Mrs. Hobart’s Routs:
Town House Hospitality in 1790s London
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abstract Albinia Hobart, later Countess of Buckinghamshire, was principal
among a group of fashionable women hosting faro routs at their London town
houses in the early 1790s. Clare Walcot considers the hospitality provided at
Mrs. Hobart’s residence in St. James’s Square, her country estate in Lincolnshire,
and her suburban villa on Ham Common. At a point when the country estate was
being reasserted as a stabilizing force, her abandonment of customary hospitality
in Lincolnshire was criticized. Her preference for hosting town house faro tables,
which blurred distinctions between public and private gaming, residential and
commercial spaces, hospitality and business, offered a disturbing example of the
debasement of customary duties by the encroachment of the market. keywords:
eighteenth-century notions of hospitality; gaming in London; Isaac Cruikshank;
James Gillray; Thomas Rowlandson

 on august 3, 1792, a letter was published on the front page of the London
daily newspaper the Public Advertiser in response to recent reports of “the intended
establishment of a new club in St. James’s-square.”1 Of principal concern to the author
was how, “in the last ten years almost every second house, within a certain range of the
verge of the Court, has been let for clubs, and tolerated for gambling communities.”
Such establishments were thriving, it was claimed, “as all that is required is a sufficiency
to pay for their ordinary in those gaming seminaries,” and they were run in such a manner as to have “banished the remnant of hospitality.” Furthermore, lines from Juvenal’s
sixth satire, notoriously directed against women, headed this complaint: “Saevior
armis, Luxuria incubuit, victumque ulciscitur orbem.” In Juvenal’s original, these
words precede a catalogue of monstrosities perpetrated by married women, who had
become particularly susceptible to the iniquities of wealth and luxury. This suggests
that the letter of August 1792 refers, perhaps rather pointedly, to gaming establishments hosted by those high-profile married women whose town house faro parties
were advertised daily in the press, including the Public Advertiser, at this time.
1. Public Advertiser, August 3, 1792.
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Although the Gaming Act of 1739 had prohibited faro, this competitive card
game was tolerated to a large degree among the aristocracy and nobility. It had been in
vogue during the 1780s, when it was associated with the circle around Charles James
Fox and their frequenting of Brooks’s club in St. James’s Street.2 Brooks’s was a subscription club, with membership limited to men of the required social standing. A number
of women had subsequently begun to challenge these restrictions in a manner that
unsettled distinctions between public and private gaming, residential and commercial
spaces, hospitality and business. A few months prior to the letter’s appearance in the
Public Advertiser, for instance, the press reported that Mrs. Sturt employed the proprietor of Brooks’s for faro evenings at her town house, just around the corner from the
club, in St. James’s Square:
The profits of a faro table may be guessed at, when the proprietor can
afford to give the croupier or dealer, 25 guineas a night. The Ladies Bank
at Mrs Sturt’s pays Griffiths, the proprietor of Brookes’s, 50 guineas a
week for two nights, for which he employs three other dealers out of it,
who are paid two guineas each nightly. Perhaps this will not be thought
too great a recompence, when the attendance necessary, is from nine in
the evening to six or seven the next morning.3
Mrs. Sturt employed other individuals, such as a Mr. Martindale, to hold faro banks at
her house, as did her rival in St. James’s Square, Mrs. Albinia Hobart.4 This figure was
most likely Henry Martindale, who was subsequently arrested for keeping a faro table
at Mrs. Hobart’s house in 1797, rather than John Martindale, the proprietor of White’s,
another prominent subscription club in St. James’s Street.5
Mrs. Hobart, later Countess of Buckinghamshire, was principal among a group
of fashionable women hosting such events at a point when opposition to gaming was
increasing.6 During 1796 and the following year, the activities of these faro hostesses

2. Charles James Fox was subject to attempts to suppress gaming during the 1780s, including the
campaign to strengthen the laws to prevent the game of E.O. in 1782. See the satirical print Justice
Wrig-ts a Coming, or Secretary E.O. alias Reynard Put to Flight, published by Thomas Colley,
August 19, 1782.
3. Evening Mail, February 6, 1792.
4. According to a report in the Oracle and Public Advertiser on February 13, 1795, “Martindale
holds the Faro Banks at Mrs Sturt’s and the Countess of Buckinghamshire’s, for which he pays nightly
subsidies to these houses of fashionable resort.” Incidentally, the Star reported on December 12, 1791,
that Mrs. Sturt had lost her Hammersmith villa to John Martindale while gaming.
5. In March 1797, magistrates convicted Henry Martindale for keeping a faro table at Mrs. Hobart’s
house in St. James’s Square and fined him £200. The court case was widely reported in the daily newspapers and in the Universal Magazine of Knowledge and Pleasure 100 (March 1797): 233–34.
6. In September 1793, George Hobart assumed the title of Earl of Buckinghamshire, and Mrs. Hobart
became countess. It was assumed that this elevation of rank would bring with it a change of fortune,
and the St. James’s Chronicle announced: “Their income will far exceed that of the late Earl, to whose
estates will now be added the collateral possessions of Mr Hobart, generally supposed to be better than
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rendered them alarming and (eventually) punishable by law, but the response at the
beginning of the decade was distinctly different. This essay explores Mrs. Hobart’s town
house hospitality in St. James’s Square in the early 1790s, when she earnestly pursued the
role of host. Indeed, it is important to consider the Hobarts’ various properties—
town, country, and suburban. Town house hospitality is considered here in relation to
that provided at the family’s country estate, Nocton Hall in Lincolnshire, and at their
suburban villa on Ham Common in Surrey, and the connections and interactions
between them.
Although central to early modern social relations, notions of hospitality changed
considerably over the eighteenth century, as the traditional ethic of benevolence was
replaced by a greater emphasis on market-influenced social relations. Indeed, a vanished golden age of “good old hospitality” was often invoked, associated with the past
and with the countryside. This challenged the dominance of the marketplace by harking back to a mythical past of open generosity.7 For historians, the practice of hospitality has perhaps been regarded as increasingly marginal to commercial society and has
attracted remarkably few recent commentators. Yet it retained a critical currency
throughout the eighteenth century, with the intrusion of the market economy and
anxiety over “modern hospitality,” which eschewed social ties and responsibilities. The
debate over the behavior of this small group of faro hostesses in early 1790s London is a
case in point. Town house hospitality was often compared to that offered in the country house and estate.8 In London, social equals could use hospitality in their rivalry for
social standing. Faro routs became a form of hospitality that was associated at the time
both with women and with the town house, where activity and property were seen to
be embedded in the market economy and linked to notions of luxury, selfishness, and
transience.9
 Nocton Hall
At the Hobarts’ country house and estate in Lincolnshire, hospitality was linked to
mores of social responsibility, transmitted to later generations. In 1766, Nocton Hall
passed to George Hobart, later third Earl of Buckinghamshire, whom Albinia Bertie

those attached to the Earldom. Their joint amount will probably be not less than 16,000l. a year.” Other
reports seemed to reinforce the assumption that this change in fortune would inevitably curtail any
need for the Countess of Buckinghamshire to run a faro bank. On October 30, 1793, the Morning Post
claimed that “Lady Buckinghamshire has dissolved the connection with Pharo and his Host, who were
last Winter the constant and intimate friends of Mrs Hobart. Five thousand pounds, it is said, have
been offered for the good-will of the House.” Although it was suggested that Lady Buckinghamshire
could sell her business, now that she was no longer in financial need of it, the faro routs continued.
