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Abstract

This project explores the connection between subjects in space and versions of
agency. It formulates a politics of early modern travel and sets up, as a topic for literary
study, the politics of spatial practice.

I start by examining encounters between mutually defining spatial actors and
dynamics in fifteenth-century Alexander narratives and early modern histories of Venice.

I delineate an early modern politics of travel and demonstrate its reproduction in
accounts of personal and political formation by Richard Helgerson and Stephen
Greenblatt.

Subsequent chapters focus on individual works by Spenser, Shakespeare, Nashe
and Jonson. I situate these works at different moments of early modern cultural contact
and I read them as cultural trontiers where two spatial stories touch.

Spenser's A View of the Present State of Ireland is, I suggest, a text caught
between two kinds of early modern writing on nationalism, each informed by different
spatial practices. Mixed messages of ethnic and civic sovereignty are generated by an
overlap between the travel relation, concerned with European civic statehood, and the
antiquarian, anthropological investigation of national origin.

In the next chapter, I link Macbeth to the debate about governance that was
sparked by James VI/I’s imperial vision of Great Britain as a single political unit. I argue
that the core values of rival regimes--kingdom and state—are mediated in Macbeth by an
interactive clash between different spatial actors.

The last two chapters focus on aberrant reproductions of heroic and humanist
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travel. My reading of Nashe’s The Unfortunate Traveller shows how opposed styles of
travel reconstruct the authorial agent in a contractual cosmos. In the final chapter, I
suggest that a collation of contrary traveller types in Jonson's "The Famous Voyage",
constructs a segregated, hellish urban enclave beyond civic power as the matrix of
literary production.

I conclude by returning to contemporary intellectual selffashioning. I question
the figure of the intellectual as a mobile, transcendent subject by suggesting that the

politics of the intellectual and the politics of travel coincide.
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Subjects in Space

"He that wyl travell,” wrote Andrew Boorde in 1542, "the truthe he shall fynd."
Boorde made this statement in an account of his travels in Europe called The fyrst Boke of
the Introduction of Knowledge. Boorde's brevity here encapsulates two ways of looking
at the idea of travel. If travel may be thought of generally as a“search for difference”,
then Boorde’s claim fashions travel as a metaphor for discovery through the experience
of difference.? Travel is linked to detection, to revelation and to disclosure; it is related
or keyed to a process of seeking out knowledge and searching for meaning through
cultural contact.> Travel is tied to a process that leads, finally, to a powerful explanation,
to truth.

Boorde’s own travels seem consonant with this conception of travel. Boorde was
a student of medicine who journeyed to learn more about his subject, and he wrote about
ways in which medicine was practised abroad. Boorde may also have travelled as one of
Thomas Cromwell's intelligencers, looking into foreign feeling on the actions of Henry
VIIL* In line with his own experience perhaps, Boorde’s remark connects travel to a
process of infiltration, culminating in the discovery of knowledge, which depends on a
capacity to engage, or to merge, with difference. Boorde’s focus on the end result of
travel here assumes a certain cultural competence on the part of the agent, who appears
already able to commute with another social cosmos.

He that will travel, then, presses forward, possessed of manoeuvring skill and an
ability to negotiate the barriers to understanding, towards an explanation. Like a pilgrim

who journeys to a holy place for a touch of the shrine and a connection to the power of its



saint, this traveller looks for something powerful that lies beyond the order of his
everyday world, in the belief that he will find it” Travel as a metaphor for discovery is
also a model of experience; it is a model of belief.

The second possibility encapsulated in Boorde's suggestive brevity is that truth
inheres in the process of travel itself. In other words, he that will travel will find truth,
that is something of value, because the experience of travel is meaningful in itself.
Boorde's appeal to truth may be understood as pointing to something culturally
significant in the idea of travel as action that produces its own valuable knowledge,
independently of departures and arrivals. Cultural competence is not a given in this
instance. This knowledge of how space is occupied, knowledge that is produced in the
interface between agent and alien context, may be what is culturally significant about
travel. I am suggesting that subjects in space may be fashioned or imagined through
travel that is understood as a sequence of consecutive actions through time and space. In
other words, travel may be understood as a spatial practice, which produces knowledge
about human agency by showing how the subject inhabits space®

This study is concemed, largely, with the spatialized character of the early
modern subject. By reading mobile subjects--notably travellers--as spatial actors, I aim
to trace the cultural significance of the agent oriented to space. I am suggesting that the
idea of travel may be understood as a way of organising experience and generating
agency that pertains to personal and political formation in early modern England. My
inquiry differs from others concerned with travel in the field of literary studies in that |
see travel as something other than a set of concrete experiences, experiences that may be

seen as source material for literary works, or as contexts for reading them. This is not to



deny the value of this kind of literary and cultural research, but to re-draw its boundaries
a little. By reading travel as signalling a theory of agency as well as a set of concrete
experiences and practices, a sense of spatiality may be brought to literary and cultural

analysis of early modern personal and political formation.

When Boorde was travelling, travellers were often strangers in a strange place.
The specifics of human interaction with social structure are defamiliarized in this
scenario. We can see travel, therefore, as a way to elaborate a relation between
individual agency and structure, or context. In describing the flow of conduct in time and
space, travel narratives fashion versions of human agency. This idea of travel offers a
dynamic conception of the subject; it mediates an active and interactive model of self-
fashioning based on a relation to difference.

Travel, as movement, brings the world into being; it is a way of constructing
space and spatial relations. This is a fundamental premise of geography.” Travel also
constructs subjective space and this, in turn, relates to political space. In breaking the
flow of everyday, customary interaction with context, travel involves willed associations
with strangers and the strange. Both subjects and polities founded upon willed
association can be constructed or imagined through the process or idea of travel. This
willed association, which may be either a voluntary, civic contract or a conquest, often
wears the moral mask of civility.

Civil conversation, as a beneficial form of voluntary contact, legitimises forms of



willed association in the early modern era. Nof to engage in civil conversation with a
view to socially desirable increase of some kind was often seen as evidence of a base
mind. To reject this beneficial form of willed association was to confirm one’s
intractable rudeness. Such recalcitrance might justify the use of force in bringing the
misguided to see the error of their ways. Incorrigible barbarity might even justify
extermination. Imperial enterprise was often authorised as a civilising mission. By the
same token, there was a tendency to regard civic association, underwritten by the values
attached to civility and civil conversation, as superior to involuntary ethnic, racial or
tribal groupings.

I can begin to show how travel as a spatial process generates knowledge about
agency by looking at travel in relation to another spatial function--the process of
dwe:lling.8 Travel narratives, factual and fictional, sometimes include a traveller’s
encounter with an isolated community that seems to offer a better way to live.” More's
Utopia is a case in point. The social criticism that emerges from these encounters often
draws on an age-old hierarchy, or snobbery, that interprets travel as a mark of moral fall
and dwelling as proof of innocence. What I want to suggest, however, is that these
encounters demonstrate with particular clarity how the functions of travel and dwelling
mutually generate their meanings. I propose that these moments of contact signal an
apprehension of personal, political and, ultimately, cultural difference. I start, though, by
examining an incident from fifteenth-century Alexander romances, and its provenance,
which crystallises this moment of cultural contact and mutual definition.

In the Gr-ek Alexander Romance, a work of late classical Greek literature that

reached Europe in the Middle Ages and proved enormously influential, Alexander,



founder of twelve cities, advances Hellenic civility against the monstrous races and
savage nations of Asia.!® The god of the universe decrees that Alexander’s cities will
thrive and that he will subdue, despite his youth, all the races of the barbarians.
Furthermore, in each of his encounters with Asian rulers it is Alexander’s stated intention
to show the difference between a Greek and a barbarian king. Alexander kills no
messengers, he offers no violence to hostage women, his battles are preceded by offers of
clemency to those who submit to his terms, and he keeps his word. At the temple of
Orpheus, Alexander is told that just as Orpheus tamed beasts and men, so Alexander will
make all men his subjects by his skill at war. Alexander’s genius for conquest is
compared to Orpheus’ mastery of music and song. Thus, Alexander and his empire take
on the mantle of the civilising mission. There is one Asian encounter, however, that
reverses the values of civility attached to Alexander and his empire. When Alexander
makes contact with the Brahmans, the naked philosophers, Alexander is revealed as the
barbarian. This meeting highlights the meaning produced in travel by pitting it against
that generated by dwelling.

The Brahmans dwell in a vale of plenty, girdled by a ring of bright water.
Untroubled by private property, they depend on the naturally provided bounty of nature,
and devote themselves to the pursuit of wisdom. They tell Alexander that he is a wild
beast, leading a pack of many other beasts that take the lives of creatures they find in
their path. They expose his style of kingship as “‘unjust power used to the disadvantage
of others; insolence supported by opportunity” (132).

Versions of Alexander’s meeting with the Brahmans appear in a number of

classical, Medieval and Renaissance texts, including Mandeville's Travels and Sir



Thomas North's Plutarch's Lives. This incident from the fabulous history of Alexander's
advance into the vast space of Asia shows how the agency generated by travel is
associated with a heroic, progressive subjectivity, and an expansionist polity. It also
shows how these personal and political forms are legitimised by the values attached to
civil conversation. This nexus of ideas emerges dialectically in relation to the
contemplative Brahman subject, the closed, spatially fixed Brahman polity, and an
involuntary sense of political belonging that is linked to the function of dwelling. In this
moment of cultural contact between west and east the significance of travel as a discrete
process emerges dialectically in relation to its counterpart, the process of dwelling.

In two Medieval accounts--the prose Life of Alexander and the alliterative poem
entitled The Letters of Alexander to Dindimus, King of the Brahmans--Alexander, having
- conquered his way to India, the land of wonders, arrives at the land of the Brahmans.'*
His way forward is blocked by the Ganges, which swarms with crocodiles, hippopotami
and scorpions. Alexander sends a knight across in a boat with a letter to Dindimus, the
King of the Brahmans, because he has heard of the Brahmans’ wisdom and would learn
of their life, their manners and their doctrine. This is the beginning of a dialogue in
letters between a great travelling Greek, and a people who abide the confines of their own
isle.

Dindimus makes it clear from the start that there is no profit to be gained, for
either side, from this encounter. He reasons that they cannot learn from each other
because their ways are so different. Dindimus' response here appears to disallow the
possibility of any cultural exchange—in this instance at least—that is not conquest.

Dindimus' reaction suggests that interaction is not the only effect when cultures meet



through the activity of travel. Such encounters may be experienced as the physical and
metaphysical points that mark the limit of a cultural domain. As Alexander sees it,
however, such meetings constitute an opportunity for redrawing the boundaries of his
intellectual, if not his physical, territory. His overture to Dindimus figures this moment
of cultural contact as a way of adding value to both sides without loss to either people.
He says to Dindimus that their congress will be as one flaming torch igniting another, a
general increase of illumination that entails no diminution of brightness at the source.
This appeal to civil conversation that advances the general welfare promotes cultural
contact on the basis that it can be only beneficial. What it does not promote is, in Randy
E. Bamett’s (1998) phrase, “freedom from contact” or protection from a transfer of
knowledge that breaks down boundaries.'?

Dindimus' borders mark Alexander's personal and political limits. The Greek
cannot cross the river with his army, for it seethes with dreadful dragons. The kingdom
of the Brahmans, therefore, marks the edge of Alexander's empire, a border that
Alexander commemorates by raising up a pillar upon which are inscribed his victories in
various languages. The Brahmans also mark the limits of Alexander’s way of thinking,
being and ruling. They do not impose their will on the land. They do not till, fish, or
hunt; nor do they exert any individual authority over property, holding their bountiful
resources in common. The Brahmans are a community held in place by the historical
experience of dwelling as one on their isle, untouched by migration, immigration or by
conquest. They counter Alexander’s appeal to civil conversation with an
uncompromising rejection that marks the limit of Alexander’s heroic subjectivity and

expansionist state.



