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Through close analysis of Renaissance rhetorical

strategies and Tudor political paradigms in the speeches

and. speech acts of maior historical characters in BaIe's

King Johan, Hughes's The Misfortunes of Arthur, Lodge's

The Vrlounds of Civil- Warr MarLowe's Edward II, the a:"lonlrmous

Troublesome Reign, Shakespeare's King John, artd the First

Tetralogy, this study explores human reality and political

reality via the language act. By studying humarrity in con-

flict with politics through style, this study stresses the

radicall-y sociopolitical and mobile nature of the language

act.

Rhetorj-c in sixteenth century English historical- drama

is intertwi-ned with character d.evelopment j-n reLation to

contemporary political paradigms. Recurring maior political

themes are those of strong rulership, stable government, the

political responsibilities of the king, the peers' and the

commons. secondary themes are the need. for monarchs to please

their subjects, and the need for both princes and peers to

confront political reality wíth wisdom'

rhis study concludes that Tudor dramatists were making

the most of the politics of mi-sunderstand.ing by exploiting

the ambiguity inherent in rhetorícal- language, and to a great

extent, in all political la¡guagg. Tudor dramatists sefiously

questioned contemporary political d'octrines by using

oblique and 'politic' rhetoric' By stepping beyond rudor

paradigmsrthesed'ramatistsshed'lightuponthepastinterms

of the present in a fundamentally different way'
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Think now
History has many cunning passages, contrived

corridors
And issues, deceives with whispering ambitions,
Guides us by vanities.

T.S. Eliot: Gerontion

Through cÌose analysis of rhetoric and politics in the

speeches of major historical characters in English history
plays of the late sj-xteenth cenl:ury, this study shows that

the dramatists of that era often wrote of contemporary

poJ-itical theories w:.th great sophistication of thought '
artistry of language, and flexibility of purpose. In this

wây, the sixteenth century Engtish historical dramatists

diverged significa.ntly from the essentially simplistic

"moral history" that is found in some of their Prose

sources. The Renaissance history plays discussed in the

following chapters are explorations of human reality and

political reality via che language acL, and such exploration

is quintessentially diagnostic of the deficiencies and

inherent contradictions in contemporary potitical concepts.

The political and human reality depicted in Hughes's

The Misfortunes of Arthur, Lodge's The Wounds of Civil !'lar,

Marlowe's Edward fI, Bale's King Johan, Shakespeare's King

John, the anonymous The Troublesome Reign of King John, and

Shakespeare's first tetralogy is a reality of suffering that

CHAPTER ONE

Introduction



spares neither kings nor clowns. The primary criterion fcr
ihe sel-ecticn of these plays is the tragic inner suffering
of political figures as they confront both the public and

private values of their times.

personal life and meet with destruction because of their
political beliefs and actiorrs. The tragic core of meaning

evoked by such characterization suggests universal humane

values which transcend Trrdor paradiçms.

Sixteenth century "history" plays which have cone down

to us inc.l-ude both those which develop subjects from English

chronicles and those which use histories of other lands such

as Roman histories. The Misfortunes, the King John p1ays,

and the first tetralogy which are concerned with ancient and

medieval- English history most frequently address

contemporary political issues. However, this study also

selects a Roman history play, Wounds, for its similarity in
tone with the EngJ-ish histories and its focus upon the inner

sufferings of pol.iticians caught in the midst of a civil

war. The morality play King Johan, written much earlier
than the l-ater English histories, is also included in this

study because of its concern with language, character, and

ethos. Although King Johan may not have influenced the

later King John plays, the play itself was a rhetorical

instrument in Bale's "holy" war against English Catholics,

and therefore deserves consideration in this study.

Apparent omissions in this stuCy are Shakespeare's

Richard II and Richard fII. The Machiavellian Richard III

Major figures suffer in

4



is indeed a rhetorical man and a consummate actor, but such

observations have become commonplace in recent scholarship.

The rhetoric of Rrchard II has received extended attention

in James L. Calderwood's Metadrama in Shakesoeare's Henriad

(1-979) and Joseph Porter's The Drama of Speech Acts (1979).

Such scholarship emphasizes the richness of language and

figure in Shakespeare's history plays. On the model of

these studies r vrê can assume that other history plays of

that period also invite cl-ose analysis. The examination of

dramatic speech and characterization is conducted to a great

extent from the point of view of the audience. Therefore,

in a study concerned i"rith the verbal processes in politlcal

speeches, the charisma of Richard II and the sheer evil of

Richard III would temporarily distract the audience frorn

attending to the language act itself.
The theory of the "speech act" has been adapted from

Clemen via Porter to enabl-e this study to focus upon the

political actions and views of leaders in these plays. The

hardships of major historical characters such as Arthur,

Marius, Edward II, King John, Henry Vf, and Richard III are

most clearly observed in the changes in their speech styles.
These shifts in speech styJ.es are expJ-ained by the use of

Rj-chard Lanham's theorv of the homo rhetoricus and the homs

seriosus.

By focussing upon rhetorical strategies and shifting

speech styles, this stuCy shows how sixteenth century

hj-story piays repeatedJ-y explore the gap between



contemporary political theories and their applicability to

real life, asking questions instead of offering any radical
solution.s. the findings of the following chagters support

Herbert Lindenberger's view that history plays constituÈe a

mode of historical thought where open questions are asked,

and no replacement of one system of political thinking by

another is called for. Lindenberger writes: "Historical
drama, insofar as it reflects upon and interprets past

events, can be considered a branch of historical thought,

though one which projec*-s hypotheses and individual theories

about history more than it does fuIly worked out

philosophies" (Lindenberger, 131). This study examines one

aspect of questioning and interpreting the past in that
political beliefs and political situations are often in
conflict ivith the psychological and emotionaL concerns of

human beinEs.

The phrase "beyond Tudor paradigms " in the titl-e of

this thesis descri.bes the spirit of inquiry conveyed by the

fascinating play on political signifiers in the sixteenth

century history plays di scussed in the following chapters.

For example, the sixteenth century Homilies treat civil

rebellion as a prirnal sin, and scholars have usually read

the ¡:olitics of the early history plays of El-izabeth I 's
reign as hom:'-letic reiterat-ions of the doctrine of

obedience. Yet in two 1:lays, widely divergent in sources,

treatment, form, and style, The Misfortunes of Arthur and

The Vtouncl.s of Civil War, both written and produced in the

o



1580's, we find the recurring Tudor subjects of rebellion

and civil war combined with surprising awareness of t,he more

controversial political thought of the sixteenth century to

emphasize the sufferings of those in power.

Thomas Kuhn originally used the term "paradigrn" to

indicate a larger applicability than our usual understanding

of a model or pattern (Kuhn, 23). Ànd it is in this larger

sense that the concept of the paradigm is used in the

following chapters. Modern scholars writing about history

and politics in the Renaissance have adapted Kuhn's term to

signify controlling theories and supporting examples in

history and politics.

(197L), J.G.A. Pocock is very clearly influenced by the

Kuhnian paradignr theory when he writes:
paradigms controlling concepts and theories--

so satisfactorily discharge the intellectual

functions expected o f them that they

authoritatively ind.icate not merely the soLutions

to problems, but the kinds of problems which are

to be conceptualized as requiring solution;(13).

This study uses the definition stated by Arthur B. Ferguson

in Clio Unbound (f979) in v¿hich a paradigm is understood

"to denote a pattern of shared ideas, values, and

assumptions that provides the generally accepted language

for the discussion of a given issue affectS-ng the life of a

society" ( 258) .

Major sixteenth centurv English political paradigms

In Pol j-tics, Lanquage ' and Time



include the,,orthodox" concepts of inherited right, non-

resistance, the relation of the king to the laws of God and

man, the possibility of absolute monarchy, the imaginative

two bodies theory crosely associated with the theories of

monarchy, and the complex and con-Lroversial principles of

Machiavellism. Most of these concepts !'fere interpreted

differently from one political writer to another. According

to J.W. Allen, Elizabethan polit-ical writers deny the not'ion

of absolute authority, and the relation of the Crown to

parlia¡rent and to the laws of the realm was becoming a major

question (267 ). The medieval English aversion to absolute

monarchy made the king subject to fundamental law, a subject

treated at length in sir John Fortescue's De Natura Legis

Naturae (Baumer' 8-15) .

However, the fears of civil war and of foreign invasion

threatened the security of the Tudor state. Hence the

doctrine of non-resistance, a precursor of the theory of

divine right came to enjoy popularity'tll Franklin Baumer

writes:
The New Monarchy -- imptying the absorption of a1l

rivaljurisdictions,secularorecclesiastical,

into the hands of the royal government needed

justsuchadoctrinaljustificationtomakeits

work Permanent' ' So long as threre was danger of

England laps'ing back into a state of feudal

disorder or being destroyed alogether by

continental invad'ers , oÍ of the Royal Supremacy



being repudiated, Englishmen believed that the

king ÌÂtas God' s viceregent cn earth, and that

disobedielìce was a mor'-aI sin' The doctrine of

non-resistance, expanded into the theory of divine

right, lived onr to be sure, into the seventeenth

and even the eighteenth century (90-91-) '

It is in the above sense that sixteenth century English

history plays frequently invoke the god-like position of the

king as an "orthodox" Tudor paradig'm.

The view that Renaissance history pIays, esPecially

those of Shakespeare, are not always conservative in

addressing contemporary political and social issues has

gained favour among Renaissance scholars since the

1970 's .l2l Even though the.rr methods of reading dif fer

widely, most recent scholars agree as to the narro$¡ness of

the didactic interpretations by such earlier influential

scholars as E.M.w. TiJ.lyard, Lily B. Campbell, and lrving

Ribner. To some extent, because of this dissent from

earlier scholars as well as the writings of the new

historicists, the resulting situation in con:emporary

schotarship on the history plays can be summed up in Robert

B. pierce,s statement that the two pitfalls of recent

scholarship are "one of pursuing a hobbyhorse at the expense

of Shakespeare's plays and the other of bogging ciown in the

conflict whether or not the history pJ-ays embody Tudor

orthocioxy" (Pierce, ix). The focus on the fascinating

ccmplexity of politics and rhetoric in the text itseLf helps



this study to avoid the pursuit of a critical hobbyhorse.

The strongest plea to free the history plays from the

didactic readings of earlier scholars comes in Robert

Ornstein's A KÍngdom for a Stage (L972). Even as he

castigates these earlier scholars, Crnstein concedes that

there existed a shared set of ideas in the Elizabethan

coir,munity (10). In the following passage we cJ-ear1y observe

that Ornstein really refers to Renaissance political

paradigms:

The appeal to Elizabethan attitudes is frequent

enough in the literature on the History Plays for

us to wonder why it should be easier to predict.

the responses of shakespeare's audience than to

interpret his artistic intentions from the

thousands of l:-nes which ernbody them. If we grant

that there vras in Shakespeare's England a

cc:nmunity of shared values and belief s, which

scholarship can cautiously describe, we nust grant'

too that a wide range of individual and group

attitudes must have existec in his society, which

knew rTrore than it.s share of political turmoj-I anC

sociaL and economic change (10).

The p;esent stud.y also concurs with ornstein's at;ack

on the earLier irrterpretations of ¡he history plays where he

finds that earl-ier scholars believed the Tudor rulers

initiated a political orthodo:ry that is often labell-ed the

"Tudor myth" of history. Til1yard, Carr,pbell, and Ribner

l_0



maintained that the sixteenth century history plays endorsed

the views of the ruling dynasty. Hence they read the plays

as didactic reiterations of the doctrine of obedience set

forth in the sixteenth century Homilies.

Commenting on the relative unorthodoxy of Shakespeare's

histories, Ornstein writes: "The pity of this scholarly

insistence on the conventionality of the History Plays is

that it threatens to turn living works of theater into

dramatic fossils or repositories of quaint and dusty ideas"

(Ornstein, 6-7). The following chapters examine the "shared

values and beliefs" that Ornstein questioned or ignored,

attempting to work in hi.s spirit, paying attention to the

genuinely significant political paradigms in three lesser

known pre-Shakespearean plays, Misfortunes, Wounds, the

T:ïo'-ibfesolne Raigne, and the slightly better known King

Johan.

Crnstein's most usefuì reading of HaIl is his principal

point of cleparture f rom the earl-ier Tillyard-Campbel1

reading. According to Ornstein, HaIl does not emphasize

God's providential Cesign in history:

Ilal-l 's conviction of the worki-ng of Providence in

history never interferes with his strong common

sense. Even as he can find God's juCgment in the

misfortunes of evil men, he can also condemn the

superstition of those who went cn moralízíng every

ll

turn of fate (Ornstein, 20).

Ornstein points out that like other hj-storians of his



generation HalI "dwells on the hOrrors cf civil wart and, on

the unnaturar_ness of dissension, strife, and factionarism in

England" (17).
,,propagandizefortheTudord.octrineofobedience;henever

postulates the sacredness of royal authorityr nor does he

exclaim against the sin of rebellion" (ornstein, 17)' Just

as the historian HaIl was not a spokesman for Tudor

orthodoxyr the plaln.rrights did r-ot use historical plots to

moralizeconstantlyonGod'sprovidentialdesigninhistory.

In the words of Marie Axton:

Dramafarfromreiterat:.nghomiliesandpolitical

truisms v¡asr in fact, by virtue of its form

andsocialambience,ideallysuitedtoquestion
the validity of any conceptual explanation of

But nowhere in the text does HaIl

peri-od between Gorboduc and King Lear it is

precisely the tension between theory and

enactment, between ideal political behaviour and

the actuality of hurnan life' which compels our

Iasting interest ( 14 ) '

Axton,however,emphasizesthesuccessiontheme.Herstudy
of the Engtish historical drama of the 1590s focusses mainly

on the debate over succession in the time of Elizabeth I as

Axtontriestorecoverthe,,contemporaryengagementofdrama
in the 1590's" (Axton' ix)'

Campbell, Tillyard, and Ribner still provide starting

points for research, despite their too selective and

t2
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moralistic reading of the Tudor history plays. Campbell

views the ptays as "mirrors of Elizabethan policy" stressing

the frequent reading of the past in terms of the present.

Tillyard is sensitive to changes in style and language in

the histories, a feature that more recent scholars seek to

explore more fully. Ribner traces the "developrnent of the

English history play from the late medieval poJ-itical

moralities". Even though he endorses the didactic reading'

he recognizes that in the morality structure which v/as

incorporated into Elizabethan history plays, there were

"elements of syrnbol and altegory by means of which the

matter of history could be identified with contempcrary

political situations and rnade to teach general political

lessons" (Ribner, 37). This study shows that such political

lessons frequently questioned contemporary theories instead

of supporting propaganda in favour of the Tudor myth. By

naming the rhetorical- figures symbol and allegory, Ribner

sugEes*-s in passing that these potitical lessons could be

stuCied through language. The study of language has always

been associated with the writing of history, and during the

Renaissance h:story-writing was viewed as a branch of

rhetoric (Burke, 105). Therefore, the examination of Tudor

paradigms througli style and language in the following

chapters is based upon the traditional associations of

rhetoric with h:story and politics.

The complexity of political Ianguage comes from its

rhetorical nature, and the dramatist who uses political- and

L3



historical themes has an advantage over the historian in the

multiple richness of the rhetorical strategies he can

employ. On the subject of political rhetoric, this study

agrees with Pocock who writes:

It is of the nat-ure of rhetoric and above all of

political rhetoric that the sarne utterance

wiIl simultaneously perform a diversity of

eval-uative statemenis are inextricably combined in

political speech, and because it is intended t'o

reconcile and coordinate different groups pursuing

different values, its inherent ambiguity and its

crlptic content are invariably high (Pocock, 17\.

The ambiguous quality of rhetorical language thus

permits dranatic characters [and their creators] to exte:rd

their meanings beyond the paradigms whose vocabu.Iaries they

are oste:ìsibIy using. By using rhetorical figures when he

wrj-tes politlcaJ- speeches to be delivered b1r iristorical-

characters in a play, the dramatist suggest.s a multivalency

of meaning while he seeningly operates withln the accepted

paradigrr.s of his age. Stephen Greenblatt, however, implies

that such deliberate suggestiveness was unllkely in the

Renaissance whe;r he States: "I¡¡e Are free to lOcate and pay

hornage to the play's doubts only because they no longer

th:eaten us" ( "Tnvisible Bullets", 57). However, other

schol-ars on Renaissance rhetorical modes suggest that

sociopolitical referents coulrl not only be incorporated in+-o

l inguist j-c f unctions .

I.l

Because factual ard



literary works by means of Renaissance writing practices,

but that they could also be recognized by readers of the

time as contributing to ideological debates (Patterson' 140-

141). We may therefore assume that the innovative and

complex treatment of "contemporary" histories and poJ-itical

paradigms in the history plays woul-d have been recognized by

the more erudite members of the audience at times, Lf not

aII the time. And the obliquity of political references was

all the more necessary because the dra¡natists of Renaj-ssance

England lived and worked in an era of censorship.

Renaissance Cramatists were very weil-versed in

rhetoric, but only recently have schol-ars such as Maus,

Parker, and Vickers started to probe the complex and

sometimes deliberate use of rhetorical figures in

Renaissance works.[3] WiIIiam J. Kennedy points out that:

StyJ-e . . . is not just a matter of apt diction,

figures of speech, and elocutionary devices; it

involves the speaker's concePt of himself and the

roles that he is playing¡ âs well- es his control

over the audj.ence. these aspects of style are

implicit in the classical rhetorical concepts of

ethos and E!-ho-g., though usuaJ-l1r they ere not

enunciated in t,he medieval-, Renaissance, Baroque,

and Neoclassical taxonomies of tropes, and figures

pertaining to the study of logos (Kennedy, 190).

Using the definitions in the well-known Renaissance

taxonomy of tropes, Puttenha.m's The Arte of English Poesier

lì



this study analyses the speech styles of major historical

characters. Through examining the rhetorical strategies

used by leaders in significant dramatic situations, we can

evaluate the extent to which received political wisdom is

articulated, tested, and perhaps, none too convincingly

applieci to problems of statecraft in The Misfortunes of

Arthur, The Wounds of Civil War, Edward II, King Johan, The

Troublesome Reigln, K_!49_.Io-hn, and the first tetralogy.
The use of Puttenham is justifiable for two basic

reasons. One, Puttenham's listing and description of tropes

is one of the most detailed of such Renaissance texts that

have come down to us. And two, Puttenham himself supports

the study of character through style:
because this continuall course and manner of

writing or speech sheweth the matter and

disposition of the v¡riiers minCe, more than one or

few words or sentences can shew, therefore there

be that have called stj-Ie, the imaEe of nan

[meni:is character] for man is but his minde, and

as his minde is tempered and qualifiedr so are his

speeches and language at large, and his inward

conceits be the mettall of his minde, and his

manner of utterance the very hrarp and woofe of iris

conceitsr more p1aine., or busie and intricater or

otherwise affected after the rate (Puttenham,

160-161).t41

Puttenham's def initions are use,C in the following

L6
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chapters to show how the use and misuse of tropes by major

historical characters may reflect upon their worth as

potiticians. Lanham's theory of the two aspects of man' the

actor-like homo rhetoricus and the more sincere homo

seriosus is used to define and devel"op analyses of the

sh j-f ts in the speech style I s ] of ma jor historical

characters. The use of Lanham's theory enables us to

examine the political roles of significant historical

characters aS dramatic .roles in which the speakers are alfare

of the differences in public and private styles, and to test

the successful politician,s essential hypothesis that all

politics is theatre. Because of this necessity of role-

ptaying in political life, the homo rhetoricus style is more

politically successful than the homo seriosus style,

although the latter more frequently arouses our sympathy

when used in speeches of suffering. In other words, the

cverall relationship of style and character in the plays

dj-scussed in this study corresponds to ALtrnan's view of

Marlowe's plays "that aII invention is essentially self-

referential" (Altman, 322). t5l
The use of the " speech act" concePt in the following

chapters provides t,he methodolog-y for focussing selectively

on speeches. clemen had initially pointed out that speech

substituted for action in pre-Shakespearean drama when he

wrote ¡

Intherhetoricaldramaandpre-S;rakespearian

dramaistoavery}argeextentrhetoricaldrama



--a}lthesethingsaretranslatedintowords,into
high-sounding speech. The characters in these

plays must' rePresent with their tongues alone

everything that later on is conveyed to the

audienceinthevariousotherways(Clemerr,13).

unfort,unateì-y, clemen viewed the recurring substit'ution of

speech for action as a somewhat primitive technique.

In poli+'ica1 l.if e, ho'.vever, speech substitutes f or

act j-o;r. l,lost political speech is rhetorical , and nost

politi_cal acts are speech acts. Therefore, the following

chapters utilize Porter's theory of the speech act as a

method for studying political speeches, actions' and

characters. At first, "â speech act is an act performed in

speech" (Porter, 6).

philosopher J.L. Austin,s How To Do Thinqs with words

(Ig62) ' Porter derives three principal categories of

dramatic speech acts, illocutionary, locutionary' and

perlocutionary acts from Austin:

Austin also calls them '' i}locutj-onary acts '' ,

since they are performed in speech' in

performing an illocutionary act a person also

performs the act of uttering a sentence'the

sirnpleactofspeechitself.I*ustintermsthis

r8

Heavily inCebted to the British

the "iocutionary act"

perforning both these acts one may be performing

a third, namely, the act of persuasion'

Persuasiorr is an example of what Austj:r calls a

Furthermore' rn



Most of the speech acts analysed in the following chapters

are illocutionary acts or forceful performatives.[5] And

many public utterances by politicians are also

perlocutionary acts. The term "speech act" is used to avoid

repetitions of the terms "locution", "illocution", and

,,perlocution", So that the focus upon Renaissance rhetoric,

politics, and the sufferings of major historical figures is

not blurred in the following chapters.

By studying humanity in confl-ict with politics through

style, this study stresses the radically sociopolitical and

mobile nature of the l-anguage act. Recent research in

rhetorical theory continues to influence studies of the

richness of language and figure in Renaissance Crama. [7]

Helped by the persuasive writings of the new historic-i-sts '
in the late l-980's !üe have clearly recognized the need to

put the text bacl< into history. Edward Pechter agrees:

,,Putting the text back into history (or better, histories:

our histories, its histcries) is cJ-early a valuable project"

(Pechter , 3OZ). Yet, there exists a gaP between studies of

rhetoric and the ne$t consciousness of history in the

scholarship available on the English historical drana of the

late sixteentir century. Tlhe interpretation of siyle in the

following chapters seeks to bridge the gap between new

historicist approaches and studies of language and character

in sixteenth century history plays '

"perlocutionarY act",

(Porter, 6-7).

one done through sPeech

ta



1. Frankl-in Le Van Baumer in The earlv Tudor theory of
kingship (New Haven: Yale Universit.y Press , 19 4O ) : 92
disiinguishes between the l-ater interpretation of divine
riEht and the Tudor theory of non-resistance¡

the doctri ne of non-resistance preached by the
ruling groups in the Tudor state was by no means
identicãl witfr t,he theory of the divine right of
kings advanced by Jantes f I Dr. Cowell, Àrchbishop
Sancroft, and others, in the seventeenth centurlt'
According to Figgis, the divine right of kings
includes four fundamental propositions' (1) that
monarchy is a divj-nely ordained institution, (2)
indefeasible hereditary right' (3) that
sovereignty is invested entirely in the king who
is incapable of legal timitation, and (4) non-
resistance. Às Ailen notes, the Henrician
political writers did not concern themselves with
inquiring into the origins of monarchy' an9
certainly did not propound any idea of
indefeasible hereditary right.

2. The theory of God,s providential design in history
in Renaj-ssance historical- drama v¡as challenged by Henry A.

NOTES

Kelly in Divine Providence in the England of Shakespeåre's
ilistories (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University _ Press,
1970). Kelly proteèted against the Tillyard-Campbell over-
emphåsis of ftre "Î'¡¡dor rny'th". Disagreement with the earlier
reãdings is also presenC in James Winny, The Player King: $
The:ne õf Shakespeãre's Hi-sCories (New York: Barnes & Noble'
1968 ) , I,lichail ltãnheim, The Weak King Dile.mma in
Shakéspearean History Plays (Syracuse: Syracuse University
Pressr- lll+¡, David niggs, Shakespeare's Heroical Historiesl
Itenrlr Vt and its l,iteiary tradition (Cambridge: _I{arvard
úãivèrsity press, L97L), Mootly Prior, The Drama of Power:
Studies in Shakespeare's History Plays (Evanst'on:
NorthwesÈern Úniversity eress, L973\, John Wilders, The LosÈ
Garden: A View of Shãkespeare's Engl.i-sh and Roman History

cmillan, L978), Kristian Smidt,
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Unãõ-nformities in Shakespeare's Plavs (London: l"lacmillan'
L982), C.G. Thaye:, Shakespearean Politics; Governmenc ano
¡¡isgóverrunent iã tne C.ieaù Hi stories- (At,hens , Ohio: Ohio
University Þress , L983), and PauI N. Siegel, thêkegpeare's
nnglish ånd noman tti'story plays t A ltarxist Agploach

, Tãaneck: Fairleigh Dickinson
Uni-versity Press, 1986) .

3. Katherine Eisaman Maus, "Taking Tropes seriousiy:



Language and Viol-ence in Shakespeare's Rape of Lucrece",
Shakespeare Ouarterllr 37, No 1 (Spring 1986): 66-82. See
also Patricia Parker,
'dilation' and 'del-aÈion' in Othello" in Patricia Parker and
Geoffrey Hartman eds. ShakesBeare and the Ouestion of Theory
(New York: Methuen, 1985): 54-74; and Nancy Vickers¡ "'The
blazon of sweet beauty's best': Shakespeare's Lucrece" in
Shakespeare and the Ouestion of Theory: 95-115.

4 . The rr f rr has been modernized to " s " , and the rrn rr to
rrvrr in this quotat.ion.

5. A somewhat similar idea is briefly mentioned, but
not developed in Michael- J. Chepiga, Politics and the Uses
of Lanquage in Shakespeare's English }iistory Pl-ays
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York Universlty,
October 1975).
In his conclusion Chepiga states:

Many, like George Orwell, would see a causal
relationship between shabby politics and debased
language. Hor¡rever en+-icing this view may seem
and whatever incidental insights it may afford' it
is more appeaJ-ing than accurate Politics and
language are related, but not in a direct caì.¡.se
and effect manner. Rather they are two different
but similarly functioning manifestations of the
same symptoms or qualities in man. What gives
one's language and poJ-itics their characteristic
quality is one's objective regard for the truth or
one's sub,jective regard for one's interests (22L-
222) .

6. Joseph À. P<¡rter in The Drama of Speech Acts:
Shakespeare's Lancastrian Tetralogy (Berkeley: University
of California Press, I979) states:

He [Austin] begins by analyzing utterances of the
f orm " f hereby christen (deny, accuse, etc .,) " . . .
caì-ling these utterances "performatives". Àustin
notices two further things about performatives.
First they are acts done in speech. Second,
in a performative the act is done explicitly: ...
the acts which are done explicitly in
performatives nray also be done nonexplicitly.
Christenitg, for instance, might be dcne with
sentence "This ship is now the Queen Mary. "
What is constant, whether or not it is made
explicit, is the force of the utterance Austin
calIs such acts "speech acts" (Pcrter, 6-7).

"Shakespeare and rhetoric:

2L

7. Influential recent studies of language in
Shakespeare's histories include Joel B. Altman's The Tticior
Plalr of Mind: Rhetorical Inguirll and the Development of
El-izabethan Drama (Berkeley: University cf California



press , 19 7I ) whe::e he probes the connect j-on between
sixteenth century non-Sliakespearean drama and formal
rhetoric seekinE iot to "prové the importance of this
influence, but rather to consider its deepest resonances
in the m:-nds which were fashioned by it, and to come to some
better understanding of what this meant for the Cramatic
Iiterature that such minds produced" (3). Alvin B' Kernarr'S
e:hical and my-uhic reading in "î'he Henriad¡ Shakespeare's
Ma jor liistorli plays,' , William Shakes-oga'e l{isçgries and
poéms ¡ UoAerñ CriË.ical Views ed. Harold Bloo¡n (New York:
chelsea ttouse, rsee¡ st-uaies image, symbol' and _metaphor.
Joan Webber in "Thé Rer-ewal of the Kirrg's Symbolic Role:
f.om Richarct II to Henry V", Texas Studies in Literature and
i;g"ag.e 4 ( t9S:¡ : Sf 0-S3g Tinds The Henriad to . be "an
ãn"Ïyslã of Èfte nâtrrte of kingsh.ip. ..tq royaÌ rhetoric which
Cireêtly concerns the relatíonsñ:p- b-etween 1anguage .3*d
iãality; (530). James L. Cal.dei:woõd disagrees ¡¡ith webber
in Uetädràa írr Shul.""n".r.'" Hor.ti^it' Ri.h.td f I .ttd H"ttto'
y (Berkeleyr Un:r'erTñy of C":-ifornia Press, L979) where he

states s

Instead of regarciing language as a neans toward
political endê, t úould- find Shakespe_are solving
probierns of language by - means of politics '
Polit:-cal af f airs ,- in other words , become
metaPhors for art (4).
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Civil rebellion and leadership in The Misfortunes

of Arthur and The Wounds of Civil War

The Misfortunes of Arthur anC The Wounds of Civil War,

two plays widely divergent in sources, treatment, form, and

s'l.yle, focus on the private and public dilemmas faced by

those in porárer, ÀIthough conf orming to the accepted Tudor

moral pattern in terms of overall structure, both plays

examine the world of sixteenth century realpolitik'

frequently indicating the Iimitations of the moral

interpret.ation of hi st.ory and ideal political behaviour when

applied to the reality of human life and private emotj-ons.

The principal characters in Misfortunes arrd Wounds are not

marionettes who walk on stage reciting lines that endorse

Tudor political orthodoxy. They are recognizable types of

public personalities who command our sympathy and interest.

Mark Anthony's rhetorical question, "What, then' are men

that 'gainst themselves do rrar? " il-t Thomas Lodge's The

Wounds of Civil War tI.i. 2651 emphasizes the self-division

ever present in the leaders of opposinE factions in times of

civil discord. The inner confl-icts experienced by the

principal characters are of lasting interest to lISr and

clearly ill-ustrate the difficulties of choice and political

responsibility.

CH.APTER TT{O
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depicts with realism the personal and practical
thomas Hughes's The Misfortunes of Arthut [ 1s87 ]

problems



facing the sixteenth century monarch. Despite the uneven

quality of its poetry, Mis-fortunes presents its antagonist

Mordred and protagonist Arthur, both as seriously invoived

in political thought and action, and as terribly confused.

The political situations in Misfortunes contain general

lessons in statecraft that have very limited topical

significance. In terms of its stage history, Misfortunes

$ras presented before El"izabeth I in February 1588 by the

Iawyers of Gray's Inn. David Bevington in Tudor Drama and

Pol-itics attempts to find topical meanj-ng and states:

When the gentlemen of Gray's fnn wrote The

Ivlisf ortunes of Arthur and presented it bef ore

Elizabeth in February of 1588, they accordingly

exercised a restraint missing from the earlier

Gorboduc. Experience had taught these lawyers the

wj-sdom of speaking in distant parables about the

true prince anci the tyrant, in the vein of

Horestes, with no open reference to Parliament or

succession. The parable of Arthur and Mordred is

a mirror for princes, of course, but does not

spell out its contenìporary application. Only in

their handling of sources do Thomas Hughes a:ld his

feIlow au+-hors reveal topical intent, and even

here any alLusions to Mary and Scotland are most

oblique (153).

Bevington also compares Misfortunes to Pickering's Horestes

only to find that tile parallels in the two plots are of no
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real significance ( 155 ) .

similarities with Horestes and with Elizabeth I's problems

with Mary, Queen of Scots are helpful insofar as they

encourage us to focus more upon questions of ideal political

behaviour instead of topical issues. Misfortunes is a

discussion of the genuine human problems of sovereignty in

which two kings, Arthur and Mordred, are clearly contrasted

with one another in an effort to determine what ideal

political behaviour should be. The play eventually develops

Arthur as the rightful monarch and a devout prince and

Mordred as a usurper and a tyrant. Misfortunes is a

"history pIay" in the sense that Arthur was "the great

ancestor of mythoì-ogical Tudor genealogly" IBevington, 154].

Spenser's The Faerie Oueene [Book III, Canto iii] emphasizes

the Arthurian descent of the reigning house of Tudor. A

medieval work cf "history", Geoffrey of Monmouth's Historia

Fegum Britanniae, is the pri:rcipal source of ïfisfortunes.

Marie Axton points out that for Elizabet,han writers:

History, 'faerie' and Ìegal precedent were united

in the figure of King Arthur. Elizabethan lawyers

d-id not argue about Arthur's existence,

Bevington's dismissal of

25

Arthur's historicity in the early years of the

Tudor reign but only under the Stuarts \'sere his

arguments systematically vindicated (75) .

Axton adds: "Bacon affirmed Arthur's legal importance

when he wrote dumbshows for @

Polydore VergiJ- had questioned

Arthur, a



Gray's Inn play which ancicipates the conflict of loyalties

in Elizabeth's Catholic subjects posed by Philip's Catholic

'crusade'" (75). The chronicle sources have been altered by

the lawyers who wrote Misf ortunes to s*.ress the legal

significance of MorCred's rebellion and Gawain's loyalty

(Axton, 78). Ynlhile Axton's argument is relevant to the

purpose of her book, it is too limi-ued when the whole play

is taken into account, because the play develops the

personal and practical diffj-culties of sixteenth century

monarchy as its chief thematic concern. As in other plays

af the time, the crown becomes a symbol of private suffering

for kings, and of public sufferi:rg for the people:

Who sawe the grief engraven in a Crowne,

Or knew the bad and bane whereto it's bound:

'rlould never sticke to throwe and fling it downet

Nor once vouchsafe to heave it from the ground,

Such is the sweete of this ambitious powre'

No sooner had, then turnde eftsoones to sowre:

Atchiev'd with envier exerc:sde wiÈh hate,

Garded with feare' supported with debate.

