Morality
Vice figure, and the disgust and paranoia at Falstaff’s physical grotesqueness, are
there to mock the idea that we could ever eject Falstaff at all, that anyone, even Hal —
in fact, particularly Hal — could remain closed off from him. Indeed, we might say
that one of the reasons why Falstaff resists reduction to a social evil that needs to be
expelled is that he is repeatedly framed in this way, by himself and others. One of his
essential qualities is his blatancy. As Hal says of Falstaff when he is boasting of his
exertions at Gad’s Hill: “These lies are like their father that begets them, gross as a
mountain, open, palpable. Why, thou clay-brained guts, thou knotty-pated fool, thou
whoreson, obscene, greasy tallow-catch — (I Henry IV 2.4.189-91). This
preoccupation with Falstaff’s physical nature becomes such a distraction for Hal that
he believes the physical distancing of him might serve to remove his destabilising
force from the marketplace. Yet this rests on the assumption that Falstaff does not

represent, as is the case, an unavoidable aspect of the network of exchange. Trying to
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remove bad debts from circulation by removing the debtor in person will not succeed.
Falstaff’s logic is based on a fundamental double meaning, that while he creates debt,
and is aware of the value of money, he simultaneously represents an extreme, perhaps

corrosive, but inevitable part of the economic community.

The tavern must be checked — economic impulses and punishment

While much of my argument that the tavern space in / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV is
based on an analysis of the characters and encounters within it, this final section
brings to the fore the materiality of that space within a more civic and social
framework. As I hope will become clear, the plays address the way in which the
tavern is organised from within and imposed on from without, in a series of episodes
where its very fabric is emphasised again and again. There are three instances where
the tavern is threatened by external powers. All of these demonstrate a physical
incursion by a character or characters eager to control that space and the figures
within it, governed by a city-focused agenda which seeks to reassert a particular
economic standard, which I suggest is required for the tavern to function successfully
within a wider network of exchange. In this way, the plays engage with certain
anxieties regarding the vulnerabilities of credit networks and how, perhaps, particular
spaces were conceived as bases of circulation.

It is tempting at first to read these incursions in terms of the wider anxieties of
the period regarding the drinking house space. Clark traces the increasing efforts at
regulation, from thirteenth-century manorial courts and a medieval licensing system
of sorts to the more centralised efforts of the 1495 Beggars Act which bound
alehouse-keepers to good behaviour, and later Parliamentary statutory licensing,

including the 1552 Act, which “denounced the proliferation of popular drinking
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houses and required that all alehouse-keepers should be licensed on bond, with the
recalcitrant sent to gaol” (P. Clark 169). As I mentioned in the Introduction, above, in
1577 a government survey listed well over 17,000 drinking houses in the 30 counties
visited, and governments were alert to the threats posed by the disorder that might
arise in such spaces (P. Clark 2-3). While the tavern in the plays is no breeding
ground for serious civic disorder in terms of vagrancy, religious subversion or
victualling misdemeanours (anxieties regarding which are evident in Proclamations
issued in this period),"” the impulsion of civic authorities to control this space is, I
argue, staged by incursions into the fictive space in attempts to impose specifically
economic order.

While the interruptions by the Sheriff and then the Lord Chief Justice in /
Henry IV were written and performed before Mistress Quickly’s attendance in front of
Master Tisick the Magistrate in 2 Henry IV, it is worth noting how she describes the

accusation of keeping a disorderly house:

‘Neighbour Quickly’, says he, ‘receive those that are civil, for’, said
he, ‘you are in an ill name.” Now a said so, I can tell whereupon. ‘For’,
says he, ‘you are an honest woman, and well thought on, therefore take
heed what guests you receive; receive’, says he, ‘no swaggering
companions.” There comes none here. You would bless you to hear

what he said! No, I’'ll no swaggerers.” (2 Henry IV 2.3.71-6)

13 See Tudor Royal Proclamations. Vol. 2, The later Tudors (1553-1587). Ed. Paul L. Hughes and
James F. Larkin. New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1969. In particular Proclamations
118 and 186, for example.
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The Magistrate endorses the Hostess’ position as trader but also urges her to maintain
control of what amounts to her marketplace. Her fear that Pistol — the potential
“swaggerer” — will disrupt the tavern is more than just a fear of ‘bad’ company, but a
fear that she cannot preserve order. “To swagger” is not to be merely insolent, but
“[t]o influence, force, or constrain by blustering or hectoring language; to bring into
or out of a state by blustering talk” (“Swagger”). We see it used in this way in King
Lear, when Edgar (in his disguise as Tom) tells Oswald, “An ’ch’ud ha’ swaggered
out of my life, *twould not ha’ been zo long as ’tis by a vortnight” (4.6.234-5).
Oswald’s “swaggering” is fatally threatening to the blind Gloucester and his son, and
Edgar’s wish for him to swagger “out of his life” suggests the way in which he has
“swaggered” into it. Falstaff’s assertion that Pistol is “no swaggerer” may be true, but
the fear remains that someone can enter the tavern and influence — or force — the
agenda (2 Henry IV 2.4.77). There is a need for the tavern to function effectively as its
own community of exchange in order for it to be part of the wider urban community.
Falstaff’s efforts to opt out of legitimate exchange, by failing to pay his debts and by
encouraging the Hostess to pawn her possessions in order to lend him more money,
disturbs the tavern network, and despite Hal paying his bills, the disruption that
Falstaff causes moves outwards into the City.

There are several instances where the City authorities endeavour to curtail
these problems, or try to (re)direct the course of the tavern’s network. Reading these
incursions in the light of how those authorities try to negotiate the instabilities of the
tavern economy is crucial to how we are then able to interpret Hal’s character, or
rather how his character and others are set within a framework of exchange. If we
bear in mind how Hal constructs an economic identity based on the creation of credit

and formulaic paying back of debts, then it makes sense to read the attempts by
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outside forces to regulate the tavern space in much the same way as we see attempts
made by the Court to regulate Hal’s own behaviour. I suggest that the way in which
the King seeks to reintegrate Hal into the world of the Court, and wrest him from the
economically dynamic — yet unstable — tavern network is mirrored in the way in
which the City authorities pursue the reintegration of the Boar’s Head into the London
economy. Both endeavours are carefully ordered, and although Hal’s restoration is
due to his own decision to reject debt (and Falstaff) while the tavern is forced to
adhere to the requirements of the wider economy, the energy of the plays suggests
that the end result is what matters — and is the same in both cases. Crucially, of
course, the tavern is the environment in which Hal constructs his position of
indebtedness, in order to be able to repay it later. The final — and only successful —
incursion of the tavern by City authorities comes in the scene immediately before
Hal’s entrance as King, and then his rejection of Falstaff.

The first occasion when a civic power tries to maintain the tavern’s order
comes when London’s “Sheriff and all the watch” demand to enter to search for
several men — one of whom is “[a] gross fat man” — who have committed the Gad’s
Hill robbery (I Henry IV 2.4.407, 426). The Sheriff significantly has only an
ambiguous authority at this point. Falstaff tells Hal, “If you will deny the Sheriff, so;
if not, let him enter” (I Henry IV 2.4.412-3). This could be taken in three different
ways: either that Falstaff is encouraging Hal to prevent the Sheriff from entering, or
that he is urging Hal to reject his authority in a more abstract sense, or that Hal must
contradict him. The ambiguity in these lines only serves to emphasise the ambiguity
that arises from the Sheriff’s presence. Hal orders the Hostess to “[c]all in the Sheriff”
and he is invited into the tavern, but it is unclear whether or not he has the authority to

enter without that invitation (/ Henry IV 2.4.420). The Prince denies to him that
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Falstaff — the “gross fat man” for whom they are searching — is present in the tavern,
and his “farewell” is undoubtedly a command (I Henry IV 2.4.426, 438).

The Sheriff’s attempt to impose some civic order onto the tavern fails in one
respect in that he is not the one to do it. Nevertheless, Hal, who we know recognises
the threat that Falstaff poses even at this petty level of exchange, restores stability on
the Sheriff’s behalf. He tells Peto that “[t]he money shall be paid back again with
advantage”, a movement that re-establishes the proper flow of money, originally on
its way “to the King’s exchequer” but diverted by Falstaff “to the King’s tavern” (/
Henry IV 2.2.458-9, 2.2.42-3, 44). Fitter notes that following the Sheriff’s attempts to
find Falstaft, the scene ends with the Prince rifling through his friend’s pockets,
“IpJreserving amid the humour the figure of intrusive surveillance ... [Hal] silhouettes
a sherift’s man” (113). In this way, Hal’s actions protect the tavern’s integrity, the
King’s financial power and his own credit; the repayment brings about a
rapprochement with his father, with whom he becomes “good friends ... and may do
anything” (I Henry IV 3.3.150).

The Gad’s Hill robbery, however, returns to haunt Falstaff — and the tavern —
in 2 Henry IV. The Lord Chief Justice tries to talk to Falstaff, but is without fail
frustrated by the latter’s verbal equivocation. The Justice accuses Falstaff of having
“misled the youthful prince” but accepts that his “service at Shrewsbury hath a little
gilded over [his] night’s exploit on Gad’s Hill” (2 Henry IV 1.2.114, 117-9). The
proverbial wisdom of “wake not a sleeping wolf” is given as the reason for the Justice
not pursuing Falstaff for the robbery, but this conventional and rather stilted adage
has the effect of suggesting that the opposite will happen (2 Henry IV 1.2.122).
Falstaff stubbornly refuses to remain quiet after the Justice’s decree that “all is well”

and insists on some verbal sparring long after his adversary has come to the end of his
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interview (2 Henry IV 1.2.122). He refers to “these costermongers’ times” and makes
a joke of the Justice’s description of him as Hal’s “ill angel” saying, “your ill angel is
light”, referring to the nickname of a gold coin, which we assume from this has been
debased, reflecting the ongoing devaluing of coins in this period (2 Henry IV 1.2.134,
130, 131). As Nugent writes, “[c]ounterfeiting ... posed an increasing threat to the
foundation of trust upon which credit relations relied” (208). All is not well in the
community of exchange, even as the Justice is telling us the opposite (2 Henry IV
1.2.122). Furthermore, Falstaff tries to include the Justice in his destabilisation of the
network by asking him, “[w]ill your lordship lend me a thousand pound to furnish me
forth?” (2 Henry IV 1.2.175-6). The Justice, however, is perfectly aware of Falstaff’s
inability to repay his debts or to be responsible for money, telling him that he is “too
impatient to bear crosses”, crosses being silver coins marked with a cross (2 Henry IV
2.1.177). Falstaff exits the scene with the lines: “A good wit will make use of
anything: [ will turn diseases to commodity” (2 Henry IV 2.1.194-5). This
overconfidence in his financial abilities, in the light of the Justice’s accusations,
cannot but result in economic failure. Moreover, Falstaff’s desire to turn a profit,
despite the “consumption of the purse” from which he suffers, is something that might
require his participation in the community of exchange for it to have a chance to be
fulfilled (2 Henry 1V 2.1.186). Having seen his individual logic at work in the
conversation with the Justice, we might well wonder how he could possibly prove
productive to the wider network because Falstaff’s own profitability is privileged at
the expense of all others.