The Brahmans oppose Alexander’s empire with what amounts to ethnic
nationhood. The Brahmans are a cohesive group, who occupy a defended territory and
exercise their own government, free from foreign intervention. They express their right
to independent governance in resisting Alexander, and this expression of right, according
to Paul Gilbert in The Philosophy of Nationalism (1998), constitutes a nation.'’ In
occupying their own territory and exercising their own government as a group they are a
nation. As a closed polity and homogeneous nation, they both counter and define
Alexander’s expansionist polity and his ideal of civic association between ethnically and
culturally diverse peoples.

Despite Dindimus’ conviction that the warlike Greeks can glean no wisdom from
Brahman ways, the king responds to Alexander’s request for knowledge of their customs,
lest he be thought guilty of tantalising the Greek with an unspecified superiority. In the
course of their ensuing dialogue Alexander and Dindimus emerge as animations of
political abstractions, or prosopopoeia, and their conversation fashions a dialectic
between closed and expansionist polities.

Dindimus’ relation of Brahman life describes a closed, communistic society that
posits an ideal of social wholeness and unity. The mighty, but not impregnable,
boundary of the wild river teeming with ferocious creatures encloses, defends and fixes a
territory and a community that is conterminous with a closed style of nationhood, such as
ethnic nationhood. In other words, Dindimus’ model of social wholeness and unity
depends on a closed conception of cultural consciousness that is tied to a particular
locale. Ethnic, or tribal, identity is based on just such a closed principle of unity. This

closed group attains nationhood because it maintains its own territory and government,



even if that independence relies on naturally provided defences. Dindimus speaks for a
closed, timeless form of nationhood that is antithetical to Alexander’s notion of willed
political association and imperial progress. Alexander travels and the Brahmans dwell,
but both ways of being in the world involve social processes through which agency is
produced.

In the letter that Dindimus sends to Alexander, it is clear that the Brahmans do not
travel. They also eschew most recognised forms of civilised life. They do not till, fish or
hunt; nor do they cook their food, which they take as the earth offers. They drink water
or milk and they eat temperately. They dress in leaves, live in caves and sleep on the
earth.

The Brahmans, however, do not regard their lives as uncivilised. Their customs
constitute an austere way of life that is seen as healthy, virtuous and just. They do not
fall sick, nor do other afflictions like avarice, adultery, lechery, or mendacity trouble
them. No man serves another by force or necessity. Men stay fixed to their line of work,
untroubled by change. They favour speech that is brief and to the point, and they have no
need of mercy because they do not offend. They are all of equal might and riches, and
they bear no weapons. In their schools, the Brahmans learn wisdom and righteousness.
They worship one god, desire eternal life and live a fixed term. They look to conquer
themselves rather than their world, and they live in peace.

After describing the Brahman culture thus, Dindimus goes on to accuse the
Greeks of every vice the Brahmans lack. He criticises Alexander’s restless desire for ever
more territory, and he blames him for sowing discord between kings. Dindimus chides

the Greeks because they are changeable with regard to their laws, and he accuses them of
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sacrificing their children. He censures them because they hold with fine speech and rich
goods, and because they are given to gluttony, drunkenness, lechery and sickness.
Dindimus rebukes the Greeks for serving many mischievous gods instead of worshipping
the one Creator, and he calls them errant fools and slaves for doing so. While the
Brahmans, says Dindimus, communicate with God through prayer and good works, the
Greeks defile themselves by slaying beasts and offering gold and silver and precious
goods in idolatrous fashion to their gods. The Greeks, he claims, suffer the torments of
hell through their vices; indeed, he adds, the very bodies of the Greeks are a living hell.
Alexander replies, with muted fury, that if all that Dindimus has said were true,
then it would seem that the only good men in the world are the Brahmans." Yet how can
this be so, Alexander counters, when the Brahmans live like beasts? Furthermore, he
says, they do not mingle with other men; they live as prisoners on their land, to which no
strangers come. He criticises Brahman life as the product of unthinking custom, rather
than virtue. Their poverty is not that of temperance among riches but a consequence of
their own backwardness. From Alexander's point of view, the Brahmans inhabit the
space of the stupid: they sulk on their rocks, stagnating blankly in a half-savage torpor
when they could, if they were not so dull, merge and learn from others and fashion a
superior culture.’> Alexander does not see the Brahmans as having achieved simplicity
with their autarky; he sees them as locked into provincial rustication. Even were the
Brahmans to come to Greece, claims Alexander, they would learn nothing, so they should
stay at home. Their insularity and absence of referentiality he reads as blockish
intransigence, rather than as a form of virtuous retirement from a corrupt and corrupting

world. To the Greek, the reductive monotony of Brahman life manifests a foolish and
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wayward impoverishment of the world's wonderful variety; they seem blind to the dignity
of free will. Their way of life represents irredeemable incivility to Alexander, not
laudable retreat to virtuous simplicity. Infuriated with Dindimus' smug superiority,
Alexander tells him that if it were not for the monster-infested river he would march into
their midst and force them to leave their miserable lives and become warriors. As it is,

all he can do is send his letter and raise up a marble pillar, on which he engraves his
victories in Greek, Latin and the language of India. Not long after this incident
Alexander turns west, towards Macedonia.

Seeing himself in the critical mirror of Brahman culture confirms Alexander’s
belief in his destiny as a heroic traveller and conquering warrior. Seeing himself in the
critical mirror of Alexander's scorn confirms Dindimus in his belief that only the
Brahmans are good, who conquer themselves and keep themselves to themselves. There
is no relativizing reflection taking place here, no open acceptance of co-existing beliefs or
mutually illuminating contact. There is no opportunity for hospitality and no possibility
of reform. Nevertheless, Alexander's journey has made this revelation of his own limits
possible. Travel acts here, incidentally, as a metaphor for discovery, in that Alexander
has uncovered this shocking truth.

The Brahman’s isle where no strangers come is no cosmopolitan seat of empire,
and that is no bad thing as far as they are concerned. The Brahmans share a common
language, a common faith and common values; they keep alive a common history and
abide by fixed laws. They live within a demarcated, uncontested geographical space with
a very distinct boundary, and they govern themselves while resisting foreign intervention.

They are a close-knit community, whose sense of political belonging does not depend on
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civic, or willed, association. The Brahmans’ insularity and isolation behind a nearly
insurmountable border emphasise the involuntary association that comes from dweiling,
day after day, in one, enclosed space. Their energies are directed towards maintaining a
chosen way of life, and they emerge as subjects in space through the daily processes of
dwelling. The Brahmans, who elevate the values attached to dwelling, mark the limit of
Alexander’s glorification of travel and conquest.

Alexander and Dindimus contest each other's mode of being and governing. They
represent rival communities of opinion as to how to organise personal and political space.
Alexander would make the world his personal property, while the Brahmans hold things
in common. The beatific insularity of the Brahmans is conducive to a contemplative life

that retreats before experience and contaminating engagement with the world. To
Alexander this cloistered virtue is no virtue at all; the Brahmans, sunk into self-love,
untested by active participation with others, are miserable wretches who must be taught a
lesson with the sword. Dindimus' preference for purity, understood in opposition to
Alexander’s longing for experiential plurality, signifies the internal homogeneity of a
closed polity. Dindimus sees Alexander's integrative, expansionist and consumptionist
ethos as corrupt and wicked. Alexander's glorification of travel, change and diversity
fashions a civic polity and a propelled, progressive self. Dindimus’ elevation of
dwelling, immutability and homogeneity fashions a closed, autarkic polity and a
contemplative subject. Travel emerges here as an expression of the will that produces a
vast empire and a demonic paganism, against the action of dwelling, which produces
autarky and an almost Christian asceticism.'®

As might be expected in the context of a history of Alexander the Great, the life
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of the Brahmans, despite its spiritual authority, comes across as opposed, but not quite
equal in honour, to Alexander’s trajectory. With all its wickedness, cruelty and desperate
energies, the way of the Greeks appears throughout the rest of the text as vital, heroic and
brimming with new possibilities. He that will travel redraws boundaries, enlarges his
domain, and opts for renewal and growth through interaction with the foreign and the
diverse. The community of the Brahmans, in activating its freedom from cultural contact,
appears impoverished by comparison. By excluding the world’s variety and complexity
in favour of austerity, the Brahmans seem to Alexander dull, absurd and doomed. Dull
and absurd, as perhaps any community of the good and the wise appears to the fallen--
what would they share with each other but praise for the maker?—but also doomed
because they exclude so much of the real diversity in the human community. This closed
form of nationhood s predicated not so much on an imagined community of the real as
on an exclusion of the real through affirmation of an imaginary, unreal world. It cannot
be too long before the barricade of the river is broken. The globalizing Alexander has,
after all, already conquered the fierce currents of the Euphrates by building a bridge of
boats on his way to conquer the Persians, and it follows that the river defending the
Brahmans’ freedom from contact and difference must also, one day, be breached.

Even though it might seem as if Alexander and Dindimus are not quite equal in
honour, their dialogue sets up contestatory systems of legitimising ideology that both
regimes need in order to attract and interpret the loyalties of their adherents, and thus to
survive. Civility and the freedom to cultural contact justify Alexander’s expansionist
empire. Austerity and freedom from cultural contact justify Dindimus’ style of closed

nationhood. Alexander is embarked on a trajectory of growth while Dindimus is
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committed to conservation. The dialogue between Alexander and Dindimus offers an
apology for each antithetical form of political fashioning.

This opposition between closed and open polities is replayed in the political
theorising of the Renaissance. Machiavelli's political theories are informed by the idea
that political space may be organised and governed in one of two possible ways. These
models are analogous to those represented by Alexander and Dindimus, but with one
important difference: Machiavelli insists on the importance of the polity being armed. In
Machiavelli's view, governance could either pursue greatness and glory by following, for
example, the path of imperial Rome, or it could aim for longevity by seclusion from the
world, like ancient Sparta.l7 In The Prince, Machiavelli argues that principalities can
organise themselves for either attack or defence, but that the foundations of every polity
are good laws and good arms, and that good arms come first.'® For Machiavelli, there is
no avoiding war. Contempt, as he stresses throughout The Prince, is reserved for those
who neglect the art of war.'®

From Machiavelli's--and Alexander's--way of thinking, Dindimus is doomed
because he leaves himself open to this contempt. Machiavelli's attitude here may be
summed up by what he says in a letter to Francesco Vettori (1514). In this letter he states
categorically that nothing is more necessary to a prince than that he govern himself in
relation to his subjects, his allies and his neighbours in such a way that he does not
become despised. Hatred, Machiavelli says, is preferable to contempt, because hatred
does not preclude fear and respect.?

Machiavelli’s order of two--the options of dwelling secure, like Sparta, or

expanding and conquering, like Rome-is weighted in favour of Rome. Machiavelli's
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view is that the self-centred Spartan model, despite its armed defensive stance, fails to
offer a tenable policy for durability, and that the only real option for the state is to push
for civic greatness and empire.z'

Sixteenth-century tracts in praise of Venice offer another text in which
governance is theorised in an implicit relation to a spatial dynamic. The debate here does
not devolve upon a simple opposition between dwelling and travelling, or conservation
and expansion, but rather superimposes the values attendant on the functions of dwelling
and travelling onto the opposed dynamics of commerce and conquest. The values
attached to self-involved insularity inform ideas of commercial enterprise, and the values
attached to travel and willed association remain tied to martial conquest.

