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INTRODUCT ION

A discussion of Shakespeare's treatmént of the indivi-

dualist would appear to presuppose a know}edge of his attitude
to individualism and indeed to other aspects of human behavior,
But there 1ls no way of establishing with absolute certainty what
Shakespeare!s own'conclusions were about life, about God aﬁd
man, about the human situation. For in none of his plays is
there any passage about which we can séy with finality: "This

is Shakespeare speaking his own mind." It has become a common-

place, therefore, to say that he was not a moralist but a mirror,

2
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content merely to reflect, passing judgment on nothing, becoming

4

for the moment whatever character he was depicting., The player's
business,xsays,Hamlet, is "to hold, as 'twere, the mirror up to
nature." But even a mirror can hardly be neutral; what it re-
flects is determined by its.position and angle--its point of view,
in short, Even if 1t is not designed te distort in favor of the

poet's own moral bias, what and how it reflects is bound to be

@‘ influenced by his assumptions about right and wrong., Hamlet sug-

% gests this felatiqnship by following the mirror image with a
description of what must be its manner of reflection: ."...to show
virtue her own féature,ascorn her own image, and the very age and
body of the time his form and pressure," In Hamlet's.view at least,
art cannot be divoreced from morality., 4

It 1s fair, then, to inquire what Shakespeare's assumptions

Were about good and evil in human behavior, since those assumptions

colored hislpicture of life. What his purpese was in writing, or
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even if he consciously possessed one, is another matter, His
ijntention may very well have been, as Sidney's was, "to delight
and instruct"; but even if it could be demonstrated that this was
his purpese, the fact would only prove that Shakespeare was in

the Renaissanceiliterary tradition, In any event, the morality

is there, even if he did not, so far as is known, deliberately set
out to inculcate it. And with the morality there goes the moral.
judgment which, it will be argued, Shakespeare passes on certain
aspects of life, and on the individualist in particular. He passes
this judgment impliecitly, but he passes it; it is registered in
his choice of characters,rin how they affect others and in what
happens to them, As Lily B. Gampbell says: |

In his histories and his tragedies alike, Shakespeare

patterned a moral universe in which the wages of sin

is death; in bet}.genres he acted as a register of

God's judgments.

The moral assumptions themselves have increasingly come te
be recognized as an impqrtant'influence in his work. In regard to
these assumptions, Shakespeare was, briefly, a traditionalist.'

In a recent study Hardin Cralg says: |
I would say that Shakespeare lived and thought in
conformity to an elder authoritarian system and that his
" breadth as well as gis sweetness reveal themselves in

this ancient erder.

As a traditionalist, he saw the maintenance of order as of

prime importance. Justice and life itseif depend on order; with-

out it there is nothing but chaos. Furthermore, for Shakespeare
order is not a state,of‘affairs which miraculously comes about
when each man is free to go his own way; on the contrary, it is

based on the idea of submission to authority. Order founded on
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suthority, authority which recognizes its responsibility, is in
the Shakespeareah morality the prerequisite of the spiritual and
physical well=-being both of the individual and of the social

orgaﬁism. Since the oft-quoted words of Ulysses in Troilus and

Cressida only make explicit what is implied in the structure of

almost all of the plays, they can fairly be‘seen as expressing
the playwright's own convietion in this matter, Ulysses says:

- The heavens themselves, the planets, and this centre
Observe degree, priority, and placse,
Insisturse, course, proportion, season, form,
Office, and custom, in all line of order;
And therefore is the glorious planet Sol
In noble eminence enthron'd and spher'd
Amidst the other, whose med'cinable eye
Corrects the ill aspects of planets evil
And posts, like the commandment of a king,
Sans check, to good and bad. But when the planets
In evil mixture to disorder wander,
What plagues and what portents, what mutiny,
What raging of the sea, shaking of earth,
Commotion in the winds! Frights, changes, horrors
Divert and crack, rend and deracinate
The unity and married calm of states
Quite from their fixture! O, when degree is shak'd,
Which is the ladder to all high designs,
The enterprise is sickl! How could communities,
Degrees in schools and brotherhoods in e¢ities,
Peaceful commerce from dividable shores,
The primogenity and due of birth, :
Prerogative of age, crowns, sceptres, laurels,
But by degree, stand in authentic place?
Take but degree away, untune that string,
And, hark, what discord follows! Each thing meets
In mere oppugnancy. The bounded waters
Should 1ift their bosoms higher than the Shores
And make a sop of all this solid globe;
Strength should be lord of imbecility,
And the rude son should strike his father dead;
Force should be right; or rather, right and wrong
(Between whose endless jar justice resides)
Should lose their names, and so should justice too,
Then everything includes itself in power,
Power into will, will into appetite;
And appetite, an universal wolf,
So doubly seconded with will and power,
Must' make perforce an universal prey,
And last eat up himself....

R
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Order based on "degree" is thus a paramount neéessity in
society, in Nature, in the human soul. It is not necessary to
argue that Shakespeare was a student of Catholic theology to see
him és heir of a tradition which goes back at least as far as
gaint Thomas Aquinas, and which was still very much alive in the

Flizabethan age. Meyer says of Thomistic thinking in general:

But if we are looking for the concept that goes
deepest into Thomistic thought, the most apt
- and adequate concept is t hat of order.4

In the Thomistic view, order must prevail in every area of life,
from the human body to the stars in their courses, So at one point

Aquinas says:

But it is manifest that the form which God chiefly

intends in created things is the good of the order
of the universe,®

To Aquinas order was based on the ultimate authority of God. All
life 1ooked up to God and found its salvation in obedience to Him
~and in submission to the 6rders established by Him. Every sub-
ordinate system under God's rule had its place in the divine order,
and the idea of hierarchy prevailed. As the head was above the

body and directed it, although neither one is complete without the
other, as the stars are above the earth (in Mediaevel belief), as

God is above man, so every fuhctioning organism must, as Shakespeare's

Ulysses said, "by degree, stand in authentic place,"

T RS o

To say that Shakespeare was a traditionalist, then, is %o
say that he accepted the concept of order established by authority

as the ideal state of affairs in all areas of life, and to. say

S

R

further that his universe was theocentric, He saw God as the

s

R

ultimste authority. Thus, in very general terms, with Shakespeare
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a man 1s good or béd‘as he conforms to the order established by
Gode

Order in the political sphere was seen as an important
aspeét of the divine plan, It is mainly with political order and
disorder that the history plays deal. They make it abundantiy
clear that for Shakespeare the prerequisite of political order was
unquestioning obedience, on the part of the subject, to an abso-
lute monarch who was traditionally seen as the deéutyvof God.v
Obedience to him was therefpre seen as obedience to God. This
view of the kingship can be traced back at least as far as John of

Salisbury, who in his Policraticus, says his editor,

...contributed a heritage of ideas whose momentum madse
them, in spite of the newer influences, the dominant
_force in political thoughi down to at least the middle

of the sixteenth century.

Concerning the meaning of monarchy, John of Salisbury has said:

For all power is from the Lerd Ged, and has been with

Him always, and is from everlasting., The power which

the prince has is therefore from God, for the power of

God is never lost, nor severed from Him, but He merely

exercises it through a subordinate hand, making all

things teach His mercy or justice.

Whatever its antecedents, this was the currently accepted
view of the monarch in the England of Shakespeare's day. The rela-
tive harmony and stability which the house of Tudor had finally
achieved ‘made many think that under Elizabeth God's plan for
society was actually a reality. The ideal of the monarch as "the
image of the almighty God," whose laws therefore "bear the stamp of

divine laws,"8 ardently longed for by Bodin in France, was seen to

be a'reélity in England. Perhaps it was, as Figgis suggests, partly

. a desire to stremgthen the claim of the Protestant Tudors against
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the counter-demands of the Pope that led the Tuders to assert a
claim to divine appointment.9 At any rate, Dover Wilson states:
Social stability, in the form of a hierarchy or rank
or degree, crowned by the monarch1 was...the condition
of Elizabethan political thought,lO
This hierarchy has been admirably described by Lily B. Campbell:
God as King of kings, or God of gods; the ruler as
viceregent of God, exhibiting His justice in the
world; the subordinate magistrates as in turn repre-
senting the divine authority when clothed with the
king's asuthority; the subjects bound by divine command
to obedience to God and to God's representatives, the
King, and to the King's representatives, the magistrates:--

these are the tenets ufon which the Tudor theory of the
state was constructed,ll

It is evident from the context of both the history plays
and the tragedies that it was this view of the state that Shakespeare
accefted. As Spaight says: ",.,.the image of aufhority most fami-
liar to him was the absolute ruler."?2 And it follows from this
that a necessary condition of virtue in a human being was absolute
obedience to an anointed king on the part of the subject, and, on
the part of the king, recognition of his responsibility as a deputy
of God~-conformity, in short, to "degree, priority, and place,"

To be virtuous in the political sense, a man must recognize his
place in the order established by God,

But while obedience to the anointed king was the most
obvious mark of virtue, it was not the whole story. Order must
Prevail, as Ulysses' speech suggests, in all spheres of life, all
being related., It must prevail in the family and in the hﬁman
heart as in the state. Concerning Shakespearetls view of order

a8 ideally prevailing throughout the whole of life, Theodore Spencer

sayss
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Everything in the world was part of the same unified
scheme, and the body and soul of man, each a reflec-

tion of the other, nge the culmination and the final
end of God's design.,

Shakespeare, ﬁhén, appears to have acéepted the ideal that
to be a complete perseon a:man mast see himseif as part of a greater
whole, in which he had a definite place, and to which he has a defi-
nite responsibility. It was this ideal of social coherence to

which John Donne, concerned as he was with its threatened breakdown,
gave expression when he said in é famous passage:

No man is an Iland, intire of itself; every man 1ls a
peece of the Continent, a part of the maine,

Where does the individualist enter the picture, then? For
purposes of this study, the individualist may be defined as the
one who breaks the divinely sanctioned order at any or all points.

A broad definition like this calls, of course, for further éxplana-"
tion.

To bégin with, the most obvious manifestation of sueh indi-
vidualism 1s rebellion against the king., What rebellion meant to
most Ellzabethans followed as a natural corollary of their view of
the king as God's deputy. Figgis says:

The very causes which drove men to support the Tudors

at all, drove them also to insist upon the paramount

importance oflzbedience, and to proclaim the iniquity
" of rebellion. :

It was an offence against God himself. This view was expressed in

a passage from the 1583 edition of A Mirror for Magistrates, quoted
by Lily B. Campbell.

e R e

For whatsoeuwer man, woman, or childe, is by the consente %
of the whole realme established in the royall seat, so f
| 1t have not bene iniuriously procured by rigour of sword
e ol , and open force, but quietlye by title, eyther of
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enherytaunce, succession, lawful bequest, common consent,
or eleceion, 1s vndoubtedlye chosen by God to be his

deputie; and whosoever resisteth anye such, resisteth
agaynst God him selfe, and is a ranke traytour and rebell,

15
Shakespeare was also a traditionaiist in this regard, as
will be shown. Therefore the individuélism that revealed itself
as rebellion against the divinely established institution of monarchy
was always equated with evil, whatever its motives were., For the
very act of rebellion was an attack on the divine order of things.,
But obedience to the monarch, while basic, did not by itself
satisfy the requirements of virtue. Order must be maintained in all
spheres of life, The pattern of this order was established by tradi-
tion, and the individualist is.to be seen as the mén who persists in
'charting his own course,'who sees himself as his own final authority
and law, The view of man that was increa;ingly coning td the fore
was ﬁhat a modeyn théclagian, Reinhold Niebuhr, calls the concept
of the "autonomous individual,"lassociated with Renaissance op-
tigiém about the potentialities of unaided human nature. So Niebuhr
speaks of‘%he Renaiséange emphasis upon unique individuality.”16
This was‘the optimistic view that the individuwal needs no guide
outside of himself for his behavior. This kind of self-reliance
Shakespeare invariably condemns. Individualistic behavior, in the
sense of it being a denial of the claims of the external order,
whether it be the order of the soul, of the family, of the state or
of the stars, is always equated with evil. It always brings chaos
and disorder, - It is often, as will be}shown, equatéd with serviceb
to the self,'with motives of fhé crudest kind of self-interest. But
whatever its motiﬁation; or even if; as in the case of Iago; it

appears to have none, individualism as we have defined it is always

Pletured as destructive, or potentially destructive.
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Conformity to established order then beecomes, in the
Shakespearean morality, the condition of virtue, and non-
conformity or individualism the condition of villainy, This is
the framework within which Shakespeare presehts good and evil in
human affairs. Saying this, of course, is not to pretend to tell
the secreb ef his power of characterization., For all his charac-

ters are individuals, each one different from the other. In a

recent article Morozov suggests that this individualization was
achieved parfly by the quality of the images used by each charac=-
ter in his or her speech, as, for example, the animal-images so
common in Iago's épeech,_and the seed-images in Banquo's.17
| ~For that matter, individualism itself teook many feorms,

Within the pattern of established order, a man, while recognizing
his social responsibility, could fail to live up to it. Instead,
through weakness or defiance, he could insist on plotting his own
course of life, It is surely such failufe to obey a recognized
traditional obligation that lies at the root of the dramas of such

characters as Henry VI, Macbeth, and King Lear. The nature of,

and the reason for, the failure in each case are what help to stamp

them as distinet individuwals. They are, in short, both individual-

ists and individuwals.

Yet without falling into thg trap set by those who would
Over-classify and so reduce to a deceptive order the infinitely
varied Shakespeare, we can distinguish another type of individualist,
whose individualism ‘goes beyond mere defiance of an accepted order.

These are the ones who from the beginning deny, or seem to deny,

W/’%ﬁﬁi&@w&%%%?WWA%%K@“%%%MWMXWWW%W&X%f%@%ﬁ%m@%% e e
o Gl

1ts claims altogether, who show no significant development of
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character because they appear as non-conformists from the time
they first appear. It is with examples of this fype of "rugged
jndividual® that this study is concerned, with Shakespearetls
characterization of them, with the nature of their individualism
and with his verdict on that individﬁalism.

Studying them thus will involve a study of Shakespeare's
whole treatment of these individualists and not simply of his moral
attitude to them, In other words, it will involve seeing them in
their particular plays. For they have no real identity or existence
apart from their respective dramas, A character does not live at
all outside of the vehicle for which the playwright created him. .
What he is 1s shown us by how he talks and moves in relation to
others, what hls effect is on them and on the action. The nature
of each individualist is inextricably bound up with the dramatic
requirements of the play to which he‘belengs, and he canpot be
separated‘frem it. 1In this regard, each one is unique., It is com-
paring the incomparable, for example, to say, as Brooke says, that
Tage and Falstaff are ideﬁtical in spirit,18 when the plays to which
each owes his life are so dissimilar in nature, theme, tone and
treatment, A full discussion of each of the characters chosen as
he appears in the play or plays for which he was created, will be
undertaken in an effort to see if underlying all these real or
apparent individualists there is actually a consistent moral Judg-
ment on the kind of individualism that has been defined above, The
study will follow the chronological pattern of the writing of the
Plays, beginning with Richard of Gloucester, who, in telling ﬁs

that he is himself alene, provides us with a definition of what
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individualism 1s, even if he does not suggest many of its deeper

implications in human life,

|

.
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CHAPTER I

ichard of Gloucester - "one lost in a thorny wood"l

o —————

Richard of Gloucester's dark star bégins to rise in the
third part of Henry VI, and by the time that play is over we
havé him complete. In a sense; all that comes aften in the play
that bears his name, is anti-climax, Dramatically, ef cowrse,

Richard III is no anti-climax; on the contrary, it stands by itself

in its superlative stagecraft. It gives us the man in action, and

the picture we have of him by the end of 3 Henry VI is largely a
static one, But it ié complete. And for purposes of cold-bloéded'
critical dissection there is an édvantage in that., We can study
him more easily while he is relativelj still, before he has begun
to mark what Hazlitt called his "lurid track"?® across the blood-
goaked boards of his own play.

He emerges, then, in the third part of Henrz VI, as a unique
characfer. It ié trﬁe that he makes a brief pugnacious entrance
near the end of the second part of Henry VI. But here he is net
really a pefSonality. A hint or two is all that Shakespeare gives
us at.this point of Richard's later sinister distinction., He 1is
marked out from his brothers'only by his physical deformity, and
with this his enemy Clifford taunts him:

eeofoul indigested lump, : :
As crooked in thy manners as thy shape!3




1z

Marked oﬁt as he is by his erooked shape, and also, it would appear,

by‘a murderous dispesition, he is however not really separated in
kindvfrom most of the others in this violent play, any one of whom

could take to themselves Richard's feroeious invecation:

.+ oHeart, be wrathful still.
Priests pray for enemies, but princes kill,.4

But in the play that follows we learn the secret of the

man--that he is one set apart from others, apart from society,
apart from humanity, apart from God, almost apart from the earth
jtself, it seems. And he has been so set apart from his birth. He

is thus completely outside the recognized order of things, a man

so contemptuous of order that in comparison to his contempt for
order the disorder of the age seems almost orderly. For Richﬁrd has
béen born to chaos. All this will be made clear when he stands
before us at the end and indicates the various aspects of his dia-
bolie¢ individuwalism,

One of the characteristics of such a complete individual
would be entire lack of loyalty. This is certainly true of the
later Richard., But at the beginning of the play he reveals an almost
worshipful devotion to his father:

ooy wérlike father, 5
Methinks 'tis prize enough to be his son.

This could be seen, with Palmer, as the one genuine affection‘
of Richard's being. An elaboration of this view could build on

Richardts expression of grief over his father's death

Richard, I hear thy name; I'll venge thy death
Or die renowned by attempting it.°

s G

S

m;to make it fesponsible for the man he became. But this seems to me

S

AR

far too flimsy to bear the weight of Richard's later villainy. The
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point is really unimportant, because this single loyalty dies with
the Duke of York, and with it the riddle of its having existed at
all. It is only hinted at once more when Richard, early in the
next play, refers with apparent sincerity to '"my noble father,"”’
And fof the rest, as will be seen, he knows no devotion except to
himself.

From the beginning, too, we see him as a valiant man,
filled with a sort of animal courage which is neither good nor bad,
but which we cahnot help but admire. He is truly "lion-hearted"
like the other Richard, or at least he is tiger-hearted. He 1is
referred to, alone of his associates, as "yaliant Richard" by
Warwick.® Better testimony to his fearlessness is given by his
father, who publicly commends him:? |

Three times did Richard make a lane to me
And thrice cried "Courage, father! fight it out'"9

Ahd Richard demonstrates his valour before our eyes in his challenge
to Clifford:

Then, Clifford, were thy heart as hard as steel,

As thou hast shown it flinty by thy deeds,

I come to pierce it or to give it mine,lO

Associated with this valour, we see a callous savagery in
Richard which, however, does not in itself set him’apart from his
fellows. But it does show a sorf 6fkwhole-hearted»brutality that
gives promise of a carefree wholesale spilling of blood to come.
Both the stage directioﬁ and the speech illustrate tﬁis savagery at

the point where he says:

(Showing the Duke of Somerset's head)
Thus do I hope to shake King Henry's head.ll

And now that we know the kind of action that Richard relishes,

Peérhaps it is not too soon to speak of his love of action for its own
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g % sake. He 1s obviously no intellectual, is Richard; the calm
cloisters of secluded thought for the gsake of thinking are not
for him; he must be doing, and as we shall see, he is crippled
when there seems to be nothing further to do., This love of action

vwill be seen throughout both playe; it is excellently revealed in
the heavy irony of one of his early conversations with Warwick:

But in this troublous time what's to be done?
Shall we go throw away our coats of steel

And wrap our bodies in black mourning gowns,
Numb'ring our Ave-Maries with our beads?

Or shall we on the helmets of our foes

Tell our devotion with revengeful arms?
If for the last, say "Ay," and to it, lordsilZ

Richard is clever, and knows supremely well how to make
his mind go to.work to serve his ends, but it is surely a distor=
tion to say, as many older critics were fond of saying, that he is
primarily a man of intellect.ld M™'Tis no time to talk"l4 could be
taken as Richard's motte on all occasions where there is a choice

between action and deliberation, although he can talk well enough

when the occasion demands it. And there is no delay for Richard

between action and deliberation. 'His brother Edward says of him:

He'e sudden if a thing comes in his head.l5

But these characteristics, while they contribute, do net
in themselves make Richard the unique kind of 1nd1vidual that he
1s, do not set him apart absolutely from normal society. Yet he
is so set apart, first of all by his congenital physicel deformity.
The most obvious feature of this is the hump on his back, but this
Seems to be accompanied by a general misshapenness which gives
Richard an‘entirely gretesque appearance.16 His humanity, in the’

Physical sense, is an outrageous caricature of normaley. Desceriptions
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of him abound, all reliable because the audience has Richard before
them in the twisted flesh for proof. Thus, for example, Margaret
says to Richardtls father:

And where's that valiant crook-back prodigy,

Dicky your boy, that with his grumblin% voice

Was wont to cheer his dad in mutinies?l7

He is truly, as Margaret says, a "misshapen stigmatic."18 And

there 1s evidence tThat to an Elizabethan audience such physical

deformity would indicate moral depravity and so would be a reason
é for scorn and not pity. Such a person was by his hump "Mark'd by
the Destinies to be avoided."l9 Furness says:
Birth-marks, in connection with the old belief in plane-
tary influences, were thought to be indiecations of
character,.?
And an older critie, Hudson, said:
S Richard'!s personal deformity is regarded not only as
§ the proper outshaping and physiognomy of a certain
malignity of goul, but also as aggravating that malig-
nity in turn. 1 A
At any rate, Shakespeare clearly intends Richard's hump bto
be a symbol of an inner inhumanity. It is the devil's mark on him,
and as such not the cause but the accompaniment of his perversion.
It would be possible, indeed more possible for us than for an
Elizabethan audience, to see the hump as the reason for his villainy,
and not merely the stigma of it., Seeing him thus would open the way
for an obvious psychological explanation of his behavior. Richard

himself suggests such an explanation in his third act soliloquy, when

he says:

Why, love foreswore me in my mother's womb;

She did corrupt frail nature with some brib

L] L] . L - L . * L L) . » - L ) L] L L4 - L * * L
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To dlsproportion me in every part,
Like to a chaos, or an unlick'd bear-whelp,

9 [ 4 L ] L] * L] ® . * . - . . . » . & * o L 4 .

And am I then a man to be belov'd?

0 monstrous fault to harbour such a thought!

Then, since this earth affords no joy to me
- But to command, to check, to o'erbear such

As are of better person than myself,

I'll make my heaven to dream upon the crown

And, whiles I live, t'account this world but hell22

But whatever Shakespeare's intention may have been at this
point, he later, as I hope to show, makes it crystal ¢clear that
Richard's inward 1nhumanity is only proven and not caused by his
outward appearance, That outward appearance possibly is an excuse
for his later cynical attitude towards gallahtry in the boudoir,
where a well-favored appearance is the. first requirement for suec-
cess, but apart from that it serves bnly to prepare the audience
for his total depravity. It does not justify or excuse that de-
pravity.

_ Indeed, we see that Richard is marked from his birth by
other physical stigmata which serve as symbols of his peculiar
individuwalism but do not deform him at all. For one thing, he was
born with teeth. King Henry says to him, after enumerating the
evil omens that accompanied Richard's birth:

Teeth hadfst thou in thy head when thou wast‘born
To signify that thou cam'st to bite the world,<d

So’ the truth is that Richard is delving deeper into his own
nature than he probably reali,es when he says of himself that he is
...like_one lost in a thorny wood,
Not knowing how to find the open air24
He accommodates himself very comfortably to'thé,thorny wood; he’

even invites others, and, in a sense, his audience, to share it

¥lth him, but he is constitutionally unable to leave it.
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Two other symbols of his individualism echo throughout

poth plays, indicating that he 1s both distinet from, and more
'depraved than, the'generality of men., For one thing, he is con-
tinually compared to an animal, uwsually a dog or a2 boar. This
indicates that he is both essentially inhumen, and lower than
humanity. Again, and this in a sense is the most powerful under-

current of the plays, he is repeatedly labelled a citizen of Hell,

and as such, outside of the natural order altogether, Like Hell
itself, he is born of Chaos and old Night, This note is sounded
more#strongly in the last play in which he appears, by almost all
who are close to him, Margaret'!s description of him as "de&il's
butcher"2® at the end of the third part of Henry VI suggests
Richard's hellishness powerfully, since it comes from one who is
peculiarly suited to reéognize diabolism when she sees it;

And Richard has the devil's skill with words. He is a com-
pletely unscerupulous casulst, using words as instruments to thwart
conviction and inspire illegal action. The first demonstration of
this ability is given in his exhortation to his father to attack
Henry, at the cost of a broken oath. He saysﬁ

An oath is of no moment, being not took

Before a true and lawful magistrate ‘

That hath authority over him that swears,

Henry had none, but did usurp the place.

Then, seeing 'twas he that made you to depose,

Your oath, my lord, is vain and frivolous.

Therefore, to arms!...<6
This is only one of the many instances of Richard's practice of this
aspect of the black art., |

This, then, is the man whom we see before us by the end of

the third part of Henry VI. By nature established as entirely
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unprincipled, he now‘need give no further rational explanation of
his behavior., Isolated by nature from all human loyalties, he is
nis own black law., This is what he tells us of himself at the end
of the play:?