The second incursion into the tavern, after the incident with the Sheriff in /
Henry 1V, comes when the Lord Chief Justice is invited by the Hostess to arrest

Falstaff “at [her] suit” (2 Henry IV 2.1.33). This is significant, because it is the tavern
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(represented by the Hostess) that looks to the civic authorities (the Lord Chief Justice)
to re-establish the network of exchange that has been disrupted by Falstaff, who is
refusing to honour his obligations. The Hostess takes the Justice’s question, “For what
sum?” to mean less than that for which she claims (2 Henry IV 2.1.55). She puns,
quite obliviously, but rather tellingly, on “sum” in her answer: “It is more than for
some, my lord, it is for all — all I have; he hath eaten me out of house and home, he
hath put all my substance into that fat belly of his; but I shall have some of it out
again” (2 Henry IV 2.1.56-8). Falstaff is such a devastating consumer, and his demand
so overwhelming, that he threatens to crush the tavern’s delicate balance of purchaser
and supplier. Mistress Quickly requires the Justice to keep that consumption in check
before the tavern’s network collapses; Muldrew writes that, “[i]ncreasing
consumption and investment in the expansion of production meant that household
debt grew to levels at which financial failure was an increasingly common
experience” (Economy 16-7). Again, if we think of the tavern as a sort of household
(although not a truly domestic space), growing levels of debt will only result in the
collapse of its network. Indeed, the financial failure is only avoided when the Hostess
submits to Falstaff’s persuasion (which we do not hear) and agrees that he should
have another loan “though I pawn my gown” (I Henry IV 2.1.124). Financial failure
has not been averted; rather it has been postponed. The economic result of the
Hostess’ pawning is that the debt grows with no counterbalance of honest credit, so
there can be no future certainties.

The final confrontation between the tavern network and the civic authorities
comes when the Beadle arrives to arrest the Hostess and Doll Tearsheet. There is no
debate about whether or not to allow — or invite — the Beadle into the tavern space; he

merely enters as if the once unbreachable perimeters have been dissolved. The charge
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he levels at the women is that the man that they and Pistol “beat” has died, but
meanwhile he discovers the Hostess and Doll at work pretending that the latter is
pregnant (2 Henry IV 5.4.15). Doll threatens consequences if “the child I go with do
miscarry” and the Hostess (mistakenly) says, “I pray God the fruit of her womb
miscarry” (2 Henry IV 5.4.7, 11-2). The Beadle outwits them: he is aware that it is all
a ruse, and says that if Doll does “miscarry” she “shall have a dozen of cushions
again: [she has] but eleven now” (2 Henry IV 5.4.13-4). If it is indeed a ruse to obtain
a pecuniary reward or recompense from Falstaff (as the supposed ‘father’), then it is
tempting to see it as a consequence of his previous financial transgressions: the
women are so far into debt because of his dishonesty that they too have to rely on
deceit to try to recover their earlier positions. If we do not believe that they are trying
to trick Falstaff, but merely attempting to distract the Beadle, then it is significant that
Shakespeare chose such a manner for them to do so. The “dozen of cushions” to
which the Beadle refers is clearly an indication — like her plate and tapestries — of the
Hostess’ material assets. In misusing those possessions, and the credit relations that
offered the opportunity to obtain such goods, the Hostess has herself deconstructed
the tavern as a community of exchange, and the Beadle, as a figure of urban authority,
is now required to enter the tavern to restore its economic equilibrium.

In our final view of Mistress Quickly and Doll, their hysterical words to the
Beadle are quick to expand on what they see as the implications of the Beadle’s

physical nature:

DOLL. Come, you rogue, come, bring me to a justice.
HOSTESS. Ay, come, you starved bloodhound.

DOLL. Goodman death, goodman bones!
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HOSTESS.  Thou atomy, thou!
DOLL. Come you thin thing, come, you rascal!

BEADLE. Very well. (2 Henry IV 5.4.22-7)

The Beadle’s short response seems to confirm their readings of what he represents in
the scene, a figure of non-consumption, utterly the opposite of Falstaff, of whom the
Hostess had previously complained had “put all my substance into that fat belly of
his” (2 Henry IV 2.1.57-8). The women’s revulsion at the Beadle’s thinness is their
revulsion at the fact that Falstaff is absent and another man is now the determiner of
their fate, as the Hostess cries, “O the Lord, that Sir John were come!” (2 Henry IV
5.4.10). However, Falstaff’s absence is less apt to produce anxiety than his presence,
and his past behaviour, especially his delegitimising of the economic practices of the
tavern, has in fact left the Hostess and Doll in more trouble than before.

It is significant, then, that Hal’s inclusion of the Lord Chief Justice in a new
civic order comes at the rejection — and ejection — of Falstaff from the network of
exchange. Falstaff remains, in a strange way, within the community because he has
been censured by it. He is not relegated to an obscure end but placed in a specific
urban location, the Fleet prison. His substitution by Hal for the Lord Chief Justice —
and the incursion by the Beadle into the once unbreachable Boar’s Head — suggests
the need for balance between instability and order both in the tavern and City. The
Justice’s previous attempts to bring order to the tavern — and to Falstaff — are

dramatically endorsed by his inclusion by Hal.

Conclusion
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The complexity of the representation of credit relations in / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV
reflects the complexity inherent in the early modern culture of credit. The attention
given to all manner and levels of exchange, from Kings and nobles, to tavern owners
and drawers, to ostlers to prostitutes, suggests more than a preoccupation with the
networks of credit and debt. / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV are to some extent an exercise
in making sense of the commerce and commercialism of Shakespeare’s world. Most
significantly, the tavern emerges as a potent site of those experiences in the early
modern period. By shaping the economic negotiations of the plays through the lens of
the reckoning, Shakespeare stages an attempt to make sense of the concrete and more
abstract notions of credit and exchange, which in turn allows us access to the site-
specific tensions of the culture of credit. Understanding the staged space in this way
allows us to read the negotiations within the playtext as a response to the wider
anxieties of the urban experience as well as modes of economic and political power.
By admitting the compelling nature of Falstaff, and yet positioning him as
some sort of threat to the network in the tavern and then to the wider community,
Shakespeare acknowledges the intrinsic difficulties of one’s position in the network of
exchange. We know that Hal must rid himself of Falstaff, but there is still pathos in
that rejection. Hal may well find himself free of debt and in possession of credit, but
does it come at a cost? That question remains open, in an expression of the very
nature of how we negotiate credit relations. While the stability of the tavern — and the
state — must be maintained through a delicate balance of open exchange and active
maintenance of trust, it is in the ongoing act of balancing, in the creation of credit and
debt through a continual movement of exchange, that stability is achieved. Much like
the eventual reconciliation of the reckoning, payment may be deferred but it must be

made to ensure the ongoing cycle of circulation and consumption.
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The Epilogue of 2 Henry IV goes some way suggest this constant
repositioning as a near-resolution. The playwright steps out of the narrative, and
asserts the generative aspect of the negotiation of credit relations, relations which can
produce creativity just as they can produce tension. The speaker — perhaps “our

humble author” — addresses the audience directly (2 Henry IV Epilogue 21). He says:

Be it known to you, as it is very well, I was lately here in the end of a
displeasing play, to pray your patience for it and to promise you a
better. [ meant to pay you with this, which, if like an ill venture it come
unluckily home, I break, and you, my gentle creditors, lose. Here |
promised you I would be, and here I commit my body to your mercies:
bate me some, and I will pay you some, and, as most debtors do,

promise you infinitely. (2 Henry IV Epilogue 6-12)

The speaker refers to an earlier play, the “displeasing” nature of which has put him in
a position of debt to the audience. The play they have just seen — 2 Henry IV — is the
“venture” with which he hopes to pay his “creditors”, and the invitation to “bate me
some” a request for a discount, or perhaps for an advance of credit. This in turn
“means that he is bound to produce more plays just as the audience is bound to attend
and, in a playful turn on credit relations, to pay” (Levine 429). The creation of debt —
in the sense of owing the audience a new play — is the impulsion behind more
creativity, but the promise of payment is the incentive. Like Hal needing the existence
of debt to fulfill his promises of redemption, the playwright needs to be obligated to

his audience in order to fulfil his promise of “a better” play: the debt will be paid.
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The tavern, then, like the playhouse, may be a source of anxiety but also of
seductive power, of verbal richness, full of the possibilities of exchange. There may
be instability but there is also economic vibrancy. For the wider network of exchange
to function, this part must be checked, but for Hal to pursue credit, debt must exist. It
is in the negotiation of these credit relations that we find the balancing, if not

resolution, of this paradox.
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Chapter 3: Lines of Credit in the Fringe Tavern Space: Thomas Dekker and

John Webster’s Westward Ho

Towards the end of Thomas Dekker and John Webster’s Westward Ho (1604),"
Mistress Clare Tenterhook finds herself alone with her two friends, having come to
Brentford with a group of gallants who are intent on seducing them. The gallants
having gone to another room to smoke, Clare addresses the other two wives: “So: are
they departed? What string may wee three think that these gallants harp uppon, by
bringing us to this sinfull towne of Brainford? ha?” (5.1.146-8). These lines
immediately identify Brainford — or rather, Brentford in Middlesex — as a site of
iniquity, a place to which the wives have been brought to separate them, literally and
figuratively, from their husbands. The lines are also more widely indicative of a play
that is concerned with how the patterns of exchange are used to negotiate particular
encounters, most notably in Act 5 that is set in its entirety in Dogbolt’s tavern in
Brentford.