7. Felicity Heal, Hospitality in Early Modern England (Oxford, 1990), 403.
8. London town house hospitality could occasionally be compared to that offered in other cities.
On August 3, 1792, the Public Advertiser contrasted it unfavorably to hospitality in Paris before the
Revolution, where, it was claimed, gaming was carried out with propriety and elegance, having a polite
role in modern urban hospitality.
9. Rachel Stewart, The Town House in Georgian London (New Haven, Conn., and London, 2009), 18.
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had married nine years earlier.10 George was the eldest son of John Hobart, first Earl of
Buckinghamshire, and his second wife. He assumed the title upon the death of his halfbrother in 1793, but the Hobart seat of Blickling Hall in Norfolk passed to the second
earl’s daughter. The Nocton estate had principally been in the possession of the Ellys
family, which had removed the greatest part of the old mansion and rebuilt it under
Sir William Ellys, second baronet, around 1680. Hospitality was an essential part of the
new building, and its pheasantry was constructed as a structure from which to provide
food daily to anyone calling at the hall for charitable provision. George Hobart came
into possession of the property as stipulated in the will of the third baronet, Sir Richard
Ellys.11 The Hobarts initially invested in wide-ranging improvements, which included
extensive drainage and enclosure for parts of the estate bordering fenland.12 Hospitality provided during these early years in residence was commented upon occasionally
in the press and discussed favorably by their neighbors. According to Lady Brownlow,
for instance, who had traveled twenty miles from Belton to see a performance of John
Vanbrugh and Colley Cibber’s The Provok’d Husband on December 26, 1775, the play
was “extreamly well performed” by members of the family and was followed by a
“handsome cold collation and then a Ball.”13 The prologue to this performance,
published the following month in the Universal Magazine, proclaimed that the entertainment would produce mirth from the select company assembled in “Nocton’s hospitable hall.”14 However, the foreword also suggested the need to defend the Hobarts
from those commentators who regarded such dramatic display as immodest and
unseemly. Although perhaps a different, and more contentious, version of hospitality
compared to the conventional model of the benevolent open house the Ellys family
had aspired to, such theatrical entertainment for guests was recognized as a form of
hospitality at the time.15
Hospitality had long been central to the imaginative construction as well as the
day-to-day running of country estates, both symbolizing and realizing families’ local
attachments, their superiority and power, their connections with the land and national
political authority, their financial security and dynastic continuity. Hospitality and
housekeeping were important aspects of a house’s function and were represented as

10. At the time he acquired the estate at Nocton, George Hobart was referred to as “of Leadenham,”
Lincolnshire.
11. Richard Ellys’s will of February 23, 1742, The National Archives, PROB 11/716/230.
12. Private and Personal Acts (16 Geo. 3, c.30) enabled George Hobart to enclose lands in Nocton
in 1776. Lord Vere Bertie had invested in draining the fens around his Branston estate in 1762 (2 Geo. 3,
c.32).
13. Quoted in Terence Richard Leach, Lincolnshire Country Houses and Their Families (Lincoln,
U.K., 1991), 196.
14. Universal Magazine of Knowledge and Pleasure 58 (January 1776): 41.
15. Hospitality was defined as “the practice of entertaining strangers,” and entertainment was listed
as conversation, treatment at table, a hospitable reception, amusement, diversion, and dramatic performance; see Samuel Johnson, A Dictionary of the English Language: In Which the Words Are Deduced
from Their Originals, 4th ed., 2 vols. (Dublin, 1775), s.v. “hospitality.”
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such. Indeed, hospitality had been a powerful social and political force in early modern England, promoted by the court of James I as part of a series of measures to curb
the expansion of London and encourage landowners to return to their estates.16 As
endorsed by a range of cultural texts from the period, hospitality linked house, neighbors, tenants, and poor in an exchange that traded in assets less tangible than money,
such as honor, loyalty, and alliance.17 To be successful in the roles of host or guest
required a display of virtue, exemplified through the domestic establishment and
public acknowledgment of the demands of the honor code, and a reaffirmation of hierarchy.18 This process was accompanied by powerful messages about status, reputation,
and generosity. Social relations emphasized a hierarchical view of society in which
wealth was accompanied by obligations, and rank by duties. The acquisition of wealth,
if accompanied by benevolence and the improvement of the nature and condition of
humankind, was legitimate. Acquisition of wealth for its own sake, the pursuit of riches,
led to a selfish, deceiving, corrupt individualism and social disintegration through the
neglect of the poor.
Customary practices were distilled in the country house poetry of the early seventeenth century. In Ben Jonson’s famed inaugural verse of the genre, “To Penshurst,”
the epitome of hospitality is openhandedness to all guests at the Sidneys’ ancestral seat
in Kent, where food, fire, lights, and “livorie” are generously given. The noble, pious,
and dutiful lord and lady inhabit a house that is old and convenient, where they dwell
and fulfill the roles of benevolent landowners, with the country house and its productive estate the nexus of a respectful, deferential, and appreciative rural community.
This model of idealized property relations continued to exert a powerful moral charge
at the close of the eighteenth century. In a deliberate and pointed reference to Jonson’s
verse, Edward Hamley’s “Sonnet XII Written at Penshurst,” published in 1789, decried
“How art thou chang’d!”:
With no proud hospitality resound
The rafter’d roofs of yon deserted hall[.]19
Hamley voiced longstanding concerns about the dereliction of country estates and
highlighted lack of hospitality as a means to criticize the nobility and gentry for their
prevailing disregard of customary duties.
The extent to which certain sections of society were found to neglect this social
virtue also drew the attention of “The Perambulator,” whose regular contributions to

16. Leah Marcus, “Politics and Pastoral: Writing the Court on the Countryside,” in Culture and
Politics in Early Stuart England, ed. Kevin Sharpe and Peter Lake (Stanford, Calif., 1994), 139–60;
Jules Lubbock, The Tyranny of Taste: The Politics of Architecture and Design in Britain, 1550–1960
(New Haven, Conn., and London, 1995), 25–29.
17. Heal, Hospitality, 19–20.
18. Ibid., 33.
19. Edward Hamley, Sonnets (London, 1789), 16.
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the Whitehall Evening Post, beginning on November 6, 1790, aimed to expose and
reform vice and corruption. Like Hamley, the Perambulator blamed the loss of hospitality on the absenteeism of the nobility and gentry from their estates and their favoring of a fashionable London life:
Too many of the nobility and gentry out-living their incomes by residing
the greatest part of the year in the capital, and running into every kind of
dissipation, find their purses so thoroughly drained, that they retire to
the Watering-places, for the remaining months, to lay by, to save. . . .