I have no brother, I am like no brother;

And this word "love," which greybeards call divine,

Be resgident in men like one another

And not in me! I am myself alone.zﬁ
"I am myself alone," Separated as he is from man,’Richard is able
to do nothing but evil, Shakespeare seems to be saying here.

And this is the man who aspires to the throne of England. \
In his aspiration there is no hint of any recognition on Rlichard's
paft that possession of the crown would involve obligations to
soclety in general, His motives appear to be pureiy selfish and

purely irresponsible, He says:

..Q.I
Stay not for the love of Edward but the crown.Z28

He wants the crown because he pictures it, falsely as it turné out,
as the very summit of earthly bliés. This illusion he confides to
his father when he_&ays:

e seAnd, father, do but think

How sweet a thing it is to wear a crown,

Within whose circle is Elysium

And all that poets feign of bliss and Joy.29

It is perhaps no-accident that Richard's picture of the home
of happiness is Elysium, a pagan paradise. But whatever the crown
Sﬁands for to him, the fact of his intense longing fof it is early
éstablished, and this longing carries with it the_suggestion'that no
hﬂman scruple will block his road to his goal,

Richard comes to life before the end of the third part of

Henry vI, end we see him for a little while in brief but typical
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agction--first in his part in the brutal slaying of young Prince
Edward,30 and second with the murder in the Tower of King Henry.5l

The.succeedihg play (Richard III) is concerned altogether with the
impact on society of this human devil, ‘

We are prepared for that impact to some extent, however,
for the England of Richard's day has elements of diabolism in it
t00., The natural order of things has been upset; the times are out
of joint and almost ripe for a Richard. Hardin Craig is surely
wrong when he spégks,of the "established virtue" of the age, against
which Richard stands alene.52 ‘The basic disorder of‘the times is
symbolized by the stiff little scenes in the earlier play in which
King Henry sees the son that has killed his father, and the father
who has killed his son.33 |

But this suggestion of general disorder is carried much

further in Richard III. Here, in a sense, Shakespeare creates his
own disordered world, a world admirably suited to Richard, and a
world which he invites the audience to enter, The moral judgment

on _that world and its values, while ever-present, is muted and sub=-
dued. We, the audience, share Richérd's thorny wood to a degree, and
We make our home in it for the time being. It is only at the end
thap we step outside, as will be shown, and pass a verdict on Richard
and his world. But for_fhe first four acts, instead of Richard's
Peculiar distinction being accentuated by comparison wiﬁh normal

life, the distinction is partially merged in a society that is made
for him, The vhole world veers giddily towards him, as it were,

Carrying the audience with it in an exuberant outburst of evil-deing.

We view him with more fascination than horror. In that sense, the
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play 1s certginly less serious than much of Shakespeare'!s later
work. In it we seem to see the high spirits of the youthful play-
gright predominating, allowing only hints of the sober moral judg-
ment of maturity to break through. But those hints are there, and
they furnish the direction, if not the content, of Shakespeare's
final judgment on irresponsible individuwalism. In general, however,
this play is in a class by itself, as a stunning melodramatic tour

de force.

As a play, too, Richard ITI is self-sufficient. It needs

no ac@uvaintance with what has gone before to explain it., For it
begins with a soliloquy in which Richard with whom we became ac-
quainted in the previous play introduces and describes himself to
his audience. And here, for one thing, he makes perfectly clear
what the relation of his physical deformity is to his villainy. It
is clearly the symbol, and not the cause, of his depravity. A first

reading of the soliloquy might give the opposite impression and lead

us to believe that, being crippled, he is by reason of his deformity

cut off from earthly society and therefore perforee must turn to
evil, For he says:

I, that am curtail'd of this fair proportion
Deform'd: unfinished: sent before my time
Into this breathing world scarce half made up

* [ ] [ 4 - L ] » . . L 4 L4 .

Why I, in this weak piping time of peace,
Have no delight to pass away the time,

And therefore, since I cannot prove a lover
I am determined to prove a villain.%4

But in the acting we would surely see the truth, and a

closer reading of the passage puts the hump in its place, as it
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were, as merely the accompaniment of Richard's general depravity.
For hump or no, he has no desire to behave honourably; his lamenta-
tion is directed at "this weak pipiné time of peace,"35 at the order
to which he prefers the disorder of "grim-visag'd war,"56 for Richard
despises harmony; his picture of the peacetime pleasures of a gentle-
man such as he is one of whoring, of "sportive ﬁricks"57 in a.lady's
chamber, and these are the only pleésures whiéh his hump forbids him.
He is a villain; by nature he is, as he assures us, "subtle, false,
and treacherous."58 Thus by the end of the soliloquy he stands
before us clearly, a twisted mind in a twisted body. To prove it,
he immediately springs into action by informing us leerinély of his
plan to betray his gentle brother Clarence, a plan which, within a
few seconds, we see in process of succeeding,

There is no need to follow through the action of the play
in detail, for it adds little to our knowledge of Richard. It only
confirms what we already know., Of course, to the playgoer, that
confirmation in all its daring, violent brilliance is the main
interest.b But what we are chiefly interested in here is an analysis
of the hero-villain Richard, and his play tells us little further
about him, It is interesting, however, to note what happené to him
when he has no more woflds to conguer, More important fbr our pur- .
pPoses will be an attempt to see the nature, and the limitations of
the judgment that Shake speare seems to pass on the individualism
for.whigh Richard stands., Something of this judgment has already
been indicated.

In Richard III, then, we discover Richard's total disloyalty

in action, and as we would expect, we discover that it is accompanied
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by & complete hypocrisy. He is an artist in treachery, as is
revealed by his betrayal of his brother Clarence, whom he first
deceitfully imprisons and then promises to help:

Well, your imprisonment shall not be lon§°
I will deliver you, or else lie for you. 6

Tmmediately after this he proceeds to assure us of his intentions
to murder Clarence:

seel do love thee so
That I will shortly send thy soul to heaven,40

And before the énd of the act, Clarence, of course, is dead.

We see Richard'!s disloyalty, too, in the betrajal of all
the others to whom by any canon of decency he would owe fidelity,
but whom he.first deceives and then murders. We see it, irqnically,
in the final betrayal of his fellow-conspirator Buckingham, who -
fatuously plays Beelzebub to Riéhard's Satan, only to be contemptu-
ously brushed aside whén he pauses for reflection.,4l At the end
Buckingham's ghost says. to Richard: |

The first was I that help'd thee to the crown;
The last was I that felt thy tyranny.42

Illustrating Richard's treadhery and the way he makes a game
of deceiving others but never, of course, himself, at least one
bravura display of his diabolic skill in twisting words to suit
his purposés is'givén us. This occurs in his famous dialogue with
Lady Anne, Here he atrociously courts her before the coffin of her
father-in-law whom he has murdered, disposes flippantly of his
urder of her husband,

Annet: He is in heaven where thou shalt never come,
Glou: Let him thank me, that help to send him thither.43

1
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and astonishingly ends by winning her favor, immediately after-
wards confiding the extent of his deceit in a leering aside to the

gudience?

Was ever woman in this humour woo!'d?

Was ever woman in this humour won?

I'1l have her, but I will net keep her long.%44

We see this skill with woerds put to a different use in his
final rabble-reusing address to his soldiers.4® This speech 1s com-
plete with all the shabby rhetorical devices of the man who knows
how to use words to darken, rather than enlighten, the human mind.
of its kind it is, being Richard's, a masterpiece.

Related to this power of deceiving others is Richard's con-
tinual pose, cynical in the extreme, of being a simple, honest féll@w,
too gooed and innocent for the dark machinations of an evil world, the
climax of which comes in his solemn pretence of unfitness te rule, in
his carefully staged scene with the unsuspecting citizens, where he
asks them:

Alas, why should you heap this care on me?

I am unfit for state and majesty,

I do beseech you take it not amiss,

I cannot nor I will not yield to you.4%6
And along with this goes the delicious farece of his: "0, do not

swear, my Lord of Buckingham,"47

We see, too, in Richard III the same fearful energy, the

compulsion to translate idea into immediate action, that Richard
revealed in the previous play. And this, when coupled with his
Complete lack of scruple, results in some bloody action indeed., His

"Come, bustle, bustle"48 sounds Richard's keynote. And this "bustle"
in cold-blooded action is shown in the scene where he rudely disillu~

8ions the trusting Hastings by saying:
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esosThou art a traitor,

Off with his head! Now by Saint Paul I swear
I will not dine until I see the same,49

AR LM

 phis note of an immediate, bloodthirsty call to action is sounded
again and again., "Chep off his head!"90 says Richard in reply %o
Buckingham's query about what they should do to Hastings if ﬁe
refused to co-operate with them. And with the statement,

«eel wish the bastards dead,
And I would have it suddenly perform'd,51

he proceeds to arrange for the murder of the two young princes in
the Tower, arrangements hastened by the urging that they be speedily
execﬁted, for he asks the murderer impatiently: ~ "Shall we hear from
thee, Tyrrel, ere we sleep?"°2

-Indeed, this love df "bustie" is responsible for a point
that is dramatically interesting, but not decisive for ouf purposes. |
This poiht is illustrated by what happens to Richard after he has
attained the crown which was to enclose the imagined Elysium., Having
attained it, he discovers that he is unable to endure the stagnation
of having achieved his goal and so having an end put to his need for
action, Achievement brings with it a flagging of what Palmer calls
Richard's "virtueosity." Richard himself notes the phenomenon, It
fo?eshadows,-although it does not cause, hils approaching defegt.‘
He‘says of it before the final battle:

I have not that alacrity of spirit
Nor cheer of mind that I was wont to have,93

But there is never any remorse in him, from beginning to end,
The nearest that he comes to it is in the dream scene, when the sue-

Cession of ghostly visitors drives him to a momentary half-hysﬁerical,

half-unconscious self-examination. However, when fully awake he is
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himself again, and dismisses the attack of "coward conscience'"54

g8 the baseless fear induced by a nightmare, For the rest, Richard
appears perfectly happy in his evil-doing, governed throughout as
he is by a spirit of "merry diabolism,"55

Indeed, Richard is hardly a human being at all. Again and

again there recurs the suggestion, already made in the preceding

. play, that he belongs to Hell. Not only Margaret, the one character

who from tThe begimning is never deceived by him, but Anne, his
mother, and finally Richmond, the leader of the "good" foreces, repeat-
edly suggest that Hell is his proper home. Richard himself confesses
the aptness of the assoclation with Hell when he says: -

And thus I clothe my naked villany

With odd old ends stol'n forth of holy writ,

And seem a saint when most I play the devil,®6
That, and the frequent animal comparisons already referred to, remind
us continually that he is beyond the pale of normal humahity.

What moral judgment, if any, is passed on Richard's kind of
individualism? And how much is ineluded in that Judgment, if it is

passed? To answer these questions we must note again the nature of

the play. We must note agein that Richard III is primarily a high-

Spiritad, brightly-colored melodrama, which for the first four acts,
at least, casts over the audience a spell of "diabolic inteoxica-
tion,"57 that takes them on a "moral holiday,"°8 Therefore we must
not..expect too much of this play, or for that matter the one that
Preceded it, by way of sober moral comment, implied or otherwise.
"Bad is the world"59 in the days of Richard; but our condemnation
°fthat world and of the central figure in it is weakened by the

fact that Shakespeare makes us revel in it so gleefully. The Second’
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Mgrderer's mockery of consecience®0 iﬁtroduces the moral holiday,
gnd rings only too sympathetically in our ears. In this play we
almost seem asked to suspend our faculty of moral judgment for the
momente |

The fact is that in his bad world Richard is too inhuman for
us to identify him very closely with humanity as we know it. He is
a monster posing as a man, and in his monstrosity impressive and
even fascinating. But he is not really a man, and we do not feel
the need of passing judgment on him as a man. He is too remote from
life; he does not, as all men must, deal in morality or immorality
at all; animal-like, he lacks the knowledge of good; he is amoral.
This stamps him as inhwnan aﬁd remote from life more than even abso-
lute immorality would, Richard has no conscience at gll.

Moreover, Richard is not depicted in such a way as to en-
courage'us to look either .deep within him or fér beyond him; Hé is
all of one consistent shade. He has neither complexity nor subtlety,
He lacks both undertones and overtones., Later on Shakespeare will
exposev'the inner secrets of men's souls; he will give us characters
in whom we will see a part of the world go by; but Richard is only
Richard. In this sense, too, he is himself aléne. He has his own
powerful dramatic justification, and by the very nature of the play
that is all he needs to have., Richard III hardly demands anything

more of us than that we enjoy it. The question of what Richard

stands for as a human individual is to a large extent irrelevant,
At the same time, judgment is passed on Richard, and it

Points the direetion for Shakespeare's treatment of the man who per-

8ists in cutting himself off from-his obligations to society. This
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judgment is implied throughout, even when the villains are having

their day and the audience its moral holiday. We are assured that

there 1s a moral order by Clarence's account of his dream in the
first act.81 There is a God who will punish evil-doers, he assures
the audience., He invokes this God when he says:

0 God! 1if my deep pray'rs cannot appease thee,

But thou wilt be aveng'd on my misgseds,

Yet execute thy wrath on me alene,

And to his murderers he says:

eesfor He holds vengeance in His hand
To hurl upon their heads that break His law.

63

Again, in a different way, the unbending reaction of the
eitizens to Buckingham's hypocritical appeal to them on behaif of
Richard--"No, so God help me, they spake not a word"64--reveals a

sort of soundness in the people and assures us that underlying the ?

moral chaos of the ﬁorld of Richard III there is a foundation of
homely wisdom and cohmon sense which will one day restore order to
the land. Pinally even Buckingham, on his way to his execution, re-
veals a belated faith in the existence of diving justice which

operates to restore order in the end., He says:

That high All-Seer, which I dallied with

Hath turn'd my feigned prayer on my head

And given in earnest what I begg'!d in jest,

Thus does he force the swords of wicked men

To turn their own points in their masters! bosoems, 65

Order finally is restored, and with that order comes the
death of Richard. And if we are to leok for Shakespeare's judgment
on Richard the individuwalist we will find it in Richard's violent

death and in the words of Richmond,®6 the representative of that

restored order, at the end of the play. Here Richmond says:
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Let them not live to taste this land's increase
That would with treason wound. this failr land's.peace167

Hewevér, the natuqe of the play and the nature of Richard

forbid us to look very deeply into the moral basis of Shakespeare's

gork at this point. All that we can reasonably deduce is a general
jdea of the direction of his thought about the kind of individual-
jsm with which this study is concerned, and which Richard represents

to an cver-simplified extreme,
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CHAPTER II

The Bastard - "A little from the right"l

From the point of view of this study, the Bastard as an
individualist is more interesting for what he is not than for

what he is. For he is not at heart a villain; he is far from

being in rebeilion against the established order of things or
against the idea of order itself, On the contrary, he stands

before us in this play as a stout defender of the institutlon of
monarchy and therefore of the ruling anointed king, And inéident-
ally, because nationalism had by Shakespeare'!s time come to be
associated with the rightful order of things, he is a valiant
champion of England in her conflict with the outside world.

Thus the Bastard's individualism is more apparent than real,
Like Richard of Gloucester's, it is strongly marked., But he is =
another - kind of man than Richard was, and he appears in a different
kind of play. Basically, the setting of this play is a situation of
brevailing order. The order is relative--there is disorder in
England in the story, but the disorder is not basic to the theme. And
within the order that on the wholé prevails stands the Bastard, up-
holding it and hélping to restére it when it threatens to collapse.

He has, one feels, all the qualifications of the born rogue, of the
Zan who is destined from birth to Play the Ishmael, his hand against

every other man., But apparently marked for darkness, he emerges on
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the side of the angels, He is loyal to the Kingb and to himself,
and he triuﬁphs in the end. Yet he is a bastard; he ought to be a
rebel like the later Edmund, we feel, for his very existence is a
gymbol of disloyélty.

But he is not. And it would seem that at this point
shakespearé's concern with his story, with his sources, and with
the ereation in the Bastard of a character vital eneugh to bolster
an uninspiring hero, outweighed all other considerations., Yet we

can read the direction of a judgment on uwnrestrained individualism

nere as we could in Richard IIT. For the Bastard is like Richard in

reverse. Resembling him outwardly in many ways, at bottom he fails
vhere Richard succeeds and succeeds where Richgrd vfails. He is, as
it were, a good man who is made to bear the mark of villainy, And
this duality in him reveals both the nature and the limitations of
Shakespearetls judgment on the individual when he wrote this play,
The duality is apparent from thevvery first. We are not sure

what this fellew will turn out to be, His physical appearance, of
course, 1s all in his favor. .And well it might be. For his father
is none other than Richard the Lion-hearted, whom the Elizabethans

called Cordelion., He resembles his father, as Cordelion's mother

4

recognizes instantly, for she sajrs when she first sees him:
He hath a trick of Cordelionts face;
The accent of his tongue affecteth him,
Do you not read some tokens of my son_
In the large composition of this man?2
And King John says admiringly:

Mine eye hath well examined his parts
And finds them perfect Richard.d

The Bastard, comparing his own physigue to that of his half-brother,

pay‘s mocking tribute to his as yet unidentified sire:
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Fair fall the bones that took the pains for mel4
| Yet for all his good appearance he has a deformity, as real
ghgugh not as obvious as that of Gloucester. This is his bastardy,
whieh, apart from his name, is brought home to the audience at the
very beginnihg. That he is‘illegitimate is first claimed by his
half-brother Robert, who says:

As I have heard my father speak himself,

[ ] L - * L [ ] L L * L 4 L] L * * L 4 L] L 4 L] L] L L 4

That this, my mother's son, was none of his;5
And the whole story comes out with his mothert's admission:

King Richard Cordelion was thy father,®

Now bastardy to an Elizabethan audience was, more than it
would be‘todaj, an acceptable symboel of villainy,7 just as Richard's
twisted body was. For it was a signvthat such a one was born outside
of family ieyalty and so was by nature unlikely to recognize other
sééial obligations. The question of whether the bastard concerned
waé to blame for his fault was hardly likely to arise; it was his
~hard lueck that the fates had'blighted him from birth, and no further
inéuiry was called‘for in the matter. Of course, bastardy did not
necessarily imply moral deformity,;but it was likely to. And Philip
of Faulconbridge is a bastard. o

? However, as soon és'he agssures us of the Bastard's dublous

distincti@n, Shakespeare takes pains to‘péint ocut mitigating cir-
cumstances, as it were. These daringly end by establishing him as
& man marked by a rather commendabié eccentricity more than by a
deformity, For one thing, he comes from within the home, he and his
half-brothers having been brought up together., His illegitimaecy is

only revealed to him when he is a man. The Bastard is legitimate
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the eyes of the law. So the King rules, in speaking to Robert,

- Sirrah, your brother is legitimate, ,

Your father's wife did after wedlock bear him,

And if she did play false, the guilt was hers,8

Buﬁ it was hardly a fault on her part, for as we hgve seen,
it was the hero Cordelion whom she allowed to father her child. And
there i1s far more merit in "the honour-giving hand"® than there was
in ?he whole body of Lady Faulconbridge's husband Reberﬁ. So her
bf;kén marriage véw is really to her credit, since Cofdelion was the
céﬁée of its being broken. By the breaking of it her eldest son was

bleéééd, not cursed. So he comes to view the matter:

Now blessed be the hour, by night or day,
When I was got, Sir Robert was away}l0

Indeed, he has much to bg grateful for. He has his father's
impressive physique, as we have seen, Mereover, he owes him more
than that, as will be revealed. For while, unlike two unworthy
later kings of England, he cannot boast his father!s name, he does
inherit his very heart, and like him wi11 prove to be lion-hearted--
both valiant and magnanimous, |

Thus the Bastard accepts his bastardy. For he has, in fact,

@ choice in the matter, according to King John's ruling, and at one

Point this choice is actually offered. Elinor makes it explicit:
when she says: o
Whether hadst thou rather be a Faﬁlconbridgé,
And like thy brother, to enjoy thy land,
Or the reputed son of Cordelion, '
Lord of thy presence, and no land beside?ll

He chooses to be a bastard then, and his reasons for so choosihg tellyi

US much about him., In giving up his“Faﬁlconbridge heritage he:iwésigns
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g fortune; in choosing to be seen as Richard's son he identifies
himéelf with the honour of the Lion-hearted. So he answers Elinor
and his brother:

Brother, take you my land, I'll take my chance,

Your face hath got five hundred pound a year;

Yet sell your face for five pence, and_'tis dear,

Madam, I'll follow you unto the death.l2

It is essentially an honourable choice, then, and with it .
he is well content. He is not marked by it for villainy, but only
perhaps for eccentricity. He is truly, as he lightly admits, "a
little from the right,"l3 but enly a little., He implies to us, if
we take the word in its deeper sense, that there is nothing sinister
in his make-up. And so he accepts himself as he is:

And I am I, howe'er I was begotol4

He concludes by not only forgiving but actually thanking his
mother for her infidelity--an interesting contrast to Gloucester's
false and malicious slandering of his mother., For the Bastard says 
to Lady Fauleonbridge:

Now, by this light, were I to get again,

Madam, I would not wish a better father.

Some sins do bear their privilege on earth,

And so doth yours. Your fault was not your folly.

« . oAy, my mother,

With all my heart I thank thee for my father!

Who lives and dares but say thou didst not well

When I was got, I'll send his soul to hell.l5

But for all his rejoicing in his illegitimsey, and his pre-
vious suspicion of it, he has hesitated to blacken his mother's
hRame, leaving it to her to make the disclosure. He says to the King:

But for the certain knowledge of that truth
I put you O'er to heaven and to my mother,l6

Typically, he makes a joke of the whole business by associating his
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ghfeatened legitimacy with the legacy it would assure him, if it
could be established:

Heaven guard my mother's honour and.my land 17
go, whatever else he is, he has convinded us by the end of the first
act that King John's first comment about him is the plain truth. He
1s"a good blunt fellow."18

This, and more thanbthis,,he proves to us when we see him in
getion. Like Richard of Gloucester, he loves to be up and doing.
"speed" is to him what "bustle" was to Richard. So, "Speed then to
teke advantage of the field, #l9 he urgeé King John just before the
first battle. And "The splrit of the time shall teach me speed, n20
he assures the King when he 1s sent on a mission. And at the end, it
is the virtue of decisivefaction as opposed to the paralysis of inde=-
cision to which he proﬁpts his KXing:
‘Be stirring as the time; be fire with fire;
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Show boldness and aspiring confidence.

What, shall they seek the lion in his den, »

And fright him there? and make him tremble there?

0, let it not be saidl Forage, and run

To meet displeasure farther from the doors

And grapple with him, ere he come so nigh.

Then, too, he makes effective use of this love of action.
For 1ike Richard he knows no fear,.either'en the battlefield or inm
the face of a personal'foe. His enemies sense this, and it makes
him a formidable man to cross. His followers know it, and it makes
him a great leader of men. His valor is recognized from the begin-
ning of the action, for when Chatillion is describing the impressive
array of "dauntless spirits"<2 who have crossed the Channel to attack

France, he mentions the Bastard ahead of them all, except for the

royal party itself, He says:
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With them, a bastard of the king's deceased,...2d
with cheerful recklessgggsBﬁgt%gges both kings to begin the battle, .
calling a halt to dull and actionless talk:

Why stand these royal fronts amazed thus?

Cry "havoc!" kings. Back to the stained field,

You equal potents, fiery kindled spirits!

Then let confusion of one part confirm

The other's peace. Till then, blows, blood, and death}?4

He is equally fearless in personal encounters, as is shown
by his exchanges with the Duke of Austria., Although the Duke is a

comic figure here, and a butt for the Bastard's wit, he is no mean

foe as is evidenced by his slaying of Cordelion., This last gives

the Bastard a special reason for hating him, and he challenges him
in public at their first meefing. For when the Duke asks, stung by
the Bastard's rude interruption of him:

What the devil art thou?®

the Bastard instantly replies:

One that will play the devil, sir, with you
And a' may cateh your hide and you_alene.26

The exchange culminates in the Bastafd hunting down and destroying

thekDuke in battle~~-
(Enter Bastard, with Austria's head)27
ey ' He is indeed a terror in action--a terror to.his enemies at

‘any rate--and a born leader. He speaks the truth, when in reply to

Salisbury's
Stand by, or I shall gall you, Faulconbridge.28

he answers:

Thou wert better gall the devil, Salisbury.29

As a leader he 1is by this time addressed as more than equal by the
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greatest in the land, as "renowned Faulconbridge."®0 He is capable

of fighting a battle almost single-handed, as the rebellious Salisbury
jater ruefully acknowledges:

That misbegotten devil, Faulconmbridge,
In spite of spite, alone upholds the day. sl

( Yet for all his intimidating prowess in war, he is one of

the most likeable of Shakespeare's men. He has all of Gloucester!'s
wit and skill with words, but none of his duplicity. His diabolism
is entirely sympathetic. He is a good blunt fellow, He makes a
joke of his bastardy in his mother'!s presence, as we have seen, buﬁ
with no intention of hurting her, In his badgering of Austria he
shows no mercy, of course, but here we as audience are entirely on
his side. With him we mock the pompous show-off in the lion's skin,_
as the Bastard taunts him about it:

It lies as sightly on the back of him,

As great Alcides! shows upon an ass,

But, ass, I'll take that burthen from your back.