O restlesse race of high aspy;:ing heaC,

O worthlesse rule both pittyed and invied:

How many Mill;o:ls to t'heir losse you l-ead:

[]¡lisf ortunes, II. iv . L7 -27 , Chorus I .

This concern with the people, their poli+-ical power, and

their suffering in times of war is constantly enphasized in

Misfortur.es.

26



The authorIs] of Misfortunes modified Geoffrey by

introducing the character of Mordred from Malory',s Morte

d,Arthur. This alteration makes Mordred, the antagonist' a

usurper and a tyrant, the natural son and successor of

Arthur who is a good and pious king. It apPears almost as

if the evil personified in Mordred is Present inside Arthur

himself, and certainly within the royal family' These evil

conflicts within the royal house are to be reflected

macrocosmically in the civil war and destructi-on that takes

pJ-ace in the state. From this perspective, Arthur is

battling the evil that he hirnself has created, and is

contending with the irnmoral forces in his own nature

personified by his incestuous progeny.[1] The creation of

Mord.red was an unnatural and immoral act on the king's part,

and the king is ultimately destroyed by his incestuously

begotten heir.

From the beginning the play depicts sin and treachery

in the royal famity. l"fisfortunes opens with the effective

use of a senecan stage convention, the ghost of Gorlois

reciting the past of the house of Arthur and craving

revenge.Thefirstlivingcharactertocomeonstage,
Arthur's negtected and adufterous wife, Guenevora' then

discusses her grievances against her husband. Àfter the

r.anner of clytemnestra in the Agtamemnon-, she contempl-ates

the murder of her husband, but the parallel goes no further,

for she is dissuaced by Fronia. one of the principal

argumenis offered by Fronia against killing Arthur is that
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Guenevora's husband is also her mo¡rarch:

Fron. To kill your spouse ? Guen. A stranger

and a foe:

Fron. Your liedge and king ? Guen. IÍe h¡ants

both Realme and Crowne

I r. ii . 78-79].

AsiCe from the fact that \^re instantly become a$¡are of

Àrthur's difficult predicament in which he has been deprived

of crown, kingdom, and wife by the usurper Mo::dredr wê are

also alerted to the Tudor concept of sovereignty in which

the king was first and foremost a public personage before he

was a private individual. The special status of kings is
mentioned in I. iv. when Mordred evaluates their mutual guilt
in their adulterous relationship in the light of Arthur's
impending return. Guenevora points out that a king is not

subject to the rules that other men must regard:

Why dost thou stiLl steere up my flames delayCe ?

His strayes anC errors must not move my mind.

A law for private men bindes not the King.

What, that I ought not to condemn my liedge.

Nor can, thus guiltie to mine own offence ?

II.iv.37-40J.
The rhetorical figure "flames deJ-ayde" is an instance of

Puttenham's metonimia_ or the misnamer (191). In Guenevora's

"stiIl steere up my flames deiayde" we clearly observe how

tropes can become speech acts when t,he queen states that

Mordred's words may easily incite her to deeds of passion.

¿ö



The speech act implicit in the queen's figure "flanes

delayde" pinpoints the source of evil to Mordred who appears

unrepentant v¡hile the queen admits her guilt tl. 401.

Mordred then prepares to wage war upon Àrthur's return

II.iv. 72J. The experienced statesman Conan attempts to
provide Mordred with good counsel. The debate between Conan

and Mordred provides the most exciting "speech action" in
this play ful-1 of long, wordy monologues. The principal
political questions in the state are discussed in this
debate. [2] Conan points out that usurpers and tyrants are

al-wa1zs insecure in their povrer, and he voices sound worLdly

wisdom in that "Mischiefe is sornetimes safe" when he states:

Even then you feare

The worst. Feares fo1low hopesr ôs fumes doe

flames.

Mischiefe is sometimes safe: but ne'er secures

The wrongful Scepter's held with trembJing hand

lr.i. 91-e41.

We also read the character of Mordred as a thinly disguised

proso-copoeia f or 'Mischief e' ( Puttenham, 216) . There is,
however, Íto hint tha'b the hand of God will smite the one whc

holds the "wrongfull Scepter" as might be expected according

to the orthodox Tudor position on the providential iesign of

history. Mordrecl responds with a practical view of

political power, one that has been echoed over and over

again b1r totalitariatr pol-iticians in history:
Whose rule wants right, his safety's in his Sword

2A



For Sword and Scepter comes to Kings at once.

I I. iv. 91-94 ] .

Even in a play written and performed before the queen

in an era of political censorship, Mordred is granted a fair
chance to air his troublesome views. Mordred in M.isfortunes

is not incorrect in his evaluation of the reality of

absolutism in that because of their military strength many

rulers have survived bJ-atantly immoral/un1awfu1 actions.

The successes of Penclragon and Arthur who also corrmitted

immoral acts are instances of this amoral judgment of

history, even though t.he choric commentary atter.pts to

reassert the moral view:

Who so\^res in sinne r in sinne shall reaPe his

pai;re:

The Doome is sworne: Death guerdon's Ceach

againe.

3o

In Brytain warres and disccrd will not stent:

TiII Uther's line and offspring quite be spent.

lI.v. LL-L?, 23-24).

Mordred provides valid arguments on political dissent

from the orthodox position throughout I.iv. eve:I though

Conan supplies t.he noral viewpoint on sovereign powers "?he

Kingliest point is to affect but right" [V. iv. 97].

Mordred's reply could almost be a commentary on Arthur's

l-ater dilem:ila, his reluctance t.o bring his guilty son to

justice by waging wars



Weak is the Scepters hold, that seekes but right,
îhe care whereof hath danger,d many Crownes.

Às much as water d:_ffereth from the fire,
So much man's profit iarres from what is just

The Sword must seldom cease3 a sovereign hand

Is scantly safe, but whiles it smites. Let him

Usurpe no Crown, that likes a guiltless life:
Aspiring power anrl fustice sield agree.

He alwaies feares, t.hat shames to of fer wrong.

II.iv. 98-108].
Mordred is using the rhetorical figure puttenhan terns

antitheton or the quarreller (2Lg), and his speech style
suits his role of a troublesome and immature politician.
Arthough Mordred's speech is somewhat in "the tyrant,s ver_n,'

it is not without poJ_itical truth.
encapsulates what has been the reality of Arthur's career as

a monarch. Arthur has repeatedly had to wage war in +-he

interests of his own safety anci that of Britain.
rn fact at the centre of Misfortunes is the Tudor

ccncern with war against ext.ernar enemies and civiL war.

The prot,agonist Arthur has spent nine years abroad fighting

3L

against Rome. [3]
martial proi^/ess in his victories, the pf ay points to the
sensel-ess suffering and bloodshed caused by war:

Nuntius. The foes inforc't withstand: but much

dismaide

Mord:ced's speech

Ànd even while celebrating Arthur's



They senselesse fight, whiles millions
l-ose their Iives.

At length Tiberius, pierst with point of

speare,

Doth bleeding faII, engoard with deadly

wound.

Hereat the rest recoile, and headlong

flie,
Each man to save himselfe. The battaile

quailes

And Brytaines winne unto their most

renowne

lrr.i. 4L-47).
Arthur's war against Mordred to regain his crown similarly
results in pain and suffering for his people:

Nuntius Eut ret this part of Arthurs proh¡esse

lurke,
Nor let it e'er appeare by my report,
What monstrous mischiefes reve in civiil

fÀ/afleS.

32

What best deserveth mention here is
this:

That Mordred vanquisht trusted to his

flight,
That Arthur ech where victor is returnd.

Irr.i.67-74].



Even though Arthur wj-ns the first round of conbat,

Mordred will not give up his usurped crown easily:
Then thinke not Arthur that the Crowne is wonne:

Thy first successe may rue our next assault.

lrr.ii. 6-71.

There follows a lengthy debate between Mordred and Conan on

the nature of kingship where they discuss points of

statecraft more compÌex than the doctrine of obedience.

Mordred is the usurper and tyrant, and his views are

officially the "wrong" ones, but Mordred has all the

emphatic lines in II.ii. We must conclude that Mordred's

lines were meant to be heard and weighed carefully by the

audience before judçment was passed on him. The jealousy,

suspiciousness, and worldly wisdom suggested in Mordred's

political views are close to those of the prince in the

Tacitean vision of the prince (Pocock, Machiavellian Moment,

3sr.-3s3 ) .

The l"lordred-Conan conference begins with the relation

of the king to his subjects i.n the time of war:

Mord. 'Tis better for a King to kill his foes.

Conan So that the Subjects al-so iudge them foes.

Mord. The Subjects musr: not iudge their Kings

decrees

Conan The Subjects force is great.

Mord. Greater the King's.

Conan Tìre more you maY, the more you ought to

feare.
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Mordred's quick, short, contradictory sentences enphasize

his quarrelsome speech style.
Í-nexperienced in politics, conan cautions him with regard to
the great power possessed by the people of the realm.
Misfortunes repeatedly emphasizes the theme of the
deper:dency of the sovereign on the strength and goodwill of
his subjects. Later in a battle situation, Mordred clearly
realizes how much he needs the total co-operation of his
men:

I rr . ii. ls-19 ] .

Wherfore make speede

similarry, Arthur, the experienced military leader, is even

niore a$rare of how much his men have contributed to his
vaLorous expJ-oits abroad, and is reructant to sacrifice moie

lives in civil war:

Eche where my Souldiers perisht, whilest I wonne:

Throughout the world my conquest was their spoire.
À fair reward for aI1 their deaths for all
Their warres abroaC, to give them civil1 warres

what bootes it them reserv'd frorn forreine fciLes
To die at ho:ne ?

I rrr. i. 215-220J .

rn "what bootes it them d.ie at home? " Arthu.r is
using a rhetorical- question. This fiEure of speech

Because MorCred is

That to t.heir fires you

"lJ

to cheer your Souldiers

harde,

may add yet nìore f lames.

I II. iv. 7?-73] .



Puttenham terms eroteina or the questioner and explains

thus: "when we aSk rnany questionS and l-ook for none anshrert

speaking indeed by interrogation, wþich vle might as well say

by affirmation" QzA). By using this figure, instead of

making a plain statement of the futility of h/ar' Arthur

makes us aware of his hesitancy. The self-division

experienced by Arthur is to be macrocosmically reflected in

the later civil war in his kingdom. Arthur's hesitant

speech style saying one thlng when

-- essentially displays his awareness

and the heawy price paiC for it in terms of human suffering.

The therae of popular support for the crown continues as

Conan advises Mordred further on the necessity of just and

legal government. l"lordred constantly asks questions in the

style of a rebellious schoolboy. Indeed Conan characterizes

him (in rI. ii. 61-66) es a troublemaking son who rs

wrecking what his father has built up. Conan's political

views are unacceptable to l"fordred who would have the monarch

wield absolute powers

let terrour teacht

what Kings may doe, what subjects ought to beare.

Then is a Kingdom at a wished stage,

when whatsoever the sovereigne wilIs, ot nilles,

Men be compelde as well to praise, as beare,

And subjects willes inforc'd against their wi11es.

I rr . ii. 76-81 ] .

Mordred's immature disregard of the politically

)l

he

of

means the opposite

the causes of $rar



sensibre conclusions that he has come to earrier in his
discussion with conan further undermines his credibiJ.ity as
a leader:

Conan O spare, threare saf fer to be 1ou,de
Mord. Às safe to be obaide.

Conan l,ihiles you command but wel_l:

Mord. where Rurers dare comnaund but what is
well:

Powre is but prayer, cornmaund.ment but

request,.
Conan If po$/re be ionde with right, men must

cbey.
Mord. My will must goe for right.

Irr. ii . 36-42].
Mordred almost wavers in the right direction, but he is
convinced that mirdness in a king is a sign of weakness, and
reverts back to the tyrant's vein with ,,My sword sharl f orce
assent" lrr.ii. 42]. conan warns Mordred that immorar- and
unjust actions are punished by God,s providence:

Thinke not that impious crimes can prosper long,
A time they scape, in time they be repaide.

I rr. ii. 94-9s ] .

Mordred immediately contradicts conan by st.ating: ,,The

hugest crimes bring best successe to so¡ne,, I rr . ii. 96 ] .

conan is compelled to admit that Mordred has made a varid
observation, because even though "Those some be rare,,
[ Ïr ' ii ' 97 ] , they do exist. History thus interpreted
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teaches that justice has not prevailed universaJ-iy in the

past. Political wrongdoers have often escaped punishrnent in

history, and still do so. But Conan does not wish to

investigate this subject so he changes the topic with "It

was their hap" I II. ii. 98 ] .

In the character of conan we find the figure of the

good counseLor who unders tands the .importance of his

political roler possesses adequate intellectual and

political capabilities, and sees the realm as an association

of the ruLer and subjects whose "relationships might be

defined in terms of their reciprocal obligations to seek

counsel and to give it" IPocock, Machiavel]-ian I'lomentr 339].

Despite all- wise counsel, the usurPer Mordred refuses

to be dissuaded by his peers from his resol-ution to fiEht a

civil war against Arthur. He even suggests that it is

Arthur who is hungry for power and not himself:

Mord.T'ishisinsatiateminderthatisnotso
content t

Which hath so many Kingdoms more besides,

Gawi. The more you ought to tremble at his Powre.

Mord. The greater is my conquest, Lf I winne'

I rr . iii . 2r-24] .

Mordred's criticism of Arthur applies just as obviously to

himself , and t.he above s1>eech is an instance of MorCrei's

fl-awec reasoning. However, the ptay does raise the question

of whether Arthur,s involvement in a civil !{ar is wholiy

justifiable. Arthur himself is unsure throughout. It is not
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in the interest of the people and the state that any civil

war be fought, although the orthodox Tudor view held that,

civil rebellion h¡as a primal sin and the king was obliged to

pun:-sh the rebels. This theme of the doubtful justif icat.ion

of all civil war recurs in Shakespeare's first ietralogy.

Most of the poliÈical advice in M:-sf ortunes is of a

practical rather than a phitosophical nature. For instance'

the reason offered by Gawin to Mordred to dissuaCe him from

taking on Arthur's arrny in battle is Arthur's military

experience I II. iii . 46-52) . When Mordred cannot be

persuaded by politic suggestions, Gawin appeals to family

sentiments:

Consider then your I'athers griefe, and wan+-3

Whom you bereave of Ki-ngdome, Realme, and Crowne.

t rr . iii. 79-80 I .

Still lviordred does not change his mind. Gawin's conment is

;most pertinent in 'bhis case: "Warre seemeth sweete to such

as have r^ot trid" III.iii. 118]. The contrast between

Mordred a;.d Arthur, veteran of ma;ìy wars [ "What warres vte::e

left for him, but civilt wers? " III. i . 29), is sharply

stressed in Misfortrrnes, perhaps to point out t'he dangers of

having an inexpe.rienced and aggressive king. The political

stance of Misfortunes is essentially pacifist, and is

rernj-niscent of Erasmus'S r+ell--l<nown adage "Ðulce bef lum

inexpertis " [ "War j-s sv¡eet to those who are ignorant of

it"].
With Arthur's e:itry in fII.i. a discussion of the

1Q
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rightfu-l king's duties in time of civir rebellion ensues .

Arthur is rel-uctant to f ight a civil vrar against his own

son, and his ciilemma is al-¡nost Davidic. Howell reminds him

that a king must always prace his public duties above his
private affections:

À King ought alwaies to preferre his Realme,

Before the love he beares to kin or sonne.

Your Realme dest.roide is neere restord againe.

But time may send you kine and sons inough.

Irrr. i. 4s-48].
Because civil rebellion was a sin, the king was required to
punish the wrongdoers. The Tudor audience would have

appreciated HowelI,s conservative argument.

But the king h.imself is not satisfied with this view of
war that herd princes too subject to obeying the l-aws of t.he

rearm. To uphold this view, Mordred the lawbreaking prince,
was destined to perish I rrr . i. 75-80 ] . t 41 Art,hur wishes to
be nerciful both as a king and as a father:

Ah too severe, farre from a Fathers minde.

Compassion is as fit for Kings as wrath.

Lawes musi not lowre. Rule oft admitteth ruthe.

I rrr. i. 84-86 ] .

Àrthur is using Puttenham's parison or the "figure of even"

where there is even and euphonious repetition of similar
syllables. Puttenham coÍments that this figure gives "good

grace to a ditty, but especiaÌIy to a prose" (2I2\.
Arthur's use of parison in a brank verse speech is gracefil
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and appropriate being suited
melanchoJ_y and ref lective
Puttenham (2f2).

rt requires ar1 the persuasive skilrs of cado an.r

Howell in rv.i. to induce Arthur to fight his son. The

nobles insist that this lrar will be in the interest of the
people. Cado points out Àrthur,s weakness:

can blinde affection so much bleare the wise,
or love of gracelesse sonne so witch the sire ?

Tha. what concernes the honour of a prince
!{ith Countries good and Subjects iust request,
Should lightly be contemned by a King ?

I rrl . i. 186-190 ]

The aEing Arthur is no longer keen on military gJ-ory. He is

'.reary of war' tired with the duty of pleasing his subjects,
exhaust'ed with the incessant demands of sovereignty:

lrlhat deeme you me ? a furie fedde with brood

or some ciclopian borne and bred for brawles ?

Thinke on the minde, that Àrthur beares to peace:

Can Arthur please you no where but in warres ?

I rrr. i. 227 -3301 .

The theme of the inability of a king to p]_ease his subjects
except by winning wars recurs in the King John pralzs and in
the three parts <¡f Henry vr. rn the above speech Arthur
once aEain uses the eroteina both to express his reructance
to fight, and his reluctance to plainly state his difficulty
with his kingly position. Arthur's st.yre of speech suggests

to his unhappy mood as :n the

example of parison cited by
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his leniency as he vainly attempts to silence further

persuasion from his noblemen on the subject of going to war.

The speech act implied in "please" [1. 230] suggests

Arthur's view of kingship as intended for his subjects'

happiness, and poses a direct contrast to Mordred's

tyranni-cal views. Arthur knov¡s that despite his personal

reluctance he must go to war again for the welfare of the

kingdom in the service of which he has spent so many years

fighting in foreign lands IIII.i. 23I-237].

Mordred's speech style shows his quarrelsome,

aEgressive disposition.

contrasted to Arthur's rational, gracious arguments and

compassionate view of kingship. In Mordred and .Arthur we

have two different styles of monarchy, those of the tyrant

and of the merciful prince. The destruction of both in the

cj-vil war illustrates the failures of both their approaches

to statecraft when confronted with the problems of their own

creation.

Àmong the peers, the princeJ-y counsellors Gil-das and

Conan discuss the diffj.culties of coping with princely

whims, EIS well as the troubles that arise in the state wt^en

the private emotions/interests of princes cloud their better

reasoning, and they are confused as io what is best fo= the

kingdom tIV.i. I-fz). GilCas's metaphor of the mental

il Ines S o f "Brytaine " Sees the st.ate itself as its

sovereiEn, as he refers to the Tudor theory of the

mac roc o sm-mi-c roc o sm 3

4I
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Headsicke, and sore incumbred in her Crowne,

n-ith guiddy steps runnes on a headlong race.
!'Ihereto his tempest tend's, or where this storme

Will breake, who knows? But Gods avert the

worst.

I rv. i. 13-17 ] .

The physicar condition of the sovereign is para]-leled
by the condition of his kingdom. signrficantly, Gildas says

"Brytaine" and not "Àrthur". His worcs display early
awareness of the concepts of the state and the natj_on. when

the civir $rar ends, both princes have perished, but the
subjects emphasize the kingdom's heavy losses:

GiICas. These blades have gi-ven this f sle a

greater wounCe,

Then tyrne can heal-e: Tiie fruite of civill

warres 3

.4, Kingdom' s hand hat.h goard a Kingiom, s

heart,

Irv. iii. 23-25].
These vivici images of sel-f-destruction ernphasize the h,crrors

of civil war. The therne of serf -destr.rct:on appears in
another form in the dumb show at the opening of the fifth
act where a pelican appea:cs on stage pecking her breast to
draw blood to feed her young. This ernbrem is supposed to
indicaÈe Arthur's e>:cessj-ve lenity and indulgence to his son

The staggering state of Brytaines troubled

braines,
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Mordred. Yet before he dies, Arthur is devastated by the

grief and ruin the civil war has caused. He even feels it

would have been better for him to have abdicated in

Mordred's favour [V.i. 39-44].

Misfortunes repeatedly emphasizes that peaceful

negotiations are preferable to war IIv'i' 1-12]' Arthur's

last major speech tV.i. 39-441 raises a question which t'he

play dare not answer, but which perceptive members of t'he

audience must have thought about in retrospect: Is it

better for a king to abdicate, if by doing so he rnay prevent

civil war ? By giving these lines to the wounded and dying

Arthur, veteren of '^Iar s abroad and at horne, tne

play,rright I s ] may have cJ-everly hinted ai: controversial

republican ideas. The action and dialogue of Misfortunes

repeatedly emphasize the limitations of the contemporary

monarchical- paradigm in the face of the complexity of.

sj-xteenth century Po\.rer politics. In its characterization

of Arthur and Mordred, the play depicts the Cifficulties of

making correct choices when faced with princely

responsibility, and the personal dilemrnas of these two

princes are dramatized with realism.

In Thornas Lodge,s The wounds of civj-l warr w€ find the

two politicians Marius and sytla confronted with the

probJ-ens of choice and responsibility in a republican state

during times of civil war. The play focusses on their

characters as well as on the orator Antony and shows how the

power struggle affects/afflicts these politicians 'i-n terms

It¡a)
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of personal suffering. Wounds is the earliest extant

classical history play in English, but it does not appear to

have had much direct influence on later plalrurrights. David

Bevington f inds that: "SLructuralJ-y, Lodge's play is

noteworthy for its anticipation of dramas like Richard II

and Jul-ius Caesar in which the political orientation shifts

midway and brings about a realignment of sfrlrtpathies " (231) .

The ciscrepancy of styles and the constant shifting of

sympathy between the two principal characters anC the orator

Antony is explained in the present study by the application

of Richard Lanham's concepts of hono rhetor:cus end homo

seriosus. If this play I'fere a simplistic condemnation of the

horrors of civil war, then Lodge would not have manipulated

audience sympathy in favour of Marius, whose speeches in

aCversity are indeed sincere and reflective. Nor perhaps is

the cont,rast between Marius and Sylla altogether accidental'

Lanham's theory provides a suitable framework for

understanding their differences in sty1e. Sylla falls in

the category of homo rhetoricus who "must have felt an

overpowering self-consciousness about language" (Lanham, 3) .

Lanham states:

Rhetorical man is an actor; his reality public,

dramatic.Hissenseofidentity,hisself,

depenús on the reassurance of daily histrionic

reenactment. He is thus centered in time and

concrete local event. The lowest common

denonrinator of his life is a social situation. And



his motivatjons must be characteristically ludic,
agonisric (4).

The above definition fits Lodge's portrayar of sylla with
respect to sylla's ranting dialogues and Tamburlaine-styre
cisplays of power both in his forcing captive kings to draw

him in a chariot, and in his treading on the neck of the

consul carbo. Às Bevington has pointed out, these episodes

are not in Lodge's Roman sources. Hence Lodge nust trave

interpolated these episodes so that sylIa could take his
role-playing as a strong man to its fullest extent
(BevinEton, 234).

If Sylla is homo rhetoricus, then Marius is Lodge,s

experiment in depicting homo seriosus. perhaps the

uncomfortable shifting of sympathy in Ítounds illustrates the

depiction of the two aspects of political man's self, "â

shift,ing and perpetually uneasy combination of homo

rhetorj-cus and homo seriosus , of a social- self and a central
se1f" (Lanham, 6). The theory of horno rhetoricus vs. homo

seriosus is a theory "of knowledge, of self , of styJ_e " .

Lanham vj-ews h:s theory as a means of hoJ-ding togeÈher the

two ways of knowing which together make us hu:r,an ( 35 ) . By

depicting the politicaJ- confl-ict between Marius and Sy1la in
their contrasted styles of public utterance and private
enotion, Lodge has tried to show politicians as all-too-
human. Lodge modified the almost unfeeling monsters

depicted in Àppian arrd Plutarch, his Roman sources, Lo

produce two recognizable types of human nature in the
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Ieaders Marius and SyIIa.[5]
Lodge's The Vfounds of Civil War, like the Misfortunes

of Arthur, had a topical- motivation and mirrored the anxiet,y

present in English minds about the contemporary poiitical

situation in the 1580's. With regard to the play's topical
relevance, Charles W. Whitworth writes:

Af ter the discovery of the Throclicr.crton plot in

October 1583, the fierce feelings which resulted

in the Bond of Association and subsequent anti-

l{arian legislation, and the severe anti-Catholic
nìeasures of the Act of 1585, made civil war a very

real danger in England. The Babi-ngton conspiracy

in the summer of 1586 and the execution of Mary

Stuart in February 1587, occurred in the period

during which Lodge probably wrote his play (8-9).

On the other hand, there is then no evidence that

Wouncls alieEorized the political conduct, of ELizabethan

statesnìen (Bevington, 234). It is impossible to identify

either Marius o; Sylia w:-th any individual statesman because

Lodge f olLows Appian quite f aithfully. He stays f airJ-1r

close to App:-an's and Plut,arch's Roman histories except in

his nodification of the characters of Sylla and Marius.

!{ere it, not for this close adherence to the Roman histories,

Lodge's view of rhetoric woul-d have been disquieti.g, for

there were famous contenporary orators such es the Queen

hcrself and Ralegh.

three main historical characters stand out, in Wounds--
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Marius, Sy1la, and the orator Ànthony all three
politicians and pubric figures. Most of their speeches are

in the nature of public utterances and must be read more as

political rhetoric than as the expression of private
emotion. rf Marius is largely homo seriosus, and sylla,
homo rhetoricus, .Antony is an ord-fashioned orator who

combines flowery rhetoric with sincerity in his speeches,

trusting the po\der of words over the power of arms. But,

Antony f ails to satisfy the requiremen-Ls of the homo

rhetoricus category, because he does not use rhet,oric to
play a politic word game. Nor does he conform completely to
the category of homo seriosus, because he consistently and

self-consciously uses rhetoric for public performe.nce.

Antony's character suggests that, without the awereness of
realpolitik, any attempt to conbine the two tlpes of
rhetoricaL man and serious man in a single politician
resul-ts in f ailure.

The few scholars who have discussed Wounds have not

agreed whether Marius or Sylla is more important as a

character, because this ptay contrasts them instead of
deveioping one as the central figure. Thas lack of
understanding of the play's characl--erization may be caused

by the conservetive political view of Wounds that these

scholars favour. Bevington provides a typical instance when

he writes: "As its pointed title suggests, the play hammers

a\ray at the horrors of retrellion, urges a cautious approach

to reform that must not challenge the existing political
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structure, and pleads for toleration between factions"

(234). According to Bevington:

Even though Sylla behaves like the conventional

tyrant, murdering his opposition and governinE

through whim rather than through counsel, the

moderates mus't of fer criticism and aim f or some

rapprochement instead of taking t,o arms. The

personal risk for such a mediating effort is
greatr âs both Granius and Anthony discover, but

any extreme of rebellion will only destroy what

Iittle hope rerilains for slow improvernent and well-

intended free speech (234).

Bevington comes to the conclusion that in Wounds the state

is ultimately more important than any of the leaders. lie

obgerves that, "It is for such reasons that the llariuses'

counter-rebellion, although seemingly justified by Marius'

senatorial authority, represents a further assault on

responsible government. r,Twere better Sylla learnt to mend

in Rome, Than Marius come to tyrannize in Rome"' (11. 869-

870) (Bevington, 235\. Yet, in terms of realoolitikr wê

cannot study the welfare of the Roman state separately from

the characterization of Marius and SyIJ-a in Lodge's Wounds.

Lodge makes an effort to depict the two warring leaders

I'farius and Sylia as convincing potiticians, even though

Wounds has such a larEe number of characters, a fact which

limits adequate character development of arr1l de¡rth. In

Appian and Plutarch, both Marius and Sylla are al-most
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uniformly depicted as cruel and insensitive warriors. But

in Lodge's play, these l.eaders display credible hunan

emotion in their speeches, whether in victory or in defeat.

Whitworth seems to doubt Lodge's control of his characters

when he observes3

Though Scilla has nearly half as nany lines again

as Marius it is Marius, Lf anyone, whor ês

Collier felt, absorbs the reader's interest.

Scilla's favoured place as fortune's chosen one is

emphasized repeatedly and Lodge may have meant for

him to be the major character, Marius's lines
just make better reading than Scilla's. Scilla is

a cartoon tyrantn while Marius almost corfles to

life, is almost three-dimensional (7).

9ühitworth Iinks these f aults wit.h the uneven quality of

Lodge's poetry (5-7). But the real source of difference in

style between the speeches of Marius and Sylla is Lodge's

deliberate effort to depict the different ways in which

politicians use rhetorical language.

Other t,han the two warring l-eaders Marius and Syllat

the only other prominent character is Ànthony.

Significantly, Anthony is a famous orator. Joel B. Altman

finds:

The true hero of the piece is Anthony consul,

rnoraList, and singularly unsuccessful orator

In this Play, the stern moral counselor of the

neo-Senecans has been re-inagined as a poet-
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orator, and his "tragedy,' , such as it is, is
closely connected with the inadequacy of his
"terms of art" in the face of poì-itical reality
(Àltman, 286-287).

Anthony's failure is not so much a failure of his art,
as a style of political action that has becorne obsolete
because it does not combine rhetorical- skill with nilitary
power. [6] MachiavelÌi in his The Àrte of lfarre states that
a fine rhetorical style is essential to military readership:

ft was requisite that the excellent Capitaines

\rere oratours: for that rvithout knowyng how to
speake to aI the arny, with difficulty maie be

wrought any good thing This speakyng taketh
awaie feare incourageth the mj-ndes, increaseth the

obstinateness to faight, discovereth the
deceiptes, promiseth rewardes, shewet,h the
periIles, ar:C the waie to avoid theim,
reprehendeth, praieth, threateneth, fiileth fuI1
of hope, praise, sha¡ne, and doeth atl those

thyrrges, by the whiche the hunaine passions are

extincter or kinciled (Arte of Warre, sig. Rl),
rf we turn Machiavelli's advice aroundr wè understand tha*,-

successt-ul orators had also to be "excell-errt capitaines " to
succeed in the world of power poritics. vÍe reca.Ll that in
Misfortunes Mordred ie advised to encourage his ariniz with
fiary speech (If.iv. 72-73). The connection between orato=y

and miiii:ary skill was obviously a famiriar one at the time



hlounds and Misfortunes lrrere written. rn the face of this
new Machiaverlian paradigm, Ànthony,s fairure is the fairure
of the old-fashioned moral rhetorician who assumed that his
words alone had the povrer to spur men on to either good or
evil deeds. puttenham makes strong connections between

decent behaviour and decorum of speech (273-304). Robert y.
Turner sums up the traditional morar position on rhetoric:

The rhetorician assumes that in language resides a

great potential power to stir men t,o virtuous
behaviour. rmpricit in this assunption is another
about the nature of moral truth: that it can be

crearJ-y revealed and that it is generalry
applicabre. liuch of the orator's power arises from

the fact that he need become entangled neit,her in
demonstrating the truth of moral standards nor in
justifications of them. rnstead he can devote his
energies to crevising a variety of artfur
restatements to enforce a generar truth. Argument

and anecdot e stimurate l-isteners to behave

according to moral raw, not to enlighten them

about moral law (ZZg).

Anthony is the spokesman for the werfare of the R.oman

state throughout. on his fj.rst appearance he describes the
function of his rhetoric:

Stay, Scilla, hear Anthony breathe for-ih

the pleadir,g plaints of sad declining Rome.

I r.i . 246-247 ]
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sylla is off to a major battle against silver-haired l[arius,
"six times consul, fit peace or war.,, He is quite openry
moved by Ànthony's rhetoric, his ,,honey words,,:

Scilla. Anthony, thou know,st thy honey words do

pierce
Ànd move the mind of Sci1la to remorse.

Yet neither words nor pleadings now must

serve
Whenas mine honor caIls me forth to fight
Therefcre, sweet Anthony, be short, for

Scilla's haste.

lr.i . 248-2521.
rn terms ot action, Anthony,s rhetoric does not prevent

syl1a from going to evar. However, Ànthony asks sylra
several relevant questions as to the justification for civil
war in a long speech:[7]

I{hat wars are these thou stirrest up in Rome ?

Ifhat fire is this is kindled by thy wrath ?

A fire that must be quench'd by Roman,s b1ood,

And, lastr ârl act of foul impiety

5z

What, then, are men that ,gainst themselves do

war?

Thou'lt sêy, my Scilla, honor stirs thee up.

fs't honor to infringe the laws of Rome?

What greater tit,les should our Sci1la have?