Living at these fashionable retreats without a household, without a family establishment, and almost without attendants, the ancient mansion
and manor house are deserted; the expenses of neighbouring visits, the
well-spread table for the surrounding tenants, and the remnants of the
plentiful board distributed to the poor, are now but seldom known.20
The Whitehall Evening Post’s moral commentator went on to argue that the situation
was so prevalent that he had frequently heard it said in all quarters, “that the good old
English hospitality no longer subsists in the land!”21 Indeed, many moralists reasserted
that the estate was both a stable and a stabilizing domain of influence during these turbulent years. Concern for the consequences of landowner absenteeism for the economy
and social order was routinely expressed in a range of cultural texts, from reformist
social commentary and satires on fashionable high life to agricultural reportage and
accounts of domestic tourism structured around the vogue for country house visiting.
Three days after the piece on hospitality appeared in the Whitehall Evening Post,
John Byng (later fifth Viscount Torrington) visited the Hobarts’ country estate, Nocton Hall, on one of his tours through England and Wales.22 On July 15, 1791, after a busy
itinerary taking in Lincoln Cathedral, Castle Hill, the new jail, and the market, Byng
visited “Norton House” after dinner:
Up Cannock Hill, and thro’ new enclosures, to Braunston, thence in
3 miles to Norton, where are a good parsonage house, and an old family
seat of the Berties; (Berties enough formerly, and estates in plenty in this
county); Ld V. B. was the last Bertie possessor of this estate, now gone
with his daughter, (so well known) to Mr H[obar]t.—This is a good old

20. Whitehall Evening Post, July 12, 1791. In the same piece, the Perambulator argued that, while the
nobility and the gentry may have neglected hospitality, other sectors of society, including “the country
gentleman living within his income, the merchant, manufacturer, and opulent trader,” had not.
21. Ibid.
22. Nocton Hall is illustrated in Bartholomew Howlett’s A Selection of Views in the County of Lincoln
(London, 1801), unpaginated. Howlett described the park, pleasure grounds, and plantations as superior in style and modernized, with extensive prospects.
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(deserted) hall—with its timber fell’d, and its avenues rooted up; there is
a large painted stair-case, with several good rooms, and a chapel; also a
play house fitted up by Mrs H[obar]t.—Another generation may settle
here, if the house holds out; which none can long do without fires, and
inhabitants.—There is a picture of Miss B[ertie], when young, beautiful,
well shaped, and (seemingly) unaffected: how altered now!!!23
Byng was traveling at the time with a Colonel Bertie, who was eager to see the estates,
grounds, ruins, and monuments belonging to the Bertie family in Lincolnshire. Lord
Vere Bertie, Albinia’s father, was the son of Robert Bertie, first Duke of Ancaster and
Kesteven, who descended from the Earls of Lindsey, highly prominent political and
landowning figures in the county. However, unlike the neighboring Branston estate,
Nocton Hall had not belonged to the Berties, as Byng had assumed. Despite his traveling companion’s vested interest, Byng was undeterred from voicing a catalogue of disparaging remarks as they journeyed through Lincolnshire. Indeed, he found the area
to be an unattractive prospect for many, and went as far as to say that “the gentility have
fled the county.”24 This would seem to be supported by an agricultural survey of the
area at the time, which also records a general prejudice against Lincolnshire, as gentlemen resided elsewhere and sold their estates in the county for a fraction of their real
value.25 In line with this trend, and without regard to future productivity, Byng suggested, the Hobarts had stripped the estate of its profitable timber and abandoned the
residence entirely. Indeed, by the time Byng visited Nocton Hall, Albinia Hobart was
almost exclusively associated with a London life. In his diary entry, the consequences
of her fashionable metropolitan lifestyle were implied in the account given of a portrait
of Mrs. Hobart when “young, beautiful, well shaped, and (seemingly) unaffected,”
hanging on a wall at the country estate. Byng connected the manor house, hospitality,
and a productive estate with a once-virtuous way of life, embodied in the building and
its inhabitants.26 He was clearly alert to the very different image Albinia had acquired
by the early 1790s, notably as she appeared in countless graphic satires of the day, as an
aging, rotund figure of fashion.

23. The Torrington Diaries, Containing the Tours through England and Wales of the Hon. John Byng
between the Years 1781 and 1794, ed. Cyril Bruyn Andrews, 4 vols. (London, 1934–38), 2:400–401.
24. Ibid., 2:371.
25. Thomas Stone, General View of the Agriculture of the County of Lincoln, with observations on the
means of its improvement (London, 1794), 10. Stone’s report was obviously written once war with revolutionary France had begun, by which point the zeal for agricultural improvement had intensified.
26. For other examples of these connections, see Charles Johnson’s The Country Lasses; or, The Custom of the Manor (London, 1791), and Alexander Bicknell’s discussion of Henry Wigstead’s companion
pictures The Married Man and The Batchelor in his Painting Personified; or, the Caricature and Sentimental Pictures, of the Principal Artists of the Present Times, Fancifully Explained, 2 vols. (London, 1790),
1:85–87.
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 St. James’s Square
Debts likely precipitated the mortgaging of the Nocton estate in 1786. Despite wishing
to reside and maintain a presence in the capital, Mrs. Hobart found it difficult to sustain a town house.27 From late 1784 until 1791, her protracted financial difficulties were
discussed extensively in the press. The Public Advertiser reported on November 1, 1784,
“The old attendant of every new play—the Hon. Mrs Hobart—attends no longer—but
‘the times are out of joint’—and we praise oeconomy wherever we find it.” Shortly
afterward, Mrs. Hobart also gave up her box at the Opera House.28 In December, it was
reported that the Hobarts would stay abroad for a period of time.29 While the Hobarts
do not seem to have been on the Continent for a sustained period, it is also evident that
they did not reside in St. James’s Square for five years, from 1786 onward.30 During this
time, they also rented out their villa on Ham Common in Surrey, with reports stating,
“His Royal Highness the Duke of Clarence has taken Mrs Hobart’s house at Richmond
till March 1790, which place will be his Royal Highness’s residence to that time.”31
Throughout these years of financial distress, when Mrs. Hobart did not reside in the
Square, she nevertheless maintained a presence in fashionable London high life,
attending events rather than hosting them.
Once she returned to 33 St. James’s Square in November 1791, at the commencement of the season, she began entertaining there exhaustively and became highly visible very suddenly. Discussing her recent hospitality, one commentator declared that
“she burst forth in a blaze of splendour and profusion on the public.”32 Her routs, or
card parties, were advertised in the press alongside similar entertainment provided by
other women on specific weekdays. Those listed under “arrangements in high life”
included Lady Archer, Mrs. Sturt, and Mrs. Concannon. Such listings were given for
each week in various newspapers, including the Star, the Public Advertiser, and the
Morning Chronicle, from January until June, and they repeatedly linked individuals
with specific properties. Mrs. Hobart and Mrs. Sturt were consistently named as rivals
27. Nocton Hall was mortgaged on January 28, 1786, and the neighboring Branston estate that
Albinia had inherited from her father was sold on June 13, 1787; see K. Norgate and M. H. Footman,
Some Notes for a History of Nocton (Lincoln, U.K., 1900), 23. Reprinted from “Reports and Papers,”
Associated Architectural Societies 24, no. 2 (Lincoln, U.K., 1851–1935).