The celebration of Venetian mixed government, plurality and international
engagement was a topos for political durability. The longevity of the Venetian State, the
mixed constitution of the Venetian government, and the wonderful, cosmopolitan
tolerance that Venice extended to the strangers that flocked there were three characteristic
features of this topos. William Thomas, for example, in The History of Italy (1549)
remarks at length upon the throng of strangers that gather there and upon the liberty they
enjoy in Venice. He concludes that, "so thou offend no man privately, no man shall
offend thee, which undoubtedly is one principal cause that draweth so many strangers
thither" (83).22 Lewes Lewkenor's The Commonwealth and Government of Venice
(1599), a translation of Gasparo Contarini's De magistratibus et republica Venetorum
(1543), may be added to William Thomas' History as a work that typifies praise for the

robust diversity that was characteristic and constitutive of Venice's enduring greatness.”
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William Thomas describes in detail the three Aristotelian categories of
government--Monarchy, Aristocracy and Democrac}-that coexisted in the Venetian
Great Council. Thomas likens "their Great Council, which seemeth to be the whole stay
of their commonwealth" to the English Parliament. This comment is symptomatic of the
increasing sense, in both political and literary works of the sixteenth century, that a
parallel existed between the states of Venice and England, both of which enjoyed a mixed
government. Exactly the same point is made in Thomas Starkey's Dialogue between
Cardinal Pole and Thomas Lupset (written after 1536). In praising the noble city of
Venice, Pole implicitly attributes the longevity of that state--over one thousand years--to
the "conservatyon of the commyn wele in the polytyke body" and the consequent absence
of tyranny.2* Pole goes on to expand upon the moderation of the prince's auihority in
England by long-standing laws and by Parliament, and the wisdom therein of mixed
government as a means to avoid tyranny and the ruin of the polity. This almost automatic
link between the mixed governments of England and Venice indicates that talking about
Venice constituted a way of talking about the organisation of the English polity. To
praise Venice was, in part, to advocate an aggressive commercial expansionist trajectory
for England, and to criticise Venice was to advocate a more martial character for
England’s foreign policy.

As I have suggested, the values attendant upon insular and expansionist polities
are, in the case of the discourse on Venice, transposed to forms of commercial and
martial activity. Both Lewkenor and Thomas remark on the apparently non-heroic
aspects of Venetian imperialism, and contrast it with the character of Roman imperialism.

Lewkenor collapses the distinction between commerce and war, and develops Venice's
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imperial character in the process, while Thomas maintains this distinction and questions
that imperial character.

Lewkenor defends the Venetian decision, undertaken long ago by "our
auncesters"”, to "defend their dominions uppon the continent, with forreyn mercenarie
souldiers," rather "than with homebormn citizens" (131). He justifies their action by
pointing to the tyranny that Julius Caesar was able to effect over the Senate in Rome with
his military expertise and following. The fact that Venice engages in imperial activity
using mercenaries does not mean, necessarily, that Venice is deprived of martial honour.
Lewkenor cites the case of a Venetian adopted son, one Bartholomeo Coglione, who
serves as an exemplar of those military "associates", who have "attained to the highest
degree of commandment in our army, & for the exceedingnes of their deserts been
enabled, with the title of citizens & gentlemen of Venice" (131). This Coglione, "who
after many great exploits & prosperous successes being captaine general of our army, &
having amplifed & enlarged the boundes of the Venetian empire,” was accorded a statue
of himself on horseback. This statue, as if he were some Marcus Aurelius, was "erected
in the fayrest and goodliest place in our Citty" (131-2).

By way of contrast, Shakespeare's Othello seems to criticise the Venetian practice
of assimilating mercenaries. It stands, perhaps, as a warning to England not to follow the
Venetian way and risk tragic loss by transferring military leadership to strangers?
Shakespeare reverses the traditional praise and wonder accorded to Venetian toleration of
strangers. Othello and The Merchant of Venice show outsiders as disruptive. At the
same time, these plays are also critical of the easy, unreflective exploitation of such

strangers by the Venetians.
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Lewkenor, on the other hand, minimises the deleterious effect of employing
mercenaries on the authority of the monarchy and aristocracy by stressing that "the
Captaine Generall of our Armie, who is alwaies a straunger,” has "no authority to doe or
deliberate any thing without the advice of the Legates,” who, he explains, are "our
Gentlemen sent into the Armie, who therein doe beare office and authority” (132). These
"Treasurers, and Legates," reports Lewkenor, "never stirre from the side of the Captaine
General" (132). Lewkenor goes on to add that many Venetian gentlemen complete their
education, and are encouraged to do so by the provision of government pensions and
stipends, by taking a place in "the gallies of warre" to learn "the excellent arte of Navall
discipline” (133).

Lewkenor points to a split between land and sea practices, with Venetian nobility
concerned primarily and directly with activities at sea. The art of war overlaps the art of
trade: young Venetian noblemen commonly spend allocated time on galleys that "are
destinated eyther to the warres or marchandise,” and this, "to no other end,"” says
Lewkenor, "but onely to accustome them to sea services” (134). The point seems to be
that Venetian greatness is attached to international mobility and interaction, and that the
imperial dynamic articulated thus is relatively unaffected by whether this international
transaction is martial or commercial. Commerce can supplant armed conflict as a means
to make Venice a seat of expansionist empire. Lewkenor remarks on "the wonderful
concourse of strange and forraine people” including even "the farthest and remotest
nations, as though the City of Venice onely were a common and general market to the
whole world" (1). This mobility of peoples is matched by a mobility of goods; Lewkenor

marvels at "so unmeasurable a quantity of all sorts of marchandise to be brought out of
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all realmes and countries into this Citie," which is "hence again to be conveyed into so
many strange and far distant nations, both by land and sea” (1).

William Thomas maintains more of a distinction between commercial and martial
activities and networks. He sees Venetian abdication from direct involvement in military
action on land in a detrimental light. He remarks that, "if the Venetians had been men as
the Romans were, given as well unto chivalry by land as unto the exercise on the water,”
then, he continues, they would doubtless "many years ago have subdued the world" (67).
He goes on to say that Venetian power "hath been more warily governed than valiantly
enlarged" and that "their dominion hath decreased" because, "as the fame goeth," they
"practice with money to buy and sell countries, peace, and war” rather than "exercise
deeds of arms” (67). He concludes by remarking "that most Venetians are these days
become better merchants than men of war” (67).

Thomas sees commercial activity as antithetical to imperial expansion. [n
stressing that mercantile Venice has "more warily governed than valiantly enlarged,” he
identifies commerce with the non-heroic action of dwelling. Francis Bacon, half a
century later, is similarly critical of commercial imperialism. Bacon's argument, in his
tracts on the true greatness of states, emphasises the corrupting nature of riches and the
consequent decline of the art of war which, in accordance with Machiavelli’s political
doctrine, is necessary for the maintenance of liberty and peace. Both Thomas and Bacon
associate international commerce with the decline of imperial dominion; commercial
activities and mobilities are coupled with the self-centred, inglorious politics of the
closed polity, while martial activities are connected to the ambitious and heroic politics of

expansionist empire. Put another way, the incivility associated with piling up money for
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its own sake is tied to insularity here, while the civility that accrues to a willed
association with others underpins martial expansion.

What Lewkenor does for Venice, Richard Helgerson, in Forms of Nationhood
(1992), sees Hakluyt doing for early modern England in the Prinicpal Navigations. *®
Lewkenor collapses the distinction between commercial and martial activity as forms of
political, expansionist enterprise that have made and make Venice great. Helgerson
points to a blurring of similar boundaries in the Principal Navigations as a work that
“brings merchants into the nation and brings gentry into trade” (176). He focuses on the
reconciliation between the genres of epic and voyage; if The Lusiads of Camoens may be
understood as a disguised voyage, then the predominantly commercial voyages collected
by Hakluyt may, by the same logic, add up to an epic that celebrates England’s honour.?’
In Helgerson’s view “Hakluyt's Voyages manages to slip past the conceptual
barriers...that could make him prefer ‘glory’ to ‘gain’ (170). In Hakluyt’s reconciliation
of commerce and conquest, Helgerson sees England emerging as “‘an aggressive
commercial entity” (171) powered by heroic merchants as well as by the traditional
ruling class.

For Helgerson, Hakluyt is one of a generation of men who “significantly redrew
the parameters of social consciousness” (176) by becoming spokesmen for their
communities to the detriment of the monarch’s power.”® Helgerson sees this historical
collective--a generation that includes Edward Coke, Christopher Saxton, William
Camden, John Norden, Michael Drayton and John Foxe--facilitating a “‘passage from
dynasty to nation” through their books and “the discursive practices assumed by those

books” (10). They liberate the polity from the despotism of being identified solely with
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the sovereign. Helgerson's idea of “the Elizabethan writing” of the nation elaborates a
system of diverse and contradictory "ways of being English” (300). If men like Hakluyt
increase the degree of inclusivity of people and practices that may identify England’s
honour, then the other "Englands” Helgerson describes--those invented by Shakespeare,
Bacon, Hooker and Hobbes--restore or enlarge the status of the monarch and write the
polity as glorious in the sovereign’s image.

Helgerson's historical collective, "men of middling status and humanist education,
men born at or shortly following the mid-century” (299), despite their different ways of
going about it, all wanted “to have the kingdom” of their own various languages. They
wanted, in other words, sovereignty, or political authority for their practices. They
would, as a generation, variously write England, and this England, in turn, enhanced their
cultural authority. They were men who, in one way or another, were caught up in "a
unique set of conditions" that alienated them from the practices of the past (299). This
generation of "transitional men”, the "men who wrote England,” all shared "an unusual
social, economic, and psychic mobility"(13), and this mobility "put a heavy burden on
identity” (14). In Helgerson’s account, this generation of mobile men were all heroic
makers of their own personal and political identities. These transposed, self-alienated
men manifest what Helgerson calls a progressive "reintegrated identity” (301). The
mobility that distances these men from themselves, rather than bringing them directly to
civil conversation with others, constructs a subjectivity that inheres in a spatial relation to
itself. What I am suggesting is that Helgerson’s narrative of English self-making and
national self-fashioning depends on a process of motion, but that this involuntary

grouping of men travel while still dwelling within themselves.
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“For all these Elizabethans,” concludes Helgerson, “the way to an acceptable
national self led through self-alienation” (243). Thus "these culturally uprooted young
men” (301) helped “solidify and thicken the lines that separate one nation from another"”
(300). A generation of mobile mentalities fashions a nation by building up barriers. The
discrete insularity of this nation is offset by the idea of its internal diversity and
complexity, in that the authority of many different figures who arbitrate over national
practices is recognised. This generation of men, this historical collective, make history
by building, section by section, a great wall that distinguishes one nation from another.

Like Lewkenor and Hakluyt, Helgerson seems to blur distinctions between heroic
expansion and self-involved insularity. Indeed, the object of Helgerson’s analysis here--
early modern English self-making and the interplay between cosmopolitan, civic mobility
and national insularity--seems to be an informing principle of Helgerson’s own lens on
this world. In other words the interplay between the spatial stories of travel and dwelling
not only occupies a position in Helgerson’s account of self-making, it also structures it.
As [ will argue throughout the rest of this chapter, this is also the case with another
modern critic concerned with self-making, Stephen Greenblatt. Both these modern
critics, each concerned with early modern personal and political formation and the
subject in space, reproduce early modem spatial politics as a structuring or an informing
principle of their scrutiny.

In Helgerson’s account, a generation of men fashions a nation conceived of as
bounded and free from foreign intervention. This idea of a national polity does not seem
expansionist, although an expansionist mentality was involved in making it. Lesley

Cormack (1994) claims that the first step to an expansionist empire was “the creation of
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an imperial mentality--a sense of independence, separateness, and superiority, which
would then allow the English to expand outwards.™ She claims that “the home country
is thus the source of empire” and posits a kind of micro-macro relationship between
closed and expansionist polities. It does not necessarily follow, however, that a closed
polity is an open one writ small. I am suggesting that these antithetical mentalities,
informed by versions of agency associated with travel and with dwelling, may be
reconciled, as demonstrated by Lewkenor and Helgerson, but that they still, ultimately,
constitute two opposed modes of personal and political self-fashioning.