Ir.i . 2ss-272].



rrnthony's speech conforms to the definition of the
insultatio (or "the disdainefull") which Puttenham considers
a suitable strateEy for upbraid.ing someone (219). yet such

is the graciousness of An-,hony, s style that he scund.s

euphonic even while he chides. Anthony is al_so using the
eroteina to arouse moral recognition, and criticism of sylla
is implied rather than stated in his reproaches. sylla
confesses to being temporarily moved by Àn+-hony's rhetoric:

Enoughr my Anthony, for thy honied tongue,

Wash,d in a syrr:p of sweet eonservatives,
Driveth confused tho*ghts thror-rgh scill-a, s mind

I r.i . 2sL-283 ] .

No sooner does sylta admit to feering confusec, than he

exits hastily before he starts to yieJ-d to Anthony,s
persuasion.

Anthony continues to stress the importance of the state
and its people as he ranents the fate of a nation in the
grip of civil vrar:

Unhappy Rome and Romans thrice accurst

That oft with triumphs fill'd your city wa1ls

With kings and conquering rulers of the world,
Now to eclipse in top of all thy pride

Through civil discords and dornestic broils.
O Romans, weep the tears of sad lament,

I r.i. 298-303 ] .

Anthony is using the ecphonis.i-s or orrtcry to address his
fellow citizens (puttenham, 221,). Lodge piles up euphonic



I j-nes in Anthony's speech to il-lust.rate their political

ineffectiveness. But even though his own socieiy appears

deaf to his pleading, Anthony is the "good" rhetoricj-an

IIII.i. 36-4 1, and his recognition of the horrors of civil

r4¡ar is sixteenth century English in contenÈ and rnood.

After S1rlla's first rnalor v!-ctory over Marius' Anthony

counsels him to desist frorn civil discords and to wage wers

against foreign enemies IIII.i. 172-L77]. Fighting against

foreign foes llras obviously regarded as an acceptable

political method of keeping people un:-ted at home in the

Renaissance. But in gtor,rr.rls the dispatching of Sylla and' his

anny to foreign lands ultimately turns out tc be a major

¡:c1i-'iical error, for the elder lvfarius returns to seize power

in Rone for a brief int,erval. Anthony takes a conspicuousiy

un-pol-itical view of the def eat oi- his f action I Sylla's

fact,ionl:

octavius, these are but the scourges for our sins,

These are but the mini-sters to heap our plaEues;

These mutir.ies are Eentle means and ways

fühereby the heavens our heavy errors charns '

54

And since

Go let us

In the above speech

sayingl to moralize

(Puttenham, 2¿'3f .

v;e perish through our owr^ misdeeds t

flourish in our fruitful- prayers.

lrv.i.7-L4).
Anthony is using the sententia lor sege

uporr the adverse fortune of his fact:on



Despite his foreknowJ-edge that, he is about to die at

the hands of Marius's men, Ànthony makes a last attempt to

save his own head by giving a nagnificent performance of his

arts of language before his killers in lv.ii., but his style

is out of date in the new v¡orld of Po!.rer politics. The

speech act in which Anthony tries to save himself is

ult j-mately unsuccess ful :

O Romans, hath not Ànthony's discourse

Seal'd up the mouths of false seditious

men,

Assoil'd the doubts and queint controls

oi- power,

Reliev'd the mournful matron with his

pleas?

And will you seek to murder Anthony?

The lions brook with kindness their

relief,

The sheep reward the shepherd with their

fleece t

Yet Romans seek to murder Ànthony.

1 Soldier Why, what enchanting terms of ar-' are

these,

That force my heart to pity his d:stress?

lrv.ii. 104-1131.

Anthony,s cluster of simiies is impressive in terms of

language, but not enough to save his life. His use of

eroteina is ineffectual, and emphasizes that the povter of
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Anthony's rhetoric is nosr a thing of the past. Syl1a

remains susceptible to flowery rhetoric, but he combines

oratory with military strength. Even as he dies at the

hands of Marius's soldiers, Anthony sums up the part he has

played in public life: "O blissful pain, now Anthony must

dierlWtrictr serv'd and lov'd Rome and her empery. " tIv.ii.
150-1511. His very executioners praise his art which is now

out of date as a political strategy. It is significant that
when t.he executioners wax eloquent in praise of Anthony

IIV.ii. 154-161], the business-like captain from Marius's

army abruptly cuts them off with3 "Leave this presumptuous

praises, countryment " IIV.ii . f62]. T¡re speech act implied

in "Ieave" suggests t,he abandonment of the values Anthony

stood for, and brings us into the world of Marius's nev¡

regime where individual political ambition has supplanted

the importance of the stat.e and the wel-fare of its people.

In political terms Marius stands for military

dictatorshipr âs we observe from his speeches and speech

acts. Charles Ïfhitworth considers Marius's speeches better
writt.en than the more publicly oriented speeches of Sylla,
because they are more serious, more reflective, and more

expressive of inner feeling. Marius allows his central self

to show forth in his words in contrast to Sylla who is an

actor role-playing his political part. Marius does not use

J-anguage as an art for political ends. He comes onstage as

an aging and serious personality:

Marius. If then, grave lordsr mY former passed

5o



youth

Was spent in bringing honor unto Rome,

Then let my age and latter date of years

Be seled up for honor unto Rome

I r.i. 134-L37 1 .

Marius is using the figure Puttenham terrns etiologia or "the

reason rend " wh:-ch suits his logical , pì-ainspoken style
(Puttenham, 236). To Sylla's challenge stated in purple

rhetoric, Marius responds with gravity, and what appears t,o

be sincerity, as in the firsc open confrontation between the

two leaders in thre play:

ScilIa. Graybeard,

Draw forth thy legions and thy men at arms'

Rear up thy standard anci thy steeled crest'

And meet with Scilla in the field of Mars,

And try whose fortune makes him General.

Marius. I take thy word,. Mari-us will meet thee

there

And prove thee, Scilla, a traitor unto Rornet

Ànd all that march under thy traj-t'orous

winEs.

Therefore, they that love the Senate and

Marius

Now foÌlow him.

I r .i. 230-238 ] .

fn his direct challenge to Marius, Scilla uses

57

if so thy heart and tongue

agree t
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insurtatio and Marius's retort uses sarcasnus as he bitterly
fiings the word "traitor,' irl scilra,s face (puttenham, 200).
?he contrast between sylla's flamboyant ',meet with thee in
the f ield of Mars " ând Marius's g.-rf f , matter-of -fact,
sordierly "wiIl meet thee there" enphasizes the difference
in style between the two men. The use of hyperbole is
frequent in sy1la's speeches, and contr:butes to our overarr
impression of syrra as a self-conscious actor-r-ike
politi-cian, who seldon means whai he says (puttenham, zoz).
Lodge is obviously drawing upon the knowledge shared by the
more educated members of his audience that stylistic
differences indicated ciifferences in character (puttenham,
16C-161).

Marius's def eat at sy.rla's hands t rr. i. I is not only
historical fact, but the victory of a younger rnan over an
older manr of hono rhetoricus over homo seriosus. Marius in
defeat is a rugged and sincere figure who elicits our
synpathy when he att.empts to philosophize on his
predicament:

What? The moonshine on the water?

Thou wretched stepCame of my fickle state
Àre these the Euerdons cf the greatest ninds,
To make them hope and yet betray thei:: h.p,
To rnake them climb to overthrow thein straight ?

I rr. ii. 4s-49 ] .

Marius is trying to use Èhe eroteina to lament his fate.
But his rhetoric is confused almost to the point of
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unintelligibility, and he is quite perprexed. As in the
case of Ànthony and of F.rthur in Misfortunes, the eroteina
is a figure that politicians falr back upon when they are
rendered powerless.

Marius in adversity is grave and sincere, as we observe
when he comes close to being assassinated in prison:

Marius. See woeful Marius, careful for his son,

Careful_ of lordship, wealth or worldlv
means,

Content to live, yet living stil1 to
die;

I{hose nerves and veins, whose sinews by

the sword

Must lose their workings through

distempering stroke;
But yet whose mind, in spite of fate and

aI1
ShaÌl live by fame, although the body

fall.

I rrr. ii. 36-42].
rn the above strong statement Marius uses sinanthrismus
( "heaping f igure " ) which puttenharn qualif ies thus: ,,Àrte

ar.d gocd pollicie moves us many times to be earnest in ou:
speach, and then we ray on such load and so go to iu by
heapes as if we wourd winne the game by multitude of words
and speaches, not all of one but of divers matter and. sence,,
(Puttenham | 243). Marius's very correct use of



sinanthrismus emphasizes his earnest manner. It so happens

at this point that the killer, upset by the face of Marius

who is asleep, runs away. Marius's fellow Romans view this

incident as a sign that fate has further achievements in

store for him IIII.ii. 99-114], and he is freed.

Marius's best speeches are those that he makes in times

of adverse fortune, because he is most impressive when

giving vent to personal enotion. His soliloquy in t,he

Numidian mountains is extremely moving when he uses the

coÍrmon figures of prosopopoeia and simile to elicit our

slnnpathy:

Marius They weep their brooks, I waste my cheeks

with tears:

O foolish fate, too froward and unkind'

Mountains have peace, where mournful be my

years;

Yet high as they, my thoughts some hopes

would borrow.

But when I count the evening and with

sorrow.

Death in Minturnum threaten'd I'larius' head,

tíunger in these Numidian mountains dwells;

OU

Old Marius finds a world of many hells,

Such as poor simple wits have oft repil'd,

But I will quelI by virtues of the mind.

IIII.iv. 10-20].



The natural images in Marius,s speech fit their context, and

for a brief instant Marius gains a dignity befitting his
sil-ver hairs when he expresses his belief that the mj-nd can

conquer adversity. He is certainry more preoccupied with
his central self than are any of the other characters in
Wounds. However, in the larger context of the pJ-ay's

action, Marius's speeches in the Numidian mountains

represent only a passing mood in which he is painted as a

sympathetic figure. Shortly afterwards, his son finCs him,

a:rd t'hey sail away to nake trouble in Rome to further their
personal ambitions IIII. iv. 106-110] .

Marius changes his style of s¡reaking once he has

captured Rome. When he is avenging himself upon Sylla,s
followers, his flanboyant style seems to resenble that, of

Marlowe's Tamburlaine and later stage tyrants in other plays

of the sixteenth century. This is shown in his purple

rhetoric when he addresses Cornelia and Fulvia, and has them

put in ch¿ins:

Marius. The bands that should combine your snow-

white wrists

Are t,hese which shall adorn your milk-white

necks;

6L

The river Ganges and Íiydaspes stream

Shall leve1 lie, and sr.:,ooth as crystal ice.

Whilst Fulvia ancl Cornelia pass thereon;



1e11 him for them old Marius holds revenge'

Ànd in his hands both triumphs life and

death.

I rv. i. 393-414 ]

These lines are al-nrost in Sylla's ranting conceited style'

anc Sylla's family can hardly believe their earss

cornelia. Doth ìrlarius use with glorj-ous words to

jest

AnC mock his capt'ives with these glosing

terms?

I rv. i. 41s-416 ] .

Marius's shift in style is accompanied by a change in his

poiiiical strategy, because he sets uP a tyrannical regime

:n Rome and has the orator Àntl'rony murdered. These

un:r.atura1 acts herald the death of the hono -sgr:þsus f igure

in this play, for tt/e soon hear of Marius's Ceath f rom his

son [\'.iii,9], and of the strange onens at the time [IV.iii.

183-i96 I .

FinaIIy Po!,¡er belongs to Sylla who puts an end to the

seciition and civ-i-l l.v¿r.rs in Rone. Sylla does not favour the

masses, fot he blames ¿.11 the unrest on the people of Rome

in the f ollowing speech where he uses saiîcasmus 3

Þ.nd why? The reasons of thj's ruthful wrack

Are Your sei.i';ious innovations,

Yourficklemincsincì.il'dtofooiishchange

Ay, unto Scilla, ladies shall You 9<r,

o¿



Ungrateful man, whilst

fn Asia seal'd my duty

You caÌIed my foe from exile with his frienCs,

You did proclaim ne traitor here in Rome,

You raz'd my house, you did deface my friends,

But brawling wolvesr you cannot bite the moon,

For Scilla lives so forward tc revenge

Às woe to those that sought to do me \drong.

lv.i . 8-221.

Sylla's lines not only affirm the TuCor position on

rebellion and civil rivar, they also openly state how

adversely politicaL leaders involved in such discord are

themsel-ves affected. fn the above passager wê find Syila

speaking in a style more subduect than his usua] one because

he is describing his personal losses in the wars with

Marius. His usual f lamboyar:.t performance of a tyrannical

ruler is most clearly dernonstrated earlier in the victory

pageant when he forces the captive kings to draw his

triump,hal char:-oÈ: IB ]

Scil.la. Àrcath.ius, tltese are the fortunes of the

field. --

Believe me these brave captives draw by

art,

And I wii-l think upon their good desert: --

But stay you strangers, and resPect my

words.

I with tedious pain

with my b1ood,

óS
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Fond heartless men, what folly have I
seen?

For fear of death can princes entertain

Such bastard thoughts that nov/ from

glorious arrns

Vouchsafe to draw like oxen in a plow ?--

lrv.iii. 76-831.

The oxen image is a Roman, perhaps "Georgic" touch, and is

also similar to the "Jades of Asia" in Tamburlaine Part II

IV.ii. 11-12. t9l Sylla is very obviousl.y picking his words

self-consciously since he knows that he is making a

tremendous public impact in this scene ("respect my words").

The sudden shift in tone frorn the patronizing benevolence in

the first few lines of Èhe above speech to open ridicule for

the princes' cowardice tl. 811 is typical of Sylla's method,

and he is fond of using sarcasmus to provoke reaction. Even

though he is successful irr his speeches and speech acts'

Sy1la does not inspire confidence or trust in a larger

sense. Since he is always the actor-politician giving a

performance, it is difficult to gauge when he is sincere and

when he is not. Sylta is the new type of successful l-eader

who combines rhetorical ski1l with rnilitary power, and who

treats the political arena as theatre. Our overall

uneasiness with the insincerity and shiftiness of the new

po)-itical style inCicates Lodge's distrust of the

Machiavellian paradigm. t 101

success, in spite of distrust, Lodge draws our attention to
Yet by dePicting SYIIa's



the fact that in the Rome of WounCs "Machiavellism" had come

to stay. For Sylla, the victor of the civil wars, the

political reality is what he himself shapes with his words.

Sy1la yields to no force but that of death itself. And

this eventual "conquesÈ" of Sylla's style is similar to the

end of Tamburlaine. In the final scenes Sylla's style is

more muted.

philosophical. There is still very little personal feeling

in his speeches, but he successfully plays the part of an

elder statesrnan preparing for deaÈh and the final surrender

of polrrer [V. v. 80-9 5 , LI3-L20 , ]-39- 156 I . He dies with

dignity, bidding f arewel-l to his wife and dauEhter,

commitÈi.lg them to the care of his fellow Roman politicians

lv.v. 339-362I .

In contrast to most history plays of the 1580's and

L590's, The Wounds of Civil Ï.lar does no.t have the form and

structure of a tragedy. Lodge makes no attem-ct to show the

fortunes of Marius and Sylla as tragic. Nor does he

rnoral-ize at length on the evils of civil war. Even though

Anthony points out that Sylla's leadership is better for

Rome than that of Marius, finally there is less int'erest in

E@Wde as to what happens to the people of the state than i-rr

how the leaciing politicians themselves are

affected/afflicted in times of civil war. Lodge clearly

emphasizes that the power struggle between Marius and Sylla

leads t,o inner turmoil and suffering in the personal lives

of the leaders themeeLves.

Às he has aged, he has grown more

o)



1. Marie Axton, The Oueen's l\so Bodies: Drama anci the
Elizabethan Succession (London: Royal Historical Society,
L977 ) :80. Axton discusses the political meaning of
Ephesians II . L2-L6. Fleshly evil committed by the kirrg
manifest,ed itself in troubles within the state.

2. Joel B. Altman, The Tudor Play of Mind: Rhetorical
fnguiry and the Development of Elizabethan Drama (Ber)<e1ey:
University of Califcrnia Press, L978): 107. Altman finds
the ciebate structure important in pre-Shakespearean drana.

3. Rrcme or the Pope was still popularly considered an
enemy in Elizabeth I's tine.

4. Judith R. Weil, Christopher Marlowe: Merlin's
P::ophei (Ca:nbridge: Cambridge University Press, L977)z 96.
^q.n excuse for war [Dulce bellum inexpertis] was that it was
comparable to punishilg a criminal.

5. Plutarch wrote of Marius3 "So in the case of
l{.:rius , íf only soneone had persuaded hlm to sacjíif ice to
the MuEes and Graces of the Greeks, he would not have
b=ought his careerr so splendid bot,h in war anci peace, to so
uEly a conclusion, and woul-d not have been cast up upon the
si:ores of a bloodthi:sty and savaEe old age, ship-wrecked by
his passions, his ill-timed amþition, and his insatiabLe
greec" in Fall of the Roman Republic: Six Lil'es by Plutarch
trans. Rex Warner (New Yoi:k: Penguin, 1972) z i5. Of
Sylla's capture of power irr Rome Plutarch corcnented: "SulLa
¡iow devot.:d hinself entirely to the work of buichery. T.re
city was filLed wit.r murder and there wes no cour¡tj-ng the
executions or setting a limit to thern" (i04).

6 . J. S . Wat,son ed. Ci cero on Oratory and Oraicrs ( l{ew
York: Harper Brotirers, 189ù): L03. In De Oratore, Cicero
relates the episode of the orato: Phormio who presumed to
give instructions on military moves, and callec forth
criticism from Hannibal who !{as no orator. And in Brr-rtus:
Gr Remarks on Eminent Orators Cicero actually Ciscusses the
involvenent of historicaì-ly famous Greek and Romen orators
in poJ-itics. The=efcre, Lodge's depiction of tulthony would
have been of interest to the classically educated mernbers of
his audience.

NOT-dS

66
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in The Art of Rhetorigue,
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Herschel Baker (Lexington: D.C. Heath & Co, 1954): 593.
Antony's oration [I.i. 259-281] demonstrates that Lodge was
well-versed in the rhetorical theories of his time as he
wrote the ma jor speeches in I'Iounds.

8. George Gascoigne, Jocasta in The Posies ed. John Vü.

Cunliffe (New York: Greenwood Press, 1907t rpt. 1969):
246,
In the dumb show at the beginning of the play Sesostres,
king of Egypt, appears in a chariot drawn by kings and
princes. Jocasta (Gray's Inn, 1566) may have j-nfluenced
Lodge.

9. Ðavid Bevington in Tudor Drama and Politics: a
critical approach to topical meaning (Carnbridge: Harvard
University Press, 1962)z 234 finds echoes of Marlowe's
Tamburlaine. This episode is probably a case of
"intertextual revision". If Whitworth's dates of 1586-87
e:e acceptabl-e, then Wounds be almost, conternporary wit,h
Tamburlaine.

10. Niccolo Machiavelli, the Prince trans. George Bull
(Baltimore: Penguin, L975)z 99-I02. fn section XVIfI'
Machiavelli discusses the need for rulers to be shifty and
circumspect in their style of speech.
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Marlowe's Edward II [1594] exposes the contradictions

inherent in the Tudor paradigm of the sovereign's two

bodies, a theory which viewed monarchy as transcendent.

During the play, several different but related Tudor beliefs

on kingship such as the sovereign's mystic body, divine

right, inherited right, and the relation of the king to the

law are tested and to some extent caricatured through the

speech style of the unreliable and self-destructj.ve monarch

Edward II. In his characterization of Edward II, and in the

depiction of the confusion of his court with its perplexed

queen and corrupt courtiers, Marlowe reveals the gap between

Tudor political theo¡:ies and their application to real life.

In his ohln style of public utterance Edward II clearly

tends to misuse rhetoric. Edward's speech acts are

inconsistent, varying from immature temper tantrums to

extremes of misplaced persuasion, even seduction. The

present reading argues that Edward perverts images and myths

in his speeches, and that his unstable, raniing style

ieludes no one except himself. Edward's abuse of

government, of political theory, and of the passions is to a

great extent paralleled in his abuse of rhetorical

strategies in his speeches. He provides a clear stylistic

contrast to Tamburlaine who achieves the political goals he

aims at in his "high astounding terms" (Tamburlaine I

CHAPTER THREE

The 'mystery of blood' in Edward II

68
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ProloEue). Edward is sometimes homo rhetoricus as in¡
"Why, soi they barked apace a month ago:/ Now on my 1ife,
they'Il neither bark nor bite" I IV. iii . I2-L3] | and

sometimes homo seriosus_ as in "I am too weak and feeble to
resist: / Àssist ñêr s\deet God, and receive my soul " [V.v.
107-108 I . And his see-sawing styles of speech anci

government lead to his downfall.

Edward's changing styles of speech and his failure to

use rhetoric effectively display the sad poverty of his

irnaginaiion. They indicate the problerns that can arise when

a potentially dualizing paradox such as the theory of tire

two bodies falls into the hands of unimaginative aed pov¡er

hungry leaders. Vthen in po!.rer, Edward plays at being homo

rhetoricus es he attempts to justify his physical self-
indulgence: "I'11 either bandy with the barons arrd the

earls/ end either die, or live with Gaveston" [f.i. L37-

13I I . Stripped of power, he seeks spiri-tual self -
justification and his style changes to one of s:ncerity:

"My nobles rule, I bear the name of kíng¡/ I wear the crown,

but an controlled by them" [V.i. 28-29].

obsession with the personal, Edward II draws attention to

the political implications of his speech acts botir actual

and intended. Ànd Edward renders himself more vulnerable to

the horrible physical torments that are inflicted upon hin

because he is so confused about his concept of himself as a

king. By focussing upon Edward's narrowly legalistic a:rd

nagical view of kingship, the playwright draws our attention

By his very



70

to the limiiaticns of the Tudor concept of the king's two

bodies.

Recently, scholars have examined the use of the

met,aphor of the king's two bodies in Renaissance plays both

in terms of the wholeness of the sovereign and his subjects,

and in the context of El-izabethan property laws. Robert

Ornstein and others have stressed the traditional, monistj-c

nature of the body poì-itic metaphor:

Whatever role the Prince may play -- magus or

apegoat -- the King,s Body is the living
presence of the nation and his royal lrle a

conmunion of multitudes. He is the Host upon

whÍch a people feed, in whose veins flows the

blood of twenty thousand or a hundred thousand

men, and whose illnesses infeci his meanest

subject. His sacred right is a mystery of blood

that raises the throne above the gross purchase of
political a¡r.bitÍon but makes the coilrmon weal

sub ject to accident,s of birth and death. (å

Kingdom for A Stage, 30).

In contrast to the above view, in ECward ff, the

literal-minded king arid his people Ery to live ou'L the

metaphor thereby exaggerating the duality only potential in
this doctrine. The problems of Edward's reign arise because

the king never comprehends that he could not love only a few

of his subjects at the expense of the many whose collective
life he symbolized.
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Ernst, Kantorowicz and Marie Àxton study plays to

illustrate the presence of t,he doctrine of the body politic.

One source of this metaphor has been traced to St.Paul.

Àxton writes that "Paul's language settled easily over the

king's mysterious second body -- tailor mad,e":

at that tyme ye were vrithor:t Christe, beyng

al-i-antes from the common wealth of Israe1 ...But

nowe in Christe Jesusr ye whiche somet]ãne were

somet)rme f arre of I f ] are made nigh by the blooC of

Christe And thaÈ he might reconcile both unio

God in one body through [his] crosse, and slue

hatredthereby.(.L2-

15). (80).

fn an earlier and most influential discussion of this
theory, Kantorowicz stated:

The tenet, however? of the Tudor jurists

definitely hangs upon the Pauline languaEe and its

l-ater development: the change from the Pau-ine

corpus christi to the medieval corpus ecciesiae

mysticum, ihence to the corgrrs republicae

mysticum which l'¡as equated with the corpus morale

et E¡oliticurn of the commonwealth, until f ina1ly

[thouEh confused by the notion of Dignitas] the

slogan energed saying that every abbot \das a

'mystical body' or a 'body politic', and that

accordingly the king too, $¡as, or had, a body

politic which 'never died' (506).
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White Kantorowicz most influentially has st,ressed the

body politic metaphor, Axton is more interested in property

1aw. She finds that it was "because the future stability of

the realm seemed at stake during the succession controversy

that a legaI metaphor defi-ning the relationship between

sovereign and perpetual state reached out beyond :he courts

of law to influence writers, polemicists, and plalnarrights. "

(Axton, 17-18 ) .

Edward's problems w.ith his people and England's laws

illustrate the popular Tudor association of the theory of

the body politic with lawful governnent. Edward II is

punished physically for his misgovernment. Donna B. I{amilton

writes:

Comparing the body politic and the natural body,

Foriescue explains that The life-blood that

flows to t,he king from the peopl-e also flows

from them to the laws, which, according to

Fortescue, comprise "byndyng" sinews Èhat

allow the body to function prcperly [sig. Dviii]

...ultimately the king, the head of the body

politic, receives a measure of his 'power of tire

people', a situation that makes it possible to

'measure the power, which the kinq thereof may

exercise over the lawe and subjects of the sarne'

lsis. Eil. (9-10).t11

tsy failing to reccgnize the exploration of Tudor

paradigrns through characters in Edward II, scholars have
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\,rrestled with the "confusing" genre of this play. According

to frving Ribner, Edward fI has all the ingredient.s of a

formal tragedy, but the character of Edçard has neither the

stature of Marlowe's other tragic heroes, nor that of

Shakespeare's portrayal of the weak king as a tragic hero in

Richard II ( 135 ) . Nichglas Brooke points out, that the

entire drama of Edward's crime and it,s punishment is
depicted in sensual terms. Brooke finds thatr"The play has,

then, the material of a Christian moral drama, and totally
excl-udes the moral" (101-L02). Wilbur Sanders comes to an

even stronger conviction of the uncertain moral pcsition in

Edward If, especially in the physical and psychic horror of

the scenes in which the weak king is tortured and kille<l.

Sanders finds that the wcrking upon our human sympathy for

Edward's personal sufferings destroys the dramatic integrity
of the play as traged.y and hist,orys

It is as if the concerns which in the first p1ace,

directed his attention to this reign -- the weak

hornosexual king, the sensational violence or his

deat.h, the Machiavellian ambition of a Mortiraer--

take charge of his peni and when their momentum

is spent, he is ob] iged to trace meanirrgless

patt-erns on the paper until Èhe imagina:.ive fit

seizes hirn again ( 108 ) .

Because of the confusion over the play's genre,

scholars have also found it difficult to determine the

function of the torture-scenes which follow EdwarC's



deposition. Clifford Leech finds that Edward's play builds

up to the nerve-\ùracking torture-scenes; it is as if the

celI waiis for Edward all the time and the play's action

leads up to it (163). fn contrast, Michael Manheim

prefers to underplay the torture and death scenes when he

states that "the symbolic association of the homosexual act

with Edward's murder is one I doubt Marlowe or any

Elizabethan wouid have nade obvious as it may seem to some

today" ( 51) .

The emphasis on the horro: of Edward,s end is to be

found in Marlowe's source, Holinshed. fn their edition of
Edwarci ff , Char1t,on and Waller point out:

Holinshed's harrowing account of Edward's last
days is based on the extract from Geoffrey le
Baker which used to be called the chronicie of Sir
Thomas de Ia More. How mr¡ch of it is true nobcdy

will ever know; bu.t according to Geof frey Sir
Thomas actually visited the King at Kenilworth in
the train of Bishop Stratford, a member of the

Ceputation which went to denand ECv¡ard's

abdication in January i327 (49).

Marlowe's criticism of the dualism inherent in the

theory of the two bodies is clear from the manner in which

he rnanipulates our syrnpathy in Edward's f avour in the

torture scenes. The deposition of the king is completeci

oniy with his death. His physical body is punished in a

hellish mediev'al- torture chamber for sins which are chiefly

74
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sins of government. This extended and excessively literal
rendering of the Tudor political netaphor of the king's t'¡ro

bodies is cbviously intended to be viewed ironically. fhe

piay provokes us into considering the limitations of the

doctrine of the king's mystic body, both from the viewpoint

of the monarch and from that of his subjects. Edward is
depicted as having very little unders-tanding of polit,ical
situations. His political rhetoric is largely urrrêliable,
and we are meant to reconsider critically the political
doctrines that invest so much power in a human being so

unworthy of it.
The synipathy which the torture-scenes arouses for

Edward II undermines the overall didactic pattern of this
history play, making us question the ethical rationale of
such a terrible purgation of the kJ-ng,s sins. The

Renaissance humanist, tradition frowned upon physical

torment. Erasmus, for example, treats violence in rtan as

unnatural in his Dulce bellum inexpertis (phillips, Erasmus

on ilis Times, L07-141).

Not oniy does Marlowe emphasize the torÈure-scenes, the

entire play is structured somewhat episodically to
overemphasize the relationships of the king with his

favourit.es. Marlowe edi'¿s his Holinshed to make the

favourites the principal reason for Edward's misgoverrirnêr:.t

thereby emphas Lzing Eldward's physical self-indulgence. The

sources had stressed homosexuality without being politically
radical, but Marlowe draws attention to the political
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implicatio;rs'of Edward's wrongs. And this play blan:es more

than one character for the chaos in the realm. The leaders

who overthrow Edward the Queen and Mortimer have

misconceptions of the nature of monarchy and legaI

govern:nent similar to Edward's. In t,he opening scenes of

the play we learn that Edward has broken God's law and must

face punishment:

Lancaster My J-ord, will you take arms

against the King ?

Canterbury Vthat need T? God himself is uP in

arÍns

When violence is offered to the

church.

IEdward Ir, r.ii. 39-41].

However, Canterbury's reference to "the church" lessens the

seriousness of Edward's e¡rongs for Marl-owe's largely

Protestant Tudor audience. We are also reminded of the

animosity of the Catholic clerg-y to the English monarch in

the King John plays. The opening scene of Edward II also

incorporates the doctrine of obedience, when Mortimer

Junior's rebellious sentiments are rebuked by the Archbishop

of Ca¡rterbury:

Mortiner Junior The King shall lose his croh¡n, for

we have Power'

And courage too, to be revenged at

full.

Canterbury But lift not your swords against



the King.

Ir.ii. s9-51]

The po\úer of the king and his right to rule came from God,

but the sane d-:-vine right also rendered the king subject to

the law according to Fortescue (Hamilton, 9-L0). These

ideas have been summarized by Moody E. Prior: "It was aLso

a commonJ-y he-l,d opinion that the king should regard himself

as subject t.o the law. This followed from his position as

Goci's representative" (Prior, 95). t2l
In the opening scene Marlowe gives Eciward passionate

rhetoric in which Edward states tha¿ a king's actions cannot

be questioned by his subjects:

I cannot brook these haughty menacest

Am I a king, and must be overruled ?

Brother, display my ensigns in the fieid;

T'I1 bandy with the barons and the earls

Ànd eicher die, or live with Gaveston.

I r.i. 134-138 ] .

Here Edward is @, playing the part of a

pow:rful king according to his o\.tn Ìirnited understanding of

sovereignty. His extravagant language is an instance of

what Puttenham calls Lomphi_el-qgie or poiltpous speech

(Puttenham, 266). Edward, seems more immature and peculant

than seriously motivated in the above bomphiologia. An

irresponsible and self-indulgent king, Edward is ready to go

to war for wronE reasons. Edward's rnisuse of rhetoric works

against him when his confusions cf pun ["bandy'r/"die"] are
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eracted literalJ-y. He fights against the barons and earls

because of his favourites. Deposed and defeated, he is

tortured and killed for his friendships. Latent

[homo]sexual connotations may lurk in Edward's "dj-e" in 11.

138. But, in his Lomphiol-ogia, Edward has no inkling of his

brutal end at Berkeley Cast1e.

Throughout the play, Elward fails to understand his

close relationship to the peopJ.e and the 1aw. InsÈead he

feels that he is being forced to yleld to pressure from the

po'urerful barons this subjectsl, and that his royal authority

is being unfairly undermined. À11 his atter.pts at, self-

assertion centre upon these feelings IIII.ii. L-9¡ V.i. 26-

291. The "sÍtooth-tongued scholar" Baidock ccunsels hirn

against yielCing to the barons. Bal-dock's lines are a sad

co¡nnentaiy on a soverèign:

th-is haugt^t resolve becornes your majestlr,

Not to be tied to their affection,

As though !¡cur highness were a schoolboy stil1,

And must be awed and governed like a chil-d

[ ïrr . ii. 28-3 ].l

Even though Baldock is seeking his own advancement,

there is a grain of truth in these lines, for Edward seens

to acquiesce in Ba1do;k's image of what he has formerly

been. EdwarC's on,ly claim to political power is tha'c' he is

the hereditary monarch. Royal right by inheritancer though

conmon pracÈice, was by no means an undj-sputed topic:

Starkey, writing during the reign of Heery VIII,



rejected che theory tirat succession by inheritance

was demanded by nature and right reason' and

viewed it rather as a systein imposed by 'tyrants

and barbarous princes', yet he approved of the

practice as an expedient way of avoiding 'd.!-scord,

debate, and confusion' (Prior, 88-89) .

Edward's need to prop himself up on his right to rule

through hereditary succession emphasizes his lack of actual

political strength.

Like MarLowe's earlier heroes Edward i-s also a

peculiarly obsessive character. ECward is preoccr¡Pied with

his belief in hj-s own rights. M.M. Mahood compares Edward

to Mycetes: "Edward is insignificant besides Marlowe's

other heroes, a Mycetes in the throne of Tamburlaine" (L19).

M¿hood's analogy seems to point to Edward's lack of

uncerstanding of the nature of kingship, even though the

comparison of Edward and Mycetes is alrnost like parody.