28. Morning Post and Daily Advertiser, January 6, 1785.
29. The Morning Chronicle and London Advertiser suggested on December 4, 1784, that the
Hobarts would pass their winter on the Continent, while the Public Advertiser, on December 10, 1784,
reported that they would stay abroad for a year or two.
30. The parish rate returns record that the Hobarts were resident in St. James’s Square in 1785, but
they are not listed as residing in the Square again until 1792; City of Westminster Archives Centre, Rate
Books for the Parish of St. James, Piccadilly. The Star, on November 9, 1791, referred to the house in
St. James’s Square as having been lately occupied by Sir John Aubrey. St. James’s Chronicle or the British
Evening Post, on December 20, 1791, reported that Mrs. Hobart had been inhabiting a house in Albemarle Street.
31. London Chronicle, August 29, 1789.
32. Charles Pigott, The Whig Club: or, a Sketch of Modern Patriotism (London, 1794), 189. Pigott
had Jacobin leanings, and this satirical pamphlet making gibes at the aristocracy and gentry was very
popular.
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in St. James’s Square, while others such as Mrs. Concannon were linked to addresses in
various streets nearby.33 Mrs. Hobart was constantly connected with 33 St. James’s
Square in the London-based press and in reports carried in the regional newspapers,
which described the hospitality she provided in the capital. Town houses like hers were
generally associated with individual occupants, in contrast to estates, with their ongoing family or dynastic implications. Unlike country houses, these buildings did not
have the connotations of hereditary land ownership and were therefore frequently susceptible to the fluctuations of financial needs; they could be let out in times of difficulty, as the Hobarts had done. Indeed, 33 St. James’s Square remained in the family
only briefly, as it was sold in April 1805 by Albinia’s son Robert, fourth Earl of Buckinghamshire.34
A suitably presented and located town house was an important prop for a hostess. The Hobarts’ West End residence was a three-story town house, with a four-bay
entrance front facing St. James’s Square. The property had been in the Hobart family
intermittently since John Hobart leased it in 1734.35 During the early 1770s, the house
had been demolished and replaced by a new building designed by Robert Adam, at
which point George and Albinia Hobart moved in. Adam’s design enhanced the
house’s relatively standard form with decorative string courses, iron balconies outside
the first-floor windows, and a small Corinthian doorway.36 On the ground floor, the
hall gave access to a great staircase leading to the principal floor. On the first floor, the
circuit rooms for entertaining comprised two drawing rooms, with an anteroom
between them, and a dressing room, all arranged around the great stair. One drawing
room and the dressing room next to it overlooked St. James’s Square to the front, and
the second drawing room looked out to Charles II Street to the rear. All of these rooms
were grandly decorated, with fine ceilings designed by Adam.37
A good house and good entertainment were necessary in order to cut a proper
figure and gain authority in an environment governed by the judgments and standards
of the circles in which the hostess moved. Any impromptu hospitality, such as a dance
with a small number of couples and a makeshift sideboard collation, may have been
acceptable in the country but would have been too risky for the hostess’s reputation in
town. In contrast to the country house, the town house was surrounded by competitors and rivals. Indeed, rivalry could extend to slurs on a competitor’s hospitality.
33. Mrs. Concannon is listed in the newspapers in 1792 as residing in Arlington or Albemarle
Street, and by the following year, in Grafton Street; in 1798, she was in Berkeley Square, and in 1800, in
Hertford Street.
34. The house sold for £11,000; see Francis Henry Wollaston Sheppard, Survey of London, vols. 29
and 30, St. James Westminster, Part 1 (London, 1960), 206–10. Mrs. Sturt also sold her house in St. James’s
Square, as reported in the press, including True Briton, March 23, 1798.
35. For a general discussion of the London town house, its occupants, location, terms of ownership, and relationship to country estates, see M. H. Port, “West End Palaces: The Aristocratic Town
House in London, 1730–1830,” The London Journal 20, no. 1 (1995): 17–46.
36. Sheppard, Survey of London, 206–10.
37. For reproductions of Adam’s drawings of the elevations, floor plans, ceiling designs, and
chimneypiece designs, found in the Soane Museum, see ibid., plates 186–89.
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Almost immediately upon reoccupying St. James’s Square, Mrs. Hobart was being
defended in the press. On December 27, 1791, the World reported: “The Pantry fabrication against a certain fashionable Lady in St. James’s-Square, is one of the most unfortunate and worst applied allusions that scandal could possibly devise. The
hospitality of Mrs. H is almost proverbial, nor is there any woman in England who
gives better things at her table.” Self-promotion through entertainment was an important function of the town house, and lavish hospitality could counter rumors of financial distress. Albinia could display her status using the material wealth she had secured
by dowry and lineage, and afterward evidenced by a certain standard of living, to the
extent that such value remained within bounds and did not challenge the interests
of men.
The difficulties of affording a town house were widely recognized and, in
Mrs. Hobart’s case, well publicized. A town house was seen by some to be an expensive
liability, not a wise investment but an unproductive drain on finances, with the risk of
overexpenditure in keeping it far exceeding the potential rewards it would likely
bring.38 Albinia Hobart, however, took an optimistic view. She sought a fashionable
London life, looked for ways to afford it, and was eager to engage in its opportunities. In
finding ways of providing funds in order to occupy her West End house, Mrs. Hobart
immediately faced gibes that she was wresting money from her friends through gambling. One such remark came from Anthony Morris Storer, a frequenter of Brooks’s
subscription club, who wrote to the statesman and diplomat William Eden, Lord
Auckland, that faro was all the rage:
Faro goes on as briskly as ever: those who have not fortune enough of
their own to live on have recourse to this profitable game in order to raise
contributions on their friends. The ladies are all embarked in banks,
Mrs Sturtt, Lady Archer, Mrs Hobart, Lady Elizabeth Luttrell, are
avowed bankers; others, I suppose, are secretly concerned.39
Other commentators also drew attention to the use of town houses to host faro routs as
a means to raise money to live on. In his extended endeavor to bring to light the vices of
the fashionable world, the Perambulator turned his attention to gaming.40 He argued
that private houses competed with places of public amusement in attracting the idle
and dissipated: “hence the establishment of Pharo Banks, and card-tables to play for
gold—hence the rivalry for crouded routs, as the larger the assembly the greater the
chance of finding dupes to plunder.” In order to make the most profit, hosts made sure
these routs contained an unselected, mixed company, and activities took place in different rooms simultaneously. In such a situation, the Whitehall Evening Post’s moral
arbiter feared that immodest behavior was also permitted to thrive.