Or 1ay on that shall meke your shoulders craeck,92

There is sheer verbal horseplay in his next encountér with
the Duke, when in reply to the words with which Constance ends hegf"l“
castigation of Austria, | L

Thou wear a lion's hide? Doff it for shame,
And hang a calve's-skin on those recreant limbs.93

Austria replies:

0, that a man should speak those words to me}®%
and the Bastard instantly and gleefully takes up the challenge by
repeating : |

And hang a calve's-skin on those recreant limbs,95
- On hearing this Austrla thunders:

Thou dar!'st not say so, villain, for thy'life.56
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ﬂgﬁgbrings the prompt response:

And hang a calve's-skin on th@ée recreant limb§.57
and this line the Bastard proceeds to repeat with variations every
time the Duke opens his mouth during the remainder of the scene,
He sharpens his wit vindictively on him, indeed, whenever they meet.

But the Bastard has the contempt of the genuine master of
words for false fine language. This contempt is seen in his mockery
of the Dauphiﬁ's expression of admiration for Lédy Blanch, when the
Bastard says: )
" Drawn in the flattering table of her eye,

Hang!d in the frowning wrinkle of her brew,

And quartered in her heart! he doth espy

Himself love's traitor, This is pity now,

That? hangt!d and drgwn and quarter'dsﬂthsre should be,

In such a love so vile a lout as he,

He has,~moreéver, the rarer faculty of being able to turn
the laugh on himself. So he interrupts King Johnfs,pompous proclama-
tion to the citizens of Angiers about his bringipg to their walls
"Twice fifteen thousand hearts of English breed,"39 with the observa-
tion "bastards and else," No sooner has the king resﬁmed with a
further announcement of the;"well-born bloods" who accompany him than
ﬁhé Bastard interrupts again with "Some bastards too."40 And at the
eﬁé;'speaking-to Hubert, he drily refers to his bar sinister, when

he says:

Thou mayst befriend me to much as to think
I came one way of the Plantagenets.4l

The Bastard's wit is a token of his honesty with others and with
himgelr,
All this results in a forthright frankness whieh deals with

life directly, asking no favors of it and yet not taking it toe
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geriously, a sort of high-spirited and honest shrewdness. We are
pound to sympathize with him even if we do not follow him, He is
gttractive even when he views the situation at Angiers and coolly
agdvises the royal enemies to co-operate for the nonce:

By heaven, these scroyles of Anglers flout you, kings,

And stand securely on their battlements,

As in a theatre, whence they gape and point

At your industrious scenes and acts of death.

Your royal presences be rul'd by me,

Do like the mutines of Jerusalem,

Be friends awhile, and both conjointly bend

Your sharpest deeds of malice on this town.
War indeed is like a game, to which he joyously spurs them on,

An if thou hast the mettle of a king,

Being wrong'd as we are by this peevish town,

Turn then the mouth of thy artillery,

‘As we will ours, against these sauecy walls,

And when that we have dash'd them to the ground,

Why, then defy each other, and pell-mell _ :

Make work upon ourselves, for heaven or hell.43
nwahWhile chortling to himself over the trap that Austria and France
are faliing into:

«s o From north to southl
Austria and France shoet in each others mouth,%44

His viewing war as a game, of course does not in itself distinguish
him from others of his day. The Dauphin for one refers to "ﬁhis
easy match, play'd for a crown."4® But in this game the Bastard is
& boisterous leader,

Yet all this, while relevant to his real nature, is super-
fieial, If we are to discover what gives the Bastard his essential .
distinetion we must look at the nature of the world in which he
mevés and ask ourselves where he stands in relation to it.

On the whole, Shakespeare in this play gives us an Englsnd

o which order prevails. It is true that disorder in the realm is
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cansed by rebels against the king, rebels who come to see the error

of thelr ways and so return to the fold from which they have strayed,

put this disorder is really incidental. For the main conflict is

caused by the threat from abroad, a threat which England, under the
leadership of the Bastard, overthrows to stahd triumphant at the end,
justifying the famous triumphant boast:
‘This England never did, nor never shall
Lie at the proud feet of a conqueror

Ceme the three corners of the world :.ln arms,
And we shall shock the’m._...46

Within this framework the Bastard stands as the champion and
uwpholder of the established order, and defender of the king, Indeed,
he is the compensation for the inadequacy of the king., As Spaightk
sé,ys, "John contributes the legitimacy, and Faulcenbridge the author-
ity, of kingship."47 And so, although King John dies at the end, his
death is not in any sense a moral judgment on him, and his right to
the throne is assured through his son, The Bastard himself, in his
service and loyalty to the king, is the very opposite of the selfish
Individualist that Shakespeare had pictured in Richard the Third.

But the treatment of this theme of order upheld is not
straightforward. Shakespeare was writing a historical play, and so
was hemmed in by certain historical fgcts which even he could not
ignore, The fact is that the historical King John was a bad king,
Perhaps one of the very worst in England's history--weak and selfish
&nd irresponsible., And the King John of Shakespeare'!s play is unim-
Préessive, as Dover Wilson points out.48 Shakespesret!s treatment of

him ig uncertain, He is now good, now bad, now held in respect, new

) in Contempt. The playwright chose not to make the religious
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centroversy central to the theme, and so he could not attract

sympathy to John by making him the champion of Protestantism against

Rome. Pandulph, the representative of the Pope, is an almost neutral
rigure whose advice is finally ignored by both sides. That left
shekespeare with John, for better or for worse, as the symbol of
English kingship.y And unfortunately perhaps for the clarity of the
story, he did not choose to falsify him entirely. So John seems to
pe regarded as both good and bad ﬁlterhately—-good because he 1s the
xking, and bad because he is John. And the final note is one of
acceptance of him without regard for his evil-doing. Thus the dying
Melun advises the rebels at the end that at least they have in John
a better leader than they would have hed in the French King'

Even this ill night, your breathing shall expire,
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If Lewis, by your assistance win the day. 49
And so Salisbury, vheeding the advice, decides to return to John,
giving an unconvincirig show of repentance for his on the whole commend-
able rebellion: |

We will retread the steps of damned flight
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And calmly run on in obedience
Even to our ocean, to our great King John,®0

But John :I.s really far from greé.t. In the first place, his
title to the crown is more than questionable, ‘At the very beginning

his mother reminds him of this faet when, in answer to his boastful

"0ur strong possession and our right for us!" she says, "Your strong
Possession much more than your right."9l It is John's unjust seizure
of the throme that is France's pretdxt for initiating the war. It is

in a despicable attempt to maintain his "strong possession" that

John arranges for the murder of Arthur. It is not his fault that the
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an miscarries, and it ultimately results in Arthur's death. John
hi@?glf regrets, 1f he does not repent, his murderous plot, showing
;;athe recognizes the unnatural disorder which he has created, both
;ithinvand without., This recognition is evidenced when he says:

My nobles leave me, and my state is brav'd

Even at my gates, with works of foreign pow'rs;

Nay, in the body of this fleshly land,

This kingdom, this confine of blood and breath,

Hostility and civil tumult reigns

Between my conscience and my cousin's death,52

Yet with no further Justification, he is at the end unequivo-
céily accepted by his followers as their rightful king, ahd, as we |
ﬁaéé:seen, eveﬁ Salisbury returns to him. However, before the play
éﬁas, this most unconvincing symbol of England's glory is conveni-
ently disposed of by means of poison administered by an unnamed and
umotivated monk.53

And we are glad to see him go. For he is neither a satis-
factory villain nor a convincing.hero. But the Bastard's lustre is
all the brighter for John's mediocrity. He is the real hero of this
play, and it is he who redeems it from uncertainty of theme and gives
it a focal point and a meaning., Certainly he is a far more interest-
ing and consistent character than King John. But he is more than
that, He is something of a symbol of order in society, upholding an
ideal in the midst of threats of disorder from within and without the
realm, We see him from the beginning as completely and selflessly
loyal to his king, His first words--"Your faithful subject"54--givel
81 accurate picture of his attitude throughout the action.

It is to the crown, we find, and to the idea of kingship

ltself, that he is so devoted. He would no doubt see the king, of

@%land at least, as one of the "anointed deputies of heaven,"95
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as Pandulph does., When John is king, then, he has the Bastard's
andivided allegiance, an allegiance which is of course promptly
¢gpansferred to John's iawful successor, to whom he says:

| +oewWwith all submission, on my knee,

I do bequeath my faithful services

And true subjection everlastingly.56
1t is England, indeed, in the person of the king, that the Bastard
is faithful to, as his final speech in the play indicates,

That the Bastard is this kind bf man is proven again and
again in the course of the action. His initial choice of "a foot of
nonour" in preference to "many a many foot of land"®7 is proof of his
selflessness. In the second act soliloqy he pretends that he will
follow the way of the world and be completely self-centred, He says:

Well, while I am a beggar, I will rail

And say there is no sin but to be rich;

And being rich, my virtue then shall be

To say there is no vice but beggary.

Since kings break faith upon commodity,

Gain, be my lord, for I will worship thee, 58
But he convinces nobody, not even himself, In this Sense he is a
complete- contrast to Richard of Gloucester, Whés_e evil aetions if
anything exceed his evil intentions. The Bastard‘ is entirely unsuc-
cessful in his attempt to be a villain, for he is completely a man of
honour, completely 1oyai to traditional values, |

This integrity gives him the right to stand in judgment--on
hi_s king, to whom he is loyal but over whom he towers, and on his
age, which he stands as far above as Gloucester was beneath his. He
is the best and loftiest character of the play. In a seﬁée, he is
the king, ’bhrough his support giving John's rule the sembié.nce of
order which it woulci otherwise 1501:. He says in delivering the chal-

lenge to the French forces:
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gs Pandulph dees. When John is king, then, he has the Bastard's
undivided allegiance, an allegiance which is of course promptly
ﬁf;nsferred to John's léwful successor, to whom he says:

B ceewlith all submission, on my knee,

I do bequeath my faithful services

And true subjection everlastingly.56
It is England, indeed; in the person of the king, that the Bastard
is faithful to, as his final speech in the play indicates.,

That the Bastard is this kind éf man is proven again and
again in the course of the action., His initial choice of "a foot of
nonour" in preference to "many a many foot of 1and"97 is proof of his
selflessness. In the second act soliloqy he pretends that he will
follow the way of the world and be cgmpletely self-centred, He says:

Well, while I am a beggar, I will rail

And say there is no sin but to be rich;

And being rich, my virtue then shall be

To say there is no vice but beggary.

Since kings break faith upon commodity,

Gain, be my lord, for I will worship thee, 58
But he cénvinces nobody, not even himself, In this sQnse he is a
cempleté contrast to Richard of Gloucester,.whése evil actions if
anything exceed his evil intentions. The Bastard.is entirely unsuc-
cessful in his attempt to be a villain, for he is”cem@letely a man of
honour, completely loyai to traditional values, |

This integrity gives him the right to stand in judgment--on
his king, to whcm.he is loyal but over whom he towers, and on his
aéeg which he stands as far above as Gloucester was beneath his. He
is the best and loftiest character of the play. In a seﬁée, he is
the king, threugh his support giving John's rule the semblance of

order which it would otherwise lack. He says in delivering the chal-

lenge to the French forces:
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e s NOW hear our English king,
For thus his royalty doth speak in me,99

A;d,so in fact the royalty of the King speaks through the Bastard

ail during the play's action. For his is the voice of the King as

he ought to be, and so he towers above the actual King, ad#ising him,
urging him %o action, and finding himself utterly at a loss tovrecon-
cile John's kingship with his ignoble part in the death of Arthur,
But the murder, for all that he gsees it as a | |

«eebloody work,
The graceless action of a heavy hand,60

‘does not cause him, as it did Salisbury, to swerve in his loyalty to
John, Unworthy as he is, he is still the anointed king.

ey It does lead him to comment on his age in'a way that reveals
how far he is above it, and how completely his course represents the
reverse of evil individualism such as that of Richard in the earlier
play. He is speaking to Hubert, who bears in his arms the body of
Arthur, and he says?

I am amaz'd, methinks, and lose my way

Among the thorns and dangers of this world.

How easy dost thou take all England upd

From forth this morsel of dead royalty

The life, the right, and truth of all this realm
Is fled to heaven; and England now is left

To tug and scramble.... ‘
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Now powers from home and discontents at home

Meet in one line; and vast confusion waits,

, As doth a raven on a sick fall'n beast,_

el The imminent decay of wrested poOmMPecee

His tone here is more bitter than it was in the early soliloquy on
"Commodity"~-commodity, the "bias of the world"52 which, as we have

Séen, he pretended that he himself was going to follow., But both

?his and the earlier soliloquy, for all its pose of cynicism, ring with
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tﬁé;rsineerity of a man whose moral superiority has given him the
right to pass judgment on others. The Bastard is, if anything, too
good for his age,

Thus, by se_eing him as the obverse of Richard of Gloucester,
we can discei’n once again, more obliquely this time, the direction
of Shakespeare's thought about the individualist. We see 1t in
jhat the Bastard is not, For the unmistakeable approval of him, which
schoes all through the play, and the Bastard!s own scorn for the man
who places "Commodity' ahead of social obligation, show him to be some-
thing of an idealist., Yet the Bastard might have been the other kind
of man; in many ways, as has been shown, he appears predisposed to
evil, But his individualism is superficial; at heart he 1s a man of
honour, loyal to the demands of tradition,

But the verdict on individualism which he reflects bnly

points a direction; no elaborate or subtle conclusions about human
nature are suggested by this play. Shakespeare's main concern, over-
ruling and almost eliminating all others, must at this point have
been to ’write a stageworthy play. It would probably be of more signi-
ficance to him that the audience find ‘the Bastard the ‘most interesting
and dynamic character in the play than thvat they find him morally the
best, or even the most convincing as a human being. Then too, in this
Play S_hai«:sspeare is dealing, however loosely, with hiétorical facts,
Perhaps that is why he was compelled to attach the misleading labél
of bastardy to his most virtuous character.

The Bastard, then, was ereated primarily to captivate an

fudience, as Richard was; he is human, as Richard is not; but like

Richard; he shows himgelf to be neither a . very subtle nor a very com=-
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x being. Like Richard, he lacks both undertones and overtones;
do not identify him closely with humanity, as we will so many of
shakospeare's later heroes and villains. Nor is the confused back-
5round agalnst which he appears, the mingled order and disorder of
Klng John's England, an ideal setting for him, But he does show us
hat Shakespeare meant by both order and disorder in human affairs;
he does show us again that for the playwright disorder was associated

with selfish individualism.
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CHAPTER III

Falstaff - "out of all order, out of all compass"l

A serious study of Falstaff is to some extent an absurdity.
Fervthe most obvious way to deal with him is to laugh at him and
with him. This he recognizes himself when he says:

Men of all sorts take a pride to gird at me. The
brain of this foolish-compounded clay, man, is not
able to invent anything that intends to laughter,
more than I invent or is invented on me, I am not
only witty in myself, but the cause of wit in other ;
men. z

Sc Falstaff is primarily a comic character, a buffoon. His buffoon-
cry‘and our laughter at it overshadow and in a sense forbid a serious
estimate of him, It is difficult to pass judgment on him while we
are laughing, and the sympathy our laughter arouses tempers that
judgmcnt. It is difficult, in brief, to take Falstaff seriously.

Yét there is that in him which calls for sober judgment, as long as
we remember that it is an underlying note and not his principal one.
If we ignoré as far as possible the pure fun which is his main raison
Qigggg, there is some point in our trying to discover the kind of man
he is, and Where Shakespeare places him in relation to other men.

His most obvious characteristic, of course, is his physical

appearance., He is "a gross fat man,"3 This in itself is comic and.

iS a source of endless humor. Falstaff's fatness is the theme upon

Which the prince can construct his numerous catalogues of amiable
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And Palstaff can laugh at it himself, as when he says

insults. 4
$o’ the Prince when he is urged to put his ear to the greund to
1isten for the coming of their prospective victims: "Have you any
jevers to lift me up again, being down?"® He is a "fat-guts" indeed,®
and this alone makes him laughable.

But it is a mark of more than that in Falstaff, For he is
gross as well, as we are told, and his fatness is part of his gross-
ness. In an age when gluttony was clearly recognized as a sin, the
déformity of fatness could be seen as an indication of a deeper moral
dgeformity. While Shakespeare's audience would laugh, as we do, at
this "stuff'd cloakbag of guts"? for the very Size of his belly, they
would also recognize, as we do not, that it was a symbol of iniquity.
From such a one they could expect to fihdrdefiance of the estéblished'
moral order. And if their 1aughtér did not overcome their moral
sense completely, they would expeet to condemn him in the end as a
villain, much as they had come to love him as a clown,

- In what sense then is Falstaff a villain, if he is a villain,

and what is the nature of the moral judgment that Shakespeare asks

us to pass upon him, after our laughter is done?

Falstaff is, we £ind, marked out from other men by his

asSumptions_about the wbrld,he lives in., Here we see him as a.coﬁ-
plete individualist, in the sense that he ddes not recognize himself
as part of an established of&er which includes evefything and every-
bbdy around him and to which he owes a definite respbnsibility. He

1s himself alone, like Richard, and he knows no loyalty except to

himself, Almost every description of Palstaff emphasizes this_

ng8

Point, In his lack of loyalty he is indeed "the strangest fellow,
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as the Prince describes him. There is no point of reference then,
sutside of Falstaff himself, which he recognizes as a guide to his
gonduct. This fundamental disloyalty 1s an integral partvof his
 character, and it determines his actions throughout both plays. It
is nowhere better illustratéd than in his mocking response to Hal's
stirring call to arms. For when Hal cries:

The land is burning; Perey stands on high,
And either he or we must lower lie,

Falstaff replies:

Rare words! Brave world! Hostess, my breakfast, come,
0, I could wish this tavern were my drum!9

The comparison with Richard must, of course, end here, For
while each of them is himself alone, Falstaff is a different kind of
gelf, He is a comic self. Part of what we laugh at in him is the
fact that in every situation his chief motive is self-preservation.
He has no real desire to aggrandize himself; all he wants to do is
to protect himself, to gratify his bodily desires, and to keep him?
self alive. His self-interest, then, is limited to this., He
presents no menace to the world, for his universe is bounded by his
°Fn fat flesh, and his ruling motive isﬁto protect that universe.
Aﬁd so, becausé he is so solicitous of his physical sélf, while at
the same time so completely devoid of dangef to others, others have
no fear of him. He will not help them, but he is not likely to hurt
them, and that is part bf the secret of his comedy. Thus, for
example, where Riéhard killed, Falstaff only talks of killing. For
%illing would involve the risk of being killed, a riék he will not
ﬁéke. Thus he has regérd only for himself, and he sees himself

gnrely in terms of physical life.
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If we accept Falstaff's assumptions about life, his argument

on honour becomes unanswerable. Honour only helps to destroy his
gorld, which 1is himself; it does not preserve it. So he concludes:
n711l none of it,"10

Can honour set to a leg? No. Or an arm? No. Or

- take away the grief of a wound? No....What is honour?

A word.lz
At all costs, then, he will preserve himself., That is his prime aim
in life. .

This desire for physical life explains not only his care to
keep himself out of harm's way; it explains also his fear of death
and senility. Already an old man, ridden with disease, he cannot
bear the thought of an end to his vigor. In the midst of the com-
pany's fooling a reminder of death can sober him instantly. TFor
example, when Doll asks him

. s oWhen wilt thou leave fighting a-days and foining-

a-nights, and begin to patech up thine old body for

heaven? : _
he‘replies:‘

Peace, good Doll! do not speak like a deaths' head.
Do not bid me remember mine end.l2

And again, the Prince's cruel jest with the apple~johns was effective
fqr the same reason., In telling the story the Second Drawer saysﬁ
The Prince once set a dish of apple Johns before him,
and told him there were five more Sir Johns, and, putting
off his hat, said, 'I will take my leave of these six

dry, round,_old, withered knights.'! It ang'red him to
the heart.i

In view of this, the much~debated question of whether or not
Falstaff is a coward becomes irrelevant. For although he may not be

aboward by instinct, he is a coward by policy. Shakespeare makes

this abundantly clear, although he leaves us in soime doubt as to
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fglstaf'f's attitude when there is no alternative but to stand and
pight as long as he can.

"When everything is ended, then you come,"l4 says Lancaster
to him avfter the peace is made. And if he does have to fight, he
resorts to trickery to save his life, as for example, in his fight
with Douglas, when he "falls down, as if he were dead." "!Sblood,
1twas time To counterfeit, or that t.ermagent Scot had paid me scot
and lot too."15 He does say flatly at one point, "I am...no coward,
Hal,"16 and he does perform bravely enough when he has to; but his
most characteristic action is to retire to safety "after a blow or
two"7 as he did during the robbery at Gadshill, For Falstaff's
chief objeet in life is to save his own skin.' He not only refuses to
risk it if the risk can be avoided, he refuses to wear it out with ‘
needless waste of energy. He is lazy for the same reason that he is
cowardly. "It were better to be eaten to death with a rust than to
be scoured to nothing with perpetual motion," he says,l8

Indeed, the devices by which he extricates himself from one
predicament after another become the chief source of the fun we have
with Falstaff. If he cannot extricate himself, he will unblushingly
turn the situation to his own advantage. This is seen when the com-
pany gatheré after the robbery at Gadshill, and Falstaff's inglorious
sur;render of the speils is brought to light., He is revealed as a
liar ang poltroon, and there 1s no way of escaping the revelation,
Since it is Poins and Hal who have robbed him., But in the midst of
this exposure he instantly seizes on thé important thing, and brushes
the rest aside. The money is safe in their hands, and that is all

that really matters. "But, by the Lord, lads, I am glad you have the

mOney,“19 he says to them,
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Another example of the way in which Falstaff can turn a
ﬁixuation to his own advantage is seen in his shabby but hilarious
¢peatment of Mistress Quickly. She, backed by the forces of the
1aw, 1s foolish enough to try to collect some money from Falstaff,
As always, he is clearly in the wrong. As the Lord Chief Justice
gays to him, "You have, as it appears to me, practic'd upon the
sasy-yielding spirit of this woman, and made her serve your uses
both in purse and in person,"20 Falstaff, of course, does not deny
the charge. However, he does end the encounter by balking theiHdstess
ﬁ@@fﬁﬁniiﬁﬂfinto forgetting the debt for the time being, but into
prbmising to scrape up another ten pounds for him and'invitihg him
to. supper as welll

Allied to this ability to extricate himself from predicaments
is Falstaff's skill at turning to his own advantage gituations in
which he is not directlj involved, This is pefhaps best illustrated
by his shameless misuse of the king's press on two occasions. He
gleefully tells the whole story of the first occasion:

I have misus'd the King's press damnably.' I have-got,

in exchange of a hundred and fifty soldiers, three hun- .

dred and odd pounds...they have bought out their services;

and now my whole charge consists of ancients, corporals,

lieutenants, gentlemen of companies, slaves as ragged as

Lazarus in the painted cloth.. .21 ;
Oﬁ the second occasion in return for the "three pound to free
Mbuldy and Bullcalf,"22 he gladly lets his two most prémising men
gé. It is clear, then, that in Falstaff we have a man whose ruliﬁg

passion will be "ecommodity"23 in the sense of the crudest kind of

Self-interest, who will live up to his own observation that "a good

Wit will make use of anything."24
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But the exercise of that wit is limited by the nature of
palstaff's world. It is, of course, a comic world. In that world,
glthough he is completely self-centred, he is not frightening. He
aims, as has been pointed out, at self-preservation and not self-
aggrandizement. Moreover, because it is a comic world, its values
gre entirely material. The life which Falstaff aims to preserve is
one of food and drink and bodily pleasure. By the nature of his
oﬁic being he is enfirely humen--that is to say, animal. He has in
him nothlng of the angelic or diabolic., When Prince Hal refers to |
him as "that old white-bearded Satan"<° the remark is purely in Jest
Falstaff's existence is on this earth and terminates in death., He
sums it ﬁp when he says:

k To die igs to be a counterfeit, for he is but the counter-
feit of a man who hath not the life of a manj; but to
counterfeit dying when a man thereby liveth, 1s to be no
counterfeit, but the true and perfect image of 1life in-
deed, 26
Spiritual considerations do not, in fact, enter Falstaff's

orbit at all. Completely selfish though he is, his influence for
good or evil is 1imited by his total lack of appreciation of things
he ecannot touch. Honour to him is but a word, as we have heard him
remind us. Prince Hal tells the 1itefal truth about him when he says
to him: "there is no room for faith, truth, nor honesty in this
bosom of thine. It is all filled up with guts and midriff."27 This,
of course, limits our moral judgment of him as an individual, Fer
the values that most men live for and die for are simply irrelevant

to him and his comic world. Poins says of him: "Marry, the immortal

Part needs a physician. But that moves not him; though that be sick,

1t dies not."%8 But in truth it moves him not because so far as we




61

see Falstaff has no soul, or at least he néver feveals it if he
Thus Charlton, in finding King Henry and Falstaff alike, indi-

cates an absolute difference between them_, when viewed from the

angle of the values to which each man dedicated his life, He says:

In efficiency, indeed, efficiency to live the life to

which one is called, there is only one person in the

play to set beside Falstaff, namely, the King himself...