In offering a powerful explanation of the Elizabethan writing of England
Helgerson describes and reproduces early modern formulations that blur the distinction
between open or cosmopolitan, and closed or insular mentalities. Stephen Greenblatt, on
the other hand, in telling the story of early modemn writing of expansionist empire, and
the story of his own profession as a literary critic in the last decades of the twentieth
century, maintains the distinction between ideas of dwelling and travel. As a critic
concerned with early modem personal and political formation he reproduces, perhaps
unconsciously, the politics of early modemn travel.

In Marvelous Possessions (1991), Greenblatt treats of two worlds meeting and
puts their interaction at the centre of representational practices in the early modern era.
The generation of added energy when two worlds touch--imagined by Alexander as a
blaze of light when one torch fires another--Greenblatt calls “the marvellous™. "The
marvellous,” says Greenblatt, "is a central feature” in "the whole complex system of
representation...through which people in the late Middie Ages and the Renaissance

apprehended, and thence possessed or discarded, the unfamiliar” (22-3). Greenblatt’s



24

conception of the marvellous privileges the freedom to assimilative contact with
difference by charging this moment with added value.

Greenblatt ties this charged moment of assimilative contact explicitly to mimesis,
and implicitly to economic imperialism. He associates an interactive, inter-subjective
and energy-creating mobility with mimesis and capitalism; "I want to insist," he says, "on
the crucial connection between mimesis and capitalism," because, he continues, "it is
with capitalism that the proliferation and circulation of representations achieved a
spectacular and virtually inescapable global magnitude” (6). Greenblatt says he is
"adapting Marx" in this formulation, but his conception of what he calls "mimetic
capital” seems to be predicated on a conception of global capital, divorced from
production (6). Marx's conception of capital was crucially connected to production and
the site of production. Greenblatt’s model of capital seems closer to that of a de-
territorialized finance capital, as described by Frederic Jameson (1997), rather than
something adapted from Marx’s view of capital.”® Nevertheless, mobility in this instance
leads to an illuminating and assimilative interaction with difference that constitutes an
expansionist dynamic for representation. Greenblatt, I suggest, glorifies an inter-worldly
expansionist dynamic for representational practices and for the professional who works
with these practices.

Greenblatt's conception of his own profession, as literary and cultural critic and
historian, is informed by the same expansionist dynamic that informs his picture of
representational practices in the Renaissance. In Redrawing the Boundaries (1992) he
claims an interactive, inter-subjective, interdisciplinary capacity for literature and literary

study that enables it to "infiltrate any speech and writing, transforming what seems
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outside itself into something else, into its own odd being" (11). In line with Machiavelli's
preferred strategy for political durability, Greenblatt would renew and reinvigorate the
profession of literary studies by expansion beyond its boundaries. In Greenblatt's view,
boundaries have to be redrawn all the time--and frontiers exist only to be crossed—
because whatever has ceased to grow has begun to decline. His claim is that revisionist
energy and new interrogative strategies contribute to the creation of "regulated
thresholds" and "controlled passageways" between the literary and the non-literary (8).
These new passages, undertaken for a variety of reasons, mean that the map of the
literary is continually being redrawn.

Greenblatt represents his career as having been concerned with the expansion of
literary studies through interaction with other worlds. In "The Touch of the Real" (1997),
Greenblatt conjures up a decisive encounter from his professional past and juxtaposes this
recollection with seventeenth century instances of literary and non-literary encounters
with ghosts.>! Shakespeare’s Hamlet is here a rhetorical bridge between the past and the
present, and the imaginary and the real. This essay opens with Greenblatt's recollection
of himself twenty years before as a critic "longing” to "justify the academic analysis of
literature" and "to find in it a radical politics” (14). He goes on to describe his
electrifying encounter with the work of Clifford Geertz. "The effect,” recalls Greenblatt,
"was like touching one wire to another: literary criticism made contact with reality” (14).
This contact with "a sophisticated, intellectually powerful, and wonderfully eloquent
anthropologist” who could “make use of the tools in my disciplinary kit" renews in the
young critic "a sense of their value"(14) and provides "an impetus for recovering what

had been lost” (20). Thus re-united with the real, literary criticism springs into new,
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political life for Greenblatt as viable, cultural critique. The key assumption upon which
this narrative about the origins of Greenblatt's critical program rests is that a powerful
connection between the real and the imaginary is there for discovery. Civil conversation
with Geertz’s work lights Greenblatt’s fire; he is at once an Alexander with his torch
looking to make more light, and a pilgrim toiling toward an explanation.

Greenblatt's professional subjectivity emerges in this piece from an encounter
with authority. Geertz's work has a "liberating effect” on Greenblatt and he
reconceptualizes his professional practice as a movement into the unknown. "Literary
criticism could venture out to unfamiliar cultural texts,” says Greenblatt, and then retun
to "the intimately familiar works of the literary canon” (20) to foment an interaction
between the two that would "recover” for the practice a "confident conviction of reality”
(22). This back and forth movement--tamquam explorator--between foreign and familiar
texts denotes an unhoused and mobile subjective condition for the practitioner of cultural
poetics. Venturing into texts that are "often marginal, odd, fragmentary, unexpected and
crude” (20), the literary critic is activated by opportunities for conquest as well as by an
ethic of recovery. Greenblatt acknowledges that exploring these other texts offers "an
agreeably imperial expansion of literary criticism beyond its borders” (22). More
importantly, however, Greenblatt wants to recover a lost connection between the
imaginary and the real; he wants to make "the literary and the non-literary seem to be
each other's thick description” (22). "I wanted,” says Greenblatt, "a touch of the real in
the way that in an earlier period people wanted the touch of the transcendent” (22).

Something of a pilgrim, then, but also a traveller finding meaning in the act of

travel itself, Greenblatt's professional subjectivity is realised through the process of
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intellectual travel and inflected by the expansionist dynamic of empire. As envisioned by
Greenblatt, the literary critic appears a very Aeneas who, displaced from the ivory towers
of "sophisticated literary studies”, embraces the venture into "lived life" (20). This new
world is "at once raw and subtle, coarse and complex” (20), and it offers the possibility of
winning new, intellectual termritory for the profession. At the same time, the literary critic
travels, like Ulysses, in the spirit of recovery. Ulysses went to Troy, of course, to restore
Helen, and he undertook an epic voyage to recover Penelope and his kingdom.
Greenblatt would repossess a powerful link between the imaginary and the real, and he
would restore political agency and urgency to his profession. He would also journey like
a pilgrim venturing, as an act of faith, into foreign territory for an explanation, a
revelation, an empowering touch of the place where the supernatural meets the real.

Given that the refashioned literary critic in this essay travels in the spint of an
Aeneas and a Ulysses, it is not surprising to find the critic, like Ulysses and Aeneas,
engaged in a journey to the underworld. "I wanted," says Greenblatt, "to find in the past
real bodies and living voices,” despite knowing that these bodies had "long moldered
away and the voices fallen silent” (21). Nevertheless Greenblatt lays claim as a scholar
to an ability to speak with ghosts and "seize upon those traces that seemed to be close to
actual experience” (21). If Greenblatt figures himself in his profession as akin to Horatio
and Hamlet, he is also, like Ulysses and Aeneas, a traveller who interacts, in some real
fashion, with ghosts.

In another essay that tells the story of his literary career, "What s the History of
Literature?" (1997), Greenblatt's professional subjectivity emerges yet again from an

encounter with an authority figure.”? The essay opens with Greenblatt's recollection of
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himself--this time nearly thirty years before—and, once more, he is in a state of
professional longing. He describes himself checking his mail at the departmental office,
"several times a day in the vague hope that something, as Mr. Micawber was fond of
saying, would 'turn up™ (460). An encounter with a senior professor, who affected "the
brusque manner of address of the Oxford Senior Common Room" (460), leaves the
young Greenblatt lost for words. The brush with authority in this instance renders him
lifeless rather than dynamically re-charged. The deadening effect of this encounter
ensues because the authority here represents a closed, territorial paradigm for literary
history. The senior professor might be here a Dindimus, disdainfully rejecting the
cultural treasure a young Alexander carries in his arms.

Greenblatt recalls that this professor spoke to him about the copy of Kant's
Critique of Pure Reason that he happened to be carrying at the time. The professor is
reported as objecting to Kant, on the basis that Kant had "a Jewish mind.” By this the
professor means that it was a mind, "clever, sterile, absorbed in endless hair-splitting
subtleties - a mind without true culture" (460). Greenblatt's interpretation of this outburst
affords his colleague some benefit of the doubt. Despite the ostensibly anti-Semitic
character of the remark, Greenblatt allows that it could, "in the context of an English
department,” point to an Amnoldian dialectic of Hellenism and ‘Hebraism. Greenblatt
disdains the “garden variety anti-Semitism” of the professor’s "weird remark" on the spot.
Twenty-five years later, any implicit Amoldianism is dismissed too. "My profession”
says Greenblatt, has "eagerly divested itself of the resources of Hebraism and Hellenism"
and "has done its best to dismantle Kantian imperatives” (461). Greenblatt's story about

the origin of a new conception for literary history starts with a dialogue that demonstrates
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a dead-end for the modern literary critic unless he breaks new ground.

With no surge of power ensuing from this encounter with an authority in his own
field, Greenblatt issues a challenge. "The time has come,” he says, in the face of "an
insurgent fin-de-siecle Philistinism" and "a world-wide drift toward anarchy,"” to "renew
on our own terms...the reason, if we have one, to study literature” (461-2). Historicizing
conceptions of literary history with a touch of the real--a personal anecdote from his first
year of teaching at Berkeley--Greenblatt claims that the model of "literary nationalism",
represented in the attitude of this Oxford-styled professor, "seems increasingly irrelevant"”
(462). For someone like himself, "a professor of English literature teaching Shakespeare
in the late twentieth century at a state university oy the waters of the Pacific" (462), the
time had come to recover a sense of literature's "deep functional utility” (462) or else risk
ending up isolated and absurd, like the Oxford-mannered professor of his anecdote. In
pondering the issue of a vita activa for the literary critic and historian, Greenblatt renders
this figure of the Oxford-styled professor, and his contemplations, ridiculous. As if he
were a Philip Sidney, poking fun at some Pugliano, Greenblatt sets out to discover a
sense of "literature's implication in institutional structures” (462), from whence "its deep
functional utility” derives.

Traversing the early modem overlap between leaming, literature and literacy in
this essay, Greenblatt arrives at a Baconian-inflected, cross-disciplinary and cross-
cultural project of literary history that offers "a vision of leaming as the instrument of
cultural advancement and ultimately of cultural redemption” (473). In this conception of
literary history, says Greenblatt, "there is nothing to be gained by staying within one's

own national boundaries because a culture's fitness for a particular discursive practice can



30

only be grasped by setting it against another's” (472). Again, the literary critic emerges
as an intellectual traveller. Like Alexander, who would learn wisdom from the
Brahmans, Greenblatt’s literary critic wears the moral mask of civility and travels ever
onward in the spirit of discovery, intent on re-drawing boundaries.