38. Stewart, Town House, 110–11.
39. Anthony Morris Storer to William Eden, February 1, 1791, in The Journal and Correspondence
of William, Lord Auckland, ed. George Hogge, 4 vols. (London, 1861–62), 2:384.
40. Whitehall Evening Post, March 8, 1791.
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One frequent accusation was that hospitality was being used as a deliberate ploy
in a bid to plunder other people’s property.41 In the Universal Magazine of Knowledge
and Pleasure’s January edition for 1791, it was observed:
[T]he number of Faro tables, whose destructive tendency is far more certain and extensive [than subscription-houses], multiply in every quarter
of the town. The art of plundering by this mode, is now reduced to a regular system. Allurements of every kind are hung out to gull the unwary.
Splendid dinners are given to which they are invited; but instead of being
given, the deluded guest, before the conclusion of the evening, pays
dearly for his entertainment.42
This conflict with the material interests of men obviously did not go unchallenged.
Such claims also appeared in newspapers, including the Evening Mail, where it was
argued that “The Ladies Faro Banks have very nigh ruined many of the Subscription
Houses at the West end of the town.”43 Young men not only had free access to the
houses of these ladies every evening, without paying any entrance fees or annual subscriptions, but were also lured in by the mixed company. This, it was suggested, was
deliberately exploited by the hostesses of faro routs. A rout was described as the
“surest vortex for the destruction of youth,” as young men were tempted to stake large
amounts in order to gain the admiration of the assembled women.
 “Modern-Hospitality”: Depictions of the Gaming Table
In 1792, following George III’s latest Proclamation against Vice, pressure mounted to
restrain the increasing number of gaming houses. A report in the press on February 3
stated:
his Majesty, from that parental regard and affection which he has for all
his subjects, in his royal proclamation, discovered great anxiety to discountenance and punish all kinds of vice and immorality, and particularly recommended to all those who were connected with the Magistracy
of the Kingdom, to be vigilant and active to discover, and effectually
prosecute all kinds of vice and immorality, and, particularly, the suppression of all kinds of gaming-houses.
The Times also published Mr. Justice Ashurst’s charge to the grand jury for the county
of Middlesex in response to this royal call for action:

41. Other publications drew attention to the hospitality of West End town houses luring in hapless
victims; see Bon Ton Magazine 1, no. 4 (June 1791): 125–26.
42. Universal Magazine of Knowledge and Pleasure 88 (January 1791): 25–27.
43. Evening Mail, February 10–13, 1792.
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nothing can be more ungenerous, more unfeeling, and more immoral,
than for a number of persons to meet under the semblance of friendly
intercourse, and to use their utmost endeavours to reduce each other, as
well as their families, to beggary and ruin.44
Ashurst sought persuasion rather than punishment. He dwelt on the inhospitable,
unsocial, duplicitous, and unfeeling as means to condemn the gaming house and those
associated with it.45
Links to Mrs. Hobart and other hostesses of gaming routs were quick to follow.
The February 1792 issue of the Bon Ton Magazine published a “Dialogue between
Mrs Roundabout [Hobart] and Mrs S —— [Sturt],” in which the two disgruntled faro
women bemoan the threat to their profits caused by Ashurst’s intended enforcement
of antigaming laws and suppression of gaming establishments.46 Hobart’s routs
also attracted the attention of graphic satirists and their publishers. James Gillray’s
Modern-Hospitality, — or — A Friendly Party in High Life, published on March 31,
1792, depicts a faro table at which Lady Archer is banker; the Prince of Wales is seated
next to her, with the rotund Albinia Hobart and Charles James Fox also positioned
around the table (fig. 1).47 These individuals were familiar figures at the gaming table,
and they appeared in various graphic satires ridiculing the vices of the aristocracy.
Though Modern-Hospitality has much in common with other prints satirizing the
excesses and moral failings of the fashionable world, it was the first to focus on the
highly visible presence of women in the running of faro banks, which had received
increasing press coverage in recent months. Gillray’s graphic satire frames the scene in
which these figures come together in terms of hospitality; it is “a friendly party in
high life,” which presumably alludes to Ashurst’s description of the experienced
gaming host’s ability to provide an environment where those assembled “meet under
the semblance of friendly intercourse.” Like many commentators, Gillray plays on
the comparisons between the domestic interior and the subscription club or gaming
house. In his satire on this new form of hospitality, the visual vocabulary draws on

44. Times, February 3, 1792.
45. Morning Post and Daily Advertiser, January 20, 1792, reported that the queen was attempting to
distance herself from gaming: “Her Majesty on the Birth-day, received the Lady Gamblers with a
degree of coolness that would prevent their future appearance at St. James’s if their feelings were in the
least susceptible, or if they were not hardened by their profession!”
46. Bon Ton Magazine 1, no. 12 (February 1792): 456–59. This commentator and others freely
ranged between the dangers of domestic household economies reliant on gaming and the national
implications brought about by such activities involving prominent statesmen and such figures as the
Prince of Wales. This publication later responded to the theft of Albinia’s faro bank with an illustration
entitled Recent Fracas at Mrs Roundabouts Pharo Bank; see Bon Ton Magazine 2, no. 15 (May 1792):
101–2.
47. Gillray produced a sketch of a faro table with a scene similar to that in Modern-Hospitality, but
in this drawing, both the banker dealing the cards and the croupier gathering stakes and redistributing
the winnings are men (British Museum, 1867,1012.608).
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figure 1. James Gillray, Modern-Hospitality, — or — A Friendly Party in High Life (1792),
hand-colored etching, 25 × 35.5 cm. Department of Prints and Drawings, British Museum.
© Trustees of the British Museum, 1851,0901.590.
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the long-established conventions of representing both domestic card playing and the
public gaming table.48
Isaac Cruikshank’s A Rout, published on January 26, 1790, offers a more conventional satire of card playing in a domestic interior (fig. 2). He depicts the guests at a
crowded, disorganized rout as a large assembly of people in a frieze-like arrangement
across the domestic scene. Each individual is distinct and recognizable, and they are
grouped around the card tables and engaged in a range of other activities, including
conversation, lewd behavior, observing and being observed, and fashionable display.
Cruikshank’s graphic satire draws on the conventions of the conversation piece, at its
height between the 1730s and the 1760s, which portrayed card playing and tea drinking
as essential rituals of genteel hospitality.49 Conversation pieces represented social
encounters with family members and social equals, often in refined drawing rooms,
offering orderly displays of hospitality that reinforced shared customs and values.
Card playing could be rendered decidedly impolite, however, by the introduction of
stakes, and it had been a long-held concern that women who sat at the gaming table
with men could incur an indebtedness that would put their honor at risk. Of course,
female players would have been in direct competition with, and in danger of succeeding against, their male counterparts. In the representation of the mixed-company
gaming table, as with the disorderly rout, lewd behavior is frequently displayed as a
means of identifying the immoral (and corrupting) nature of female participation.
Gillray’s Modern-Hospitality is perhaps more akin to gaming table imagery that
depicts men and is more associated with the gaming house than the domestic interior.