Westward Ho — and the dramatic responses that it elicited, Fastward Ho
(1605) and Northward Ho (1607) — stages the tavern space outside of the urban
landscape. That tavern space utilises the same traditions of the drinking house that
emerged in the popular literature of the period but also offers to the dramatists a way
to explore particular anxieties rooted in the City of London, at a certain distance from
it. This chapter will examine the way in which the dramatic trajectory of the play
moves outside the City walls to a drinking house located in a sort of fringe location, a

movement that is also echoed in the later Ho plays; it will analyse the lines of credit

" Westward Ho is thought to have been first staged in 1604 (Leinwand 46). In his Textual
Introduction, Fredson Bowers writes that it “was entered in the Stationers’ Register by Henry Rockett
on 2 March 1605” and goes on to say that the “first and only quarto appeared in 1607 (313).
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which draw the characters into that space; and it will assert the transformative nature
of the drinking house as it simultaneously adapts and reasserts a new understanding of
exchange. It will also assess how Dekker and Webster’s staging of the tavern space in
Brentford uses existing literary constructions of that location and how notions of
marriage and ownership are complicated by encounters based on sexual exchange.
Westward Ho follows the fortunes of Justiniano, an Italian merchant, who,
believing his wife to be untrustworthy, pretends to be bankrupt and to leave the
country. His wife, thinking herself abandoned and unable to provide for herself, is
forced to consider the sexual advances of a lecherous Earl as a way to keep herself
from penury. The bawd Birdlime acts as a go-between for the Earl, bringing Mistress
Justiniano various gifts to tempt her. Meanwhile Justiniano, disguised as the tutor
Parenthesis, teaches three wives — Clare Tenterhook, Judith Honeysuckle and Mabel
Wafer — to write. Unbeknownst to the husbands who employ him, Justiniano
facilitates contact between the wives and their prospective lovers, the gallants Sir
Gosling Glow-worm, Frank Monopoly, Master Linstock and Captain Whirlpool.
Monopoly is arrested for an unpaid debt at the behest of Tenterhook, whose wife
vouches for him using two of her husband’s diamonds, and has him kept at the house
of the Sergeant who apprehends him. The gallants arrange with the wives to visit
Dogbolt’s tavern at Brentford — called “Brainford” in the play — presumably to
consummate the relationships. Justiniano, who has been convinced of his wife’s
fidelity and who has rescued her from the Earl, reveals this plan to the husbands, and
they all set off to Brentford to confront the wives and gallants. The wives meanwhile
have locked themselves in their room at the tavern under pretence of illness, with no
intention of sleeping with the gallants. When the husbands arrive, they discover their

wives have remained faithful, and are chastened by their own behaviour. Birdlime
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appears with the two diamonds that she has received from the Sergeant via a
circuitous route that places Tenterhook at her brothel, and is at the receiving end of
the other characters’ abuse, despite having gone to Brentford with the intention of
helping the wives. They try, without success, to persuade her to stay away from
London, and the couples return to the capital.

Much of the criticism of Westward Ho and the plays written as responses to it
is focussed on the idea of collaboration (Stage Producing 68nl). Westward Ho is
indeed perhaps most notable for instigating a dramatic response in the form of
Chapman, Jonson and Marston’s Eastward Ho, which was entered into the Stationers’
Register in 1605, and which in turn invited Dekker and Webster’s answer in the play
Northward Ho (Van Fossen 4). The play has been considered very much in the
shadow of Chapman, Jonson and Marston’s compelling example of city comedy, and
Dekker has in particular been singled out for criticism. Larry S. Champion notes that
the evaluation of Dekker “as a dramatist is an extremely difficult task because his
work is so diverse in kind and quality and because so much of it was written in
collaboration”; in reference to Westward Ho he describes a “reversion to one-
dimensional characterization and situational comedy” (251-2). The “structure of
Westward Ho is fundamentally flawed and contributes directly to the quality of
dramaturgy that makes Dekker such an easy target for both historical and literary
critics” (Champion 56). Cyrus Hoy states that the play “has never enjoyed much favor
among students of Dekker or Webster, who have tended to regard the play as
something of an embarrassment to the reputation of both dramatists™ (159). He goes
on to trace the ways in which critics such as T. M. Parrott and M. C. Bradbrook found

the play morally reprehensible (159-162).



120

It is only relatively recently that Westward Ho has become the focus of
research that examines it on its own terms. Theodore B. Leinwand in The City Staged
interprets the play in terms of a wider investigation of the character types in city
comedy — gallants, merchant citizens, whores and widows, for example — and how
they reflect and refract different ways in which the audience thought about themselves
and London. He argues that this genre is “informed by the social and economic reality
in which playwrights found themselves” and his study of how the women of the play
are treated in social and economic terms will prove useful for my own argument
regarding the way in which the citizens’ wives are both located in and exploit a
framework of credit and exchange (3). Similarly, Simon Morgan-Russell’s 1999 essay
alights on the fact that the women in the play are thought of in term of commodities,
and how they themselves — through the agency of their proto-feminist alliance — resist
such categorisation (80). His wider argument has also proved most useful for my
chapter: his extended reading of how the literary tradition regarding Brentford affects
the play’s own staging of that location as a “locus” for adultery has helped to
crystallise my own thoughts on how Dekker and Webster utilise the actual place as a
dramatic opportunity (70). While he does not go as far as questioning how
specifically the tavern space in Brentford is used by the dramatists to navigate the
play’s model of exchange and its inherent tensions — which is the focus of this chapter
— his argument that the trip out of London offers a release from civic governance and
an opportunity for female alliance has been crucial in the crafting of my own
approach. Similarly, Michelle Dowd’s interrogation of the play’s presentation of
female consumerism, while heavily focused on the threat that that poses to the
household, offers an intriguing vision of the economies available to and crafted by the

wives and by Birdlime.
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My contention centres on the dramatic use of the tavern space — at least in part
— to reassert the urban household and its attendant lines of credit, admittedly after that
space has effected some sort of transformation on those within it. It focuses on
Westward Ho as an independent play, although I mention Northward Ho and
Eastward Ho briefly. Much like my treatment of / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV, while
the complicated production of such texts means that there is no neat way to study such
a play in isolation, there is every reason to approach this particular text on its own
terms.

The chapter will be shaped by, first, a consideration of how the idea of
Brentford was constructed in numerous texts from the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries, and second, a more focussed examination of the play text. The
first section will ask: in what ways does Brentford emerge in relation to the idea of
the City and its suburbs, and to what extent are we able to define it in terms of the
urban landscape? It will trace the similarities between Brentford and other locations,
such as Barnet, in relative proximity to London, and suggest that certain connections
may be made between the use of these places in early modern texts. Using London’s
suburbs and Liberties as reference points, I ask how we may place Brentford and the
kinds of encounters it offered, including the illicit behaviour with which it is most
notably associated. With this context in mind, I move onto the play in more detail,
examining how we might understand Dogbolt’s establishment in Brentford in terms of
the conventions of the tavern space and of its Brentfordian fringe location. I suggest
that it is determined by its separateness from domestic spaces, the urban environment
and codes of community. The way in which the tavern offers an opportunity to the
wives to break away from a framework of neighbourly surveillance and pursue their

own agency is counterbalanced by the husbands’ assault on the fabric of the tavern, in
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an effort to reintegrate it under a civic standard. I then trace the two distinct lines of
credit that are constructed in the play, between the Justinianos and the Earl, and
between the husbands, wives and gallants. I argue here that the language of credit is
exploited in various ways, at once to better construct female economic dependence
and to craft female economic authority. The playwrights use the emblem of two
diamonds to mark the credit-based encounters, following their movement throughout
Westward Ho. The final confrontation between the potentially disloyal wives and
their pursuing husbands allows for both a reassertion of the household network and an
exploration of an alternative economy in which women are participants rather than

commodities.

Brentford: locus of the illicit

Brentford (also called Brainford, Breyntford and other variations) is located about
eight miles west of central London on the confluence of the Rivers Brent and Thames,
and on important routes to southwest England (Sugden 73). Morgan-Russell notes
that the map of the Hundred of Isleworth, drawn up by Moses Glover in 1635, shows
Brentford “consisting of a single street punctuated with a few landmarks such as inns,
wharves, and its market”; the town’s importance as an economic centre is registered
by “Norden’s renaming of New Brentford as ‘Market Brentford” in his 1593
description of the country of Middlesex” (73).

I shall return to the particular mapping of Brentford as a quasi-suburban
location within Westward Ho later in this chapter, but it is worth examining its
topography in relation to London in the wider context of how the town became known
as a place of escape. Morgan-Russell describes Brentford as a location different from

the suburbs, in terms of what it offered in illicit behaviour that was distinct from
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suburban prostitution, and Kelly J. Stage contends that Brentford was “decidedly not
a suburb” (73; Producing 89). Yet the literature of the time offers a less definitive
analysis of the locale. In fact, I argue that it occupies a position as neither suburb nor
town in its own right, at least in terms of its character if not its exact setting. Much of
the early modern literature that features Brentford considers this question of its
geographical identity, and it is to that which [ now turn.