As the essay proceeds, Greenblatt branches out from this particular Baconian
trajectory to refashion literary history along the lines of what he identifies as another
Baconian directive. Greenblatt sees Bacon as "the godfather" for a view of history "that
takes for its potential subject the entire field of world-made objects" and one "that
understands that all literary creativity involves a complex global circulation of energies”
(476). What Greenblatt finds compelling about Bacon's lead here is his trafficking with
the dead. Greenblatt's desire to re-formulate a vita activa for the modem literary critic
and recover a liberating dimension for literary history involves a restitution of Bacon's
vision of history with its "queasy relation to reality" and "its trafficking in spectres”
(476).3

Greenblatt's disagreeable professor of the opening anecdote, in his very
Englishness--Oxfordness even--exemplifies the nationalist and fixed, territorial paradigm
for literary studies that Greenblatt has left behind. Oxford philosophers come in for some
disparagement in “The Touch of the Real" too. Echoing Geertz's formulation, Greenblatt
counters the empirical, that is the trace of actual experience, with the artificial, that is "the
little stories Oxford philosophers make up for themselves” (15). He uses this formulation
again when he contrasts the anecdote--which conjures up the real world--with "a little
philosopher’s tale," that affirms an imaginary one (21). Greenblatt's Oxford philosophers

in these instances derive their identity and authority from their dwelling within the
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confines of Oxford University. Like the land of the Brahmans, enclosed by a stream
alive with ferocious amphibians, or possibly Helgerson’s English nation with its
thickened outline, Oxford, the citadel of philosophers, represents a closed political and
personal space. These Oxford philosophers crystallise for Greenblatt the irrelevance and
absurdity of a national and parochial paradigm for literary studies in the last decades of
the twentieth century.

Greenblatt's refashioning of his profession, memorialised in these two essays,
figures the modern career in literary studies as an exercise in expansionism. Greenblatt
would cross and re-cross the borders between the real and the imaginary, the living and
the dead; he would go back and forth between learning and lived life, and pass and re-
pass the boundaries that divide academic disciplines. He recovers political agency for the
profession by implicating the literary scholar in a situation of intellectual mobility that
deregulates, de-territorializes and expansively re-territorializes critical practice. In
displacing a national, parochial and partisan model for conceptualising the literary with a
dynamic, inter-disciplinary, inter-subjective and interactive model, Greenblatt links
literary study to a travelled mentality and a global domain. Furthermore, in deploying the
rhetoric of travel to represent literary careers, early modern and contemporary, Greenblatt
inscribes the literary scholar with an imperialist dynamic. Driven by desire for civil
conversation with the foreign and by faith in the possibility of some electrifying
revelation, the borders of the literary are re-drawn.

Alexander, desiring to learn wisdom of the Brahmans, wants a touch of the
transcendent as a traveller in the real, and Greenbiatt, as a traveller in the imagination,

wants a touch of the empirical, or the real. Both travellers fashion empires and heroic,
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progressive selves. In Helgerson's account, authorial and national identity is constructed
through a process of self-distancing, or self-alienation. Greenblatt, however, travels
between worlds--the imaginary and the real, the living and the dead--and between
disciplines.

Alexander wears the moral mask of civility in the creation of his vast empire. He
does, of course, as the Brahmans point out, kill thousands and consume many nations and
their territories into his empire, until he comes to a border he cannot cross. Greenblatt’s
post-structuralist defense of literary study has depended on redrawing, or blurring, the
boundaries between imagined and lived life. By unearthing literature’s historical
situation, and history’s literary parameters, and by destabilizing distinctions between the
aesthetic sphere and the zone of the real, he has challenged “the cult of autonomy” that
has attached to each.>* Given such a porous divide between art and life, who can say that
literary scholars work simply with fictions?

Greenblatt’s trans-disciplinary dynamic has stimulated the growth of literary
studies and enlarged its domain. The forces of production in this field have been
deregulated, intellectually globalized. No longer tied to the self-enclosed particularity of
a specific literary work, or to a nationalist paradigm for literary history, footloose
professional critics have left their over-populated, over-cultivated, aesthetic locale and
ventured into brave new intellectual territory. They have expanded the frontiers of the
literary and returned heroically laden with exotic plunder. Literary adventurers have
consumed strange fruit and reproduced themselves professionally as cultural critics.

But how has Greenblatt’s integrative approach contributed to the knowledge

production and accumulation processes of those disciplines he “touches”? Dindimus sees
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nothing to be gained by contact with Alexander, other than corruption and the
destabilization of his kingdom. A furious Alexander drops his mask of civility, and says
that, were it not for those crocodiles, he would invade their kingdom and teach the
Brahmans the lesson of the sword. Greenblatt’s "longing” to "justify the academic
analysis of literature” and "to find in it a radical politics” involves crossing the real with
the imaginary, and civil conversation between the study of literature and other
disciplines. This civil conversation, however, does nothing to advance these other worlds
on their own terms.

This freedom fo stimulating contact with new worlds appears to have eroded the
“negative” liberty of non-interference, or freedom from contact. This has worked, so far,
to the benefit of the intellectually mobile, interdisciplinary adventurer. If the worlds of
the imaginary and the real bleed into each other, globalizing text, then the function of
reading, of cultural literacy, gains ground. With no freedom from the circulation of text,
the stock of the professional reader, the literary critic, rises accordingly. Greenblatt’s
focus on the crossing of boundaries and the circulation of social energy promotes
integration before regulation. It promotes an imperial dynamic for the literary scholar, as
traveller. Thus, in fashioning a textual empire from what were independent domains of
meaning, Greenblatt privileges the prerogative of the literary scholar over other
intellectual domains. Greenblatt’s focus on the circulation of social energy, his border
crossings, his inter-disciplinary dynamic, his desire to speak with the dead and straddle
two worlds, mark him as a traveller, while his acts of naming--*New Historicism”,
“Cultural Poetics™--show him as something of a conqueror.

There might be something quixotic too in all this venturing. Don Quixote, of



34

course, indiscriminately appropriates any droll or domestic item for his heroic endeavor.
To the mad, imperious knight of La Mancha, nothing appears to be exempt from transfer
to his world, or to possess any unalienable function or identity that might constitute a
public domain.*® As Nigel Thrift (1996) points out, “One of the blights of the recent rise
of cultural studies has been the paper which is founded on the principle of ‘if you can say
it, it’s so’ (33).

Finally, the sense of emotional release and mental rapture Greenblatt experiences
when two worlds touch marks him as something of a pilgrim, toiling toward the point
where two worlds touch. In an essay about Macbeth’s inter-worldly pursuit of power,
“‘Shakespeare Bewitched” (1993), Greenblatt puts Shakespeare and his theater at the
charged point where two worlds, the fantastic and the actual, meet. They are both, he
says, in the inter-worldly position of the witch.”® Johann Weyer (1515-1588) in his De
praestigiis daemonum (1583), an exhaustive treatment of the subject of witchcraft from
theological, philosophical, medical and legal perspectives, maintains that a witch is
possessed by the demon who works through her.”” King James’ Daemonologie (1597)
makes this same distinction: “the Witches ar servantes onlie, and slaves to the Devil.”?
Greenblatt adds the agency of the magician to his witch; Shakespeare is “someone who
conjured spirits” (120). Like an early modern scholar traveling to exotic ltaly for a touch
of fertile [talian wit, Greenblatt seems continually drawn to this moment of meeting with
difference as to a solution. He that will travel may find an explanation. He may also find
that in changing worlds and shifting contexts he makes knowledge for himself.
Greenblatt’s language of travel destabilizes the fixed categories of literary history and

criticism, as well as the supposed superiority of a fixed disciplinary paradigm. His focus
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on the idea of travel justifies connections between texts and disciplines on the basis of
discovery and civility. There seems to be no apparent limit to the knowledge these
connections can produce. For the cultural critic, a subject in space looking for different
spaces and contexts as an analytical device, this unboundedness is perhaps the new

problem.
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“Making a famine where abundance lies”

Edmund Spenser’s 4 View of the Present State of Ireland (c. 1596) reports on
how the English colonization of Ireland has been thwarted by wily Irish natives and the
degenerate descendants of Anglo-Norman settlers. It describes how English law, custom
and religion have failed to take root in Ireland, and it condemns the domain as a breeding
ground for sedition, a landfall for foreign invasion and a bottomless pit for money and
men. Provoking consternation about an unruly possession, and playing to ambitious
Englishmen’s exasperation with a peace-loving Queen, the View urges a war of
annihilation against disloyal subjects.'

The View adds little to conventional wisdom on the subjugation of Ireland.
Ciaran Brady (Coughlan, 1989) points out that Spenser’s work reproduces solutions to
Irish belligerence that had been put forward since the 1530°s.? Nicholas Canny
(Armitage, 1998) refers to the View as an elaboration and a summary of “‘an outpouring
of justifications for colonization and conquest” produced by a decade of English
enterprise in Ireland.” Practically every modern commentator on this treatise has noted
how Spenser has replayed received wisdom on Ireland in the View. Why, then, did
Spenser go ahead with this rather conventional proposat for the extermination of hostile
native populations?

The View is, to some extent, an occasional piece prompted by Spenser’s alarm at
the hostilities following Tyrone’s open rebellion in 1594. Events proved his fears of
chaos to be justified. In 1598 the Irish of Munster joined Tyrone’s rebellion and rose up

against the English. Spenser’s house was burnt down and he fled for his life, first to Cork



37

and then to England. He delivered a plea to the court called “A Brief Note of Ireland” in
which he describes in harrowing detail the miserable fate of Her Majesty’s English
subjects there.* Acute alarm in the face of deadly turmoil and an overwhelming desire
for right supremacy and order must have played some part in prompting the View >

But if the View is a work tuned to the exigencies of a desperate situation, it is also
a work that fathoms Spenser’s Irish experience more generally. What I want to show in
this chapter is how Spenser’s View articulates contestatory nationalisms that deaden the
View’s strident call for imperial government in Ireland in the manner, say, of an
Alexander or a Tamburlaine. These oppositional forms of nationhood are related to
agencies derived from the spatial dynamics of travel and dwelling. [ read the Viewas a
work implicated with and caught between two contemporary kinds of writing on
nationalism. The View is, first of all, a travel relation that offers an outsider’s account of
the state. The version of modern history represented by this type of travel relation
articulates a civic nationalism that is irredeemably expansionist. But the View is also an
antiquarian investigation into national origins that offers an insider’s account of history.
This kind of history, concentrating, as it does, on etymologies, customs of dress, food
production, and the details of communal life generally, records the community moving
through time from the perspective of dwelling together, and articulates an ethnic
nationalism that tends to be insular and exclusionary. The View, caught up with and
between these two forms of history, signals Spenser’s experience as a resident alien.

Profoundly mixed messages emerge from the interactive clash between these two
kinds of writing on nationalism. In tracing these mixed messages and the genres that give

rise to them, I see the View as straddling the core values of different cultural domains or
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fields. This crossover, and this apprehension of two cultural and political fields, emerges
despite the call for a war of annihilation. This deeper debate, stirred by Spenser’s
moment of cultural contact as a resident alien in Ireland, points to Spenser’s apprehension
of cultural and political difference, and to a sense that the meaning of the conflict in hand
is not exhausted by the idea of a struggle between right government and anarchy.®

Neither of these two forms of history--the antiquarian investigation into national
origins and the travel relation describing European state systems-is pure; there is a
certain amount of overlap in the matter and manner of these accounts. Moreover, both
genres articulate nationalisms that are focused on a specifically early modern concept of
civility. This civility, as I shall go on to show, is always measured in terms of increase,
profit and improvement. Spenser’s text exploits this overlap, but in doing so is also
caught between the opposed nationalisms created by these two types of history. The
traveller’s diagnostic account of the polity and its corrupt constitutional structures
promotes the systematic conquest of Ireland in Spenser’s treatise. This conquest is
authorized by civility. The traveller’s, or outsider’s, relation is supported, but also
interrupted, by an insider’s perspective on the Irish polity afforded by the View’s
antiquarian focus on Irish institutions. It is this insider’s account of the nation that
articulates an ethnic, Irish nationalism, complicating the View’s political picture.