Such imagery developed out of the idea of play as morally commendable among men
of a certain social standing. Gaming was represented as analogous to battle, wherein
male members of the nobility or gentry could pit their wits against worthy opponents.
Play for high stakes could reinforce notions of honor and rank: a win signified the ability to outmaneuver an opponent and secure a victory, whereas a loss enabled the noble
gamester to display a self-controlled indifference, an appearance of disinterest, rather
than absorption in the game, and a lack of concern for the monetary outcome. War,
foreign policy, alliances of nations, and domestic politics were all depicted as battles
played out at the gaming table. Indeed, Thomas Paine had recently argued, albeit critically, in his Rights of Man, “War is the Pharo table of governments, and nations the
48. For further discussion of gaming table imagery, see Clare Walcot, “Figuring Finance: London’s
New Financial World and the Iconography of Speculation, c. 1689–1763” (PhD diss., University of
Warwick, 2003).
49. On the characteristic features of the conversation piece as a genre, see Ellen D’Oench, The Conversation Piece: Arthur Devis and His Contemporaries (New Haven, Conn., 1980), 3. For card playing
and the conversation piece, see David Solkin, Painting for Money: The Visual Arts and the Public Sphere
in Eighteenth-Century England (New Haven, Conn., and London, 1992), 78–105. On the genre’s relationship to hospitality, see Kate Retford, “The Evidence of the Conversation Piece: Thomas Bardwell’s
The Broke and Bowes Families (1740),” Cultural and Social History 7, no. 4 (2010): 493–510 at 497; and
Matthew Craske, “Conversations and Chimneypieces: The Eighteenth-Century English Conversation
Portrait as a Conventionalised Representation of an Act of Hospitality” (unpublished paper). My thanks
to Dr. Craske for allowing me to read this paper.
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figure 2. Isaac Cruikshank, A Rout (1790), etching, 24.5 × 70 cm.
Department of Prints and Drawings, British Museum. © Trustees
of the British Museum, 1868,0808.5908.
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dupes of the game.”50 For elite gaming to retain the semblance of virtue, if that were
even possible at this point, it had to be engaged in for recreation between men alone,
and not to the extent of becoming a business.
In A Kick-Up at a Hazard Table, published in March 1790, Thomas Rowlandson
depicts a decidedly unvirtuous abuse of gaming, taken to excess (fig. 3). The focus is on
the gaming table and male gamesters, with no real sense of setting. Instead, Rowlandson depicts the agitated passions of the players, displayed in the distorted features of
every face and in the disorderly conduct. The scene is one of confusion and violence,
with presented pistols, uplifted chair and poker, and individuals pushed and falling.
All are totally absorbed in the game, with a single-minded acquisitiveness that has rendered them infatuated and enslaved by their desire for gain.51 This same absorption
and sole interest in monetary outcome is represented in Modern-Hospitality. At the
point when this print was published, Albinia Hobart was fifty-four and Lady Archer
was fifty-one years old. Due to their age, their status in fashionable society is suggested
in the line: “O Woman! Woman! everlasting is your power over us, for in youth you
charm away our Hearts, and in your after-years you charm away our Purses.” Gillray
here claims that at the mixed-company gaming table, these faro women need not fear a
risk to their honor, and as such, he has depicted the scene, as with groups of men, to
focus entirely on the desire for money. Nevertheless, the women still transgress, leading men to pecuniary and spiritual ruin.
In Gillray’s depiction of faro, wagers are staked on the turn of a card dealt by the
banker. The stake placed on the card in front of each player is answered in monetary
value by the banker. The turned corner of a card indicates that the player is using the
paroli betting system, wagering what he or she has already won in addition to the stake
on the card.52 As a contemporary gaming manual suggests, “to make a paroli is to play
as deep as you can, to make the most of your game, to pursue fortune vehemently and
with ardour.”53 A loser gives up both the stake on the card and the claim on the bank,
but a winner receives three times the value of the original stake. In Gillray’s print, all
eyes are focused intently on the turn of the card, and the consequent register of their
different emotions is clearly displayed. The difference in appearance, from the grinning Lady Archer to the angry and horrified Albinia, reflects the competitive emotions provoked by such high play. Gillray portrays the moral degeneracy of such
individuals by their lack of civility and fellow feeling. In this image, the outward

50. Thomas Paine, Rights of Man. Part the Second. Combining principle and practice (London,
1792), 17.
51. Such single-minded absorption in the game can be found in the description and interpretation
of Thomas Rowlandson’s A Kick-Up at a Hazard Table in Bicknell, Painting Personified, 1:180–91. However, the conventions of representing the totally absorbed gamester at the gaming table were long
established by this point, exemplified perhaps most forcefully by William Hogarth’s Scene in a Gaming
House, in The Rake’s Progress of 1735.
52. Faro and Rouge et Noir: The Mode of Playing, and Explanation of the Terms Used at Both Games
(London, 1793), 17–18.
53. Ibid., 19.
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figure 3. Thomas Rowlandson, A Kick-Up at a Hazard Table (1790), hand-colored etching and
aquatint, 35.5 × 47.5 cm. Department of Prints and Drawings, British Museum. © Trustees of the
British Museum, 1988,U.11.
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refinement generally displayed by persons of their rank has slipped to reveal their mercenary, rapacious desires.
Albinia’s “modern hospitality” is depicted as being totally at odds with the ideals
of hospitality as allegorically represented (fig. 4). In George Richardson’s recent publication Iconology; or, a Collection of Emblematical Figures, Hospitality was personified
as a fine and beautiful woman, in a graceful attitude, holding a large cornucopia of
food and money, and accompanied by a child and a pilgrim:
She is represented beautiful, in allusion to the comeliness of this virtue;
the circle of gold on her forehead, signifies the value and elevation of the
noble sentiments with which she is animated. The cornucopia alludes to
the possessions of an hospitable person, and the child represents the
guest plentifully supplied by this hospitality. The white drapery and the
red mantle, are the symbolic colours of candour and charity. The pilgrim
is expressive of the laudable practice of entertaining strangers, and
cheerfully contributing to the necessities of others.54
Gillray’s Modern-Hospitality, by contrast, displays a distinct lack of virtuous, charitable, or noble sentiments, played out through familiar satirical markers for depicting
gambling women: grotesque female physical appearance and incontinent sexual
appetites, with young men as naïve prey. His elaborate, self-consciously intricate composition uses gaming table imagery to comment on the commercialization of domestic
gaming by a particular group of women as a distorted form of hospitality offered in certain town houses. It satirically rehearses the well-worn path for reaching the very inversion of rectitude, the “old” ways, by the leadership of women. They become morally
bankrupt and corrupting agents of the innovative opportunities offered by the new
economy and gaming as a means to generate wealth.