In Penny-wise, Pound Foolish (1631), Dekker describes a merchant called
Ferdinand who, with his mistress, visits Brentford but also goes on, “then to Barner,
to lye there, then to Bow to be merry there, then to Black-wall to see the Ships there,
and hen [sic] to Bloomesbury to [unclear] themselves there. And so to all bawdy Bees
lying neere and about London” (B4r). All of these locations occupy a similar
topographical position in relation to the City of London: often no more than ten miles
in distance from the centre, and situated on the main thoroughfares out of the capital.
Sanders has noted, for example, that Barnet was, in the early seventeenth century,
“rather further removed from the city’s edge, an important staging-point on the old
post road”, much like Brentford (“Day’s Sports” 551). Such locales, then, enjoyed
easy access and, as Ferdinand’s descriptions suggests, facilities to accommodate and
entertain visitors.

We find a similar tale to that of Ferdinand in Henry Peacham’s Coach and
Sedan (1636), where the voice of the Sedan explains the benefits of travelling in a

litter like itself, as opposed to a coach:

wee are of an easier charge, our journeys are short, we carrey no
Lackquies, Foot-boyes, when we are emptie, nor have we to doe with

D[...] Turn-up, and Peg Burn-it, your silken wenches of Hackney, to



124

cary them to the Red-Bull, and other Play-houses, to get trading, or
Citizens wives to St. Albanes, South-mimme, Barnet, Hatfeild,
Waltham, Illford, Croidon, Brainford, and other places, under a colour
of seeing their children at nurse to banquet with their sweet-hearts and

companions, the match being agreed upon a moneth before. (C1r-Clv)

Considering the nature of the sedan — a type of litter — we can assume that visitors
could be carried in this mode of transport to these locations, the distance not being
insurmountable to travel on foot. Much like the Sedan in Peacham’s text, Ferdinand’s
travels take him to various places near enough to London for it to be convenient (one
supposes) and far enough away to enjoy a comfortable separation from the capital, but
he and his mistress enjoy the comfort of a coach.

The increased use of such vehicles was a cause for concern in early modern
England, so much so that by 1636 the Privy Council moved to restrict access to them
(Sanders Cultural 157). It was not simply that they threatened the livelihood of the
watermen working on the Thames, although John Taylor was particularly vocal in that
regard, complaining that their use had “undone” his trade and that lower social classes
should not have access to them (A2r, B3v). The enclosed nature of coaches was more
troubling; the sedan pictured on the frontispiece of Peacham’s text shares this sense of
being hidden, displaying a covering that afforded complete privacy to those inside.
Sanders writes that the “potential for illicit activities in the concealed space of a coach
... was a subject for many contemporary bawdy allusions” (Cultural 161). In
Westward Ho, this medium of transport is suggested by Captain Whirlpool as a way
of getting to Brentford but is rejected by Clare Tenterhook because she does not like

being “jolted” (2.3.69). The connection between coaches and sexuality, however, is
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maintained by Mabel Wafer who jokes, “most of your Cittizens wives love jolting”
(2.3.70). This association surely finds a place in the reputation — which I will
document below — of Brentford as a site to which people travel in order to behave in a
less than upright way. In the context of its location near London, however, the use of
a stagecoach to travel to Brentford has connotations of increased mobility and agency,
of “social circulation” and exchange (Sanders Cultural 161). The act of travelling
there is a declaration of intent: to, however briefly, inhabit a sort of intermediary
place where normal codes of community are disrupted.

We might understand Brentford, then, as somewhere offering an alternative —
for however short a time — to the capital. Indeed, Sugden imagines that its location
meant that it “was a favourite resort of Londoners out for a day’s excursion into the
country” (73). It is useful to note that by Brentford having day visitors, it perhaps
stood at the very edge of the distinct topographies of country town and suburb; as one
of Dekker’s places “neere and about London”, it offered an experience beyond both
of those locations, a sort of post-suburban encounter. This rather unquantifiable
characteristic also emerges from Leinwand’s analysis, because while he interprets the
movement west as a momentum away from the cityscape and into the countryside, he
still defines the drinking house we find in Westward Ho as “suburban” (47). Indeed,
there is something particular about these spaces in terms of their distance from
London, a distance that governs their relationship with the capital and, to some extent,
the experience that can be enjoyed within their boundaries. Of Barnet, Sanders writes
that “it might be argued that ‘suburban’ is an anachronistic usage”, and that it is
important “to stress that the proximity of Barnet to the metropolis is central to its
operations and allure” (Cultural 152, 152n57). The way we think about the spaces and

the boundaries of locations like Barnet and Brentford is key, because it is the
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simultaneously porous and fixed boundaries of London that in turn affect how these
non-urban locations were understood in the literature of the time. Recently, Brentford
has been labelled as a “satellite” town, in order to accommodate this approach (Stage
“Plague Space” 63). In this thesis, however, I will use the term ‘fringe’, distinguishing
it from a city environment while also acknowledging its separation from the suburbs.
One of the questions I will be asking of the tavern space in Westward Ho is
whether its value in being located in such a place as Brentford might be in the way it
is set free from the associations of locality and community that we have seen insisted
upon in texts elsewhere. Sanders describes Barnet as one of the kinds of sites — that
surely also included Brentford — that had “become by the 1620s popular resorts for
Londoners seeking temporary refuge from the cramped and noisy conditions of the
city, as well as all the opportunities for covert social and sexual activity, as well as
personal role play, that a space outside of the everyday enabled” (Cultural 152-3). As
we saw in Chapter 1, tavern and alehouse spaces emerge in many early modern
popular texts as models of sociability and “company”, through which the kinds of
neighbourliness that we see in the work of Keith Wrightson is practised (Withington
297-307; Hailwood “Sociability” 10-7; Wrightson English 51-7). I shall return to how
these particular concerns are staged by Dekker and Webster in Westward Ho later on,
but it is helpful to consider the way in which places like Brentford and Barnet were
set adrift from conventional ideas of community, providing their visitors with the
experience of a space away from home. If Brentford attracted visitors coming for just
the day, as Sugden suggests, then it is easy to imagine it as a destination for new types
of recreational travel (of the kind that Sanders mentions above), with people
deliberately exploring a location just about distant enough from their familiar

environment. Such acts would come with expectations of apparent freedom: the
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separation from one’s community and the avoidance of the kinds of neighbourly
surveillance that underwrote it (P. A. Brown 38-41).

John Stow certainly makes a connection between living outside of the City
walls and the movement away from traditional values of community. Admittedly, he
is writing in the context of the suburbs, but I think it is relevant to our reading of
Brentford and the other fringe sites. They have more in common with his
understanding of the suburbs than other locations further away — such as Windsor,
which appears very much as a site of “bourgeois community” in opposition to the
disrupted community of Brentford — which emerge in the same kinds of texts (Bruster
52). Stow considered the loss of common grounds north of the City something to

regret, a phenomenon that came about due to the increasing size of the suburbs:

these fields were never hedged, but now we see the thing in worse case
than ever, by means of inclosure for gardens, wherein are built many
fair summer-houses; and, as in other places of the suburbs, some of
them like Midsummer pageants, with towers, turrets, and chimney-
tops, not so much for use of profit as for show and pleasure, betraying
the vanity of men’s minds, much unlike to the disposition of the

ancient citizens. (381-2)

Brentford, of course, was much further away from London than the suburbs about
which Stow is writing in this instance, but nonetheless I think it is useful to consider
the way in which he describes the thinking behind such an expansion beyond the City
walls and the implications it has for understanding the community. The melancholy

that Stow expresses reaches its zenith not at the point where he describes the
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materiality of the changes but rather when he suggests how the modern attitude
privileges “show and pleasure” above all else, including social bonds. It is this
element that we also see in the portrayal of Brentford in texts written around the same
time, finding it a resort, a place of holiday, where perhaps the limits of the City, in
every sense of the word, are put to one side, even briefly. Stow’s passing reference to
“Midsummer pageants” underlines the idea that an accusation of ‘holiday’ is reserved
for places of suburban iniquity. Moreover, the contrast he draws between his own
contemporaries and the “ancient citizens” points to a loss of neighbourliness that the
word “citizens” denotes.

Such an analysis contrasts the ideals of the London community with a more
individualistic agenda. Indeed, Manley considers Stow’s attitude towards the suburbs
as part of his fear of the “individualized withdrawal from the community” (Literature
161). When we read about husbands and wives going to Brentford for the purposes of
adulterous assignations, it is surely the height of the individual putting him or herself
above the community, echoing that which I wrote above regarding how the location
disrupts the notion of localised sociability. Morgan-Russell contends that Brentford is
distinct from suburban life, because of this very kind of behaviour: “[i]nstead of
suburban prostitution, Brentford provided a location for the extramarital assignation”
where adulterous couples could conveniently spend the night, perhaps pretending to
be married (73). I, on the other hand, argue that it is this very type of behaviour that
does mark Brentford as having suburban-like qualities, while it simultaneously resists
a suburban definition.

In this context, Brentford has something in common with the Liberties of
London. Steven Mullaney writes, “the margins of the city were places where forms of

moral incontinence and pollution were granted license to exist beyond the bounds of a
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community they had, by their incontinence, already exceeded” (ix). If we think of
Morgan-Russell’s reading of Brentford as a place where extra-marital assignations
rather than prostitution were the order of the day (a reading which he argues marks
Brentford as a non-suburban place) Mullaney’s description of the Liberties as a place
to which “citizens retired to pursue pastimes and pleasures that had no proper place in
the community” would conversely align Brentford with those marginal areas (22). [
am not suggesting this alignment in any absolute terms, only that the ambivalence we
have seen in the early modern descriptions of Brentford’s location position it as an
ambiguous site, unclaimed by city or country (or on the other hand, perhaps claimed
by both).