Edward's political position is complicaÈed because his riEht

to the crovrn is hereditary ârrd this conf licts with his

belief that he has a right to private relationships as a

man. He is affronted by the strong barons both as a kinE

and as a man3

King. By earth, the common mother of us a1l,

;"";;;" "; .;;"", ;"";;;" "; ";";;"":
I rrr . ii. L27 -L47 I

Edward is not speaking in Mycetes's vein, but more in
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that of Tamburl-aine. vte can only be horrif ied at Èhe

cruelty, calrousness, and childish tantrums of a monarch who

cen speak as irresponsibly as in the following exchange:

Mortimer Junior Then, Edward, thou witt fight it
to the last,

And rather bathe thy sword in
subject's blood,

Make England's civil towns huge heaps of

stones,

And ploughs to Eo about our palace-gates.

lrrr.iii.26-3Ll
Edward's reasons for fighting a civil war are wrong, but he

uses a figure of reasoning etiologia-- to justify
hi::lserf . The verbar aggression imptied in the above speech

act t11. 30-311 suggests that Edward's victory will mean a

cruel and tyrannical rure in England. However, Edward is
not required to live up to his threats of destroying
England's towns, since he wins the first round of his combat

against the barons:

King. Thus after many threats of wrathful war,

Triumpheth England's Edward with his friends;
And triumph, Edward, with friends

uncontrolled.

company.

King. Ay, traj-tors aIÌ, rather t,han thus be

braved,

Than banish

80
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In his reiteration of "triumph/triurnpheth" Edward is
using ploche [Puttenham's doubler] to emphasize th¿t he has

had his orrn wây, and can noÌd revel with . his friends
"uncontrolled" (Puttenham, 2II). The lack of control
suggests Edward's total disregard for the will of t,he people

and the laws of the rearrn. Edward appears to revel in the

large number of heads he has had struck off:
Why, man, they say there is Ereat executj-on

Done t,hrough the realm

I rv. iii. 6-7 ]

spencer Junior reads out the names of the executed barons

I IV. iii. 11] . Edward responds as if he has slaught.ered

curs, using Puttenham's sarcasmus:

Why, soi they barked apace a month ago:

Now on my life, they,}l neither bark nor bite

lrv iii.12-131
The barking curs may also be read as instar.ces of
Puttenham's icon (250). Edward,s triumph is to be short-
lived, l:ecause \úe know that Mortimer has escaped to France

in fV. i. In his clemency toward Mortj-mer, Edward dlsplays
an absence of recogr,ition of his enemies and of polit,lcal
necessity that no despotic ruler can affordi he thereby

hastens his own downfalt.

Edward's irnage of the sun (phoebus) galloping through

the sky is reminiscent of the myth of phaeton because it is
inappropriate to the occasion:

lvr. i. 1-311
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King. Gallop apace, bright Phoebus, through the

sky,

And dusky night, in rusty iron car,

Between you both shorten the time, 1 pray,

That I may see that most desired day,

When we may meet these traitors in the

fie1d.

I rv. iii. 45-49)

Edward's use of mlrth in his apostrophe to the sun conforms

to Put,^uenham's Renaissance definition of paradig¡na which is
a likening of a case from the past with the present in hunan

h'i stor^y for purposes of wise counsel (Puttenham, 252) .

Conting at the rnoment of Edward's victory over the barons,

this analogy with Phaeton seems to foreshadow his ultimate

fall, two scenes later in IV. v.t and is proof of Edward's

inability to unierstand the significance of h:-s own inflated
language.

Edward's mlrth-clichés blocl< his perception of his

actual political situation. The savage irony of "that most

desired daJ" is fulfiIled within the space of one short

scene IIV.v. ] as the Queen and Mortimer seize power.

Edward's choices steadiiy lead him toward sel-f-destruction,

Spencer ilunior r^rarns t,he ki-ng:

Fiy, fly, my lord, the Queen is overstronE;

Her friends do multiply, and yours do fail.

I IV.v . 4-7 )

Edward responds with a vain attempt at majestlr:
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Give me my horse, and let's r'enforce our t'roops;

And in t,hi; bed of horrcr die with fame

IIv. v. 4-7]

Edward is speaking pompous 1y using paradox

[ "horror"/ "f ame" ], stilt pla1,'i¡g at being rhetorical man.

He wants to uphold his honour because he rtras born to be a

king, the crown being his birt,hright and his inheritance.

But despite his excessive concern with his crown' he does

not comprehend in entirety what it is to be a king. For

instance, he fails to understand the significance of the

death of his friends chiefly because they were the friends

of a king and the partners of his mistakes when he

complains: "O Gaveston, it is for thee that I am wronged/

For Írêr both thou and both the Spencers died".[V. iii. 41-

421.

Much of the imagery in Edward's speeches is exaggerated

and seÌf-destructive. This is particuJ-arly evident in the

final scenes after his defeat. In Iv. vi. the appearance of'

the mower, ti:e traditional sirmbol of death, makes us aware

of the i¡revitability of what is going to happen to Edward

l1 . f. i6 I . Edward poeticizes on the natu¡:e of his

predicar,enti he says that he is going to hell. Once again

he uses paradigma which is guite prophetic and odCly

euphonic:

And to the gates of hell convey me hence;

Let Pluto's bells ring out my fatal knell

Ànd hags howl for my death at Charon's shore,



He has previously said that his imprisonment is the rebels'

vengeance for the love of his friends, whom he has loved

passionatelys

then, in Isabella's name

To take my lifer my company fron me ?

Here, man, rip up this panting breast of mine,

And take my heart in rescue of my friends.

[ 1I. 64-67 )

In the above improper etiologia t11. 66-671 with its

vj-olent, ugly, and grotesque irnages, Edward plays into the

hands of the power-mad "dualizer" lfortirner. tthile he st,ill

does not take his rhetoric literally, his innate self-

destructiveness is evident in his images. The dignily cf

his speeches in adversity is significantly undermined by

excessive emotion. We recall Mortimer Senior's 'Quan rnale

conveniunt' tI. iv. 81. Edv¡ard has lived by excess of

emotion.

In this context, Edward's journey to Killingworth

invit,es a reading of "Killingworth" as a drastic Pun. In V.

i. at Killingworth, Edward surrenders his crown. In terms

of the deranged metaphor of the two bodies, the deposition

scene represents the cl-imax of the p1ay. The "k:Iling" is

the act, of deposing Edward as king, rather than the act of

murdering hin physically as a man. Edward himself sees this

episode in terns of self-destruction:
But, when the imperial lion's flesh is gored,

[11. 86-89 ]
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Iie rends and tears at it with his wrathful Pêwr

Highly scorning that the lowIy earth

ShoulddrinkhisbloodmountsuPintotheair.
Þ.ndsofaresitwithmerwhosedaunLlessmind

The ambitious Mortimer would seek to curb,

tv. i. 11-16l

In using the myth of t,he lion's royal behavj-our when

injured, Edward, again uses Puttenham's icon' His self-

delusion in t,he above lines is obviousr âs he rcakes a false

claim for his own mental prowess. Throughout t'he Play,

Edward,s actions have shown his imper5-al wrath, but his

decisions have never revealed the intellectual cont=ol anC

grasp of affairs of a "dauntless mind". By his very

olcsession with the personal, Edward II draws attention to

the political implications of his speech acts both actual

and intencied. From the image of the imperial lion in a

speech where he is still rhetorical man, Edward changes to

homo seriosus as his descent to the real-iÈy of his situation

is inevitable and rapids

But what are kings when regiment is gone,

But perfect shadows in a sunshine day ?

Vly nobles rule, I bear the name of king;

I wear the crown, but am cont'roll-ed by them'

[1r.26-29)

Ecward is using eroteina, and as in the case of the

politi-cians in Misfortunes and Wounds, Edward's use of the

rheËorical questiorr illustrates his feelinEs of
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ineffect,uaiity and political frustration. Edward has his

only mo:nent of political realization while he is tormented

by suspicions of Mortimer's j-ntentions to wear the cro\{n.

He suddenly bursts out with the truth of his predicament.

ft seems as if this intense pain is wh¡t he had felt aII
aJ-ong about the crown he inherited:

But if proud Morti¡ner do wear this crohrn,

Heavens turn it to a blaze of q:renchless fire;
OÍ, like the snaky wreath of Tisiphcn,

Engirt the temples of his hateful head.

[11.43-46]
The crown functions as 'the central icon, in our contemporary

sense of the tern, in Edward,s speeches in t,he scenes after
his d,efeet. If beirig alive to Edward tneans weer'! ng the

crov¡n as klng, 11 . 43-46 suggest his fear of the dest,ructive

qualities of life itself.
Ec',sard's use of the rnyth of Tisiphon provides yet

another instance of garadigma. But Edward's curse against

Mortimer rebounds against himself as the ¡:Iay,s action
unfo-ds Edward's terrlble fate. Like Mar1cwe,s other

heroes, Edward pro jects. What l¡larlowe's heroes say of
ancther character is often true about thenrselves. ?te

tormented and genuine ernotion in Edwarci,s speech suggests

tha-u wea:.:ing the crown tras never an easy taek for him, and

h¿s oniy brought. him greaL pain and suffering. Ar even

deeper realization foliowsr âs he speaks in Faustus's vein

[Faust. Oh Faustus,...hath deprived thee of th.e joys of
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heaven (Doctor Faustus, V. i. 274-323)j as he finds the time

approaching when he must surrender his crown: "let me be

king till night, ...needs must I resign my wished c:own"

t11. 60-701. The crown is a symbol of the body politic, and

in a displaced manner, Edward seems to comprehend finally
what it was to have been England's king. Faustus's

description of his vision of Christ's blood, of salvation
rnoments before his eternal damnation (Doctor Faustus, V. i.
286-289) is comparable in the intensity of its passionate

rhetoric to Edward's vision of his kingship. Both Edward

and Faustus recognize Èhe symbols of life fearfuliy and much

too Late.

In his abdication, Edward is neither the imperial lion
nor a Mycetes. He is suddenly aLmost an ordinary man in his

voic.i.ng of a commonplace emotion, regret, and he earns our

sympathy as homo seriosus when he says:

And in this torment comfort fj-nd f none,

But that f feel Èhe crown upon my head,

And therefore let me wear it yet awhile

[11. 81-83 ]

Then we are back again in the world of symbolic action

where the potential but extreme duality present in the

doctrine of the two bodies is recognized, and deposition

equals regicide:

He of you all +-hat most desi¡ed my blood,

And will be called the murderer of a king,

Take it.
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In the above lines lve have one of the clearest
instances of Edward's narrow and magical conception of
kingship as he equates his own physical- being with the act
of wea:cing t,he crown. rt is in keeping with the pattern of
serf-destruction inherent in many of Edward's speeches and

speech acts that he surrenders the crown voluntarily. As in
Richard rr, the crown cârrriot be taken from the king without
destroying him as a man, because the king has helped create
a situation wherein the extreme duarity only potentiar in
this doctrine is realized:

t 11. 100-102 l

Richard I give this weight, from off my iread

And this unwieldy sceptre from my hand,

IRichard.JI, Iv. i. 204-205J .

Edward equates his surrender of the crown with death as

gives vent to personal enotion using a conventional form

prosopopoei-a:

Come, death, and with thy fingers close my eyes,

Or if I live, let me forEet myself.

tI1. r_10-1111

he

of

88

rn this symboric death and/or loss of serfhood that he

enbraces, Edward makes no act of contrition for his
disordered and tyrannical rul-e. The tragic irony of his
situation is that he has little avrareness of anything el_se

except his good qualities as a ruler. He only suspects that
he was not powerful enough. In another inaccurate use of
etiologia he states¡



Commend me to my son, and bid him rule

Better than I. Yet how have I transgressed

Except with too rnuch clemencY ?

[11.L2L-L23]
If Edward's 'etiological' style is character:zed by

\úrong reasoning, and his understanding of sovereignty

incomplete, these failings are also present in the Queen and

Mortimer who overthrow Edward to further their own corrupt

ambitions. Edward is correct when he mentions "too much

clemency" in referring to his lenient treatment of Morti:ner

as he renembers his reign"

I{hen in power lvfortitner has no respect for monarchs and

rnonarchy. His desire to remedy the evil caused by Edward's

reign is prompted less by the need to have just goverrunent

in the land than to further his own need for power. His

corrupt intentions and selfish, flawed reasons provide a

direct contrast tc¡ the roles played by powerful feudal lords

such as the Bastard in Troublesome Reign and King John and

the good Duke Humphrey in 1 and 2 Henry VI who pJ-ace the

weal oî. the state above self-interest. For Mortimer, kings

are no more than puppets when he states his reasons fot

seizing powers

Fair Isabel, now we have our ,lesirei

The proud corrupters of the light-brained King

Have done their homage -t'o the lofty gallows,

Ànd he himsel-f lies in caPtivitY.

Be ruled by me, and we will rule the reaLrn.
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Think therefore, madam, that imports us much

To erest your son with all the speed we may,

And that I be protector over him;

For our behoof will bear the great,er slrey

Whenas a king's name shall be under writ.

lv. ii. 1-14 J

Queen Isabel is as weak as the deposed king in allowing

her passions to rule her judgmenÈ in matters of statecraft.
She has been so negatively influenced by her lover that she

too has no respect for the throne. She is less concerned

with her son's rightful succession than with her own

enoÈions. Prompt,ed by maternal- af fection, her only concern

is for hrs safety in troubled times when she says:

Sweet Mortimer, the life of Isabel,

Be thou persuaCed that I love thee we1l,

Ànd thereforer so the prince Íiy son be safe,

V{hom I esteem as dear as t.hese mine eyes,

Conclude against his father whal thou w:lt,
And I myself will willingly subscr:-be.

lv. ii. 15-20l

tie recall that safety or security is Edwarci,s ¡¡ice as welI.
Ti:e queen's flatÈering acquiescence to Mortimer,s wishes

indicates the cor.ipJ-ete corruption of Edward, s cour'¿ where

all conce,f,ts of potitical justice have become totally lost.
I{hen the correcÈors of the evils caused by Edward in

the reaL¡n are pcliticians as nakedly alrrb:t;ous anC po\^rer
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hunEry as Mortinrer, and as foolishly doting and confused as

Queen Isabel, Edward's torture and terrible end are the

resul-t of the Èfortimer regime's perversion of the paradigrn

of the two bodies. The torments to which Edward's body is

sub jec-ted in v. iii . and v. v. aPPear Èo be the nelt

goverruRent's method. of " purging" the evil in the kingdom.

fn these Scenes Edward's unCerstanding of his irrational

purgation remains, as usual, incomplete, when he says:

Within a dungèon England's King is kept,

Where I am starved for want of sustenance'

My daily diet is heart-breaking sobs

That alrnost rents the closet of my heart:

Thus lives old Edward not relieved by any'

Ând so must die, though pitied by many.

tv. iii. L9-231

Edward,s lament is an instance of ecphonisis [ouucry],

and here too there is excess of enotion and language.

"ileart-breaking sobs" / " cl-oset of my heart" is an instance

of Puttenham's tautologj-ar âD improper rhetorical figure

wh:-ch Edward uses to arouse slnnpathy f or his condition

(Puttenham, 26i). Although Ceposed, Edward still considers

himself England's king tV. iii. 191, but he does no:

comprehend vthy he is being subjected to such punishments.

He remains firm in his belief that he is king as he atterçt's

to save his o\lrn life in another passionate outburst using

tautolog-y Iin the sense of hopeless repetition] as he bribes

the assassin Lightborn [3]:
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Letthisgiftchangethymind,andSavethysoul.
Know that I am a king; Oh at that name

I feel a hell of grief ! Where is my crown ?

Goner gone, and do I remain alive ?

[v.v. 87-89 ]

It is as if in realization of Edward's worst fears that

Lightborn has appeared. This name itself is satanic, and

its cruelty parallels "Ki]lingøorth". Edward surrenders to

his killers:
Edw. I am too weak and feeble to resist:

Assist me, sweet God, and receive my soul'

tv. v. 107-108I .

In the structure of Edward II there is a kind of

secondary climax in the final torture scene [V.v. ] as both

stage audj-ence tlf. 1-61 and theatre audience tensely await

the king,s death. The exact circumstances of Edward's

murder v¡ere carefully selected out of Holinshed to reinforce

the impact of this underground Marlovian chamber of horrors'

unparalleleC in its physical and psychic ferocity even in

the episodes of torture and cruelty at a later date in

Jacobean drama:

with heavie feather beddes, lor a table as some

writel being cast upon him, they kept him

downe, and withall put into hi-s fundament an

horne, and through the same they thrust into his

bodie a hote spitte the which passing up into

his intrayles, and being rolled to and fro, burnt
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the same, but so as no appearance of any wounds or

hurt outwardly might bee once percelrued (Fraser

and Rabkin, 353).

fhe phallic symbolism of Lightborn's red-hot spit {V.

v. 301 indicates that the king is ultimately punished for

his abuse of the passions. Edward's false use of rhetorical

language also catches up with him as his misused figures of

speech Iparadigrma, IV. vi. 86-89; etiologia, IV- vi. 64-671

are translated into almost literal terms.

fùhile the dead lit,eral rendering of the two bodies

metaphor in the final scenes exPoses the dualism inherent in

this Tudor political paradigm, our symPathy for Edward never

goes so far as to dismiss the necessity of just, comPetent'

and constructive government in a state. Edward fI calls

into question the issue of inherited right as the sole

justification for rulership where the inheritor is as

unsuitable for monarchy as Edward II, and this question is

also present in Shakespeare's First Tetralogy. At the same

time, in the triumph of Edward III who restores order in the

realm [V.vi], it is suggested that a ruler could be capable

in himself despite his paternity. In the support Edward III

receives from his lords as he rids the kingdom of Mortimer's

ruIe, the idea of a law-abiding and just sovereign receiving

popular support is clearly emphasized.

Through the derangement of the political metaphor of

the king's two bodies in Edward II, Marlowe depicts a

political world soulless and corrupt. The play emphasizes
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t,hat the righÈ and wrong of poliiics ulti:nately rests with

individuals, and not in theories. The metaphor of the body

politic, implicit in so many Re:raissance plays, suggested

harmony between the one and the many. But the distortion of

the paraciigm of the two bodies by both Edward and the

politicians who execute him shows that a potentially

dualizing paradox such as this one could be cruelly misused

by unimaginative, unstable, power-hungryr and vindict,ive

Ieaders to make a weapon of an essentially imaginative

theory.



1. Like Moody E. Prior, Hamilton too uses Fortescue to
discuss the relation of the king to God and to the law in
Donna B. Hamilton, "The State of the Law in Bj,ghar¿l-Lf " ,
Shakespeare Ouarterly, Vol 34 t 1983 I : 9-10. Original
footnole numbers in this quotation have been deleted, and
this practice is followed in aII subsequent quotations in
this study.

2. Moody E. Prior, The Drama of Power: Studies in
Shakespeare's Historv Plays ( Evanston: Northwestern
University Press, I973r, 95. Prior also cites influential
sixteenth century writers such as Tyndale and Fortescue to
show the prevalence of such views on the relation of the
king to God and to the law:

Tyndale cautioned kings to "remember that they are
iñ God's stead and ordained of God not for
themselves but for t,he weal of their subjects
The king is in the room of God, and his law is
God's law and nothing but the law of nature a
natural equity which God graved in the hearts of
men." If the-law of nature be of God, then the
king is noÈ above the law. Àccording to Sir
Johñ Fortescue, the most distinguished political
writer of the late Middle Ages, the king was bound
to rul-e by the laws to which his people assented,
and morally obligated to obey the highest law
himself : -'Wherefõre as oft as such a king doth
wrong notwithstanding the said law declared by the
propñet. " The law of nature and the king-'s
subõrdination to it persists throughout the
sixteenth centurY.

The intricacies of the mõnarchical paradigm vtere probably
familiar to many of the educated members of Marlowe's
audience.

3 . Stephen Greenblatt, Renaissance SqIf -Fa-shioning:
From More to ShakesPeare (Chicago: University of Chicago

GrdenbtaÈt too Picks uP on the
repetitineneés of Edward's rhetoric. Edward's repetitive
rh-etoric is part of what Greenblatt terms the rePetition
compulsion of Marlowe's heroes. Of the pattern of action in
Effi;d II Greenblatt says that "after spending tl" first
naff of the play alteriately embracing and _parting from
Gaveston, Edwãrd- immediately replaces t'he slain favorite
with Spencer Junior and thereby resumes the same Patternt
the wittfot courting of disaster that is finally \

NOTES

95



rewarded' in the castle cesspool."
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John Bale's morality play King Johan [1539] depicts a

saintly monarch who is a true prophet and the type of the

Christian martyr. Johan is murdered because he lacks

politicai realism like Shakespeare's lienry Yf, even though

he tries to confront the conspiring Catholic clergy in e

plain, strong "Protestant" sty1e. Jotran is too saintly to

cope with the evil- forces of discord in his kingdom.

T11gologically, Johan's reign may be read as a capÈivity in
Babylon, while the Pope is identified with Antichrist. King

Johan alters facts about the troubled reign of King John

from medieval English history in order to depict the

conflict between the playwright's idealized desires for a

perfect ruler in a perfect state, and the grim realities of

monarchy, power, and treason in the historical world both

past Ithirteenth century] and present Isixteenth century].

By dramatizing the sufferings of King Johan, Bale

blended medieval historical facts and allegorical treatment

of the contemporary Tudor conflict of church and state to

produce a uniquely transitional play that combines

techniques of structure, characterization, stage spectacle,

and diaiogue from the medieval morality form with the active
political interest that is present in Renaissance historical
drama. Àccording to scholars, King Johan is the earl-iest of

C}IAPTER FOUR

the ideal Protestant, king in King Johan
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the sixteenth century history plays with recognizable

political content,, "rr"r, though it may not have influenced

Iater plays on King John and other Renaissance history

plays. F.P. Wilson statess

Bale's originality rests in his choice of a theme

from English history as the base for a political

morality. fn a sense, but not perhaps an important

sense, he is a Precursor of the historical plays

on English themes in Elizabeth's last years. His

Play remained in manuscript, however, and as far

as we can tell had not Èhe slightest influence

upon later draina (37-38).

Robert Potter points out that King Johan !üas viewed as a

political work in its own time:

In its initial form this play was probably written

ia L538 and performed at' Christmas before the

household of Thomas Cranmer, Àrchbishop of

Canterbury. Records indicate that Cromwell paid

for the performance; it is likely that the play

\ras Presented subseguently in pubiic performances.

Audiences evidently understood clearly the message

of the PIay, and outbreaks of disorder occurred.

One spectator remarked that 'it' was a great pity

that the bishop of Rome should reign any longer'

for he woul-d do with our King as he did for King

.Tohn' (95).

BaIe catered to the tastes of his contemporaries and



attempted to win them over to the Protestant cause by

creating a king of England who is a Protestant saint.

Bale's King Johan speaks in a pl-ain style, that conforms to

the principles of "Protestant poetics" discusFed by such

scholars such as Barbara Lewalski and John King. King

points out:

The English Protestant literary tradiÈion emerged

and flourished during the radical Reforination in

the middle of the sixteenth century this

Iit,erature introduced Protestant themes and e

plain style that would continue to influence

English literature throuEhout most of the

seventeenth century (3) .

King places Bale's work in this sixteenth century Protestant

tradition (56-75).

King Johan is concerned with truth in ianguage¡ a theme

which also runs through Troublesome Reign and King John.

But in the latter plays, the king's own language is often

false. King Johan's speeches stress significat,ion,

recording, and aJ,legory, and his speeches are steeped in
Biblical allusions. trn contrast to the king's plain styJ-e,

clear erguments, and presumably sober manners, the stage

"Catholics" wax fIowery in speech, speaking figuratively:

"Here is nowther Awsten, Ambrose, Hierom nor Gregcry ....I{e

of the Chirch nov¡ are the fower generall proctors" [King

Johan in Tudor Plays ed. Edmund Creeth. New York: Anchor

Books, L966, I. 807-8101, and use singing and chanting3 "À
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Johan::e Rege iniquo, libera nos, domine" [I. 550]. We also

assume -uhat they !ùear rich costumes aS a satire on Catholic

abuse. The Catholics' physical disguises parallel their

false rhetoric. The Protestant king's plainness indicates

his righteousness and sincerity, while the Catholic

opposition's speeches and manners suggest their hlpocrisy

and inteiaperaie ways of living Ia favourite concern of

Eale'sl.

Johan's Protestant government brings on his suffering,

so like the other leaders discussed in this study, Johan's

style indirectly suggests humanity in conf 1ic+- wit'h

doctrine. However, Lanham's definition of homo, seriosus

cannot be applied to King Johan, because this play is less

concerned wit.h the characters' realization of self than with

the propagation of ?rotestant doctrine through the king's

speeches. BaIe upholds the Protestant view without

questiorring the hero's suffering. Instead, he explains this

suffering by blaming Catholics, and by pointing to analogies

wj-th sainthood and ma:tyrdom. lthen Sedicyon feeis that he

himself belo:rgs with Thomas Becket, Imperyall Ma jestye

protests:

Kyng Johan ye subdued for that ponnyshed treason

But ?homas Becl<et

Because that he

ye exalted without reason,

dyed for the Churches wanton

Iybertye,

Irr. L477-148C].



I{hile the medieval chroniclers had recorded King John's

cruelty and impiety, Bale transformed the earlier view

altogether by presenting an ideal king in his play. John R.

Elliot states that the medieval King John

i-s said to have reveled in cruel and unnatural

punishments such as slitting noses, plucking out

eyes and teeth, and crushing bodies under lead

weights. He extorted money, seized property, and

raped the wives and daughters of his barons. He

despised Christianity and even, according to

Matthew Paris, concocted a scheme to make England

subservient to the Moslem ruler of North Africa in
ret,urn for the Ìatter's protection against the

Pope (55).

Sixteenth century writers mostly focussed on John's

defiance of the Pope, and chose to ignore the evils of his

reign. EIliot finds that the earliest attack upon the

Catholic conspirators was made by Ï{il1iarn Tynciale in The

Obedier.ce of a Christian Man in 1528 (66). Eliiot
continues ¡

The nevr image of John as an heroic king and

Protestant martyr soon made him one of the most

popular of English historical figures

':... .....fn Particular, Bale

attacked Polydore vergil, whor âs we sha1I see,

v,'as primaril" r""norrsib.'l-e for continuing

the adverse medieval view of John into the

l_ 01
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sixteenth century ...Bale took Polydore

severely to task for his treatment of King John

(67).

Bale's King Johan is the ideal head of state t'hat a

zealous Protestant minister's imagination created. King

Johan is also the type of the true prophet like the kings

from David to Solomon, confirming Lewalski's view t'hat

"the ancient mode of Christian symbolism we call tlpology

was alive and well after the Reformation and prominent in

sixteenth and seventeenth century theology and literature"

(lLL). According to David Bevirrgton: "The idealized ending

of. King John moves avowedly out of the thirteenth-century

tine and approaches the miLlenium. Imperial Majesty,

patenÈty King Henry, is 'supreme lord of the church"' (l-04).

Bevington sees Bale's treatment of kingship as tlpical of

the Protestants' dilemma in Reformation England:

BaIe's fictional king is thus not simple flattery

of Henry but a potential standard for criticism.

Bale specificatty endorses Tudor divine right

(1. 103) but insists that God's instrument on

earth must take firm charge of God's Reformation

(102).

King Johan incorporates much more than "potential"

criticism, because Bale, like other writers of history plays

dramatizes the past to reflect the present. The depiction

of Johan as the type of the religious saviour similar to

Moses and King David is part of the tlpological einphasis of
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this play. According to The Interpretour3

ThisnobleKyngJohanrâsafaythfulllvloyses'
Withstode proude Pharao for hys poore Israel,

Myndynge to brynge yt owt of the lande of

darkenesse,

But the Eglptanes did agaynst hym so rebe1l,

Thathyspoorepeoplededstyllinthedesart
dwell t

ryllthatdukeJosue,which$rasourlateKynge
Henryet

Clerelybroughtusintothetandeofmylkeand
honye.

As a stronge David, ât the vcyce of verytie,

t r. 1107-1114 I .

Because Bale's patron was Thomas Cranmer, the obvious

flattery of Henry VIfI would have been in keeping with the

custom of the Tudor court. Superficially the play does laud

Henry VIII, and Johan a¡:,d Henry have their zeal- for reforn

in co:runon, but the differences between Johan and Henry VIII

would have been obvious to contemporary audienc='s. Bale's

royal hero is a saintì-y prince, but Henry vIII hardly

representeC such virtue.

tsaIe's hero king begins by introducing himsel-f plainly

and firmly declaring his noble Purpose3 "To reforme the

l,1wes and sett men in good order. / That trew Justyce nay be

had in every border" [f . 2O-2L]. Johan exaggerat'es his orttn

pohler, and states that his ancestry and fa:nily ties make him
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what he iS: "My granf ather 1^ras an empo\úre excelent , /MY

father a Kyng, by successyon lynea1i" tI. 10-111. As in the

reigns of other kings in the sixteenth century history plays

discussed in this study, hereditary kingship did nct

automatically denote political strength. I{idow Englande

enters seeking his help, complaining that she has been

"ungodly usyd" by the clergly "ageynst all ryght and

justice". Johan cannot recognize Englande who has been

"chaungyd thus". And Johan's lack of recognition of the

state of England contributes to his painful end (Potter,

97). As if in response to this complaint of change, Sedicyon

enters wit.h a bawdy lorv-life threat: "IÍhat, You two alone ?

I will tel-r. tales, by Jesus, / ?ind saye that f se yow f all

here t.o iycharye" [I. 43-44J.

The rapid transitions from the serious to the mean and

conmonplace are a charact,eristic feature of Bale's stlzle in

Ki-ng Joha-n. While this does little to enhance the qualrty

of Bale's art, it gi-ves a sense of energ¡y to many of Bal-e's

characters IBevingt,on, ].011. Excepting ihe king, the other

characters in Kinq iohan are not recognizabl-e either as real

peopler oÍ even historical characiers from t,he niCdle ages.

They are t\úo-dimensronal beings who enact their thoughts ano

emotions on stage in wo:d.s. Given the allegorical nature of

cliaracterization in morality p1ays, this two-dinensional

Cepiction is understandable, but sonetimes we feel simply

that Bale is speaking, not a dramatic creation. In his most

powerful attacks on contempotîary probj-ems, Bale f orgoes the
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"willing suspension of disbelief" that dramatic dialogue is

expected to induce, and gives vent to his own spleen,

notably against Roman Cathotics. He exhibits a tendency to

Iapse into doggerel verse. Profanity frequently erupts into

the text and BaIe excels in condemning his opposition. [1]

In the opening scene Englande's complaints and King

Johan's responses immediately demonstrate Bale's vehement

anti-Catholic vi-ews:

King Johan By the bore of Rome, I trow, thou

menYst the PoPe

Enslande ;; ; ;" ; ;;" ;" =;:; ;;,;"""

incline.

They forsake Godes word, which is most

puer and clene.

And unto tire lawys of synfull men they

leane.

lr. 7s-801

The beast imagery confirms BaLe's hatreC of Romish divines.

Englande's attack on the Pope and the Roman Cath¿clic clerEy

is interrupted by Sedicyon with abuse:

Iiold yowr peace t ye whorer or ellys by Masse, I

trowe.

I sha1l cause the pope to

In what is to become his

curse thee as black as a

crowe

lr. 87-881.

characteristic inquirlng
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Solomonic manner, the king asks Sedicyon who he is: "T{hat

art thow, felow, that, seme so braggyng bolde ?n II. 89].

Later, the Solomonic analogy is clearly emphasized in the

king's ovrn comment supporting divine right: "The power of

princys ys gevyn from God above,/ And, as sayt'h Salomon,

ther hartes the Lord doth move" III. 225-2261. Sedicyon'

however, ident,ifies himself with profanity: "f am SedicYonr

that with the pope vûyll hoLd/ So long es I have a hole

withln my breche" II. 90-91]. Once Johan is adequately

apprised of Englande's pitiful condition and her specific

neeCs, he pledges to become her defender and patrons "For

GoC hath sett me by his apolmtment just/ To further thy

cause, to mayntayne thi ryghi-r/ Ànd therfor I will supporte

thee Caye and nyght" tI. L37-1391. Johan pledges to consult

with the clerg-y and t,he noblemen of the realm. Ànd even if

they do not help in diagnosing and solving Englande's

problems, he alone wilt try to help her as best as he can.

The charact.er of the protagonist, King Johan is vividly

drawn, while the king's principal foes, Sedicyon and his

associates, are less clearly realized. SeCicyon and his

"Catholic" associates are in direct opposition to Englande

and her "Protestant" champion Johan. Even thouEh basically

det,estable, the character of Sedicyon has vigour and

vit,ality. He belongs in the category of Spivack's "hybrid

image " of whonr Spivack v¡rites 3 "Such a villain and his

history l.rrap the perennial role in the surface texture of

human vision and appetite, beneath which it goes its ancient



bravura way in the h.omiletic dimension" ( 339 ) . Sedj-cyon

openly and boldly mocks the king who refuses t,o be dissuaded

from his holy task of solving Englande's problems. The

verve and noise of Sedicyon's speeches is reminiscent of the

I{yclif f rte style 3

Sedicyon Al-as, that, ye are not a pryst to here

confessyon.

Kyng Johan !{hy for confessyon ? Lett me know thi

fantasye

Sedicyon Becawse that ye are a man so fulI of
:

mercye,

Namely to women that wepe with a heavy

harte

Ifhan they in the churche hath lett but a

lytyl farte.
Kyng Johan I perseyve well now thou speaþst all

this in mockage,

Because I take parte with Englandes

:
ryghtfull heryt,age.

Say thou what thou v¡ylt, her mater shall

not Perlzshe.