 Ham Common
Albinia used other locations to stage alternate and specific versions of her modern
hospitality, and during May 1792, forthcoming entertainments at the villa in Ham were
being advertised in the press.55 She gave a “rural breakfast” each summer at her residence known as “Sans Souci,” after the summer palace of Frederick, King of Prussia. In
typical style, Horace Walpole mocked Mrs. Hobart’s pretensions in drawing this parallel to “her hut on Ham Common, where she has built two large rooms of timber under
a cabbage.”56 In describing the rural breakfasts, Walpole gibed that the pastoral scene

54. George Richardson, Iconology; or, a Collection of Emblematical Figures, 2 vols. (London, 1779),
2:19–20. Another graphic satire depicting hospitality at odds with the ideal is Richard Newton,
The Triumphal Procession of Merry Christmas to Hospitality Hall (1794).
55. See, for instance, Public Advertiser, May 3, 1792.
56. Horace Walpole to Lady Ossory, August 7, 1781, Horace Walpole’s Correspondence, ed. Wilmarth
Sheldon Lewis et al., 48 vols. (New Haven, Conn., and London, 1937–83), 33:285–86.
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figure 4. “Hospitality,” from George Richardson, Iconology; or, a Collection of Emblematical Figures,
2 vols. (London, 1779), plate 224. Huntington Library, 374774.
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was inhabited by nymphs and shepherds “who tend their flocks in Pall Mall and
St. James’s Street.”57 Ham Common was described more generously in a popular guide
as “a village between Petersham and Kingston,” its notable feature being “the villa of
the Hon. Mrs Hobart.”58 This location was bounded to the west by the river Thames
and to the east by Richmond Park, with the land adjacent principally pasture and
meadow. The surrounding scenery was said to be “extremely beautiful.”59 These rural
scenes, the guide explained, were not those of sublime mountains, uncultivated wilds,
or tremendous cataracts promoted by many domestic tour writers of the day, but
rather those characterized by “rural elegance and rural beauty.” Visitors might enjoy
views of magnificent seats and elegant villas, extensive prospects to charm the eye, and
intimate landscapes, inviting the pensive mind to contemplate and admire “an Elysium” cultivated by art.60
One of many newspaper descriptions of Mrs. Hobart’s much-admired, and wellattended, Ham event appeared in the General Evening Post:
the garden was formed to represent a French village, in which tables were
placed under the trees decorated with flowers, at which the company
breakfasted in the centre. On a tub a rustic was placed, who played during the repast on the pipe and tabor.
The lawn was surrounded with trees, and under them a traiteur &
cabaret, a village bake-house, a fruit-shop, and cook-shop, from which
the company refreshed themselves with wines, cakes, fruit, and the most
delicate viands.61
This fashionably contrived re-creation of a French village, bringing the imagery of the
fête galante to life, offered Mrs. Hobart and her guests the opportunity to enact a pastoral performance in elegant rural surroundings.62 Renowned as she was for her theatricality, different residences allowed her to perform in various roles.63 Indeed, when
her husband managed the Opera House in Haymarket for a time, she became well
known for staging amateur theatricals, taking plays that had been performed in commercial theaters and enacting them at her own theater at Nocton Hall. Albinia’s the57. Horace Walpole to Mary Berry, June 14, 1791, in Horace Walpole’s Correspondence, ed. Lewis
et al., 11:290.
58. The Ambulator: or, a Pocket Companion in a Tour Round London, 4th ed. (London, 1792), 105.
59. Daniel Lysons, The Environs of London, 4 vols. (London, 1792), 1:399.
60. Ambulator, preface.
61. General Evening Post, June 21, 1791. For another description of the garden formed to represent a
French village, see St. James’s Chronicle, June 21–23, 1791. In 1792, the proposed re-creation of the French
village had to be forgone and the entertainment confined to the house due to the weather. For a
description, see E. Johnson’s British Gazette and Sunday Monitor, July 1, 1792.
62. To evoke a parallel with the entertainments of the prerevolutionary French court and nobility
was to invite comparison between foreign lifestyles and food and distinctly English models of country
house hospitality, where the emphasis was on custom and social order. Albinia’s “rural breakfasts”
staged the abandonment of these ideals that commentators of the day feared.
63. Aristocratic and gentry families staging dramatic performances at their residences has a long
history; see Julie Sanders, The Cultural Geography of Early Modern Drama 1620–1650 (Cambridge, 2011).
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atrical performances, as with her gaming activities, unsettled distinctions between
public and domestic, commercial and residential. Her much-acclaimed performance
as the licentious, debt-ridden gamester Mrs. Townley from John Vanbrugh and Colley
Cibber’s The Provok’d Husband, given at Nocton Hall, made connections between her
personal aspirations for a fashionable London lifestyle and the staged event.64 Those
present would have derived additional meanings from the performance through their
prior knowledge of the family. While each performance could be tailored toward a
specific site and audience, there was also an interaction between the events at each
residence.
Links between the seemingly innocent, rural entertainment at Ham and Mrs.
Hobart’s town house hospitality in St. James’s Square were alluded to in the Public
Advertiser, where it was suggested: “Here [Ham], of course, everybody will be glad to
go; and those will have the best chance of invitations, who have been punctual at the
routs, during the season.”65 Not only were the same guests invited to the rural breakfast
as to the town house routs, but Martindale held faro banks at both properties. With a
good deal at stake on both sides, competition between faro hostesses, as it extended out
of town, could also be tempered with a degree of cooperation on occasion. As reported
in the press, Mrs. Hobarts’ “are morning, or, at least, daylight entertainments; but Lady
Archer, preferring the emanations from a chandelier to those of the Sun, gives hers in
the evening, at her villa upon Richmond Common. This is the bonne bouche of the season to the visitors of the weekly routs, who are here, as at Mrs Hobart’s, to find their
reward in music, a dance, some agremens, and the opportunity for taking a glorious
revenge of Martindale!”66
Following the summer’s pastoral entertainment, the return of the winter season
enabled the faro women to resume their town house hospitality. On February 4, 1793,
the Morning Chronicle’s “arrangements for the week” reported that Mrs. Hobart’s routs
had increased from two days a week to three: Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. In
the capital, competition among the women for visitors remained fierce, despite their
apparent limited cooperation in the suburbs. One account the following month, topically referencing the fact that war had been declared on England by France in February
1793, likened gaming to battle: “In the Faro campaign of this winter, Mrs. Monolieu has
gained some advantages, as to visitors, over Mrs. Hobart, and both find themselves
assisted by the indisposition of Lady Archer.”67 Huge sums were involved, and in April,
Mrs. Hobart’s faro bank was said to have been broken, with a loss of 2,000 guineas.68
With such profits available, the ladies were inventive in finding new ways to attract visitors to their establishment and away from the competition. In fact, it appears that
Mrs. Hobart was losing out to her rival in this way, as reports suggested that “Mrs Sturt’s
extra night on Friday operated as a drawback on the number of the company at the
64. Leach, Lincolnshire Country Houses, 196.
65. Public Advertiser, May 3, 1792.
66. Ibid.
67. Morning Herald, March 4, 1793.
68. Times, April 29, 1793.
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other great lady’s house in the same Square. Mrs Sturt gave a ball to the young masters
and misses below; while the full grown ladies and gentlemen amused themselves with
Faro above.”69
The ways in which Mrs. Hobart and her coterie occupied and used these various
locations, each with their own playing spaces for gaming and other forms of hospitable
entertainment, were determined by the rhythms of social life, notably its peripatetic
nature. As faro hostesses competed voraciously for business, Albinia Hobart was
repeatedly criticized for corrupting hospitable ideals and their enactment through the
commercialization of domestic gaming and the mercenary treatment of guests in
her house.