This is not to say that I am arguing for a specificaily pro-Gaelic position on
Spenser’s part in the View. Spenser’s colonial situation was highly conflicted, but his
Irish sympathies were probably strictly limited in the political sense.” The articulation of
an ethnic Irish nationalism in the View may well be inadvertent, a by-product of the

work’s antiquarian interests and Spenser’s experience of cultural contact. What [ am



39

proposing is that the View, as an occasional piece prompted by fear and loathing of the
Irish uprising, is a text caught up in the intersection between two contemporary kinds of
writing on nationalism. The mixed messages thus produced appear to undermine the
View’ s call for a war of annihilation, and to suggest a pro-Gaelic Irish position for
Spenser. These mixed messages may be linked to Spenser’s response to the terrible
impact of colonization on Irish culture--an impact powerfully registered in the bardic
poetry Spenser had read--rather than by any political sympathy for Irish sovereignty, as
such. Any expression of sympathy for an Irish nationalism, as opposed to Irish culture, is
unlikely to be deliberate on Spenser’s part; it is more likely to be a consequence of the
focus on civility that these different forms of writing on history and nationalism share.
Spenser’s traveller and speaker in the View, Irenius, in the course of offering his
outsider’s diagnostic account of the corrupt condition of Ireland’s institutions as
justification for conquest, endorses a specifically carly modern idea of civility that is
always measured in terms of adding value to naturally provided resources. Such civility,
as | will go on to show in detail, is connected to an aggressive political dynamic. This
civility, of course, is often the moral mask that re-invents a political policy of aggression
as a moral, even spiritual, phenomenon. Irenius’ travel relation supports an expansionist,
civic nationalism for England. Antiquarian narratives also evince an emphasis on civility
that authorizes an aggressive political dynamic. The ethnic nationalism articulated by
these narratives, however, tends to be insular and exclusionary. Spenser’s focus on
civility, as conducive to English rule by the sword in Ireland, and his deployment of two
types of history that privilege this value, produces, probably unintentionally, a counter

narrative of ethnic nationalism in the View.



In tracing these mixed messages about nationalism in Spenser’s View and
describing the kinds of writing that produce them, I examine their relationship to the
different versions of agency that | have suggested are imagined and constructed through
the ideas and functions of travel and dwelling. I suggest that the two styles of history
informing the View are symptomatic of Spenser’s experience in Ireland of a radically
different society. This different social structure and cultural cosmos emerge in the Fiew
as founded on ideas of dominium, or authority over property, that are foreign to English
society. Spenser’s experience as a resident alien provided him with a framework of
cultural difference and an apprehension of two versions of political and social agency.
The View fathoms this conflicted experience and cultural debate even as it calls for a war

of annihilation, a war that would make a famine where abundance lies.

The View opens with the issue of waste. “I wonder,” says Eudoxus, that “so
goodlie and Comodious a soyle as yee reporte” be not turned to good use, and “that
salvage nacion” be not brought to “better goverment and Cyvilitye” (43).> Why is the
valuable but cursed realm of Ireland untamed? How comes it that Ireland’s rich sott les
unbroken, and her treasure unearthed? Why does Ireland still lack civic values and the
benefits of English statehood? How is it that this jewel lies in the dust, and a rude,
contending rebel nation thrives, unemasculated? Where is the machinery of state power
that should drive its tentacles deep down into the soil, into the core of the people’s life?

Why no penetration of society by the state, why no colonization? These unspoken
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questions cluster about Eudoxus’ opening remarks in the View, and they all relate to the
issue of dominium, or authority over the disposal of property.

Tenure, or dominium, over property has long been regarded in the west as the
basis for civil society and the rule of law, because ideas of ownership offer a foundation
for agreement with respect to a system of justice. Forms of tenure have also been
regarded as providing a basis for consensus as to how a community may share resources
to its advantage.” Tom Bethell (1998), reiterating these claims in the course of arguing
the case for private rather than communal ownership, sees property and modes of tenure
as the foundation for all cultural domains.'® Eudoxus’ complaint about the waste of
resources in Ireland induces anxiety about England’s tenure of Ireland. His query invites
Irenius to comment on Ireland’s colonial status from a cultural perspective, in which
English ownership of Ireland is tied to utility.

Eudoxus’ opening remarks require Irenius to comment on the status of Ireland as
a possession in relation to a form of tenure that depends on adding value to abundant,
naturally provided resources. Rich black soil is for tilling, like the minds and bodies of a
“salvage nacion” are for shaping and controlling, so that a moral directive for [reland,
tending to the greater good of the commonwealth, may justify English sovereignty
there."’ The kind of tenure Eudoxus appears to advocate here depends on using the soil
and the people for production.

This link between tenure and use, as John H. Elliot (Armitage, 1998) has noted,
also rationalized Spanish and British possessions in the New World.'? *“Indian concepts
of property related not to the land, but to what was on the land at different seasons of the

year,” he says, and adds that British settlers “‘occupied land which in their eyes, but not in
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Indian eyes, was being left shamefully unused” (148). Ireland’s clan-like, or tribal, forms
of social organization, and the nomadic life of the people, depended on insecure systems
of tenure. A communal system of tenure, in which naturally provided goods were held in
common, supported a way of life built around the tending of herds. Limited tenancies, in
which land was held from a landlord for no longer than a year, also encouraged a
nomadic and tumultuous life.

For Ireland to continue thus comes across in Eudoxus’ opening remarks as a
wasteful and potentially harmful misuse of resources. To let such valuable resources
stand idle, not to employ what invites use, is to hoard, and to hoard is to live in fear of
predators, which is to live low, dull and brutish. Indeed, England’s lack of moral purpose
in Ireland, apparent in the shameful abandonment of such rich resources to idleness,
invites invasion. Thus Irenius alludes to “the dailye daunger” of Spanish invasion.

But Ireland is also faeryland, 2 mythic place, where the earth is spared the curse
of work. For Spenser to figure Ireland as faeryland, as most modern commentators on
the Faerie Queene insist is the case, the way of life must have claimed him in some way.
Willy Maley (1997) has said that Ireland had an “an intensely personal effect” on the poet
(89). Perhaps it had filched his heart and mind, like a Siren’s song, or maybe it
beckoned, like the fair country of Phaeacians, as a haven of rest. But Spenser was not
quite the humanist traveller, a Ulysses, reading manners and men on his way back home,
and a return to power.'? Spenser discovered power abroad, and this was how Ireland
claimed him.

Ireland, was, in effect, an alternative court that had smiled on Spenser. Spenser

gained land and position there, as did other able men who flocked to Ireland,
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disappointed in finding patronage at Elizabeth’s court. What Spenser needed to maintain
his position there was a public order, or state power, that was distinct from the whims of
a capricious monarch and the tumults of tribal infighting and uprisings. Without a
military conquest in Ireland, as an immediate defense against Tyrone’s rebellion and as
the quickest way to effect the radical social intervention that constitutes state power,
Ireland was a new home and haven lost to Spenser.

Liah Greenfeld (1992) and Christopher W. Morris (1998) have pointed to the
emergence of a public order in England, or “depersonalized polity”, that was distinct
from the will of the monarch."* There was no comparable public order operative in
Spenser’s Ireland, no systematic intervention by the state that afforded New English
residents there some security from attack by Gaelic overlords, or defense from the caprice
of a dilatory and close-pursed Queen. Imperial conquest would have broken the back of
Gaelic society and cleared the way for an independent public order, or state power, in the
shape of an imposed law, administration and religion, to take hold. Spenser envisages
statehood for Ireland coming at the expense of Gaelic power but also, less explicitly, at
the expense of the monarch’s power.

Irenius’ plan in the View is to stub out the traditional Gaelic way of life. His
strategy for radical social restructuring in Ireland plays to the fault lines of this way of
life. These internal weaknesses include chronic tribal infighting and cattle thieving, as
well as an ever-present danger of starvation from population pressure upon under-
cultivated natural resources. These probiems tend, as Tom Bethell (1998) has pointed
out, to be inherent in societies that lack a secure system of tenure and are over-dependent

on foraging herds or naturally provided materials.'” Irenius would relieve the Irish of
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commonwealth by breaking the Irish polity along its own internal fault-lines.

It is an elegant strategy--too elegant--requiring minimal outlay and promising
large returns that would have appealed to a close-pursed Queen. Irenius presents a
picture of a colonized Ireland as a jewel in the crown that yields money and more. Not
only does a subdued Ireland’s wealth of fighting men defend England from “the dailye
daunger” of Spanish invasion; the colony also becomes a breadbasket for England. It
becomes one of those “magazines of victells” (197) that other countries have for their
security but whose “wante is muche to be Complained of in England™ (197). Once
“plantation” has been effected, and “‘all thinges put into a right waye, 1 doubte not but
they will run on fairelye”(198). The Queen can skim off profits or plow them back in.
Either way, the project will practically run itself. Utilizing standard ploys to entice
investors to risk, Spenser’s vision for statehood in Ireland is pushed in the manner of an
under-costing projector’s scheme. Eudoxus practically calls it so when, making a little
merry with Irenius’ design, he calls it a “plott of greate reasone and small difficultie
which promisethe hope of a short ende” (174).

Spenser’s argument Lere--that statehood and secure, productive ownership of
Ireland ensue rapidly from minimat military and financial outlay--marks him as an under-
costing projector. But he was also a traveller of his age. In crafting a*“View”--a
description of state power commonly composed by English governors, or would-be
governors, abroad--Spenser bore witness to a state system that, when in place, effectively
limited the monarch’s personal sway. In composing this travel relation he also promoted

the expansionist civic nationalism encoded in this genre. Both the promotion of state
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identity and the articulation of an imperial dynamic for English nationalism would have
spoken to the immediate peril of Spenser’s situation in Ireland, and to its chronic
insecurities.

Treatises called “views” or “observations” on named European states offered
descriptions of the features of state systems. They were considered verifiable, and
therefore “objective”, travel relations that conceived of the foreign as a political verity.
The brisk survey of stereotypical wonders and monstrosities that marked the foreign in
earlier forms of travel writing such as wonder books, pilgrimage accounts, arm-chair
journeys like Mandeville's Travels, and romance-inflected accounts such as The Travels
of Marco Polo, was abjured. Eye-witnessed reports on foreign states verified a system of
European statehood. Wonder books and pilgrimage accounts, with their very different
emphases, verified the fact of Christian belief.

The very term--‘view’--denoted a serious, diligent, and penetrating study of
phenomena. In George Pettie’s translation of The Civile Conversation of M. Steeven
Guazzo (1586), viewing is associated with a slow and careful progress. Guazzo chides

his interlocutor in the following manner:

Seeing you are so desirous to rydde your selfe of this matter in
so short time, you doe as those whiche runn poste, who desirous

to go much ground, do not view, but only travers the Countries. (I, 168)'°

The emphasis on direct observation in these accounts of state brought a new realism to

travel relations that mediated and supported a new secular vision of history and



46

geography. Offering easily corroborated information, these travel relations constituted,
as Denver Ewing Baughan has indicated, a form of modern history not offered at the
English universities."” These relations also constituted a branch of descriptive geography
that, along with sixteenth-century cartography, contributed to a new, human and political
geography for Europe and the world.'®

Such travel relations also constituted a discourse of state. In giving an account of
European political, economic and social systems that operated more or less independently
of particular rulers, these treatises justified one state to another in a field of international
relations and, in the process, elaborated state identity.'” Describing the state’s
constitution, its institutions, its agricultural, manufacturing, and mining enterprises, its
towns, markets, fortresses, antiquities, curious artifacts and inventions, and offering
comment on any or all of the above categories, these works ascribed statehood to a public
order that was distinct from the monarch’s individual will. They also ascribed statehood
to a civil society and culture that was always measured in terms of the extent to which
resources were govemned in such a way as to yield a profit. In establishing norms of
conduct and of justice that were conducive to the benefit of individual commonwealths,
and to the commonwealth of an emerging society of nations, they also posited a moral
determination for the state that authorized both sovereignty and impenal expansion.
These travel relations, authored by governors or would-be governors looking to enhance
their knowledge by European experience, signaled the advent of the sovereign state in the
context of an emerging international community that had begun to formalize international
relations between states.”® They represented state systems coexisting in an interactive,

yet competitive, political arena. Generally, these relations articulated an inherently
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expansionist civic nationalism, legitimized by the moral imperative of adding value to
naturally provided resources.