( r. 167-169 )

Johan reads Sedicyon's vulgar littLe allegory quickly,

because of his concern with truth in language. The Catholic i

opposition's abuse of speech mocks the Catholic rite of

confession, a clear instance of Bale's wiity ant.i-Catholic

propaganda. Johan's dialogue with Sedicyon clearly

107
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establishes the latter's falsehood and knavery. The king

uses anÈitheton [the quarreller/ the encounter], al:tiost, his

only rhetorical device, to chalJ-enge his foes' His tone is

more emphatic than imperious and commanding. Johan asks

Sedicyon to provide more information about himself.

Sedicyon says that he is to be found in svery sect of the

Popish faith:
Serche and ye shall find in every congregacyon

That long to the pope, fot they are to me fulI

swer,

Ànd wylt be so lor:g as they last and endwer.

t r. L90-t921

Sedi-cyon,s "Serche and ye shall f1rnd" parodies Blblical

ia::grrage, and is Ermong nu.nerous instances of Bale's use of

Bibtical l.:rnguage for potit:-cal purPoses. Mcre direct use

of the Bibie is to be found in the King's speecnes.

Bevington cit,es Johan's use of the tales of Soloinon, David,

M,ary, and Joseph, Jei:osephat, Ezekj-as, trft:ccabees, Da'Lhan,

and Àbira.¡rtr Susanna, ancl Balaarnr êS well as the Book of

Ecclesiastes, Revelation, the Gospels and the Eplstles of

St. PauI to prove certain contemporêry political concepts

such as the subservience of church to state in secular

issues (10f). fa contrast to Sedicyon's parody, iohan's use

of BibLical parallels provides an instance of Protestant

style in which accorCing to King: "Insisting that truth

inheres in the literal text, the Protestants used the Bible

as the touchstone for theil: experience in the worlci" ( 17 ) .
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Às an ideal Protestant sovereign, Johan is also a sound

theoìogian who recognizes only the Biblical text as VÍord and

Law. Johan's speeches in II . 290-300, 380-389 ' 392-401

provide characteristic instances of his seriåus.concern with

signification and recording. lle emphasizes the need for

obedience to monarchs by interpreting tl:e significance of

history as recorded in the Bible¡

Mary and Joseph at Cyryus appolm-'-men*-

In lhe descripcyon to Cesar were obedyent.

Crist ded paye trybute f or hymselfe and Peter

EoIo, ]

For a lawe prescrybyng the same unto prist'es also.

To prophane princes he obeyed urrto dethe.

lrr. 293-2971

In fI. 380-389 and 392-40I, Johan further strengthens his

Prot,estant, argunents by citing sunporting instances from

Biblical history. [2]

In keeping nith concepts of good government, King Johan

confers wrth the noblenen [Nobilitye] and clerg:y [Clergye]

of the realm to decide upon the future of Englande. The

outcone of their discussj-on is NobiÌitye's decision to

ren:ain the protector of Holy Church, and the revelation of

Clergye's self-seeking. The quandary of the ignorant

nobility tI. 326-3311 in choosing between loyalty to the

king and loyalty to the church parallels the quandary of the

citizens in the Angiers episodes in the later King John

plays. Clergye wants to know whether Johan will be as good
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to the monks as his predecessors were, and remain

subservient to the pope. Nobilitye and C1erg-ye declare

their allegiance to one another, and their iCeoloEical

differences with their sovereign:

Nobilitye To the Church, I trustr Ye $ryl1 be

obedyent.

Kyng Johan No matÈêr to yow whether I be so or

no.

Nobilitye Yes, mary is YE, for f arn s\rorne

thereuntc

I toke a great othe when was dubb¡td a

knyght,

Ever to defend the Holy Churches ryEht.

Clerg:ye Yea, and in her quarrel ye owght onto

deth to fyght

Kyng Johan

I rew yt, in har+- that Yowr Nobilitye

Shuld thus bynd yowrselfe to the grett

captyvyte

Of blody Babulon, the grownd and mother

of whordom,

The Romysh churche I meane, more vyle

than ever was Sodom.

I r. 3s9-370 ]

Although the abusive tlpological analogies in Johan's speech

are anachronistic from the viewpoint of a medieval monarcht

they would have appealed strongly to the zealous new
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ProtestantmembersofaTudoraudience.Johan,gold

testament images are set' against chivalric ones'

At this time in Act one, Bare wishes to emphasize the

protestan.t view that the king's word has more weight in both

potiticsandreligiont'hantheviewsofanyothergroupin

the court and the church (Bevington, 98-100). Hence despite

the rnajor differences of opinion' Johan still expects

NobilityeandClergyet'oco-operatewithhimwhenhesets
about solving Englan,d' s Probl ems '

Lacking support at home, Clergye takes off to Rorne io

conplain to tìie Pope' As the scene changes to Rome the

anti-catholic satire in the pley intensifies in terms of the

stagecharacters,attireancitheatricalgestures.
Dissimuiacyon and Sedicyon appear in conference, presumabiy

wearing rich but clerical attire. Dissimulacyon is singing

the litany when he is joined by Sedicyon' From the

conferences of these virlainously caricatured stage

clerglrmenwelearnthattheirprincipalPurposeistosave

their hoarded wealth from the king's strict ne$¡ taxa'tion

poLic5-es tr. 902-9111 ' This conflict between catholic

feuda}isrnandProtestantsovereigntyp=efiguresthe

Retormation. In a dramatically effective exchange, Sedicyon

and Dissi-mulacyon turn out to be cousins ' Their

conspiratorialnannerissimilartothatoftheYorkist

f a.rrily in the HenrY VI PlaYs:

Sedicyon for we come of two

Yf. thou remember, owr

brethrene.

fatheres rtrere



Dissimulacyon Than Infydelyte ow:r granfather ys

by reason.

Sedicyon Mary, that ys trewe, and his beg:ynner

.ântycrist,,

The great pope of Romer ot fyrst veyne

PoPYsh Prist.
Ir. 674-678].

This is no longer the thirteenth century, or even the

church-state controversy of the sixteenth century; this is

Bale a';ternpt,ing to arcuse popular hyst,eria against the

Catholic faith by emphasizing the duplicity a:rd treasonous

i¡itentions of the pope's followers (Bevington' 99). The

actual events and puãrsonaÇ|es of England in Ki;rg John's tine

are blended with Protestant, attituies to government êr¿d

reliEion by Bale in a uniquely propagandist use of morality

dra-na. EaLe Ciscovered the roots of ti:e Refor:na;ion in an

ec.rlier age (BevinEton, 103-1C4).

The final episodes of Act One enphasize the Catholic

conspiracy agaiast the kir^g in Roine. Dj.ssimuJ-acyon acÈuaIIy

s i ngs out ¡ "À Johanne Rege iniguo, libera r.ss, donine "

Ii'rom Johan the bad king free rsr Lord] (I. 65Û1. The

discussions of Sedicyon and Dissirnulacyon caricature t'he

licentious e¡a:rs of monks and f riars in the abbeys. Indeed'

t.he Catholic conspirators are like one big f am:-Iy.

Thou conest of

IL2

on lrrans chYJ-deree.

Fa-lsed and I of PrevY

Treason.
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Dissimulacyon introduces the bishop Private Welt,h, "ã chylCe

of rnyn owne bringyngLpp"", who is "lyke to be a Cardynal1".

And Private !{elth brings in Usurpyd Power who has always

f¿voured Sedicyon. Sedicyon sums up their status in the

Catholic church thus, comparing the past and the present

using an outrag'eous metaphors "Here is nowLher Àwstent

Àmbrose, ilierom nor Gregoryr/ gut here is a sorte of

companyons moch more mery./ They of the Chirch than were

fower holy doctors,/ we of the Chirch nost are the fower

generall proctors" II. 807-810]. "Proctor"r which meens

supervising officer, comes from the Latin procurator

[procurare: to take care of]. The contrast between the

early church doctors and its ca-retakers in the worlC of

Bale's play is shocking. As a former Catholic clergyman,

Bale deplored the corruption of the Roman Catholic clergymen

in his own time.

The tone of the play changes from Act One 1. 890

orwards as actual medievaL English history becomes a vehicle

for expressing Refom,ation sentiments. The clerical f,lgures

cease to be allegorical morality figures, and take cn the

identity of actual historical characters of the thirteenth

century who op¡iosed King John. Among the four evil friars,

Usurpyd Power is the one in aut,hority, and Dissimulacyon

appears to be a nessenger from the English clerg:y sent to

deliver to Rome papers on t,he conflict of Johan wit,h the

English c1erg1r. The principal issues of conflict between

the king and 'che clergiy are those of private wealth, and t'he
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refusal of the clergy to accept the king's authority.

Gladually, Usurpyd Power assr¡mes the identity of the Popet

and Dissimulacyon informs us that the English bishops have

excommunicated Johan II. 927-9341 by the pope's authority.

Shortly afterwards, the allegorical garments of the

stage clergynen are exchanged for their historical costumes

and they re-enter as thirteenth century characters: Usurpyd

Power is the Pope, Private !{elth is the Cardinal Pandulphus,

and Sedicyon is Stephen Langton. At the Pope's meetinE a

conspiracy is formed to depose John tlf. 1005-10091, and in

a soler,rn ritual which would be alresome in a stage

product,ion, King Johan is exconmunicated by the Pope lthe
parailel with t,he reigning Tr¡dor monarch is obvious I .

The slow ritual gestures, repetitive linesr assonance

and alliteration emphasize the visual and oral force of the

act of excoinmunication:

The Pcpe Forasmoch as Kyng Johan dot,h Holy Church

so handlet

Here I do curse hym vryth crosse, boke,

bell and candle.

Lyke as this same roode turneÈh now from

me his face,

So God I requyre to sequester hym of his

grace.

As this burrryng flame goth fro:n this
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candle in sYghtt

I take hym f rom Crist, and af ter t::e

sownd of this beII'

Both body and sowle I geve hym to the

devYll of heIl.

I take frorn hYn baPùYm, and wlth the

oÈner sacramentes

And suffrages of the churche, both ernber

dayes and lentes.

Here r take from hym bothe penonce and

confessyon,

I r. 1034-1045 ]

Even sound is dangerous in the speech acts of the Catholics

as in the later ritual of forgiveness tII. 850-8611 which'

tike the êxcolrutiuftication, emphasizes their religious and

political power. Though earnest and s'E,rong in his

arguments, Johan's plain "Protestant" style is less showlr in

Èheatrical ';erms, and despite his virtue Johan is destroyed

by the Catholic conspiracy.

Àfter repeated conflicts and ccnfrontat,ions with the

cJ-ergy, the king becomes more and more politÍcally isolated

in the second act. Potter detects paral}els between Johan's

isolation at the end wiih the desertion of Everyman's

att,ributes and with the depositi-on and death scenes in the

later history plays (100). Nobilitye recants in favour of

the Church, after being suitat'ly brainwashed by Sedicyon oi

the pope's agent PanCulphus. Johan openly proclaims that
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clergyr.ren have no right to interfere in politics:

The office of yow ys not to bere the sword

But t,o geve cownsell accordynq to Gocies word:

Yet are ye becum soche myghty lordes this hower

That ye are able to subCewe all princes power

Irr. 230-236].

In 11. 235-236 he even uses sarcasmus to taunt the

clergymen, but in a more controlled way than other nockers.

Nevertheless, King Johan loses the allegiance of Coirrnynaltie

tff . 481-4891 to the pers:rasions of Cardinal Pandul-phus, and

he realizes that Stephen Langt,on is thè former Sedicyon when

tire Catholics regain power. [ 3 ]

Johan is full of concern for the sufferings of his

people caused in the expensive wars of his troubled reign,

and like Àrthur in Misfortunes he conternplates abdication:

f have caste in mynde the great Cispleasures of

warre,

The daungers, the losses, the Cecayes both nere

and farre,

The burnynge of townes, the throwynge dot'¡ne of

buyldynges t

DesÈructyon of corne and cattell with ot,her

ihynges,

DefylynEe of maydes, and shedynge of Christen

blood,

I'tith such lyke outrages , neyt,her honest, 'urue, nor

good.
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These thynges consydered, f am compelled thys

houre

To resigne up here both crorltne and regall poure'

lrr. s88-s9sl.

In this pained and guilty franre of mind Johan surrenders to

the Church. Despite Johan's recantation and his forgiveness

by the pope, the treasonous conspiracy of the Errglish

Catholics remains active tiil the king is poisoned at

Swinstead Àbbey by the Cistercian monk Simon [also cal]ed

Dissimulacyonl.

In his death Johan is mourned by none but l{iCow

Engtande whose champion he has been throughout his troubled

reign. It is she whorn he requests to arrange for his

fu¡eral. .And Englande tells us of Johan's constant regard

for the poor III. 1028-1030]. There are no clear

similarities between BaIe's ideal Protestant king and the

rnedieval John or the Tudor Henry VIII in this

characteristj-c. Bale's King Johan is then both an idealized

sovereign as well as the type of the Christian martyr.

Johan's dying lines express his sincere Christian faith and

piety:

I ciesyre not, els but that they maye sone amende.

I have sore hungred and thirsted ryghteousnesse

É'or the office sake that God hath me appo)mted'

But now I perceirue that' synne and vryrckednesse

Inthysv¡retchedworlderlykeasChriste
prophecyd.,
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Have t,he overhande, in me it is verefyed'

trr. 1048-10s31.

In these iines we see Johan more as the protagonist in the

tradition of the medieval saints' play than a hero king in a

Renaissance history play. tiis martyrdom is emphasized in

hismetaphor"Ihavesorehungredandthirsted

ryghteousnesse,,, because he dies of poisoning. However, his

sufferings and death because of his political beliefs and

actions link him to other rulers depicted in sixteenth

century EnElish history plays, emphasizing the transitional

nature of King Johan.

Yliththedeat'hofJohantheplay}osesmuchofit's

eneriry, and the dj-scussj-ons of Veryte, Civyle Order' and

ImperyaLl Ma jestye i.r the revised ending combine the

expression of Ea]e's political ideals with official Tudor

pol-iÈical theories. In retrospect, the character of Johan

is that of a royal saj-nt, and Irnperyall Majestye who comes

onstaEe after Johan's death is manifestly all that Henry

VIII was not towards the end of his reign' tsaLe's

consj-ster¡t development of an ideal king figure in this Play'

and the depiction of the morality character Imperyall

Majestye obliquely hint at dissatisfaction with certain

gualit;es of the reigning monarch. BaLe would have the iread

of the church of England perfect in every aspect. However,

he is sinultaneously a loyal subject who emphasizes the need

for the clergy to know that. politics is not their concern,

and that. they must submit to princes. Imperlrall Ma jestlre is
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an exPert in logical argument. By a clever use of the Bj-ble

he argues: "Consydre that Christe \lras undre the obeCyence/

Of worldly princes so longe as he $las here , / . . . /tte salrth

that a Kinge is of God immediatlye./ Than shall never pope

rule more in thys monarchie." tII. L255-L268). Imperyall

Majestye believes that as God's Word the ki-ng's riEht is

Law. This royal affirmation of the doctrine of non-

resistance came wj-th the Reformation, and is incorporated

into the historicai worid of Bale's play.t4l ltfost English

history plays of the sixteenth century refer to this Tudor

political doctrine in some way or anothet', indicating that

it \lras still not a firmly established political paradigm,

and needed constant reaffim.atio:r in the public mind.



1. John N. King, English Reformation Literature: Tudor
Crigine ot the Protestant Tradition (Frinceton: Princeton
üniversity Press , L982) z 59. King lists the kinds of
criticism BaIe invit,ed fro.r Renaissance wri-ters because of
his profanity and stylistic fIaws. Bale's lapses of taste
and rouEh verse appear to have been unacceptable in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

2. Barbara K. Lewa1ski, Protestant Poetics and the
Seventeenth Century Religious LI'ric (Princeton: Princeton
Univers j-ty Press , 19 7 9 ) z LL7 . Lewalski writes :

the ne!ù Protestant ernphasi-s is clear: it makes
for a different sense cf the Bible as a unified
poetic text, and for a much closer fusion of sign
and the thing signified, type and ân*uitype. The
characteristic Protestant approach takes the Bible
not as a multi-Ievel aliegory, but as a complex
1iÈerary work whose full literal meaning is
revealed only by ctrreful attention to its poet:c
texture and to its pervasive symbolic mode--
typology.

3. David Bevington, Frlom l,Iankind to Marlowe: GrowÙh
of Strueture in th.e Po'cular Drana of Tudor Encland

NOTES
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( Canbridge:
Beving'ton writes:

ltre t!-ansformation of the generic figures
Sedition, PrivaÈe l{ea1th, Dissimulation, and
Usurpyd Powe.r into the hj-storical figures Stephen
Langton, PanduJ-phus , Syinon of Swynsett, and the
Pope o f f ers a striking illust,ration of the
secularizing trend at work in sixteer.th century
art and life.

4. Franklin Le Van Baumer in The Ear1v Tudor th.eory of
kin<rsl¡ip (l[ew Haven: Ya]-e University Press ' 1940 ) : 9L
poin*,-s out that Protestants and Catholics alike subscribed
t,o this i.lea after 1533.

Harvard Universi-ty Press ' L962): 132.



"Borrowed majesty" in King John and the Troublesome Reign

fhe first lines of Shakespeare's King John [ed. frving
Ribner in Àlfred Harbage ed. William Shakespeare:

Complete Works. New York: Viking, 19691 are those of Queen

Elinor who repeats the trrench ambassador Chatillion's
epithet "borrowed majesty" which refers to John's

usurpation. The present reading of King John and the

Troublesome Reign [ed. Geoffrey Bullough in Narrative and

Dramatic Sources of__tshakestrrCare 4I develops the idea of

"borrowed majesty" as the keynote of John's speech style,
speech acts, and government. As a ruler and as a man, John

is essentially unstable. fn an era when the concept of just

and law-abiding rule was closely associated with the

paradigm of the king's divine right, King John and

Troublesome Reign depict a central king figure whose

contested right, political fail-ures, inflated speeches, and

shifting styles of speech and government culminate in his

o\dn sufferings and insecurity. John's sufferings are also

connected with the ills of the body politic during his reign

[King John, fV. ii. 243-248; Troublesome Reign, fI. i i.
222-2401.

Shakespeare's King John [circa L594] and the anon]rmous

Troublesome Reign [1591], like Ba1e's King Johan, are both

"Protestant" in their views of the relationship of church

and state.[1] These later plays differ from Bale's play in
depicting a king who is far from any ideal in his style of

C}TAPTER FT\rE
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speech and his method of government. Both King John and it,s

much debated "source" the Troublesome Reign l2l depict a

monarch whose poor control over his territories and his

inability to use language to his own advantage leads to his

suffering and his destruction. In this respectr âs well as

in his beliefs in both his own "right" and the rightness of

his actions, John resembles Marlowe's Edward II, even

though EdwarC II is a tragedy and the King John plays are

ironic anatomies of kingship. The ludor metaphor of the body

potitic recurs in King John, and Shakespeare'S John is a

believer in the microcosm-macrocosm idea [KJ'Iv. ii. 243-

2481. By emPhasizing that the will of the sovereign ought to

concur with that of his subjects, the competing estates of

nobles, townspeople, and the church, these plays evoke the

multiple paradigms of sixteenth century rulership. [3]

King John and Troublesome Reign are closer to their

medieval chronicle sources in depicting a flawed monarch and

are historically more realistic than BaIe's idealized

version. While Bale depicts a saintly Protestant king'

plain and strong in speech, an expert in theolog'y and

logical argumentation, who is destroyed by an evil

"Catholic" conspiracy, King John and Troublesome Reign

depict a king whose crown and right are usurped' and whose

chief motivation is his need for power. The double

coronation of John [TR, I. xiiii KJ, IV. ii.] vividly enacts

his borrowed majesty in its clear emphasis on John's

insecurity with regard to his crown.



The Troublesome Reign and King John have elicited

mixed and somewhat negat,ive critical reactions from

scholars. [4]
attitudes to King John: "this is the one lof Shakespeare's

playsl that has receded the furthest from usr so that a

special effort is needed to recover it" (Jones | 235).

Recent scholars exhibit a tendency to study the style of

King John rather than its structure, and Eamon Grennan

ingeniously argues:

For historia, rhetoric is structural principle and

proJector of local significance. That King John

is a critique of historia is best seen in it's

language. Instead of being an ordering power, it

is the agent of dissolution, constantly batt'ering

external coherence into verbal obfuscation. This

world is a world of words, but whereas in

historia, this fact generates reliable meaning, in

Kinq John t.he fact itself is held up to ridicule

(40).

Grennan's article tries to show that Shakespeare seems less

concerned with historical accuracy than with rendering

characters convincingly human in King John. The present

reading disagrees with Grennan's view that the play's world

of words is without order and meaning by showing that the

verbal superfluity of characters indicates correspondences

between potitical actions and speech styles. Language in

King John and Troublesome Reign is not' an agent of

Emrys Jones aptly sums up the current

L23
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dissolut,ion, but a "symptom" of characÈer in relation to
society.

Bot,h King John plays stress the porrer of language in
politics and personal life by using words to shame,

infuriate, madden, and poison characters in terms of stage

action. Much of the action in these plays is instigat,ed

through provocative speech acts. The abuse of rhetoric in
the king's speeches signals his political weakness,

desperation, and at times even obsession with his situation
as in the discussion with Hubert in IV. ii. The king's
flawed rhetoric and shifts in style contrast with the more

consistent styles of the Bastard and Queen Elinor both of
whom are relatively more secure and powerful in their
positions in the court. trthile discussing style in King

John, Dean R. Baldwin has used Lanham's theoretical
framework to suggest that two basic tlæes of style, the

rhetorical and the serious, are to be observed in
Faulconbridge Ihomo rhetoricus ] and Constance Ihono

seriosusl (68). But Baldwin ignores the problematic style
of the king himself. John shifts from the borrowed majesty

of acting out homo rhetoricus in his public utterances and

displays of power to homo seriosus in his speeches of
unhappiness and sr:.f fering in both plays I again resernbling

Edward IIl, revealing his instability as man and politician.

Às with the two leaders Marius and Sy1la in Tüoundsr wê

have the two aspects of poliÈicaL man's self depicted in the

Bastard and Elinor. Ànd King Johnis shifÈs in style
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illustrate t,he unreliability and instability of man as a

polit,ical being, the " shif t,ing and perpetually uneasy

combination of homo rhetoricus and homo qeriosus" [Lanham,

61. John's shifty style of government and shifts in style

êre, however, different from the changes in style of Edward

II who deludes only himself with his own misuse of rhetoric

and pompous style. King John's borrowed majesty of style is

effective at the beginning of his reign. He seems to lose

t,he art of impressive public speaking only when the complex

probiems created by his rule make hfun desPerate in the

second hal-f of both plays.

Both plays focus upon similar issues in the opening

scenes: John's contested right, the Bastard's Ídentity, and

the French threat,, but wit.h subtle differences in the

characterization of the king, Elinor, and the Bastard. In

King John the speeches of these characters are filled wit'h

tropes. The poetry in the Troublesome ReiEn is more

Senecan, and the anonfrmous plalnøright relies more on sound

Ialliteration, assonance] for effect than on tropes.

In the Troublesome Reign John is a realistic depiction

of a potitical failure, even though the opening description

in the Prologue proclaims him an anti-Cat,holic hero after

the fnanner of Bale and Foxe. John is no saint or martyrt

but a politician unable to cope with the comPlex problems of

rulership in the real world of treason and Po\der politics.

He is redeemed as a hero only because he elicits our

sympathy when he is treacherously murdered by the monks at
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Swinstead Abbey. fhe claim of John's nephew Arthur to the

English throne is introduced most significantly' making

John's position disputed and insecure. John's mother E1inor

appears as a conmanding figure who has pouter over the king.

Elinor's greater experience with statecraft is revealed as

she swiftly g-uesses that the French embassy has come to

state Arthur's claim [TRrI.i. L9-22].

The anonymous playwright of the Troublesome Reign

covers dangerous political ground in boldly depicting John's

disputed succession, and his tyrannical inclinations. The

play brings up the question of accePting an unworthy ruler

with tot,al loyalty. The play's vacillation between arousing

our sympathy for John, and provoking our condemnation of him

was in atl probabitity the dramatist's technique of getting

his work past the censor. Despite its overall endorsement

of loyalty, the Troublesome Reign still draws our attentj-on

to the compJ.icated political issues surrounding the doctrine

of complete fealty to the crowned monarch which was widely

publicized by the Tudors. The shifts in slnnpathy and

condennation are similar to those in Edward II. King John

starts out impressively by dealing firmly with the French

king's embassy which has come to demand territories on

behalf of the minor prince Arthur. More restrained in his

use of irony against his opponents than Bale's Johan, the

king in the Troublesome Reign speaks imitating the manner of

an experienced politician. John uses micterismus, a figure

of scorn in which disbelief is expressed through



understatement (puttenham, 201) :

.â, small request: belike he makes account

That England, Ireland, Poitiers, Anjou, lorain,

Main,

Àre nothing for a King to give at once:

f wonder what he means to leave for me.

ITroublesome Reign, I.i.35-38]
While t,he French embassy states Arthur,s claim, John is

simultaneously asked to judge the disputed clai:n within the

Fauconbridge family between the two sons of the late Sir
Robert, Fauconbridge. John instantly supports the claim of
the older son, seeking to be IegaIly just: "Prove this, the

land is thine by Englands law" [EB, I.i. 130]. The disputed

possession of lands in the Fauconbridge family indirectly
parallels John's own disputed succession. John's avowed

reverence for the laws of England is ironic since he refuses

to acknowledge Arthur's claim. The juxtaposition of the

Fauconbridge dispute and Arthur's claim in the opening

action of the play draws our attention to John's insecurity
and inconsistency.

Queen Elinor, to whom the chroniclers had assigned

considerable notoriety, plays a commanding role in John's

court, exerting great influence over her son and over

political issues in the court as long as she is alive. In

Troublesome Reign, she aPpears as a domineering womant

somewhat unqueenly in speech and diction. She is an

upholder of women's causes when she upbraids the younger

L27



Fauconbridge using rhetorical

unimaginative style:
Ungracious youth, Eo rip thy mothers shame,

The wombe from whence thou didst thy being take.

All honest eares abhorre thy wickednes'

But gold I see doth beate downe natures law

[!8, r. i. 131-L34 ] .

Elinor's observation that greed makes men turn to falsehood,

and destroys natural/famity bonds applies to the dissension

within the royal house as well. To modern ears E1inor

sounds more like a country matron than the queen mother when

she says:

Thou saist she teemde six weeks before her time.

Why good Sir Squire are you so cunning growen

figures in
T2B

a flat,

To make account of womens reckonings:

Spit in your hand and to your other proofes:

Many mischaunces hap in such affaires

To make a r¡roman come before her time.

lrR, r.i. 183-1881

The complaint t,hat, the plaln'right of Troublesome Reign

failed to depict true royalty in speech and character

(Ornstein, 93) is probably based upon Elinoris speeches as

well as the twentieth century assumption that royal speech

is lnore restrained and dignified than that of the common

people. But one wonders if medieval queens could be

accurately pictured by being compared to Queen Victoria and
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her successors to the British throne Ín their st'yle of

public utterance. ?{hen e¡e recall the plainness of

Shakespeare's Henry V in his speeches in the French court as

he wooes t,he French princess, we must perforce wonder if the

earthiness in Elinor's speeches is not closer to the reality

of John's t.ime than we now suppose. isl
The queen's aggressive snubbing, however, does not

silence the Fauconbridge brothers. King John intervenes

with dignity, and in his speech act upholds the law:

why (foolish boy) thy proofes are frivolous'

a.aaa

For thou knowest not, weele aske of them t'hat

know,

His rnother and himselfe shall ende t'his strife:

And as they sêy, so shall thy living passe.

[ÎR, r.i. 204-2LL]

Even though Lady Margaret Fauconbridge firmly asserts her

elder son's legitimacy, it is Philip himself who states that

he is the illegitimate offspring of King Richard when he is

forced tfl. 238-2401 to speak out. The Bastard speaks as if

he \Íere coming out of a trance, using beautiful natural

images:

Philioous atavis oedite Reoibus.

But thou shalt see how I will helPe thy claime,

Me thinkes I heare a holl-ow Eccho sound,



that Philip is the Sonne unto a King:

The whistling leaves upon the trembling trees

Whistle in consort I am Richards Sonne:

The bubling rnurmur of the waters falI",

Records Philippus Regius filius:

lEE, r. i. 24L-2681 .

I{e are reminded of Marius's use of naturaL imagery in his

speeches in exile.
The Bastard is sensitive to the effect of words, to

sound, and to hearing itself. fn the above speech he uses

sound images euphonically to suggest that nature itself

proclaims him to be a king's son. The Bastard prefers being

the itlegitimate son of a king to inheriting the revenue of

the Fauconbridge lands. He rhetorically "sqrears" his royal

parentage:

Let, land and living goe, tis honors fire

That makes me sweare King Richard Ìras my sire.

Base to a King addes title of more Statet

[!8, r.i.274-2761.

The importance of hearing is stressed in both plays.

Even the lowly Hubert reports the impact of hearing the nesls

of .Arthur's death on the citizens in King John IV.ii. 190-

L94z "llhilst he that hears makes fearful action With

open mouth swallowing a tailor's news".

Troublesome Reign, in contrast to King John, shows

Philip and Lady Margaret involved in a harsh psychological

tussle to discover the identity of Philip's biological

130
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father. Philip works on his mother's sense of giuilt and

uses his own dire threats in which he uses the example of

Nero as oaradigrma tll. 373-3881. The anonymous playwright

shows excellent control of stagecraft. and understanding of

psychoJ-ogy. Intense human emotions are depicted as Philip's

true paternity is revealed in a slow build-up of audience

expectation in the following dialogue:

Mother Let moÈhers teares quench out thy angiers

fire,

Ànd urge no further what thou doost

require.

Phitip Let sonnes entreatie s\fay the mother now,

Or e1s she dies: Ile not ínfringe my vo\r'

Mother Then Philip heare thy fortune and my

griefe,

My honours losse by purchase of thy selfe'

lrR,r.i. 372-4Lrl.

Shakespeare's depiction of the Faulconbridge dispute is

much shorter and less rhetorical than that in the

Troublesome Reion. This dispute is very easily resolved in

Ling John, and there is no step-by-steP revelation of the

Bastard's identity. Queen Elinor .olays an important part in

deciding the Faulconbridge succession, bu-u in Shakespeare's

play she is more dignified and queenly of speech than in the

For fair King Richard was thY

Father.

noble
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Troublesome Reígn. She enlists the Bastard in King John's

army:

I like t.hee well. Wilt thou forsake thy fortuner

Bequeath thy land to him, and follow me ?

I am a soldier and now bound for France.

IKing John, I.i. 148-150].

Elinor is a serious and strong-minded politician who means

what she says. A minor tlfpe of Lanham's homo seriosus, her

p1a!-n style contrasts with the flowery rhetorical

circumlocutions of the Bastard whose verbal extravagance

clearlv makes him a homo rhetoricus.

Tlith t,he discovery of his illegitimate royal origin'

the Bast,ard displays his ambitions. Shakespeare's Bastard

is a crude country gentleman, whose unrefined early speeches

contrast wÍth those of Philip in Troublesome Reign. He is a

consumnate actor always playing different parts, enjoying

the effect of his rhetoric as public performance' as in the

following soliloquy where he satirically combines country

humour and court.ly arnbition:

Wellr now can I make anY Joan a IadY'

"C'ood den, Sir Richard t " "God-a-mercy, fellow"--

.And if his name be George, I'11 call him Peter

For new-made honor doth forget men's names;

But this is worshipful

And fits the mounting

society,

spirit like myself



For he is but a bastard to the t,ime

That doth not smack of observation.

And so I am whether I smack or no,

.â,nd not alone in habit and device,

Exterior form, outward accoutrement,

But from the inward motion to deliver
Sweet, sweet, sweet poison for the age's tooth,

I{hich, though I will not practise to deceive'

Yet, to avoid deceit, I mean to learn;

For it shal-l strew the footsteps of my rising.

lKJ, r.i. L84-2L63.

The Bastard is in love with his own rhetoric. He is a homo

rhetoricus who talks for the very love of flaunting his

speech skills I KJ, I.i. 244-250, 259-2761. Indeed most of

the sense of enerçfy and action that Shakespeare's Bastard

conveys comes from the energy of his rhetoric. In contrast

to the Troublesome Reign [I.iv. 790-794], Kinq John excludes

the romance between t,he Bast¿.rd and Blanch, sc that

Shakespeare's Faulconbridge can develop from immaturity and

irresponsibility into a political strong man on whom the

king relies increasingly as he loses his grip on the complex

problerns in the st,ate that his rule creates.

If the Bastard begins as somewhat of a bully and

matures into a strong military leader, the king begins his

rule in King John by publicly displaying strengthn royal

confidence, and superior judqment in his speeches even

133
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though he is later unable to sustain this strong style of

speech uttd gorr"rnment. Unlike the John of Troublesome Reign

who is so dominated by his mother, Shakespeare's John starts
out by taking control of the sit,uation in his court:

Elinor À strange beginnings "borrowed majesty" I

King John Silence, good mother; hear ttre

embassy.

lKü, r. i. 5-6l

As in frou¡fesome neig, and like the historical
Elinor, the queen mot,her in King John is opposed to her

daughter-in -law Constance, and wishes t,o keep her grandson

Àrthur from his right by supporting and counselling John.