It is, of course, the consistent reminders of the illicit behaviour that went on in
Brentford that help to define it in this way. Brentford emerges from the popular
literature of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries as a place very much in
keeping with Mistress Tenterhook’s description that started this chapter. Morgan-
Russell writes, “the frequency of its mention in this context testifies to the town’s
reputation in the popular literature of the period” (73). The jesting tradition that
featured in Chapter 1, above, is where Brentford emerges most particularly both as a
site of iniquity and a source for scatological humour. In Robert Copland’s poem Jyl of
Braintford’s Testament (1567), the alewife bequeaths farts in her will to her curate in
payment for writing it and to “those who drink without paying”, a rather pointed
punishment to those I wrote about in Chapter 1, who resist their responsibilities in the
tavern (Lamb 142; Levack 137). Thereafter, Gillian becomes a popular figure of jest
with a “considerable currency in the 1590s” (Helgerson Adulterous 205n28). She
appears in, amongst others, Nashe’s Summers Last Will and Testament (1600), where

she is held up “as reflecting inferior literary taste”, and Downton and Rowley’s lost



130

1598 play, which is mentioned in Henslowe’s Diary as “fryer fox / & gyllen of
branforde” (Lamb 142; Helgerson Adulterous 205n28; Levack 137; Henslowe 104).
Shakespeare makes reference to “the fat woman of Brentford” and “the witch of
Brentford” in The Merry Wives of Windsor, when Mistress Ford and Mistress Page
dress Falstaff up as her to allow him to escape their house (4.2.60, 80).

Gillian emerges again in Kinde Kit’s Westward for Smelts (1620) — the title
being a line that is used in Westward Ho — this time as a fishwife who “led the rout”
and “sometime[s] [dealt] / With flesh exchange” (A4v). We see in this description the
familiar features attributed to behaviour in Brentford; although the fishwife’s
escapades in the text centre on Windsor, she is said to dwell in “Brainford” (A4v).
This is just one of many other textual references from the period where licentiousness
and sexual looseness were associated with this particular location. This notion of the
“flesh exchange” will be central to my reading of the tavern economy in Westward
Ho, emphasising the close relationship between sex and commercialism that the text
insists upon in the staged space of the drinking house. Moreover, the use of the line
from the play for the title of Westward for Smelts suggests a positioning of Brentford
within a literary tradition as a place to be imagined and constructed textually — a
wider trend that, | suggest, Dekker and Webster appropriated and used in their drama.

We are perhaps reminded of Gillian’s “flesh exchange” when Luke Frugal in
Philip Massinger’s The City Madam (1632) accuses the errant apprentice Goldwire of
having “kept your punks at livery / In Brentford, Staines and Barnet”, exemplifying
the way in which the locations were associated with, if not conventional prostitution,
an economy based on sexual activity (4.2.85-6). This is also evident in Dekker and
Middleton’s The Roaring Girl (1611). While the play again insists upon the town’s

general associations with loose behaviour — Laxton suggests to Moll that they go there
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to do “[n]Jothing but be merry and lie together” — it also constructs the idea that
Brentford’s famous market, noted by Norden, is founded on sexual exchange (3.255).
In Scene 9 (which according to David J. Lake was written by Dekker rather than
Middleton) Mistress Gallipot not only refers to the cry of “Westward Ho!” but also to
“sinful Brentford” where Openwork is accused of keeping a whore (Lake 55; The
Roaring Girl 9.130, 196). Furthermore — and this is where we see Brentford’s illicit

economy emerge — Mistress Openwork challenges her husband’s behaviour:

MISTRESS OPENWORK. Is’t market day at Brentford, and your
ware
Not sent up yet?

OPENWORK. What market day? What ware?

MISTRESS OPENWORK. A pie with three pigeons in’t, — ’tis
drawn and stays your cutting up. (9.131-

5)

Morgan-Russell reads this argument as confirming “the function of the town as a flesh
exchange” and suggests that it worked as such because “it presented a market outside
the City’s saturated economy of flesh” (74). In Westward Ho Tenterhook uses the
same framework to understand the predicament in which he stands with his fellow
citizens, but of course in that instance, it is the husbands who imagine they have been
exchanged for newer, more fashionable models (5.4.14). In The Roaring Girl it is
Openwork who is accused of “casting out his net to catch fresh salmon at Brentford”

(9.78-9)
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In terms of my wider thesis, what is particularly significant about this vision
of Brentford in both plays — and what the Openworks’ dialogue throws into relief
most sharply — is that the locus for this behaviour is centred on the Three Pigeons Inn.
In the later play, Moll has already been accused by Laxton of being “suited for the
Three Pigeons at Brentford” when she arrives to meet him dressed as a man (5.51-2).
Mistress Openwork recounts the tale told by Goshawk that her “husband ... went in a
boat with a tilt over it to the Three Pigeons at Brentford, and his punk with him”
(9.25-7). With these instances in mind, when Mistress Openwork imagines her
husband’s infidelity in terms of cutting up a pie of three pigeons, the reference would
not have gone unnoticed by the audience.

The inn also appears in Merry Conceited Jests of George Peele, a text we

encountered earlier, with the narrator writing:

to come to my honest George; who is now merry at The Three Pigeons
in Brainford, with sack and sugar, not any wine wanting, the musicians
playing, my host drinking, my hostess dancing with the worshipful
justice ... My gentle hostess gave him all the entertainment her house

could afford. (376)

We see here the same tropes of the drinking house space that emerge elsewhere in late
sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century popular literature and again in the dramatic
texts of the period: the importance of plentiful victuals, the need for a generous and
merry host, the fostering of a relationship between host/hostess and patron. The Three
Pigeons really existed. When, in The Alchemist, Subtle tells Dol they will “turn [their]

course / To Brainford” and “tickle it at the Pigeons”, the lines reflect, perhaps, the fact
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that the drinking house was a “favorite suburban resort of Jonson” (5.4.77, 89; Hutton
177)."° Indeed, Sugden describes the Three Pigeons as “a famous hostelry ... kept at
one time by John Lowin, one of the first actors in Shakespeare’s plays”, while Robert
Nares describes it as an “inn, formerly the resort of low people, sharpers, etc”
(Sugden 73; Nares 807). In using the space of a real drinking house, these texts link
most definitively the location of Brentford as they knew it with the Brentford that was
textually constructed; the variations on its name — Brainford, Braintford, Branforde
etc — reflects the way the town was imagined in different ways on the page and
perhaps how Brentford was emerging in the late sixteenth century.

Moreover, knowing that Brentford “provided an abundance of inns — more, in
fact, than elsewhere in the parish”'® means that its reputation as a place of iniquity is
firmly rooted in the space of the drinking house (Morgan-Russell 73). Gillian, its most
famous export, was not simply a widow obsessed with making scatological demands,

but a “widow’:

Honest in substance & full of sport

Daily she could with pastime and Jests

Among her neighbours and her guests

She kept an Inne of right food lodging

For all estates that thither were coming. (Jyl of Braintford’s Testament

3-8)

15 Morgan-Russell notes, however, that Hutton “gives no source for this information” (74).
16 Morgan-Russell does not say which parish.
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She appears here much like the hostess in Peele’s tale, full of good humour towards
her customers and providing a generous space where guests from all sorts of
backgrounds — from “all estates” — would be welcome.

It is this context that will help us to better understand the social and economic
politics of Westward Ho. When Clare Tenterhook describes the gallants as “setting
pursenets to conycatch us” she echoes the language of the sixteenth-century cony-
catching pamphlets: I suggest it is a deliberate nod by the dramatists to the popular
literature that sought to make sense of the drinking house and the tensions relating to
notions of exchange (5.1.158). In choosing Brentford — rather than, say, Barnet (as in
The New Inn) or Ware (as in Northward Ho) — Dekker and Webster sought to utilise
not only the idea of “Brainford” as a place between countryside and suburb, but also
the tavern space with which it was so closely associated. Dogbolt’s inn may not be the
Three Pigeons, just as the playhouse’s “Brainford” is not itself the true Brentford. But
both the general location of the town and the specific location of the drinking house
offered to the dramatists an imagined space where they could work through ideas
about the urban environment and the formation of “webs of credit and obligation”
(Muldrew Economy 95). For the remainder of this chapter, I will endeavour to show
how the staged tavern space is very much part of a wider topographical trajectory of
Westward Ho, and how Dekker and Webster use the tradition of Brentford’s liminal
position as neither town proper nor suburb of London to define the encounters within

Dogbolt’s tavern.

The fringe tavern space
Westward Ho is a play particularly alert to the staging of spaces. Dekker and Webster

dramatise the households of both Justiniano and Tenterhook, a Rhenish wine house at
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the Steelyard, the Lion tavern in Shoreditch, and Dogbolt’s tavern in Brentford; we
are left to imagine St. Paul’s Cathedral and the tavern at Blackfriars, although the
situations imagined in those spaces are most evocative. The momentum of the play
builds from enclosed, quasi-domestic urban spaces towards the more ambiguously
private and non-domestic, non-communal, non-urban space of the tavern in Brentford
in order to stage the test to which the wives, gallants, and citizens are exposed,
separated from both London and the conventions of their community.

In my opening chapter, I suggested that the tavern space in early modern
popular literature emerges as a quasi-domestic space, complicated by the financial ties
between guest and host. Indeed, the texts examined throughout this thesis offer an
experience of that space that resists easy classification and that grapples with shifting
expectations and obligations. So while domesticity is a term that can at times be
helpful to an interrogation of the tavern space, it is part of a much larger — and more
fluid — structure of understanding. In Westward Ho, the London drinking house sites
admit some form of domesticity, albeit one complicated by those ties I mention
above. The tavern in Brentford, however, while enclosed and private, “is not a
domestic space ... but an extra domestic, extramural space” (Howard “Women” 162).
It is only through the characters’ exposure to this setting in Brentford that they are
able to work through the threats to the household and to the network of exchange to
which they belong. Similarly, I use the word communal to denote the ways in which
the urban taverns were rooted in their community and locality, whereas the Brentford
tavern is both separate from these and able to disrupt them. Elements of that tavern
community are evident in each urban drinking space. At the Rhenish wine house, the
wives and gallants gather in a private room to share wine and buns and Monopoly

boasts of his evening spent at the Lion with Whirlpool and Linstock amongst the
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“company” there (2.3.23-4; 3.2.14). Dogbolt’s tavern, however, as I will demonstrate
shortly, offers no such sense of community.