Educated young men, who aspired to some kind of government service, could
show their mettle at home and abroad by crafting reports on the constitution of European
states. Thomas Wilson wrote a description of England called The State of England, Anno
Dom. 1600.2' Sir Thomas Overbury wrote “Observations” (1609) and Robert Dallington
(1604) wrote a “View”, both on the state of France. A generation before, both Roger
Ascham and Sir Thomas Hoby composed similar relations of their travels in Europe.
Indeed, educated men spending time abroad in Europe were expected to report on the
cultural condition of the places they visited.

Thus, these reports not only identified states and justified one state to another,
they also identified the moral character of the author who traveled for the sake of his own
and his commonwcalth’s profit. They were proof of time well spent in travel, judiciously
experiencing the different modes and manners of men.”” They revealed the humanist
credentials of the author by indicating that he had not been idle and open to
contamination by super-subtle foreign women, over-sophisticated manners and fashions,
or suspect religion. They were an indication that the traveller had not been incorporated
by a foreign culture, or that foreign experience or residence had had no intensely personat
effect.

Spenser’s View conforms to the genre of socio-political description that I have
just outlined. Spenser had read The Traveiler of Jerome Turler (1575), one of the earliest
books of precepts for such travel writing, before he passed it on to his friend Gabriel

Harvey, in 1578, on the eve of Harvey’s proposed trip abroad in the service of the Earl of



48

Leicester.”® If the trip had taken place, Harvey himself might well have composed a
“View” or a “Relation” on the state of France, for example, or Germany or some Italian
city-state, like so many other humanist ‘ravellers did in the late sixteenth and early
seventeenth centuries. Spenser’s View opens with Eudoxus, a politically interested
interlocutor, questioning Irenius in the latter’s capacity as a traveller but “latelye come”
from “that Countrie of Ireland’’(43).

Eudoxus commends Irenius on his report. Following Irenius’ summary of the
“inconveniences” of the Common Law in Ireland, Eudoxus says to his informant that he
has “very well handled this point...by youe observed, and it semeth that youe have had a
mindefull regarde unto the thinges that maye Concerne the good of that realme” (75).
Eudoxus goes on to say that, “ if yee Can as well goe thoroughe with the Statute lawes of
that lande I will thinke youe have not loste all your time theare™ (75). Later, after
warning Irenius not to rely too heavily on Irish Chronicles, he is moilified by the
traveller’s judicious balancing of authority by experience: “I see hearebye how profitable
travell and experience of forren nacions is to him that will applie them to good purpose”
(95). So impressed is he by this account that it “makethe me the more to longe to see
some other of your observacions which ye have gathered out of the Countrye” (95).

Spenser’s View, Wilson’s State, and other such works articulated cultivated,
authorial subjectivities. They also ascribed statehood to a particular kind of cultural
domain, wherein responsible and secure ownership is tied to utility. The idea of
statehood is not present, for example, in the title of Sir Thomas Sherley’s travel relation,
Discours of the Turkes (1607-8).2* Sherley’s treatise was one of those that documented

the habits of a race or a people rather than a state. Joannes Boemus’ description of the
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peoples of Africa and Asia, translated as The Fardel of facions (London, 1555), is an
earlier example of the genre. Boemus’ description of the Scythians is, in fact, referred to
by Irenius in the View.

Sherley treats the Turks as the worst of barbarians, and argues, in effect, for “a
generrall warre made by all Christian princes upon the Turke” (8). Lacking civility, that
is, a culture of improving and adding value, the Turks are an ungoverned and
ungovernable ungodly multitude, spoilers, who lack statehood. Lacking statehood,
derived from the Latin stare, to stand, the Turks lack solidity and stability. Sherley
describes them overrunning Europe, “with a greate & disordred violens” (1) in the ninth
century, as if they were some kind of savage flood. In their present occupation of Europe
“they ruine all places where they cum, & the best townes they have are not half of what
they have bynne” (8). With too much land and not eneugh people who care to nurture it,
“the lande, houscs, & trees doc suffer his tirannye as well as the poore people” (8).

Christian Europe, however, is described by Sherley in terms of its fair harbours
and castles, its mining enterprises and crops, its bustling markets and cities. In this part
of Sherley’s treatise the word “state” is encountered in nearly every paragraph. Sherley
ascribes statehood to Christian cultures that improve and add value to the environment’s
resources; statehood is denied the Turks, who simply flow into the spaces they find
leaving them unimproved and the worse for wear. Sherley’s Turks are like Thomas
Lodge’s usurers in this respect. In Lodge’s Alarum against Usurers (1584), the “ungodly
and unhonest”(l, 15) and “corrupt gaines™ of usury are “the capytall emimie of a well
ordered state” (I, 39), and usurers and hoarders are “those that are no wayes profitable for

themselves,” and are thus “not worthy the names of citizens in a state” (1, 41 )5
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Hoarding, usury and barbarian invasions are all forms of profitless activity inimical to an
ideal of civil society and the state. The ideal citizen of the state in Lodge’s Alarum is the
embodiment of human cultivation through willed association and civil conversation with
others, the studious humanist, who uses his time profitably and eschews those activities
that lead to decline and decay.

Thomas Wilson’s relation reveals a similar bias. “[M]y purpose is not to praise
this Country,” says Wilson of his State of England, “but onely to report the benefits of the
Country, which is a speciall matter to the understanding of the state thereof, which is the
end of this Treatise” (10). The commodities, “which this Country aboundeth in and
wherewith it helpeth its neyhbours™ are those that are produced, in the main, by turning
resources to good use. They include: “iron, steele, tynn, iead, copper and all other kind
of mineralls...leather, cloath, salt, butter, cheese, beere, fruits and herbes of all kindes
wholsom and medicinable zaffran” (10).

The fortunate isle of Ireland, though, remains untamed. *“The soile of Ireland is
fertile and fruitfull,” he says, “but badly manured” (11). The Irish “regard not either to
build houses or till theire ground, by which meanes it groweth marrish” (11). Wilson
adds that “there are also mynes of iron, lead, and copper and (as some report) gold and
silver, but little profitt is made of any by reason the people be not industrious to find them
out and work them” (11). In fact, Ireland is so lacking the kind of cultivation England
boasts, so much the curst and shrewish sister, that it is all Wilson can do to extend to it
the same careful, descriptive treatment he affords England. Having listed the divisions of
England he says, “I must goe on in the same method with Ireland as I doe with England,

being a speciall part, yett almost a halfe part, though broken and lame, of the Teretorye
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and dominion which I undertoke to describe” (15).

Wilson’s method in describing Ireland thereafter is self-admittedly desultory. His
disinclination for the task indicates his dismissive view of Ireland as lacking the cultural
conditions for statehood with England. When it comes to the dividing and numbering of
subjects he maintains, “It were too impossible to goe about to observe the methode in this
to tell how many subiects these Kingdomes containe, albeit I could make a reasonable
coniecture” (16). This is not to say that he stoops “to rove at this matter as Botero, a
stranger, hath done who never came within 1000 mile of these Countryes and yett doth
take upon him to sett downe how many soules there be in this Kingdome, as he doth of
many others, by hearesay” (16). Wilson will not lie by authority, as he claims Giovanni
Botcro (1544-1617) did in his Relationi Universali (1591), bui his fastidiousness does not
go any further than that. “In Ireland,” he concludes, “I cannot say what number of
persons there be, but by rcport and uncertayne coniecture unsure” (16).

What Wilson does allow is Ireland’s “great store of beasts and porke, excellent
horses, and hawkes, fish and foule, in great aboundance, some store of sheepe bearing a
corse long wooll, whereof they make their rugges, and a great aboundance of wood” (11).
But these are not seen as benefits conducive to statehood because they are not husbanded
in such a way as to promote increase. Later in the same treatise, speaking of laws that
fall to the monarch’s prerogative, Wilson points to policies elsewhere that benefit the
state, such as “divers streight Lawes for the mayntainance of Tillage throughout the land,
which otherwise would be converted to sheepe pasture” (38). Tillage “increseth men for
defence where as by sheepe pasture a whole country may be kept by 2 or3 shepheards

without more men” (38).2° Increase, or profit, is the yardstick for civil culture and



52
statehood. Similarly “Lawes for the preservacion of fishinge and keeping of 3 dayes in
the weeke in eating fish” entail that by this “sparing of fleshe the sayd 3 daies flesh may
also abound asmuch” (38). By eating fish, stocks of flesh increase, and by tilling the soil
the reserve of potential soldiers grows.

Wilson seems to be suggesting here an association between war, the economy and
the state. An economy devoted to adding value to resources, the efficient production of
collective goods, and unlimited increase, is linked to the production of soldiers and the
emergence of the state’s monopoly of legitimate violence. This potential for war may
extend to hostile designs on the territory of others. War is, in effect, as Christopher
Morris (1998) has suggested, “the great state-building activity” (15). Spenser’s call to
arms in the View is a plea for immediate succor, but it is also a call fcr statehood.

The link between war and the economy is made explicit later in Wilson’s treatise.
As well as laws requiring the eating of fish, there are also restrictions on buying fish from
foreign fishermen. This allows, amongst other things, for the “encrease of fishermen,
which may after, if occasion serve, be imployed in the Queenes ships in time of war”
(40). One thing leads to another, and this profusion of sailors fuels a policy of aggression
by the Prince. Wilson refers to a policy of desiring “to continue in warres with Spayne,
and Enmity with some other Countryes,” because of “haveing so great store of shipping
mariners and force by sea which otherwise would ly idle and decay” (40). “[Bly this in
robbing and takeing purchase by sea they doe greately enrich the Queen, the Admirall
and themselves...and also doe thereby encrease both in skill and in number” (40). “Itis
incredible,” he says, “what treasure hath been brought into England by prize and from the

Indyes with in this 12 or 16 yeares” (40).
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Wilson ascribes statehood to an economy that assumes men exist for production,
not production for men. States, therefore, are invented or achieved; they are not born.

An economy that trusts to the unimproved blessings of the earth for the satisfaction of
basic needs does not appear to offer the cultural conditions for statehood in Wilson’s
tract. Dwelling in copious sufficiency, without making more of it, is not regarded as a
determining strategy for statehood.

Spenser’s “salvage” Irish, dwelling in an undeveloped landscape, at home in the
forests, block Ireland’s assimilation into England’s civic nation state by resisting the
construction of statehood. Without productive ownership, England’s tenure of the colony
is implicitly called into question. Irenius’ reads the failure of statehood in Ireland as a
rejection of civility, civic values and cultural advance through willed association, and
therefore, according to his imperial logic, as evidence of Irish depravity.”” This failure of
civil convcrsation and of statehood, not counting the insecurity of tenure it points to, has
led to a lowliness, a barbarism, that appears to justify strong measures for the good of the
Irish themselves. In order that the Irish may rise from the primitive form of life afforded
by a subsistence culture and progress to the moral life associated with the developed
community of the state, Irenius counsels Elizabeth to stop pouring good money and men
after bad. Since the generous and extravagant policy of accommodation has so pointedly
and repeatedly failed, and the option of ignoring the problem is unacceptable, then some
radical reversal is in order. He is quite explicit on this: *“[S]ithens we Cannot now applie
Lawes fitt to the people as in the firste institucion of Comon wealthes it oughte to be we
will applie the people and fitt them to the laws” (199). By pressing for military

intervention and an absolutist policy as the right system and effective physic for a
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properly thriving society in Ireland, he also appeals to her vanity as a ruler. Paradoxical
as it may seem, the adoption of absolutism and military coercion in Ireland would turn
her from the mistress of unruly, slavish barbarians into a nurturing ruler and a wise
physician, concemed with the good of her subjects.