Despite his borrowed majesty, John sounds unequivocally

strong:

King John Our strong possession and our

for
Elinor Your strong possession much more

So much my conscience whispers in your ear,

Ìilh.ich none but heaven, and you, and I sha1l

hear.

IKJ, r.i. 39-44].

From the French challenge âi,-r.d the settlement of the

Faulconbridge dispute in the English courÈ, the scene of

action in both plays moves swiftly t,o France and the siege

Or else it must go wrong with you

right
us.

than your

right
and me--
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of .àngiers. In King John, John addresses PhÍlip of France by

asserting his "divine" right impressively: [6]
Peace be to France, if France in peace permit,

Our just and lineal entrance to our own.

If not, bleed France, and peace ascend to heaven,

tlhiles we, God's wrathful agent, do correct

Their proud contempt that beats His peace to

heaven.

[EJ, rr . i. 84-88 ] .

Despite his majestic statement of his right,, John's rhet,oric

does not fool Philip who accuses him of usurping Arthur's
inherited right:

Ànd this his son. England was Geoffrey's right

And this is Geoffrey's in the ncrme of God.

How comes it then that thou art called a king'

When living blood doth in t,hese temples beat,

9lhich owe the crown that thou o'ermasterest

IKJ, rr.i. 105-109].

John has no logical answer for Philip, and retaliates

with a blustering counter-accusation using sarcasmug:

From whom hast thou this great commission,

France,

To draw my answer from thy articles ?

IKJ, rr.i. 110-111].

Yle are faced with a major political debate on succession as

to who is best entitled to reign in England. Inherited

right appears to belong to the minor prince Arthur, who is



L36

even younger in King John than in the Troublesome Reignr and

hence represent,s the tlpe of the child-king whom the Tudors

feared ha'¡ing on the throne. Because of the memory of Henry

?I's troubled reign it was a commonplace Tudor notion that
it was better for an adult to reign than to have a child on

the throne. King John gives us an extended view of a royal

child, and Àrthur is also a sincere rhetorician in a

political atmosphere where words make "faithless error" in

people's ears. Às in Edward II and the Henry VI playsr tüê

are made to realize the problematic nature of the law of

inherited royal right.
Both plays depict, the open hostility between Constance

and Eli.nor over the succession of tl:eir sons.

Troublesome Reign, the ambassador Chatillion returning from

England brings. the unexpected news that, Elinor has suggested

that John rule as Arthur's protector. Once again, the

cornrnonplace human aspect of queens emerges where Elinor is

reported as saying that the troublemaker in the royal family

[and in English poliÈics] is her daughter-in-law Constance

and not the boy Arthur [KL I.ii. 477-483]. The tone

degenerates in the long second scene of Troublesome Reign

when the speech acts of the royal ladies reveal t,heir self-

interest and political interference much more, and

conseç[uently become more aggressive. Both t,hese women are

serious in their styles of speech, and seem to mean what

they sa even as they fall to quarrelling like fishwives.

The dep:'-ction of Constance and Elinor in Troublesome Reign

In
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is reminiscent of medieval dramatic characters such as

Noah's wife and similar shrewish women, and provides a

contrast to the st,iff formal dialogue of Guenevora and

Fronia in Misfortunes and Scilla's wife and daughter in
I{ounds. Shakespeare's Elinor, though untrustworthy, is ¡nore

queenly in speech in the conflict with Constance than her

counterpart in Troublesome Reign and comes off as the better
politician.

Constance is anot,her of Shakespeare's queens who heaps

curses on the opposite political faction [ru, II.i. L67-L72,

185-1891 in defeat. Like l{argaret, in Richard fff, she

substitutes verbal aggression for political activity when

rendered powerless. King Philip links "v¡omen and fools " [ro,
II.i. L50I to signify women's lack of porrer in the court.

The desire of queens to satisfy their need for political
power with safety by controtling their sons who had recently

gained or sought to gain the throne is a recurring theme in

sixteenth century history plays, and Elinor, Constance, and

Margaret lin the Henry VI playsj are leading instances.

Even the weak Isabel in Edward II cares about her son's

accession. Of all these queens, Constance has perhaps the

greatest justification, and at times a sincere appeal as she

blames Elinor for Arthur's dispossession:

His grandam's lvrongs, and not, his rnother's shames t

Draws those heaven-moving pearls from his Poor

eyes,

Which heaven shall take in nature for a fee.
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Ày, with these crystal beads heaven shail be

bribed

To do him justice and revenge on you.

lKJ, rr.i. L68-L721.

À variation on this theme occurs in the ambition of the

Duchess of Gloucester in 2 Henry VI who dreams of being

queen, but gets destroyed when she is caught, using

witchcraft to make her husband the king.

In Troublesome Reign, the long and complicated second

scene closes with an oPen confrontation between John and the

Erench king, and the citizens of Angiers are addressed by

the kings of both countries to gain popular support' for

t,heir respective political causes. The underlying message

here seems to be that there can be no true king who does not

command the wholehearted support, of his subjects in his

polÍtical actions. Simon Shepherd comnents that these

"anonymous 'citizens' are caught uP in Campaigns between

enemy monarchs: the citizens aPpear on t.he walls lthe

balconyl, raised up above the contesting monarchs on stage,

anonlllmous and peripheral to most of the narrat,ive but

temporarity tatkÍng out from beyond and above competing

rulers, represented as a group not as individuals; this

could be taken as a placing of those who would mainly

comprise the audience" (Shepherd, xviii). The cit'izens of

.Angiers are strangely circumspect and ambig-uous in their

response as their spokesman states:

we answere as before: titl you have proved one
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rightr wê acknowledge none rightr he that tries

himselfe our Soveraigne, to him will we remaine

firme subjects, and for him, and in his right we

holde our lowne as desirous to know the truth as

Ioath to subscribe before we knowe: More than

this we cannot sêy, and more than this rúe dare

not doo. IKJ, I.ii. 643-648].

we are reminded that it was judicious for the common man to

be circumspect in his political utterances in Tudor England.

As a contrast to the Troublesome Reign, in King John

t,he gates of Àngiers are locked to bot,h kings thereby

causing a trial by ordeal. The citizens' s¡rokesman is a

master of verbal circumlocut,ion srho states and acts out the

people's fear:

Citizen A greater power than we denies all thist

And till it, be undoubted, we do lock

Our former scruple in our strong-barred

gates,

Kinged of our fear, until our fears,

resolved,

Be by some certain king purged and

deposed

lKL rr.i. 368-3721.

Itladdened by the speech acts of the citizens and by being

locked out, both kings and the Bastard would willingly

destroy the vrhole to\ún tfl. 373-4L21. But the Bastard is

poJ.itically iÍmature, and things simply cannot be done the
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Bastard's irresponsible way t11. 40L-4071 for the people's

will has power. The Bastard's inconplete understanding of

the king and his ccurt is further evident when his rhetoric

indirectly incites the king to plot Arthur's murder. Before

John, Arthur, and Hubert, the Bastard tells the king: "But

onr my liege, for very little pains/will bring this labor to
a happy end" [EJ, III. ii. 10-11]. The "faithless error"

caused by the Bast,ard's well-intentioned lines poÍnts to the

unethical interpret,at,ion of speech acts by morally corrupt

characters. The caution and circumlocution of the citizens

emphasize the people's awareness of the power of speech

acts.

In both plays the power of the people's united wishes

before which kings ought to yietd is emphasized in the

Angiers episodes. The citizens advise both kings to agree to

a mat,ri:nonial alliance between England and France by uniting

the French Dauphin with John's niece Blanch[e]. This

emphasis on the politicat importance of the will of the

people reminds us that the social idealist.s of the mid-

sixteenth century sarr good government as the wisdom of the

prince counseled by the wisdom of the realm (Pocockt

lfachiavellian Moment, 339). The wholeness of the king as

body natural and body politic in a healthy system of

government was a major reason for such counsel. Pocock

writes:

the king shares irnperfection of intellecË with

his subjects, he should take counsel of their laws
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and customs and of themselves in occasional and

regular assemblies; but that, because authority
is, under God, his alone he can never be obliged

to take counsel of law or parliament and does so

only because prudence enjoins it. But this is to
say merely that his descending authority meets, in
i:nperfection of intellect,, wit,h the inrperfect

intellects of his subjects, to pool experience and

take counsel of another; to the extent to which

experience is cognate wit,h reason (353).

But in the King John plays the government is unwholesomer eo

this popular advice is as inept as the decisions of the king
himself. Prompted by insecurity like many of John,s own

speech acts, this advj.ce comes forth in response to an

unwise threat of total annihilation, and t,he matrimonial

alliance advised makes further complicat,ions in family ties.
If the people are suspicious of royal motives in both

plays, they are right,Iy sor for John is politic and

insincere with his nephew as he deals with the French

challenge and attempts to solve the succession question in
King John:

King John My life as soon I I do defy thee,

France.

Àrthur of Britain, yield thee to my

hand,

Ànd out of my dear love f'11 give thee

more
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Than e'er the coward hand of France can

win.

Submit thee, boy.

IKJ, rr.i. 155-159].

John's insincere behaviour is very similar to his mother,s

IKiL II.i. 160], and in Troublesome Reign John is quite
clearly dominated by his mother as the marriage alliance
proposed by the citizens of Àngiers is settled. The problem

of the B1anch-Bast,ard romance comes up because the man of
extravagant speeches, the Bastard, has won Blanch's heart

with his swaggering bravado [!8, I.ii. 584-85]. In a

sweeping manner, Queen Elinor has an anstÍer to this problem

when she states:

Peace Philip, I will look thee out a wife,
We must, with pollicie compound this strife.

lTR, f.iv, 795-7961.

There is a clear contrast between the adult John and

the boy Art,hur in the way they handle maternal advice, and

À¡thur comes off better when we consider the following

exchange between ^Arthur and Constance in juxtaposition with

the manner in which John settles Blanch's dowry:

Constance T, theres the wretch that broacheth all

this ilI,

Why f lye I not upon t,he BeldËr¡nes face.

And with my nayles pull foorth her

hateful eyes

Àrthur Sweete Mother cease these hastie madding
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fits,

For my sake, let my Grandame have her

wiII.

But mother let us wisely winke at all:
Least farther harmes ensue our hastie

speach.

lTR, I.iv. 8L1-8191.

In clear contrast to Arthur, John is wholly dependent upon

his mother in major decisions. He compromises both his own

prestige, and that of his country in his settlement of

Blanch's dowry:

Bastard No lesse than five such Provinces at once?

John Mother what shall I doo? My brother got

these landes

!{ith much effusion of our English bloud:

And shall- I give it all away at once ?

A. Elinor John give it him, so thou shalt live in

Peace t

And keep the residue sanz jeopardie

John Philip bring forth thy Sonne, here is my

Neece

Ând here in marriage I doo give with her

Volquesson, Poitiers, Anjou, Torain, Main

[ÎR, V. iv. 831-840 ] .

If Queen Elinor in Troublesome Reign is a dominating
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figure in the scene[s] in France, in King John t,he Bastard

is the chief spokesman for the English. He ansy¡ers King

Philip's challenges with extravagant rhetoric that surpassea

the flowery style of the French. This war of words is very

correctly described by King John's chronic sarcasmus:

Behold the French amazed vouchsafe a parle;

And now, instead of bullets wrapped in fire,

To make a shaking fever in your walls

They shoot but, calm words folded up in smoke;

To make a faithless error in your ears.

Which trust, accordingly, kind citizens'

And let us in, your king, whose labored spiritst

Fonsearied in t.his action of swift speed,

Craves harborage wit,hin your city walls.

lKJ, rr.i.226-2341.
John's mixing of metaphors ["ca1m words folded up in smoke"]

is quietly mocking, whereas the Bastard's verbal aggression

is much more crude¡

Bastard Saint George, t,hat swinged the dragont

and e'er since

Sits on's horseback at mine hostess'

doort

Teach us some fence t [To Àustria]

Sirrah, were I at home

At your den, sinah, with your lioness,

I would set an ox head to Your lion's

hide,



The Bastard's development of the animal metaphors to

threaten Àustria with cuckolding is both ingenious and

funny. There is a marked contrast then between the king's

rhetoric and the Bastard's even though they both seem very

conscious of the fact that their speeches are public

performances.

King John's verbal threats to France are, surprisinglyt

both majestic and contemptuous in tone. [7] He uses similes

from nature seeking to reaffirm his contested right by

overemphasizing its "natural" quality when he says:

France, hast thou yet more blood to cast away ?

Say, shall the current of our right run on 7

Whose passage, vexed with thy impedimentt

Shall leave his native channeL and o'erswell

I{ith course disturbed even thy confining shores,

Unless thou }et his siLver water keep

À peacefuJ- Progress to the ocean.

lu, rr. i. 334-340I .

Once again, King Phitip catches John out in his borrowed

majesty as he accuses him of lying outright:

England, thou hast not saved one drop of blood

In thi-s hot trial more than we of France;

Rather, lost more.

IKL rr. i. 341-343] .

unlike the king, the Bastard enjoys using words to play

And make a monster of you.

lKJ, rr.i. 288-2931.

a45
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an undignified: but energetic game of war' He feels

compelled to outdo all verbal performers. The only point at

which he pretends to be at a loss for words [also

politically outwittedl is uPon hearing the terms of the

Ang.l.ers trea+*y proposed by the citizens, spokesman IKJ'

II.i. 423-4541. He bursts out with:

Here's a staY

That spits forth death and mountains' rocks'

and seast

He speaks plain cannon fire and snoke and

bounce.

He gives the bastinado with his tongue'

Our ears are cudgelled; not a word of his

But buffets better than a fist of France'

Zoundsl I was never so bethunped with words

Since I first called my brother's father dad

[ÃJ, rr. i . 454-4671 '

Inturnrthepeopleseemtobeaswildlyrhetoricalas

their leaders in King John. iohn's similes in 11' 334-340

were parodied in the citizen's ill-timed repetitions t1r'

44L-2lt "O, two such silver currents when they ioln/ Do

glorify the banks that pound them in. " The Bastard's speech

contains crude and countrified mockery of the people's

That shakes the rotten

Out of his rags I

carcass of old death

Here's a large mouth,

indeed'
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developing tris metaPhor of the cannon'8 mouth and the

citizen's mouth, the BasÈard emphasizes t'he great Power of

verbal attack and defence in this potitical conflict'

Earlierhehadsuggestedthatcannonsbet,urneduponAngiers

[Kif, II. i ' 401-40? ] ' but nor¡r the English must submit to

verbal negot'iation' much to the Bastard's dismay'

While the Bastard's changes in mood and tone in his

speechesareintentionalanddramatic,KingJohnmaintains
anevetlanddignifiedtoneasheacceptst'heAngierstreaty

which does hirn litt1e credit:

King John Her dowry shall equal with a ç[ueeni

For Angiers and fair Tourainer

Dfaine, Poitiers t

And aII that we upon Èhis side the 6eat

Except this city now by us besiegedr

Find liable to our crown and dignityt

Iu, rr.i. 486-490] '

ThefakemajestyofJohn'sstyleclearlyemphasizeshis
polit,icalweakness'Despitethegracioustone'John

humiliates himself in t'his speech act of conceding f ive

Englishprovincestot,heFrench.Hefailstounderstandthe
political significance of the Angiers treatyt because he

crai¡rs that, by keeping his hold upon Èhe besieged city he is

preserving his dignity' Unlike his counterpart in

Troublesome Reign' the king is not prompted by Elinor to

make these concessions' But the political impact of the

L47
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treaty is the sarre in both plays in that John compromises

his own digniÈy and English prestige.

The cÌever Bastard is clearly critical of the king'e

need for poerer at, any cost, and comments uPon John'g self-

deception as a politician:
lfad worldt Mad kingst lfad compoeitiont

John, to stop Arthur's t,it,Ie in the wholet

Hath willingly departed with a part'.

Ànd France, whose armor conscience buckled ont

llhom zeal and charity brought to the field

As God's own soldier, rounded in the ear

With that same Purpose-changer, that s1y devilt

Conmodity, the bias of the world;

aaa.a

Since kings break faith upon cormodityn

Gain, be my lord, for I will worship thee I

lKL rr.i. 561-5981.

The Bastard,s cynical observations in King John remind us of

Queen Elinor's statement in Troublesome Reign tI.i. 131-134J

that material greed perverts human nature. By criticizing

the French and English kings, the Bastard stressee the

wholly materialistic goals of man as a potitical being, and

points out how freguently promises are broken for personal

gain in the political world.

The prestige of the king sinks low with the French

rnarriage alliance in both plays. After the -Angiers episode

in Troublesorne Reign which emphasizes the king's weakness,
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the anonfmous playvrright becomes more cautious. Àgain' it

is important to remember that one could not depict the

problems of kings and criticize royal policy at lençh in

the 1590's if the work was to get past the censor. Hence in

Troublesome Reign there is a quick shift in syûPathy and

interest aa the Pope's a¡nbassador Pandulph comes onst'age '

With Pandulph's entry we are almost back in the world of

King Johan as Pandulph directly confronts King John:

whydostthou(contrarietothelaweeofour
holy mother the church, and our holy father the

Pope)disturbethequietoftheChurch,and

disanutl the election of stephen Langton, whom his

Holines hath elected Archbishop of Canterburie:

this in his Holines name I demand of thee' [EBt

I.v. 970-9751.

suddenly John is transformed from a weakling to a strong

English Protestant hero as he emphasizes his divine right

very strongly in his reply to Pandulph:

TellthyMaist'ersofromÍìêrandsâY'Johnof

Englandsaidit,thatneveranltalianPreestof

themall,shalleitherhavetlrt'he,tolerofpoling
penie out of England, but as I am King' so will I

raigne next under God' suPreame head bot'h over

spirituallandtemrall:andheethat,contradicts
me in t,his, IIe make him hoppe headlesse [EB' I'v'

979-984 I .

The crudely alliterative "hoppe headlesge" rnight remind us
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of tyrants' speeches in medieval drama. But although

blatantly anachronistic in the medieval context, John's

strong Protestant,ism is obviously meant as a compliment, to
ludor nationalisn.

The king's Protestantism is integrated i.n his view of
monarchy in King John. His "sacred right" combines divine
right, inherited right,, and the concept of the body politic.
The king's challenge to the Pope's aut,hority is similar to

its corresponding passage in Troublesome Reign. John is so

impreesive in his insultatio directed at t,he Pope Ivia
Pandulphl that c¡e almost forget his contested right" He

begine by using antitheton Ithe quarrellerJ to appear

imperious and conunanding on behalf of England, and we recall
King Johan II. L67-169]:

I{hat earthy name to int,errogatories

Can task the free breath of a sacred king ?

Àdd thus much more, that no ftalian priest

Shall tithe or toll in our dominions'

But as we under heaven are supreme head,

So under Him that great suPremacyt

Where we do rergnr wê will alone upholdt

So tell t,he Pope, all reverence set aPart

To him and his usurped authoritY.

IKJ, rrr.i. 146-159].

However, despite his Protestantism, Shakespeare's John
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has no real exonerating characteristics, whereas the king in

Troublesome Reign is port,rayed as a chanpion of t'he

Protestant faith. In King John he becomeg more and more

to¡mented and politically insecure as the action progresses.

This is evident when John h/ooes Hubert to blind the captive

boy prince Arthur. As he inst,igates Hubert to arrange for

Arthur's death, John cunningly changes from his usual

dignified royal style to falsely exaggerated metaphorical

expressions of his "affection" for Hubert:

Good friend, thou hast no cause to say so yett

""'
And, by my troth, r think thou lov'st me well.

IKJ, rrr.iii. 30-55].

this swift change from "great supremacy" to lying and

dissembling in speech is shocking. The degeneration in

style marks a brutal degeneration in character which John

appears to understand in terms of the "faithless error" made

by hie own words in 11. 48-54:

Or if that thou couldst see me without eyeat

Hear me without thine ears, and make reply

Without a tong"ue, using conceit alone,

Without eyes, ears, and harmful sound of words;

Then, in despite of brooded wat'chful day'

I would int'o thy bosom Pour my thoughts '

But ah, I will not.

Arthur's true rhetoric is a complete contrast to John's

falseness. In Troublesome Reign Àrthur negotiates with
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Hubert for the saving of his eyesight and wins because of

the seriousness and dignity of his rhet,oric ¡

Arthur Delay not Hubert, my orisons are indeed,

Begin I pray thee, reave me of my sight:

But to performe a tragedie indeede

Conclude the period with a mortall stab.

Constance farewell, tormentor come away,

Make my dispatch the Tirants feasting day.

Hubert I faint, I fearer ßy conscÍence bids

desist:

Faint did I say, feare was it that I named?

My King commaunds, that, warrant sets me

free:

But God forbids, and he comnaundeth Kings

This E¡cene has the most lasting emotional appeal of all the

scenes¡ in the play's first part. There are fairly close

parallels wit,h t,he counterPart of this scene in King John

tlv.i.l where Arthur is gentle and appealing. His sincere

pleas clearly affect Hubert:

Hubert, the utterance of a brace of tongitres

Must needs want pleading for a pair of eyes.

Let me not hoLd my tongue, let me not, Hubert;

C'oe in with me,

To blinde those

for Hubert was not

lampes that Nature

Sor

[ÎR, r.xii. L427-L445].

borne

pollisht
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Or, Hubert, íf you will, cut out my tonguet

So I nay keep mine eyes, O, spare mine eyeat

Though to use but still to look on you t

IKJ, rV. i. 98-103 ] .

Although he is still a child, Arthur skilfully uses speech

acts Èo influence human actions.

In Kinq John, the Hubert-Arthur episode associates John

ç¡it,h another false uncle and child murderer, Richard III.

The deliberate falseness of John's rhetoric is further

stressed when John t,ries to deny his earlier instructions to

Hubert. John, t,he king, accuses Hubert, his subJect, of

failing to arouse his king's conscience:

Hadst thou but shook thy head or made a pause

llhen I spake darkly what I purposed,

Or turned an eye of doubt upon my face,

Às bid me tell my tale in express wordst

Deep shame had struck me dumb, make me break off,

[&L rv. ii . 23L-2351.

i{eak, confused, and admitting his o\rn irresponsibilit'y,

John's prestige as a king sinks very low.

Despite the brief resurrection of his prestige in

Troublesome Reion I.v. as he opposes Pandulph, John's style

of government becomes more and more that of a tyrant. In

thÍs respect the second halves of both plays are similar. .å'

major difference in the polit,ical complications between

Troublesome Reign and King John is in the active alliance of

Pandulph with the cause of Art,hur, Constancer and the French
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king in the latter play, where the French-English conflict
is as threatening externally to John as the internal church-

state controversy. John's second coronation in both plays

enphasizes his growing insecurity and the displeasure of his

subJects over his increasingly tyrannical actions. In

Troublesome Reign John attempts to recover respect as he

uses natural metaphors with dignity in his coronation

address t,o explain to and appease his noblemen:

Lordings and friends supporters of our state,

Adnire not at this unaccustomed course,

Nor in your thoughts blame not this deeds of

yours.

Once ere this time was I invested King,

Once since that time a¡nbicious weedes have sprung

To staine the beautie of our garden plot,:

But heavens in our conduct rooting thence

The false intruders, breakers of worlds peace.

Have to our joy, made Sunshine chase the storme.

lEB, r. xiii. 1538-15471.

King John on t,he other hand, the second coronation

an open discussion of John's insecurity between John

noblemen. Thus Salisbury conmentss

Therefore, to be possessed with double PomP,

1o guard a title that was rich before,

In

beco¡nes

and his

Is wasteful and ridiculous excess.



Ànd Penbroke clearly describes John's borrowed majesty which

has been betrayed from the beginning by his extravagant

polit,ical affi:rnations of his right [i.e. in his styles of

speech and governmentl. Pembroke resorts t,o sententia

["wise saying"] (Puttenham, 23Ll when he says:

When workmen strive to do better than well,

They do confound their skill in covetousnesst

Ànd oftentimes excusing of a fault

Doth make the fault the worse by the excuset

As patches set upon a little breach

Discredit more in hiding of the fault'

Than did the fault before it røas so patched.

lsl, rv. ii. 28-341 .

John openly admits his insecurityr and changes

completely from faking a dignified style of public utterance

[his version of homo rhetoricus] to plain admissions of his

personal problems [his version of homo seriosus] when he

says 3

Some reasons of this double coronation

I have Possessed you with and think t'hem strongi

Ànd morer more strong, when lesser is my feart

I shall induce You with

[ru, rv. ii. 40-43].

However, the second coronation does not give John

either securÍty or Peace of mind. Like Shakespeare'e tyrant

and usurper Macbeth, John at the end of the Troublesome

IKJ, rv. ii. 9-16 ] .

L55
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Reign is a terribly superstit,ious man. One wonders if

Shakespeare had memories of this play when he composed t,he

scenes with t,he witches. The prophet Peter interprets the

omen of t,he five moons as portents of John's downfall "ere

Àsension day" and is condemned to death [!'8, I. xiiÍ. 1641-

16511. The news of Àrthur's death that Hubert brings in

only upsets ,John further, and once again there is a

similarity with I'facbeth's tone of world-weariness where he

underst,ands his loss of reputation following Duncan's

murder. Thus all tyranÈs, usurpers, and political murderers

must, ult,imately condemn themselves. John's similes and his

alliterative lines emphasize the suffering of the king to

whom a dignified public image had meant much. lle sense the

personal anguish in John's words as he even curses his

mother Elinor, who was his counsellor and the chief

instigator of his usurpation, when he says:

But now they shun me as a Serpents sting'

À tragick Í\rrant sterne and pitiles,

But Butcher, bloudsucker, and murt'herer.

Curst be the Crowne, chiefe author of my cares

Curst be my birthday, curst ten times the wombe

That yeetded me a1Íve into the world.

ITR, I. xiii .L70L-L7L2l.

As in Edward II,s speeches in the underground cell, .Tohn's

repetitions reinforce the hopelessness of his political

predicament. But unlike Edward, John apPears to understand



that he is responsible for his own sufferings.
Even though the audience knows t,hat .ârthur is a1ive,

John's tirade displays an admirable degree of self-
knowledge, rare in pre-Shakespearean heroes. This becomes

even clearer because of his change in style frorn rhetorical
man [faked dignity] to homo seriosus. Despite the sympathy

aroused by John's adverse fortunes toward the end of his

reign, the second half of Troublesome Reign is considerably

less interestinE both in comparison to the first partr €rs

well as to the second half of King John.

John's decline as a man and a ruler is hastened when

Arthur dies accidentally t,rying to escape.

alienated peers in his court believe Àrthur has been

murdered by Hubert following John's instructions. John no

Ionger has the capacity to enact the part of a dignified

ruler in speech. In vain he pleads with the prophet Peter

to ask if the prophecy has changed:

Peter, unsay thy foolish doting drearne,

Ànd by the Crowne of England heere I sweare,

To make thee great, and greatest of t,hy kin.

lrR, rr.ii. 130-1321.

When the news of Arthur's death causes the noblemen to

revolt, and declare allegiance to the French king, John's

only ally is the Bastard in whom he confides his pain:

À mad man Philip, I am mad indeed,

L57

But the

Ànd John of England now is guite undone.



I{as ever King as I opprest with cares ?

Dane Elinor my noble Mother Queenet

My onely hope and comfort in distresse,

Is dead, and England excommunicate,

[!8, rr.ii. 222-228].

The Tudor met,aphor of the body politic appears in John's sad

realization as he sayss

O England, wert thou ever miserablet

King John of England sees thee miserable:

John, tis thy sinnes that makes it miserable:

Ou i ccnr i d rlal i rrrnt- Flerres - rrlectuntur Archivi.

John is serious in his suffering, plain in style, and sounds

desperate. His quoting of Horace [ "The people suffer for

t,he mad acts of their kings"I shows classical precedent for

the Tudor view of the body politic.

In Troublesome Reign John's selling out to the Pope is

pathetic, and he feels his own humiliation when he states;

"or I must loose my realme , /Or give my Crowne for pennance

158

unto Rome?" [ER, II.ii. 32L-3221.

power and prestige both in and out of Englandr the Bastard's

intercession with the noblemen becomes occasion for a speech

that clearly endorses the Tudor doctrine of obedience:

My Lord of Salisbury, I cannot couch

My speeches with the needfull words of artet

As doth beseeme in such a waightie worke,

l1r. 238-24L1.

Even as John loses his
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If not, I to my King, and you where traytors

pleaae.

lTB, rr. ij-i. 446-488I .

By pretending to be plain in speech and at a loss for wordst

the Bastard enacts the part of a hu¡nble and loyal subject.

lle observe that the Bastard has acquired greater

understanding of his political responsibilities, and

exercises control over his own rhetoric. Even as John's

control over his kingdom and his capacity to use words to

create a favourable public image fails, the Bastard matures

into a fine and loyal English nobleman.

In both plays John becomes more and more dependent on

the Bastard, with whom he almost pleads in King John, when

he needs the Bastard's rhetorical power to make Peace with

his discontented English subjects. John is bereft of kingly

dignity in speech when he sayss

Gentle kinsmant go.

And t,hrust thyself into their companies.

I have a way to win their loves again.

Bring them before me.

lKL rv. ii. 166-169 i .

When John wins against the rebels with the Bagtard's

aid in Troublesome Reiqn he is physically itl and world-

weary, and devoid of all semblance of rnaJeety in action and

speech. We learn that the battle was won by the Bastard

after John had left the battlefield. At the end of his

reign John is a pat,hetic figure in comparison to the
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beginning when he had repeatedly sought to reaffirm his

maJesty and right through speech and action. Since John

ends as a weak ruler wit,h poorly developed political
instincts, the Bastard's affirmation of John's kingly honour

is menorable, because it is so difficult to respect John

either as a king or as a man. The Bastard is the t1æe of the

loyal subject and he endorses the orthodox Tudor view of

monarchy:

Uy Lord, f am loth to allude so much to the

proverb, honors change manners: a King is a King,

though fortune do her worst, and we as dutifuÌl Ín

despight of her frowner ês if your highnesse were

now in the highest tl4)e of dignit,ie.

lTR, II. viii. 994-9971.

The quiet reassurance of the Bastard's speech, and the

toning down of his earlier flowery rhetoric emphasize the

maturing of the Bastard as a politician.

In contrast to the Bastard's control over words as he

continues to ptay his political part well, iohn's anguish

is evident in his loss of whatever control over words and

figrures he had shown in the beginning. John's final self-

realization is similar t,o Richard III's self-realization

before his end.

disordered and chaotic rule in Troublesome Reign when he

says 3

Me thinks I see a cattalogue of sinnet

glrote by a friend in Marble characters,

John is sincerely contrite for his
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The least enough to loose my part in heaven.

Me thinks the Devill whispers in nÍne eareg

.And tels me tis in vayne t,o hope for gracet

I must be damned for Arthur's sodaine death.

I see I see a thousand thousand men

Come to accuse me for my wrong on earth,

Ànd there is none so mercifull a God

That witt forgive the number of my sínnes.

[ER, II.viii. 1046-1055].

The repetitions in John's speech convey his desperation and

confusion. However, according to the rules of Renaissance

rhetoric, such wordiness itself constitutes the vice of

surplusaqe (Puttenham, 2641, and illustrates the speaker's

poor control over words. John's lack of control over his

kingdom at the close of his reign is paralleled by his lack

of control over language in his final public utterances.

And this is the "wasteful and ridiculous exceas' -- to use

the criticism of Sa]isbury in King John which has

characterized the king's speeches and govermient in both

plays. Simon Shepherd points out very suitably that there

are Paralle1s between t.he finaL speeches of l{ordred, Richard

III, and Johns "fhe chaos of the inner person is commented

uPon by the character, the passions are 'signs'r" (77). In

terms of the microcosm-macrocosm concept associated with the

sixteenth century monarchical paradigm, the king's inner

chaos parallels the anarchy in the land as in Misfort'unes

rv. i. 13-17 .
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I{hile the Bastard tries to blame the deaÈh of John on

the Catholics [ "This is the fruite of Poperie" ], the

political questions raised in Troublesome Raigne have larger
implications than the obvious Protestant-Catholic
controversy that scholars have stressed. John's personal

sufferings and problems of government arise from hie own

unstable character which is clearly revealed through his

shifts in style. As in Edward II, what are subJects to make

of the doctrine of obedience when incornpetent rulers \rear

the crown?

disput,edr so that he cannot even use the doctrine of

inherit,ed right to his political advantage. Yet, there is
no real support in either of the John plays for the idea of

the boy Àrthur as king, reflecting the Tudor fear of child

kings. These questions are implicit in the anonymous

playwright's manipulation of our sympathy for and against

Jolln throughout Troublesome Reign. Because of his dieputed

throne, John needs the people's support constantlyr and

Iives in fear of rebellion: "The vulgar sort work Princes

Unlike Edward's, John's crown is always

overthrow" [TR, II. ii. 50].

conment, does not apply to his own reign so nuch as to the

Cade uprising in 2 Henry VI, where the king understands the

world of Renaissance realpolitik too late. Unlike Henry VI

who starts out as a boy king with inherited right on his

side, John starts as an adult and a usurper. Therefore he

repeatedly seeks to placate his subjects. And even his dying

lines constitute a public explanation in which he reaffirms

Taken literally' John's
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his beliefs in his divine right and inherited right as well

as the Protestarit cause s

lrfy tongue doth falter: Philip, I tell t,hee man'

Since John did yeeld unto the Priest of Rome,

Nor he nor his have prospered on the earth:

But if ny dying heart deceave me not'

From out of these loynes shall spring a Kingly

braunch

Whose arnes shall reach unto the gates of Rome.

lEB, rI. viii. 1074-10851.