Elsewhere, the two urban drinking house spaces share some similarities with
Dogbolt’s tavern in Brentford, and they all assume certain characteristics of that space
that, as this thesis argues, are used and reused again and again. We can see the jovial
host in the character of Hans at the Rhenish wine house, described by Mistress
Honeysuckle as an “honest Butterbox”, and in the figure of the helpful chamberlain at
the Brentford tavern (2.3.11). Dogbolt himself never appears on stage, and his name
points to a certain ambiguity, being a term of abuse, but he is described as “guzzling”
with Sir Gosling, which to some extent suggests the conventional characteristics of
the host figure (“Dogbolt”; 5.1.20). There is generous provision of alcohol in all
three: Hans offers “[o]ld vine, or new vine”, Monopoly is drunk at the Lion, and Sir
Gosling drinks so much at Dogbolt’s that he can hardly walk (2.3.6, 3.2.26, 5.1.20-3).
The material space of each site — suggesting a certain economic vibrancy — is also
clear. Sir Gosling draws the curtains of the Rhenish wine house to give them privacy,
and when Justiniano enters, he calls out, “[w]hich roome”, of presumably several, to
find the wives and gallants; Dogbolt’s tavern, meanwhile can accommodate the
wives’ request for three rooms and there is enough space for them to keep separate
from the drunk Sir Gosling (2.3.26, 5.1.139). The Brentford space initially seems,
then, to fit in with a more conventional model of the tavern. Indeed, when Linstock
suggests the visit to Brentford, he conjures up an image of the ideal drinking house
space: “Lets to mine host Dogbolts at Brainford then, there you out of eyes, out of
eares, private roomes, sweet Lynnen, winking attendance, and what cheere you will?”

(2.3.73-5).
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The tavern’s Brentford setting, however, and the specific way in which it
emerges as a decidedly non-domestic and non-communal space means that it is held
in opposition to these earlier examples. Howard argues that the women’s increasingly
frequent contact with the gallants sees them meet in public spaces — at the Cathedral
and in the “back rooms of taverns” — buoyed on by their tutor (“Women” 158).
Although I agree with her point that “the empowered women become transgressive”
in such meetings, [ would argue that the public/private dichotomy is not the main
paradigm at work here (“Women” 158). All the spaces in the text insist upon privacy
in some way: the curtains are drawn and the door is locked at the Rhenish wine house;
the women are told to be masked and hide behind the pillars in St. Paul’s nave; the
Greyhound in Blackfriars where they rendezvous for the journey west is described as
“some Taverne neare the water-side, thats private” after which they will “take a Boate
at Bridewell Dock most privately”, a suggestion that hints at those concealed journeys
made in coaches that [ mentioned earlier (2.3.1, 2.1.220-2, 2.3.103, 108). Even at this
in-between stage — mid way between the Rhenish wine house and the Brentford
tavern — we see the increasingly powerful idea of that privacy, a notion that ensures
the wives remain chaste (a decision they, rather than any of the men, make) just as
they move out of the City towards a dramatic ending that promises the opposite.
Remembering Linstock’s eagerness to visit the “private roomes” of Dogbolt’s tavern,
it is the closed features of the drinking house that so excites him rather than promise
of transgressions in a public sphere (2.3.74). So, rather than being figured through the
loss of privacy, as Howard would have us believe, it is the domestic/non-domestic,
communal/non-communal and urban/non-urban quality of these spaces that marks the
topographical trajectory of the play, insisting upon the Brentford tavern as the model

of everything that the London spaces are not.
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Turning first to its non-urban location, I suggest that the experience offered in
the Brentford tavern situates it in opposition to the London drinking houses, drawing
on the tradition of Brentford as a fringe location, full of sinful behaviour, that I
documented above. Without wishing to repeat myself, I think it is worth noting the
specific instances in the play that support this contention. When the wives and
gallants discuss what they will do until the musicians play, Whirlpool suggests they
“[d]Jrinke burnt wine and Egs then?” (5.1.113). Mistress Honeysuckle replies, “That’s
an exercise for your sub-urbe wenches”, immediately identifying a Brentfordian
alternative to her and her friends’ conduct (5.1.114). “Burnt wine” may refer to a sort
of mulled wine or to brandy; either way, Judith’s dismissal of it as a drink more
suitable for those who come from outside London suggests the wives may be prepared
to indulge in neither the offerings nor the behaviour practised in this location.
Furthermore, Clare Tenterhook instructs the other wives regarding the gallants that
they will “out strip twenty such guls”, and while they may eat and drink with them,
“tho we lye all night out of the Citty, they shall not find country wenches of us”
(5.1.160, 169-70). These lines allude to the tradition of Brentford being a site of
sexual looseness. Moreover, they highlight the experience fantasised about by the
gallants: that the act of moving the women from a London tavern to a non-urban one
might affect their characters. Although they travel not by stagecoach, like Dekker’s
merchant in Penny-wise, Pound Foolish, rather choosing to go on the river, the
gallants are intent on finding somewhere outside the walls of London that will fulfil
their desires, with suggestions including Blackwall (where Ferdinand also goes with
his mistress) and Limehouse (2.3.71).

Mistress Honeysuckle’s use of the word “sub-urbe” echoes a moment earlier

in the play, when Justiniano, dressed as the writing tutor, Parenthesis, describes why
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he, if he were a woman, would not chase after one man: “Marry because the
Suburbes, and those without the bars, have more priviledge then they within the
freedome: what need one woman doate upon one Man? Or one man be mad like
Orlando for one woman” (2.1.163-6). It is Justiniano, then, who introduces the idea to
the wives, long before Linstock’s suggestion, that the suburbs provide an alternative
way of living to that which they experience in the City. Significantly, in the same
scene, he encourages Mistress Honeysuckle and her friends to meet their lovers
“through Paules: every wench take a pillar, there clap on your Maskes: your men will
bee behind you, and before your prayers be halfe don, be before you” (2.1.220-2). The
experience of the urban meeting seems all the more clandestine, with the masked
women meeting the gallants behind the pillars of St. Paul’s Cathedral, especially in
comparison with Justiniano’s vision of the freedom to openly pursue more than one
lover that is afforded by the non-urban location. It is not the space itself that is less
private, however, but the experience within it. His play on the “freedome” of the City
of London, which fosters a sexual experience actually less free than in the areas
beyond it, anticipates the need for a “release from civic ordinance” that we observe
when the characters move from London to Brentford (Leinwand 47). Moreover, it sets
up the idea of economic “priviledge” in Brentford. Freedom of the City of London
“entailed economic, political, and legal privileges. Freemen enjoyed the right to
engage in retail trade, the privilege of pleading and being sued ... and the right to vote
in elections for ward officials” (Archer 61). Indeed, life outside the freedom often
meant economic hardship and social marginalisation (Archer 61-2). Stage reads
Justiniano’s lines in terms of tensions between personal and civic freedom (Producing
84). While this is persuasive, I suggest that when Justiniano couches the women’s

sexual negotiations in these terms, he establishes the idea that Brentford offers
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economic, as well as social, strength in opposition to that of London. This is a notion
to which I shall return shortly.

We see this same movement in Eastward Ho, when the potential adventurers
meet in the Blue Anchor Tavern in Billingsgate, ahead of their planned journey to
Virginia. While Chapman, Jonson and Marston draw on those same tavern
conventions that we have seen in Westward Ho — the drawer is amenable and
generous, the wine plentiful — the non-urban tavern space provides a chance of release
from the structures of the City. In terms of the constraints of normal behaviour that it
disrupts, the playwrights use the Blue Anchor to give a tantalising glimpse of what
might happen if the bonds of marriage are not maintained. The old usurer Security
unknowingly panders his own wife to Sir Petronel Flash, an episode taken up again in
Dekker and Webster’s own dramatic response Northward Ho. In the latter play, Luke
Greenshield is tricked into offering his own disguised wife to the merchant Mayberry
in the tavern in Ware (5.1.133-4). Indeed, both these episodes fit in with Leinwand’s
assertion, with reference to Westward Ho, that the journey out of the capital
“generates a sexual-social topography: citizens sleep with their wives and their
whores in the City, but citizen wives sleep with their lovers in the country” (47).
While I will return to the fact that in Westward Ho, the wives do not ultimately sleep
with the gallants (and nor is Security cuckolded in Eastward Ho, although Kate
Greenshield is indeed revealed as having been unfaithful), it is, of course, the fantasy
of such a liaison that impels the group to Brentford.

Significantly, that fantasy only becomes more than a possibility because of the
absence of “the ward’s close watch over the morality of city inhabitants (Leinwand
47). It is here that we begin to see evidence of the non-communal quality of the

Brentford tavern. When Linstock promises access to “private roomes”, he also tells
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the wives that they will be “out of eyes, out of eares” (2.3.74). While the wives and
gallants enjoy seclusion behind the locked door of the Rhenish wine house, Justiniano
easily finds them there. Furthermore, he threatens them with the idea that there are
“Peepers: Intelligencers: Evesdroppers” watching them, and that their “husbands
heads are knocking together with Hans his, and inquiring for you” (2.3.43, 47-8). This
kind of monitoring might seem malicious, but actually underscores the way in which,
as Leinwand points out, an urban moral code is maintained. The kind of neighbourly
observation about which Justiniano warns the wives calls to mind Brown’s concept of
gossip, which she argues was used in the early modern period to sustain a “system of
control” where, with the right knowledge, women could be “instrumental” in bringing
wrongdoers to justice yet also be subject to their neighbours’ tales (P. A. Brown 39).
On one hand, “[c]losely watched streets formed the breeding ground for much slander
litigation” and on the other, women “acted powerfully by taking responsibility for the
lives of their neighbors” (P. A. Brown 39, 43). Laura Gowing writes compellingly

about defamation suits, which reveal similar patterns:

While the words of insult might not necessarily be related to any actual
incidents, their stress on disordered households, economies, and
neighbourhoods does provide a distorted reflection of the concerns

over which urban and rural communities fell into dispute. (117)