 St. James’s and St. Giles’s
Pressure to cajole women of this rank into forgoing their pursuits became more
pointed and direct in response to the swift-paced change of events across the Channel.
By the mid-1790s, the activities of the faro hostesses had attracted the attention of the
chief justice, Lord Kenyon, who—in a warning of May 6, 1796—stated:
If any prosecutions are fairly brought before me, and the parties are justly
convicted, whatever may be their rank or station in the country, though
they should be the first ladies in the land, they shall certainly
exhibit themselves in the pillory.70
Printsellers and the press were quick to seize upon Kenyon’s indictment of these
women, and within days every prominent printseller in London was offering for sale
an image of the faro hostesses in a pillory.71 These graphic satires enacting an imagined
performance of punishment were economical in form and content and focused on
making a direct visual impact.72 Isaac Cruikshank’s Dividing the Spoil, published on
May 20, 1796, the last of the flurry of prints following Kenyon’s statement, was notably
different (fig. 5). Although Cruikshank had produced his own version of the women in
the pillory, published four days previously by Samuel William Fores in competition
with other punishment prints, Dividing the Spoil refers the viewer to the satires of a
few years earlier and the women’s corruption of the hospitable ideal. Cruikshank’s
graphic satire links the hostesses of faro routs, and their provision of town house hospitality in order to make money to live on, with a conventional personification of the

69. Ibid.
70. Times, May 9, 1796.
71. On May 12, Hannah Humphrey published James Gillray’s Exaltation of Faro’s Daughters, and
William Holland published Richard Newton’s Female Gamblers in the Pillory the following day. Isaac
Cruikshank’s Faro’s Daughters, or the Kenyonian Blow up to the Greeks and Cocking the Greeks were
published on May 16 by the other main seller of satirical prints in London, Samuel William Fores.
72. Other punishment prints were produced the following year when Albinia’s faro bank was
stolen and during the court case in March, the most punitive of which was Gillray’s Discipline a la
Kenyon, published on March 25, 1797.
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figure 5. Isaac Cruikshank, Dividing the Spoil (1796), hand-colored etching, 39 × 28 cm. Department
of Prints and Drawings, British Museum. © Trustees of the British Museum, 1851,0901.801.
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inappropriate face of commerce: the harlot. The scene is divided in two, with the top
half depicting St. James’s, wherein the Countess of Buckinghamshire, Lady Archer,
Mrs. Sturt, and Mrs. Concannon sit around a table dividing the profits of a faro bank.
In the bottom half, titled “St. Giles’s,” four harlots appear in a ramshackle room, grouped
around a table spread with the night’s plunder. Dividing the Spoil connects the fashionable interiors of St. James’s with the slums of St. Giles, as their occupants demonstrate a
comparable acquisitiveness. Like earlier commentators, Cruikshank reflects once
more on Lady Buckinghamshire’s “modern hospitality,” on her running of faro routs as
a business from her town house, which offered an alarming example of the debasement of customary duties by the encroachments of the market, and the moral weakness of women.
Kenyon’s statement seemed to implement calls made in the recently published
Treatise on the Police of the Metropolis; by a Magistrate.73 In this influential work,
Patrick Colquhoun aimed to improve the morals of the people by encouraging a more
rigorous implementation of the law. Gaming is illegal, he argued, “and yet to the disgrace of the police of the metropolis, houses are opened under the sanction of high
sounding names.”74 Of these, he pointedly noted, “five are kept in the houses of ladies
of fashion, who are said to receive fifty pounds each rout, besides one-eighth of the
profits.”75 Much was made of Colquhoun’s arguments in the press, and the Times in
particular implemented them in its merciless campaign against the faro hostesses. In
the issue of February 4, 1797, those gaming tables opened under the sanction of highsounding names were condemned not only for being illegal but also for fostering contempt for those female duties that led to domestic happiness and respectability. Such
duties were extensively covered in Thomas Gisborne’s An Enquiry into the Duties of the
Female Sex, published that year. He identified domestic life as “the sphere in which
female exertion is chiefly occupied, and female excellence is best displayed.”76 Instead
of conducting themselves in such a way as to form and improve the manners, disposition, and conduct of men by their proper society and example, he railed, certain women
in high life have imitated men in gaming to excess. They have disregarded privacy and
decorum, hardened their minds through the practice of criminality, and insulted the
laws of the country in their public manifestations of contempt. Indeed, he maintained,
during faro routs, the premises of these ladies of fashion thronged with a promiscuous
assemblage of both plunderers and plundered, venturing to the borders of ruin and
regardless of the consequences.77
After the initial threat of the pillory, legal sanctions against these female members of the nobility were strengthened the following year when their ability to govern
themselves within the confines of their own residences came under increasing sur-

73. Patrick Colquhoun, A Treatise on the Police of the Metropolis; by a Magistrate (London, 1796).
74. Ibid., 151.
75. Ibid., x.
76. Thomas Gisborne, An Enquiry into the Duties of the Female Sex (London, 1797), 2.
77. Ibid., 185–86.
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veillance and was policed by law. Mrs. Hobart, Lady Elizabeth Luttrell, and Mrs. Sturt
were eventually convicted before a magistrate at the public office in Marlborough
Street in March 1797 and fined £50 each for hosting and playing an unlawful game of
faro at Mrs. Hobart’s house in St. James’s Square. From that date onward, Albinia and
33 St. James’s Square were never associated with faro again.
Previous assessments of these faro hostesses often focus on the ways in which
the representations of these women, particularly during 1796 and the following year,
encoded fundamental anxieties about the changing social and political order in the
wake of the French Revolution.78 These accounts tend to collapse the argument and
neglect the distinction between the language of sensibility—used to try to persuade
these women to behave in a moral, generous, sociable, and feeling manner—and the
later punitive response. This essay also highlights the importance of considering the
country estate, town house, and suburban villa in conjunction rather than in isolation.
These different locations were used as a means to enact Albinia Hobart’s hospitality,
whether as a socially responsible and generous act, or as a systematic challenge to the
distinctions between public and private gaming, residential and commercial spaces,
hospitality and business. Indeed, Mrs. Hobart’s country, suburban, and town houses,
their occupation or neglect, their locations and the activities conducted within,
enabled her to implement codes of behavior interpreted distinctly in terms of hospitality. Fundamental to early modern social relations, hospitality continued to have critical currency at this point in the early 1790s, adapted though it was to comment on the
“modern hospitality” displayed so disturbingly by the faro hostesses.
I would like to thank Kate Retford for reading an earlier draft of this essay.
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