We are reminded of Misfortunes where Arthur is wearyr but

accepts the prevailing political condition that the king's

duty is ever to please his subjects. Às stressed in the

Àngiers episodes in both King John and the Troublesome

Reign, t,his condition is part of the monarchical paradigrt

according to which the wilt of the people and that of t'he

king had to be one for a just and legal government that

ensured the healt,h of t,he body politic.

In King John when trouble comes upon t,he king from all

sides, he uses the rnetaphor of the king's body as a

microcosm of t,he body politic to describe his decline as a

ruler and his failing physical health:

Þly nobles leave me, and my state 5-s braved,

Even at my gates, with ranks of foreign Po\rers'

Nay, in the body of this fleshly land'

This kingdom, this confine of btood and breath,



Although he has been unable to achieve good giovernnent, John

understands what adequate goverrunent means in terms of the

metaphor of the body politic in his serious later speeches

in King John. He repeatedly equates his o\dn physical

illness wit,h the problems of government in another

development of the metaphor of the body politic as he seeks

aid from Pandulph:

'fore rre are enflamed.

Our discontented counties do revolt,.

Our people quarrel with obedience

Swearing allegiance and the love of soul

To stranger blood, to foreign royalty.

This inundation of mistempered hunour

Rests by you onJ.y co be qualified.

Then pause not, for the present time's so sickt

That present med'cine must be ministered,

Or overt,hrow incurable ensues.

lKL v.i. 7-L6J.

Ðespite his partial understanding of political

theories, John is unable to solve t,he real problems of his

reign. His instabilit.y of character and political

incompetence stem from his psychological insecurity which is

even more pronounced than his political insecurity. The

illness of the body politic becomes instantly associated in

Hostility and civil tumult reigns

Between my conscience and my cousin's death.

lKiL rv. ii. 243-2481.
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his mind and his speech with fear of rebellion and fear of

loss of power in "overthrow incurable ensueg".

: .i 
Shakespeare's dying King John repeat,edly refers to the

r: microcosm-macrocosm concept as his terrible physical pain
ri,,ir fuses in his anguished mind with the pain of his political
,'li

failures, the final product of his "borrowed naJesty".

John appears guite anare of the public impact of his

dialogue with the prince when he begins with a pun on the

prince's "fare"3

Prince Henry How fares your majesty ?

King John Poisoned--j-tl fare I Dead, forsook,

cast off,

And none of yot¡ will bid the winter

come

To thrust his Ícy fingers in mY maw'

Nor let my kingdom's rivers take their

course

Through my burned bosom

''::l Prince Henry C, t,hat there rÍere might relieve
you.

King John

I{ithin me is a heIl, and there the

poison

Is as a fiend to tyrannize

On unreprievable condemned blood.

l$tn V.vii. 59-64I .



ß6
In his dying speeches, John, too, dualizes the doct,rine

of the two bodies, confusing his political failures with his

physical srrfferings, thereby providing another instance of

the contradictions potential in th-i,s theory. The physical

agony of being fatally poisoned is equated by John with

providential punishment, for his evil deeds as a king, the

body natural being punished for misdeeds of the body

{: i-,

politic.

Àrthur'B murder, and consequently punished for his unnatural

deed as a man and a ruler. This is John'e moment of final

awareness in Shakespeare's King John, where unlike

Troublesome Reign, t,here is no final speech of contrition.

Shakespeare's John dies as a pitiful example of failed

majesty, in his own words "a clod/ Ànd module of confounded

royalty" [KJ, V. vii. 57-58].

Political importance at the end of King John belongs to

the Bastard rat,her than to the king. fhe Bastard's rhetoric

has matured to a more controlled use of tropes for

directness of expression. This is seen where he reports to

the dying king:

The Dauphin is preparing hithenrard'

Tfhere heaven he knows how we shall answer him,

For in a night the best Part of ny Powert

Às I upon advantage did remove'

Þlere in the Washes unwarily

Devoured by the unexpected fIood.

lKL v. vii. 59-641.

John believes himself giuilty of his cousin

J- ît
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With his maturity of style the Bastard's political instincts

have also matured. Unlike the king who shifts from fake

dignity to lying, dissemblirg, pleading, to limited self-
awareness in his speeches, displaying his disintegration as

a man and a politician, the Bastard maturity of rhetoric
accompanies his maturing as a politician.

Despite his early love of role-playin9, the Bastard is

a stable man, and a loyal subject. [8] He seems to be

clearly aware of the usefulness of the homo rhetoricus

st,ance in public life as his speech act, of becoming a

faithful feudal subject before Prince Henry reveals: "with

all subnission, on my kneer/I do bequeath my faithful
services/ ena true subjection everlastingly" IEjL, V.viii.

101-1051.

thus, in both plays, the stytist,ic maturity and the

later political stability of t,he Bastard contrast with

John's shifting style and his disintegration as a

politician. The Bastard's success suggests t,hat in public

life the essence of playing homo rhetoricus is the constant

arrareness that all political moves contain an element of

show or display. The mature Bastard reminds us of Sylla in

Woundg. His conscience and principled political actions

provide a wholesome moral contrast to another homo

rhetoricus. and military strongman Richard III. By vowing

allegiance to the crown, the powerful Bastard is an example

of political idealism like the good Duke Humphrey in 1 and 2

Henry Vr. Because the king and people are metaphorically
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1. In Shakespeare: the 'lost' years (Manchesters
lfanchester University Press, 1985) E.A.J. ilonigmann con+-ends
that Shakespeare rdas probably born Catholic but later
converted to ProtestanLism.
emphasizes Èhe Protestant j-srn of King John when he states
that nfn King John, however, Shakespeare's anti-papaI
rhetoric f ires on all cylinders, w:-th astonishing
ferocicy" ( 119 ) . .il,nd David Bevington in Tudor Drana and
Politics: a critical approach to ioPical meaning
( Carnbridge: Harvard University Press , L952 ) f inds t't e
Troublesome Reign tlpical of the fanatic Protestant zeaj- of
the earLy Reforr.ation (19E).

2. The traditional vicw that Troublesone Reign is the
source for King John is steadily losing favour êrrron$
scholars. In his .Arden ediÈion of KinE Jo'ln (London:
ilethuen, 1954), E.A.J. Honigmann stated that, Shakespeare'8
was ttre earlier play (xix). This view is restated and
enphasi-zed in Honigmann's Shakespeare: tne 'lost' years
( 119) . Eugene M. Wait,h and J.C. l{axwell have detecteC
borrowings from Titus Andronicus in Troublesome Reign [Wai':h
ed. Titus Andronicus (Oxford: Clarendon Pressr 1984): 5-61.
Itionignann sums up the current situatj-on in this scholarly
debaÈe3 "The debate about the Kinq .john plays will continue
becau.se it interconnec+-s with so many other unsolved
problems: the chronology of Shakespea;e's ea=ly plays; the
relationship of these plays and of other plalrs of the sa¡ne
date; " ['King iohn, The Troub]-esome Reigne and "Cccumentary
links": À Rejoinder' in Shakespeare OuarteriT 38 (1) Spring
L987 z L26). Because thi.s study focusses upcn the stlriistic
sinila=ities between the two plays, the iebat'e over which
one is really the source play has no direct influeace over
the conclusions reacheC in this chapter.

3. The idea of the mixed constitution had the hiEhest
legal stanaing fom the middle ages onwards in English 1aw.
À,cõording to J. H. Hexter , " Property, !{onopoj-y, and
Shakes¡leare's Richard II" iT1 Perez Zagotín ed. Culture and
PoLitics from Puritanjsm to the Enlightenment (Berkeley:
University of Calj-forn:a Press, \9E0): 23 "Men had a
property in them, indeeci, but they also had a property -intleir 1i-berties and held the law itseif as a due
inhe-riÈance. "

Ã,lso, from our twentieth century perspective' we
cbserve the increasing strain on the paraCigp(s) of monarchy
as 'rre recall the constitutional conËroversies of the
seventeenth ce;rtury concerning the kinE's power and the rise

NOTES

To support this view he

rÁq



l-70

of Cror.well in less than a century after these plays were
rçritten and performed. We are reninded of J.G.A.Pocock'g
cornnent in The Machiavellian Monent (Princeto:r: Princet,on
University Press, 1975). Wit.h regard to a later age Pocock
w=it,ess "when the monarchical paradigm collapsed the
king was forced to acimit that, whether of force or riçht, he
shared his aut,hority with othersr.. " (355).

4. fn his Orj-gins of Shakespeare (Orford: Clarendon
Press, t977), Emrys Jones finds fault with t,he plotting and
stylistic unity of King John (235, footnote 2). Robert
Ornstej-n in A Kingdom for a St,age: The Achievement of
Shekesgeare's History Plays (Cambridge: Harva::d University
Press I L972) makes the disappointing observation thet
Shakespeare was "bored" with his assiEnment when he wrote
King John (101). Most scholars have either iisnissed
Troublesoine Reign as a f laweci 'source, play and/or Tudor
anti-Catholic propaganda. Bevington only studies the
topical neaninE of Tror:bìesome R"intr ( Tudor Dre¡na and
F,¡Iitics, 198 ) , and thereby misses some oÈ the play's
ccmplexity.
T::oublesome Reign as a Shakes¡iearean 'source' plalf , only
l{ichael Manhei:n, The I{eak King Dilemma in the Shakespearean
Histo:ry Play (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, L973)
seens to think that the play is politically interest,ing.
Hanheim's conclusions on iroul¡lesome Reign are similar to
the view of h:-st,ory plays taken in this dissertation: "but
it is tlie total effect of the play that goes ho:ne with j-Ès
viewer for ref fection - - sone of that ref lection r¡o doub': as
sedi-.ious er-s that heard frorn the rebellious fig:ures in the
ic1ay" (1i-r).

5. We recall the vr-llgar speeches of Marlcwe's Edwa=ti I1
ard Peele's ECward I. I{e are also reminCed of the dict,ion
in medieval ballads.

5. Johr¡'s cLaim cleerìy unclerr,iines gcd-like stature.
He is aiso evoking the paradigm of non-resi-stance in an
opportunist,ic manner. In sixteenth cent,ury English plays,
rcyal heroes such as MarLoyi'e's Tamburl-aine frequently assert'I,teir goC-1ihe status:

Ta:rJcurlaine Then in my coach, like Saturn's royal
son

Mounted, his shining charj-ot gil-t wit,h
fire,

And drawn with princely eagles through
t.he path

Paved with bright crystal and enchased
with starst

When aLl the gods starid gazinE at his

Des;cite his overall interpretation of

So will f
streets,

T-@at,

PonP I
ride through Sannarcanda

Part, TT,



7. The combination of majesty and mockery reminCs us of
the dominant ch¿racteristics of Tamburlaj-ne's style.

8. À.R. Braunmuller in "Kingr John and Historiography",
ELH, 55 ( 2 ) , Surm:er 1988: 313 states that Shakespeare
invented the Bast,ard. He further suggests:

John's reign, Iike Henry IV's, was a poliÈically
sensitive subject in late Elizabethan England, and
Shakespeare conceals his play's pot,ential
"application" and deflects the censor's gaze by
creating a character whose ahistoricity ga¡arantees
hi¡n safe ( 314 ) .

rv. rrr. t25-1311.
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A major political concern of the three parts of Henry

vI is with the question of po\rer in a feudal monarchy. The

shortcomings of the saint-like Henry VI raise the

fundamental questions of who controls such a stat,e, who

should control it, and how such control should be exercised.

As a king, Henry VI fails to assess the importance of

realpolitik both in its original Greek sense of poJ-itical

realism, as well as our modern meaning of an expansionist

national policy sometimes associated with the head of

state's quest for political power. The homo seriosus styJ.e

of King Henry VI creates sympathy for the king, whom we also

respect for his private virtue, sincerity in speech, and

humane qualities. But Henry VI is a failure as a ru1er.

His genuine lament in regard to his overwhelming political

responsibilities: "Was never subject tonged to be king/ As

f do long and wish to be a subject" L2 Henry VI, IV.ix. 5-51

is in conflict with the feudal requirement that the

hereditary sovereign rule with porrer.

The political problems depicted in these plays were

inherent in the feudal system of government where aberrant

forces could only be kept in check by a strong and just

king. In a sixteenth century context, ùhe depiction of

Henry's political failures emphasizes the need for

Realpolitik and the saintly King Henry VI

CHÀPTER SIX

L72
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legitimate monarchs to rule with absolute po!Ùer. J.P.

Brockbank stated¡

it would be possible to present Henry as the

centre of a moral parable whose linea:nents are

traced in Thomas Elyot's The Governour. The King,

says Elyot, must be rnerciful r but too much

clementia is a sickness of mind; as soon as any

offend hin the King should "immediately strike him

wit,h his most terrible dart of vengeance" (97)'

Yet. these above stat.ements are in contrast to Brockbank's

overall interpretation of Henry as a sacrificial victim in

which the implicit political lesson of Henry's weak rule in

the context of Tudor paradigms remains unexplored. By

focussing upon the absence of Povter and majesty in Henry's

speeches and upon the tense psychologicat and emotional

situations created by his inept rule, the present reading

interprets the turmoil of human errors and sufferings in the

Henry VI plays as resulting from this almost saintly king's

incapacity to govern with strength. Henry himself Learns

the necessity of toughening uP when he changes his s-uyle and

tries to appear more aggressive in 3 Henry Vr ' But by then

the yorkists are much stronger than Henry and his

Lancastrians. Henry's political career conforms to a t:agic

pattern because his realization comes too late. [1-] Because

the serious Henry vI is sy:npathetically portrayed, his

genuine suffering inclirectly becomes a negative conunent upon

the political structure of a state where so much political
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responsibili*.y rested upon a single person, the legit'imate

sovereign.

The three parts of Henrv VI contain several parallels

in theme, character and situation with King Johan, fhe

Troublesome Reign, King John, Edward II, and gJounds. Ilenry

VI is similar in his pious and moral character to King

Johan. However, in Kinq Johan, the Babylon-like state af

England is blamed for the king's end, whereas in t'!re Henry

VI plays the problems created by Henry's misgovernmenÈ

indicate that saintliness in the king is politically

incompatible with the grim reality of treason and

unscrueulous ambition a:nong his courtiers in the political

worlds both of the m'!dCl-e ages arrd the sixteenth centurlr.

The corruption of Henry's courÈ is sj.milar to the corruption

of Edward II's court. The Machiaveltian amþiticn.s of the

Duke of York and his son Richard parallel the Machiavellian

a;c.bition of Mortimer. Henry's queen, MarEaret, has great

inf l-uence in matters of statecraf t and re:'ninds us of the

i¡rfluer¡tial queen mother, Elearrr in the KinE Jol:r plays.

However, by virtue of her ma*-ure years Eleanor has much more

political wisdo:n than Margaret. The problems of inherited

right where the inheritor is by his own confessions unfit

for public office remind us of similar guestions raised j-n

Edward II and the King 'john Plays.

The ther¡.e of the great power of the subjects mentioneC

:n the Kj-ng John pJ-ays is emphasized in the Henry VI plays

wi.th t,he cade rebellion in 2 líenr:_l{I. Henry',s inability to
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please his subjects, but his understanding that, he is

required to do sor reminds us of Misfortunes and the King

John plays when Henry VI says guiltily:

Come, wife, l-et's in, and learn to govern bet'ter;

For yet may England curse my wretched reign.

[2 Henry VI. IV. ix. 48-49].

In terms of political s+-yles, the ultimate overthrow of

Henry VI [homo seriosus] by Richard IfI [homo rhetoricus]

recalls the conflict of Marius and Sylla in I{ounds,

emphasizing the need for rhetorical skil1 and political

obliquity in speeches and speech acts in the face of the new

and complex Machiavellian paradigm. Àbove all, the

overthrow of Henry VI by Richard stresses the real fear of a

Þfachiavellian system of government in Shakespeare's time.

Henry VI is not the only character aware of his

inability to cope with the realpolitik of his o\lrn time.

Several characters and episodes within the plays such as the

dying Clifford in 3 Henry VI who laments "And, Henry hadst

thou swayed as kings should dor... thou this day hadst kept

thy chair in peace" [3 Henry Vr, Ir. vi. L4-20] actually

pinpoi-nt the responsibility for misgovernnent to the king's

Iack of a sense of power. Shakespeare makes no attempt to

use the historical fact of Henry's chronic mentaL illness to

account for his weak rul-e. Such alteration of historical

fact combined with Henry's unimpressive yet serious public

speeches suggests that these plays, traditionally regarded

as reiterations of Tudor orthodoxy by scholars [2), actually
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stimulate questioning of the central political j-ssues of

power and statecraft in troubled times. Moody E. Prior

observes:

What is distinctive about these three pì-ays is

their originality and Power in presenting in

dramatic form the conduct of men in the world of

statecraft and politics' struggling selfishly for

power and the gratification of their private

interests, under circumstances in which the

established means of controlling such aberrant

forces are feeble and in time break down utterly.

The political emphasis of the plays alters the

impression of Henry VI fron the chronicles as the

long suf fering vict,im of divine judgments for

errors of his own (tike his imprudent marriage)

and for the past wrongs which he did not commit,

to that of a king who came to the throne under

circunrstances which only a political genius could

have overcome, and who by his own ineptness and

indecision became a cause of the very evils he

depJ.ores (41-42 ) .

The present reading focusses on this indecision in

I{enry's speeches and speech acts in difficult po}itical

situations. Scrutiny of his style shows that, to a great

extent, Henry must be held responsible for the anarchy of

his reign. No doubt he inherited a difficult task, but the

plays also stress the strength and morality of the protector
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Duke Humphrey during Henry's minoríty, suggesting that Henry

had many years to acquire political education from his

uncle. Kings could not afford to draw a line between their

private and public lives as we sarnl in Misfortunes, Edward

If, and the King John p}ays. Henry's private virtue does

not save him from the Tower where he is murdered by Richard

who is correctly recognized by the dying Henry VI as the

producÈ of his poor government' "al1 indigested and deformed

lump. " t31

Political weakness affects al] characters in 1 Henry VI

But technicat weaknesses in the play's language hamper

character development. Discussing the language and

characterizaticn of 1 Henry VI, John W. Elanpied observes:

if we listen to the ceremonial style in 1 Henry vÏ

as dramatic speech, what we hear are inchoate

characters, unemerged, halfborn, and somehow

wilIingly submissive to that "web of siEnificance"

thaÈ, rather than transcendi;rg the speakers, is

allthewhilebeing$rovenoutoftheirvery

Passivity. This "web" is precisely a web of

Ianguage, of publ;c or convent'ionalized language'

in t¡hich the speakers are bound "all unawares".

It is a lang-uage creatively weak and impersonal,

even inhuman, because the strengt,h, the reality,

the validity of its assumed public references are

taken for granted. Like the dumbly significant

roses, this language presufnes to point "outIfard",
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offstage, toward some stable, absolute, and

indisputable "meaning" (39-40) .

Blanpied m.i-sses the possibility that this fonnal- enptir^ess

of language may suggest that the "assumed public references"

or paradigms are not taken for granted. This impersonal

language nay not point to any "stable, absolute, and

indisputable" meaning but to the realizaÈion that worCs are

inadequate to meet the politicaj- situations that arise in

this play. Gl-oucester's "ï wilt not ans\der thee with words

but blows" II Henrv Vf, T. iii. 69] illustrates the

breakdown of verbal negotiation in the political world of I

Henry VI. I^lith this important reservat.:ion, the present

reading agrees with Blanpied on the characterization of the

fi-rst part. Charecters in 1 Henry VI lack three-

dimensionality not only because it is an early Shakespearean

play, but also partly becaus¿ norrê of the principal

characters are impressive in Shakespeare's chronicle

sources.

However, even in the "i;lchoate" characters of 1 Henry

VI Shakespeare emphasizes the therr.e of po\'/er. The exploits

cf Talbot in France stress England's need for nilitary power

Iexpansionist rea]-politikl. Talbot is the English military

hero whose prowess and valour had h¡ecome a legend during hls

lifetime. Dav:d Riggs comments that, "Talbot is at once the

:ast of the great medieval çhevalj-grS. and a faithful mirror

of the Elizabethan arj-stocracy as it liked to imagine itself

in an age that has been aptly described as the Indian Sumr.er
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of Engtish Chivalry. . . his very style of making war serves

as a metaPhor for an aristocratic mode of life that llras

finatty vanishing while Henry vI was being Produced" (22-

23). It is hard to agree with Riggs in entirety because

Talbot has distinct flaws. Talbot does not look like a

warrior, being Puny and ugly in apPearance. In an era when

outward physical appearance l.tas of ten thought to be

synonymous with inner nature, Talbot' is a "lseak and lttrithLed

shrimp", who has to SuÍlmon his troops for prot,ection when

the Countess of Àuvergne plots to imprison hiJn. Above allt

Talbot's style of making war is called into question' He

and his son both die when he encourages his immature and

inexperienced son into a very tough battle. Even as he is

dying, old Talbot shows no self-realj-zation [1 Henry vIr IV.

vii. 18-321 with regard to the fact that both he and his son

have met untimely ends because of their obsession with

military po\fer and glory. Talbot's destruction, because of

his inability to evaluate realistically his strength in

reLation to that of his opponents, gives us an early

indication of the lack of political and military realism

anong the Lancastrian nobl-emen which ultimateJ-y destroys the

king and his major supPorters.

In the young Henry VI's court the power struggle is of

two kinds-- one, the overt Gloucester-Winchester conflict'

and the other, the underground claim of the Yorkists'

dispossessed of power since the time of Richard II. 1 Henry

vI opens with a lament for a strong and powerful ruler in
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V. I{inchester eulogizes the power of the late Henry V at

Henry V's funeral:

He was a king blessed of the King of Kings.

Unto the French the dreadful judgment day

So dreadful will not be as was his sight.

The battles of the Lord of Hosts he fought:

The church's prayers made him so prosperor:s.

[ 1 Henr]¡ VI, I. i . 28-321 .

Winchester put,s in a word for the church's relation to the

king tl. 321 even as he praises the dead king, only t'o be

cut short by Gloucester's insultatio:

His thread of life had not so soon decayed.

None do you like but an effeminate prince

Ir7hom like a schoolboy you may overawe.

[ 1 Henry Vr, I . i. 33-36 ] .

Winchester counÈers Gloucester'S argument ad hominem, using

no logic, but making insulting accusations. He ridicules

Gloucester as a hen-pecked husband:

Gioucester, what.e'er we like, thou art Protector

And lookest to command the prince and the realm.

Thy wife is proud. She holdeth t'hee in awe

More than God or religious churchmen may.

t 1 Henry VI, I. i. 37-40 I .

This eariy verbaL conflict between Winchester and Gloucester

The church? Where is it?
prayed,

180

Had not churchmen
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is tllpical of t,he uncontrolled power struggles between

factions of the nobility which plague Henry VI throughout

his reign.

The Gloucester-Winchester conflict is dzamaÈized in a

style reminiscent of the moralities. Winchester is a

politically ambitious bishop who reminds us of the

politieally-ninded clergymen in the three King John p1ays.

Both Winchester and Gloucester are relatives of the young

king. Gloucester symbolizes principled statecraft and

Winchest,er religious life. Throughout his troubled reign,
Henry VI is torn, between his incLination toward the

religious life, and the necessary involvement with

statecraft that public life and his inherited throne

requires of him. In coritrast to Henry YÍ, who inherits a

tirrone but craves a religious retreat from public 1ife,
Winchester is very much a politician given to luxurious

living [ "Gloucester. Name not religion, for thou lov'st the

f1esh", 1 Henry VI, I.i. 401. When Winchester and

Gl-oucester call each other names we recall the crude

quarrels in King Johan. Belittling of the pope and his

prelates $ras conmon in the English drama of the 1590's.

Therefore, Gloucester's anti-Catho1ic sentirnents woul-d have

had popular appeal, even though they rr/ere anachronistic from

the medieval point of view:

Gloucester. Priest, beware your beard.

I mean to tug iÈ and to cuf f Yotl

soundly.
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Under my feet I stamp t,hy cardinal's hat,

In spite of pope or dignities of church.

[1 líenrv Vr, I. iii. 47-51].

The Gloucester-Wir^chest.er conf lict develops in a

simpJ-istic manner reminiscent of medieval interludes when

actual blows are exchanged on stage. Winchest,er openly

accuses Gloucester of attenptlng to seize the crowns

Here's Gloucester, a foe to t,he citizeiLs'l

That seeks to overthrow religion
Because he is Protector of the realm,

And wouLd have the armor here out of the Tower,

To crown hinsel-f king and suppress che prince

[ 1 tienry VI, I. iii. 62'65) .

Tlle physical fight depicted on stage iilustrates the

incapac i+-y of rhese two polit j-cians to negotiate

l:aguisÈically, perhaps symbolizing the universal political

fact tha't wars begin when tal"k f ails.

When the new king Henry VI intercedes, his speech act

of intervention is clearly inef fectual. Herrr-rz's early

gentle style of public utterance denot,es his tlpical manner

of. dealing with political problems throughout his troubl-ed

reign. His very gentleness of tone renders him poì-iticaliy

iaeffectir¡êr and the rhetorical, strategies he ern-cloys are

those of p€rsuesion and complaint in the fo]lowing speech:

O, how this discord Coth afflict rny soull

My sighs and tears will not once relent ?



If holy churchmen take delight in broils ?

[1 Henry VI, IrI. i. 107-111].

However unimpressive the sighs and tears may sound in a

monarch, the king's admonition as regards the proper

behaviour of clergymen is sound. yet no one pays much

attent,ion to Henry VI in his cou:t.
The Protector, Duke Hum.ohrey of Gloucester, emerges

favourabiy from his arguments with tÍinchester as honest,

sincere, and dedicated to the service of England and Henry

vr. Gloucester, in his loyalty and principred political
counsel, re:ninds us of the Bastard in the later stages of
King John. Gloucester is a contrast to all the other pov¡er-

hungry, self-seeking nobLemen in the first tet,ralogy. Henry

vr and Gl-oucester have e friendJ.y understanding that makes

for stability within the state as long as Gloucester remains

Prot,ect,or. Gloucester's speech style is also tlpical of the
wise counsellor in late sixteenth century drana. vle are

reninded of Conan in Misfortunes when Gloucester advises the

iirexper-i-enced king abo:t the need to rure with the subjects,
goodwill:

Gioucester. Now will ic best avail your majesty

To cross the seas and to be crowned in
France.

The presence of a king engenders love

Among h:-s sub j ects and his loya1

I{ho would be pitiful if you be not ?

Or who should study to prefer a peace

183



For friendly counsel cuts off many foes.

[1 Henry VI, IIr.i. 178-184].

Henry's reply Ís as unkingly and unimpressive as that of an

i¡nmat,r¡re schoolboy rvho acquiesces in his teacher, s advice.

Gioucester's wise and principred statesmanship during
h:s protectorate contrasts with the selfish motives of
Henry's other important courtiers such as suffolk who

arranEes the imprudent marriage of Henry vr with Margaret of
Anjou. The moral Gl"oucester is quite the opposite of evil
royal uncl-es such as King John and Richard rrr who arrange

for the murder and dispossession of their minor nephews.

Even though Groucester controls the state, he never uses his
powerful position to destroy his foes t ot further personal

ambition as does Mortimer, the protector, in EdwarC fI.
The Lancastrian king and his principleC ur¡cle are

cleariy dissinilar in their poritical methods to the po!ùer-

hungry Yorkist uncle and nephew. fn the counsel given by

anot,her uncle to his nephew, namely the words of the dying

Morti¡ner to Richard Plantagenet in I Flenry VI, II. v. r \rê

observe the poorly suppressed discontent among Henry,s

184

frienCs,

As it disanimates his enernies.

When Gloucester says the word, King l{enry

çJoes,

King.

feudal lords:

Morti¡ner Thou art my hej_r. The rest I wish t,hee

gaÈher;
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But yet be wary in thy studious care.

Richard Thy grave admonishments prevail with me.

But yet me thinks my father's execution

Was nothing less than bloody tyranny.

Mortimer With silence, nephew, be thou politic.

Strong fixed is the house of Lancaster

And like a mountain, not to be removed.

But now thy uncle is removing hence.

Às princes do their court,s when they are

cloyed

With long contÍnuance in a settled
place.

[1 Henry VI, II.v. 95-106].

Mortimer's simile of the mountain emphasizes t,he streng';h of

the protector's rule. Even in the opposite faction's view

Gloucester's government is described favourably. But Henry

VI himself weakens the Lancastrian position by two incorrect
politi,:al Cecisions earJ-y in his reign: his im¡lruder,i

marriage to Margaret of Anjou, and the bestowing of the

duchy of York upon Richard Plantagenet.

The speech act of bestowing the duchy of York upon

Richard PJ-antagenet ma:'ks Henry's sensitive conscience:

"Ànd in reguerdon of that duty done, . . . rj-se created

princely Duke of York" [1 Henry VI, III. i. 168-171].

Through the sententiousness of Henry's words "And those

occasions

156-i58 l v¡e

restored to his b1ood" [1 Henry VI, III.i.

observe his belief in the necessíty of
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perfoa-ning morally correct actions at all times even when

they weaken him politically. In making this decision, he

has also been encouraged by Gl-oucester's "You have every

reason to do Richard right." [1 Henry VI, III. i. 153].

Des5lite the pious and studious image Henry conveys in
public, he is imnat,ure, romantic, and extremely vuinerable

in worldly matters . This becomes clear when Suf fol-k's

description of the charrns of Margaret turn Henry into an

ealer and infatuated Pet,rarchan lover:

Þ,hether it be through force of your report,
My noble Lord of Suffolk, or for that
My tender youth was never yet attaint
With any passion of infla¡r.ing love,

I canr¡ot tell; but this I am assured,

I feel such sharp dissension in my breast,

Su;h fj-erce alarurns both of hope ar.d ì-ea=,

.As I am sick with workl-ng of ny thoughts,

[1 Henry VI, V.v. 79-96].

Henry's vulnerability is daagercus only because he is a

king. Tn a ¡:rivate individual it would merit littie notice

because it woul-d be a part of growing up. Ye*'' because

Henry is a scvereign and a public figure, his sudden

inf at,uati on with a princess whose dowry is beneath his

status resuits in the first of his series of disastrous

political choiees that ultimately cost him his crown and his

life.

The sense of power and sovereign,ty cont j-nues to be
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absent from Henry VI's speeches and speech acts even as he

starts taking decisions for himself in 2 Henry Vf. the

opening of 2 Henry VI is characteristic of Henry's pious but

weak style:
O Lord that lends me life,

Lend me a heart replete wj-th thankfulness.

For thou hast given me in this beauteous face

À world of earthly blessings to my soul,

If sympathy of love unite our thoughts

tr.i. L9-231.

His lack of practical wisdom in politics is seen in 11. 61-

63 when he bestows po\rer on Suf folk: "They please us

weil...girt thee with the sword. "

Henry's political errors in marrying llargaret, giving

away English territories, and in elevating Suffolk to a

powerful position in the court precipitate the power

struggles among the feudal lords. Even the Èwo arch enemies

GloucesÈer and Winchester Seem to agree on Henry's miståkes

whea ihey react sharplT to Henry's easy giving away cf the

English territories in France [2 Hen-ry VI, I.i. 73-104] '

The peer who makes capital out of Henry's mÍstakes is

his secret enemy, the Duke of York, whose mockery of the

king is clear when he uses charient!æs or "the Privy

nip5re" IPut.tenhan, 20If z

For Suffolk's duke, may he suffocate,

That dims the honor of this warlike isle'

France would ha',¡e torn and rent my very heart
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Before f wouLd have yielded to this league

I never read but England's kings have had

Large sums of gold and dowries with t.heir wives,

And our King Henry gives away his own

To match with her that brings no vantages.

[2 Henry VI, I.i. L22-L29].

From the peers' discontent with Henry's policies c¡e

observe t,hat the l-ords interpret f eudal laws to advance

their own causes, Gloucester being the only exception.

There is a clear contrast between the attitudes of t.he older

and younger lords in Henry's court. Of the older peers'

Duke Humphrey represents the good qualities of the feudal

system. David Riggs says: "Gloucester is a type of the

Renaissance governor whom humanists like Àscham and Elyot

saw as supplanting such medieval chevalj-ers as Talbot"(119).

But just as Tal-bot's outmoded style of warfare costs him his

i.ife, the principled government of Gloucester crombles

amidst the plots and counterplots in Henry's court. Edna B.

Zwick finds that the "most developed the:ne is the younger

generat,ion's abandoning their elders' concern with

hereditary legitimacy in order to satisfy personal

a¡nbiticns" (70).

l{hite GLoucester represents the authority assumed by

the hereditary aristocracy during the king's minority, York

and Suffolk represen't unscrupuLous personal ambition. Even

as early as 2 Henry VI the younger lords and Henry's queen

rea.Lize that the king lacks power, and vj-e with one another
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the division of loyalties in the realn is seen

microcosrn5-cally in Èhe division within the royal f amily

where Gloucester and Margaret opPose each other politically.

Gloucester beEins the feud when he says of Margaret: "She

should have stayed in France, and starved in France, " Í2

Henry VI, I.i. 1331. Of course, Duke Humphrey's old enerty

the Cardinal I l{inchest,er ] irunediately points out his

mistake:

My lord of Gloucester' now ye grow too hot.

It was the pleasure of my lord the king.