Eudoxus’ opening remarks, then, establish increase or profit as the yardstick for
civil culture and statehood. These remarks call into question Ireland’s colonial status and
invite Irenius to expatiate on why Ireland’s resources have been left to languish. This is,
of course, a difficult issue for Irenius to address without launching into an account of
English mismanagement that would immediately alienate those whom Spenser sought to
influence. Irenius responds to Eudoxus’ opening sally with a fatalistic conception of
social development. He refers to “the fatall destinie of that Lande” that blocks the many
“good plottes” and “wise Counsells” that have been put forward for the “reformacion of
that rcalmc” (43). He offers up the hoary old idea, older than Tacitus and Seneca who
both espoused it, as old as the story of the flood and the tower of Babel, that
govemnments, commonwealths and peoples have their revolutions and fatal periods.
Typically it was the burden of sin that caused these revolutions. Typically too, those sins
that could not be cured by persuasion were cut back by the power of the sword, with the
result that one regime was founded on the ruins of another.

Eudoxus dismisses this old-fashioned view of the ethical significance of events.
Irenius’ reference to a belief in the inevitability of things suggests a system of unalterable
process in which men cannot arbitrarily interfere. According to Eudoxus, to believe in
the determinism of events thus is to limit, unnecessarily, the remedies at one’s disposal

and to fall into political apathy or desperation. Why kill the “diseased patient dead”
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rather than “Applye the beste endevours of his skill for his recoverye™? (44). Eudoxus
would rather trust to the unsound application of the plots and counsels so far conceived,
than that men could do nothing to break this cycle of events. He is all for the patient
investigation of origins, for finding out how things started and stood before they tured
bad, so that a restitution of decayed cultural health can be effected. Irenius, though, is all
for piling up abuses, for sparking anger, to provoke a war of annihilation. Each impulse
artfully fuels the other, so that Spenser can make the case for radical, military
intervention without appearing to sacrifice too much loyalty to Elizabeth’s habitual
policy of accommodation.

Spenser plays one interlocutor off against the other. Already the lines are drawn
between Eudoxus, who argues the claims of justice, and Irenius, who pursues expediency
and advantage in the name of public security. Irenius’ talk of crisis, of brewing rebellion,
of enemies that could step to England from Irish shores, of a veritable Pandora’s box of
teeming evils, creates a need for expediency, for screwing up one’s courage to the
sticking place, and grasping a radical, new cure-all involving death. He is of that school
of physicians who believe, with Thomas Lodge, a physician in truth, that “the sharper the
medycine the better it cures.”?® Eudoxus, though, would ponder the case, rehearse the
symptoms in orderly fashion, play the wise physician, and note the course of the disease
before commencing the cure. His probing inquiries serve to support Irenius’ drastic
remedy, but they also maintain a semblance of a concern with human rights, or natural
justice, as it was called in early modern terms. Irenius’ talk of public security, and his
emphasis on civil justice--which, as Malcolm Schofied (1999) has noted, pertains to the

question of legality in a particular, given situation and society—eventually override the
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universal issue of natural justice.29 Eudoxus’ concerns, however, enable Spenser to
fashion an authorial ethos more acceptable to the Queen as the dialogue unfolds.

In these early encounters, Irenius and Eudoxus take up rival positions as to the
best way to achieve civil communion and avoid confusion.”® Irenius is for public security
and peace, and Eudoxus is for public equity, or justice. Irenius insists upon a crisis, a
crisis that demands ingenuity, innovation, courage and resolution. Eudoxus looks to the
common law, “ordeyned for the good and safety of all” (45), as the means to restore the
body politic to health. Irenius’ response to this is that “it falleth out in Lawes no
otherwise than it dothe in Phisicke...insteade of good it worketh hurte” (46). Irenius
argues for “the inconveniaunce and unfittnes which I suppose to be in the lawes of the
Lande” (60). Irish Brehon law and the practice of elective inheritance known as tanistry
subvert English title and the effective operation of English common law there. The
uneasy mix leads to civil injustice and loss of advantage to the Queen. Irenius submits
that “theare are more attainted Landes concealed from her maiestie then shee now hathe
possessions in all Irelande” (67). She loses revenue thus, and also loyal subjects who
otherwise, “mighte be assured to her as those landes would yealde Inhabitaunce and
livinge unto” (67).

Irenius goes on to provide yet more examples that point up the defective operation
of English Common law in Ireland. Trial by jury becomes a travesty when the Irish
freeholders who make up that jury “make no more scruple to passe againste the
Inglishman or the Quene though it be to straine their oathes then to drinke milke
unstrained” (66). When it comes to witnesses “the base Irishe people” care little about

perjuring themselves because “theire Lordes maye Compell them to saie anye thinge”
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(68). Nor can receivers of stolen goods be prosecuted, because the thief, who must be
brought to trial before the case against the accessory can proceed, is either hiding out in
the woods, or a dead rebel. Thus “Theves are greatlye encouraged to steale and theire
maynteiners emboldened to receave theare stealthes knowinge how hardely they Cane be
broughte to anye triall of lawe” (70). The crime of treason too has lost its sting. “[When
one of them mindeth to goe into rebellion he will Convaye awaye all his Landes and
Lordeshipps to feffees in truste wheareby,” says Irenius, ‘‘he reserveth to himselfe but a
state for terme of liffe which beinge determined either by the sworde or by the halter
theire Lande streight Cometh to theire heire and the Quene is defrauded” (71).

When Fudoxus suggests that such defective operation of the common law may be
rectified by its yet stricter application, Irenius is dismissive. His point is that the
application of law in general has failed to achieve statehood in Ireland. Having run
through ways in which Common law has failed in Ireland, and the ills that this failure has
led to, Irenius does the same with regard to the Statute laws of that land. He goes on to
show the harm that ensues from statutes that, once upon a time, “weare verye nedefull”
yet now *‘are Cleane antiquated and alltogeather idle” (75). His argument, in both cases,
is that these systems are not working in Ireland now, whatever their efficacy in another
time or place. “[L]lawes oughte to be fashioned unto the manners and Condicion of the
people to whom they are mente,” says Irenius categorically, “and not to be imposed
accordinge to the simple rule of righte for then as I saie insteade of good they maie worke
ill, and perverte iustice to extreame uniustice” (54). These Statute laws have failed to
progress with time and example and the changing nature of the population of Ireland

itself. The Irish are locked into a past that contaminates the present. Before state power
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can take root in Ireland, the weeds that choke it have to be identified and cut out.

Having described how the laws, both common and statute, have failed to thrive,
Irenius goes on to describe how custom, too, has gone to seed. It appears that the Irish
fight like Sherley’s Turks, “breakinge forthe like a sodaine Tempest” (59), rushing down
from the mountains, wasting all in their path, scouring the land of buildings and people.
They fight like the Goths, the Huns, the Vandals and the Scythians too, who, according to
Irenius, storm territory “like a mountaine floudd,” washing away and drowning “what
ever relickes theare weare lefte of the land bred people” (91). They live like they fight,
“pasturinge uppon the mountaine and waste wilde places and removing still to freshe
lande as they have depastured the former” (97). According to an authority on barbarian
peoples, Joannes Boemus, the Irish live like “the Tartarians and the people aboute the
Caspian sea which are naturallie Scithians,” for they all live in and with herds, “drivinge
theire Cattell Continuallye with them and fedinge onely on theire milke and white
meates™ (98). The Irish also dress like Scythians in “‘the wearinge of mantells and long
glibbes which is a thicke Curled bushe of haire hanginge downe over theire eyes” (99).
They mourn like Scythians (105), sacrifice (107), swear (109) and turn werewolf like
Scythians (109). The list of communal practices and routines that bind the Irish nation
continues. Irenius concludes that there are “manie suche Customes I Could recounte unto
youe as of theire olde manner of marryinge of buryinge of dauncinge of singinge of
feastinge of Cursinge,” that by resemblaunce wheareof it might plainelye appeare to
youe that the nacions are the same” (109).

It is not, as both Eudoxus and Irenius consistently point out, that these customs

are intrinsically bad practices. Transhumance, for example, is “very behoofull in this
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Countrye of Irleande wheare theare are greate mountaines and waste desertes full of
grasse that the same shoulde be eaten downe and norishe manye thowsandes of Cattell”
(98). The mantle is both necessary and *“‘Commodious™ for it serves “in steadeof
howsinge beddinge and Cloathinge™ (100). Irenius does not deny the courage shown by
Scythian and Spanish fighting men. Nor does he condemn the practice of poets singing
the praises of worthy men at feasts and gatherings. His point, after allowing that the Irish
ride well, fight bravely and compose verse “sprinkled with some prettie flowers” (127), is
that such customs have failed to move with the times. They have failed to develop
through imitation of superior English models, they have failed to change and adapt with
respect to incoming populations, and thus these antiquated customs have poisoned
attempts at fashioning the developed community associated with statehood. Irish
practices and skills, passed down through generations, have not progressed through
contact with other, more advanced, cultures. These unreformed practices constitute a
canker, a deep running sore in the body politic that has ied to abuses, inconvenience and
the infection of previously sound members. If*“‘such Customes as the Irishe have derived
from the firste olde nacions which inhabited that Lande(113) have proved so resistant to
reform, they must be cut out before healthy statehood can be achieved. When the “gocd
use” of ancient custom “‘is now turned to abuse™ (129), the time has come to purge them
clean away.

In terms of law and custom the Irish have failed to benefit from civil conversation
with the English. Moreover, the “Civill fashions” of the descendants of the Anglo-
Norman settlers known in the 1590°s as the “olde English™ have also failed, and failed

spectacularly, to withstand the cultural risks of contact with the Gaelic Irish. Irenius tells



Eudoxus that “the Chiefest abuses which are now in that realme are growen from the
Englishe,” who “are now much more Lawles and Licentious then the verie wilde Irishe”
(113). These old English are, in truth, those forlom and unfortunate travellers, who have
taken up with foreign habits and customs, gone to seed, and lost themselves to “theire
firste natures” (114). “Soe muche,” says Irenius, “Can libertie and ill example doe”
(114). But more than this they have grown “insolente and bente bothe that regall
Aucthoritye And allsoe theire private powers one against another to the utter subversion
of themselves and strengtheninge of the Irishe againe” (114). Yet worse, having dropped
their English names and their native tongue, they have shown themselves unnatural sons
by taking up arms against “theire owne naturall Contries as that they woulde be ashamed
of her name and bite at the dug from which they sucked liffe” (116). The contamination
of the old English has led to the infection raging with even greater virulence.

Irenius concludes his account of custom in Ireland by acknowledging that many
more abuses of custom exist in private practice, “infinite manye more,” but that what he
has offered thus far “are moste generall and tendinge to the hurte of the Comon wealthe”
(136). This failure of custom to advance, and the harm that comes to the commonwealth
from such autism, constitute the value of Irenius’ on-the-spot observations as a traveller.
Eudoxus already knows a lot about the antiquarian material and method Irenius has
introduced to their discussion. As an antiquarian enthusiast, Eudoxus knows enough to
be able to corroborate or evaluate the value of the etymologies, geneaologies, histories
and practices Irenius has brought to bear on his subject. He does just that on numerous
occasions. Irenius himself acknowledges that “theare be manye greate auctorityes I

assure youe to prove the same” (131). Eudoxus evaluates Irenius’ historical approach,
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but he can say nothing about Irenius’ first-hand observations of law and custom gone bad
in Ireland. This is the news that Irenius brings, as a traveller, to the dialogue.

Irenius uses the cultural memory activated by antiquarian researches to prove his
point. The primal, Scythian nature of Irish society renders it autistic, and inimical to
reform. Irenius’ thrust is to employ antiquarian research to show how law, custom and
religion have failed to achieve more perfect forms in Ireland, despite the example of
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