The King's immediate task is to maintain the welfare of

the state of England; Falstaff's is to preserve the well-

being of the corporation of Sir John,29
Falstaff, then, has no ideal whatever outside his immediate material
well-being, end in this sense he is entirely different from a respon-
gible member of society like King Henry,

But in his own world Falstaff succeeds very well, We are too
busy laughing to bé bothered passing judgment, and it is one of the
characteristics of such a world that ordinary moral values are sus-
pended. However, when the serious world impinges on it, then Falstaff
is in trouble., What Shakespeare really gives us in these two plays
(Henry IV, pérts one and two) is two worlds~-Falstaff's and the serious
world of history. In the end he brings them together, passing harsh
judgment on Palstaff's kind of individualism and his kind of Wofld.
But he does not convince us entirely that these two Woi’lds can or
should be broughfc together, or that Falstaff the clown deserves to be
dismissed as an ordinary villain. Falstaff has to be rejected, because
he can not be allowed to dominate the serious world of Henr‘y V. His
rejection is dramatically necessary. But it is psychologically un-

satisfactory. Realization of this fact forced Bradley to the conclu~

sion that in the creation of Falstaff the playwright "overreached"

bimself, He says:
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Tn the Falstaff scenes he (Shakespeare) overshot the
mark. He created so extraordinary a being, and fixed
him so firmly on his intellectual throne, that when
he sought to dethrone him he could not. The moment
comes when we are to look at Falstaff in a serious
light, and the comic hero is to figure as a baffled
schemer; but we cannot make the required change, either
in our attitude or in our sympathies.So
Perhaps Shakespeare himself felt this doubt, for he promises
sn the epilogue of the second play to bring Falstaff and his world
pack to carefree life., But Falstaff's knell had sounded, and the
promise could not be kept. Once rejected, he is as good as dead.
There was nothing to do with him in the next play but report his

geath. And in The Merry Wives of Windsor we are given a character

who has Falstaff's name and Falstaff's shape, but who is not Falstaff
at all, who has little trace of Falstaff's "good wite"

Prince Hal is the only one who is able to make the best of
both woflds; He appears to become completely a part of Falstaff's
world. But in order to presefve him for his later role as the ideal
king, Shakespeare must at the beginning have him indicate to us that
he is only playing a part in pretending to be one of Falstaff's com-
pany., We are reminded of this occasionally, as when the Prince sees
that the victims of the Gadshill robbery are re-imbursed. And at the
end Shakespeare must have Hal reject Falstaff., The Prince cannot
have bdth worlds at once. So Hal, in addition to being a foil for
Falstaff's wit, becomes a standard by which he is judged. It is in
Hal's verdict at the end that we can see the direction of Shakespeare's
judgment on Falstaff's kind of individualism. Because Falstaff as
& comic character is sympathetic, we find the Prince's attitude prig-
Sish and hypocritical, But the Prince is more than a comic character,

He has a serious role to play, and he must assure us of his fitness

%o play it.,
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So even as the tavern brawls begin, Shakespeare has him

jndicate to us,exactly what his position is. He rejects the fat
knight and his crew in advance, as 1t were, while at the same time
ne pretends to accept them:

I know you all, and will a while uphold

The unjok'd humour of your idleness.,

Yet herein will I imitate the sun,

Who doth permit the base contagious clouds

To smother up his beauty from the world,

That, when he please again to be himself

Being wanted, he may be more wond'red at

By breaking through the foul and ugly mists

Of wvapours that did seem to strangle him.

Now this attitude of Hal's tells us two things., It indicates
first of all where Shakespeare stands on the matter of Falstaff and
the kind of 1ife he represents. For Prince Hal to become the ideal
king that he later does, he will not only have to reject Falstaff at
the end, but he must make it clear to us that he never whole-heartedly
accepted him, The device may be unpleasant, it may make Hal appear a
hypoerite, but in terms of Shakespeare's moral assumptions it is
necessary if Hal is to make sense., In the second place, it tells us
directly that Falstaff's kind of individualism has no acceptable
Place in society. He is indeed, as he says of himself, "out of all
order, out of all compass."®2 He belongs to "the foul and ugly mists"
ef mora1 disease. This note echoes throughout both plays. It is per-
haps most clearly heard in Hotspur's scornful remark about

The nimble-footed madcap Prince of Wales,

And his comradesg'that daff'd the world aside

And bid it pass. ‘

The Prince, then, must daff his own world aside to be of »

Falstaff1s world, Shakespeare must make him do this in order to

Secure his comic effects, and alsc to be true to his sources. But
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that Falstaff is basically an outcast from the world of order which
the Prince really represents. As Warwick assures King Henry,

The Prince but studies his companlons
Like a strange tongu€...

. L 4 * L * L 3 L4 L LR 2 * * L] . * . L d . L d

«eeWhich once attain'd,

Your Highness knows, comes to no further use

But to be known and hated....o%
The Prince and Falstaff thus both "play the fools with the time,"35
But in doing so Falstaff is following the laws of his own nature,
wﬁile the Prince is playing a game.

So Falstaff becomes an outcast indeed at the end, for he has
no place in the world to which Prince Hal belongs. He is unequivo-

cally rejected by his former companion:

I know thée not, old man. Fall to thy prayers,
How ill white halrs become a fool and jester}36

Falstaff's complete misunderstanding of the situation at the
end, while i1t is part of his tragedy and has attracted much sympathy
to him, is also an indication of his essential villainy. He shows |
that there is in him no trace of real loyalty or real affection. All
that he thinks of is turning Hal's friendship to his own advantage,
"The laws of England are at my disposal,"57 he exults when he hears
that Hal has become king, He hopes to win Hal with a trick, with a
show of love for him., For he does not know what real love is. "But
to stand stained with travel, and sweating with desire to see him,
thinking of nothing else, putting all affairs else in oblivion, as if
there were nothing else to be done but to see him,"58

Falstaff's chief function in the plays, then, as we said at

the beginning, is to be a clown, to make his audience laugh., But the
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sympathetic laughter, while it overshadows the condemnation, cannot
entirely‘conceal it. For Falstaff is also a complefe individualist,
aﬁd'in'his:individﬁalism he is, in Shakespeare's scheme of things, a
Villain. He recognizes no obligations to sociéty; he is not even
aware of their existence, He has no concept of loyalty to anything
but his-own bodye. Shakéspeare's verdiiet on suech individuvalism as
his is clear and unmistakeable, We hear it in Hal's final speech,
;ﬂwn,we see Hal as onevwhe, having turned his back on Palstaff's
wbrld, now represents decent order, who now can say?

For God doth know (so shall the world perceive)
That I have turn'd away my former self,39

For Hal's final words to Falstaff are:

I have long dreamt of such a kind of man,
So surfeilt-swell'd, so old, and so profane;
"But being awak'd, I do despise my dream.

.+ sKnow the grave doth gape '
For thee thrice wider than for other men,40
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CHAPTER IV
Hotspur - "out of limit and true rule!l

"Hotspur's traglic quarrel with life originates primarily in
his éituation and not in himself, He is a rebel at odds with
ordered society; Blunt pictures him at the end as being "out of
limit and true rule™ because he stands "against anointed majesty."<2
Se in this sense he is an individualist, and Blunt's verdict on him
would appear to be Shakespeare's owh,vfor'by then the playwright has
made clear to us that Hotspur is an outcast. His death is a symbol
of his outcast state. Yet the sentence on him is passed reluctantly,
it seems, for in gome ways he appears to be an ideal figure. That he
is at odds with society is to a large extent the fault of society and
not of himself. In this regard he reminds us a little of Hamle%b,
although he is, of course, neither so finely drawn nor so subtle.
Like Hamlet he finds the existing order of things to be out of joint
with his own nature; like Hamlet he is destroyed by a conflict between
his situation and his concept of right and wrong. So while his role,
Hnlike Hamlet's, is essentially a villainous one, his death arouses
more of the pity due a tragic hero than the scorn due a villain, or
at least it would if Shakespeare let it.

This situation in which Hotspur finds himself must first be
examined with some care before we judge the rebellion against "true

rule" which is his individualism., We meet Hotspur first in Richard II,

8nd here we find that the situation is not at all clear. He is
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p»om the beginning a rebel, but the lines of true rule are so am-
biguously drawn that others beside Hobtspur are led into rebellion,
helieving it te be their hlghsst duty. He is allied with Bolingbroke,
who is later as King Henry the Fourth to be & symbol of divinely
agppointed kingship in England. If Hotspur is to be condemned for his
first disloyalty, then Bolingbroke must be held. even mere blameworthy;
yet Bolingbroke prospers on thé whole While Hotspur later comes -to a
disastréus end, What i1s the verdict here on disloyalty?

The answer appears to be that'Ricﬁard II is unique in that

it contains no unequivocal condemmation of rebellion per se., Hardin
Cralg sums up the matter when he says that in the Elizabethan age

The weight of opinion was that no degree of inefficiency
or wickedness justified the rejection of God's anointed.
It would be better to bear any amount of temporary oppres-
sion than to anger the Almighty by interfering with his
establishment....Such seems to be the basis of all the
plays in Shakespeare's two great series except this one
(Richard II), and there are traces of it here,d

Craig concludes that in Richard II "it is not possible to tell

clearly what Shakespeare's judgment on the dethronement issue is."4

Thus, while Hotspur is first introduced to us as a conspira-
tor in the dethronement of a king, he is not an ordinary rebel at
this point. For Shakespeare makes it fairly clear that Richard
deserves to be overthrown. Under his rule England has become like a
garden overgrown with weeds, and in deposing him Bolingbroke merely
does the office of a careful gardener who restores the garden to
health, This is the plain man's view given us by the Gardener when
he says:

He that hath suffer!d this disordef'd spring

Hath now himself met with the fall of leaf,
The weeds which his broad-spreading leaves did shelter,
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That seem'd in eating him te hold him up, ,
Are pluck!d up root and all by Bolingbroke--
bz;.and Bolingbroke

Hath seized the wasteful King.®

Bolingbroke, then, cannot be considered as merely a usurper.
Indeed, we are left in some doubt as to what his part in the dethrone-
ment really is. It is only later that we learn that Richard had

named Mortimer his successor. Meanwhile, in Richard II, the deposi-

tion is made Yo appear a more or less voluntary abdication in favor
of Bolingbroke. Neither he nor those who follow him appear to be
condermed for their rebellion.

Hotspur's support of Bolingbroke'!s insurrection, then, is on
the whole commendable. In such a confused time men of good faith are
to be found on-either side. The worst that can be said of Hotspur's
initial rebellion is that i£ is neither good nor bad., It does seem
to stamp him, however, as a man who is 1likely to be on the rebellious
side, and it prepares the ground for our second introduction to him,.
wvhen he emerges more sharply info focus.

- This time he is élearly on the wrong side. For Bolingbroke,
as Henry the Fourth, 1s now the anointed king, He is, it is true, an
uneasy king, tormented by uhrest within his own mind and within his
realm, "a king with én'unquiet kingdom and an unguiet mind,“5 and this
unrest may be a divine judgment on him for his usurpation of the
ﬂuwﬁe. His troubled conscience before his death is evidence of this.
He says to Hal:

. o o GOd knows, my son,
By what by-paths and indirect crook'd ways

I met this crown; and I myself know well
How troublesome 1t sat upon my head.7

Ihnry s title to the throne is not good, and the rebellions with which
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7ﬁ§$has to cope may be seen as further divine punishments that were
gdded to his guilty conscience, Thus Hotspur would rather ironi-
cally be understood as serving a divine purpose by rebelling, for
211 that his rebellion was an offense against God. As Lily B. |
gampbell sayé: _

Rebellion was thevrod of chastisement to the bad king,

but the rebels were no less gullty because they were

used by God.S8 :

In actual fact Bolingbroke justifies his title to the throne |
by turning out to be not a totally bad king. Though the crown sits
"troublesome" on his uneasy head, it sits fairly securely. Plagued
by private doubts and suspicions as he 1s, he nevertheless rules
England with a strong and, on the whole, a fair hand, placing the
Weifare of his kingdom above personal gain or vanity, as a good king
ought to do, His rule is directed to securing peace in the realm, as
he on his deathbed assures Prince Hal..9

This is the king against whom Hotspur is in revolt when we
ST meet him for the second time. Ironically it is the same man whom
he joined in rebellion against Richard. But now Hotspur is seeking
to overthrow a properly anointed and, on the Whole,ksatisfactory
king, In so seeking he is denying his clear duty to the order of
society, is thereby establishing himself as a thoroughgoing indivi-
dualist. Thié facf weakens him fatally, whatever his show of streﬁgth
o may be., For a man to become a rebel was for him to make himself
definitely inferior to other men who remained loyal, and this is the
Pesition in which Hotspur places himself., Such a one cannot'fight

With good heart, Shakespeare tells us; all who follow him will be

Infected. Mortimer expresses this belief when accounting to
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orthumberland for Hotspur's defeat and death. The context gives
us no reason to look for a double meaning in the speech, He says:

My lord your son had only but the corpse,

But shadows and the show of men, to fight;

For that same word, rebellion, did divide

The action of their bodies from their souls;

And they did fight with queasiness, constrain'd,

As men drink potions, that their weapons only
Seem'd on our side; but for their spirits and souls,
This word, rebellion, it had froze them up,

As fish are in a pond,

It is not out of conscious villainy, however, or any clear
motive of self-interest, that Hotspur becomes a rebel, His individu-
alism does not aim at enriching himself, Indeed, he has the cireum-
gstances to blame as much as himself for his rebellion. The involved’

argument in the first scene of 1 Henry IV leaves us uncertain as to

ﬂﬁﬁh side is‘right. It doew show that Hotspur has little choice
but to support his father and turn against his king. He is to a
degree forced into rebellion.

However that may be, he rushes into it eagerly, Northumberland
and Worcester, by their urging of him, only add fuel to the fire already
Burning in him., His early reluctance to let anything come "Betwixt my
T love and your high Ma jesty"ll turns with startling suddenness into a -
ranting denunciation of "this ingrate and cank'red Bolingbroke,."12

Shakespeare has, in fact, perfectly suited Hotspur's nature to
the part he must play. For it hurries him into revolt. Being Hotspur,
hélresponds with fervid enthusiasm to the challenge of the situation,
ﬁg is utterly sincere and single-minded, in contrast to the cold-~
blooded wily Worcester, We can believe such a man capable of folly,

but hardly of evil., And yet the course he has turned to is an evil

%ne. Worcester for one makes this clear when he is debating the
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¥ing's offer of pardon before the battle in which Hotspur is
led. In this case his words can be relied on, for he is speak-
ing to a fellow-conspirator about their own deeds. Talking about
Hotspur, he refers to "my nephewfs trespass," to "his offences,"
and "his corruption."3 So there is an ironic contradiction between
Hotspur's nature and his evil-doing, while at the same time what he
is helps to lead him into evil.

And when we come to examine Hotspur'!s character, we discover
‘both why it is that rebellion is suited to him and why he is at the
gsame time so engaging., In the first place, his nature is entirely
open and frank. Guileless to the point of innocence, he is incap-
able of using deceit as a means to achieve his ends., His speech is
glways direct and honest, for he is utterly without duplicity. He
tells the truth aboutvhimself when he says:

By God, I cannot flatter, I_defy
The tongues of soothers!..,l%

But indeed, he mistrusts speech altbgether, parfly perhaps because,
a8 his wife tells us after his death, he speaks "low and tardily,"
on account of ‘

«..Speaking thick (which nature made his blemish).l5
‘ Deeper than that, however, is his mistrust of speech, which
grows out of the fact that he, like Richard and the Bastard, is
basically a man of action. When there is something to be done, there
1s, in his view; no time to talk.v His address to his soldiers beforé

the battle is curt and pointed:

Arm, arm with speed}! and, fellows, soldiers, friends,
Better consider what you have to do '

Than I, that have not well the gift of tongue,

Can 1lift your blood up with persuasion.
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messenger cuts the speech short, and after the interruption he

I thank him that he cuts me from my tale,

[o} Sabh man o his besto:, Jpty thte--

With Hotspur's directness goes his’compiete contempt for any
kind of affectation in others. He can be eloquent enough in express-
ing this contempt, and with this eloquence we find a satirical wit
which probably indicates that Shakespeére is using Hotspur te express
his own feelings., We see this first in Hotspur's angry description of
the

«eecertain lord, neat and trimly dress'd,
Fresh as a bridegroom,..18 4

who camé up to him as he leaned on his sword after the~battle,hand,
perfume box in hand, questioned him about his prisoners., We see it
again in his mocking deflation of Glendower, and it is character-
istic of Hotspur that he is probably the first man who has dared %o
beard the redoubtable Welshman. For to Glendower's bragging "I can
é;ll spirits from the vasty deep," Hotspur retorts;

Why, so can I, or so can any mans
But will they come when you do call for them?l9

But best of all is his opinion of the hack~-poets who infest the court:

I had rather be a kitten and cry mew

Than one of these game metre ballad-mongers.

I had rather hear a brazen canstick turn'd,

Or a dry wheel grate on the axletree,

And it would set my teeth nothing on edge,
Nothing so much as mincing poetry.

1Tis like the fore'd gait of a shuffling nag.20

Hotspur's speech rings vivid and true when he is aroused,

But he prefers action to speech, and the kind of action he

loves best of all is a fight. We feel that this natural love of
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tle is partly responsible for his initial eagerness to join the
~spsurrection. We see this quality indeed the very first time that
wge meet him, when he challenges Aumerle to single combat::

.sethere I throw my gage

To prove it on thee to the extremest point

Of mortal breathing. Seize it, if thou dar'st.<l
ngf appears, in fact, to love the embraces of war more than those of
his wife. For at one point he tells her cruelly:

N esesThis is no world :

To play with mammets and to tilt with lips.

We must have bloody noses agd crack!d crowns,

‘And pass them current too, '

One feels that with Hotspur it is always such a time, and in
viev} of this love of fighting he probably needed no very convincing
reason to persuade him to join the rebellion in the first place, Thé
thought of armed adventure, of "Danger" coupled with "Honour," sets

his head in a whirl., So his father remarks of him:

Imagination of some great exploit
Drives him beyond the bounds of patience,29

And he cannot wait, as we have seen, for the final battle to begin,
éﬁén though he suspects that it will be hibs last. If he had his way,
he would join battle on the very night of the arrival of some of his
supporters,' when more are still to come,24

He has no patience at all, in fact, either in great or small
matters. This lack of patience is first reveal’ed' in his refusal to
Surrender his priéoners to the king., It is seen again in his abrupt
Pféctions to the letter from his defaulting ally: "Hang him, let him
téil the King! we are prepared. I will set forward tonight.,"25 Nor

has he any sympathy whatever for other people's reasons for delayinn‘

him. Even his father is not exempt from his scorn when Hotspur
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eives a message from him saying that he is too sick to fight.
gspur believes the execuse, but he is contemptuous of it:

'Zounds! how has he lelisure to be sick
In such a justling time?%...

Yet he determines to proceed, convincing himself somehow that his
%;fher's defection will be an advantage to them. To the point of
folly he is truly the "hot Lord Percy," "on fire to go," as Glendower
describes him,27
’; So feverish is his nature that tne action of going somewhere

~iften'becomes more important to him than the direction in which he

%s g01ng. He even forgets to bring the map when the rebels meet to-
Eplan their strategy, so unimportant does mere planning appear to him,<8
111 who have come to know him can agree with Worcester's verdict that
ln many ways he is "A hare-brained Hotspur, governed by a spleen n29
Ee is, as his wife tells him, "altogether govern'd by humours,.”30 or
et least he is governed by humours more than he is by ratiocnal consi-
-deratlons. So, irritable and on edge when excitement is in the air,
he is so on fire for action that he loses regard for himself and for
others. His wife describes his behavior as the battle approaches:

. Tell me, sweet lord, what is't that takes from‘thee_

Thy stomach, pleasure, and thy golden sleep?

Why dost thou bend thine eyes upon the earth,
And start so often when thou sit'st alone?

Why hast thou lost the fresh blood in thy cheeks
And given my treasures and my rights of thee

To thick-ey'd musing and curs'd melancholy?Sl

In his uneasy slumbers he fights imaginary battles, she tells hlm.

All these are evidently familiar warnings to her that her husband

has "some heavy business" in hand.®? Hotspur!s name, then, is a

good indication of his passion-governed nature.,

Such a person is, of course, an easy prey for schemers. And

80 it is with Hotspur. He is, to some extent at least, a gullible
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gletim of others. At least he is something of a pawn in Worcester's
pands. This is geen at the very beginning, when after Hotspur has
kworked himself uwp to a fine pitch of indignation Worcester artfully
introduces a full-blown scheme for rebellion, Hotspur poﬁnces on the
gcheme unreflectingly:

I smell it. Upon my life, it will do well.

ﬁh&,.i; éaén;t'éﬁoésé Bu% é .a.nébie.pio%.és
) v Aﬁd at the end he loses his final chance of redemption through
his ﬁnthinking accéptance of Worcester'!s lie about the Kiﬁg's offer of
pardoﬁ.' There is, of course, no way of knowing whether Henry would
have broken'his promise had the rebels acecepted it. At the final
encduhtef with them John of Lancaster persuades them to accept an
armistice that he has no intention of keeping. However, this is not
relevant, for we find that in this case eﬁen the suspicious Worcester
believes that the King will honour his pledge for the time being at
least. But it is Worcester who deceives the gullible Hotspur abou#
that pledge.%4

The truth is that Hotspur, likeable as he is, is something of
& fanatic, His fanatical qualities can be seen as either good or bad.
He is blessed, or cursed, with the fanatic's unyielding obstinacy,
an'obstinacy ﬁhich can drag its owner, almost in spite of himself, int6
Bbth constructive and destructive effort. Worcester, who is a shrewd
éﬁserver of human nature, sums ﬁp this gquality in Hotspur's character
%é?y penetratingly:

In faith, my lord, you are too wilful-blame.

You must needs learn, lord, to amend this fault.
Though sometimes it shows greatness, courage, blood~~

* . L 4 L] * * * L] L] - L4 * *

resent harsh rage,

Yet oftentimes it doth p
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Defect of manners, want of government,
Pride, haughtiness, opinion, and disdain.55

; ‘Most of all, Hotspur is a fanatic about "Homour." In this
;égard he is a complete contrast to Falstaff--Félstaff, who, as we
héve seen, eliminates honour entirely from his scheme of living,
pecause it threatens his success in achieving his prime aim, self-
preservation. Hotspur, on the other hand, is so devoted to honour
ﬂmt in its name he will gladly saerifice not only his own life but
the lives of others, Where Falstaff is all common sense to the utter
e;clusion of honour, Hotspur is all honour to the point of sacrificing
common sense entirely. This contrast between Hotspur and PFalstaff,
surely deliberate on Shakespeare's part, is vividly presented in the
scene where, immediately after Falstaff's exit with the lines:

To the latter end of a fray and the beéinnlng of a feast
Fits a dull fighter and a keen guest,d

Eétspur enters with his impractical suggestion:
We'll fight with him tonight.37

Yet Hotspur is attractive even at his most foolish, because
even in his folly he is almost entirely unselfish. His individualism
‘then is reallj negative, in the sense that it does not consist of
self-consideration. "Honour," however vaguely defined, is a thing
outside himself, a cause for which he is willing, even eager, to die,
Honour is his god, and in its worship he even becomes guilty of the
high—flown speech which normally he desplses. In comparison with
honour everjthing else is worthless. He says:

Send Danger from the east unto the west,

So Honour cross it from the north to south,
And let them grapple....38

And gagain,
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By heaven, methinks it were an easy leap

To pluck bright Honour from the pale-faced moon,.
Or dive into the bottom of the deep,

Where fadom line could never touch the ground,
And pluck up drowned Honour by the locks,

So he that doth redeem her thence might wear
Without corrival all her dignities;S?9

Indeed, this essentially knightly aspect of Hotspur's charac-
ter is known and admired by all who meet him, friend and foe alike,
King Henry sings his praises at the very beginning, when he contrasts
him to his own unpromising Hal, and envies Northumberlénd that he
should be

...the father to so blest a son--

A son who is the theme of honour's tongue,

Among a grove the very straightest plant,

Who is sweet Fortune's minion and her pride,40
Hotspur is to Prince Hal a "child of honour and renown."4l He is to
Douglas "the king of honour."42 After Hotspur's death the Prince
speaks of him as having been "the noble Percy."4® In retrospect Lady

Percy sees her husband's honour as having been a quality that

eeeStuck upon him as the sun
In the grey vault of heaven, and by his light

Did all the chivalry of England move
To do brave acts....44

Finally, he is more than once extolled by King Henry as an ideal for
5}3 erring son to emulate,

B Indeed, only once is there seen an outburst of frank self-
interest in Hotspur. This occurs in the scene where the rebels plan
their division of the spoils. Here Hotspur says.

Methinks my moiety, north from Burton here,

In quantity equals not one of yours.,

See how the river comes me cranking in

And cuts me from the best of all my land

A huge half-moon, a monstrous cantle out.

