German state theater productions treating the theme of the refugee
FULVLV ± 
Katherine Romack, “Thomas Jordan’s ‘The Forfeiture’:
A Mercantilist Rewriting of Shakespeare”
This essay considers “The Forfeiture: A Romance,” a ballad
adaptation of Shakespeare’s play by Thomas Jordan published in his
1663 miscellany. Romack’s discussion pays close attention to the
context of the 1650s debate about the readmission of Jews to England.
It is her contention that Jordan’s “manifestly antisemitic” ballad was
responding to the debate on the side of the London merchants who
opposed the proposal because they feared competition from Jewish
WUDGH   5RPDFN WKLQNV WKH EDOODG ZDV FRPSRVHG ³VRPHWLPH
between 1653 and 1656,” right around the 1655 Whitehall
Conference convened by Oliver Cromwell “to consider the future
of Jews in England.” Although the assembly was “skewed by [his]
disproportionate appointment of millenarians and philo-Semites,”
however (she continues), it “failed to endorse Jewish readmission.”
After the 1660 Restoration of Monarchy the question was brought
back early in the reign of Charles II; accordingly Romack thinks
Jordan’s ballad was also addressing his post-Restoration audience at
WKHWLPHRIWKHSXEOLFDWLRQ ± 
Next discussed is Jordan’s background. According to Romack,
he had been a boy actor in the King’s Revels Company; after the
1642 closure of theaters he made a living as a writer, “catering to
a Royalist readership, publishing dramatic entertainments, poetic
miscellanies and issuing mock diurnals, broadside ballads, speeches,
military and political panegyric and other ephemera.” All his diverse
works are characterized by “a passionate hatred of the Roundheads,
a deep respect for the London tradesmen and merchants and love of
the king.” After the Restoration, he specialized in producing civil
pageants and entertainments for London’s mercantile companies
DQGOHDGHUV ± 
As for his ballad, Romack calls it a “strikingly mercantilist
rewriting” of Shakespeare’s play, shot through with the London
merchants’ “antisemitic, anti-admission attitudes.” Jordan made
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successfully woos the heiress, he will move from Venice to her
distant estate; Antonio will no longer see his dearest friend on a daily
basis; and Bassanio’s new wife will likely supplant Antonio as the
most important person in Bassanio’s life. The prospect that he will
have a diminished role in Bassanio’s life and a downgraded place in
%DVVDQLR¶VD൵HFWLRQVKDVPDGHAntonio sad. This is an implication,
not a case of an issue that is open to multiple interpretations of
approximately equal credibility. In this case no other interpretation
is nearly as credible as the inference that Antonio is sad because he
faces the prospect of losing his beloved friend. All relevant clues
point in one and only one direction.
If Shakespeare’s overriding goal had been simply to convey
information to playgoers, he would have used explication rather
than implication in this case by giving Antonio a brief soliloquy at
the end of the opening scene in which he bemoaned the prospect
of losing Bassanio. Shakespeare chose instead to provide playgoers
with clues that they would have to put together to arrive at the valid
inference. One of his major artistic goals was to provoke playgoers
to think, to exercise their capacity for drawing inferences from
evidence. A dramatist does not provoke people into thought if he
does all their thinking for them. A dramatist does not help people
improve their ability to draw inferences if he makes everything
explicit. A dramatist can provide playgoers with opportunities to
practice their inference-drawing skills only by presenting them with
implications. Many other features of Antonio’s complex psychology
are implied rather than being made explicit in soliloquies. The lack
of a soliloquy by this major character contributes to his dramatized
aloofness.
6K\ORFN¶V¿UVWVROLORTX\DQGRQO\ORQJRQHLVJXDUGHGIURPWKH
hearing of Bassanio and Antonio shortly after the arrival of Antonio
in 1.3.
How like a fawning publican he looks!
I hate him for he is a Christian;
But more, for that in low simplicity
He lends out money gratis, and brings down
Odd Patterns of Self-Addressed Speeches
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Shylock’s Use of Repetition in Shakespeare’s
The Merchant of Venice
Robert C. Evans

Repetition has long been noted as an especially prominent feature
of Shylock’s speeches in Shakespeare’s The Merchant of Venice.
This trait, however, has more often been mentioned than explored.
A keyword search of “Shylock and repetition” in the Modern
Language Association International Bibliography turned up no
relevant listings, while a similar search for “The Merchant of Venice
and repetition” turned up only three (Bacquet, Newlin and Wood),
none of which was especially germane to the issues I plan to explore.