12 Henry VI, I. i. 134-135 I .

Henry appears to have no control over the in-fightS-ng

a¡nonçl his courtiers. Except for Henry VI, every major

fig.rre in his court is preoccupi.ed w:-th acquiring as much

poiitical power as possible fox himself. The intrigues

which result from the coritinuoìis Power struggle can be read

as a sad comment upon the king's powerlessness. During the

reign of such an inexperienced king, even a loyal nobleraan

such as Gloucester is not free of the suspicion of

harbouring secret anrbitions of achieving total politi:al

controL in the land. The Cardinal seeks to challenge the

popular irnage of Gloucester as a loyal Peer when ire

describes him as:

F.nd no great friend, I fear me to the king'

Consider, Iords, he is the next of biood

And heir apparent to the English crown'

r8g
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What though the comnon people favour him,

Celling him, "Humphrey, t,he good Duke cf
GloucestêÍ, "

He will be found a dangerous Protector.

[2 Henr]r Vr, I.i. 148-L621.

The Cardinal's oxymoron ("danEerous Protector") hints at
Glouces'ter's "aÍtbiti-on" .

.Þ^mong the sel f -seekinE f eudal lords in Henry, s court,
there is hard.ly anyone without polit.ical ambition. The

Cardinal's warning against Gloucester is enough to kindle
Buckinghann and Sonerset:

Buckingharn Cr thou or I, Somerset, will be

Protector

Despite Duke Humphrey or the Ca=dir.al.

12 Hen:ry Vr, I.i. 176-L771.

The politician who intenCs to make capital of the increasing

rivalry and suspic i.on among Henry , s peers is the

Machj-av,ellian Duke of York who sol j-loquizes:

Then, York be stil-I awhile, tilI time do serve.

Watch thou and wake when o'thers be asleep,

1'o pry into the secrets of the state,

Til} Henry, surfeiting in joys of 1ove,

With h:s new brid,e and EngJ-and's dear-bought

queen,

Ànd Hu:nphrey with the peers be faLlen at jars.

Then wiil f raise aloft the m:.lk-whit.e rose,

^ê^nd force perforce I'11 make him yield tire croym
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f{hose bookish rule hath pulled fair Er.gland down.

[2 Henry Vr, I.i. 246-257).

York is not so much a patriot or a champion of the

dispossessed house of York, as a blood-thirsty foe to the

inexperienced and mild king when he declaress

But I am not your king

Till f be crown'd and that my sword be stain'd
With the heart-bLood of the house of Lancasters

Ànd that's not suddenJ-y t,o be perform'd

Br¡t with advice and silent secrecy.

[2 Henry VI, ÍT.iii. 62-671.

Ànd York is ultimately successful in achieving his

intentions, for Henry remains in the dark as to York's

rnurderous ambitions until it is too late for him to contend

with the Yorkist,s' power in the kingdom.

York's seditious intentions are paralleled in the plans

of an a\rswsd f oe of Queen Margaret, the Dr¡chess of

Gioucester. York arrests the duchess in 2 Henry VI, I.iv.

The exchanEe of insults bet',,reen the duchess and the qu.een

openly enacts t,he chaos and indiscipline within the court,

the royal fanily, and t,he state in a combination of physical

and speech action:

[fhe Queen drops her fan]

Give me my fan. What, minion, can ye not?

[She gives the Duchess a box on the ear]

Eleanor Was't I ? Yea, I it was, Proud

Frenchwonân.
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Could I come near your beauty with my nai-ls,

I would set my ten comrnandments in your face.

[2 Henry VI, I.iii. 135-140].

While the queen chooses to provoke the duchess with
physical aggression, the duchess replies with verbal

aggression using conceited language that oddly suggests the

gueen's violation of the ten commandrnents because she is
backed by her lover Suffolk. But the duchess never really
has a chance to seize power since she has Èwo powerful

enemies in York, and in Suffolk who statess

Madam, myself have limed a bush for her,

And, madam, list to me

Àlt-hough we fancy not the cardinal,

Yet must we join with him and with the lords

TiLI we have brought Duke Humphrey in disgrace.

[2 Henry Vr, I.iii. 135-140].

While it is a general observaÈion that fact,ions

fl-ourish when heads of state are weak, the plots and

count,erplots in the court of Henry Vf are of such a

magnitude, thaÈ the very existence of Henry VI as a crowned

king seems increasingly irrelevant. This is evideni when

the duchess, like Lady Mecbeth, prompts her husband to seize

the crown for himseif:

Put forth thy hand, reach at the glorious gold.

What, is't too short ? I'11 lengthen it with

mine;

[2 Henry VI, I.ii. 11-12].
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Ànidst all this treachery Gloucester remaÍns steadfastly
loyal to the king:

Gloucester O NeII, sl¡eet NeIl, if t,hou dost love

thy lord,
Banish the canker of ambitious thoughts.

My troublous dreams of this night doth

make me sad.

[2 Henrv VI, I.ii. L7-223.

Glouces+-er's troubled dream in which his Protector's staff
is jcroken in tvco by the Cardj-nal, and the p!-eces

appropriat,ed by the dukes of Somerset and Suffolk is an

ominous sign of the terrible times to come. Gloucester

saeks in vain t,o remain above reproach politi-ca1ly, and

rebukes his ambitious wife:
And wilt thou still be hammering treachery

To tumble down thy husband and thyself
F:¡om top of honour to disgr.lce's feet ?

[2 Henry VI, I.ii. 47-5t).

Glouces^-er's metaphor in the above lines is as ominous

as his dream, because it gets translated literall-y into

action after Eleanor's plot is discovered by York. fn vain

Gloucester tries to stand for law and honour amidst the

alarchy of lieary's rule. His reaction to the news of his

wife's treason is unequivocally patriotics

if she have forgot

Honour and virtue, arrd convers 'd with such

Às, like to pit,ch, defile nobility.
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f banish her my bed and conpany,

Ànd give her as prey to law and shanne,

That hath dishonour'd Gloucester's honest n.ilne.

t2 Henry VI, rI.i. 196-1901.

G'l oucester's principted vi-ew of politics becomes

ouÈmoded in the face of the naked a¡rJcit,ion of the younger

lords. Like Tarbot and the king himserf, Gloucester falls
from power because he gets out ot- touch with reality. His
lack of real-ism in facing the corruption of the court is
clearly revealed by his refusal to heed his duchess,s

warning:

Duchess For Suffolk, he th¿t cen do all in all
With her that hateth thee, and hates us all,
And York, and impious Beaufort,, that false

pries9,
Flave all lin,d bushes to betr.ay thy wingsl

AnC, fly thou how *.hou canst, they'll tangle

thee;

But fear not thou, until thy fool be snar'd,
Nor seek prevention of thy foes.

Gloucester Ah! Nell, forbear: thou aimest al1

awr]¡3

I must offend before I be attainted¡
Ànd had I t'*enty times so many foes,

And each of them had twenty tilnes their
power,

Ì-I1 th^ese couÌd not procure rlly any scathe,
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So long as I am loyal, true, and crimeless.

12 Henry VI, II.iv. 50-631.

That the duke remains out of touch wÍth the ti-mes he

lives in receives greater emphasis when he comes to attend a

Parliament he did not know about (II.iv. 70-73). Upon

Gloucester's entry his enemies York and Suffolk heap

accusations of financial fraud and military dishonour upon

hfun. Suffolk begins:

Nay, Gloucester, know that thou art come too soon

Unless thou wert more loyal than thou art.
I do arrest thee of high treason here.

[2 Henrg Vr, III.i. 95-971.

York adds:

'Tis thought¡ my 1ord, that you took bribes of

France

Ànd, being Protector, stayed the soldier's PaY'

By means whereof his highness hath lost France.

[2 Henrv VI, III.i. 104-106].

The king's powerlessness is particularly pei:rful in

t,his difficult poJ-itical situation, becauee e\¡en thcugh

Henry knows that Gloucester ;s innocent he is unabl'e to seve

him. The king f eebJ-y shif ts the responsibility to

Gloucester himself:

l{y Lord of Gloucester, 'tis rny special hope

Tirat you will clear yourself from alI suspense.

My conscience tells me you are innocent.

l2 Henrv lll, III . i. 141-143 J .
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Gloucester's reply is prophetic as he foresees a period of
national turmoil, naking an accurate forecast of the events

to come:

Ah, gracious lord, these days are dar^gerous.

Virtue is choked with foul ambition

.And charity chased hence by rancor's hand;

Foul subornation is predo:ninant

I know their complot is to have my life,

But mine is made the prologue to their play.

For thousands more, that yet suspect no peril,
Wilt not conclude their plotted t,ragedy.

[ 2 ¡Ienry VI, rII. i. 144-153 ] .

King He,rry does not seem to understand the veiled
warning in GloucesÈer's "thousallds more, that yet suspect no

perii ", nsr the crit,icism of his own rule inplied in "Ah

gracious lord. . . with foul arnbition". Henry draws further
attention to his own powerlessness in his long speech of
Iamentation: "Ay Margaret. My heart is drowned with
grief...Gìoucester he is none" [2 Henr]z Vf, III.i. L98-2221.

Henry's failure to impress his court [the stage audiencej is
evident when the queen openly ridicules lienry's speech as

his being "Too fu]l of fool-ish pity".
lhe chaos which swiftly follows Gloucester's fall from

power ernphasizes Henry's total ineptitude for government.

He remains passiver âs trouble ensues aft,er Suffolk has

Gioucester secretly murdered. The cofltmons want vengeance
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for the rate protector's murderr so the kinE banishes

S.rffoLk upon the peopLe's demand.

King Henry's reaction to all these terrible events
caused by his inept government is to speak in sentent,iae or
rnoral prat,itudes, quite irl--suited to the pressing political
needs:

Thrice is he armed that hath his quarrel Just,
And he but naked, though 1ocked up in steel,
Whose conscience with injustice is corrupted.

[2 Henry Vr, rrr.ii. 233-235].

The ki-ng's moral lesson f ails to take int,o account the
ccwnfall of Gloucester who was not corrupt. This bookish

wisdom of the king is itserf dangerous because it impairs
his political judgment with regard to choosing counseLlors.

Àf ter the death of Suf f olk and t,he death of the
cardinal in madness, the Lancastrian side is left without
any experienced political counserlors, rnoral or immoral.

The king's inabilitl¡ to control his peers destroys Èhe power

of the Lancast,rians and rend.ers Henry vr vulnerabre to the

Machiaverrian pJ-ots cf the yorkists. This weakening of
Lancaster allows the Duke of york to take advantage of the
subjects' unhappiness by instigating the cade rebellion.
The rebel-licn of the coffiironers red by Jack cade changes the
focus of the po\rer struggle in Hen;y,s court fron in-
fighting among the Lancastrians to the conflict between

Lancaster and york.

The Cade rebellion is t,he cl-irnax of the power st,ruggle
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in 2 Henry VI where a conmon citizen actual-y causes the

Lord's êr.oint,eci Èo retire from the nation,s cap:tal. Cade,s

capture of power, his preposterous rhetoric, and his

ridiculous swaggering display of power proviCe an effec'Èir¡e

mockery of King Henry's weak styJ-e and his inabili-ty Èo Ceel.

harshly with disruptive forces in the realm. Cade is a

caricat,ure of the strong ruler that England needs at this
time: "l{e11, he sha1l be beheaded for it ten times I
am the besom that must sweep the court clean of such filÈh
as t,irou art. " [2 Henry Vf , fV. vii. 2I-28]. Cade is al,so an

elemy to all learning [perhaps a hint at, the king, s

bo,rkishness I : "Thou hast, most traitorously corr:lpted the

youth of the realn in erecting a granmar school; " 12 Henry

VI, IV. vii. 28-30 j. When Aiexander lden fight,s Cade, he

says t,hat he is asharned to fight a "poor faarished îtan" t2

E-nry__YL, IV. x. 421. Both Cade's starved body and his

tenporary capture of power synbolize the pitiful condi+-ior¡

of the hingdc:n caused by äenry's poor govêrnrnêrrÈ.

Foliowing the quellin.3 of the Cade rebell i on and the

e>:posure af. Ycrk, Henry VI's styJ-e changes, beginning to

sound like the voice of experi-ence. The klng appears to

toughen up much tco late j-n 3 Flenry Vf r âs he realizes he

Irrr:st be a powerful ruler to cope with trcubled tj-mes. His

change in style is evident in his denuncj-ation of the rebel

lords where he changes from h:-s miLd senÈeniiae to the nore

aggressive sarcasmuss

My iorC, look rvhere the sturdy rebel sits.
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Even in the chai-r of statet Belike he neans,
Backed by the po\rer of warwick, t,h,at false peer,
To aspire unto the crown and reign as the king.
EarI of Northumberland, he slew thy father,
^and thine, Lord crifford, and you both have vowed

revenge
on hi-m, his 6ons, his favourites, and his friends.

[3 Henry VI, r.i. 50_55].
Henry's own lines stress the cont,rast between york and
hi¡nself, for "sturd.y" is not, an adjective t,hat, can be

applied to the king. Henry aLso points out the disloyalty
of the rebel peers who o!'re alregiance to the king according
to the feudar laws. Henry draws attention to his own

sit'uation because he is extremery dependent on the miritary
and poìit'icar support of the aristocracy. whenever the
dependency ot the sovereign upon the peers is d,iscussed in
EdwarC II, the King John playsn and the Henry Vf plays, the
Cramatists emphasize that the peers are the king,s subject,s
much the same as are the comnoners. That strictures agalnst
rebellion appty to arl t,he king's sub jec--s is , of course,
more of a Renaissance than a feudal view.

Henry vils changed snyre and heightened ehrareness of
political reality merely intensifies the Lancaster-york
co:rf I ict as the speech action in t,he f irst scene of 3 Henrg
vr degenerates into an ugly quarrer over the throne. The

usually courteous Henry again rebukes york using sarcasmuss

Thou factious Duke of york, descend my throne.



Ànd kneel for grace and mercy at my feet.
I em t,hy sovereign

York. I am thine.

[3 Henry VI, r.i. 74-77).

The defiant, "r am thine" of york publicry humiriates Henry

VI during one of Henry, s few attempt,s to assert his
sovereignty in the Henry vr plays more effectively than

York's armed rebellion, Queen Margaret's insubordination, or
even having to flee in the face of t,he ridiculous cade

uprising. Incensed by York,s speech act, Henry's peers

rush into the arE:r.rment, to save the king,s dignity. But

Henry's shame and ignominy are Ínevitable, and clearly
evident in his exchange with york:

King Henry. Ànd shall I stand, and thou sit in rny

throne ?

York. ft must and shall be so. Content thyself.
YÍansick. Be Duke of Lancaster; let him be king.

t 3 Uc¡_ry¡¿l , r.i. 84-86I .

Às in t,he cases of Artirur in l{isfortunes and Marlohre's

Edward fI, Henry's use of eroteina stresses his
ineffectuality in verbal negotiation. Shakespeare uses the

judicial rnode of oration [debate of accusa+-ion and defense]

to good effect as the wrangling continues anong the

peers. [4] Henry declares his intention of regaining his

throne by force; he will not abdicate in peace:

Think'st, thou that I will Leave ny kingly throne,

I{herein my grandsire and my father sat ?
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No I First shall war unpeople this my realn;
Ay, and their colors, often borne in France,

Ànd now in England to our heart's great sorrovr,

Shall be my winding sheet. Why, faint yoü, lords?

My title's goocl, and better far than his.

[3 Henry VI, I.i. 124-130].

Henry's use of etiologia ("reason rend") to Justify war in
the above speech refers back to England's hist,ory of
military glory, and to Henry's memories of Lancastrian

supremacy. Henry uses history and memory as justifications

for future poiitical and nilitary actions. But on the rnoCel

of the tragedies, Henry has learned hrs lessons too late.
To save his public image, even Henry VI chooses to

threaten civil war when cornered. He will not surrender his

crown in shame. However, his display of royal anger is
short,-lived and uncharacteristic. He soon returns to

peaceful argumen'ts to emphas ize the legitimacy of his

succesÍiion¡

King Henry [aside] I know not what to sayi

my title's weak--

Tell rne, may not a king adopt an heir?

[ 3 Henry Vr, r. i. 134-1.35 ] .

His confession of his own unimpressive public statements [ "I
know not what to sây" l, and his recognition of his political

weakness are coråined expressions of insecurity as he once

again resorts to the rhetorical question Ieroteina].
While Henel vainly seeks to demonstrate the Lancastrian
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legitimacy, tla=¡¡ick and his fa,:tion threaten t,he kieg with

Ceposit,ion unless the king decides to adopt, York as heir by

disinheri-ting his ovrn son. 'Ihe peers' bullying makes the

king pleaC desperately, and his speech acts further

u:rderniir.e Lancastriaa d:Enity:
Ki-ng Henry. My Lord of Wa:mick, hear but one

word.

Let me for this my lifetime reign as

king,

York. Conflrrn the crown to me and to m:ne heirs

And thou shail reign in quiet while thou

liv'st,.
Kirrg ilenry. I am content. Richard Plantagenet'

Enjoy the kingdom after my decease.

[3 i{enry t¡t, I'i' L70-L751'

Henry's "I an corìtent" is shortsighted anci foolish, for

this acioption becomes t,he worst political decisicn tlenry VI

has ever taken. It plunges Engiand into a bloody civil war

that ulti:rately costs both York a:rd Heiry their lives. The

reactions of the peers a.Lmos*- inmediately suggest the long

tcrm evils of this politi.:al rnove¡

CliÈford. t{hat wrong J-s thj-s unto t,he prlnce -vcur

son?

Warv¡ick. What good is this to Er.gla;d and

himself !

ltestmoreland. Base, fearful and despairing Ê-enry.
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[3 Henry Vr, I.i. 176-178].

Before his angry queen, Henry has no suitabl-e ansv¡er.

He sounds quite pathetic when he says3 "Pardon Rêr

Margaret. Pardon me sweet son./ The EarI of Warwick and

the duke enforced me." [3 äenry VI, I.i. 238-239J. But the

queen is not to be pacified, and she responds with angry

repetS-tion of Henry's words: "Enforced thee? Art thou

king, and wilt be forced? [ 3 ]ienry VI, I. i . 2401 .

Henry's actions make the Lancastrians very unhappy, and

the emerging Lancastrian nilitary leader Clifford criticizes
Henry to his face using icon:

l{y gracious }iege, this too much lenity
And harmful pity must be laid aside,

To whom do lions cast their gentle looks?

Not to the beast that would usurp their den.

[3 Henry VI, II.iii. 9-L21.

Clifford's use of animal similes reinforces t,he idea of t,he

kingdom as a wilderness without law and order, even though

the king-Iion analogy is traditional. ClifforC's use of

icon draws aÈtention to the unnaturalness of a king without

polit,ical judgment and por¡rer, and points out how iIl-suited

Henry is to cope wj-th Èhe force of the Yorkist brothers who

confront Queen Margaret, and Clifford.
Às the civil war continues, Henry soliloguizes on his

Cesire to be free of his royal responsibilities. He wishes

to be a simple shepherd tending his fl-ock: "Ilere on t,his

¡irolehill ...care, mj-stru.st, and treason waits on hirn. " [3
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Henry vr, rr.v. 14-541. schorars have frequeniry discussed

this speech with its details of the shepherd,s rife and its
ínherent escapism. But the king is not merely using the
pastoral style to clivert his mind from his troubles. He is
afraid of his future, "when care, mistrust, and treason
waits on hi¡1" t 3 Henry VI, II .v. 54I . .å,t the cent,re of
this speech is a death wish: "Ïtourd r were dead, if God's

good will were so./ For what is in this worrd but, grief and

woe ?" t3 Henry VI, II.v. 19-201. Henry,s recognition of
his cwn political failure is tragic.

The horrors of the civiL war brought about by Henry's

Poor poiitical judgment are further emphasized by the trdo

minor episodes of a son who has kiri-ed his father, and a

father who has killed his son t3 Henry VI, ff.v. 73-79).

These two episodes are not only meant as a lesson to the
audience, but they are sad lessons for the king who clearry
understands that he has fa.il-ed to be a suitable protector of
his subjects' peace and safety:

King Henry. Sad-hearted men, much overgone with

care

Here sits a king more v¡oeful than you

are.

[3 Henry Vr, II.v. L23-L24].

As with the l-eaders who are involved in wars in Misfortunes,

Wounds, Edward fI, the Troublesome Reign, and King John,

Henry VI displays signs of psychological and emotional

suffering when he is caught up in a bloody l¡¡ar of his own
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The son-father, father-son epi-sodes are immediateS-y

foLlowed by the Prince's warning:

F1y, father, fly! For all your friends arè fled

Ànd Warwick rages like a chafed bull.
Awayt for death doth hold us in pursuit.

[3 Henry Vr, II. v. L25-I271.

Tire use of icon in the aninal analog'y again ernphasizes

the idea of England as a wilderness. [5] The juxtaposition

of the son-father, fat,her-son episodes with the Prince's

entry and warning enphasizes the failure of Heary Vf both as

a father and as a king. He has disinherited his ninor son,

who has nevertheless taken up arms to defend his father's
crown and his own clairn. King Henry's son fights on his

fat,her's behalf , also providing a clear contrasÈ to t,he

Ycrkists where the father fights to the very end, with his

sons taking up his cause only af ter his deat,h. When th¡e

Lancastrians are finally defeated, only the young prince is

left fighting the Yorkists. He is no mat,ch for the three

broi.hers Edward, Richard, and Clarence who stab him one by

o:le to revenge the deaths of their fether and youngest

brother. The kilÌing of the prince is almost sacrificial.

He is a lamb destroyed by a pack of wolves in the wilderness

that England becomes during his father's weak rule.

When Richard of York stabs Henry VI to death in the

Tower, th,e physical body of the kinE is attacl<ed and

dest;oyed by the ruthlessrdeformed, but competent leader who
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has risen to power because of Henry's sins of government.

The patt.ern of Henry's end conforms to the theory of the

body politic, but Henry does not mention it, although he

states that the terrible times have caused Richard's rise.

Henry's political understanding remains incomplete even to

his death. In his dying speech Henry prophecies further

evils to come in England with Richard as the centre of all

this evil: "Teeth hadst thou in thy head when thou $¡as

born,/ To signify thou cam'st to bite t,he world;" [3 Henry

VI, V.vi. 53-54I .

Henry's description of Richard conforms to the

rhetorical structure of the insultatio on a powerful and

extended scale. His final change of style, and his

understanding of the evil embodied in his enemy has come

much too Late. Despite Henry's incomplete political

understanding even now, despite his lack of political power

and correct judgment throughout his reign, his sufferings

arouse the emotions of pity and fear in us as the complex

problerns of royal inheritance and legitimacy are dramatized

in the three plays.



1. J.P. Brockbank, "The Frame of Disorder -- @¿lll"in Ear1y Shakespeare ed. J.R. Brown and Bernard Harris (New
York: Schocken Books, L966): 90 discusses the tragic
paitern in the depiction of Henry VI and relates it to
Henry's political weakness:

Henry pre - f i gures t,he sacrif ic iaI victim,
suspended beÈween action and inaction he wiII,
"nor fight, nor fly" (V.ii. 74). And Richard of
York is the aÇferr't of that political realism that
is born in Part 2 to flourish in the later plays;

ar¡d he states the harsh moral assumption that
rnakes for anarchy in Part 3:

Sword, hold thy temper; heart, be wrathful
still:

Priests pray for enemies, but princes kiII.
lv. ii .7 Ll .

2. That the first tetralogy voices t,he official Tudor
view of the necessity for total obedience to the crown, even
to an iaadequate sovereign, depicts the homors of civiL war
vividly, and in terms of overall design depicts Goi's
providential design in the workings of .human history are
subjects that have been excessively ove::l.rorked. However,
the fear of civil rilar was real to the people of sixteen;h
century England, There were genuine threats of foreign
invasion, and the ci-^ronicles' accounts of the wars of the
roses do depict the wicked being pun:shed and order being
restored. Yet the chronicl-es also show the ircmense
suffering of the good as weil, and it must be pointed out
that Shakespeare certa.inly depicts this f act in his
depiction of l{enry VI's reign, giving the plays great,er
cornplexity of subject than the sinple moral ieterp:eiat,icn
of hi-story found in his sources HalL and l{ol-inslteC.

SchoLars differ in regards to their moral readings.
Thematic studies such as Robert B. Pierce's Shakespeare's
Fiistory Plays: The Familw and the State (Àthens: Ohio
State University Press, 1971) conform to Èhe vj-ew that the
history plairs depict the Tudor myth. Edward I. Serry's
Patterns of Decay: Shakespeare's Ear1y Histories
(Charlottesvilie: University Press of Virginia I L975)
sÈudies a special pattern:

2 Henry VI depicts the second stage in a process
of social and political decalr that begins with the
death of Henry V. In Part f the forms of chivalry
and ceremony become gradually emptied of all
neaningi in Pa;t II the values of justice and Law
erode until they collapse in the confusion of
civil vrar. That the conceptual frameworks which

NOTES
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sustain these two plays have for Shakespeare a
special imaginative power is evident from their
recurrence in later works (51).

David Riggs in Shakespeare,s Heroical Histories: Henry VI
and its Literary Tradition (cambridge: Harvard univerèity
Fress, L97L) recognizes that the moral judgments of the
first tetralogy are of a complex nature:

Henrv VI is designed Èo disclose a set of
exemplary truths drawn f rom the plalm-right, s
reading of f if teenth century English history.
There is little basis, howeverl for supposing thãt
these truths will always conform to orthodox Tudor
doctrine, and still less t,o indicate t,hat they
point to a stable, didactic allegory of "moral
history" undervrritten by a providential guidance.
One may begin simply by postulating that the
trilogy encompasses Shakespeare's presentation of
the "agents" that gave the reign of Henry VI its
dist,inctive contours. Like any good humanist
historian, he is concerned to produce moral
judgrnents, but these will involve a wide spectrum
of ethical stanCards (97).

3. Henry's words suggest Ovid,s
moles which in translation reads:

Chaos, so-cal-led, all rude and J-umpy matter,
Nothing but bulk, inert, in whose confusion
Discordant atoms warred:
(Metamorphoses, Book Tt 3-5, trans. Rolfe

H'.mphries )Richard's bodily deformity is equated to chaos itself.

4 . Robert Y. Turner j-n Shakespeare's Apprenticesh:-p
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, L974lz 33
classifies different modes of oration in Shakespeare's early
plays, His classifications are useful for assessing the
rhetorical strategies in the Henry VI pIays.

5. David Riggs in Shakespeare's Herqical Histories:
133-134 takes a different view. He interprets many of Èhe
animal metaphors and images in 3 Henry VI as reinforcing the
patt,ern of "an historical revenge play". He writes that
such "descriptive figures amplify this reversal of the
civilized into t.he barbarous through stock epithets" (133).
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Elizabethan rhetoric taught that man learns from
history 'what is the best cburse to be taken in all his
actionã and advices in this world.' Such a statement
could mean almost anYthing.

F. Smith fussnér: The Historical Revolution

The preceding chapters have discussed how rhetoric in

sixteenth century English historical drama is inextricably

intertwined with character development in relation to

contemporary political paradigms. The examination of

rhetoric in the historical plays analysed in this study

concludes that in these plays the rhetoric of tropes and the

rhetoric of persuasion combine to form a rhetoric of

political character that clearly fits Lanham's categories of

homo rhetoricus and homo seriosus. such a view tends to

confirm Patricia Parker':, theory that "rhetoric in

Shakespeare,s day still involved not just a scheme of tropes

and figures but the whole armory of manÍpulation and

response, in contexts which were traditionally not just

Iiterary or judicial but political" (xii). The sufferings

of the major politicaJ- figures discussed in this study with

relation to their shifting styles of speech suggest that

homo seriosus and homo rhetoricus rePresent the two opposing

aspects of political man's divided self confronting the

harsh worLd of sixteenth century realPolitik. These plays

contain appeals to universal moral and humane values rather

CHAPTER SEVEN

Conclusion
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than to homiletic Tudor poritical orthodoxies. For

instance, together with the fear of civir rebellion there is
arso rearistic depiction of the circumstances under which

anarchic forces can disrupt stable governxtent, within a

monarchy. Recurring major political themes are those of
strong rulership, stable government, the political
responsibilities of the king, the peers, and the conmons.

The plalnvrights confront the question of evil in politics
with rearism, frequently avoiding simpristic moral
solutions. secondary themes are those of the need for
monarchs to please their subjects, and the need for both
princes and peers to be wise in the world of sixteenth
century realpolitik.

The English history plays of rhe 1590's suggest that
there can be no conmon or easy solutions to the problems of
just but inept government in a monarchy. Through t,he

int'erpray of character with contemporary politicat paradigms

in the major speech acts of historical figures, these plays

call our attention to the right and wrong of politics.
Ultimately, the proper or improper use of political
doctrines rests with the individual leaders. For example,

the career of Richard rrr, the product of anarchic times in
Shakespeare's first tetralogy, explains the circumstances

for the rise of a Machiavell-ian prince. But the evil
Richard turns Machiavellism into tyranny instead of strong

government. The falI of Richard conforms to a moral pattern
in that Richard's version of Machiavellisn i-s shown Èo be an
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immoral polit,ical philosophy. The destruction of Richard

III by Richmond, Henry Tudor, formally upholds the Tudors'

stable rule, but does not dispel entirely the fear of

Machiavellism. Richard III illustrates the contempoEaxy

anxiety and confusion over Machiavellian doctrines. This

play also brings up the question of finding lasting and

principled solutions to major problems of government.

Richard is a military strongman and Machiavellian

orator who plays homo rhetoricus with evil intentions: "f

can add colours to the chameleonr/Change shapes with Proteus

for advantagesr/And set the murderous Machiavel to school"

t3 Henry Vf, III.ii. 191-L931. Richard's speech acts fit

the pattern of "cunning plausible pretences" discussed by

English commentators on l"lachiavellism. [1]
Richard's bravura performance of a homo rhetoricus is

brilliant but unconvincing. The people are not deceived by

Richard's rhetoric. They are afraid of him as they

anticipate force3 "O, full of danger is the Duke of

Gloucester" [Richard III, II. iii. 27]. The dyirrg Hastings

prophesies the horrors of Rj-chard's rule:

O bloody Richard ! Miserable Englandl

I prophesy the fearfull'st time to thee

That ever wretched age hath looked upon

IRichard TII, IIr.iv. 103-105].

Richard's misgovernment illustrates that amidst, political

anarchy the rhetorical "speech acts" of a morally corrupt

leader are futile because language cannot generate trust and



good çlovernment unless ethos is shared.

Political action in sixteenth century English

historical drama is, to a great extent, public speaking.

The rhetorical skills of political leaders [use of tropes

and modes of persuasionl are inseparable from their

political capabilities. The present study has shown that

close paralIels, and frequently, close historical

connections, exist between the political actions and

capabilities of princes and noblemen and t,heir styles of

political utterance. The similarity in the use of certain

tropes, such as the eroteina, in significant political

speeches by leaders whose styles are basically dissimilar

suggest,s that the dramatists viewed political rhetoric as a

complex art. In Lodge's The I'Iounds of Civil War, Antony's

rhetoric is outmoded before the emergent Machiavellian

paradigm. Lodge's Syl1a is a successful politician who

combines rhetorical skilI with military strength and popuJ.ar

support. A similar successful combination of qualities

exists in Shakespeare's Bastard i-n King John. In Marlowe's

Edward II, the king's perversion of rhetoric matches his

poor government and perverted style of living. Richard III

displays a wicked mastery over both language and politics as

games. In the case of weak and insecure politicians such as

Mord.red in The Misfortunes of Arthur, and the Shakespearean

kings John and Henry VI, stylistic shifts in their speeches

closely parallel political shifts in their coursês of

action.
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the present study, therefore, concludes that. the

significant political speeches and speech acts in sixteenth

century English history plays are essentially meant t,o be

viewed as self-conscious public performances by major

historical characters. The study of Renaissance history
plays in the preceding chapters suggests that the dramatists

\rere making the most of the politics of misunderstanding by

exploiting the arnbiguity inherent in rhetorical Ianguage,

and to a great extent, in all political language. T{e

cannot, ât any time, wholly dismiss Tudor "orthodoxy" or the

moral content of Renaissance historical drama, especially in

works such as Shakespeare's first tetralogy. But the

discussion of the first tetralogy demonstrates that even

these more "orthodox" plays engage with contemPorary

political theories in a larger sense than the doctrine of

obedience propagated in the Homilies.

The approach to Renaissance historical drama through

paradigms suggest,s that, when faced with the political

uncertainties of England in the 1590's, dramatists seriously

questioned contemporary political doctrines. Subject to

censorship and reading widely in the writings on

Machiavellism, the Tudor pla1n^rrights used their training in

rhetoric to write political coÍunentary in an oblique and

'politic' sty1e. Such commentary frequently stressed larger

human and moral concerns that extended beyond contemporary

¡loli.tical paradigms. The English historical drama of the

1590's therefore incorporated an amazingly open-minded
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treatnent of history, politics¡ and human behaviour

expressed in rhetorical language. In other words, whenever

and wherever the Tudor historical dramatist. steps beyond the

paradiqm and however small that step may be he sheds

light upon the past in terms of the present in a

f undamentally dif f erent rray" In corrclusion' the Tudor

hi-storical dramatist may be viewed as a historian in his own

right who commented upon inconsistencies in contemporary

political paradic;ms with ingenuity and caution.



1. Felj-x Raab in The English Face of Machiavelli
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, L964) states that
Ènglishmen commenting upon tyranny and Machiavellisrn in
Cromwell's time wrote:

Tyrants accomplish their ends much rnore by fraud
tñan force. Neither vertue nor force (says
t{achiaverli) are so necessary as _u4a Astutia
fortunata, a Luckie crafts ... and in another
place he te1Is us their way is Agqirare Li
cervelli de gle huomini con Astutia etc. with
cunning plausible pretences Èhey impose upon mens
undersfañaing aña in the end they master those
that had so Íittle wit as to rely upon their faith
and integritie (138).
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