I'1ll have the current in this place damnt!d up,
And here the smug and silver Trent shall run

¢
B 3
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In a new channel, fair and evénly.
It shall not wind with such a deep indent
To rob me of so rich a bottom here,49

?ﬁgen examination this manifestation of self-interest is seen to
‘53 an amusing peccadillo rather than a basic trait. It is part of
Hotspur's love of aiquarrel for its own sake. It is also a point
of honour, in a queer perverted way. For when Glendower yields the
peint to him, his answer is:

I do not care. I'll give thrice so much land

To any well-deserving friend;

But in the way of bargain, mark ye me,
I'11l cavil on the ninth part of a hair,46

All that we have said about Hotspur, then, adds up to a

Siéﬁre that will serve a cause with selfless fervor and 1oyalty, a
ﬁature whose very faults are attractive. But it is also a nature
that almost in spite of itself, and still thinking that 1t is pursu-
ing "Honour," can easily be swept into an essentially dishonourable
ceurse. So in an age that in many ways invited rebellion, when it
was not sasy to distinguish what true rule was, 1t was almost inevi-
table that such a man as Hotspur should be a rebel, Thls is part of
his tragedy. For Shakespeare makes it abundantly clear, as we have
seen, that true loyalty was actually to be found in service to the
?euse of Bolingbroke,

o And so this "very valiant rebel"47 comes to an end which isx
really a judgment on the fact of his rebellious 1ndiv1dualism, a
Judgment which is fittingly executed by Prince Hal. Hal has now
emerged as the symbol'of ideal kingship; men on both sides recognize
that "England did never owe so sweet a hope"48 as he., Hotspur's

Star is setting while Hal's is rising; there is no room for a Hotspur

WMo is against such a prince. Hal says to him before they fight:
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Two stars keep not their motion in one sphere,
Nor can one England brook a double reign
0f Henry Percy and the Prince of Wales,49

ge Hotspur dies at Halls hahds.
And there is great irony in the final meeting of thesé two.

For they are alike in many wayé. Although Hotspur, like most of the
others, has from the beginning misunderstood the Prince's true nature
and has despised him as a "sword-and-buckler Prince of Wales,"50 Hal
has consistently admired Hotspur, as we have seen, for his nobility
and honour. Had Hal been Hotspur's king, Hotspur might have served
him with as loyal a devotion as the Bastard served a far worse king,
vfhis could not be, of course, if for no other reason than that
shakespeare was dealing, however loosely, with historical facts, But
iﬁ this historical frameworklhe has made Hotspur such a man as could
vnpt serve under such a king as Henry the Fourth, when there was euch
‘provocation to rebellion, ‘He has given us é man whose circumstances
;nd‘Whose impractical idealism combine to lead him into the kind of
individualistic villainy represented by an upsetting of the established-
order., Underlying this picture there is a pérsistent note of %ragic
ifony. ’

_ This irony is emphasized by the odd foreboding of death that
Hotspur feels before his final battle; It seems to be more than the
familiar fatalism of the fighting man. This foreboding can be seen
in his brief final address to his men, when he says:

An if we live, we live to tread on kings,
If die, brave death, when princes die with usdl

For he has just told them:

0 gentlemen, the time of life is shortio2
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ind & day or so before the battle he concludes a conference with
ﬁbrcester and Douglas with the grimly jovial prophecy:

Doomsday is near, Die all, die merrily,.®3

It is what Hotspur does, then, and not what he is that we‘
afe asked to condemn, although what he is contributes to what he
jdoes. But his trouble is mainly in his situwation. At the worst he
is foolish, and not deliberately villainous; he is, as it were, an
aécidental individualist, and under different éircumstance he might
have been a model of loyal leadership. For he is not lacking in
loyalty; he is merely loyal to the wrong things. And this fault in
him is mitigated by the fact that he lives in an age when it was
difficult to know where true loyalty belonged. But being a rebel
against what more and more clearly comes to be seen as "true rule,"
he is dooméd. Yet he is,not\daﬁned, partly because his good quali-
ties outweigh his bad, and partly because he is a tragic victim of
circumstances towards which his own weaknesses hurry him, Gullible
and impatient, he is led into.rebellién by hypoeritical advisers who
end by betraying him into a hopeless battlé. Hebis the mest sympa-
thetie of all Shakespeare'svindividualists--so sympathetic that he
¢an hardly be called a villain at all., So perhaps it is not teo
fanciful to use for a farewell to him the words from Prince Hal's

_epitaph over his dead body:

Adieu, and take thy praise with thee to heaven}®4 -
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CHAPTER V

Iago - "Honest, honest Tago."l
' "More fell than anguish, hunger, or the seal'?

"I am not what I am,"$
. There is in Tago a contradiction that cannot be resolved,
Any attempt to make him psychologically believable inevitably

founders on the rock of the absolute dvalism between his inner and

:Quter nature., The terrible tension of the drama arises in part from

this contradiction. For the audience is in on a secret-.about Iago
which is.hidden, until the very end, from almost all who know him.
All his acquaintances, whether they are wise or foolish, Whether'they
know him intimately or slightly, are deceived about him, Othello,
Lodovico and Desdemona variouély describe him as "honest," "good,"
"hold," "kind," "full of love and honesty," "wise," "brave," "just,"
and "valiant"--"honest" being the adjective applied to him again and

again by Othello, the wisest and the noblest of them all, and the

-principal object of his hatred, Othello's eyes are still shut te

Iago's real nature even after his betrayal, when he continues‘for_a
time to see him as "an honest man,™"4

This contradiction has proved a stumbling-block to many
tritics. Tucker Brooke, for example, unable to accept Iago's psycho-
lpgical improbability, takes the evidénce of his friends at its face

value, and interprets him as a fundamentally honest man who is led

%@tolvillainy against his better nature, and who is repentant ab
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hewend.5 Nicell says that Iago ié to be considered as "a pitiful
ything of circumstance, "6 But explanations like these, ignoring
as they do Iago's self-revelations in soliloquy'and in his first act
econversations with the uncomprehending Roderigo, are most uncemvincing.
The fact is that Iago's deceit of his friends simply has to
bevaccepted. In truth he is from the beginning what he is seen to be
by all at the end--the "inhuman c?Log_,""'7 "more fell.than anguish, hunger,
- lor the sea."8 " Yet nonevexcept the audience know it until after his
ﬁmhuman work is done., Then, and then only, do all awaken to his true
 %ature. And Shakespeare has made this postulate so dramatically con~-
ﬁincing that the psychological question it arouses is not asked,
Jago is the moving spirit in what 1s probably Shakespeare's most suc~
eessful play, from the point of view of its immediate effectiveness
_upon the stage. This is by no means to say that Othello is absolutely
his best play. But in terms of its ability to'ﬁfoduce an immediate
and powerful effect upon an audience, through its poetry and dfama,
ieW‘plays can equal it. And few characters on any stage can equal
iago in vitality and color. He is the diabolic hero of Othello;
without him it~would be nothing., And this is enough for him to be.

This must be said at the beginning in order to clear the air,

ﬁago is an individualist and therefore relevant to this study, but
%here is much that we ought not to look for in him, His individualism
4s not the most important thing aboutvhim; it is neither as coherent
‘mer as faréregching in ifs human implications as is that of some of
s$he other characters studied,r:Shakéspeare‘passes judgment on Iago's

ﬁndividualistié behavior as he'does,on that of the others. But his

@rimary concerh--tq make him and the play as effective as possible
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+the performance~--seems to have outweighed every other considera-
f;j;@n. Jago may be the popular Elizabethan concept of ﬁhe Machiavels
‘he may have in him, as Stoll argues, more of the Mediaeval Vice than
anything else;‘ he may be a devil straight from Hell, It is impossible,
nowever, to prove any of these contentions, As any one of these he
would, of course, be an effective stage villain. But even 1if we
accept the dramatic trickery involved, as an audience does, and assume
that all his friends are deceived about him until the very end and
that therefore their evidence about his "honesty" is worthless, no-
where in Othello do we find Tago explicitly associated with either the
Mgchiavei or the Vice. The hell-symbol recurs a few times, most
notably when Iago compares his code of behavior with that of a fiend,
He says:

When devils will the blackest sins put on,

They do suggest at first with heavenly shows,

As I 30 NOWeeeo '
And he precedes this with an oath which may be regarded as the invoca=
tion of his true lord, when he exclaims: "Divinity of helllM

Iago, in short, is like a devil, as he himself admits, and
as others finally come to recognize., He 1s a total villain and being
this is diabolic. Bubt to say that he is a devil is to guess at
Shakespearet!s intention by reading something into the play that is not'
there, All that is certain is that Iago is :.[.ago, and as Iago he
behaves very like a devil, there being no limits to his villainy. At
any rate, the point here is that as a specimen of humanity he is
sharply limited by his diabolism, if that is what it is.’ Hé is at

bottom inhuman, as Shakespeare takes painé to assure us. And so, for

211 his scintillating on the stage, he cannot be seen as very closely
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\f;ela‘ted to mankind in general, He reflects the individualism of
'};ﬁal 1life only in the most general fashion. |

In this regard he resembles' Richard the Third, who seems to
b@ his most closely related ancestor. He is, of coufse, much more
gubtly drawn than Richard. Iago has no obvious deformity, for one
thing. He reveals himself in soliloquy, like Richard, but less
ecrudely and directly. Like Richard he knows neither repentance nor
ghadow of repentance at the end, in spite of the flimsy evidence
wvhich Mr. Brooke adduces of 1,10 Tor he is damned from the beginning,
In spite of his wit and charm and apparently well-favored appearance |
he is outside the human pale and never comes close to being within it,
Like Richard he is a diabolic individualist, |

But his position in Othello is not the same as that of
Richard in his play. Perhaps this difference between the two indi-
cates on Shakespearel!s part a deepening awareness and condemnation of
the selfish individualist. For this is not primarily Iago's story.b
He is Othello!s antagonist, and although he overcomes Othello he is
always overshadowed by the Moor., Perhaps indeed Iago's villainy is
deliberately deepened to bring out by contrast Othello's praiseworthy
and. ever-evident natural nobility of soul. There is, thén, no "moral

holiday" in Othello as there was in Richard III; however much we may

b;e,;;inalined to revel in Iago's light-hearted total villainy, we are
tonstantly reminded, from the beginning of the third aét on, that. the
story is Othello's tragedy. And whatever Iago may be, Othellé isl a
human being. This play is tragedy, not merely melodrama, and in it

the melodramatic villain, Iago, is subordinated to the tragic hero,

Othello,
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However, Iagot!s villainy is the impelling factor in thé
ragedy, and his villainy is rooted in his peculiar individualism,
phis villainous indi%idualism he reveals fully in the first two acts,
%@ that by the time that his plot against Othello swings into action
yie is completely known %o us. Our first meeting with him shows that
‘as an‘individualist-he is utterly self-centred and so is complebely
contemptuous of all external loyalties. He serves his own interests
wxclusively. He assures us of this truth about him more than once,
For example, he undoubtedly tells the truth about himself when in
desceribing his concept of the ideal follower tb Roderigo he says:

+«esOthers there are |

Who, trimm'd in forms and visages of duty,

Keep yet their hearts attending on themselves;

es«These fellows have some soul;

And such a one do I profess myself...ll
éﬁ1the same speech he says of his service to Othello:

In following him, I follow but myself.lg

The fact that Iago consistently follows but himself is the
mark of his individualism; the verdict on such individualism 1s seen
§h~it3'clear association with destructive villainy. ‘However, the
peculiar feature of ITago's self-interest is that'it is not plainly
ﬁirected to the achievement of any positive advantage for himself,
'%ut apparently has only the negative aim of evil for its own sake,
@his in fact is the diabolic aspecﬁ of his individuwalism. It is true
‘that he at different times suggests plausible reasons for his}behavior.
ﬁMt in no case can the statement be considered a straightforward or
ﬁdequate explanation of the dark forces that drive him on. On the

~%bntrary, these motives, tailored %o fit Iégo's need of~tha-m@ment,

%ary with the occasions that inspire them. None of them, evén if
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gfant»that Tago from the beginning is totally self-centred, as
ust, but deny that he is basically inhuman, can be construed as
eounting for his_ subsequent actions or as even bearing a very close
jation to them. Unprejudiced examination of Iago's part in QOthello
emphasizes the exactness of Coleridge‘s oft-quoted comment concerning
ghis villain's "motiveless malignity."

This fact is borne out in our introduction to Iago. In the
&pening scene he gives an explanation of his grudge against Othello
and the world, and a suggestion of what he hopes to gain by his re-
pellion against his injurers. He is an old soldier of proven merit,
b.e reminds Roderigo, one who should through "old gradation"ld be
promoted automatically by right of mere seniority. But the position

he has coveted and thought to have by right has been taken by an

upstart theoretician, one Cassio, "that never set a squadron in the .

field 114 put who was an adept in the unpleasant art of boot-licking.

,Therefore, it is implied, Iago may right this unjust situation, or

at least be avenged (an understandable and entirely human motive) on

those who have wronged him,.
’ But here as elsewhere Iago is simply producing a motive to

serve him as a tactic in his game of evil-doing. For .the very first

thlng that we learn about him is that he hates Othello, "Despise me,

vif I do not, nld he says in answer to Roderigo's reminder, Hatred, of

Othello as well as of everyone else, is his ruling emotion, and this
hatred does not yield to any explanation. Because Roderigo is com-

Pletely under his spell, he bares his soul to him, telling the truth
fPout himself which he tells to no one else, but tells elsewhere only

111 soliloquy. So in soliloquy later he repeats the ‘theme: "I hate
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 the Moor."16 And the explanation of this sentiment that he pours
into Roderigo's foolish ear simply will not bear the weight of that
unholy hatred. It convinces Roderigo, howevér,'and this is its main
objective. That Iago has his tongue in his cheek is evident later
when he admits in soliloquy that the Othello whom he has pictured to
Roderigo as blinded to Iago's merits because of his "loving his own
pride and purposes"lr7 is in reality "of a constant, lov1ng, noble,
nature,"18 or the Cassio whom he here condemns he later in soliloquy
tells the simple truth when he says:

He hath a daily beauty in his life
That makes me ugly,...

Iago often tells the truth about himself to Roderlgo. But
ﬂmn he tells a different story in soliloquy, it must be assumed that
he is deceiving Roderigo for a purpose., And it seems obvious that
his purpese in building up to Roderigo the injustice done him is
simply to enlist the services of the eager fool by giving him a
credible (to ROderigo) reason for his hatred of both Othelleo and
Cassio. As for Iago, he needs no reason to hate., The hatred is out
of all proportion to the offence described here, as anyone but
$Merigo would see; what reason is there, unless it is inborn malig-
n for the statement that immediately follows? Here Iago says of

 el1o: |

I follow him to serve my turn upon him,<0

Nor do the other motives that Iago sﬁggests carry any ma e
f ﬁviction than the initial one. For they are inconsgistent with each
”;? hﬁ?, and al though they are uttered in soliloquy and could at the

nt of utterance be sincere, they seem to be forgotten as soon as

are spoken. At any rate, they are never referred to'again as a
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tive for Iagot's conduct. The most serious of these is the accusa-

gion that Othello has made a cuckold of him, He says to himself of

this fancied wrong:
“ For that I do suspect the lusty Moor

Hath leap'd into my seat; the thought whereof

Doth, like a poisonous mineral, BZnaw my inwards,...2l
%he very idea of this treachery, he avers, makes him mad for venge-
v;;ce. It leads him as well to love Desdemona, as he says:
| eseNow I do love her too;

Not out of absolute lust (though peradventure

I stand accountant for as great a sin)
4 But partly led to diet my revenge.<2
A strange love this! It tells us little of its'object, but much of
Tago. What passes for love with him is a compound of "lust" and a
thirst for "revenge,"

And nothing can or shall content my soul

Ti11l I am even'd with him, wife for wife;

Or failing so, yet that I put the Moor

At least into a jealousy so sggong
That judgment cannot Cur€esces

This soliloquy of course cannot be ignored. _Perhaps Tago
h@nestly does "suspect the Moor."™ The suspicion, however, follows
the mention ofvhisilust and his passibn for revenge, and may be an
attempt to justify them to himself. And it is certainly not consis-
ﬁént wiﬁh his earlier solilbquy, when he denied that the rumour of
§$hello's adultery with Emilia carried any special conviction with
him. For there he says:.

w0 ~ And it is thought abroad that 'twixt my sheets
‘ He has done my office. I know not if't be truej...24%

‘him, indifferent, suspicion to the service of his hatred. It is

explanation of that hatred, for he goes on to say:
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Yet I, for mere suspicion in that kind,
Will do as if For surety...2o

Nowhere in fact, except in the one soliloquy, is there any-
ing to make us think that Iago sincerely believes in Othello's

"'betrayal of him with Emilia. On the contrary, he more than once

ackmwledges the Moor's nobility and integrity. And indeed, in the

seliloquy in question he follows the accusation against Othello with

g similar one against Cassio:

\ For I fear Cassio with my night-cap t00,26

&ither of these pretences can be believed, although it is not clear
why Shakespeare has Iago profess them to himself., If for the moment
he really believes them, it is only for the moment; the "poisonous
;mineral" that has gnawed his "inwards" is far more deep-rooted and
endurlng than they., The malicious tone of the soliloquy, however, is
1n tune with his spirit, and the note on which it ends reveals his
inmest soul., For an honourable desire for vengeance would be under-
g&_andable, but what Iago sees in himself has nothing to} do with his
trumped-up injuries. The action that he will take, as yet undefined,
ée terrﬁs "knavery.” So he concludes: |

Knavery's plain face is never seen till us'd.27

No other human motives are explicitly avowed, and none are
even 1mplied very clearly, although many have been found. A bit of
’flimsy guesswork, for example, might see Iago as honestly in love
with Desdemona, and so jealous of béth Othello and Cassio. But this
breaks down in the face of his stated intention to undo both Othello
and Desdemona.28 Again, Iago has no prospect of enriching himself .

by his conduct, nor does he show any eagerness to do so. So he is-

:§°’G simply a materialist. If he has a lust for power, he chooses
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unpromising approach to i1t. Mere pigque, or even the rage of
mstration, doés not adequately account for what he does. In fact,
ago's only unvarying guiding prineiple is his hostility to goodness
;d happiness. So he hates Othello for his goodness, and hates him
ven more for his new=found happiness. A statement of this hatred
ié;ways precedes a statement of one of his unconvincing reasons for so
ﬁﬁting.' He hates on principle, because he is so constituted that he
~§ges evil simply because it is evil. And this is the content of his
’égrvice to himself, which is his individualism, In following but
'iﬂmself he follows the very principle of evil, naked and unadorned,

f’ This guidihg principle then, if it can be called a principle,
ié made abundantly clear in the first two acts. I¥ is crystallized
as we have seen in his hatred of Othello. That he hates Othello is
éﬁé first fact about him which is established, and it is a fact about
ﬁﬁch he re-assures us at intervals. And then this hatred is seen

to broaden out into a hatred of huménity in general, a hatred that

is rooted in an inétinctive malice, From this general malice it
follows that Ilago will do evil to anyone at all, merely for the sake
of evil-doing. To do this is his delight, his "sport and profit,"29
He betrays his true malice when he eggs Roderigo on to injﬁre Othello,
for he says:

If thou canst cuckold him, thou dost thyself a pleasure,
me a sport.50

The fact that Iago'!s destructiveness is aimed not merely at
one person but at happiness itself is evidenced by his reaction to

the bliss of Othello and Desdemona, when he says in an ironic aside:

0, you are well tun'd now!
But I'1ll set down the pegs that make this music,
As honest as I am,9l
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is determined to ruin Desdemona, to "turn her virtue into pitch"52
n the eyes of the world. He will "have our Michael Cassio on the
‘p.nSS He will in the process dest?oy Roderigo, "this poor trash
‘;f Venice,"4 His malice extends to everyone within his range,

| And this is essentially inhuman.‘ Iago;;as we have seen,
gpecifically compares himself to a devil at one point. His love of
5&11 for its own sake is diabolic in its motivelessness. Thus he |
kgoncludes of his plot to involve Desdemona; Othello and Cassio in a
;isastrous misunderstanding:

I have't! It is engend'red! Hell and night
" Must bring this monstrous birth to the world's light,%9

And at the end Othello, his eyes belatedly opened, sees him for what
ne really is--a "demi-devil."®® Iago himself describes his deviltry
‘appropriately, when it is half-accomplished, -as "my poison,"37 And
ggain he says’ironically: -

Work on,
My medicine, work:98

:éﬁe "medicine," then, is "poison," administeredknot to cure but for
é)other reason than to cause anguish,

 ;‘ | That this is so is made perfectly clear in the final soliloquy
‘g?_the second act, when Iago, abandoning all his previous pretences of
;ﬁtivation, exults unblushingly in his determination to do evil for no
other reason than that it is evil and in fact, in a passage already
Quoted, eqﬁates himself with a fiend. Rejoicing in his deceit of
‘others--"And what's he then that says I play the villain?"39--he
ineludes in his scheme of destruction "th' inclining Desdemona,"‘Qthhe

lﬂéor, "enfetter'd to her leve,"4l and Cassio. From Desdemona's very

‘8oodness he states that he will
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seesimake the net
That shall enmesh them all,%2

Jago's evil is negative in the sense that it is a complete
gbsence of good. It is Satanic, Being what he is, he is by nature
ﬁ;aware and incapable of good., Like Milton's later Satan, whom he

iﬁ some ways resembles, he might have said, because there is nothing
else for him to say about good, "Evil, be thou my good." Like Satan,
hé will exploit goodness to bring about evil. But unlike Satan he
hés not even the memory of good behind him to give him for a time the
dignity of tragedy. Like Richard the Third, he is wholly devoted to
the principle of evil, is whollyicut off from good, and there 1s no
'sﬁggestion that he is or ever has been otherwise.

But the evil that he brings on others is more subtle than
Richard‘s evil. The injuries that he inflicts penetrate to the verj
séul, for he is more concerned with spiritual than with bodily destruc~-
tién. He does not shrink from phys;éal violence of course, and he
even éppears, like Richard, to relish the idea of it. Thus he prefers
if possible to have Desdemona maimed as she is murdered. For when
Othello, by‘this time fully convinced of Desdemona's infidelity, turns
te him for advice as to her punishment, Iago, his Villainy now able to
aﬁsert itself quite o?enly, repties viciously:

Do it not with poison. Straﬁgle her in her bed, even
the bed she hath contaminated.45 ~

i Yet Tago is chiefly bent on the desfruction of souls. Above
%J slse his main target is the soul of Othello and the emanation of
thello's soul--his love for Desdemona, And in this play Othello, in
Iﬁs nobility of soul, in the universal confidence which he inspires,

:ﬁmears to be a representative of some kind of desirable moral order
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n the worid. He is the best in human nature. In Othello, morality
ay be:- subdued and under-emphasized, but.it is there. And Othelle's
love for Desdemona, unselfish and pure as it is, is surely the very
fapex of human leve. This is one manifestation of the gquality that
can, and should, bind human beings together in the world,

It is this emotion which is entirely outside Iago's nature,
He has no comprehension of it, therefore. This lack of understanding
is revealed in his coarse and mistaken estimate of the quality of
that love. For when Cassio says of Desdemona:

She's a most exquisite lady.
he replies:

And, I'll warrant her, full of game.%4
That the love of Othello and Desdemona carries with it overtones of
some kind of ideal love is made clear by Othello's statement of what
its destruction would involve., For at one point he says to her:

eesAnd when I love thee not,
Chaos is come again,45

Jagols devilish individualism, then, is associated with the
bringing about of Chaos. He would destroy Othello's soul by destroy-
ing his love. And if he destroys Desdemona's body into the bargain,
so much the better. The only way to destroy love (which involves
Qomplete trust and which he does not understand) is to replace it by
'Ets opposité, hatred (which he does understand). The instrument to
;achieve this exchange 1s jealousy, which involves mistrust. Therefore
ﬁhe play becomes centred about Iago's efforts to make jealousy pre-
vvail most of all in Othello.

In the first two acts he shows his skill at arousing this

'ﬂestructive emotion, and he glves a foretaste of what he will do to
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hello later on., His first viectim is his easiest--the gull

derigo, already fancying himself in love with Desdemona, It is
-triek at all to inflame Roderigo's apparently adolescent passion
-a pitch of jealousy. Iago can now use him as a tool in arousing
idifferent kind of jealousy-~that of'é father for his daughter;
Here he only adds fuel to a fire already burning in Brabantio's

ast. But Brabantie's efforts to injure Othello are defeated by
thello's obvious integrity, and Iago does not succeed in turning
f£Whello against Brabantio. For when he tells Othello of Brabantio's

yéileged villainy, Othello merely answers:

Let him do his spite;
My services which I have done the 31§niory
Shall out-tongue his complaints....%

4nd so they do. Othello will not be destroyed this easily. So Iago
ﬁew addresses himself in earnest to the task, énd the last threé acts
éme concerned almost exclusively with his efforts to conquer Othello's
géul by breaking the bond between him and Desdemona.

k The stepé in that struggle are so familiar, having been re-
traced so often and so well, that no attempt will be made to follow
‘ﬁhan in detail here, AIt should be noted, however, that Iago, being
;ltogether evil, is quite indifferent to the suffering and death

fhat result from his actions. Ph&sical injury is not his chief con-
cern, but the more there is of it, the better pleased is Tago, Theré
seems little ground for arguing, as Tucker Brooke does, that ITago is
drlven by boredom to inflict more injury than he intends, that he is

s it were, an acclidental villain, It is nonsense, in fact, to talk

of his "honesty and innate kindliness."47 Tago's actions speak for

fiﬂwmselves and reveal the sort of being he is. For not only, as
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as been shown, does he, when it is safe for him te be outspoken,
rutally advise Othello to strangle Desdemona, but with his own
and he unheslitatingly stabs his wife Emilia when at the end his
pack is to the wall and she seems to be a threat to him, He sets
‘gederigo and Cassio to fighting, urging Roderigo to remove Cassio
by "knocking out his brains,"48 hoping that either one or the other,
or preferably both, will be killed:

o s Now whether he kill Cassio,.