I will analyse further how Westward Ho stages the relationship indicated here
between the disordered household and disordered economy (and wider neighbourhood

community). For now, it is important to stress the kinds of early modern
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neighbourhood culture with which the play engages, and how such an engagement
pushes the play to stage the move westwards in terms of a break from community.
When we first see the wives all together, they exemplify this kind of gossip,
with Clare Tenterhook disclosing her attraction to Monopoly and Judith Honeysuckle
complaining about her husband (1.2.84, 110-1). Their shared confidences bring the
wives together, an association that is staged by their shared lessons from Justiniano
dressed as the tutor Parenthesis. The relationship between the three women gives a
sense of the local community that Wrightson talks about, “held together less by dense
ties of kinship then by relationships of neighbourliness”, as they discuss their
husbands, the politics of breastfeeding and learning to write (English 61; 1.2.101,
116-24). When we consider Wrightson’s contention that community is “a quality in
social relations which is, in some respects, occasional and temporary”, needing
“periodic stimulation and reaffirmation” through village rituals and customs and “the
daily round of informal recreation—as when the neighbours met in the numerous
alehouses to drink, talk, sing, play at bowls”, then the idea of removal from that
framework offers the possibility of all kinds of alternative behaviour (English 62-3). It
is this framework of gossip and community that Dekker and Webster stage in the
early parts of the play, and it is the distance from it that is offered in the space of
Dogbolt’s tavern, where the wives are assured by Linstock that they will be neither
seen nor heard by others. Indeed, in the act of leaving London as a group of three
women, accompanied by the gallants, the wives disrupt not only Brown’s system of
control by disappearing from their own community, but also disrupt it from within,
being the very women who would speak out about the behaviour in which we
anticipate they will indulge. If they are all in it together then they cannot bear witness

against each other. Similarly, if they attend a tavern that is far enough outside their
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own locality — requiring travel by coach or ferry — and renounce the drinking house
community that they enjoy in London, the rituals of community that Wrightson insists
need consistent attention will be ignored. The distance between the City and
Brentford affords Dekker and Webster the chance to stage how the wives undergo this
challenge where they are separated from the ties of community. We shall see later on
in this chapter how the three women negotiate this test, through the manipulation of a
framework of credit in which they have been labelled as commodities by both the
husbands and the gallants.

The space of the Brentford tavern, then, is founded along non-urban, non-
domestic, and non-communal lines. Working from this position, an interpretation of
the attempts by Justiniano and the husbands to demolish the fantasies of the space and
retrieve their wives through the manipulation of their own topographical
understanding is compelling. In particular, their assaults on the non-urban quality of
the tavern make for a convincing argument that understands the citizens’ efforts to
win back their wives through the general denigration of Brentford itself and specific
denigration of the machinery of the tavern.

When the husbands arrive in Brentford with Justiniano, they are also
accompanied by Sergeant Ambush. He was employed by Tenterhook (admittedly at
the behest of Clare) earlier in the play to arrest Monopoly for failing to pay a debt.
Ambush finds Monopoly outside the Lion tavern in Shoreditch, and without entering
the space, successfully takes him into custody despite the gallant’s pleas. In
Brentford, however, he is immediately brought inside the space and is sent to “scowte
in some back roome” until the husbands give a sign to come out (5.4.1-2). It is
perhaps useful at this point to recall the ways in which the tavern space undergoes

similar incursions in / Henry IV and 2 Henry IV. Outside forces in the figures of the
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Sheriff and Lord Chief Justice are initially unable to penetrate the boundaries of the
space without invitations to enter it; they seek to impose both civic and economic
order onto the tavern economy which Falstaff is destabilising. Nonetheless, while the
tavern network remains intact, they are unable to impose their own economic codes. It
is only the final confrontation between the tavern community and the authorities that
sees the once unbreachable boundaries of the Boar’s Head falter, when the Beadle
enters to arrest the Hostess (2 Henry IV 5.4.14-5). 1 suggest that we read the way in
which the husbands use the Sergeant in Westward Ho in light of this. It is tempting to
think that Monopoly’s arrest outside the Lion reveals the tavern’s resistance to
debtors; similarly, the fact that the Sergeant does not enter the Lion means that the
integrity of the space remains intact, and maintained from within, the civic authorities
not being required to impose order.

Dogbolt’s tavern, however, emerges within the play as a space created,
textually, by the fantasies and fears of those within it. The husbands contest what it
offers by bringing the Sergeant to restore what they understand to be conventional
urban behaviour in their wives but also intend to draw on Brentford’s own civic
authorities. Tenterhook suggests that he and two of the others will go into Brentford
to bring the Constable “and his Bill-men” to punish the gallants (5.4.24). This is both
an attempt to bring Brentford back under a fantasy of civic ordinance in order to
uphold the domestic bonds it has disrupted, and a way in which the husbands try to
undermine the nature of the location, by imposing the model of civic authority that
works in London. Tenterhook claims that they will bring the gallants “before some
Country Justice of Coram (for we scorne to be bound to the Peace) and this Justice
shall draw his Sword in our defence, if we finde "hem to be Malefactors wee’le ticle

’hem” (5.4.29-32). Tenterhook’s fantasy of Brentford differs wildly from the gallants’
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vision of the same location as a “Towne of iniquity”, imagining that the same
structures that he exploited to arrest Monopoly for failing to uphold his credit will
enable him to reinstate his own line of credit in the form of his wife (5.1.213). I ask
later in this chapter how Tenterhook’s suggestion is part of the way that the citizens
seek to re-establish the urban network of exchange, but in terms of the tavern space,
the moment demonstrates how Tenterhook is at pains to impose order on the
Brentfordian character of the drinking house. Much like when the Hostess seeks
Falstaff’s arrest for destabilising her position through his devastating consumption
and debts, Tenterhook believes his own suit will result in the punishment of errant
behaviour (2 Henry IV 2.1.33). Furthermore his wish to “set the towne in an
insurrection” and “in an uprore” suggests employing that type of communal self-
governance of which Brown writes, but which I contend is lacking in Brentford
anyway (5.4.23, 36).

We are, however, denied the opportunity to witness either event because the
energy of the play demands a different standard in terms of the governance of the
tavern space. While there is a sense here that Brentford itself has its own social and
moral structures (in the form of the Constable and Bill-men) to which Tenterhook
could appeal for help, Dekker and Webster refuse to stage such an intervention. The
ambiguity of its fringe location means that the tavern resists its inclusion, literally and
figuratively, into the City of London and its modes of behaviour. Justiniano identifies
the inevitable failure of Tenterhook’s plan and describes the way in which it would
set ablaze tensions between city and countryside rather than quietly encasing

Brentford in a metaphorical urban sprawl:
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will you make the Townes-men think, that Londoners never come
hither but upon Saint Thomases night? Say you should rattle up the
Constable: thrash all the Countrey together, hedge in the house with
Flayles, Pike-staves, and Pitch-forkes, take your wives napping, these
Westerne Smelts nibbling, and that like so many Vulcans, every Smith
should discover his Venus dancing with Mars, in a net? wud this

plaster cure the head-ake? (5.4.37-44)

This speech positions the Londoners as those who would bring disorder to Brentford,
who would “rattle” and “thrash” in an effort to discover their wives with their lovers.
It also appeals to the idea of community that Tenterhook longs for when he imagines
the town coming to their aid, but instead implies that the husbands will achieve a bad
reputation as rabble-rousers who only impose on the town once a year.

Justiniano offers an alternative plan to help the husbands, a plan that includes
an assault on the machinery of the tavern space. He tells them: “Take my councell ...
bar our host: banish mines hostes, beate away the Chamberlin, let the ostlers walke,
enter you the chambers peaceably, locke the doors gingerly, looke upon your wives
wofully, but upon the evill-doers, most wickedly” (5.4.83-6). Why does he suggest
this rejection of all the trappings of the tavern? I would argue that by identifying the
tavern space and the machinery through which it operates as the framework that is
keeping the husbands from their wives, Justiniano’s scheme places the drinking house
at the centre of Brentfordian escapism. His refusal to allow Tenterhook and Wafer to
call the Constable suggests an acknowledgement that, like the Boar’s Head, Dogbolt’s
1s unassailable from civic authority while the tavern itself functions successfully.

Justiniano’s strategy would dismantle the tavern space and seeks to alter the codes of
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behaviour from within, rather than by imposing codes of civility from without using
the Sergeant and Constable, as Tenterhook hoped.

Justiniano suggests that the wives will come out of the tavern “cursing
Brainford” and begging forgiveness from their husbands, who will now stand “either
as Judges to condemne "hem, beadles to torment "hem, or confessors to absolve hem”
(5.4.91-4). Positioning the husbands as those who will impose civic authority means
that the men’s agenda of imposing a patriarchal set of codes is insisted upon yet
again, despite Justiniano’s initial rejection of this plan. It seems that even he shares an
implacable belief in the assertion of the City over Brentford, claiming that the
citizens’ victory will have them “cry hay for London” in what will be a return to the
familiar and controlled structures of marriage and the household (5.4.96-7). The play,
however, insists upon a different way for the Londoners to negotiate their exit from
the tavern space, a negotiation based on lines of credit and the creation of a new
network of exchange, which may indeed partly result in the reassertion of their urban,
patriarchal codes, but which also, I will argue, offers a compelling glimpse of an
alternative way of understanding the social politics of both Brentford and the City of

London.