6LPLODUNH\ZRUGVHDUFKHVLQRYHU¿IW\ERRNVDERXWWKHSOD\DYDLODEOH
at archive.org turned up just one volume that discussed the topic in
several adjacent pages (see Smith 83–85), and a keyword search
for “repetition” in a recent full-length study of the play’s language
turned up only two uses of the word, neither relevant to Shylock (see
Lanier 148). A perusal of important modern editions of the play was
also unhelpful. And although a few previous discussions have dealt
with repetition in The Merchant to a limited degree (see Danson
±)UHHPDQ±*URVV±3DOPHU5RVHQ±
Sastri passim, and Van Doren 84), no previous essay explores this
matter in as much detail as I hope to devote to it here.
It is hard to read or witness the play without noticing how
often and insistently Shylock repeats himself (see Freeman 154).
His constant use of the word “bond” is just one of the most obvious
examples of this trait, and his famous “Hath not a Jew eyes” speech
is, of course, not only one of the most memorable monologues
Shakespeare ever wrote but is also shot through with repetition.
Why did Shakespeare associate Shylock so often with repetition?
:KDWLPSOLFDWLRQVGRHVWKLVUKHWRULFDOGHYLFHKDYHRQWKHH൵HFWVDQG
H൵HFWLYHQHVVRIKLVVSHHFKHV"7KHVHDUHMXVWWZRRIWKHTXHVWLRQV,
want to explore in the following pages, which will examine many
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Fig. 6. The trial scene as depicted by 1RUPDQ3ULFH ± 
published in 1915. Wikimedia Commons. [Public domain.]

Vivid red and gold are the predominant colors here. The youth on
the extreme left wears a red cap on top of his brown hair. The shirt
underneath his greenish cloak is orange. Portia, next to him, is dressed
in an extremely bright red cloak and hat; the bond she holds right up
to Shylock’s face has a bright red wax medallion dangling from it.
Shylock’s costume is a mixture of alternating red and gold (the latter
color perhaps meant to suggest his association with money). But
he also wears a black cloak with red stripes, perhaps to symbolize
his commitment to evil. The man standing behind him is holding
a light brown money-bag; his cloak is darker brown. His look of
concern, plus the money bag, suggest that he is Bassanio, who has
been trying to convince Shylock to accept payment rather than
LQVLVWLQJRQKLVSRXQGRIÀHVK7KHPDQVWDQGLQJQH[WWRBassanio,
with dark black hair and a red cap, is probably Gratiano, who looks
anything but gracious here. Ironically, his nose and facial expression
resemble those of Shylock, whom he seems to be tormenting. In
a real departure from conventional illustrations of this scene, the
Illustrations of the “Trial Scene”
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on Shylock’s accent and stereotypical Jewish mannerisms, such
as shrugs and facial expressions. She asserted that comedians had
recently begun to refrain from such anti-Semitic portrayals on
television, just as they had refrained from creating African American
caricatures resembling “Amos and Andy.” She enjoyed the BBC
production but wished that Shylock had not been portrayed in what
she considered an anti-Semitic manner.
Lee Winfrey called the PBS version of The Merchant of Venice
an excellent production of “Shakespeare’s most maligned play.”
Winfrey was particularly impressed with the performances of
0LWFKHOODQG-RQHV+HFODLPHGWKDWWKHSURGXFWLRQZDVQRWR൵HQVLYH
or anti-Semitic because the main actor, director, and producer were all
Jewish, so they were careful in their interpretation. Winfrey thought
Shakespeare did a wonderful job in creating Shylock, given that the
playwright probably never met any Jews, who were exiled from
England in 1290. Nonetheless, Winfrey noted, Shakespeare wrote
the poignant and humanizing speech that included the line “‘Hath
not a Jew eyes?’ that preached the cause of tolerance for Jews.”
Winfrey was disappointed that the actors who played Solanio and
Salerio were “allowed to laugh and jeer” while Mitchell delivered
this speech. He argued that this reaction “obscures, wastes, and
XQGHUYDOXHVRQHRIWKH¿QHVWVSHHFKHVLQShakespeare.” He believed,
however, that Mitchell compensated for this lapse in judgment by
performing admirably in the last scene. And he also mentioned that
although Elizabethan audiences probably thought that Shylock’s
adversaries were doing him a favor by forcing him to convert to
Christianity, “[n]obody seeing Mitchell handle this scene could ever
labor under that delusion” given that the actor dramatized Shylock’s
great pain and torment: “His agony is palpable. He’s a broken,
humiliated man.” The reviewer also found Jones “electrically
emotional as Portia.”
Owen McNally of Connecticut’s Hartford Courant believed
that the BBC production manifested the complexity of Shakespeare’s
play, portraying the Jewish moneylender “as a merciless villain”
but also as a victim wronged and treated harshly by anti-Semitic
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