Or Cassio him, or each do kill the other,

Every way makes my game,...49

When Roderigo loses the fight and his death seems certain,
‘IJago attempts to speed Cassio on his way as well, bj attacking him
#rom behind.®® Then, in case Roderigo does not die, he betrays him
40 a certain punishment.51 He even attempts to have the poor
strumpet Bianca aecused of complicity in a murder plot.52 How can
it be said that this brutality, at best indifferent to suffering and
;t worst positively bloodthirsty, is not one of lago's inborn traité?
j’ Other characteristics appear in him. When the time is ripe
%or it he, like Richard, favors sudden action. His advice to
ﬁoderigo might be taken as his own motto:

es oAy, that's the way!
Dull not device by coldness and delay.9d

He is resourceful in an emergency, as is shown by his quick thinking
gn allaying Roderigo's growing suspicion of him., At this point he
;first flatters the poor fool and then coaxes him on to do further
}feacherous service to himseif. He says to him:

eeel SEE thgre's mettle in thee...Give me thy hand,
Roderigo...24% ,

- But these qualities are secondary. Tago is more subtle than

Richard., His chief weapon is words, and where Richard was skillful
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them when the need arose, Iago's skill with them is the means
hich he attains his ends. It is with words, for example, that
péurs the poison in Othello's ear. With them he ;ttacks Othello's.
ry soul, which is his main objective. He knows when to insinuate,
ghen to play the innocent, wﬁen to wax poetic, when to act the bluff,
p:ain-spoken gsoldier, when to attack and when to withdraw. Most of

éll, he knows when his enemy is ready to fall, so that he can deliver

Ehe verbal coup de grace, the "strangle her," the response to which

fill prove that love 1is dead.

o And through all this, Shakespeare has made Iago a deplorably
delightful villain. We enjoy his wit and bland hypecrisy all the

g@re because we in the audience are not deceived by it, as when he

says to Montano:

I had rather have my tongue cut from my mouth
Than it should do offence to Michael Cassio,99

;érhaps it is because in his atrocious hypocrisy, he is fundamentally
gﬁuman. At any rate, he is impressive and not repulsive; he speaks
ggth prose and poetry; ironically, some of his most hypocritidal
;%aﬁements are couched in his most memorable poetry, as for example,
h;s well-known moralizing about "good name," which begins?

Good name, in man and woman, dear my lord
Is the immediate jewel of their souls...Sé

Yet he is a villain, a diabolic individualist, and as such,
the play implies, he is deserving only of condemmnation, For one
thing, there are aspects of decent human life which he cannot under-
Qténd, and we are from time to time reminded of ﬁhis lack. For

®xample, to him "honour" is meaningless; it is nothing he insists,

to the man who has it; and it is avdeceptioﬁ to others. By
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putation" Cassio eclearly means "honour," for it is his "immortal
.97  But "reputation” is deflated by the uncomprehending Iago
less than nothing., He says: ",..Reputation is an idle and most
3lse imposition; oft got without merit and lost without deserving.
158 If he is a materialist, it is simplj because all positive
piritual realities are entirely outside his ken.

Most important, when order is restored at the end Iago is

}%ndone. And order is restored. He 1s successful in his villainy,

ut not absolutely successful., He takes Othello down to Hell with

m., He sees Desdemona to her death., He overthrows entirely the

order of Othello's limited world. But Othello's eyes are opened

f;efore the end., He sees lago for what he is, and he recognizes the
i;byss into which Iago has dragged him., Desdemona's innocence has
1 ﬁot been touched, She is simply a tragic victim like Cordelia in
King Lear, but unlike Cordelia an entirely passive one. That order
kﬁas been restored the closing words of Lodovico assure us; and Iago's
bverthrow.is the verdict on him., He is only at home in a situation
of disorder. ‘

Iago as an individﬁalist’is condemned., But it would be a
‘mistake to look for too many overtones of humanity in him, e con-
'sistently follows but himself, as he assures us from time to time.
;BUt the exact content of his service to himself is never made clear,

~Psychologically analyzed, lago would surely reveal himself as a

pathological case. But he is not meant to be‘analyzed psychologically.
IS ? He is a villain forvvillainy's sake, Shakespeare compels us to accept
him as that, just as he compels us, for the duration of the perform-

@nce at least, to believe that Iago's friends could think him honest, -

When in reality their opinion of him is no indication at all of his
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e nature, Shakespeare's success in so tricking us is a measure
his artistry. Yet Iago is not totally unlike a man. His indi-
uvalism, even if it is diabolic, is also in itself a very human

ality, and for that individualism he is clearly condemned.
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CHAPTER VI

Edmund - "A manifold traitor"l

Edmund is Shakespearels clearest comment on human individu-
glism. For in King Lear the playwright looks at life more directly,
¥m@re searchingly, more inclusively, and more realistically than any-
gmhere else., It is true that the play's first assumptions are incred-
}ible in terms of real life; to get the action under way, we must
‘accept the supposition that a king would parcel out his kingdom to
two flatterers while he rejects the one who has always loved him, and
‘éiater that a father would believe a bastard son's defamation of the
strue son when the bastard is almost unknown to him, having been away
for nine years. Bub of the first scene Granville-Barker aptly says:
MIts probabilities are neither here nor there. A dramatist may
‘postulate any situation he has the means to interpret, if he will
.ebide by the logilc of it after."2 ' |
Given this postulate, then, what follows is not simply
dramatic life; it is surely life itself as Shakespeare saw it., It
:is high art too, of course, with life sharpened and compressed and
‘rarefied so that the drama gives us the very essence of ite But one
feels that if the dramatist anywhere comments profoundly and difectly
on human life and human actions and human motives as he saw them, it

is here, This being so, we may expect to find in King Lear a man

‘who, more fully than in any other play of Shakespeare's, represents
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kind of individualism with which this study is concerned. We
.expect to find one who is convincingly human, but whose character
yggests more of the implications of such individuvalism in human
éciety than any we have yet seen, We may also expect tb discover
lear judgment passed at the end on him and his way of life,
- Edmund is just such a man, In terms of Shakespeare's judg-
» ggnt on the individualist he is the most significant figure dealt
? yith in this study. However, the problem of dealing with him is
mplicated by the fact that he is a secondary character in the play.
ramatically, he is not nearly és vividly or as sharply delineated
€§,Iago, his immediate ancestor. He does not occupy as much of the
é@reground in King Lear as Iago does in Qthello. In his play, as has
liﬁgen shown, Iago is all villain, an-almost unbelievable (in terms of
'¥eal life) human devil whom the poet's art compels us to accept, a
gort of refined Richard the Third. But with Iago this does not
'ﬁatter. Edmund on the other hand is in this regard much more than
?ago, for he invites comparison with life., In him we feel that
Shakespeare is commenting on one aspect of human behavior as it
actually is. On the stage, then, he is less striking than lago; as
ﬁ.type of humanity, Edmund is much the more significant of the two.
ik Indeed, his secondary but decisive position in thé action is
gn indication of Shakespeare's judgment on the place of Edmund's type
éf individvalism in life, PFor, as has been suggested, in King Lear
Shakespeare is looking at life directly and seeing it whole. it is
tertainly a dark and perhaps a bitter view, but i1t is not, as

?;@iddleten Murry suggests, a distorted one., King Lear's madness does

éyﬁet reflect Shakespearel's own state of mind when he wrote the play,.
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- here he does plunge disturbingly deep into the depths of human

erience. The resulﬁ is an artistic presentation of 1life that for

fundity has perhaps never heen equalled., It is always human life

é this play, for all its characters are recognizable human beings.

in Lear then, in a sense, is a‘direét refléction of the humen situa-

jon. And in this picture the individualist who from the beginning

ursues his own gain in complete disregard of ofhers plays a vital

élé. He brings great harm to the others., He is a villain. As

uch he is subordinate both to those like Lear and Gloucester who

e a tragic mixture of good and bad, and to those like Cordelia and

dgar who are all but perfect. Edmund's villainy is released only |

hen the weaknesses of the central figures open the door %o it. ﬁe

s at the bottom of the human heap.

At the same time, he is within it, He is all the more im=-

pressive because Shakespeare has made him so entirely human., He is
11 too uncomfortably mortal indeed, and there is little need to sus-

E%end our disbelief in order to accept him., He is engaging and even

%@mic because he so light-heartedly surrenders to evil. But granting

;ﬁis inborn tendency to self-aggrandizement, his motives Tfor behaving

@s he does are clear and consistent, and to some extent we are even
ﬁempted to symbathize with him., This sympathy is increased by the
ﬁiscovery that Edmund has a conscience; there are hints, as will be
?f@hown, that he has better feelings which stfuggle, weakly it is true,
ffagainst the coufse he is following. And at the end in a flash of
;fself-realization he sees how far he has removed himself from the

i?ﬁcceptable order of things., His remorse turns him into a miner tragic

hero for a moment before his death. Edmund, in short, is an intelligent
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an being. But this faet only serves to emphasize his villainy,
ore terrible because it is so convincingly human. This villainy
rooted in his completé individualism,

Yet in both his humanity and his individvalism Edmund is so
ch one of us, so commonplace in a way, SO human, that we in an age'
ich has made a virtue of individualism may resent the fact fhat
most from the beginning of the play Shakespeare so clearly labels

m a villain.s He is so sturdily self-reliant, so freely enter-
ising in.overcoming his hatural handicaps, so charged with indivi-
alistic initiative, that we may be inclined to wonder at the evil
nsequences of his conduct, and at the harsh verdict Shakespearﬁ
pronounces on this man and his way of living. Perhaps, it is sug-
gested, the poet was morally confused, to have such evil flow out of
~¢h virtue. Indeed, it has been said by some that this play has no
clear moral foundation at all.% The havoc caused by the initial
tfansgressions of Lear and Gloucester is hot commensurate with the
:;essentlally trivial nature of the sins themselves, So there is no
real point in looking at King Lear as, among other things, a serious

ELEOral pronouncement, they saye.

This may be so. But there is another way of viewing the play,
: a way that has been suggested here. This is to see King Lear as
£ounded on certain assumptions about man and the universe and from
‘%he viewpoint of these assumptions to see it as encompassing in a
élear-eyed sweep more of the human situation than Shakespeare had yet
Attempted to encompass in a single work. In that situation we see

Edmund as the intelligent individualist, ruled entirely by self-

finterest. The evil results of his individualistic behavior and the

[
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¢t that humanity unequivocally rejects him at the end tell us
pkespeare's opinion of such individualism. This opinion merely
inforces the judgment we have already»seen him pass on all such
dividualists, but here the verdict as far surpasses in directness
nd profundity all earlier verdicts as the play itself surpasses

n directness and profundity all others that Shakespeare wrote.
Edmund, then, is both human and evil. And on the first
jccasion when he has the stage to himself he tells us directly what
ienner of man he is. For it is in soliloquies of course that he
eveals himself explicitly. He informs us at the beginning of his
rst soliloguy that he is a devotee of "Nature," He says:

Thou, Nature, art my goddess; to thy law
My services are bound....°

hese lines demand close scrutiny, for they are the key to his charac-
er. What does he mean by "Nature"? Why and how are his "services"
_%ound" to her "law"? Edmund's whole subsequent career supplies the

;Enswer to the first question. Por the service that he renders to the

goddess reveals what "Nature" is to him. Nature is the world around

kﬁim, the world of profit and loss, of here and now. It is life lived

éh the level of bodily existence, in which a man's ability to enrich
5jiimself is his only eriterion of success. Edmund is thus a cémplete

1§hgan.6 In his second soliloquy he reveals this fact even more

ﬁlly. Here he seems to eliminate morality entirely from any refer-
ence to divine authority. HEdmund's "Nature" clearly rejects the con-

éept of God or indeed of any supernatural power as irrelevant and

unnecessary to the real business of life.

i

ConSequently, a worshipper of.“Nature," if like Edmund he

f‘ﬁhole-heartedly follows the logic of his belief, will reject the
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gibles like love and loyalty which are based on some kind of
igious faithe He will thus, denying the values that bind men
ether, be a complete individualist, keeping his eye fixed on

ning but his own material power and profit in this world. This
any rate is oné possible implication of materialism, and it is

1ot Edmund shows us he means by serving the law of "Nature." There
y too an unspéken contradiction here, since his "goddess," beingka
nial of divinity, is not a goddess at all, but only chaos,

’ The question of how and why he is bound to her service is

v suggested by Shakespeare. He does not btry to answer it, nor is
exploration of it demanded by the drama., All we are required to
'is to accept Edmund's statement that he is bound. Yet further

6ny is suggested by it, perhaps accidentally. Is it Edmund's fault
at he is what he is? Like ﬁost individualists, he sees himself as
tirely free. Released from what he sees as the naive belief of his
ther, which he dismisses as mere superstition, "the excellent

ppery of the world,"?7 released he thinks from the power of the

ds, he Sees himself as completely master of his own fate. Thus he
ys mockingly in his second soliloquy: n_ . .as if we were villains

L necessity; fools by heavenly compulsion...and all that we are evil

i }m, by a divine thrusting on." But the implicit contradiction of
épis f@ilows immediately, as Edmund suggests that, heavenly influence
é? not, he was born a villain. For he says: "I should have been
Qhat I am, had the maidenliest star in the firmament twinkled on my
gastardizing."9

Released from the tyranny of thevheavens, he seems to half-

z recognize himself- as subject to a far more sinister necessity. And
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was certainly no cheice of his own that made him a bastard. That
18 foreordained for him by'his father., The question then of why he
. bound to the goddess, far from being answered, is not even asked
plicitiy. But the point is relevant because our feeling for

dﬁund is tempered someﬁhat by the suggestion that he is a vietim of
wider tragedy of life, that he ¢ould not help being the kind of man
he is.

At any rate, he could not help being a bastard., Whatever

se it is, his bastardy is surely the symbol of his bondage to the

w of "Nature.," For in one regard at least it places him outside

e accepted order of things.l0 It did not absolutely predestine
mkfor villainy, but it was frequently seen as a likely accompaniment

efdan outcast state and a very obvious mark of it. John Lyly says:

For if the mother be noted of incontinencie, or the
father of vice, the childe wil either during life be
infected with the like crime, or the trecheries of his
parents, as ignominy to him wil be cast in his teeth....
The guilty conscience of a father that hath troden awry,
causeth him to think and suspect that his father went
not right, wherby his own behavior is as it were a wit-
nesse, of his own baseness,.ll

f;A‘bastard then, as a product of his parent's disloyalty, is likely
{ to reflect in his own person the "ignominy" of the parent. He stands

‘for the breaking of order in a primary social institution--the honme.

And it may be significant that Edmund's conception and entry

into life were accempanied by a total disruption of the order of his
father's home, This is in contrast to the origin of the earlier
E,Bastard in Kin John, Whose mother's sin with Cordelion was seen as

; almost admirable, and who was brought up as a legitimate son within

he home, unconscious of his bastardy. But Gloucester's silly boast-

ﬁg in the first scene shows Edmund to be the product of an entirely
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ly alliance, For Gloucegster says smirkingly:

Though this knave came something saucily into the world
before he was sent for, yet was his mother fair, there

was good sport at his making, and the whoreson must be
acknowledged, :

o whoreson must be acknoﬁledged now, but until now he has not been
itted by his father, Gloucester says, airily:

He hath been out nine years, and away he shall again.l3

It would probably be pressing the point too far to see
und's-bastardy as the cause of his peculiar attitude to life. It
,vh6wever, clearly a token of that attitude. Gloucester's gross
éjcommonplace’sin, and his frankly hedonistic motive in committiﬁg
; are accurately mirrored in Edmund, the product of the sin, We

éi a reluctant admiration for the light-hearted manner with which
und accépts and almost glories in his state. We see this at the

d of the first soliloquy, after he has made it clear that "bastardy"
identified in his mind, as it is in the minds of others, with
seness." This gleeful acceptance is seen in his ironic invocation

ddfessed'to the gods in whom he does not believe:

eesl grow; I prosper. v
Now, gods, stand up for bastards£14

The Tirst soliloquy then does not realiy demand sympathy for
dmund, excebt for his sheer virtuosity in displaying his evil intent.
aving begun by aséuring his audience that his general attitude to
ife, his worship of "Nature," is already firmly established, he pro-
eeds to treat his bastardy as now simply an obstacle to be overcome,
& problem to be solved., It is manifestly unfair that he should be

onsidered less worthy a man than his brother, simply because of his
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eeoWhy bastard? Wherefore base?

When my dimensions are as well compact,
My mind as generous, and my shape as true
As honest madam's igsue?

E his motive in trying to solve this problem is an entirely selfish
d materialistic one:?

esellell then,
Legitimate Edgar, I must have your land.16

the end of the soliloquy, what Granville-Barker calls "the insis-
nt malice of the man"l7 is fully revealed.

So, bastardy apart, Edmund by the time that we meet him is a
1f-confessed traitor to his immediate family, a traitor who sees

ne plague of custom"l8 as evil simply because it thwarts his own
if-interest. The extent and nature of his manifold treachery, ex-
nding beyond his family to almost the whole world, is revealed when
ﬁe is seen in action in the drama that follows. His own character is
further revealed by his manner of conducting his unprincipled affairs,
d by his reaction to both success and failure. Finally, when the
world which Edmund has beﬁrayed turns on him and opené his eyes to

e trﬁth before it destroys him, he is at once identified more closely
han ever with mankind and made into a clear symbol of Shakespeare's.
Mdgment on abéertain aspect of humanity.

His first aét of treachery is to play Jacob to Edgar's HEsau,
evidently with the sole intention of stealing his brother's birth-
right, This involves discrediting Edgar with his father, and frighten-
ing each of them as to the other's intentions. But the idea of murder
1 enters the picture and shows the color of Edmund's scheming, He has
his father read, over Edgar's forged signature, a letter Which ends?
If our father would sleep till I wak'd him, you should

enjoy half his revenue for ever, and live the beloved
of your brother,l9 '
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ediately afterward he assures Edgar thaﬁ his father's displeasure
ith him "at this instant so rageth in him that with the mischief
f your person it would scarcely allay."20 Edmund at this point
ppears to plan no murder, but the idea of it is in his mind. The
, uggestion is that no scruple will bar him from achieving his goal.
iThere are no reservations to his closing remark:

All with me's meet that I can fashion fit.21

And in action no scruples do block his path. Edgar is pre-
erved by the requirements of the plot and not by any kindness of his
rother. But Edmund éucceeds in making a hunted outcast of him, and
e can hear with satisfaction a chilling promise of imminent death

“to Edgar, when Cornwall, who equals Edmund in ferocity but not in

jﬁntelligence, says of Edgar:

If he be taken, he shall never more
Be feart!d of doing harm....<2

;This is the pass to which Edmund has brought his brother. Now he
turns on his father, whose land, now Edgar is out of the way, he
E plans to acquire immediately. The opportunity for treachery arises
% ~when his father confides in him a story about a secret letter he has
i;«;I*(ec:eived, and tells him of his intention to relieve the lost Lear.
; iEdmund's reaction to this fatherly confidence is prompt. He says
| after Gloucester's exits
This courtesy, forbid thee, shall the Duke
Instantly know, and of that letter too,
This seems a fair deserving, and must draw me
That which my father loses--no less than all,
The younger rises when the old doth fall,23

This betrayal ends in Gloucester's losing "no less than all,"

for he is first dispossessed in favor of Edmund, then left to phe

| ‘tender mercies of Cornwall, Goneril and Regan, to be blinded and then
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t out. Finally he dies as a result of it., Edmund has no direct
t in these or any otﬁer acts of violence, but he is the one pri-
ily guilty of them. Knowing this, we see great irony in Cornwall!s
cern for Edmund's feelings when Cornwall says: | |

The revenges we are bound to take upon your trailtorous
father are not fit for your beholding,

Edmund's betrayals do not end with his family. HisAappetite
power and profit is insatiable; if need be all must fall that he
ay rise. So with Cornwall out of the way, and with the ifonical
ituation of both Goneril and Regan, his equals in evil, contending
or his hand, all that he needs to do ié win the battle, choose one
r the other of the sisters, and dispose of Albany and the other sis-

er. To make assurance doubly sure, he will also need to see that

ear and Cordelia are disposed of. He turns all this over in his mind

gfore the battle:

To both these sisters have I sworn my love;
Bach jealous of the other, as the stung

Are of the adder. Which of them shall I take?
Both? one? or neither? Neither can be enjoy'd,
If both remain alive. To take the widow
Exasperates, makes mad hér sister Goneril;

And hardly shall I carry out my sids,

Her husband being alive. Now then we'll use
His countenance for the battle; which being done,
Let her who would be rid of him devise

His speedy taking off. As for the mercy

Which he intends to Lear and to Cordelia--

The battle done, and they within our power,
Shall never see his pardon; for my state
Stands on me to defend, not to debate.

It should be noted that lust appears to have no place in

;'Edmund's nature, In this respect he is unlike Goneril and Regan.

0 him they are only pawns in a larger game, and there is the sugges-

tion in the soliloquy just quoted that the loser in the contest

ould have to be destroyed.
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His plan succeeds in part. For he wins the battle, and he
gs about the death of Cordelia and with her of Lear. Again he
itiates, but does not execute, the deed of violence, Nevertheless
s the guilty one here as well, for he sends an officer to "folldw
em to prison"26 with instructions to dispose of them. Yet he can-
be rid of Albany, for, as will be shown, Albany, the leader of the
ces of restored ofder, is the obstacle he cannot overcome, And by
t time Edmund's race is run, as is that of Goneril and Regan,

Throughout this action Edmund reveals other characteristics
t help to make him a distinet person. Because of his secondary
ition in the play, they are not elaborated in great detail, and
e of them are’merely suggested, But they explain his personal
ttractiveness. For one thing, he is well-favored physically, »In the
ning scene the always honest Kent answers Gloucester's apology for
dmund's irregular origin by saying: "I cannot wish the fault undone,
he issue of it being so proper."@7 He is intelligent, as is apparent
;m the whole context of his speeches, He is brave, and his bravery
1ites with his intelligence to make him a born leader of men., This
ility is evidenced by his brilliant conduct of the battle, in which
is not troubled by Albany's scruples about the honésty of the cause
is fighting for, These Qﬂalities combine with a light-hearted
pocrisy and a sardonic wit to make him on the surface an oddly attrac-
Qe figure. Then, too, he is fastidious in his villainy as we have
én, neither crudely bloodthirsty nor crudely lustful.

But he causes both blood and lust to start in others. And his
t, his hypocrisy, his intelligence and his physical charm unite to

@ve him the mastery, until the end, of every scene where he has a
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cipal part. His deceit of others who are with him is a joke
tween him and the audience. It is part of This joke that time

ter time he ironically describes himself, although his 1isfener
inks he is talking of someone else, or he causes the listener to

1y to an innocent third person a description that fits Edmund
actly. So, for example, in warning his father of Edgar's supposed
t, he describes his own intentions precisely, in the guise of a

se accusation of him by Edgar. For he reports that Edgar has éaid
him of the alleged plot:

eeel'ld burn it all
To thy suggestion, plot, and damned practice.28

gain, when he hears his father's report about the harsh treatment of
g Léar by Cornwall, Regan and Goneril, his sardonic reply is: "Most
avage and umaturali™@® and after he has told Edgar of his father's
wrath against him, Edgar says:

Some villain hath done me wronge.

o this Edmund solemnly replies:

That's my fear....20

The joke is net really a joke at all, Edmund'é deceit is
imed at violence and murder; he himself is the\savage and uwnnabtural
illain, Thus, immediately after his pilous cenéure;mo his father of
ornwall, Regan and Goneril, Edmund does the savage and unnatural

eed of betraying Gloucester to his blinding at the hands of the same
three., And his was the‘villainy that forced Edgar to flee, his 1life
in danger. Twice in the play, indeed, before the final revelation,
dmund ‘s conduet is descfibed directly and accurately. The first |

time is when Regan callously informs the blinded Gloucester of his

;fbastard son's treachery. But to her, Gloucester and not Edmund is
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he traitor. She says:

Out, treacherous villain!

Thou call'st on him that hates thee. It was he

That made the overture of thy treason to us;

Who is too good to pity,thee.51

ain, the extent of Edmund's villainy is admirably suggested by the
ftgentleman” who reports the betrayal of Gloucester to Albany. He
says of Edmund:

| ees'Twas he inform'd against him,

And quit the house on purpose, that their punishment

Might have the freer course, 2

There is evidence, however, that Edmund possesses a better

gélf, a self he must deny in order to pursue his course of evil, He

not, like Falstaff, a materialist because he is by nature oblivious

to:the idea of unseen realities. Rathef, he deliberately denies the

i ;;iritual values of which he is aware; he knows both good and evil,
E‘%ht he forcibly suppresses his bést instincts. Edmund has a con-

i ?éience, in short. This is seen of course most clearly in his admis-

. gion of guilt and his repentance at the end, which will be discussed

? ;;re fully; But traces of it emerge before the climax. It is possibly
] indicated by his evident reluctance to witness the violence done to
f‘@is father., The forcible suppression of conscience is specifically

| éh0wn at the point where, speaking of his plot to betray his father,

Which he calls his "course of loyalty,"™ he says in an asideﬁ

eesl will persevere in my course of 1oya1ty3
conflict be sore between that any my blood. S

though the
E And Regan, although she is an untrustworthy witness in matters of pity,
is probably telling the truth when she tells Oswald of Edmund's belated

; @Prand of mercy on behalf of his blinded father:

es s Bdmund, I think, is gone,
In pity of his miser %
His nighted lifej...

to dispatch
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Bdmund's defiance of the accepted moral order, his selfish
’ividualism, is as thoroughgoing as that of any villain we have
sen. At the same time, the complexity of'his character suggests
t he is closer to conscience-stricken humanity than any of them.
or he has in his nature the awareness of both good and evil. It is
this compound of real huménity and utter villainy that makes him in

he moral sense the most terrible of all Shakespeare's villains.

He belongs to a drama which speaks of life as it 1s. We are
ssured in King Lear that there is a moral order, against which Edmund
nd his kind wage unceasing warfare. The ehtire play is confirmation
f it. Kent, for.example, speaks for this order through all his
ctions; everything that he does is designed, as will be shown, to

¢lp restore it. Albany is the one who gives words to The play's
;onvictions about morality. It is he who clearly emerges at the end

s the spokesman fér what Shakespeare sees as both right and, in the
long run, triumphant. But even before the end, he clearly expresses
the absolute opposition between the chaos of Edmund's unregulated
Nature"®5 and the idea of a divinely controlled moral order. If men
are cut off from the heavens, says Albany, it fbllows that the bonds
hich join them together will be broken. The resulting havoc will

ﬁe limitless, and Edmund is the living demonstration of this proposi-
tion, In Albanyfs jarringkprophecy of what will happen if the humaﬁ
7?ace rejects the order imposed by divinity, the uneven metre suits
‘the harshness of the thought and underlines its urgency. Albany says?
If that the heavens‘do not their visible spirits

Send quickly down to tame these vile offences,

It will come,

Humanity must perforce preg on itself,
Like monsters of the deep. 6
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There must be moral order,

And the outcome of the drama affirms that there is such

rder in the universe. The first indirect proof of this is the
ervant's defence of Gloucester. A report of this impels Albany
o state his faith, a faith which is amply justified by the action
hich follows the statement, and which contradicts those who say
hat in King Lear Shakespeare revealed a despair over life. For
lbany exclaims:
This shows you are above,
You justicers, that these our nether crimes
So speedily can vengel!
h this scheme the power of France must be seen as an agent in the
estoration of moral order. This is explained by Cordelia, who
urely stands for absolute human good, and for whose cause France is
ighting. She says before the battle, addressing an imaginary Lear:

esos0 dear father,

It is thy business that I go about.

Therefore great France

My mourning and important tears hath pitied.
- No blown ambition doth our arms incite,

But love, dear love, and our ag'd father's right.58

Yet France of course is England's traditional enemy, even if
he long-standing issue of war between the two countries is not really
elevant here, Therefore to an Englishman it would not make moral
ense that France should emerge the victor in any battle., Shakespeare
esolves the dilemma, rather awkwardly perhaps, by having France
efeated. But then Edmund, while still in the full flush of victory,
iis overthrown by Edgar. The faithful Albany emerges as the strongest
man in the kingdom. A forewarning of Albany's emergence was given

arlier. For Oswald reported to Goneril that Albany had merely

miled at news of France's landing. He had further answered
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rnfully Oswald's reference to the "loyal service" of Edmund.
any had, says Oswald, "told me I had turn'd the wrong side out, "9

ibany is no fool, But he is afflicted with integrity. He says of

.
L]

sssWhere I could not be honest,
I never yet was valiant...

Our chief concern, however, is with the fact that in this
rocess Edmund is overthrown. This was to be expected from the fact
nat the play asserts that moral order does prevail, that there are
justicers" above, whose concern it is to punish such "nether crimes"
s Edmund's deeds represent. But in his overthrow Edmund tragically
eveals the potential breadth of‘his humanity. He engages pity as

o other Whole-hearted‘villain has done, and in fact, he goes to his
eath, as has been suggested, a minor tragic hero. The question that
arose at the beginning and was not answered is again implied: the
guestion of whether Edmund freely chose his course of evil or whether
Me was inescapably bound by the ugly facts of his existence, Again
the guestion is only suggested; it is not answered. |
At any rate, Edmund comes to complete self-realization. For
a8 he lies dying, even before he knows who his antagonist is, he con-
fesses to him:

What you have charg'd me with, that have I done,

And more, much more, The time will bring it out,
'Tis past, and so am I....

»W?hen Edgar, revealed as. the opponent, asserts his conviction that
;ﬁthere is a Jjust, if harsh, moral order, the operation of which is

1 proven by the fates of both Edmund and Gloucester. Edgar says:

The gods are just, and of our pleasant vices
Make instruments to scourge us,,

The dark and vicious place where thee he got
Cost him his eyes.%
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his reply Edmund shows that he accepts this truth entirely. He
yweré sadlys

Th'hast spoken right; !'tis true,
The wheel is come full circle. I am here.43

Edmund's confession is followed by genuine remorse. He comes
o it slowly and reluctantly, and much too late to do any good. But
t proves the existence in him of emotions and intentions which he

as so far repressed. In answer to Edgar's account of Gloucester's
nd, he says:

This speech of yours hath mov'd me,
And shall perchance do good;...44

inally there comes the complete denial of all that he has been and

'ne, when he exclaims at the end:

I pant for life., Some good I mean to do

Despite of mine own nature. Quickly send

«e.to the castle.45

1 The remorse is too late to save Cordelia, and therefore too

E iate to lighten in any way the blackness of Edmund's total villainy.
égit does make that villainy appear the more opprobrious, by showing

i %ﬁat it has stemmed from a man who is fundamentally an intelligent,

i ﬁen31tlve and believable human being, profoundly immoral- because he
E ﬁs capable of both good and evil,

i  Not only that, but Edmund's evil-doing carries with it over-
; %ones'of all man's inhumanity to man. King Lear, as has been said,

fvis a comprehensive and direct view of the human situation, a fact

2 Which is made clear by Albany's closing words, in which he says in

i Part: | ﬁ

esewWe that are young '
Shall never see so much, nor live so long,46

j:He is speaklng of the dead Lear himself of course, but his words
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arry an echo of the scope of the entire play. And in Edmund‘those
ho are left when these words are spoken, have séeen not just one
gn's villainy, but human villainy in general, He has broken the
arﬁony;of well~ordered life at glmost every poinf. Hié "heinous,
imanifést, and many treasons"47 reveal his total disloyalty. Edgar
tells the truth when he says to himi

..sthou art a traitor;

False to thy gods, thy brother, and thy father,

Conspirant 'gainst this high illustrious prince;

And from th'extremest upward of thy head

To the descent and dust beneath thy foot,

A most toad-spotted traitor.48

In his disloyalties there can be seen suggestions of the indi-
ﬁidualistic rupture of the solidarity of human society in the pursuit
Qf personal profit that was emerging capitalism. There can be seen,
too, suggestions of the Renaissance man's mockery of traditional con-
cern with the spiritual world in his excesgsive pre-occupation with
things present., In Edmund there can in fact be seen all the divisive
forces that were tending to disrupt thé traditional order of things

in Shakespeare's England, In Edmund, and not in Edgar, as Gloucester
has Seen led to believe, "all ruinous-disorders"49 have sprung to life.
For Edmund is, in fact, as Bald says, "an extreme and dangerous
individualist who scorns‘the conventional restraints and for whom

the ordinary bonds of society and morality have no meaning. "0
Finally, in the ignominious death of Edmund, Shakespeare is
giving us his judgment on such individualism. It is villainy, and'
death is its fitting punishment. This verdict far overshadows the
traces 6f sympathy for Edmund's rugged self-reliance that were evi-

dent at the beginning, when Edmund won the audienceiwith his assertion

of independence. In a properly constituted order of things, the
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dmunds of this world are not even very significant. Their place
at the bottom of the human scale, This is what Albany suggests
mhen he hears of Edmund's death. For he remarks:

That's but a trifle here,5l



126

dmunds of this world are not even very significant. Their place
s at the bottom of the human scale. This is what Albany suggests
hen he hears of Edmund's death. For he remarks:$

That's but a trifle here.5l



- NOTES ON CHAPTER VI

King Lear, V, iii, 113,

Harley Granville-Barker, "King Lear", Prefaces to Shakespeare,
first series, p. 146. '

In a new study of King Lear, Danby, discussing Edmund's view of
Nature, suggests as I do that Edmund's individualism has an
attraction for moderns that it would not have possessed for
Flizabethans. He expands the suggestion as follows: "To a
post-Darwinian age, of course, the Nature Edmund addresses as
Goddess is a deceptively familiar commonplace. We follow Edmund
easily when he appeals from Custom. We understand him, when he
prefers to regard it as a system of purely local and arbitrary
peculiarities. We sympathize when he points to the urgent per-
sonal drives it is obstructing, when he calls attention to his
handsome body, his superior intelligence, the vigorous animality
derived from 'the lusty stealth of Nature'. Each of his arguments
awakens answering echoes in a modern mind, Whatever Goddess this
is, she seems the guardian of powers we approve: strength of
mind, animal vigour, handsome appearance, instinctive appetite,
impatience with humbug, iconoclastic force. Edmund might be
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CHAPTER VII

Kent - "his offence, honesty"l

Kent is a rebel when first he appears, a rebel against his

g; For his defiance he is condemned to exile on pain of death.
'the situation being what it is, and Kent being the kind of man

is, his rebellion is consistently seen as a mark of merit rather

of infamy. This does not imply any confusion in the moral judg-
t that is applied to Kent. For his oniy offence is his honesty;

is from first to last, as Gloucester describes him, "the noble and
e-hearted Kent."2 His trouble, indeed, is not in himself but in

- situation. As a symbol of order he is not at home in a disorderly
ld. When disorder threatens he must protest immediately against iﬁ.
His individualism, like that of the Bastard in King John, is

s all on the surface. It is not the result of either folly or
f-seeking on his part., It is rather a repudiation of these aber-
iong in other men; Kent's apparent individualism is intended to aid
restorihg the order which has been overturned by irresponsible
ividualism in others. He thus runs the reverse of Edmund's course.
is outside established authority at the beginning only because
ablished authority is clearly in the wrong. But he is not against
as such; on the contrary, he faces death in retﬁrning to help

tore it. His loyalty is limitless. He rebels, as it were, in

or of his king and not against him., He dares to "come between the
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;égon and his wrath?5 because he would save the "dragon'" from the .
1f-destruction implicit in his capricious anger.

It is clear that Kent has Shakespeare's ungqualified approval,
ear if for no other reason than that the values which he represents
erge triumphant at the end., He is, in a narrow sense, an ideal
rigure, the other side of Edmund‘'s coin., Thus the approval which
skespeare bestows on the extreme loyalty that lies under Kent's
guperficial individualism re~-inforces his condemnation of the genuine
dividualist like Edmund. Therefore Kent must, in order to defend
and help restore rightful authority, appear in his contempt fér dis=-
der to be contemptuous ofvall authority. Like Hotspur, he is out
of tune with his times. But his individuwalism is less deep-reooted
than Hobtspur's, because unlike Hotspur he is plainly right, while the
times are plainly wrong. He stands clearly for order in the midst of

disorder. This is the role of apparent individualism which he mus?¥

Shakespeare has perfectly suited the man to this part. For
Kent is pre-eminently a man of courage, perception and incorruptible
good judgment in the broadest sense. But in the narrow sense he is
neither patient, tactful, nor tolerant. All these charaqteristics.

he demonstrates at the Beginning in his rebellion against\king Lear,
The significant thing here is that, although ali'perceive Learts sin-
ful folly, Kent is the only one %o 1lift his voice‘against it. His
nature is such thaﬁ he cannot do otherwise than follow his perception
with immediate action. He is "sudden," like Richard the'Third, but

in an infinitely better cause than Richard!'s, For he is always right,

But he will not be content to bide his time, like the cautious Albany,
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Kent has good reason, then, for his rebellion. It is not

ndeed the kingship against which he revolts. The first thing he

oes is to assure his audience of his continuing fidelity when he
ays?

Royal Lear,

Whom I have ever honour'd as my king,

Lov!d as my father, as my master follow'd,

As my great patron thought on in my prayers-—4

What he rebels against is rather Lear's denial of his kingship, im-
licit in the "hideous rashness"S of the unwise division of the realm,
is anger at the unjust rejection of Cordelia precipitated his insur-
ection, The whole moral foundation of the play depends on the
ssumption.that this action of Lear's is a deliberate sin, far worse
han an old man's foolish weakness., Others recognize this and either

eplore it privately or seize on it eagerly for their own advantage;

ent is the first to hurl the ugly truth in his master's face. He

« e s REVOKE th'y' gift,
Or, whilst I can vent clamor from my throat,
I'1ll tell thee thou dost evil.®

Being Kent, he can not do otherwise., His rash courage knows
othing of diplomacy. He is single-minded in his devotion to duty.
herefore he sees no other course before him than to oppose the situa-
ion head-on. He makes this clear when he gays to Lear:

«+oeBe Kent unmannerly

When Lear is mad. What wouldst thou do, old man?

Think'st thou that dubty shall have dread to speak

When power to flattery bows? Tg plainness honour's bound
When majesty falls to £o0llYee.s’

his speech very powerfully suggests, as Flatter points out, "the
rantic haste and violence with which Kent endeavours‘to bring Lear

o his senses°"8
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More than this, these lines reveal the deepest truths about
ent. They show that he, no less than Hotspur, is governed by a
oncept of "Honour." Only to Kent honour is a far éimpler and more
traightforward thing than it is to Hotspur. It is laced, as
6tspur's honour is not, with a generous proportion'of practical
ommon sense. Yet in Kent's common sense there is no hint at all of
aterialistic self-aggrandizement., He is entirely and consistently
elfless. So his honour points the way for him to the course which
e knows to be right, a course which has nothing to do with his own
dventage. This course is simply whole-hearted loyalty to Lear, whom
e sees as the symbol of divinely established kingship in England.
There is, furthermore, a suggestion or two that Kent's self-
lessness is informed, as such an attitude invariably appears to be
;;in the Shakespearean morality, by a firm faith in an over-ruling
ﬂ*supernatural control, Thus in thanking Gloucester for coming to aid

if%he king he piously invokes the gods, when he says to him: "The gods

ﬁreward your kindnessi"9 And he expllcitly states his faith to the
':“Gentleman" who brings him the news of Cordelia, when he exclaims.

It is the stars,
The stars above us, govern our condltlons.lo

His near-worship of Lear, which to him is the only honourable
i~course, is more than simple hero adoration. It stemsfrom the fact
that he sees Lear as a representative not only of properly appointed
E']:‘:ingshivp, but of the gods as well--in short, as a symbol of divinely
;Established order., And so his honour compels him to defy Lear when
Lear defies his own responsibility. What Lear stands for in his mind

Kent meskes clear in his first conversation with him after he returns

digguised. For here he says:
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«ssyOou have that in your countenance which I would
fain call master,

to Lear's query:

What'!s that?

eﬁt replies:

Authority.ll

o men like Kent, properly exercised authority is a divinely imposed
;cessity, binding both on those who exercise it and on those who are
ubject to it,

All this is implied in the concept of honour which lies behind
ent's every action; like Hobspur, he counts his life as nothing in
omparison to the service of it, which in Kent's case means the service‘
f Lear., He tells Lear as much when he says:

My life I never held but as a pawn :

To urge against thine enemies; nor fear to lose it,

Thy safety being the motive.l2 |

ut Lear is bent on destroying his best self; there is apparently
othing left for Kent to serve. So he is forced by the conflict
etween the situation and his own lofty, entirely préiseworthy con-
ept of honoﬁr into a course of rebellion., His pafting words make
his position clear. For he says to Lear:

Fare thee well, King. Since thus thou wilt agpear,
Freedom lives hence, and banishment is here,1

This is the limit then of Kent'!s individuvalism. It is not
really individualism at bottom at all, for basically he rebels not
ainst order but against disorder, not against his king but against
#he ruinous and self-destructive folly of his king.

His loyalty to what he sees as right does not end, however,

th his initial rebellion. From that point on all his energies are
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ected towards helping to restore Lear to his senses and to his

ghtful position in the kingdom. To .do this he will endure any
gnominy, even to assuming the guise of a servant and unjustly being
orced to spend a night in the stocks, a disgrace which he cheerfully
ccepts as part of his service to Lear. But in it there is an ironi-
al parallel between Lear's indighént but futile protest over the

act that they have maltreated his servant-- |

+ s s Wherefore
Should he sit here?l4--

d Kent's own equally futile protest over Lear's treatment of

Thus it is obvious that from beginning to end Kent places
ear's well-being far above his own. His devotion knows no bounds.
0, in stating his intention to brave his sentence of banishment, he
ayss |

«seNow, banish'd Kent,

If thou dost serve where thou dost stand condemn'd,

So may it come, thy master, whom thou lov'st,

May find thee full of labours,l®

further revelation of his complete submergence of self-interest in
is service to Lear is given when he is urging thé mad King to enter
hovel for shelter from the storm, Here Lear asks:

Wilt break my heart? |

0o this Kent replies:

I had rather break mine own....l6

dgar pays tribute to this quality in Kent when he is telling of Kent's
motion on recounting the "piteous tale of Lear and him"17 when the

oyal master was mad and the faithful follower was guiding him in his

utcast wandering.
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And at the end,.Kent suggests that his is the ultimate in
yalty. Thanks partly‘to his efforts, order.has been restored.

t Lear, the symbol of order to Kent, is dead. All that is left
r Kent to do, his work on carth being finished, is to follow his
ster to the kingdom of death, his master who has at the end dimly
pecognized him for what he is. So Kent's last words are:

I have a journey, sir, shortly to go.
My master calls me; I must not say no,t

Thus throughout the play Kent is pictured as just such a man
would delight to follow the steep and narrow path on which his

ét are set, Some of his Qualities have been described. Utterly
ngle-minded and honest, he is by nature incapable of dissimulation.
ne disguise that he assumes is a conventional physical one, dictated
y the needs of the drama. Underneath it he is the same Kent still;
he "servant Caius" is, as ever, "a good fellow," who will "strike,
nd quickly too,"l9 and this Lear has reason to know, whether he is
ith Kent in or out of his disguise.

This being so, we can alwayé,_with one exception that will be
ointed out, take Kent's statements at their face value. This is

rue whether he is déscribing himself/or commenting on the situatién
n general., For instance; we see him portray himself exéctly (except,
f course, for the final flippéncy) when he in his new guise intfoduces
imself to King Lear on his return. Here he says:

I do profess to be no less than I seem, to serve him

truly that will put me in trust, to love him that is

honest, to converse with him that is wise and says

little, to fear judgment, tg fight when I cannot

choose, and to eat no fish,20

He goes on to describe himself with the blunt wit chéracter—

stic of him, and with a precision characteristic of this play, wheré
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n minor characters are delineated with care., He says:?

I can keep honest counsel, ride, run, mar a curious

tale in telling it and deliver a plain message bluntly.

That which ordinary men are fit for, I am qualified in,

and the best of me_is diligence....l have years on my

back forty-sight,.2l

Kent also has the plain man's contempt for affectation. In
his, and in other respects as well, he 1s the lineal descendent of
he Bastard, and a close relative of all the other plain, bluff men
ho seem Lo have had a special place in Shakespeare's affections.
ike the Bastard, he indulges in a top-lofty flight of oratory mock-
ng the servile flatterers, This is his one dissimulation, and 1t is
ot intended to deceive the audience., When criticized for his blunt-
ess he says to Cornwall with mock servility:
Sir, in good faith, in sincere verity,
Under th'allowance of your great aspect,
Whose influence, like the wreath of radiant fire
On flickering Phoebus' front--22
ut here, as he tells us in the next breath, he is out of his
dialect"; he tells the simple truth about himselfl when he says:
I am no flatterer,"25 He is in fact quite the opposite, as we have
een; his courage, blunt wit and honest combine into a devastating
rankness at times, as when he says, facing Edmund, Cornwall,
loucester, Oswald and Regan:
Sir, 'tis my occupation to be plain,
I have seen better faces in my time
Than stands on any shoulder that I see
Before me at this instant.24
Ffom all this, it follows that like the Bastard, Kent prefers
to deal with life directly, and above all prefers action to words,

his is illustrated by his manner of dealing with tThe problem that

he cringingly arrogant steward Oswald presents, a problem which he
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olves by tripping Oswald up and threatening him with further physi-
2l violence.,2® It is i1lustrated again by his reply to Lear's
rder ﬁo go to Gloucester, when he says: "I will not sleep, my lord,
111 I have delivered your message."26 And he describes this quality
imself when, after having attacked Oswald a second time, he explains
is action to Lear. The attack was the result, he says, of his
having more man than wit about me."27
The play gives Kent no opportunity to display the qualities
leadership that distinguished the Bastard, whom he otherwise
esembles., His is essentially the role of a perfect fbllower. But
thin his limits he is without doubt an ideal figure; Shakespeare's
préval of him, As has been pointed out, is made clear and unmistake-
le at the end., The reason for the approval is basically that every-
ing which Kent stands for is opposed to Edmund's kind of individualism.
Yet he is, it must be admitted, less interesting than Edmund.
is is no doubt partially, and regrettably, due to the fact that he
so good. But it is also a result of the uniformity of his goodness.
He lacks Edmund's complexity; he is too.completely single-minded; he

! gever deviates in the least from his goal. There is thus no evidence

a moral conflict in Kent, or of any very complicated emotions, Nor
8 he any of the poet's imagination, a lack which his essentially
osaic speech indicates. He is trustworthy but not celorful, then,
éxcept for the dash furnished by his headstrong courage, as in the

{ first scene,

Perhaps it is to compensate for this lack that Kent is allowed

to captivate the audience with one flamboyant display of'prewess in a

field other than that of physical action., This occurs in his colorful
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tigation of Oswald,28 where ordinary name-calling is ornamented

y, the point of a compelling originality. And Kent consistently

;?S diéplay a rough wit, as has been seen, that suits his character

4 adds to his‘attractiveness. |

In general, then, Kent for all his limitations exemplifies
’important side of what Shakespeare saw as the ideal man in society.
é apparent defiance of established order is in reality a true-hearted
fusal to abandon what he sees as his proper position when many aboutb
m are conspifing, through weakness or malice, to overthrow the
;ablished order of society. His is thus the ideal extreme of loyalty.
s only disloyalty is to established disorder, and his apparent indi-
dualism is only a means of warring against the real individualism
leashed by Lear's offenee, This is made plain byveverything he says
the rebellion scene.

And Shakespeare's verdict on Kent emphasizes by a sort of
gative his'judgment on the kind of evil individualism we have seen
him condemn so often. For fent is under sentence of banishment and

ath at the beginning, when disorder has triumphed in the realm, He
mains in constant peril until order is finally restored. When the
psy-turvy social situation is righted--the situation in which Kent's
nesty had been an offense-~then at the end he, along with Albany and
Bdgar, is completely vindicated. Because he represents the total
posite of irresponsible individualism, Kent is, to Shakespeare as
well as to Cordelia®9 and to Gloucester,d0 always the "good" Kent;vhis

inal justification in the last scene is proof of his place in the

laywright'!s mind,
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CHAPTER VIII

Caliban - "this demi-devil®l

Is it possible to know what Shakespeare had in mind when he

created Caliban? Stoll says in effect that he had nothing in mind
;ut Caliban himself--an admifable evasion of the issue, equivalent
o saying that a painting has no depth or inner significance at all,
but is only what it appeérs on the surface. Concerned exclusively

with his art, says Stoll--with drama and poetry--Shakespeare had no

room in his writing for the real life around him. As if the drama
and poetry of the man who had written Hamlet and King Lear could be
geen as distinet from life or as originating in any other source,

Not that there is any profit in seeing Caliban as precisely
allegorical or symboliecal, interpretations‘which Stoll, rightly if
goméwhat feverishly, rejects. Interpreting him thus is to place the
background_in the foreground, and to elaborate it and heighten it with
details from the critic's own imagination. Shakespeare's prime con- |
cern in creating Caliban, as in creating all the others with whom he
ok any trouble, was undoubtedly to make him as dramatically real
and solid, as poetically alive, as possible. There is no more evi-
dence here than elsewhere thét he was concerned with either allegory

or symbol. His primary aim in bringing Caliban to life was to present

& character so vivid on the stage that his innate vitality was its

own justification, who needed no symbolic or allegorical prop to sus-

tain him. Caliban is Caliban, and no other.
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However, he did not spring to life in a vacuum, nor does

he Tempest stand alone. It comes at the end of a succession of
reat plays, all of which are founded, more or less directly, on
ife as Shakespeare knew it.2 For Shakespeare's art must surely
ave had its origin primarily in life itself, His view of life is
constant svbstructure implicit in all his plays. Thus Stoll is

gsentially meaningless when he says: "The Tempest, like every other

hakespearian or popular Elizabethan drama, stands like a tub on its
wn bottom, a story in its own right and for its own sake,.."® On

he contrary, The Tempest, being the last of the great plays, is in

me ways the richest of them all in terms of its implied comment on

At any rate, Caliban himself is human in one respect at least,
nd in this sense he has much to say concerning life-as Shakespeare
aw it. For in his attitude to others Caliban is an individualist,

he descendent of a family of individualists. In a sense, he includes
hem gll. For in him there are echoes of Richard the Third, Falstaff,
ago and Edmund. There could hardly help but be, indeed. Stoll
E:m.poveﬂf’isl:u—*;s the play unnecessarily and depreciates Shakespeare's art
hen he says that there is nothing to Caliban but what would appear

n the surface to an Elizabethan audience.® In writing The Tempest,

hakespeare may have been above the struggle, indifferent to it, or
ven "half bored to death," as we are told that Mr. Strachey suggests.6

But being Shakespeare, he could not do btherwise than reflect it in

is work. So in The Tempest Caliban reflects that aspect of the
;uman struggle whieh in the othef figures of this study was seen as

fndividualism. He reflects it differently to be sure, since neither
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is play nor its characters are like the earlier ones, Shakespeare
esumably having reached a new level., But the verdict on Caliban's
nd of individualism is essentially the same as was the verdiet on
e individualism of Richard or Edmund. He, like them, is shown as
one who, left to his own devices, is completely intolerable, Unlike
%hem, of course, he does not need to be rejected at the end, for he
s never left to his own devices, and so his individualistic tenden-

¢cies remain latent.

Indeed, Caliban himself, in his mons trous flesh, is Shake-
eare!'s verdict on individualism, which in other plays, as we have
5een, has been weighed and found wanting. For here, in the person

of this "moon-calf," it is reduced to impotent absurdity. There is

no real conflict in The Tempest, because on the Enchanted Island moral

order prevails from the beginning, and is never seriously threatened.
In this situation Caliban the individualist and his bumbling efforts
to assert himself are ludicrous and foredoomed to failure; Caliban
himself arouses laughter and scorn, but no fear whatever. For he
oves in a setting where life is exalted to something approaching

what it ought to be. This is not to say that in The Tempest we are

iven a blueprint of the ideal way of life; saying that would be

sushing the point much too far. But the quality of order that pre-

ails on the Island is flawless; it reduces those who would break it,

neluding Caliban, to impotence. From the beginning he has been an

hdividualist, and from the beginning he has been helpless, In the
igure of Caliban then, Shakespearé is putting the individualist in

is lowly place; Caliban, as it were, is serving the sentence for

dmund!'s kind of sin.
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That the moral order of The Tempest, the setting in which

aliban moves, is ideal, is witnessed by the fact that in it absolute
nnocence, in the person of Mifanda, is safe from harm., She, who to
er wise father as well as to the doting Ferdinand is "so perfect

nd so peerless"? that she is able to "outstrip all praise,"8 is

ever seriously endangered by such as Caliban, although he would harm
er if he could. But his clumsy threats cannot prevall against her.
or the heavenly powers are with her always. Cordelia's goodness was
ragically crushed by the real world of King Lear; Miranda's is safe
n the ideal harmony and order of the Enchanted Isiand.

This harmony and order is enforced by an authoritarian regime,
rospero is the Island's philosopher-king,'whpse very magic is sub-
rdinated to his reason. It is reason, not passion, which determines
his course of action against his enemies at the end. For he says,
before he announces his judgment:

Yet with my nobler reason ‘'gainst my fury
Do I take part. The rarer action is
In virtue than in vengeance....?
Under this rule of reason daliban is permitted to ac;, but in a strictly
controlled fashion. Prospero's tolefation of him and his pardon aﬁ the
nd are conditional on Caliban's accéptable behavior. But there is
ever any doubt as to Prospero's mastery of>the monéter’s intended
ndividualistic behavior,
To achieve that mastery, Prospero avails himséif of magic, it.
8 true., With its aid hé overcame the counter-magic which evil, in the
erson of Sycorax, was able to enlist against him, and he has the power

0 restrain her bastard son Caliban, who is a "demi-devil," But in

P pite of their magic both Sycorax and Prospero are human; as Kittredge
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oints out, an Elizabethan audience would see nothing impossible in
uch powers as these two wield,10 Dover-Wilson;says: "Practically
yeryone in Shakespeare's time believed in witcheraft."ll The use

f magic, besides giving the play its peculiar charm, éerves to
heighten the action and indeed to make it possible and credible within
the limits of the single day allowed for the story to unfold. It also
serves to throw a brighter light on Prospero's power for good, as it
blackens Caliban's evil by its association with his unnatural origin.
Pfospero then consistently uses his magic power to serve the

right--to establish justice and to overthrow the evil-doers. Those

who are-cépable of good but have yielded to evil, like Alonso, Sebas-
tian and Antonio, are brought to see the error of their ways and

are finally regenerated or at least humbled. There is, of course, an
ansolved problem suggested with Antonio and Sebastian: although
Prospero speaks of their being "penitent," and Alonso is brought to
remorse for his sin, the other two show no sign of real repentance,
But they are effectively disposed of; like all the othefs, they are
in Prospero's power throughout the action, and at the end they are
subordinated to the repentant king Alonso, although he is still not

aware of their attempted treachery. Antonio in particular is a poten-

tial individualist. All that can be said at this peint is that any
future villainy of these two is outside the limits of this play and
therefore is irrelevént. In terms of the moral requirements of The

Tempest, they are adequately taken care of. And they are part of the

4 older generation from whose hands the reins are falling; our interest

at the end is focused on the young couple, Miranda and Ferdinand,

But Caliban, we feel, is the villain in whom the playwright is really
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nterested; it is significant that the utter depravity of Caliban's
nborn individualism is never allowed to express itself freely. For

he moral order against which such individualism is at war prevails
ecurely from beginning to end. Prospero upholds that order, a
sovereign ruling the Island with justice and mercy.

k To remove all doubt of Prospero!s significance, the clear
implication runs throughout that he is on the Lord's side. So Gonzalo,
the guivalent in this play of Kent in King Lear, a man of integrity who
has supported Prospero from the beginning, is a believer who sees the
@orking of the heavenly will in all human happenings., "The wills

above be done!"l4 he exclaims piously at the moment of shipwreck. And
so Ariel, acting as Prospero's agent, condemns the erring three (Alonso,
Sebastian and Antonio) in a denunciation that has in it the echo éf
divine judgment. He says to them:

You are three men of sin, whom destiny--

That hath to instrument this lower world

And what is in't~--the never-surfeited sea

Hath caus'd to belch up you, and on this island, 15

Ariel's own function is made clear when hé says immediately

after this:

eeol and my fellows
Are ministers of Fate....16

morality is made explicit when Ariel says:

essyOUu three

From Milan did supplant good Prospero;

eeofor which foul deed

The powers, delaying (not forgetting), have

Incens'd the seas and shores, yea, all the creatures,
Against your peace.... 7

he judgment passed on the sinners, attested by Gonzalo, re-affirms
he fact that there is a moral order here with Prospero at its head,

or Gonzalo says of the three who have just hears Ariel's indictment:
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eesTheir great guilt,
Like poison given to work a great time after,
Now gins to bite the SpPiritsS....i8

Prospero then{ it is clear, is the lodestar of the play's morality;

he sets the moral tone for the setting in which Caliban moves.
Prospero is not God, of course. For all his great powers

he is human and lives in the shadow of mortality. He, like the others,

will be inundated by the relentless tide of time; he has no magic to

stop its coming in. So the sad unanswered question about life's tran-

sience that recurs like a minor melody in most of Shakespéare's later

plays.is suggested again by Prospero, in his words after the pageant

is done, lines too familiar to require repetition:

Our revels now are ended...

:.:Wé ;ré ;uéh's%u%f. T

As dreams are made on,...L19

Again, at the very end, he says that after his return to Milan

’Every third thought shall be my grave."20 Prospero has no illusions

bout his humanity., And this fact is further evidence that in The

empest Shakespeare has real life in mind. In this ideally organized

ociety which is yet relevant to life as it is, Prospero is the dom-

hant force, the rightful authority. Caliban is continually seen in
elationship to him. Where he stands is a measure of the judgment on
im. So it is necessary to know both Prospero and Prospero's kingdom
éfore Caliban can be seen in his true perspective., But what is
aliban himself?

He is, ﬁo begin with, only half-hﬁman. The other half has its
rigin in Hell., He was "got by the devil himself"2l upon a mortal

oman who had given herself to the black art. This means, in the first

lace, that he like Iago is damned from the beginning., He 1is a
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monster" in human guise, as we are constantly reminded, and there
s never any doubt about his moral as well as physical;mongfrésity.
His diabolism, unlike that of Richard and Tago, is ovért and unqui-
yocal., He is quite specifically a "demi-devil,"22

But at the same time he is half-human, subject to-all the ills
and longings of the flesh, He is more human in some ways than some of
his-predecessors. For hié malingering, for example, he is'subjected
to the torments of a very human "ague."23 His crude sensuélity is, of
course, only suggested, Shakespeare Being Shakespeare, But it is part
of his nature., There is no doubt about that, It is evidenced by his
frank but hopeless aspiration to violate Mirandsa, a longing which of
course has been frustrated by Prospero. The story of this comes out
in retrospect. For when Prospero says to him:
eee(I) lodg'd thee,
In mine own cell, till thou didst seek to violate
The honour of my child,

Caliban boastfully and impenitently replies:

0 ho; 0 ho! Would't had been donel

Thou didst prevent me; I had peopled else

This isle with Calibans,®4 ‘
He has a very human‘longing for power and wealth, a longing that is
evidenced by his futile scheme to murder Prospero and establish himself
as master of Prospero's riches, ér at least as the right-hand man of
Thelr new owner, 1
But the point about Caliban that sets him aparg\from all
earlier individualists is that both his own nature and his circum-~
stances prevent him from ever realizing his grandiose aspirations,

prevent him even from making much progress towards their realization.

For in his own nature he is pictured as basically servile, fit only
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o be commanded by others. In spite of the fact that he looks back
ith longing to the time when Chaos ruled the Island, when, says
Caliban, "I...first was mine own king,"25 he is by nature incapable
of any kind of leadership. Prospero addresses him habitually és |
"slave," and Caliban is fit for nothing else. He sees himself aé
"subject to a tyrant,"26 byt immediately afterwards like a child he
in#okes Prospero's aid to protect him against Ariel, when he says to
Ariel:

I would my valiant master would destroy thee,27
The only freedom that he envisages is a new form of bondage under
another méster. So he sings when such a change is in prospect:

'Ban, 'Ban, Ca- Caliban
Has a new master, Get a new man.<28

He has, in fact, a pander's soul., Thus, to ingratiate him=-
self with his prospective new master, he promises him Miranda, who as
we havekseen is the object of his own lust, He says:

esosShe will become thy bed, I warrant,
And bring thee forth brave brood.29

But even if Caliban knew what to do with it, there is no pos=-
8ibility of his achieving the mastery of the Island. He is never
allowed to threaten seriously“the harmoﬁy of this enchanted realm,

Far from establishing himse%f as servaﬁt of a "new master," an achieve-
ment which would still comé sbért of the supremacy he longs for in his
muddle-headed way, Caliban has not the remotest chance of succeeding
in his plot to overthrow his o0ld master, Prospero'é magical power

being what it is. For with Ariel invisibly at his elbow to confuse
him, and with Prospero directing the proceedingé ffom.the background,

it is no wonder that he and his fellow-conspirators end in a cess-pool
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instead of in Prospero's cell as they had plammed. So Ariel glee-
fully describes their discomfiture to his master:

eesAt last I left them

I' thet' filthy mantled pool beyond your cell,

There dancing up to th'! chins, that the foul lake

Oterstunk their feet,50 _

Caliban, then, is never really a serious threat to the order of the
Island; he is not to be taken seriously as a villain,

Yet he ig a villain by nature and by instinct, even if a
thoroughly frustrated one., His villainy is rooted in his instinctive
individualism. That is to say, he knows no loyalty, except an en-
forced one, to anything outside himself, and this trait, with him as
with all Shakespeare's self-seeking individuwals, is uncompromisingly
associated with villainy. This lack of loyalty in Caliban is evidenced
first by Prospero's initial account, the truth of which there is no
reason to doubt, of Caliban's clumsy attempt to expleit his mentor's
early kindness to him for his own advantage. Prospero says to him:
eeel Pitied thee,

Took pains to make thee speak, taught thee each hour

One thing or other....l endow'd thy purposes

With words to make them known. But thy vile race,

Though thou didst learn, had that in't which good natures
Could not abide to be with....oL1

His fundamental disloyalty is further evidenced by his eagerness to
destroy Prospero and return anarchy to the Island.

Villainy thus accompanies Caliban's individﬁalism, as it does
in the casse of all Shakespeare'!s thoroughgoing individualists. There
are heard in him, indeed, overtones of every human sin, for Prospero
early says of him without reservation that he is "capable of all 111,452

Everything that he touched, if he were free to carry out his wishes,

would turn to evil, for he, being half-devil, is incapable of good.
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And yet, being half-human, he has in him the villainy of mankind.
The miracle of language turned to blasphemy in his mouth, He says
to Prospero:

You taught me language, and my profit on't
Is, I know how to cCurse€....

He would visit endless injuries on the only humans that he knows. For
on his first entrance he says to Prospero and Miranda:

As wicked dew as e'er my mother brush'd

With raven's feather from unwholesome fen

Drop on you both! A south-west blow on ye

And blister you all olerid4
To his fellow-conspirators he says of Prospero:

eesthou mayst brain him,

Having first seiz'd his books, or with a log

Batter his skull, or paunch him with a stake,

Or cut his wezand with thy knife,...9°
Tillyard says of his conduct here: ",..Caliban's conspiracy typifies
all the evil of the world which has so perplexed (Prospero)."36 He
is lecherous, as has been seen, He is greedy for riches and hungry
for power. He comprehends in his person all the villainous inten-
tions of all Shakespeare's earlier individuallsts.

Yet unlike them he can accomplish none of his intentions. His
malice, while real, is easily thwarted. Not only is Caliban self;
confessedly "a sot,"37 but an ideal order prevails on the Island, as
we have seen, which Caliban is powerless to disturb., In this order
he has his servile place. It is as though Shakespeare were recogni-
- zing in him the existence of the completely unregenerate human being,

who is both man and devil, for iwhom there is no hope of redemption,

but who cannot help being what he is, A note of pity for Caliban is

; even permitted to enter, and he is allowed to speak sbme of the most
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memorable lines of the entire play, when he tells of his dream of

delight in the familiar lines:

eseThe isle is full of noises,
Sounds and sweet airs that give delight and hurt not.o8

But for the most part he is an object of scorn and not of
pity. He is, like Fa1staff, a comic figure, but unlike Falstaff he
acks the wit to make us laugh with him; we only laugh at him, His
elpless floundering as he strives to effect his villainy is mirth-
rovoking and not awe-inspiring, for it is e?ident ffom the beginning
hat his efforts will fail,

And because his evil-doing is confined to his intentions,
aliban is not condemned in the end. He is, however, returned to

he servitude which is his proper place, with a promise of forgive-
ess on condition of continuing good behavior. For Prospero says to
im:

eee(O, sirrah,vto my cells

Take with you your companions, As you look

To have my pardon, trim it handsomely,39

Caliban's demi-humanity speaks out in his final lines. He
omeg, like Edmund, to a complete self-realization and aﬁ acknowledg-
ent that grace (he uses the word) is to be found in striving after

hat Prospero stands for. He says in answer to Prospero's final

Ay, that I will! And I'll be wise hereafter
And seek for grace. What a thrice-double ass
Was I to take this drunkard for a god

And worship this dull fool}40

The question of whether Caliban, being a "born devil"4l can

r will find "grace" is not answered, it being in the undisclosed

éfuture. The significant thing is that within the play his individualism




154
has clearly been held up to méeckery, but has never been allowed the

smallest measure of success,

‘Now if in writing The Tempest Shakespeare was as mindful of

the actual human situation as he must have'been when he wrote King

Lear, then it seems clear that Caliban re-inforces the judgment on
unregulated.individualism_that we have seen passed on earlier indivi-
dualists. That there is a definite morality implicit in this play
and consistent with that of the previous plays is amply evidenced by
the utterances of the completely "good" characters, Prospero and
Gonzalo, and the humbling, already referred to, of the erring three,
Alonso, Sebastian and Antonio. In this picture Caliban appears as a
specimen of diabolic humanity, and as such he is entirely self-seeking
and therefore contemptuous of all moral duty.

This of course is in the background. Primarily, as was
pointed out at the beginning, Caliban is Caliban, a comic and prepos-
terous villain who arouses no féar because he carries no real menace,

a moon-calf, a demi-devil illegally and absurdly begotten by a spirit

of the lower world upon an evil mortal woman. Dryden séid almost all
that can be said about Caliban as a character eminently and daringly
suited to his part, when he declared that in conceiving him Shakespeare

seems to have created a person who was not in Nature,

a boldness which, at first sight, would appear intol-

erable; for he makes him a species of himself, begotten

by an incubus on a witchj...therefore, as from the

distinct apprehensions of a horse and of a man, imagina-

tion has formed a centaur; so, from those of an incubus |
and a sorceress, Shakespeare has produced his monstér.e.es _ |
the poet has most judiciously furnished him with a |
person, a language, and a character, which will suit him,

both by his father'!s and his mother's side: he has all

the discontents and malice of a witch, and of a devil,
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besides a convenient proportion of the deadly sins;

gluttony, sloth, and lust, are manifest; the dejected-

ness of a slave is likewise given him, and the ignor-

ance of one bred up in a desert island., His person

is monstrous, and he is the product of unnatural lust;

and his language is as hobgoblin as his person; in all

things he is distinguished from other mortals.42

Caliban is all this in the flesh, and perhaps we need to
look for no deeper meaning to him, But human individuaiism is in his
background, and all its overtones are there, Like Iago, he would
follow but himself; unlike Iago, he is very human in that he knows
exactly what profit he would make by his self-seeking. Caliban has
entirely human longings. He would have riches, power, and all forms
of sensual gratification; he would enthrone Chaos to achieve his
desire, for he cares‘nothing sbout the happiness or well-being of
others. And this is precisely the kind of individualism with which
we have been concerned,

In Caliban such individualism is reduced to a monstrous parody
of what it was in the others, a brutal demi-deviltry entirely outside
and beneath the human scale., In him it is rendered impotent and ridi-
culous. And, Shakespeare seems to be saying here, that is where it

ought to be in a suitably ordered society. In Caliban's own deformed

person individualism then would appear to be placed in what Shakespeare

saw as its proper perspective,
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CONCLUSION

The choice of individualists studied has of necessity been
rather arbitrary. For, as was suggested in the Introduction to this
study, Shakespeare's work does not readily yield itself to over-
orderly classification, If individualism is seen as defiance of the
%;order imposed by God upon Nature, society, and the soul, then there
| are many more individualists in his plays than those we have studied.
Macbeth, for example, in murdering his rightful king and usurping the
throne, is following an individualistic course of action, a course

which is manifestly evil,- He invites comparison with Richard of

| Gloucester, being no less himself alone than Richard was, in his

5; denial of all traditional obligations. But Macbeth's individualism

develops, and his character changes, as the play proceeds. At the
7; beginning he is "the noble Macbeth"l who has just fought a glorious
i battle on the king's behalf., He is not an individualist when we
:i first meet him then, and for this reason he has not been included in
14\our list,.

| Again, Coriolanus, in his consistent unconcern both for the
Ef welfare of the citizenry and of the state itself, could perhaps be
£  seen as‘an example of the individualist going his ownnheedless way,
 ’to the complete disregard of the welfare of society. Coriolanus'

brand of individualism appears to consist of an overweening vahity,

the other side of which is his vast contempt for people, a conbtempt

which completely over-rides his concern for political order. His

1 only loyalty is to himself and to his family. Palmer saysf

Shakespeare, according to Marcius the palm for valour,

is careful to indicate that his hero's bravery is inspired
by family feeling and love_of fame rather than any desire
to serve the commonwealth,
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But the treatment of Coriolanus is not entirely clear. Thinking
chiefly of his own personal dignity, he also thinks of his family
duty, and, in a queer perverted.way, perhaps of his counfry too,
although he betrays it to satisfy his arrogant vanity. His contempt
for established order seems mingled with respect for it aslwell, so
he too has been omitted.

Yet if the choice has not been all-inclusive, it has been
wide enough to prove that Shakespeare clearly and consistently con-
demns individualistic behavior in human affairs. From beginning to
end the verdict has been £he same, What Brooke calls "the essential
unity of Shakespeare'!s attitude to life"3 has been demonstrated in
his unchanging moral judgment on the individualist, just as it also is
demonstrated by his unvarying respect for traditional values. The
judgment on all the individualists is basically the same. They are
consistently condemned. |

That the individualist is thus condemned is evident from the
entire freatment of him--from his position in relation to others,
| from the effect he has on them, from what he says, from what happens
to him at the end, It is evident, too, from the fact that there is
never a good individﬁalist. When a man becomes a law unto himself,
his ends are either entirely selfish, as in the case of’ Richard of
Gloucester, Falstaff, Iago and Edmund, or at the very leagt they are
hopelessly mistaken, as in the case of Hotspur. Virtue is to be
found in conformity to the established order; evil chaos atﬁends the
defiance of order. Obeying one's own law, then, is the.opposite of
virtue., Tago makes this clear when he says to Roderigo:

Virtue? a fig! 'Tis in ourselves that we are thus
or thus,4
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And exactly what these individualists are in themselves has been
shown. The only two admirable characters, Faulconbridge and Kent,
were not really individualists at all, but on the contrary were para-
gons of loyalty to the established order. By his evident approval of
them for their loyalty, Shakespeare emphasizes his disapproval of the
real individualist. |

Shakespeare, then, consistently condemns the thqrough—going

individualist and takes pains to assure'us that his course of indivi-

dvualism is an evil one. One is tempted to coneclude further that
individualism is increasingly equated with evil, and that the lines
are ever more sharply drawn. In King John, for example, Faulconbridge
bears the stigma of bastardy but is an entirely praiseworthy character;
later, with Edmund, symbol and reality are blended to make a total
villain of Gloucester's bastard son. Falstaff, who is both witty in
himgelf and the "cause of wit in other men," is so sympathetic that
~his rejection as a villain is accepted only with a pang. It is proof,
- however, of the consistency of Shakespeare's attitude to the individu-~
“alist that Falstaff too is condemned. But>at the end the comie
}individualist has become a Caliban, at whom we laugh but on whom we
waste little sympathy.

| And if individualism is increasingly répudiated, there seems
~also to be a deepening awareness of its destructiveness.‘ In

- Shakespeare's picture of it, it is seen as bringing chad; to all areas
of 1life, The diseord that follows a failure to observe "degree,
priority, and place" is seen, in the case of Edmund for example, to
~extend to the famlily relationship, to the state, to the very heavens,

When individualism triumphé, justice itself loses its meaning in the

resultant disorder, Just asg Ulysses' speech suggested 1t would.,
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But in the Shakespearean morality, individualism does not
triumph finally. At the end it is degraded so that the individualis?t
is not allowed to enjoy even a moment of glory. Caliban, the last of
them, is never allowed his "moral holiday," as Richard of Gloucester
was. Shakespeare seems to be saying that in an ideal ordef sueh as
that of the Enchanted Island individualism can only be toleratéd as
long as it keeps its subordinate place.

Yet it is tolerated, and even accepted with enthusiasm.
Shakespeare recognizes the existence of the indiVidualist, and equates.
him with villainy, with Chaos in the soul and in the body politic,
with the opposite of the harmony and order that he pictures as ideal.
And so he condemns him. Yet at the same time he delights in him, for
1e is a part of life. The conflict between order and disorder which

e helps to bring about is part of the drama of life, which it is the
irror's business to reflect. 1In other words, with Shakéspeare the
oral judgment is always completely blended with the picture he pre-
ents., In this case, condemnation of the individualist does not imply
ejection of him. All life was Shakespeare's province; in a sense,

e seems.to have been above its conflicts.

In this regard he is a complete contrast to Milton, and in his
iew of human nature a good deal more realistic. For Milton's ideal
or man was a combination of autonomy and near-perfection, and there
rose of course a profound conflict between this ideal individualism
nd the rude reality—that he thought he saw, of order destroyed by -
elf-seeking man, This conflict led him to reject altogether the real

orld rather than_admit that individualism in itself was evil, In

omparison Shakespeare, accepting the individualist but seeing his
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individualism as evil, has a harmony in his view of man that has

4in it no trace of self-delusion,
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