Women and diamonds: tokens of exchange

From the first scene of Westward Ho, Dekker and Webster stage the negotiations of
the characters within a framework of exchange. Specifically, this is evident through
lines of credit that we may trace through the movement of certain commodities. We
find Birdlime the bawd waiting outside the Justinianos’ house with presents of a
“gowne” and “Jewels and Pretious Stones” sent from the amorous Earl for the

merchant’s wife (1.1.1-2). She goes on to dismiss her companion the tailor’s ideas
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about the differences between “a Lady and a Citty dame”, effectively collapsing any
distinctions between them by identifying their shared positions as powerful

consumers:

I tel thee ther is equality inough betweene a Lady and Citty dame, if
their haire be but of a colour: name you any one thing that citizens
wife coms short of to your Lady. They have as pure Linnen, as choice
painting, love greene Geese in spring, Mallard and Teale in the fall,
and Woodcocke in winter ... they have a tricke ont to be sick for a new

gowne, or a Carcanet, or a Diamond (1.2.24-34)

Dowd has made a compelling case for reading Westward Ho in terms of how it
figures the urban housewife as a consumer, tracing the wives’ spending and asserting
that “they do not participate in productive labor in their husband’s [sic] shops or
elsewhere” (226-7). Working from this standpoint, and building on Morgan-Russell’s
argument that “the play characterizes ... sexual relationships as economic
transactions”, I suggest that the frequent insistence by the text on images of
consumerism, on acts of purchasing and on the importance of goods is part of the way
in which the playwrights stage the construction of a network of exchange (71). This
network facilitates the language and the opportunity that allow the characters of the
play to negotiate, firstly, their relationships with each other, and secondly, their
spatial encounters. Within that network of exchange lie two distinct and yet
interconnected lines of credit, between the Earl, Justiniano and his wife, and between
the wives, their husbands and the gallants. Each of these groups finds in the Brentford

tavern space some sort of reconciliation figured in economic terms.
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I wrote earlier that the breakdown of the domestic space in the play is
instigated by Justiniano leaving his wife. The merchant, however, does not simply
abandon her because of his (unfounded) belief that she is having an affair with the
Earl; he also undermines her economic standing. He mitigates his actions by exposing
as he sees it the impossibility of anyone bypassing a sexually available woman, as if a
shopkeeper would let “his customer passe his stall” (1.1.170). His conflation of the
behaviour of “women, and Tradsmen” serves only to throw into relief his wife’s
earlier claim to Birdlime that her “husband and his whole credit is not worth my
apparell”, in which she positions herself to some extent as a commodity rather than
someone with the power to sell such goods (1.1.73-4). Indeed, when her husband

finally confronts her with his intentions, she asks him:

What would you have me do? all your plate and most part of your
Jewels are at pawne, besides I heare you have made over all your
estate to men in the Towne heer? What would you have me doe?
would you have mee turne a common sinner, or sell my apparel to my

watscoat and become a Landresse? (1.1.175-9)

Her desperation at the thought of entering into the market as someone providing a
service — a “Landresse” — and her husband’s dismissal of such a scheme, means that
while she has to seek her “owne maintenance”, she “has discovered the economic
basis of women’s dependence and social inferiority” (1.1.205; Leinwand 151). She
offers herself to the Earl because she is forced into “a position of financial
dependence” by her husband, in contrast with the wives who “act out of positions of

consumer control” (Dowd 232).
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It is Justiniano’s debts, however, which precipitate his wife’s positioning as a
commodity, and if we trace an imaginary line of credit through her encounter with the
Earl and eventual restoration as wife, then we are better able to recognise the
economic patterns that the play reveals. Mistress Justiniano is only forced into
thinking she must become a commodity, not when her husband claims he has been
made cuckold, but when she herself acknowledges the material signs of their wealth —
their plate and jewels — “are at pawne” (1.1.175-6). The credit taken up by her
husband through mortgaging his estate does not extend to her. Remembering the
moment when the Hostess of the Boar’s Head is reduced materially by being forced to
“pawn both [her] plate and the tapestry of [her] dining chambers”, the action of
Justiniano reduces his own wife in the same way, but she has no business on which to
rely nor is she able to invite the authorities to help her reclaim her goods (2 Henry IV
2.1.111-2). Her economic agency is totally dismantled and she begins to think of
herself as the goods to be recovered. Moreover — and in terms of the domestic space
that I discussed above — the space of the household has been assaulted from within,
through the fiction of Justiniano’s bad debts.

When she finally comes to meet the Earl, Mistress Justiniano has adopted the
same language of credit that her husband used to manoeuvre her into such a position.
Having been told that her “credit would go farre”, she now entertains the possibility
of sleeping with the Earl if he is able to “cleare [her] of a debt that’s due” (1.1.180-1,
2.2.112). She essentially becomes the goods that are passed between two men and
simultaneously the payment that is due. In fact, Birdlime imagines her in the same
way; when the bawd recounts to the Earl the cost of bringing Mistress Justiniano to
his lodging — she has paid for clothes, a coach, livery and so on — and he gives her

some money in return, she tells him: “I do receive it with one hand, to pay it away
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with another, I’'me but your Baily” (2.2.50-1). I suggest that we might understand
these lines in terms of Birdlime’s own treatment of the merchant’s wife, acting as a
conduit for her transaction from wife to mistress.

Mistress Justiniano is only recovered by her husband (in an elaborate ruse
where he dresses up as her and then has her pretend to die to invoke the Earl’s shame)
when she begs forgiveness, but more importantly, when he declares, “I have yet three
thousand pounds in the hands of a sufficient friend, and all my debts discharged”
(3.3.102). No longer in debt himself, he seeks to restore the commodity he lost when
he broke up the household economy, in the same way that he has in his possession
again that which he “made over” to his friends (1.1.224). He then figures the retrieval
of his wife in the same economic terms. Confronting the Earl, Justiniano accepts her
chastity but also her “slaverie” and in a final transaction that restores wife to husband
accepts payment in the form of half the Earl’s living (4.2.106, 116-7). This act of
reimbursement by the Earl restores both Justiniano’s solvency and the materiality of
his credit in the form of his wife.

This line of credit that extends between the three figures of the merchant, his
wife, and the Earl comes to an end before the action of the play moves to the
Brentford tavern. It does, however, provide a model that will help give us fresh
insight into the economic negotiations that are staged in that space. The exchange of
the female body is also more widely figured here in economic terms, but the wives
resist the attempt by both the gallants and their husbands to define them as
commodities, and instead position themselves as traders in their own right. Using the
tradition of the Brentford market that we saw emerge elsewhere, the wives upend
Gillian’s notion of the “flesh exchange” and become, like Openwork in The Roaring

Girl, agents in their own sexual encounters. It is only in the tavern space that we see
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the wives take charge of their own credit, and while they return to their husbands in
an act restoring the disrupted household economy, their experience in the tavern
allows them to better utilise their own value when they return to the wider urban
economic network. Suspension from the urban community seems to allow, I suggest,
for an opportunity through which the wives recognise their economic positions in
relation to their husbands, and avoid the fate that Mistress Justiniano experiences
albeit temporarily.

Moreover, this particular line of credit is privileged in the play through Dekker
and Webster’s emblematic use of Tenterhook’s two diamonds. The circuitous
movement of these precious stones establishes both a literal and figurative economic
network, where their possession suggests both credit (in terms of their value) and debt
(in terms of to whom they really belong). I contend that there is a connection made by
the play between the physical representation of these notions in the use of the
diamonds and the economic negotiations demanded by their circulation.

The dismantling of Mistress Justiniano’s financial agency because of her
husband’s suspicions makes the commodification of the wives’ pursuit of their lovers
by the same man all the more disconcerting. It also reveals his own economic fantasy
of the dangers of female consumerism. Having dismissed his wife’s idea of “sell[ing]
[her] apparel” as a way to support herself, Justiniano encourages Judith Honeysuckle
to exploit her ability to spend as an excuse to leave the house: “You must to pawne to
buy the Lawne: to Saint Martins for Lace; to the Garden: to the Glasse-house; to your
Gossips: to the Powlters: else take out an old ruffe, and go to your Sempsters:
excuses? Why they are more ripe then meddlers at Christmas™ (2.1.214-8). Dowd
reads this as indicating the wives “have regular access to money”, access that she sees

“poses a danger to the patriarchal family” through their ability to manipulate their
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purchasing power in order to leave both family structures and the cityscape itself
(228). This reading seems, however, rather unrefined: the play demonstrates the
resourcefulness and essential decency of the wives, and thus pulls in different
directions. Justiniano’s lines actually serve to introduce his own fears about female
economic power rather than present to us an image of Judith’s own tendencies.

Indeed, rather than succumbing to the way in which Justiniano would figure
the wives, they go about taking on the debt of others in order to augment their own
credit. For instance, Clare Tenterhook’s fear that she will no longer be able to see her
lover Monopoly once he has repaid his debts results in a scheme whereby she wrests
economic control of their relationship (1.2.53-4). She manipulates her husband into
looking at “the booke of bonds” that are owed him, noting the bond belonging to
Monopoly: “I finde by the booke of accounts here, that it is not canceld” (3.1.2, 3.1.6-
7). She then asks her husband to “enter an action against him” (3.1.11-2). This results
in his arrest outside the Lion in Shoreditch at Tenterhook’s behest, but rather than
allow the debt to belong to her husband, Clare ensures that Monopoly ends up owing
her: he acknowledges, “I am beholding to you” (3.4.20). This is a particularly

compelling reading when we also consider Morgan-Russell’s interpretation:

As Monopoly’s name suggests, the expected outcome of the
rendezvous is the passage of the women-as-commodity from husband
to gallant, so that the gallant “has the monopoly” on the transacted
commodity. But this system of sexual exchange is disrupted by the
citizen wives who refuse to circulate as commodities and instead assert
a different economy in which they participate as the transactors rather

than the transacted. (80, emphasis in original)
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Moreover, the wives are able to operate in the way he suggests because not only do
they resist commodification themselves, but they also have access to financial
resources, here staged in the form of the diamonds.

The diamonds, emblems of credit and debt and suggestive of a joke that
undermines patriarchal assumptions of authority, mark the first transaction of a new
network of exchange that will come to define the wives’ transformation within the
tavern space. Clare tells the Sergeant, pretending she is related to Monopoly, “I must
needs have my Cosin go alittle Way out of Town with me, and to secure thee, here are
two Diamonds, they are worth two hundred pound, keepe them til I returne him”
(3.4.33-5). The diamonds’ value, though noted here at two hundred pounds, is made
into the collateral for the secured loan — Ambush himself notes them as “good
securitie” — with Monopoly as the commodity (3.4.36). It is worth noting here just
how far the diamonds travel within the play and how many characters they come into
contact with. Following their transfer to Sergeant Ambush guaranteeing Monopoly’s
exit with Clare, the Sergeant then gives the game away to Tenterhook (4.1.203-7).
The citizen takes back the gems, only to lose them to Luce when he visits the
prostitute at Birdlime’s brothel. She boldly claims them for herself, telling her client: