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’ : Abstract

h\ &

" An appropriatqapproach to Sh‘kespeare s early histories, 1, 2, and 3 Henry VI, and Richard

¢

11, hag for lts &oundatlon a qonceptual f ramework that emphasizes the dynamic nature of
‘power and authorrty as. pollﬁcal relatnonshrps ‘among mdmduals and nations. Shakespeare .
dramatlzes the way in which the mteractron of people and ideologies generates the events ol'\
. public conf’ lict. The 1deold’gnes legitimating the social orders of medleval and Renaissance

* England derived from conimon appeals to a Christian God, to law, and to the f. amrly
Shakespeare portrays the collapse of authonty in the l‘ ifteenth century not simply as an open
partisan confhct but as. the cmmmauon of competmg and contradlctory claims to the
assumptions of legitimacy. In the breakdown of order, the source of power becomes
éompetition rather than mutuality. While the three Henry VI plays concentrate on thet,
amblguitres of authority, Richard III emphasrzes the complex nature of polmcal power,

: _portrayed not srmply as the aggression of confrontation, but rather asaf unctlon of will,
‘persuasron force, and f ear In the psychologncaf and relatrve nature of power and in the

inconsistent mterpretatlons of authority, Shakespeare dramatrzes the complex.rty of polmcs as

the tensnon between rights and capabilities of ryle.
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< T I. Introduction
Ina dis;:us;ion of Shakespeare and his contemporary playwrights, David Bevington
pfopc;scs that "politics is g&mane to a remarkable percentage of Tudor plays, but inAterms of’
ideas agd platforms rather than personalities.” Wilbur Sanders suggests, on the other hand, |
that f dr Shakcspcare."the focus is on polilical man, not political Eheory."’ Politics, however,
js about the interaction and conflict between personalities and platforms: individuals

responding without ideologies act in a private rather than a public world, and g_latf orms
. Vs

existing independent from perSonalities represent political theory rather than political reality.

Shakespearc 8 hxstories dramauzc the poh i His more masterful use of the

However, his first tetralogy deserves fuller recognition than it is typxcally granted for its
perceptive portrayal oof the intricate interdependence of the pepple and idéas that define the
realm of political experiehce. '

Power and authority provide the dynamic dimension of politics, and while critics who

approach 1, 2, and 3 Henry VI and Richard III usually explore some aspect of the power

stbruggles dominating the dramatic action, their discussions can be made clearér and more
useful by a conceptual foundation for political study. This thesis proposes an analysis of .
Shakespeare's early histories based on three fnéjor assumptions about power and authority.
FIIS}, the two are related but not equivalent terms. Power is the ability to rule; autﬁority is
the rnght to rule. Authority is one means for achieving stable power, but force and persuasion
are ;ltematwe tactics for governing-and controlling individuals and socnetxes Secondly, power
and authority are not simply states of being or traits of character, but exist as relauonshx;(s

among people and between nations. Political power is meaningful only in the comparative

sense that one person or group is more or less powerful and thus more or less successf’ ul and

N

"David Bevington, Tudor Drama and Politics: A Cigical Approach to Topical

— St e sl —

Mggmg (Cambndge Mass Harvard Umversuy Press, 968) 25.

- Marlowe _a_mi_ Shakespgg_r (Cambndge University Press, 1968) 152.

! 1-
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effective than another. Authority, on the other h:nd). implies a balance tased on mutuality or °
. '] . . LN

4

reciprocity. As ?'ickerson and Flanagan say, "No one has authority as such; one has, 'i‘t :)lﬁi'y '
if others ie.spect‘ and abey it. Authori_ty is one pole of a re‘laiionship of which‘ the other\ pblﬁ
is legitimacy."* A thir; significant aspect%f this f ramework is that authority, in order 1o be
legitimate, must be dérived from identifiable sources acknowlcdgedfand accepted by subjects
and rulers alike. The sources véry and evolve through history, bu’i during the.medieval and '
Renaissance periods the prifnary foundations for public order were appeals t0 a Chrisdan
God, t'q law, and to tﬁg family. oo
The first tetralogy presemsn the breakdbwp of authority in fifteenth-century England

and portrays the illegitimate‘ uses of power.both ‘comributing to and resulting from the
expanding conditions of political chaos. Shakespeare's account reflects the historical context
of his drama and his time, while offering timeless insights into the complex and ambiguous ,
nature of the human ;elétionships that generate the events of political ;:onf{lic"t. From an
histo;gal perspective, the plawaight represents concurrent attitudes towards sanctified -
kingship. legal ri_gf_t‘s, and familial inheritance, which in conflict ,\'vith‘onc anothcr‘prevent the
possibility of a cohesive, consistent claim for public order. From a-more universal
perspective, he demonstrates the way in wt‘xich ideologies, applied and ime’rpreted by

‘“s1\1bjective political actors, frequently challenge and undefminc the authority that both the

. people' and the ideas aim to maintain. Moreover, in tenﬁs‘ of authority and particularl.y_ in
terms of power, the first tetr.alogy :iramatizes the diverse tactics of action and aspects-of
experience ;hat'ii'{i'f‘luence and determine the Upolitifa life of a nation. Given this conlcx'i of .

multiplicity, the distinction made by one critic bétween the power of sorcery and words and 4 .

@ i

the power of the world,* or the remark made by another that Richard III succeeds "with no

real pdwerh of his own,"* is‘entirely misleading, for the political scope of Shékespcare‘s drama

s

‘Mark Dickerson and Thomas Flanagan, eds., An Introduction 1o Government and
Politics: A Conceptual Approach (Toronto: Methuen’ Publications, 1982),  12. ’

« * Marilyn i:rench, "Power: The First Tetralogy,” Shakespeare's Division of
Experience (New York: Summit Books, 1981), 62. E

s8e : - .
*Tracy Strong, ,.,','ShakeSpeare: Elizabethan Statecraft and Machiavellianism,” in The

’,
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must certainly go beyond the limited view that his "plays offer a political surface inasmuch as

their action is public _action."‘ -

IR N s
o

AX

"(cont'd) Artist and Political Vision, eds. Benjamin Barber & M.J. Gargas McGrath
(New York: Transaction Books, 1982), 209. ,

(1 1] .

“$John. Alvis, "Introductory: Shakespearean Poetry and Politics,” in Shakespeare as
Political Thinker, eds. John Alvis & Thomas G. West (Durham, North Carolina:
Carolina Academic Pr_ess. 1981), 4-5. ’

vd



H. Divine Authoritymnd the Tudor Myth

A cammon source of politic':al authority for the realrﬁ)of public action in the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries was the appeal to a powerful and just Christian God. Divine sanction ”
Lof kingship lay at the center of the political systetn, and Providcntial ir#luchcc« wete
mtcrprclcd as guxdcs ahd mediators among the kmg. nobility, parliament, and common

byns. For Shakeipcarc s literary predecessors writing the chromclcs of English history,
Providence provided the thematic continuity"or civil strif e and instability ®s the fifteenth
-century, Shakespeare relies on thf}e chroniclers for his plots/and. likcwisc. includes divine
authority as a justif ication for political rule and as an explanation for political misrule. His‘
dramatic portrayai of divinely sanctioned action, however, has been a subject of considerable
debate. To some, notably to the influential critic E.IM.W. Tillyard.! Shakespearc simply
affirms or restates the Eljzabethan view of Providential order, and the Tudor Myth organizcs
the history tetralogies in a pattern of divine punishment and restoration for the Englisr;
nation. To others, Shakespeare challenges and rejects. the -commonplaccs of his time. Jan
Kottv. f (;r instance, sees not order, but irrational violence in the plays, and says, "In
Shakespeare's royal I:;istories there is only hate, lust, and violence: the Grand Mechanism,
which tranéforms the ¢x'ecuti'o_ner'into.a victim, and the victim into an executioner."’ Many
regenf critics imerp;ct Shakespeare's drama from neither of ‘thc two extremes, order or chaos,
but focus on the indgpendent actions oﬁf the charadters on stage who are free from divine
intervention.’ Henry A. Kelly in his landmark study on the significance of political myths is

j
particularly insightful in recommending that it is best "to regard opinions concerning thé

IEM.W, Txllyard Shakeépeares Hxsto 1y Plays (London: Chatto and Wmdus 1944)

Jan Kott, Shakespeare our Contemporary (London: Methuen & Co., 1965), 38.

.S ”

> Fratk W. Brownlow, for example, says that the causes of evil in the plays "are
in the men themselves. There is no demonstrable external agency,” "The Way 10
Dover Cliff: Henry VI to Richard II: Property, PossessnOn and the Crown,” Two
Shakespeare Sequences: 'Henry VI' 1o Richard II' and 'Pericles’ to 'Timon. of
Athens' (Pittsburgh: Umvcrsnty “of Plttsburgh_ ress, 1977), 36. Michael Manheim
similarly speaks of "a chaos caused exclusively by human irresponsibility, not Divine
Providence,” (The Weak King Dilemma in the Shakespearean History Play (Syracuse,
_ New York: Syracuse University Press, 1973), 103. /

A
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providcntfal outcogte of solitary events g characterizing only the sentiments of the speakers at
the time in which they speak them, and not Shakespeare's own view."* But the tendency of
mésl interpretations is 10 see or implicitly acccﬁt as a dichotomy the individualism of
cﬁaractcrs and the prov?aémialism of divine control, and t6 undermine one in Tavor of the
other. JEven Henry Kelly goes no farther than lo' separate the partisan attitudes of the )
individual charactei‘s from the plﬁywrighl's overall dramatic purpose. However, Shakespearc's
political drama appears to be based on an integrated rather than a dichotomous approach to
cause and effect. l‘n his early histories, he portr.;syﬁ the collapse of a~uthori1y‘ as a result of the
;nlcraclion between the two political constituents: responsible, indcpchen% individuals and the
beliefs of idgplogy which lcgitimate‘thcir soc;'cty.’ | ‘

Providentialism is one of tll;c primary legitimating assumptions of the Elizabethan
period. Dollimore, in his book Radical Tfagcdy, points out the ideological function of
religion both for those who accepted the indisputable presence of a divine Bciné and for
philosophers following the Reformation who recognized the political expediency of belief in
God rather than accepting uncondit{onally the truth of His existence.® Indeed, Dollimore's
approach to Renaissance tragedy is helpful in a pol‘tical study of the first tetralogy. Relying
on Raymond Williams' analysis of the historical process, Dollimore stresses the transitional,
time-bound nature of history such that the culture of any particular period is‘not unilinear,

but composed of often conflicting ideologies: surviving elements of the past, dominant ideas

of the present, and emerging new forms of the future.’ The Providentialism used to legitimate
. , .

o

* Henry Ansgar Kelly, Divine Providence in the England of Shakespeare's Histories
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1970), 272.

(1 1]

‘Ideology, according to J. Dollimore and Alan Sinfield, "is composed of those
beliefs, practices and institutions which work to legitimate the social order.” "Hjstory
and Ideology: the Instancc of Henry V," in John Drakakis, Alternative Shak res.
London: Methuen, 1985, 210-211. Understanding authority as legitimate power makes
the mutual assumptions that define authority a type of political ideology.

200 -

* Jonathan Dollimore, Radical Tragedy ¢Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984),
11. y

[T 1) .

Dollimore, 7. He refers to Raymoné Williams, Marxism and Literature (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1977), 121-127.°
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the social structures of the [ iftcentlf':nq sixteenth ccm\:rics was not ul}zays c;mmtem and
unifying, because its concepts were s"ub)cct to the evolutionary effects of history, 10
| ideological changes and adaptations. From amlheorclical. stafidpoint, Providentialism suffered
from complexities and contradictions which mad:: it a problematic source of order, while from
a human or individualist standpoint, interpretations of divine authority produc:d conflicting
claims. Shakespeare, taking into account both aspects, portrays the concept of divin;
intervgntion in his early histories primarily as an_jnstrument of [action rather than a means of
control, as an ideological assumblion that demands an awargncss or ambiguities rather than
offering a simple clarifidation of political rights.
The Christian oz Providential perception of political order has its roots in a medieval
culture dominated by thé‘oloﬁical modes of thought. Ackn;)'wledging the sacrcdnhcss of the
king was a natural way of expressingthe "sacredness of that mutuality of which he was both
protector and symbol."* While early in the development of political theology the liturgical
focus of *kingship stressed the Christ-like human and divine dual nature of kings, later in the |
Middle Ages the Crown came to be perceived as a body politic With thcv king as head and the
' ' ‘

magnates as limbs.* Subjects and king together defined the corporate character of the pdlily.

Kantorowicz, in The King's Two Bodies. studies the development of political thought up to

the Tudor period in English history and traces, the influences of christology in the prevailing
perception of a dualistic political system and in the traditional appeal to divine authority.

By Shakespeare's day, however, the medieval theory had been transfqQrmed into a
Tudor version of divinely-sanctioned kingship. As Kantorowicz says, "the 'subjects plus
King," being incorporated with each other and forming together the @ﬁy_\p‘o\ﬁﬂc}of the realm,
~were replaced by the 'King's Body politic' which now was incorporated with the \king's Body

\_/'
natural.'"!° From medieval ideology evolved thé concept of divine right and the vision of a

-

*Sanders, 148.
L ]

’Ernst Kantorowicz, The King's Two Bodies: A Study in Medieval Political Theory

rinceton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1965), 364.
.0

19K antorowicz, 439.

Q |




.~ * Quties imposed are the will of the Prince not the will of God."? The divine or sacred status of &

o

“threats to the security of the reglmv_zl}mmshed radical minorities expressed mcreased

scepticism about the ,Tudor monarchy. Thus, according to Baumer. .

"‘Kantorowrcz 8 “ ' - . . i L

, ee® " ) )J

v L.

>,
kig-centered governméqt in which "the body politic of kingship appeafs as a likeness of t

. ¥ _
'holy sprites and angels ' because it represents like the angels, the Immutable within.

Time. "1 The king's two: bodres separate but mcorporated into- one person whose lesser

natural body is improved by"its consohdatron with the: Body polmc became the foundatron
for the Tudor doctrine of absolute:monarchy. As John Danby describes the system,
"Authority is vested in a person. Elizabeth is absolute in the realm of both Pope and
Emperor.... According te'her Homilies rebellion is always and absolutely wrong.... The

the king overshadowed the accon}rganying terms of sacred function. As Wilbur Sanders says,

~ "Tudor absolutism, in its extreme and def ensive'manifostat‘ions, was a sadly gelded version of

<

[the] mutnality, in which right had been divorced from responsibility, the contract cancetled,
and in which duty' devolved exolusiv‘ely ubon the subject."!?

The theory'of divine right as itis~kn'own today is more appropriately a
seventeenth -'cen.tury concept asébciated with the Stuart regime than an Elizabethan one.'*
Franklm le van Baumer explains, however, that whlle the Tudor state emphasized
non re51stance moﬁre thah divine right, the real vrtahty in the idea of ordained monarchy was
more apparent in Elizabethan times "when the central government had definitely'4riumphed

AN

over f eudal and papal Sovereignty."? Elizabeth, sustainer of the Tudor ruie was popularly ™

: accepted as an instrument of Providence, although by the end of the century when foreign \

o

[ 11 J

e
]ohn Danby. Shakespeate's Doctrine of Nature (London Faber and Faber 1949),
51. ,

N i
. : (, N

. » It

VSanders, 149. ‘ ' : ‘

ees ‘3 ' X : . )

14 According to the ideological theory Dollimore explores, the concept of divine right
may be termed an -emergent cultural form in the sixteenth century and a dominant
idea of the seventeenth century. : . :
(11 . g

“Franklin le van Baumer, The Earla Tudor Theory of Kmqshxp (New York Russell

‘and Russell, 1966) 91

I3
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During the eatly Engli¢h Reformation, the cult of authority was popular because the
king had come to personify English nationalism as against papal internationalism,
and because he represemed the people's surety against internal anarchy. It was this
cult of authority which, in addition to the"doctrine of Royal Supremacy, chiefly
drfferennated the Tudor rheory of kmgshrp from that of the fif lcemh century,'*

The hrstorrographers recordmg f 1fteenth -century English history and E‘ovrdmg \a, |

Shakespeare with sources for his early plays, wrote within the polrtrcal context of this cult of

u

authority and engendered in thi\c»hromcles a type of Tudor propaganda subsequently 1o be

-

known as the Tudor Myth. Theyyused and intepreted history for political purposes, for the ‘
support.of the Tudor monarchy. As Larry Chamrpion says of England:

For a natian with an emerging sense of identity and purpose - cuitural and polmca)
[the histories] were a means.both of comprehending and of emulating earlier
civilizations, of drawing'analogies at the same time instructive and self enhancm/g
and of justifying a contemporary monarchical control which, if not edenic, way
demonstrably preferable to the bloody internecine struggles it had supprcssed }' n

Hjstory for the Elizabethans became an exemplary discipline in which "Events of thc pasl
were recounted in order to provide lessons for the present.™* /

The Tudor Myth, history as lesson, the elaborate defense of the Tu'dor"_;dynasty by an

-

appeal te divine authority, is for Shakespearean critic E.M.W. Tillyard and his supporters the
nnifying theme not dnly for the chronicles of Hall and Holinshed, but for Shakespeare'e

history plays as well.!? According to the myth, the depositfon of Rfchérd I1 - the shedding of
. S / ‘ <
- /

s
/

/

¢ Baumer, 119
*ee

‘YLarry Champion, Perspecuve in Shakespeare's Engllsh Hrstones (Athens 'Ifkrc

Umversny of Georgia Press, 1980) 1. , /
.o. /
, /o
1t Henry Kelly, 4. ‘ A ¥
" ene : . /

15Critics even debate about the appropriateness : oﬁ the Tudor Myth as a .© *

propagandisitic device in Hall's historical accoun{ but that -question goes beyond the
focus of this thesis. Graham Holderness, howchr suggests, "Shakespeare's historical
sources, then, were more complex than we often take them to be. Through ,their -
compilation of the ideological conflicts inscribed in the fifteenth-century . chrofncles
they offered to the Eizabethan dramatists a. rich .and detailed repository of historical
evidence, the materials necessary for a more rational and dJbjective "understanding of
the past.” Shakespeare's History (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1985), 22. For
challenges to the presence of the Tudor polmcal theory in the English chronicles,

~ see Robert Ornstein, A Kingdom for a (Cambrrdge Mass: Harvard Umversnty

Press, 1972) and Henry Kelly, Divine Provrdence in the England of Shakegpeare’

Histories. (Cambndge Mass Harvard University Press, 1970) .
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the blood of God' s ‘anointed - is a sin for which God punishes England durmg the relgns of
the next four kings. God acts through subjects and ru‘ers to carry out a plan of dtvme
retnbutton and f mally to restore order with the coronation of Henry VII the Tudor king@vho
umites thc Yorktst and Lancastnan hﬁ‘es and provrdes a happy ending to an organic pnece of
history. God's curse is strongest during the Wars of the Roses when bom %93’&,1 households
are incriminated. According to Tillya’rd, in the f irst tetralogy, Shakespeare's organizing theme

is the Proyidential purpose of and explanation for political strtfe. In the Henry VI plays,
Joan of Arc is a scourge sent to the English nation, Henry VI's ineptitude as king segves as a

| pumshment for.Richard II's usurpatnon and York is a divine instrument to-challenge the
Lancasters. In Richard III Ige)hard is God s ayenging agent and Richmond's part in.
mtroducx\g a stable monarchy is an act & God signif’ ytf(g the expiation of England s sins: In
Trllyard s words, "Behind all the confusion of civil war, and \th\e more precious and emphatrc
because of the conf usxon is the behef that the world isa part of the eternal law and that

| earthly mutability... is itself a part of a gre‘ater and permanent pa{tern "0 The Tudor Mythr

_‘}

1mposes a perceptron of order on a disordered past by a. "ov1dent1a1 mterpretatxon that

" requires temporal boundaries around a speogrc portro'n f hlstory g
| An exammatron of Shakespeare s first four history plays ut terms of Trllyard s

assumptions requtres a prehmrnary look at the mconsrstencres in and the madequacres of the
v Tudor doctrme A theologtcal behef in the sacrosancttty of kmgshxp confhcts with the
hnstorrcal supposmon that God bestowed his f avor on a partrcular king, Henry VII. The A
Tudor proponents applied their theory of divine sanction to facts that supported their political
’bxas The contradiction in the Tudor Myth has led Henry Kelly to suggest that in the

transition between medieval and Renaissance periods of English hl‘ ¢ there was not one |

- myth but three: the Lancastrian%the’forkist. and the Tudor fnythsf1 Each faction adopted a )

‘ ‘,Providential justification for its actions, and \tﬁhe prevailing myth at any poihtv in history

belonged to the most powerf'ulr or ruling faction. . '

™ Tillyard, Shakespeare's History Plays, 150,
. e - :
11H. Kelly, 9.



While the TUdor union of theological and political assumptions.is problematic a

retrospective 1rnposmon o J_he - Tudor Myth on the sixteenth cemury prov:des a sxmplisuc
inaccurate representation of Elizabethan political perceptions. According to Robm Headlam
Wells, "the twenty-year period when Shakespeare wrote most of his playAs was not one of
*intellectual uniformity, but a time otl.secial unrest and energetic political controversy, "
Graham Holderness explains: v . "
who thought differently from Protestants, Puritans who thought differently from

/\ either, and not only about rehgron there were apologrsts f or absolute monarchy and
( -~ opponents of it.** _

Not every Eli@bethan accepted the state's official ideology: there were Catholics

~ Indeed, the perpetration of polrtrcal myths arose as much from the need for monarchrcal
,secunty as from an mcrease m English nationalism or a smcere belref in thc dwme ordma}non
of public events. The Tudor propaganda of the monarchrcal supporters while it replaced

Yorkist and Lancastrian loyaltres m Shakespeare s time, was itself challenged by political

¢

dissidents and also by a growing interest in a humanistic perspective of history.
4 o “ '

An interest in responsible-human action raises questions not only about Tudor

attitudes but about a Providential \}iew‘ of history in general. Sanders, referring 10 a concept

&

of divine intervention, says:

A God 50 directly in control of human affarrs 1s of course, open to charges of

maladministration and injustice; and it is here that the providential theory - °

immediately begins to reveal its evasiveness.... The.ill fortune of the wicked is a sign -

of God's wrath; but the ill fortune of the Just is a sign of his love.  The good man

who prospers is being rewarded for his righteousness, but the evil man who prospers

is being deluded with worldly success in- preparatron for his eventual condemnation at
- the Day of Judgment. * -. .

A scheme that provides identical reasons for antrthetrcal actions is an unsatisf ymg and
rnsuff icient explanatron for the wrfoldmg of temporal history.
Crmcs approachm_g Shakespeare find themselves trying to def ine and confine .

Providence in order to understand his plays. Michael Quinn, differentiating between general

22Robin  Headlam Wells, Shakespeare, Politics and the State (Houndmills: MacMillan
Ed., 1986), 1. . : . L >

L 2L L

3Holderness, 19 20. T

‘24Qanders, 112. : ' o :
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and particular Providence, suggests that Shakespeare focuses on the particular Providence
involved in the immediate cause and effect of characters' actions rather than on the gengral ]
pattem of pumshed crime and triumphant virtue.? erbur Sanders proposes for Shakespeare's

' plays a natural Providence, . "an organgc human process by which the drseased soul
dlsmtegrates under the weight of .its bwn evil, and the diseased society purges 1tself e

! frownlow distinguishes between ultimate and immediate causes of events such that
"Provrdence may pumsh but it does S0 through men's own consentmg wills, "?’ Indeed the

debate arises because crmcs recogmze that Shakespeare's drama ofters a broader scope than

polmcal propaganda. WhllelTudor ideals are simplistic, 'the balance betyveen divine and .
human action is complex. The whole question of tdivine sanction for good and evil actions,

_ the belief that history is in the hands of God dnd that he chooses politlcal sides, and the
traditional association of God with the king make the issue of divine authority highly |
ambiguous. Shakespeare wrmng his early histories, places himself at the heart of thrs _
polmcal controversy as he dramatrzes the public realm whege 1deology and actron canverge

| The rights of kmgshrp_._ which lay at the center of the ‘t’tfteenth-century pohtrcal_ i

Ssystem, Iare issues addressed by Shal(espeare's competin'g‘ kings. ,Certainlyt a pure concept of
divine right, a view of the king as God's anointed whose' two bodies represent the substance |
of the 'nation is f or the character of l-lenry VI little more than a dubious claimor a -
corruptible theory Indeed, once chhard 11 has been deposed a behef in the divine
appomtment of kings is challenged by any succeeding monarch, and the Tudor rulers

themselves were careful to avoid that contentious aspect of their own vide010gy. ‘l_y when

Henry VI returns to England as a banished, deposed king does he invoke his divine authority,

*Michael Quinn, "Providence in Shakespeare's Yorkist Plays;" ~Slgkeswre Quarterly
10 (1959) =47, ' . ‘ ) .

Rl PO .

3Sanders, 95. Hrs concept amounts to little more than a doctrine of no Provrdence _
~ While he basés his interpretation on the philosophies of Renaissance writers such as
> Hooker, who saw the working of God through nature, Sanders' approach tends to
dismiss the significance of the many references by Shakespeare's characters to God's
direct part“in history. Their - attitudes- and beliefs, however prove to be” an integral -
and influential part of ‘their - political activity. : o
208 -

" ¥’Brownlow, 2.

A
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and then he does so as a defeated and disillusioned king. He says to himself, "Thy place is " )

fill'd, thy sceptre wrung from thee,/ Thy balm wash'd off wherewith thou was anomted / No
bending knee will call thee Caesar now."* The f avor of“ God is not powerfu} enough tc:
wnthstand a confrontauon thh the will of the people Challengmg the two keepers who clalm .
alleglance to their new kmg, Edward, Henry invokes the prmcnple of kingship as an mherem_
part of his own physical existence and asks, "Am I dead? Do'l not breathe a man?”
(3H6.111.1.82). Bilt he soon aeqUiesces in their commands as he recognizes that the life-long
sanctloned right of kingship simply does not exist for him. "Gone also is the fiction of royal
Iprerogatlves of any kind, and all that-r'emains is the feeble human nature of a king."*’
/ If the subjects violate divine right by deposi'ng.vth_eir l(ing. Henry VI violates his right:
~ by allowing the separation of his two bodies 'qu declaring, "My crown ie m »rhy heart, not on
my head" (3H6.I11.i.62). Kantorowicz's description of Richard 1 applies equally well 0
| Henry VI's condition' "Invisible his kingship, and relegated to within: visible his flesh, and
exposed to contempt and derxsxon or to pity and mockery."*® Banished " and then 1mpnsoned
Henry retains little of the dignity embodxed in an ordained mmlster of God. His kingly
stature is diminished and, even when he ascenids to the throne again for a 2 brief um_e, he does
not permit a consolidation of his two bodle% He makes.(Warwick‘ a{nd Clarence the effective
national rulers: the two Protectors "yoke ttogether like a double shadow/ To’ Henry's body, -
' .axld supply his:place" (3H6.IV.vi.49-50). Theoretically, —th\t‘:y become Henry's 'body politic?
The protected and privileged role of the divinely ordained is. foerenry‘a weakly asserted and

[

' corruptxble 1deal rather than a fact <
Edward IV whose rengn occurs within and fi ollowmg Henry Vl s, more closely
represents the Ellzabethan version of the authoritative king, although he is presented as an

unsympathetic, autocratic character. hHe js the ruler who can assert to his brothers, "I am

-5 YWilliam Shal(éspeare, 3 Henl'y VI in The Riverside Shakesgare ed. G. Blakemore :
~ Evans (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1974) 686. All ! All Shakespeare § quotauons are from
" this text. ,

80 . . »

K antorowicz, 30.
213

- %%Kantorowicz, 37.

it
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- Edward,/ Your king and Warwick's. and mﬁst have my will" (3H6.IV.i.15-16). Edwa_rd_'s'

philosophy that "my will shall stan¥ for law" (;_QQ.IV.i.SO) aligns him with the Tud‘or'
absolutists who'view the king's central position as the embodiment of the political sysiem.
Body natural and body poiftic_ are inedrporated into his one will, and he is equally priyileged
to ignore state poliey in.choosing his own queen and o command military forces in the civil

. When he temporarily loges hlS crown: to Henry VI, the Yorkist king, unlike the resigned
Henry VI, declares "Edward will always bear hlmself as king" (3H6. v .45), a statement
that affirms Edward's faith in the 1mmutab1hty of his sanctioned posxtnq}n. However, he »
never appeals directly to God as the: soruce of his rigl{t. And when he concludes 3 Henty VI,
saying, "And now ‘what reses'But that we spend the time/ With statel_y triumphs, fnirthful
comic shows.) Sueh as befits the pleasure ef the court?" (;I_-I_6.V.vii.42-44)',h;s call for state
celebrations in his victory, pz;rticularly in contrast to attitudes voiced by the meek King Henry -

Y1, indicates a greater interest in the Tudor concern for the sacred status of the king than in
@

the corres_ponding sacred function.
~ Richard III, who follows his author‘itative.brc;ther to the throne, also preserves the
idea of diyine ordination and the iconic relationship between the two bodies, but his B
questionable right to the throne and his means of achieving it deprive the kingly images of
their sacred meamng In Act IIl.vii, when Rxchard appears before the Mayor and citizens to
be persuaded to be kmg, he enters "alof t between two Bishops," an appearance whith BG.
Lyons points out umtat,es the traditional and 1egendary visual representatxon of the king

anointed by-the Chureh."‘ Richard, however, contrives this mock coronatlon himself, creat&gg“‘

an obvious tension between public symbol and ‘private purpose. Later his response to his

mother's reproaches "Let not the heavens hear these tell- tale women/ Rail on the Lord s

anomted" (R3. IV iv. 150 151) is no more than an appeal to common assumptions of
authority slmply to sxlenpe the bothersome complafhts. If Henry s feeble claim to divine right
is clouded by the quesnon of usurpation, Richard's claim is lost entirely in his profanation of

the rituals and symbols themselves, while his defo‘rmed natural body cloaks a soul too morally

Bridget Gellert Lyons, "'King's Games': Stage Imagery and Political Symbohsm in

Richard III," Criticism 20 (1978) 22,
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corrupt to be incorporated with a body politic in the "likenesa of the 'holy sprites and-
angels.'"*? For Henry VI, divine authority is a theory’ at odds with reality; for Edward/1V,
divine authority ia transmiuted into a sacred positi.on. reservued for himself alone; for Richard
* Il ,.divine authority mprely exxsts as public yLnguage and symbols that he can manipolate for
personal power. The various amtudes exp‘ressed by Shakespeare's ruling characters suggest
that ambxgumes in and uncertainties about the theory of kingship subject the position of
!authorxty to the interests and interpretations of those who fill it. '
While holy, sanctioned kingship as a traditional political theory is not positively
portrayed in any of the three rulmg characters, Shakespeare does not unconditionally adopt
the comemporary historical view by portraymg Henry' sﬁovernmg problems simply as the
result of divine pumshmen% The Tillyardian focus on the Tudor Myth may be appropriate in
an examination of Shakespeare's pnnxal:y sources, Hall and Holinshed, but it is less valid in a
, ‘discussion of the first tetralogy. While Tillyard claims the audlencc is nevcr allowed to forget
that Henry IV s usurpation was the beginning of England’s civil discord,** Shakespeare only
" mentions Richard II five times in the four plays in.references that primarily treat Richard's
deposition as a political fact Yatter than an affront to divine will. Mortimer mentions /
_ Richard II in a speech to Plantagenet in 1 Henry VI, but emphasizes legal justice rather than
*his own role as God's agent. York, in his genealogncal account in 2 Honrz VI, I1.ii, uses
Richard II's murder simply to increase sympathy for himself .** And even in the last reference

in Richard I, IILiii, when Rivers, Grey, and Vaughan face their own executions, Richard is

-~

" not seen as a cause of their grief but simply as a mutual victim of Jolitical intrigue at

\liomf ret Tower. By not portraying the catastrophes of the present simply as an "inescapable

%

]

32K antorowicz, 8.
i1 1]

 Tillyard, 147. - o {
(1 1] ’ .

“References to Richard II appear in 1 Heng VI O, 2 Henry VI- II ii and IV i; 3
Henry VI lLi, and Richard HI ILiii. ‘ ,

ses i

3A.L. French, "Henry VI and the Ghost of Richard II," English Studies 50 (1959)
Supplement: xh ' '
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_permitted disasters for that reason. Clearly this is Hall's attitude, for he says:

15

inhcrlmncc from the dnstam past, " Shakespeare frees his characters tqQ enact a more realistxc
version of politics in which people rather than ghosts determine the course of events.

Focusing on-the actors rather than on the past, Irvmg Ribner suégcsts that
Shakespcarc emphasizes the consequences of sins commxtted durmé Henry's reign rather than
of crimes against Richard II. ” From this standbomt one can examine a second common

hypothesis of the chroniclcrs. that God was displeased with Henry's marriage to Margaret and

»

\
This mariage semed to many, bothe infortunate, and vnprofitable to the realme pf
England; and that for many causes,... But moste of all it should seme that God
with his matrimony was not content. For after thls spousage the kynges freneds fell
from hym, * . . N .

Shakespeare, however, pcrtrays Henry's marriage as an act of political incompetence, but

does not allude to God's role. Gloucester condemns the move for its national, material

. gonsequences, saying to his peers, "Faé:his marriage, cancelling your fame,/ Blotting youf

names from books of memory,/... Defacing monuments of-conquer'd France,/ Undding all,
as all h'ad never been!" (;H_S.I.i .99-103). Edward, too, blames Margaret for the tumult, but .
makes no reference to the part of Providence. Indeed, what the audience sees is a weak king

manipulated into matrimony by Suffolk, a deéignjng lord enchanted by a Fregeh princess and

- willing to abuse the king's innocence to satiéfy' his own desires. That the love affair between

. emphasis. . . ®»

Suffolk and Margaret is largcly Shakespeare's own invcction stresses his interest in the cause
and effect of political decisions. Thus ne_ither Tillyard nor Ribner accnrately accounts for the -
political unrest by his interpretation. Actions, past or present, for which Henry VI allegedly

suffers divine punishment Shakespeare either ignores gﬁ)resents without a Providential

£

3] P. Brockbank, "The Frame.of Disorder - Henry VI," in Shakespeare's Histories:

An Anthology of Modern Criticism, ed. William A. Armstrong (Middlesex, England:
Penguin Books, 1972), 121 :

$rving Ribner The English Hlstog Play in the Age of Shakespeare (London:

- Methuen and Co. Ltd., 1965), 105.

see ’ ~ E
“Edward Hall, Hall's Chronicle [Printed by Richard Grafton in 1548 and 1550]
(New York: A.M.S. Press, Inc., 1965), 205.
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Focus on sin stresses man's relationship to God at the expense of the more immedtate
subject of history, the mteracuon between men and women. The problem with the Tudor
Myth in providing a unifying visxon for Shakespeare's two tetralogies based on a large

Providential scheme is two-fold: the vision is not apparent during the civil war, and the
. )

scheme detracts from the decisions and actions made by £he characters on stage.

b

Nevertheless despite the absence of an obvnous o erndmg Providential perspecuve

him in his public duties’and accepts both good‘ and bad { ortune a signs of God's control.
When Cade's rebe}llon is suppressed, the King rejoices, "Great God, how just art thou!" |
(2H6.V.i.68). Yet when York's arm); threatens to overté,ke him, Henry is equally subbx.issive.
asking, "Can we butrun the heavens?" (;_}_ig.v;ms). His' Providential perspective is rather

°ambigubus in that it encompasses attitudes of conf ide“r’nce and resignation, of hope and
despair. He shares the Tudors' _undiécriminatiﬁ’g interpretation of events, but he does not

_ express-a Tudor view of history. Even when he believes that he loses the battle at St. Albans

according to God's will, "there is nothing in the play t6 indicate that he feels he has injured

-

York in any way, or that he or his family is deserving of divine punishmeﬁt " 3 For Henry
VI, Providence is a guxde not because he is a King, but because he is a Christian; defeat is his
end not because he- xﬂ§‘ a urper but because it is part of God's eternal plan. The political
consequences of \é kmg :{hose "mind is bént to holiness" (2H6.1.iii.55) and "Whose
church-like humors f its not.for a crown” (2H6.1.i.247) become apparent in the necesgar'y
interaction between the governor and the governed. For Shakespeare's Henry VI, an appeal
to the divine is less frequently a 'sanction for his actions than an expianation for his inaction,

It is not so much a source of authority as an excuse for his declining control.

H. Kelly, 261. ; | S v
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For authority is a relationship rather than a state of mind, and Henry's Providential

perspécti;/c does little to establish a mutual acceptance of his right to rule. His piety makes

him naive enough to believe the false miracle that Gloucester, the m character, can

expose. Such naivety does not inspire respect. His peace-loving nature. makes him an
incompetent military leader for 'the nation and causes GZliff ord to say in b&ttle "I would your
Highmess would depart the f ield,/ The Queen hath best success when you are absent
(3H6.11.1i.73-74). T1p King's devotion to God impels Margaret to say. "1 WOuld the college
of the Cardinals/ Would choose him Pope and carry him to Rome, / And set the triple crown
upon his head - / That were a state fit for his holiness " (é_ﬂ_6.l.iii.61-64). King Henry's
Christfan virtues ironically undermine kingship as a holy, reverenced function and weaken the
esséntial control at the center of th; polxtical structure. gCon‘sequently, his Providential |
preoccupation inspires not mutual but multiple idéological assumptions, and England becomes
a battlefield of subjects strhggling to be kings.**
In portraying York, the initial and primary contender to the throne in this conflict,
Shakespeare deliberately avoids the ;mif ying possibilities of Providgnce by e)fcluding the
divinely ordain’éd function portrayed in the chronicle sources. Hall's York says:
Yet in the middes of this af fliccion, and to make an end of thesame, God of his
ineffable goodnes, lookyng on this countrey, with his iyes of pitie, and aspect of
mercie, hath sent me in the truth, to restore again this decayed kyngdom to his
guncient fame & olde renoume.*!

In Shakespeare's r;ndition. York merely claims a right to the throne on hereditary principles,

saying, "A day will coméwwhen York shall claim his own,/ ... Nor shall proud Lancaster

’ 'usurp my right,/ Nor hold the sceptre in his childish fist" (2H6.1.i.239-245). Later, when

York apostrophizes on the crown, saying, "Ah, sancta majestas! who would not buy bee
. R - ‘ N

-~

“Indeed, it is more appropriate to observe Henry's interpretation of Providence as it
affects the kingdom than to discuss Shakespeare's dramatization of an “external
Providence as it affects Henry VI's rule. This distinction allows for a different
underst%ndmg of Quinn's terms, general and specific Providence, by identifying the
specific  approach to divine authority: with the characters and the more quesnonable
presence of general Provxdennal pattcrns with the playwright.

*08

. “'Hall, 247. The n in affliccion andsthe m in kyngdom have been added to the
quotation in plaoe of the origir original s‘mbol over the preceding %fs
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dear?/ Let them obey that knows n.ot how to rule;/ This hand was made to handle nought but
gold" (2H6.V.i.5-7), "His attitude here docs\not strike us as being one of respect for the
divine dignity of kingship so much as a virtual‘idolalry of power for its own sake." York's
focus is on .lhe worldly rather than the ﬁivine.

Not only does Shakespeare avqid depicting Providence as a unifying principle ccr:tcring
on either Henry V] orvthe Yorkist con;cndcr. but at the same time he puts inio the mbuths of
his other characters words that reveal divine sanction simply as an instrument of factibn.
Opposing political sides both appeal to Providence to justif y' their causes. One gets the sense
that if any myth is propagated by Shalge_spearc's accoun{ of history, there are, as Henry Kelly
sfxggests. at least three. In the civil war of the Henry V] plays the clash bctwccp the Yorkist
and Lancastrian myths dominates. Clifford, supporting the Engﬁsh troops led by a
Lancastrian king, says, "God on our sid;. doubt not of victory " (2H6.1V.viii.52). Edward,
defending his Yorkist titie to the throne, calls out, "God and Saint chrgc for us!”
(3H6.11.i.204). Hastings, a Yorkist supporter, appeals for divine assistance instead of .
military alliahces, believing that "'Tis better using France than trusting France./ Let us be
back'd with God, and with the seas,/ Which he hath giv'n" (3H6.IV.i. 42-44). Queen
Margaret, the acting head of the Lancastrian forces, addresses her lords and knights with,
"You fight in justice; then in Gad’s name, lords,/ Be valiant, and give signal to the fight”
(3H6.V.iv.81-82). Henry's nonpartisah appeal, "To whom God will, there be the victory!”
(3H6.11.v.15), is virtually lost in the tumult. Convinced of the justness of its ~ause, each side
asseprts the privilege of divine sanction. The inconsistencies in the Providential interpretation
of events become blatantly obvious in the series of battles in which inevitably some win and
some lose, while all declare themselves to be right. Prince Edward's éharge against Warwick
becomes the univefsal complaint of disorder in the two plays: "If that be right which
Warwick says is rigﬁt,/ There is no wrong, but evcry thing is right” (3H6.11.ii.131-132).

Rights can only exist if they are mutually acknowledged; in Henry's England, they are not.

YH. Kelly, 259.
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Personal motives and malice becémc so intertwined with appeals for Providential
protection that the contradictions become even more épparent. Cliff c‘df motivation as a
Lancastrian advocate is personal revcﬁge, divorced from any sense of di,vinc justice. He
declares, "King Henry, be thy title right or wrong,/ Lord CliffQrd vows to fight in thy
defensc./ May that groundy;ape. and swallow me alive,/ Whhl kneel to him that slew
my father!"(31.i.159-162). For Clifford, Norlhumbcrland, and Westmoreland, the moral
principles surrounding the title t6 the throne are irrelevant, and lﬁyalty to Henry ends when -
he can no longer provide an outlet for their vengeful spirits. In the opposing faction,
Warwick 's response: mirrors theirs as he abandons York for L_agcaslcr after suing for
Edward's queen in France.. Warwick says, "Not that 1 pity Henry's misery,/ But seek revenge
on Edward's mockery " (3H6.111.iii.264-265). Restored to t'e throne, Henry says to
Warwick, "I thank God and thee./ He was the author, thou the instrument”
(3H6.I1V.vi.17-18). Yet shifting alliances and the maﬁipulation%t’ appeals to diﬁgg authority
for private ends throughout the civil strif e suggest that mefi anq their factions have become
the authors and kingmakers: God is reduced to an instrument. Personal consideratﬁns
feplace Providential reasons for loyalty.* -

) Richa;d of Gloucester blurs the distinction between Providential and personal views

altogether-when he says:

.

I'll make my heaven to dream upon the crown,

And while I live, t'accountthis world but hell,

Until my misshap'd trunk that bears this head

Be round impaled-with a glorious crown (3H6.I11.ii.168-171).
For him, the absolute rightness of political claims gives why to private ambitions, and divine
power is subsumed by his narrow, selfish vision. When Gloucester mufders Henry VI, saying,
"die, prophet, in thy speech:/ For this, amongst the rest, was I ordain'd" (3H6.V.vi.56-57),
his words ring empty in the wakc of all he has p:ﬁnoucly said and done. As Henry Kelly

says, "Richard can hardly be taken to express God's predestmmg intentions.... His evﬂ is his

“The result is n’ot as Brownlow suggests, that "Providence may punish, but it does
sO through men's own, consenting wills" (52) but that men inflict suffering on one
another in the name of Providence. ,

-
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own doing, not God's."** Allusions to God's operation in history are so disjointed and so
intertwined with personal malice and private interests that divine justification soon loses
significance as a unifying appeal. .\ ‘.
In 1 Henry VI, Shakespeare complicatég rather than clarifies the balance between
divine and personal influences by including supernatural activities, and Joan's role in the wars
between the French and the English is not entirely clear. She JS a prophetic voice for the
French, but whcthc; her powers are perceived as deriving [ rom.\good or evil sources depends
largély on the political bias of either nation. Edw;rd Berry notes the contemporary source of
this ambiguity, saying, "Witches, after ali, fulfilled a variety of fuﬁctions in the Elizabethan
,schcmc of things, sometimes serving as God's agents; more often Satan's; sometimes
punishing sins, more often diabolically inciting them."** Shakespeare is perceptive enough 1o
show the political value of such uncertainty for enemies justifying their actions. To the
French, Joan is holy, and Alanson promises to "have [her] ievcrcnc'd like a blessed saint”™ <
(1H6.1I1.jji.14-15). To the English, she is a witch, and Bedford taunts the new French ally,
Burgundy, saying, "Despairing of his own arm's fortitude,/ To join with witches and the help
of hell'™ (1H6.11.i.17-18). Joan herself'adds to the contradiction by speaking of a "vision
sent to her from heaven” (_1_}_l:§.l.ii.52). but then unsucgcs§fully conjuring fiends and
admitting, "My ancient incantations are too weak,/ ;\nd h;)l too strong for me to buckle N
with" (1H6.V.iii.27-28). Opposing na‘tgonal views and l?éjironic discrepancy between Joan's
words and actions prevent a simple, one-sided interpretation of her role..
Consequently, her claim, "Assign'd I am to be the English scourge” (m_&l.ii.lﬁ),
becomes doubtful. It assumes a divine source for her prophetic power, whereas the bowcr of

hell in opposition to the cause of godliness seems more likely. Furthermore, her supernatural

influence as the English scourge is mentioned only once, while Talbot is referred to as a

“H. Kelly, 275. R

[ 2 1]

**Edward Berry, Patterns of Decay: Shakespeare's Early Histories (Charlottesvilie:
University Press of Virginia, 1975), 12-13.




‘French scourge three times not by hrmself but .by both the Englxsh and the French.*¢ The
l countcrbalance implies that 1f Joan is mfltctmg divine punishment on England, Talbot is
certainly doing the same f or France. From this. perspective, Ttllyard s remark i$ somewhat

~

sl,l‘nphsuc and maccurate Ty

k)

Joan, by God's permxssron and through the general collapse of order among the .
Englrsh nobility,.has dealt England 2 great blow. Having dealt it, and ceasing to be
God's tool, she loses*her power. Her evil spirits desert her and she is captured and
burnt.for the wicked woman she is.*’ v

Indeed, while Joan conyr:nces Burgundyito change sides, witchcraft plays no part 1n the s
battles and the English nobility collapses entirely without Joan‘s"ass:istance . In one battle, a
messenger observes "Here had the conquest fully been seal 'd up, 7 If Sir John Falstaff had
| not play'd’ the coward (11.i.131). In another Lucy proclarms "The fraud of England, not ..
the force of France / Hath now entraﬁp d the noble mmded Talbot (1H6 Iv. 1v 36 -37). The
'Enghsh scourge acts like a witch, the French scourge is called a devil and portrayed asa -
rntfrtary he_ro. both nations claim to recerve' power from heaven to send their opponents to
hell, and di'ssension among the English ranks clearly weakens ‘their own military capability. A
smgle d%ne plan in hxstory is obscured by partrsan clarms and irresponsible politjcal chorces
The sorcery scene in 2 Henry VI, like Joan of Arc s role in 1 Henry VI clouds the
typical assoctauon of Provrdence thh the revelation of future events The Elizabethan
© perception of sorcery is explalned in Kelly's descrrptlon of prophecyL o
As far as theologxcal doctrine is concerned Tt was universally accepted by Chrrstrans
in Shakespeare's day that only God had certain knowledge of the future, and that
~ evil spitits could only conjecture future events from already existing causes. But we
must no doubt admit that this doctrine was often contradictedt in practice, and that
- men ascribed more knowledge to spirits than theologxans could justify.**
Predicttonscome from evil as well as good sources. The witch in Act L.ii, invoking spirits and
prophesying about eventsf appears as an ‘evil. presence giying lip service to "the eternal God." |

. ) ¥
~ What makes the scene all the-more ambiguous is the underlying implication that the

*A.L. French, “Joan of Arc and Henry VI,” English Studies 49 (1968): 427.

see

“Tillyard, 168. - - R
“H. Kelly, 253, | | |
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* -Cardinal’s men, who "Have hired [Hume) to undermine the Duchess,/ And buzz these

¥

conJuratrons in her brain" (2H6.1.ii.98-99),. are the instigators of the whole plot. In this
light, the prophecies are calculatea and not revealed. Men and women. in conjunction with ¢
-good and evil preternatural forces, appear-to control the course of 'evente

In the 1mme%ate context of thrs scene, Justlce does prevail in a manner consistent
with Henry VI's Pro‘ndenttal interpretation: the conspirators meet unttmely dcaths as a result
of their actions. But, m the larger prcture when fathers and ions begm ktllmg onc another
and when the mnocent suffer as Glohcester forewarned the mtervenuon of a supreme power

[ 4

implies injustice rather than the tr mph of good Shakespeare offers t the sorcery scene, as
~he does in his portrayal of 'Jo&n of Arc in the earlier strife, an unsettling combmauon of
divine influen,ces, the powers of the underworld, and the strategies of men; the combination
_obsctxres rather than defines a central, all-powerful source of authority,

: The "heav'ns are just, and time suppresseth wrongs" (3H6.111.iii.77) as a commonly
proclaimed slogan in the civil war is undermined - ; orly by the ambiguous relationship
between natural and supernatural causes, but b ‘he w. . ghe characters acknowledge the .
presence of both,Providence andj Fortune. .The as.~z¥uon of the two tntervening forces
throughout history is both complicated and dynanric. _Moody Prior. suggests that "With -

| Christianity, the idea of providence tended to absorb the idea of fortune, and the
capriciou_eneas of fortune wa's in this way made to seem und_erstanda’ble as part of a gran{d
design not readily visible-to man; but the two conceptions were never firmly fused."** With
Machiavelli's influential re{ndition of fickle, controllable Fortune in the mid-sixteenth century,

Y
the fusron of the two ideas became less convmcmg Attitudes continued to change in’

-~

Shakeapeare 'S era as Sanders niotes: . , : g

-

H.R. Patch has shown how at this period the medieval assimilation of Fortun¢ to
the providential activity of God was being reversed, while there was a revival of
interest-in the more cynical pagan goddess of antiquity. - a malicious and irrational
creature, who was perhaps... the friend of the bold, but certainly no fit ally of the
Deity.*° ' -

*‘Moody Prior, The .Drama of Power: Studies in Shakespeare s History Plays
(Evanston: Northwestem University Press, 1973), 22. 3

seSanders, 115. Sanders alludes to H.R. Patch, The Tradition of the Goddess

~

&
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In Shakespeare's early histories, the views expressed by the two competing kinés
dramatize the ideological uncertainties ahout Providence and Fortune. Edward initially
challenges the loss of his kingly title.‘dec_laring.' "“I'hough Fortune's malice overthrow my
state,/ My mind exceeds the compass of her wheel” (3H6.1V.iii.46-47); but he then lconcedes.

""What fates impose, that men must needs abide" (_3_&_6__.1V.iii.58-59). ‘The influence of

Fortune for Edward parallels the power of Providence for Henry. - Yet, ju‘st as King Edward

does not deny a divme presence, King Henry VI, a devout Christian, does not exclude the

'possibility of other outside forces. (He says:

Therefore that I may ‘conquer fortune's spite
. By living low,.where fortune cannot hurt me,
" And that the peopie of this blessed land
May not be punish'd with my thwartmg stars,
Warwick, although my head stifl\wear the crown,
I here resign my government to thée, .
For thou art fortunate in all thy deeds (3H6.IV,vi.19-25). .

Fortune's wheel, the fates, and "thwarting stars” appear incompatible with Providence not
only to modern readers but, according to Patch, to a growing number of Shikespeare's
contemporarres The irrational nature of one force excludes the ratronal ordermg properties
of the other. A beneficent God can hardly be an arbitrary one. Consequently, whxle
Shakespeare's characters use divine authority as an mstrument to Justrf y their individual

actions, they quahf y therr confidence in God s controlling plan by acknowiedgmg Fortune s

« random role in history. Iromcally but unsurprisingly, Fortune frequently receives the blame

for political downfalls, while God is credited With political successes. The reality of
subjeetive self -serving interpretations of events, more apparent than the actual intervention of
external { orces,: -exists as a potential cause of disunity and strrfe , |

Trial by con(bat another typrcal sign of Providential approval to justify or authorize
: one 's cause is quwtioned in Henry VI Sister Mary B. Mroz says of the medieval perrod in
England that Shakespeare dramatizes:
"L Though the combat was looked upon .primarily as an appeal to God s Judgment

after-which-punishment was meted out by lawful autherity, death in 'trial by battle -
was interpreted as-a direct execution of divine vengeance through the agency of the

$9(cont’d) Fortuna in Medreval Phrlosophy and Lrterature (Cambndge Mass.: Harvard
Umversrty Press, 1927) ‘ SN
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opponent.* <

» ' 3 . [3 . ! . » . . \
Krng Henry, with his faith in Providence, .arranges a combat to settle the difference between

'an armourer and his man. At Peter's victory. the King commands "Go. take hence that

*+

traitor from‘t* our sight,/ For by his death we do perceive hrs guilt,”/ And God in justrce hath
reveal'd to us/ The truth and innocence of this poor f ellow (2H6.11.i m 100- -103). But

Shakespeare portrays the combat as little more than a farce, and it is dll‘ l” icult to jom chr)

in interpreting the apprentice's victory as a sincere affirmation of Provrdemxal control. "The

armourer confirms his guilt by confessing his treason, but York's sarcastic statement to Peter,

-

“Fellow, thank God, and the good wine in thy master's way" (2H6.I1.iii.95-96), exposes
Henry's narrovvv idealistic perspective Furthermore, the combat scene follows slrortly aftersy
the scene of the false miracle, and as H M Richmond says, "How can singlé combat be

- safely left to Provrdence if blatant fraud and blasphemy thus flourrsh wrthout divine

‘response? "", : .

o

Appeals for divine response seem to pervade the characters' habits rather than their

L"‘

-
convictions, as becomes apparent in the pattern of oath- takmg and oath- breakmg, -of

swearmg and fi orswearmg, that is symptomatic of a lack of authorrty and control In

Shakespeare's perrod oaths are "always sworn directly to QOd no matter f or who
-benefit,"** and their vahdrty derives from a shared faith in the Presence of a supreme ! ing.
llhe sanctity of” the oath unites society, f or "by lawful othes malef actors are searched out,

- wrongdoers are pumshed and thei whlche sustein wrong, are restored to therr right.... Every |

”Chnst_ran mannes worde... should be so true, that it should be regarded as an oth"" King
L )

- 1 Sister Nlary Bonaventure Mroz, Divine Venuce A Study in the Philoso phlca

- Backgrounds of the Revenge Motif as it Appears in Shakespeare's Chronicle History
Plays (Washmgton D.C.: The Catholic University “of America Pres’sﬁ‘ 1941), 40.~

- S ‘ (
"H.M. Richmond, Shak%re s Polmcal (New York: Random House 1967)
44, R~ s
(113 . N .
$*H. Kelly, 264, : o v
s ‘ A ‘

“Faye .Kelly, "Oaths in Shakespeare's Henry VI Plays,” Shakespeare Quarterly 24
(1972): 358. Kelly quotes from Certayne Sermons or. Homilies (bondon 1547), Srg
L3 Ml.
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| Henry Vl asserts the solemnity. and the binding power of oaths when he responds tfo
Margaret'“’p]ea in Suffolk's def ense wrth "Had I but sard I would have kept my word;/ But
when I swear, it is irrevocable” (2HS. III ix 293- 294) Asa subJect Exeter appeals to the k
same authority when he says to the nobles embarkmg to France, "Remember, lords, your '
oaths to Henry sworn:/ 'Either to quell the Dolphin utterly,/ Or bring him in obedience to .
your yoke” (1H6.1i.162-164). As national and international conflicts escalate, hoy/ever, |
oaths - pamcularly the holy oaths of allegiance to the klng are drshonored 4] frequently
that thegbecome not s;nrply worthless words, but dangerously deceptrve signs of loyalty. In 1
Henry VI, Burgundy af firms Talbot's oath "I swear to get the town, or die” (1H6.III.n.84)
with his own "My vows are equal partners with thy vows™ (LH6.IIL.ii. 85) The partnershrp
-lgeaks however with Burgundy's defection to the French, which. becomes a !ﬂajor cause of
England s next defeat. -Somerset promrses York military aid and then declares "I o,we hrm
little duty, and 1éss love,/ And take foul scorn to fawn on hrm by sendmg
' (1H6 IV.iv.34-35). Denied the needed forces, Talbot faces a fata)] defeat at the hands of the
French Dishonored oaths and broken promises brwd disunity and stnfe at home and hinder
mthtary activities abroad. )
The pattern is slmilar in the two plays'that .concentrate on England's civil wars.
When York declares his duty to honor Henry's kingship, saving "I took an oath that he
should qun.e'tly rergn"“(3l—l6 1.ii.15), Edward challenges him wiii, ”But fora kmgdom any
'oath may be broken:/ I would break a thousand oaths to reign one year" (3H6 1.ii.16- 17)
.Pdhtlca‘l arnbmon annuls the polmcal pledge. Edward § persuasion on one sideand
Margaret's aggression on the other cancel thegpact between the two 'competing kings, and a
' series- of betrayals follows. Salisbury answers Henry's question, “'_‘Hast thou not sworn
allegiance unto me?™ (2H6 V.i. 1795 with, "It is great sin-to swear unto a sin / llut ‘greater
sin to keep a sinful cath" (2H6.V.i.182- 183) Pledges become conditional rather than |
absolute Warwick not only-violates his oath of allegrance but -ignores the contradrctlon in-

sw_eanng a new one to disclaim the old, saying, "Krng Lewis, I here protest in srght of

heaven/... That'Iam clear from this misdeed of Edward's;/ No more my king, for he h
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dishonors me" (3H6.111.iii.181-184). The French king himsel_f\justif ies his decisions by

implying that his oath to one rulef'is no.longer binding whe&?rovidence blaces anoth’er‘king

[do] not speak well for their integrity as Spokesmen for the right"** They violate the bond
between word and truth. The solemmty of the oath as a sign of rightness, in fact, |
deterrorates to little more than a subject of mockery. as Richard r‘idrcules Clif f ord "What
not an oath" Nay, then the world goes hard/ When Clifford cannot spare his friends an -
‘oath" (3HS6. II vi.77-78). Henry's dlsmal remark to the two keepers isa commenl on the
attrtudes of his many subjects and allies: "Ah. simple men, you know not what you swear!/
Look, as I blow this 'feather from my face,/ A'nq as the air blows it to me again,/... ;uch is

-

the lightness of you common men" (3H6.I11.i.83-89).

| 2N

In the political commonwealth of the sixteenth century and earlier, an mvocation to’
.’ God was a verbal mdrcamon of loyalty, a confirmation of authorrty. and a gestureaof fanth
and trust. Srr Thomas Elyot in The Governor says '

Since faith is the foundation of jumce whrch is the chief constitutor and maker of a

public weal... I may therefore conclude that faith is both the original and (as it
were) pnncrpal constitutor and conservator of the public weal. S

-
In the Henry VI plays the constant abuse and vxolatron of oaths represents one breech of
faith after another In the chaos of deceit, Henry cries out "0, where is faxth" O, where is
loyalty""(2H6 V.i. 166) In 3 Henry VI, when Queen Elrzabeth cautions Rivers "For trust
not hrm that hath once broken faith" (§5_6.IV.1V.30). her words encapsu_late at underlying
cause of the lack of authority throughout Henry's reign, a cause“manifested in Alanson's v
politicar advice: "take this cpmpact of ta truée,/ élthough you breakv it when ‘your pleapure -

“serves” (_1_I-_I§.V.iv.163;164). Without mutual faith and trust ,there is'no conf idence' and‘ ‘
stability.» Inconstent nien and women, byﬂ mahipulating the oath, 'the appeal to God, 'divest it

-of its sacredness allowmg the all- powerful and drvme to become tools of division rather than

P

a common source of reverence and respect.- The result as Faye Kelly z‘ppropnately observes

% H. Kelly, 271

* %¢Thomas Elyot The Governor quoted in Edward Berry. Patterns of Decay
Shakespeare's Early Histories istories (Chatlottesville: University Press ess of Vrrgtma 1975), 49.

o
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is that "the frame of disorder [is] real, not because a vindictive God has punished evildoers

Y.

" but because men would not honor their word.” ¥’ -

The vindictiveness of God becomes a more common theme in Richard III where curses
are more pervasive than oaths Harsh petitions to a wrathful God‘ set a different tone for the

f inal play than for the rest 6f the tetralogy. In the Henry VI plays, pamcularly 2 Henry VI,

while prophec:es are proclmmed and fulfilled with reasonable accuracy, the spiteful spmt of

» the curse does not dominate the pattern. If Eleanor's hatred of Margaret inspires her to warn

_ Henry, "Shé'll hamper thee, and dandle theg like a_baby" (2H6.1.iii.145), Gloucester's

concern for the state leads him to say about the Cardinal's plot against his own life, "But

_mine is made the prologue to their play;/ For thousands more.‘ that yet suspect no peril,/ Will

not conclude their plotted t"ragedyz‘ (2H6.111.1.151-153). If York's ambition invokes a
prophecy about the deaths of Beaufort, Suffolk, Buclzingham. and Somerset, King Henry's

prediciton that Richmond "will prove [his] country's bliss./ His looks are full of -peaceful

,',maj'esty’./ His head by nature fram'd to wear a erown" (3H6.IV.vi.70-72), typi'callyv

exemplifies his own pacifist nature. Indeed, Shakespeare's histories are more appealing as

political drama than convincing'as an affirmation of a partiéulér political stance, because the

. prophecies given are as muchi a commgi;t on the characters as on the unfolding of events, .

'while Fortfine, sorcery, and farcical combats ,qualif y a simple lgnderStanding of Providential

destiny. In Richard III..-however. there is little concern with Fortune and thwarting stars,
there are no pfacticing witches, and hatre§ is such a prevailing sentiment that prophecies take Q
the form of curées. Margafet being the chief curser of them all. '

. That her curses are fulfilled with even more deadly precision than the prbphecies iﬁ
Henry VI, wfxeré. fdi instance, Glouc%((fer's dream about the Cardinal's men is countered by
Eleanor's fanciful vision about becoming queen, leads one to the iwsumption- that Maréaret is

¥
Sanders, however, offers a different mterpretauon suggestmg that there are two distinct

simply the voice of God as He unfolds His plan of retribution and restoration for England. /\

..\’\ 'R
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9Tijllyard, 212.

one, as the specially sanctxoned spokesman for wronged humanity, ernploying
.deliberately stylised diction to indicate her ideal function; the other, as a particular
sick woman vomiting up her corruption - a demented prophetess in the grip of an
eternal rancour which has eaten out thc heart of her humanity .*

His focus on a duahstic dramatic f uncuon is less sémsf ying than an interpretation considering
the mtcgrated thm‘xgh complex nature of human character: Margaret is not playing two roles,
but is one woman mourning the loss of her family and power whilé bitterly cursing and
blaming the world for her dispossession. Sanders is correct, however, to observe the difficulty
in reconciling Margaret's vicious _cha;acter with a divine role. Her prayers are cruel: .
. O, upright, just, and true disposing God,

How do I thank thee that this carnal cur

Preys on the issue of his mother's body,

And makes her pew-fellow with others’ moan(g_ IV iv 55-58).

As Prior observes, ‘Margaret does not pray for justice but for revenge with interest.”** Her

character, as a "neurotic prophetess" vomiting hatred on everyone, is so much like Richard's,
_ : p .

’

as a "bloody mansiayer“ destroi'ing others to become king,*° that aheir cbnfrontations raise a °
question about good working to destroy evil. Is God's will simply above the repulsiveness of
His human agents as His justice triumphs in spite of them, or i Providence @orking throuﬁh

a careful pattern of crime and punishment in which Mar”g'aret's‘curses are, as Tillyard claims. '
simply part of a tit-for-tat scheme?* R

Tit for tat, however, provides no explanation for the suffering of the innocent

. victims. Mzi_xgaret, in fact, does not distinguish between the innocent and the guilty and even

curses Buékingham as as an afterthought because he doubts her.” But Shakespeare appeals to
the sympathies of his Audienoe by dramatizing the plight of innocent chargctgrs. cspeci_ally the
children in Richard IIl. In one scene, the prince is figured as a promising young man, clever

enough to engage in a battle of wits with his uncle but powerless against Richard's murderous -

Fanders, 101. © - | ’ "
”Pnor 50.. /

| s

“Chris Hassel,q Songs. of Death: Performance Interpretation,
‘Richard II' {Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1987),
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schemes. In another scene, Clarence's children question and mourn their father's murder.
Similarly, earlier in 3 Henry VI, Rutiand appears as a helpless child' murdered by Clifford
against the tutor's plea, "murther not this innocent child,/ Lest thou be hated both of God
and man" (3H6.1.1ii.8-9). VThe children are obvioussvictims: Mbody Prior observes, "The
pfovidcntial historians pointed to the fate of the children as evidence of God's justice in
retribution f o} the sins of their parents; in Richard III their plight speaks out against the
inhumanity which surrpunds them."®? — ‘ _

| Although 'Foftune does not enter into the characters' rationalizations in the last play,
divine justice itself appears more arbitrary than just. While‘ the innocent suffer, éome guilty
do not. The unsavoury Edward IV, for instance, a br?aker of oaths and plotter of murders,
escapes the series of vengeful attacks and coun,tcraitacks to die 5 natural death, ironically
fearirig judgment f or Clarence's death, an aci that was not his at all. -As A.L. French says,
"if Justice reigns in these plays, if the ;nills of ‘de grind slow but grind exceeding fine, then
that Justice K\ and that God - are incomprehensible to human minds."¢* A Tudor proponent
| claims a su_'ai\ghtforward scheme Of retribution and rcstoratibn; Shakespeare exposes a more
complicated reélity. An official Tudor interpretation qf history focuses om the 6utc:>me of
events for England; Shakéspéare illustrates the consequénces of history for its individ;Jal ‘
actors with their Providential beliefs. -

Indeed, while Shakespeare accepts and relié:s on the assumptions of a Christian world,

he expl%res the c;)f_nplexity of man 's/}elationship'witﬁ God, particularly in the dialogue
between Clarence and his murder_ers. The. men debate about the legitimate exercise of
authority: in which divine and human appeals conflict. Clarence indicates that by sending an
innocent man io heaven, the murderers disobelyvthe eternal King of Kings. He cbndemns
himself by his 1own logic, however.tas the murderer indicates /bx asking, "How canst thou urge
God's dreadfui law to us,/ When thou hast broke it in such dear degree?"(R3.1.iv.209-210).,

Th_e scene dramatizes the intellectual e:ind human difficulties‘apparent in a view of God's

“Prior, 53. - —

[ 11 . : ' .
“A.L. French, "The’Mills-of God and Shakespeare's Early History Plays," ish
Studies 55 (1974): 323: . -
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retributive justice and in the conflict between .human and divine authority.
Clarence is asserting his right to live when he has no fight to live; the Murderers their
righit to kill, which is no right. Between these two passionate self -interests the issues '
of allegiance and justice are tossed and jostled back and forth, every rationalisation
being undercut by the n;xt.“
The _guilt-‘ridden murderer who leaves, saying, "How fain, like Pilate, wouldkl wash my
hands/ Of this most grievous murther!"(R3.1.iv.272-273), inciteg one to consider thel queétipn .
of man's primary responsibility when human and divine cldims do not co.inci'dc. Following
Margaret's catalogue of curses, this‘scene of philosophical debate becomes a means by which
to measure rgther than simply accel;t the prc_)claimers of God's justicé and the interpreters of
. divine sanction throughout the play. | |
Elizabeth's interpretation of God, for example, is quite different from Margaret's.
To Elizabeth, who says, "So just is God, to right the innocent"(R3.1.iii.181), a divine
presence is more merciful than vindictive. But she does not perceive God's power as being
‘all-pervasive: When she prays for her children's proiection. she addresses the Tower not
God, saying, "Pity, you ancient stones’, those tender babes/ Whom envy hath immur'd within
" your walls"(R3.1V.i.98-99). Wheﬁ the princes are murderéd, she questions Providential
control, asking, "Wilt thou, O God, fly from such gentle lambs,/... When didst thou sieep
when such a deed was done?"(R3.1V.iv.22-24). When Maréaret teaches her to curse,
Elizabeth doubts the power of her own words, responding, "though what they will impart/
Help nothing else, yet do they ease the heart"(R3.1V.iv.130-131). Finally, when Richard
seeks her daughter's hand in marriage, Elizabeth challehges the idea of divine determinism by -
inverting Richard's appeal to unavoidable destiny into the "avoided grace [that] makes
.destiny"(g_g.lv.iv.219): Richard himself. He initiates the marria'ges‘and causes the murders.
Elizabeth's sceptism, countering Margaret's unquestioning belief in the violent supernatural |
control of events, adds a strength of ambiguity that gives toijchard III what Hassel refers to

as a dialectic strategy.®’ In the Henry Vi plays, the problem with divine authority arises

largely from opposing appeals to the same source; in Richard III, Shakespeare examines the

“Sandcrs, 78. | ' ' C /

¢*Hassel, 107.



complexity inherent in the divine assumptions themselves, givcn the limits of human
comprehension and the v‘arla‘nce in human interpretation. Guilt and innocénce, justice and
mercy, good and evil are broad philm'ophical concepts that potentially make a political
ideology of Providential control an inadequate explanation for the ‘individuals who participate
in the events of history.

The assumptions of the Tudor Myth, however, do provide a framework for the
resolution in the battle between Richard and Richmond at the end of the play. In }he double
‘drcam sequence with the ghosts, the dichotomy between good and evil is quite plain:
Rich;nond will be blessed as a promise;i leader;,mwill be cursed as a murderous
usurper. Richarc?") struggle with his cbnscicncg only reinforces this view, for as Robert Reed
-explains, "anlong thc Elizabethans the conscience was thought to be structured by G;d."“ In
the language of the two ﬁvah. ihe dis@inction between right and wrong is also clearly
pértrayed. Richmond aqknowledges God as his source of strength, saying, "Then in God's
name march!/... Kings it‘»;nakes gods, and meaner creatures kings"(R3.V.ii.22-24). A few
y lines later, Richard declares that his power lies within himself: "the King's name is a tower of
streﬁgth',/ Which théy upon the adverse faction want” (R3.V.iii.12-13). Even the opponents’
| appeals to the’;a‘t:on saint differ. Richmond addresses his heavenly sovereign: "God and
Saint George! Richmond and victory!"(gg .V.iii.270); Richard calls forth the violence of
hideous monsters: "Our ancient word of courage, fair Saint George,/ Inspire us With the
spleen of fiery °clragons!/ Upon them! Victory ;its on our helms"(R3.V.iii.349-51). Unlike in
earlier battle scenes, God's presence clearly favors one' side over the other. Richard's final
Words. "A hgrse. a horse! my kingdom fpr a horse!"(RV.iv.13) announce the desperation of a
determined but already defeated man, vKile Richmond's first words of gratitude to God m
victory, .his promise of harmony m marriage and prosperity in peace, assure the“longed-for
conclusion to Richard's tyrannous reign. The Tudors are triumphant; the myth is upheld.

_ 'Theu problem arises in reconcilirfg this resolution with the rest of jthe play and with the

tetralogy as a whole. Henry VI's prophecy in favor of Richmond provides a link between the

“‘Robert .R. Reed, Crime and God's Judgment.in Shakespeare (Lexington: University
Press of Kentucky,-1984), 119.
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last two plays, but in Richard III, Richmond's part is concentrated in the Tinal three scenes,
and he receives no mention at all until midway through Act IV. As the hero of a sustaining
political myth, he plays a small part. Within any of the ﬂggry V1 plays his limited role

would be less noticeable, for there so many figures populate the stage intermittently that a

"character such as Talbot need not dominate to be heroic. . In the last play, however, Richard .

Il is suéh a monster of control and center of action that Richmc;nd‘s final victory fails 10
achieve heroic dimensions. Hassel, conside}ing the Tudor king from another perspective,
believes that because Shakespeare's Richmond is less ambiguous thim the character portrayed
in the sources, "Richrhond's victory over Richard can be affirmed aesthetically as well as
morally."" The aesthetic appeal of the rest of the play, however, comes not ftom simplicity
and purity, but from the ambiguity and dialectical conflict of characters' attitudes. Until the
final battle, Shakespeare devotes much of his dramatic energy to questioning the harmony of
God's J:ustice and man's, to exposing rather than rationalizing human suffering, 1o revealing a
varied rather than uniform view of God's role in' history. Tht{s. if Richmond triumphs as the
country's redeemer, by the standard set by Clarence's murder scene where redemption belongs
to the soul, Richmond is only a pseudo-redeemer.** , ,

The larger the perspective, the T;ss convincing is Richmond's role. As John Wilders
says, "In a series‘ gf plays where God's name is played so irresponsibly, ir 1s flif f icult to be

wholly convinced by Richmond's claim to be the instrument of divine’ jlistice'."",thn

—

Henry's piety does not lead to political success, when Margaret's judgments do not portray a

merciful God, when factiors,claim the same divine source, the unity of Providence and

politics in Richard III, Act V, cannot be a culmination of a series centered on divine ,

h

ordination.

“"Hassel, 45.
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“Brownlow, 77.
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“John Wilders, The Lost Garden: A View of Shakespeare's English and Roman

History Plays (London: Macmillan, 1978), 57. < _ :
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A difficulty then arises in explaining Shakespeare's conclusion. If he did not intend to
writ€ a set of history plays organized around an official Tudor doctrine, as some critics claim
he did, then perhaps the conformity of the conclusion and the events leading to it becomes
less significant. Indeed, given tr.xc contradictions and inconsistencies in the Providential
interpretations throughout the play and the tetralogy, it is unfair and even inaccurate to
impose the sentiments oi'thc ending back onto the r.c_st of the drama.” From an historic
standpoini, one may explain Shakespeare's conclu«_sion by noting that while ht demonstrates
creative flcx/ibilily in his use of the chronicle sources, he does not alter the main developments
in which Richmond's victory over Richard plays an important paft. From a political
standpoint, it may be that Shakespeare adopted a largely traditional approach to Act V to
avoid offending his own monarch, the granddaughterof Hénry VII, who upheld the
Providential view of her heritage. What seems particularly significant, however, in terms of '
Shakespeare's politicﬁf dramatization in the first tetralogy is that by Richard III he has
become more interested in the uses and effects of illegitimate power than in activities f 9cusing
on the lcgitimﬁle realm of authority deriving strength from such mutual assumplions as the
existence and intervention of God.- Fror;x this angle, the path to Richard's defeat becomes
"much more signi\f icant than Richmond's victory, and Richard III merits discussion from a
different perspettive on political relationships.™

Yet by illustrating appeals t’o divine authority for political activity in the whole
tetralogy, Shakespeare reveals the complex relationship between individual personalities and
common ideologies - a relationship that resists that dichotoméus approach to character and

Providence taken by many critics and that produces the dynamic dimension of politics, the
7 .

" The same can be said of Shakespeare s later tragedy. Macbeth, in which the
restoration of peace with the® death- of the usurper in the last act appears as a
rather tidy, conventional resolution to the terror of guilt and the equivoction of evil
portrayed in Macbeth's struggles leading to his end. Shakespeare typically- explores
questions of existence and exposes problems in human experience which evade simple,
straightforward answers. Thus, it is fiot surprising that the conclusions to his
dramatic action do not necessarily confront or resolve his thematic ambiguities, and
if the endings are less satisfying than the preceding drama, perhaps ‘the final action
and dxalogue should not be given the same or greater consxdcratxon

"o
nSee f mal chapter: "Will, Persuasion, Force, and Fear.”
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dramatic dimension of history. The idmlog:&l belief in God's intervening tole in human
events becomes for many of Shakespeare's characters an instrument by which to proclaim
their rights 'in opposition to similar claims, Their actions dramatize a debate of rightness:
individual interpretations qualify basic universal assumptions, and conflicting interpretations
explain the breakdown in authority. At the same time, chaos arises from contradictions
within Providential beliefs; chaos arises from the ambigu\i;i"ef created by the flux and change
of history which produces the conflict and evolution of ideologies. The Tudor Myth offers a
single, simple vxcw of God's role:in hnslory limited to a particular time frame; Shakespeare's
portrayal of the iromic discrepancies betwccn characters’ actions and words and of the
meaning in broad philosophicgl concepts for opposing individuals, while it does not completely
contradict the mythical doctrine, is a much broader, more credible, persuasive articulation of

history.
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I11. Fam’ilial-Authority: Inheritance, Succession, ‘and Inversion

In Shakespeare's histories, the family, accprding to Robert Pierce, *functions almost

entirely as a co.mmentary on the causes and consequences .of political disorder.™ Marriag¢ and

". family relationships "give an immediacy to Shakespeare's panoramic view of the rise and fall

of kings and kingdoms."? Similarly, Herbert Lindenbergerr;suggest_s-vthat_t_he f_amily Serves as a
model for historical drama.’ The typical critical approach is to see-family and state-as
scparate realrns reflecting upon one another. Shakespeare' denicts family, however; as more
th?n.a commentary on or replica of public activity, for the authority or mutuat respect

I

derlvmg f rom patrtarchal values is mextrrcably tied to the polrtrcal system While divine

. authority, mvokes an external ommpotent power, famthal authority as a souJCe of socral order

gains its strength from the deep-rqoted acceptance of blood ties linking the past, present and

T uture in a predrctable patiern of inheéritance and succession.

e

In the first teUaIOgy. however f amrly loyalttes are at the heart of public discord, and

2

the political problem, as Shakespeare dramatizes it, arrses not from a reJectron of publrc

e

authority but’from the ideological contradrctton_s inherent in a dependence on famrl;yabonds_v

for communal standards. For although inheritance is an accepted principle, the values or .

properties to be inherited ate:not mutually acknowledged. ,While succession is considered 'a

-

valid right, the line of succession for the Yorkists and Lancastrians is a subject of contention.
Although the family is a sociaI, unit, its capacity,to extend or limit membership confuses its
; oy ! ' 9

role as a standard of stability. Thus, 2 network of loyalties develops intd a knot of

-uncer"tainties and f. ami‘ly functions as a source of division rather than cohesion, promoting

war rather than peace
J ust as divine rrght lies at the center of hrstorrcal Provrdentral values successron is the

primary political issue degvrng‘f rom appeals to f amrhalauthont_y, and Shakespeare, by

'Robert Pierce, Shakespeare 8 Hrstory Plays: The F 11x -and the State (Columbus
Ohio: Ohid State Umversrty Press, 1971) 36
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Herbert Lindenberger, Historical Drama: A Relation of Literature and Reality

(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1975), 15%. . .. = =
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. (3H6,Li. R4-125) The drgument ar
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establishing the legitimacy of both competing claimsg, derhonstrates the complexity of

' BN Ce ~
hereditary rights during the fifteenth century. The sittmtion-in whi€h Henry V1l and York are -
official contenders is highly ambigubus as Larry Champion explains: "Henry does wear thc

crown, and he does avow upswerving allegtance to God. Yet York's claim to the throne is at

\
~ least as vahd as his,"* Henry Kelly disagrees, behevmg that "Objecttveﬁ spealttng, it would

- seem that Shakespeare presents the Yorkist title to the throne as having greater validity than

‘ .
that of Lancaster, in spite of the upright Henry's present convictions to the contrary."* In

- drama, however, there is little to determine objectivity beyond the subjective remarks of the

charactere, and Henry'e onvictions sirnply balance with Yerk's. while both men contradict
themselves-in their public acclamations. York, who gains encouragement from Mortimcr‘s
detailed account of their shared ancestry, proclaims his legitimate right tqQ the throne based on
a genealogtcal succession beginning with "Lionel Duke of Clarence,/ leson 1o the third

Edward ng of England" (1H6.11.iv.83-84). Henry s hereditary def ense has a more recent

orientation, for he says, "I am the son of Hep#y the Fift" (3H6.1.i.107), and "Think'st thou
that I will leave my kingly throne / Whereln my grandsire and my father sat?" .4

‘ not because one herxtage is more,correct:than the
other but because there is no mutual agreement about the temporal extensnon or limitation of -

famlly boundaries. Indeed, both. men have rdots in the same famtly of Edward III, but the .

'questron for them is whether York's claim is more valtd because it extends deeper into the

past or whether Henry's is bmdmg because it is more current.
The throne-seekers and thetr alhes expose the uncertamties of rightness without

clarifying the solution. Warwick, York's supporter, shows the weakness of Henry's claim by

<

-'saying, "you tell a pedigree/ Of threescore and two years - a silly t\ime/ To make prescription °

for a kingdom's worth" (3H6.111.iii.92-94). Clifford, on the Lancastrian side, challenges
Warwick's argumer  ~ith} "Who should succeed the father but the son?” (3.H6.I1.ii.94).

Henry himself becomes dispriented to the point of admitting, "I know not what to say, my

L4

..

‘*Champion, Perspective i’ Shakésg' are's English Histories,36.
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*H. Kelly, 2. ¥
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title's wcak " ( 3H6. I i 134) York however, condemns his own campaign agamst the de
facto ruler when he challenges Henry VI's heritage by saying of Henry IV's rise to. the throne,
"'Twas by rebellion against his king” (ﬁg.l.r.lgﬁ). By his own argument, York, a subject,
“has no right to displace Henry VI, a klng.‘ There is no clear title to the throne, because the
" temporal boundaries of f amily are not defined, and the opponents' standards of legltinracy do
.not coincide. To King He_nry's 'l a‘mn thy sovereign, " York responds, "I am thine”
( }_};l_g.l.i.76). and it remains for surrounding members of the state to choose and change sides
‘ or ’to create their own. |
Grven the amblgumes about heredxtary rrghts the throne is effectr%ly vacant;
power- seekers muluply. crowns and kmgs abound Gloucester is one of the few characters
who mamfest uncondmonal obedrence to the rergmng king, Henry VI but hrs actions and
mouves are deliberately mrsconstrued and Suff olk says of hrm "Resign [thy place] then and
leave thlne msolen‘ce / Since thou wert kmg as who is kmg but thou? -/ The monwealth.
| v:‘,hath darly run to wrack" (2H6 I. ub J122- 124) Of Queen Margaret batthng tot:5m her |
" 'son s nght to the throne Edward says, "You that are king, though he do wear ‘the crown, /
, Have caus d him, by new act of parhament / To blot out me, and put his own’son in"
'__(3H6 Il i1.90-92). Suf folk asserts his own kingly influence: over Henry VI by sayipg to York,
"."W‘hy. our authonty is hr§ consent,/ And what we.do establrsh he confrrm% :
(_v2__l‘l§‘.HI-.i.316'3‘17)A.; Cade parodies the political hierarchy,‘ claiming, "For I am rightful heir
unto the crown" (2H6.IV.ii. 13l) Warwick the ever-shifting supporter is labelled the
_setter up and puller -down of kmgs &HG JI1,ii1.157). In Act 1 of 3 Henry VI, York parodres
Henry VI's ceremomal en\r‘«nce in‘Act I of 2 Henry VI by commg in and sitting on Henry s
throne. Later York is ndlculed as he is adorned wrth a paper crown atthe molehill scene of N
| A ‘hrs own murder Edward inheriting his father's struggle for the throne is crowned

3 uncrowned and. crowned again, whrle Rfchard devises his own plot to "pluck the crown from
: -8

. ‘Henry T(%lly points &that Henry's statement about his weak title is the first -
such Lancastrian admission in hisforical treatmehts .of .the time and that it indicates

- - Shakespeare's inclination to favor the Yorkists' claim as: royal heirs. (Kelly, 262).
“But when .Henry's remark is offset by York's unacknowledged contradxctnon neither
srde appears 10 have a more legmmate tltle than the other :
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feeble Henry' s head” (2H6 V.i.2), "to command, to‘ check, to o'erbear such/ As ere of better |
person than [hxmself] (3H6.1Lii.166-167). There is no political cenler. there is no unity
without a recogmzed hierarchical order. In the words of John Blanpied, "Dukedoms and
kingdoms are mouthed till they have become bare objects, props like paper crowns -
infinitely interchangeable because: fundamentally meanmgless b The lack of a common '
standard for kingly rights leaves kingship open for mampulauon < |

The political chaos, whlle it f ocuses on this competmon for the mona’rch's po'sition
‘has its roots in the broader familial issue of inheritance based on the pamarcha'l importance
of the relauonshlpFﬁ_ween fathers and sons. Intertwined with conflicting theories about
legmmate mherltors of the kmgdom is a debate about the values or ‘qualities inherited from
parents and the past, and about how_a pat;ern of inheritance txanslates- into rights for the
PreSenL. A Providential perspective upholds the view that children are the inheritors ot: guilt.
According to Somerset, srhose red rose is a symbol o-f antagonism against the white rose of
York, Plantagenet is the heir of such a heritage:

 Was not thy father, Richard Earl of Cambridge.

For treason executed in our late king's days?

And by his treason, stand'st not thou attainted,

Corrupted, and exempt from ancient gentry?

His trespass yet lives guilty in thy blood,

And till thou be restor’d thou art a yeoman (1H6 1H6.11. iv.90-95)..
- According to King Henry, however, Richard eserve to be "restor'd to his blood"
(1H6.III.i.158) so that the jgheritance of pfo“and title replaces a legacy of guilt.
| Clifford's more. extreme mteggretamon of the inheritance, principle allows for no mercy or

reversals and demes not material rnghts but life. To Rutland 's "I never dld thee harm; why

Ilet thou slay mef;" (3H6.LLiii. 38) Chfford responds, "Thy father slew my f ather therefore

die” (3H6 Liii 46) Responsxblhty for the wrongs of one's ancestors makes birthright for
some a heavy burden to bear, and as Ronald Berman observes. the assocxatlon... between
rights (and guilt) of kindred, and civil war, indicates that the spiritua__l chaos-of rebetlion is

not confined to a particular moment of time, but rather that it descends in blood, and affects

4 - [
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the hves of the entire nation. "

What Berman does not comment on is the extent of history mVolved in this issue of

inheritance. For critics stressing a broad Providential pattern for the whole tetralogy. guilt is

tied to the distant past and the murder of Richard H, but for Shakespeare's characters the
inheritance appears to be limited to consecutive generations: Y'orkasuffers‘ for his father'
wrongs and Rutland for his father's. While guilt is fotmded in religious thought, opponents
in the olaysconsider it more as a f. ami_liai matter than a Providential one. Butgeven when - '
f amily is the f ocus there is no consistent view of the past: blame is perceived as an
1mmed1ate legacy. while clarms to rightness denve from various generattons The.lack of a
commorn temporal referent weakens the assumptnon that blood ties can serve as a legmmatmg
polmcal- appealz .
Furthermore, guilt is only one'of many. inheritances considered as a bond between

fathers and sons. At the opposite end of the spectrum from Chfford are characters who '

' belxeve in a heritage of “a chivalric conduct. Family honor is the source ’of right for Talbot, a

man with ? eudal 1deals of nobrhty, who tutors his son "in stratagems of war / That Talbot's

name might be in [him] reviv'd" (1H6 IV.v.2-3). John Talbot can claim his ihme as an

'cmblem of honor only by acttng like his father as a. courageous and"commltted warrior. An
‘inheritance ofA.chivalry is problematic as a source of familial authority, however.. For the
‘individuel citizens. it' is as destructive "as a concept of inherited guilt in the cotlrs,e of crime
and p‘unishment "fo be his father's true son John can only "beg rnortelity / Rather than life
<“p1'eserv 'd with mfamy (1H6 IV.v.32-33); to be his son s noble father, Talbot can only .
u,respond ""Come side by side, together 11ve and die” (1H6 IV.v 54) They expend their |

. energy in a glory _that is pote_nttally self-defeating. For the natron,»Talbot s conc_ept of .

nobility must inevitably lead- "to anarchy because _the notions df 'honour’ that regulate the

- heroic life can never be realized within any stabley historical form of .national life."* Authority

h P J
.

" "Ronald Berman, "Fathers and Sons in the Henry VI Plays,” Shakespeare Quarterly
13 (1962): 488 - . S : '

*David Riggs, Shakes&re Heroxca] Hrstones (Cambndge -Mass.: Harvard University
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should ensure a stabrhty that a relauonship of honor and respect based on military conduct
‘cannot provide.?

Inherited ch'ivalry is also subject to the inconsistencies that arise wheri the ltnk
between one gen cration and the next is a theory of conduct rather than titles or material
properties. Talbot does not provide a perfect example for his son. While the father ref uses
to do battle with the French except by the rules of warfare in open field and w!hile as a

‘ pnsoner he contemptuously declines to be ransomed f or a""baser man of arms by f ar”
(1H6 Liv.30), yet he describes the time when he broke "from the officers that led [him]),/
And w1th [his] nails drgg'd stones out of the ground/ To hurl at the beholders of [1#5] shame" g
(1H6 1H6 Liv 44 -46)., There is a similanty between his account and the assault the mayor
describes between Gloucester s and Winchester's men, who,
Forbidden late to carry any weapon, v
Have fill'd their pockets full of pebble stones, ‘.
And, banding themselves in contrary parts,
Do pelt so fast at one another's pate
That many have their giddy brains knock'd out” (lkl,g.lll.i.79-83).
The association of the two scenes diminishjes 'the dignity of Ta&#s- behavi_our and weakens- .
his otherwise laudable reputation as the father of knightly cohduct The model and the theory
are not entirely consistent. .On the other hand, John, the recexver of the code, does not :
develop the same understandxng of noble warfare gs his father When Talbot meets Joan, he
battles with her, declaring, "Devil or dam, I'll conjure thee./ Blood will I draw on _thee - thou
;}art‘a witch - / And straightway give thy soul to him thou serv'st " (1H6.1.v.5-7). When John
'C_encounters Joan ih the field, he scorns her' ’;’as unworthy. fight" (1H6.IV.vii.43). An
B inheritance of chivalry, as Shakespeare portrays it, fanls as a means of socral unity\, because

ideals are not only transmitted but individually mterpreted and because kmghtly characters

ar_e capable of unknightly actions.

- 1°Critics ‘tend to, discuss the Talbot scenes in terms of the ineffectiveness of chivalric
behaviour agamst the unchivalric' tactics that became common -during the Hundred
Years' War. See David Riggs, Shakes&re Heroic Histories, 99, and Norman
Rabkin, Shakesgg and the Problem of Meaning, 86-87. Just as stgnifxcant
however, is Shakespeare's dramatization of. the contradictions inherent in the chivaric

code, for if it legitimates public action, it also guarantees an inheritance wrthout a -
future for sons who ought to be the preservers of the nation. A S
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" Kingly . characters are also capable of unkingly behaviour, for which reason Henry VI )
must derive much of his respect as a ruler not from a dtsplay of his own leadershrp quahtres.
but from the populanty of hrs father Henry V. Henry VI's support is based on a belief in
moral inheritance, whtch has broader implications than Talbot's preoccupatron with mxha?'
| honor but whtch is srm(ﬁar in its assumptton that men inherit an inclination to virtue or vice.
Because virtue is understood to be mherent in royal blood, succession is expected to guarantee
noble, legitimate rulers. Implymg that as the son of a king Henry VI deserves obedxence |
Clifford manages to suppress the Cade rebelhon by invoking Henry V's image and saymg t0 -
the crowd of the King and his predecessor "Who hateth him and honors not his f ather /
Henry theth t, that made all. France to quake,/ Shake he hrs weapon at. us and pass by"
(2H6.IV .viii.16-18). Few, in fact, disphte Henry V's achievement, but Warwick questions
the theory of inheritance by.askiné Oxford, "h@v“haps it in this smooth discourse/ You told .
» not how Henry the Sixt hath lost/ All that which Henry the Fift had gotten"" |
»(3H6 I11.1ii.88- 90) Indeed, by developmg hlS own morahty based on piety rather than on h;s
father's nobihty. Henry VI simultaneously refutes the idea of ‘mherrted conduct and, b);)é
submitting to the demands of foreign powers, loses the inheritance of territories obtain { y
his father. Henry VI shares with his predecessor only his name and the crown.

» The Kihg's mora1 and political values are tred in such a way that Suffolk is wrong to
declare: | | |

| For Henry, son unto a conqueror,
Is likely to beget more conquerors,
If with.a lady of so high resolve
B (As is fatr Margaret) he be link'd in love (1H6 V.v.73-76).
Prince Edward s valor later does msptre Oxford's remark "thy famous grandfather/ Doth
' hve agam in thee" (3H6 V.iv.52- 53) but either the prince mhents his virtues entrrely from
~ his mother, an unlikely viewpoint in a patnarchal society, or moral inheritance becomes a’
highly ambiguous concept ot binding,generations in a seamless family heritage, but noting
| commendable qualities if and when they appear through the line of succession. -When
" inheritance is thus trnpredietable; it provides an unsatisfactory justification for political rights
" and offers an"unreliable means for ensurrng .de‘pendable public leadership.

4
£
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Nevertheless the nobles surroundlng the throne also appeal to ethlcal erinciples e
mconsrstent with t,herr behavrour Salisbury relres on the language of birthright when he calls
Warwick "my valiant son” (;l;l_é.l.r.llS). and Warwick reciprocates by using the famjty cl_‘egt
as a sign of his valor, saying, "Now, by my father's bad'ge. old Nevil's crest,/ The rampanl
bear chain'd to the ragged sbtaff / This day I'll wear aloft my burgonet”™ (2 (:?l_ﬁ V.i.202-204),
For Warwick, however the concept of inherited virtue fades as he degenerates f Tom a noble

son into an 1mpulsrve kmgmaker who shows no moral qualms about shifting hlS allegrance

from one ruler to another. Similar uckingham only feigns a moral appeal when he

pronounces Richagd's greatness. to the /mayor. Recountmg his speech to chhard Bucklngharn

says:’ ¢

Withal I did infer your lineaments,
-Being the right idea of your father, .

Both in your form and nobleness of mi{nd;

Laid open all your victories in Scotland,

Your discipline in war, wisdom in peace,

Your bounty, virtue, fair humility (R3.111.vii.12-17). -

Richard adopts a public morality only to conceal private ambitions, and his family crest, like

Warwick's, loses its intended significance. Gloucester's emblem of the boar represents not

,noble birth but vicious, immoral conduct. There is little evidence of a tradition of family

virtue,
In fact, the contest between moral and ambitious action obscures the issue of

inheritance. Coppelia Kahn describes the problem from a Freudian viewpoint by applying two

possible meanings of the word emulation to the relatronshrp between fathers and sons: the

one meaning, in which the son carries out what the father began, shades mto the other a
rivalry for honors and power.” In Shakespeare's early histories, however, there is little
evidence that sons compete Awith their fathers. Even Gloueester. who eventually seeks to wear
the crown, respectsqhe decisions and commands of York. But if the rivalry is not there, the

confusion about mma_lity and ambition is and undermines the value of family relationships.

In the York houselr_old, for 4instance, a legacy of‘ambition appears to bind the Eenerations :

A

“Coppeha Kahn Man s Estate: Masculine Identrtx in Shakespeare (Berkeley
University of ‘California Press 1981), S0. 50.
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together. Plaﬁmgenet receives his stimulus rom Mo;t;i;her‘, saying, 'ngc dies the dusky _
.torch of Mortimer,/ Chok'd with axﬁbition of meaner sort;/ And foi' those wrongs... / 1
doubt not bui with honor to redress” (1H6.11.v.121-125). Yet his decision "Either to be
restor'd to [his) blood/ Or make [his] will th'advantage of [his] good" (1H6.I1.v.128:129)
raises a qucsiion about whether his aspirations are actually inherited or‘ personally inspired.
Similarly, Richard of 'Glodccstcr. while taking up his father's cause, breaks all family bonds
" in the declaration, "I am myself alone”(3H6.V.vi.83). The idea of inherited ambition is

: aparadoxical, because although succeeding generations caQn share similar goals, ambition as a
motivation is ultimately self -serving ar;d divisive rather than family-serving and unifying.

For other families, ambition is not seen as a heritage bu interferes with the
transmission of morality .\Salisbury's integrity stems from his sincere belief in York's’royal
.rights and in a éommitment to that cause; in 'Warwic‘k‘, the drive to control replaces his °
father's concern for loyalty and honor. Clifford demonstrates valor in defense of the crown;
Young Clifford éxpends his courage in offensive military action designed to destroy his

" father's enemies rather than o uphold his father's »king. ‘Norman Rabkin sees Clifford's
family i_magc as &n ideal parbdied by the Du!te of York's family,'n but the failure of moral
inheritance in one an_d the diﬁsive perpetuétio_n of ambition in the oth;r make neither an
‘idcal. Talbot's family is the one most worthy of admiration, but the limited scope of its |
inherited virtues prevents it from appearing as a model relanonshlp either. .

In fact, the famlhal authonty that legmmatés action and establishes mutual values is
consumed in the contradlcnons and pcrversxons of mhentance No p,erspecuve has a broad
enough base to produce a valid appeal and each assumpnon has {ts flaws. The positive ideals
of chwalry and the;egatnve _mﬂuences of guilt are both destructive rather than sustaining
f c;rces. Ambition appears as an inherited drivé to action but f osteis autonomous behaviour.
Moi‘ility. a dcsirablc but variouély interpreted legacy, is violated dr compromised. Principles

- of family heritage consequently inspire corruption and confusion rather than consensus and

cohesion

“Norman Rabkm Shakesmg; and the Problem of Meaning (Chxcago Umversxty of
Chicago Pms.71981) 90. -
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The confusion of family conncctions is at the heatt of the widespréad politicial unrest,
for a concern with blood lines develops into the brutality of the blood feud. Don Ricks
. ) , \
describes this degeneration of relau‘onships, saying: _
Completely atlorbed into the ethics of the blood-feud, the lords abrogate even those
patterns of habitual nobility which over the generations have given their class
communtynnd purpose; and the subsequent viciousness of their crimes assures
retributions in kind from their enemies."?
Rcvenge and retaliation becdme the motivating forces, encompassin‘g and confusing c6ncepts

'

df guilt, ambition, and morélity. What begin as appeals for order based on thekassumpl‘ions
of patriarchy shift to prociamations of hatred f orming the foundhtio::1 for vendetta. Kahn
aptly points out, however, that the vendetta is nominally. "based on the same principle as
paternal succession : sons are boundA to avenée their fathers (;md fathers their sons)."** Thus,
family functions as a potential means to order or -disorder. and one, in f dct. shades into the
other behind the language of rights arid reponsibilities that instigates, while appearing to
qutify_, _confromation after confrontation.

Just as vengeance overshadows the issue: of lingal inheritance, the question of
legitimate family membérship; too, causes comentig_xl, and unres{. The allegation of bastardy,
indicating the violation of naturai, order and the outcome of immoral behaviour, is considered
the ultimate insult. As a type of inherited guﬁt, illegitimate birth casts individuals outside the
iimits of family boundaries and beyond the sanctity of family morality. The French Bastard
of Orleans typrxes the reprehensxble conduct expectcd from a man of his socxal status. He

calls for an assault on England's dead nobility, saymg, "Hew them to pieces, hack their bones

asunder (lI_{_Q.IV.v;i,47), a proposal to which even England's chief opponent, Charles, will

" not agree. Winchester, the other character of illegitimate birth in the tetralogy, represents

familial corruption within England. While Gloucester ;ioixits out Winchester's tainted
birthright to underscore his own moral superiority, Winchester acts in a disreputable manner

consisteni" with his heritage by bribing the Church for a Cardinal's position to offset his

v

t
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~ flawed gnmﬁ%hority‘wigh ecclesiastical authority. Illegitimate“biqh breeds illegitimate
conduct, - : ‘ |

More significant than an immaral past?howevergyﬂg inany false accusations of
bastardy designed to undcr’pzm'é' 2q_opponent's reputation. Suffolk and arWick exchange
insults' about the chastity of each other's mother (2__H§.11i.ii). Queen Margaret {efers to the
"béstard boys of York" (2H6.V.i.115). Richard of Glox;cester, recognizing the need for a
hereditary right to the throne, encourages Buckingham not only to "Infer the bastardy of
Edward's children” (B_3.III.v,75) but to rumor the illegitimacy of Edward himself. The
unfounded insults reflect more on the questionable integfity of the speakers)than on the
morality of the accused.. As Ronald Berman suggests:

The idea of moral bastardy comes to constjtute morevand more of a mocking .
counterpoint to the passionate claims made on behalf of the privileges of kinship,
- and derides the righteousness of the protagonists.}*
Lying to attack their r;vals rathex: than striving to uphold their own respected status,
Shakespeare's characters overturn the assumption that inherited birthright justifies and
sanctifies one's cause. The exclusive privilege of family membership becomes, ﬁke the
'multipl§ appea,ls’ for divine support, little more than an instrument of political factions as
they try to overthrow one another. \

Fabricating stories to ensure the feSpcct or obedience of others extends beyond the
dynastic feud to the common citizens aétive in the political sphere. While members of
aristocratic families corrupt each others' reputations with rumors of ignoble birth, Joan and
Cade invert the practice by repudiating their own legitimate parentage to raise their social
status with claims of sgpérior births. Joan, 'although she says at the begining of the migary
campaign, "I am by birth a shepherd's daughter,/ My wit untrain'd in any kind of art"
(1H6.1.ii.72-73), later contradxcts herself with, "I am descended of a gentler blood./ Thou ?rf
no father nor no friend of mine" (1H6.V.iv.8- 9) Hér denial stems from the recogmtxon tlﬁt. -

authority depends on noble qualities, ancestry being a primary indicator of worth. Cade, .

likewise, boasts a respected heritage: "My faiher was a Mortimer - ," "My mother a

“"Berman, 489 ’ -7
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Plantagenet "(2H6.IV .ii.39,41). But the witty remarks of his companions and his own
: cc?nf ession, spoken in the aside "I invented it myself" (2H6.IV.ii.155), discredit hisnmsertion.
Cade relies on assumptions about birthright to command respect as a pélitical leader; Joan
does 5o 1o persuade those more powerful than herself ta pardon rather than hang her. Their
false pretensions about family heritage, like tt'le nobles' rumors about unwdrthy ancestry,
reduce the value understood to be inherent in family membership. ‘

Opposing the claims}and accusations about birth, which reject the biological validity
of blood ties and con&emn iﬁdividuals for the immorality of their parents, is the practice of
wadopiion, which rewards_individuals; in spite of their heritage and extends family membership
bevyond the limits of birthright. Although adoption is perceived as'a legitimate mani‘bu]ation
of f amiiy bondg. Henry's v&illingness to adopt an heir éauses a major political upheaval,
When Henry,{i)r"l defense of his own kingship, questions York, "Tell me, may not.a king adopt
an heir?" (3H6.1.i.135), York argues not with the principle but with its application to the
event of Henry IV's crowning during Richard II's reign. However, although the two
contenders initially accebt and authorize their agreement, when Henry VI proposes to yicl‘fe

crown to Richard Plantagenet at his gwn decease, the very theory of adoption becomes the

I
gl

center of public debéte and strife.
Part of the problem is theoretical. The fatherly prerogative (o adopt an heir runs
contrary to the concept of divine right prevalent in appeals for kiné y authority and
Subordinéting the body of the king to the position of kingship. As D'S. Kastan observes, "If
the ultimate aut‘hority of the crown abides not in the particular person of the king, as tﬁc
discourse of ruie claimed, then ix: the entailment Henry gives what-is not his to give."** The’
prerogative of the king does not include the right to uncrown himself. However, "’-I"hcA o ,,
agreement is equally inconsis{ent and ineffectual on the other side. 1f York believes his title

- to be superior, he cannot in justice agree to defer the taking of it."!’ York undermines his

own claim to right by compromising with rather than conquering his rival. Furthermore,

' David S. Kastan, "'To Set a Form Upon that Indigest': Shakespeare's Fiction of
History," Comparative Drama 17.1 (1983): 6.

[ 21 ~

"Prior, 116.
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theoretically. as his son indicates, York's oath is "vain and frivolous” (3H6.1.ii.27), being
made with a usurper whose word is not binding. Thus, Lancaster's adoption of a Yorkist
su::ccssor is not acknowle&ged as a legitimating act, because it is founded on inconsistent,
conflicting principles of kingship.

The other a;pect of the groblem is practical, and the unsettling consequences of the
+ ;flawed agrecmcp&"ére widespread. For Henry VI, adoption necessarily entails disinheritance so
that a supposedly legitimate extension of family rights, in . act, violates and excludes )
hcfcditary rights. While Margaret condemns her husband as an unnatural father
(3H6.1.i.2]8), Prince E9ward questions his decision with, "Father, you cannot disinhérit me./
If you be king why should I not succced?"(3j§.l.i.226-2£7). Ironically, Henry's excuse, "the
Duke\énforc'd me" (3H6.1.i.229), does indeed align him with Richard II to whom he initially
appealed tqjustify his own kingship. For both kings, adoption is an ipappropriale term
in!ﬁ.lying in'i\t)ation in a move that is primarily submissive. Henry, by wronging the members
of his family, incites them to angry action. h

Critics vary in their iriterpretations of the king's move but fail to note the
contradictions that fac; him. Quinones says, "Certainly Henry's action owes more to
cowardice than it does to wisdom."** Frey suggests; "Henry, painfully aware that York's title
to the crown is better than his own, and that Warwick's power controls the situation, can
prevent coming slaughter only by arriving at some compromise. "'’ Frey"s remark is more
accurate than Quinones’, for the judgments of cowardice and V(isdom seem somehow
inappropriate to the particular political dilemma Henry faces, although the King's problem
cam certainly be viewed as the culmination of his previous injudicious behaviour. Now,
however, he has little choice. As a patriarch, he has a duty to sustain and main;ain his
family's rights. As a national leader, he has a duty to preserve his country’% by

\

appeasing or subdumg the rising facuonﬁl"rhe authority demanded of one role conflicts with

the authority required of the other, rights contradict respons1bxlmes and Henry i is thus correct

URichard Quinones, "'Linial Honour' and Augmentative Time and 'Shakespeare's
Treatment of the Bolingbroke Line,” Topic 7 (1964): 26-27.

"‘Frey, hX Py
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to imply that power under such circumstances is no longer his own. But a compromise only
exaccrbales the problem: Prince Edward demands a present guarantee of a Tuture Inheritance,
York's sons deryand a present manmauon of a‘luture promise, both . alhcrs become
subservient to the wishes of their sons, and civil strife is the direct result of a famillal debate
in which the decision to cxtcgd membership by adoption is superseded by the more pressing

1.

priorities of birthright. A

L
Even within the immediate family, however, common assumptions about loyaltics are

confused and standard functions of members are inverted. Disagreement and ambnguily about

‘the purpose of and foungation for marriage initiate much of the familial, political conflict.

State marriages entail unhtanan motives which both Henry VI and Edward 1V ignore by
choosing one queen after agreeing to accept another. Henry's foreign marriage is criticized,

he daughter of a worthless king,/ Having neither subject, wealth, nor

diadem"” (2H6. .i’. EA2) to recommend him. Edward's domestic union is condemned, for
’ ve join'd with France.../ Would more have strength'ned this our
commonwealth/ ' t foreign storms than any home-bred .fnarriggc" (3H6.1V.i.36-38).
The two kings display political incompetence and violatg kingly responsibility. R¥ey do so,
however, because they appeal to the emotional moti?ation of love or sexual attraction also
linked to marriage and expressed in the rhetoric rafher than the beliefs of Suffolk:

1

For what is wedlock forced, but a hell, _
An age of discord and continual strife? .
- Whereas the contrary bringeth bliss, /

And is a pattern of celestial peace (1H6.V.v.62-65).
There is yet a third assumption about the foundation of wedlock to which Henry initially
appeals (1H6.V.i.23-27) and which Richard introduces in ironic tones when commenting on
his brother's marriage: "God forbid that I should wish them sever'd/ Whom God hath join'd
together” (3_H_6.IV.i.2_1-22). Divine, personal, and practical interests surround the institution
of marriage, and underlying them all is the implicit understanding of mutualityin the
matrimonial contract. )
Such a inultiplicitonf considerations provides the potential for conflict, contradiction,

>

and manipulation. Henry's niarriage is motivated not by mutuality but by love: Henry's love

3
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- for Margaret and Margaret s love for Suffolk. It has a utrhtarran foundatlon not for the king
but. f or Suffolk, that he may "rule both [Margaré’t] the ng, and realh” (1H6 V.v.108). As
a pohucal motivation for marrxage Warwick promxses ‘one daughter to Prince Edward to
"assure [hxs own} constant loyalty (3H6.111.iii.240) to the Lancastnan\ cause, while Clarence
matties "Warwrck § other daughter,/ That though [he] want a kingdom, yet in mamage/ [he]
‘may not prove. inferior to" his Yorklst brother, King Edward (3H6.IV.i.120-1224. Yet when
- Clarence reverts to the Yorkist faction, marriage as a srgn of polmcal allegtance and power .
yshatters into a multitude of f amilial and polmcal loyalties. A similar fragmentatnon results
- from Edward'smarriageto Elizabeth. The widow ‘gains the possxblhty of sons, the bachelor
inherits daughters. the couple in union produce an heir, but the state acquires a hotbed of e
dissension inlwahich extended famili:’,s play a significant part. On one slde, Flizabeth's
‘brothers are aecused of political intrigue, while on the other side Gloucester informs 'the King,
"in" your bride you' bury brotherhood” (Z_SL-I_Q:IV.i.SS). Because the characters place one
identity or loyalty agalnst another. marriage, the sourqe of family union and growth, breeds
discord and instability'. . |
Role reversals wrthm the marriage heighte:: the sense of state anarchy especially in the
families of two promment polmcal figures, Gloucester and ng Henry VI. Eleanor, strlvmg

to reach beyond her soctal posmon destroys her husband's pnvrlege as Protector Whﬂe she

- pretends submrssron saymg "Follow I must, I cannot 80 before/ While Gloucester bears this

/—” !

base and humble mmd (31-16 I ii.61-62), she exposes her true mtennons with, "Were Ia
man, a duke and next of blood,/ I.would remove theseé tedrous stumblmg blocks ./ And,

bemg a woman, I will not be slack/ To play my part in Fortune $ pageant (2H6.1.ii.63- 67) “{

Actmg as much as possrble as Gloucester would, were he ambitious, Eleanor 1mpl1cates her “
: mnocent husband in her cnmes Tom between the dxvrded loyalties of love to l;s wife and -
duty to hlS kmg. Gloucester Joses both: public and pnvate pleasure and, to the detnment of 5

A N i,
‘his fellow subjécts, must leave the kingdom in the hands of a king who throws away lirs

crutch/ Before his legs be firm to bear his body" (2H6.I11. r 189- 190)

’a,‘."? \
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In Henry s marriage the inversion of authority is even more apparent and has a more

- harmful effect on the political order Margaret, unfaithful to her husband from the start,

. . o (‘l)
gradually assumes a leader's role, while the king obediently submits to her gesires and-

, S \ T Lo
commands. In fact, he fears more than respects his wife, for when Exeter warns him after

the disinheritance scene, "Here comes the Queen, whose looks bewray her anger"

~ (3H6.1.i.211), Henry responds to Exeter's "I'll steal away" with "Exeter, so will "

(3H6.1.i.212). Margaret, as Edward says (Q-I_6.Il.ii.90-9i?.). essentially bedomes the King, but
the rgversal is Inot solely her own doing. She and the king are equally responsil'ile: she,

because of, "Her valiant courage and undaunted spirit/ (More than in women commonly is

o

. seen)” (1H6.V.v.70-71), and he because his "church-like humors fits ?‘ for a crown”

(ﬂ.l.i.%?). Since neither is willing to assume the proper role, t'her/ is no mutuality of
duty and respect in their marriage. ‘ ’ .

Robert Pierce blames Margaret for the breakdown, saying: |

She attacks all the values of f amily - by her unfaithfulness to her husband, by her
attempt to rule him and the land, and by her attack on the power and life of
Gloucester, her husband's uncle and the last worthy representative of Henry V.?°

He fails, however, to note that MargaTers~most forceful actions are indeed in®pired by a

familial obligation: her duty as a mother to protect and reinstate her disinherited son. Thus,

her political involvements reveal the contradiction in her dualistic family role. When her

| ’husband' acts unf atherly, she must act unwifely to be motherly | Her responsibilities

conflictmg, she divorces her husband to sgrve her son. The family divides itself, the roles of

~ the sexes are mverted and only Henry, who concludes "Poor queen, how love to me and to

her son/ Hath made her break out mto terms of rage!" (3H6 1.i.264-265), is {00 naive to

reahze that dissentmg loyalties at home breed strife throughout the nation.
v

For what begms as a contentious issue of family extensmn develops into chaos

w»

| o .1hreqtenmg fa rmly extinction. The ritualistic rnolehill scene in 3 Henry VI mterrupts the

turmoil. of civil war as a lament on its conwyncm. The original Justif ication of family

 loyalties degenerates into an attitude of plunder expressed by one anonymous warrior, "Give '

—

~

*Pierce, 63. : , g
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me thy gold - if thou hast any gold / ForI “have bought it with an hundred blows"
(3H¢6. II v.80-81). Such a motivation for assault produces a form of natnon -witle parricide.

A f ather unknowingly kills his son, a son his father. A survivor bewalﬁ, "What stratagems!i

how: fell! 'how butcherly!/ Erroneous, mutinous and unnatural,/ This deadly quarrel daily

'4
doth beget" (3H6.11.v.89-91). Mothers and wives, the kmg and the country mourn. the griefs

of f amnly and state are ore. In 3 Henry VI farmly 1dentmes mentioned three times more
of ten than in the earher plays, proclaxm the bitter paradox that civil, wars caused by families |
divide -and destroy families. Thé concldswn 0} the play, tnarked by’ Rnchard s claim, "I am
'myself alone, " and by his*Judas kiss on the young prince, offers lxttle hope of restoranon or
uhny in the final play of the' tetralogy . " |
fn fact, in Rxchard L, "R:chard is above all a vxolator of families, a destroyer of the
last vestiges of communa!@nes‘ remaining from the civil wars."?* Driven by a desire to obtain
the cro'u/'n.and to prove a legitimate right to the throne, he views relatives as his opponents'
for, as he says; "it stands me much upon/ To stop all hopes whose growth may damage me
(_&;IV ii.58-59). He murders the prince that he blessed with a kiss. Fengnmg loyalty to his
brothers, he sets one against the other to reap the pfofits of thei; hostility.- He deceives Anne
yvith declarations of love only to kill her in favor of a rhore politically expedient wife. . .
“Norman Rabkin believes that by Richard 11, Rlchard is motivated by hatred rather than by
?ambmon thaLhe "kills h:s famxly not because he wants to be king but because he wants to
kill his famnly."" Rlchard § own summary of l_us _achxevments, suggestwmethmg‘_qulte
different, however: -
The son of Clarence have I pent up close, N
His daughter meanly have 1 match'd in marriage,
The sons of Edward sleep in Abraham's bosom, '
And Knne my wife hath bid this world good night. _ A
. Now for I know the Brifain Richmond aims
.+ At young Elizabeth, my brother's daughter,

And by that knot looks proudly on the crown, -
To her go I, a Jolly &mvmg wooer - (R3.IV.i m 36- 43)

s

}:*Berry. 0.

-Gee .
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His actions are methodical; lhis kingly goal apparent. Farhily is at once an objéct to
E 't .
o

manipulate and an obstacle to overcome. -

By the time Richard approaches Elizabeth for her daughter's hand in vmatriage. the
language of relationshipt has become absolutely meaningiess. Elizabeth Qu'estions him:

What were I best to say? Her father's brother - .
Would be her lord?  Or shall I say her uncle?
Or he that slew her brothers and her uncles?
Under what title shall I woo for thee,
~ That God, the law, my honor, and her love
Can make seem pleasmg to her tender years? (R3 1V.iv.3374342).

Iromcally. Richard bears moTe tltles than' anyone else, but in his quest for the s\ngle utle of
'kmg he has dlstorted f amﬂy identities and violated family responsnbnhues 1o the pomt that
they are..ngﬁqhgﬁmwmzable Accordmg t@&ndrew Gurr Richard mally doesoreach his .

goak he@ %ip/ngd at the end of Act I11 as the rxghtful helr and his systemauc murdcrs of

all those thh claims to the throne should not be allowed’to smother thtslfact s By the
\ perversxty of logic, Gurr's observation i is true, but 1t only proves the: paradoxtcal nuture of g
‘familial hentage Rléhard s war f o;»successxon necessarily becomes a war on succession, "

and the legitimacy of o txtle achieved by such 1llegxttmate means makes a mockﬁery of authority-
[N

~ as the rlght to rule based on farmly connections. : : Y
Richmond's overthrow of R:chard appears\to resolve the battle of succession with the
coronation of the Lancast,n;n—kmg, Henry VII, and with his marrlage to Ellzabcth :
great -granddaughter of the Duke of York. Rxchmond concludes ' "We will umte the Whnte
Rose and the Red./.. ) . The true succeeder; of each royal house/ By God s falr ordmancc _—
/ ’ conjom tpgether"' (R3.V.v. 19 -31). Plerce suggests that "For the first time since Edward

III s death, heredltary rlght and the power. and abjity to rule have come together."?

M1t is interesting to note how Elizabeth draws on the" various foundati"ons'for
marriage as she seeks for some way to justify Richard's request

[ 1 1] i .

#sAndrew Gurt, "Rtohard Il and the Democrauc Process, " EssaLs in Criticism 24.1
1974). 42 T

rt Watson Shakesm e and the Hazards of Ambmon (Cambndge Mass.\
Harvard - University Press,. 1984) 22

s ‘ : .
¥ Pierce, 99.
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Richmond, hox}ever does not clearly establish the source of his, legitimacy . By his mamage
he’ rmphcitly acknowledges Bli; Beth s hereditary nghts yet he offers' no declaratlon of hlS

- own ancestral merlt lndeﬁ asva member of the Beaufort family, Richmond has roots in
John of Gaunt s unseemly liaison with Kathenne Swynford and thus has a rather ambrguous
claim to royal heritage. As Moody Prior notes - . “ s "L )

seen agamst the minute exammanon ‘of genealogxes and the legahstxc clalms m the
‘three parts of Henry VI, the absence of any statement about the claims.of Richmond
to the thrope in Rxcha HI, or in the ﬂenu V plays for that matter. is stnkmg u

. But as. Pnor contmues t e 1ssue of title is subordmate to the need for a savior."? The

| ‘catastrophtc effects of thhzrd 8 re]entless ambmon and the devastatlon of c1v;1 war during
the rexgn of a weak king domrnated by ,powerf ul lords mak&.any prqmise of prospenty and
peace a welcor_ne_relief . The ,cg_fa_ctg presence_of_ Richard's con,qu:§r.\ asa rnan backed wxg
a loyal army end manifesting the honor ahd integrity of relfgious values, overshailows any' _“ .
. ambiguities about his de jare title. Hxs legmmacy Tests by necessity on tﬁ'e famtly he promrses
the future nMamrly that forms his past. )

The IOyaltres of family ties leavea H%wned with' dishonor, drsgrace distrust,

- and mcvrtable drsumtu, Shakespeare in his first tetralOgy, portrays this flfteenth century

"' social degeneraupn,as a dlrect result of idéological complexrtres mhere_nt in t_he assumption of

" blood lines ‘Ls;a"ffou‘f;d:?fon for public authority The 'flexible.boundaries of ‘family 'eause »
" uncertamty Ca,pable of being extended to include a wide relatronshrp and-a dxstant past or of
bemg hrmted to a ‘more exclusive group an&i more recent hentage famlly offers no stable
standard by which to measure one's nghtness and to justify one's ca&e The characters, as

- they adopt thexr own concepts of f] A

ily merit, 11ve in contradiction and conflict. The
- prinéiple of inheritance encompasges no common values. Multiple family roles are
.incom'patible.’ ‘The lines of succession intertwine and overlap. “The effect is not simply that

~ family. brings \Esolitical roles closer to immediate experience, but. that family, gs a source of \

"Prior, 135,
e S : . : - -
© MPrior, 135, ‘ S : \
e > , ‘ - C v _
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public legitimacy and as a cause of widespread dissent, is a major 'part'of the political .

experience in the state. - .

54



Iv.. Legal Authorlfy Enforcement, Interpretation, and Behef

Law, one of the prxmary sources of politrcal order, is presumably free from the
subjectivity surrounding complicated family connections and abstr‘act notions of farth ina
God who directs society' Legal procedures follow predict!?l;patterns' Subjects and rulers
alike acknowledge the common statutes that regulate pubﬁc action and protect personal rights.
Public consent creates authority, and authority commands obedrence However, as Brockbank
says, "Law and order cease to prevarl when men cease 10 beheve in them.™ The key to his-
 remark is 'unders'tanding law not simply as an independent. impartial standard by which( to
judge human conduct, but as the foundation 'of a political relationship requiring mutual
| obhgatrons on both sides; when erther side violates its responsrbrlrtres the relatronshxp breaks
down and drder ro longer exists. Few critics approach the legal complexmes of Shakespeare 8
histories from this perspective. Instead, their interest lies in the technical rather, than the
‘relative nature of law,? or in the distinction between lasdess and lawful characters *In
explormg the legal dimension of authority, however, Shakespeare rather than p}ovrdrng a
srmple drchotomy of the lawless and lawful, dramatrzes & process by which’ law debated
enacted in trial scenes, or violated in rebellron, loses its vahd_rty as a source of public |
relationships The sanvctity of the law depends on enforcement, and enforcement depends on'
_ legal interpretatrons acceptable to legrslators adxmmstrators and subjects ahke In the first
tetralggy, the enforcers are not necessarrly the preservers of order, assumptrons about Justrce
are too varrous to mspnre conformity, and legal rights contradict ot:her sources of authonty SO

that law does not guarantee impartiality and ideological predrctabxhty, but contributes to

- political instability, .

. 3
'J.P. Brockbank, 115.
*se " ‘

Such works include the helpful historical studies by M.B. Mroz, Divine Vengeance,
and George Keeton, Shakespeare and His Legal Problems and Shakespeare's Legal
and Political Backg;ound ' ' : :
‘..
‘Edward Berry in Patterns §f Decay: Shakesgr Early Hrstones for instance,
describes law as "a measure of social and polrt1cal decay” (29). :

P
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Just as the background to Shakespeare's drama. was not characterité by the
the'ological simplicity assumed by Tillyard, neither was it marked by widespread political
complacency. The Eliiabethan era was a time of constitutional transition and controversy,
and as R.H. Wells suggesté, "In his dramatisation of pre-Reformation history Shakespeare is
reﬂecting the political preoccupations -of -his‘own. time."* "In the middle ages, Law and
~Church-hacli beeh'supreme,"’ but "With the Reformation there emerged a new conception of
sovereignty in which the crown claimed far greater powers than it had previously enjoyed."*

' Theorisrs contemporary with Shakespeare dispoted ahout the rights and function of the king.
Monarchist proponenrs, such as Charles Merbury, proclaimed that the prince xhusl have
"pov)er full and perpetual over all his subjects in general, and over every.one in particular."’
Robert Parsons, oh the other hand, stress‘edﬂthe need for legal restrainis on royal power, for
"a prrnce ruling by law is more than a‘man-, or a man deified, and a prirrce Fulig‘g by

af’ fectiohs. is less tharr a man, or a man brutif’ ied."f Similarly, Sir Thomas Smith emphasized
the king's subordination to Parliament which "hath the power of the whole realm both the
head and thebbody "% Political writers however could only encourage the mohar'chyto obey
v'the law; they could not compel him. Moreover as Edna Z Boris explams. both i in the law
and in the relationship between Crown and Parliament, the precise consmutlonal balance was

not established with certamty."“’ The transition from feudalism to absolute monarchy and
4 LS .'* ’

_ ‘Robm H&d!am Wells, Shakespeare, Politics and the State (Houndmills: MacMillan
Ed., 1986), 45. ' '

‘Baumer, 85.

‘Wells, Shakespeare Politics, and the State, 42.

.88

© "Wells, Shakes_mre, Polm ,'and the State, 42-43, cited from A Bnef Discourse of
Rovyal Monarchy as of the Best Commonweal (1581) 40-44,

*Wells, Shakespeare, Politics and the State, 46, cited from A Conference About t ___c_
Next Successron to the Crown of England ( 1594) 21-22,

-’..‘

Wells, . Shakespeare Politics, and the State, 61 cited from, De Republica Anglorum
(1583), 78-79. :

1o FEdna wack Bons Shakespgre nghs E gg, the People and the Law: A

Study in the Relationship between the Tud nstitution and the English H tstog
lays (Rutherford, N.J.: Fairleigh Dickinson™ University Press, 1978) 47.



later to a Parliamentary system, coupled with the shift in emphasis Afrom@ecclesiastical to
constitufionail law, stirﬁulated controversy about the legal rights and responsibilities of the
kihg and provided a context of intellectual activity for Shakespeare's historical drama.
) P;tt of the reason for the political debate lay in the vagueness of the English common
law. As Holderness explains, "Corhmon Law is the law of custom and precedent: not a
written body of theoreticél doctrines or a systematised structure of legal rules, but an
empirical assemblég’e §f practices conccived as immemorial custom. "!! He describes an
‘ example of the confusion arising from this type of constitutional order: _r’

The common law could of course be used as a parliamentary argument by 1dentxf ying

Parliament with immemorial custom in resistance to royal prerogative. But defenders

of -the monarchy employed the same argument: there was certainly an 1mmemona1

.- law, and the king's prerogative was part of 1t "2
A law vague enough" to support opposing v1ewpomts was far from bemg the consmtently
impartial body required to clanf y and define consututnonal rnatters.

Compoundmg the ambiguity of legal questlons was the Tonflict exxsung between the

tradmonal sources of political authority in Ehzabethan times. If one tenet of belief held that

the monarch was subject to the law, another prmcipal, divine ordination, gave the ruler power

above the law and allowcd him or her the right to pardon legal offenses. Similarly, while
f amjliél successién established a legal right to the throne, the hereditary tiﬂe was also
perceived as a means for choosing God's 'élected debuty through a lineal progression which-
cast doubt on Tudor royal legitimacy Thus, the intersection of diviﬁe familial, and legal
rights in the slxteenth century led not to a. hc?mogeneous political ideology, but a
contradxctory potentlaﬂy unstable one. . .

The attitudes of Shakespeare's kings in. his first tetralogy illustrate one aspect of this
political complexity, the ruler's role as the preservér and subj‘ect of legal rights. Henry VI is
unsure about common law, the legal theory defining justice, so that while he acts degisively

enough in sentencing Gloucester's wife, he seeks the Protector's advice in the case of the

afmourer and his man, asking, "Uncle, what shall we say to this in law?" (2H6.1.ii.203).

¢

"Holdemws 28.
[ 1 1]

12 Holderness, 29.
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The following king, Edward IV, asserts his prerogative to supersede the law by marrying
Elizabeth, saying, "It was my will and grant,/ And for thns once my will shall stand for law"
(3H6.IV.i.49- 50) But in Richard III, Edward's nght appears as a duty which runs comrary ’
to his wishes rather than serving them. When Stanley seeks a pardon for his servant's life,
Edward responds, "Have I a tongue to doom my brother's death,/ And shall that tongue give
pardon to a flave?.../ You straight are on your knees for pardon, pgrdon./ And | (unjustly,
too) must gr:nt it you” (R3.IL.ii,103-126). His powe’r to annulh the léw becomes a kind of
law in itself which he feels compelled to obey. Ironically, Riéhard Hl, the most unlawful c:f
thé_ kings, acts on the assumption that the ruler is subject to the law, He c_ieviscs a scheme by
which to trap Hastings ina remérk that can be misconstrued as a sign of treason in order to
justify the lord's ext;.cution: "Thou art a traitor./ Off with his head!" (R3.IIL.iv.75-76). As
guardxans of legal rights, the three kings act in ways that expose the uncertaiuy about thcnr
own privileges and lmutatxons ¢
In fact, the true upholder of the law, rather than being any ;f the kings, is Henry
VI's Protector, Gloucester whom Michael Manheim describes as a fif teenth ccnturyghristian
humamst and the closest to an idealized fi igure in the four plays.' Unhke Richard, Gloucester
dxsplays a sincere concern for the comffhon good, making him a popular leader witt} the
Englisﬁf subjects. Unlike Henry VI, he manifests‘exl'aertise in legal mat?ers. making him h
reliable ;d\.risor for the Crown. Unlike Edward IV, he demonstrates impartiality, making
himself both a mddel subject and a good governor. In his private quarrel with Winchester, he
promxses "Cardmal I'll be no breaker of the lag (1H6.L.iii. 80) and even when his wifc is
charged w:th witchcraft, his grief does not influence his commltment to justice: "Eleanor, the
law, thou seest, hath judged thee;/ I cannot ‘justify whom the law condemns”
(2H6.11.iii.15-16).-
The personifiéation of the law itself, Gloucester ironically bgcomcs‘a victim both of

the lawless acting out the forms of legal procedure and of the lawful abdication of legal

f\responsibility; His opponents, the hoble peers, desifing to increase their own power at his

T’Michael Manheim, The Weak King Dilemma in the Shakespearean History Play
(Syracuse, New Yo‘rk: Syracuse Univcrsity Press,. 1973), 92,
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expense, acduse him of unlawful conduct. They fecognize'that in order to aéhieve respect, to
establish an authoritative rclationghip with Gloucester's favorites, the commons and the King.’,
they must taint Humphrey's reputation for justice while making their own actions appeag
legitimate. ' As the Cardinal says, "That he should dié is worthy policy,/ But yet we want a
color' for his death./ 'Tis ﬁxect he be condemn'd by course of law" (2H6.II1.i,235-237). Their
petty corﬁplaints are weak, however, and while Gloucester denies them, Suffolk admits, "we
have but trivial argument,/ More than mistrust, that shows him worthy death” |
(2H6.111.i.241-242). Appearing to uphold the law, the lords charge the Protector, arrest him,
and promise a trial, although they know full well that if they were to deliver on their promise
Gloucester's innocence would cbndemn them and expose their manipulation of the legal

4

The lawful King Henry is as much to blame for Gloucester's defeat as the lords, >

system,

because he does not defgnd when they attack a jugt and innocent man. Believing of his
Protector, "Thou never didst them wrong, nor no man wrong" (2H6.I11.i.209), yet he delivéfs
Gloucester to his enemies and simply counsels the lords, "what to you wisdom seemeth best,/
Do or undo, as if ourself were here” (2H6.111.i.195-196). While David Frey suggests that
Henry acts properly and "leaves the question of Gloucester's guilt an open question as is
required by law,"!* in effect what the King does is not to submit as a subj{ect of the law, but
to turn the legal structure of the nation over to the lagiless. Weak and irresponsible, he
abdicates his kingly duty and leaves the Parliament not because he wants justice to ;ake its

~ course, but because he grieves too much-over Humphrey's misireatmcnt. As John Blanpied
says, "Henry fails to protect' his Protector by giving body to the law he represents. Without
that valorization, the law is grounded nowhere, it exists nowhere within the play except in
Gloucestg:r's articulate presence.”!* Law is meaningless as a presence, however; it functions
only as part of a political relaﬁonship v;rhich in this case has been violated by both sides.

Henry believes in thé principles, but does not recognize his obligations; the lords know their
‘ \ .
t

- UFrey, 42..

s

1’Blanpied, 53.
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dutties as subjects, but dB not respect tho#principles.

The subjects and rulers who become victims of the escalating legal abuse suffer,
because rathel than acknowledging the mutuality necessary for an effective legal system, they

simply trust their own innocence. Henry VI believes in the stréngth of*purity, saying;., .
What stronger breastplate than a heart untainted! ' ~
. Thrice is he arm'd that hath his quarrel just;
And he but naked, though lock'd up in steel , .
Whose conscience with injustice is corrupted (Z_Plﬁ.lll.ii.232-g§§).

iy ﬁ,’/

' géucester depends on the predictable procedures of law, saying:

I must offend before I be attainted; " o
- And had I twenty times so many foes, g

And each of them had twenty times their powe?,
Al] these could not procure me any scathe
S(&qnﬁ as 1 am loyal, true, and crimeless” (2H6.11.iv.59-63).

Lord Say echoes the same sentiments with, "The trust I have is in mine innocence./ And
therefore I am bold and resolute” (2H6.IV.iv.59-60). When their opponents do not willingly
submit to the law, however, protection necessarily entails both law and enforcement. When

the legitimate and just enforcers are not willing to 'ulf:! their duties or are not capable of

doing so, innocence is irrelevant, e

Moreover, enforcement .'depends on valid interpretations of the law, &x
Garden”scene illustrates complications that can interfere with ‘the process of interpr
Tfle nobles, who subtly manipulate tfne course of justicel in 2 Henry VI, initiate the breakdown
of 1egal authority as disputants at the court in 1 Henry VI, in IL.iv. Their quarrel cannot be
resolved, because, first of all, the participants are ignérant of the law they challenge and
contend. As Warwick ac,lmits, "in these nice sharp quillets of the law,/ Good faith, I am no
wiser than a daw” (1H6.1I.iv.17-18). Secondly, the lords lack ar) impartial judge to mediate
their argument and make the law operational. The prime contender, Plantagenet, establishes
phe means for resolution by plucking the first rose, and even the single lawyer presént
participates in the ;rial by vote. Thifdly, .the qbbles are not simply ignorant ()f state laws, but
even disobey their own rules of democracy as they turn from casting votes to hurling insglts
and threats. As Prior observes: ‘

4

In the very sanctuary of the common law, a dispute over an undesignated legal

N
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question has gcnerawd such fierce controversy that the disputants have had to leave
the Temple hall and carry their argument in the garden, and the legal issue ultimately
gets lost among differences which are neither legal nor intellectual.'t .

The ccrtainty of individual will displaces the ambiguity of common law, for as Suffolk

admits, "And never yet could [I) frame my will to it,/ A%thcref ore frame the law unto my

& P

will" (1H6.11.iv.8:9). Ignorance, prejudice, and disobedience obscure the necessary process of
interpretation that defines statutes in order to enforce them. |

In a similar example at thc end of the tetralogy, Buckingham, too, "frames the law

o unto [his] will” by manipulating the flexibility of mterpretation After Richard imprisons

. L;ord Rivers and Lord Grey, the Queen and the Prince of York take sanctuary, a practice
.common to medeival and Renaissance English law-offenders seeking. political protc;iion.
Buckingham argues in legalistic terms against the ‘validity of their refuge, saying, "The benef’ it“‘
thereof is always granted,/ To those whose dealings have deserv'd the place,/ And to those
who have the wit to claim the place./ This princ¢ hath neither ciaim'gl it nor deserv'd it..../
.Of t have-l heard of sanctuary men,/ But sanctuary children never till now” (R3.111.i.48-55). '
Drawing on the need to interpret legal precedents in ;ommon law and participating in the

general complaint of the fifteenth century against the abuses of sanctuary privilege 1

Buckingham justifies his violation of the Prince's holy protecmmanq his own part in 1

Richard's conspiracy against England's royal heirs The Taw, in ns Ohswrlty" oan serve the . ,f& :

lawless as well as the lawful.

The quest f o\ legitimacy, the admxmstranon of Justxce tmd and the iegu;%xpn Qi’
Ay :

conception of law strongly influencing Renaissance theoéists spedfféd that «the'kmg‘ i

S e

' legislator at all, that he merely 'interprets’ a more fun?m haw "y <I’he fundamental law i

s 4 -

. .\-:‘
T we .
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1¢Prior, 106.
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for the Providentialist Henry VI is rooted in St. Thomas Aquifas's concept of the divine,
e}crnal law of God. Aquinas maintains that "Political auit?&rity... [is) derived from God"
and th;t the primary task of'dthe good ruler is the "attainment and maimcnancc‘of unity and
internal peace."'* Henry VI, however, is more of a believer in peace than a sustainer of it.
He only occasionélfy asserts his authority, with, "'Wc charge you.../ To hbld your slaught'ring
hands and keep the peace" (1H6.111.i.86-87). More frequently, he allows God 1o administer
His own judgments, saying, "God defend the right" (2.H6.II_:iii.55), or praying, " judsmcn‘t
‘only doth belong td thee” ‘(gﬁ_g.m.ii.lw). For-Henry, the only laws are God's laws which
the King, gs ‘far-unworthy deputy " (2H6.111.ii.286), is rarely justifjed to enfl orcci He
appears to vacillate between a beljef in theocracy and a bchef in divinely- ordauk%monarchy.
The erratic f ulmlmem of his administrative duues undcrmmes the stability of the State

In Richard II L. Clarence, unlike Henry VI, distinguishes between the laws of God and
the laws f)f man but establishes no greater authority for himself by doing so. First, hc
appeals to the rights of state justice, saying to his murderers in words that echo Hur;fphrcy of
Gloucester's, "Before I be convict by course of law,/ To threaten me with death is most
unl§wfu1" (g;.l.iv;187-188). Secondly, he appeals ‘to the superior law of God, "Thou shalit g
dog':b murther” (R3.1.iv.197), but by that law he condemns himself. His only defense, he
fmally realizes, is based on ga{mhal duty, "Alas, for whose sake did 1 thgx ill deed?/ For
Edward, for my brother, for his 'sg&ke (R3.1iv.211-212), a justification that denies the
& sanctity of both God's law and man's. But familial responsibilities are not mutually
acknowledged either, and Clarence's reward for loyalty to one brother is murder by another.
Competing and conflated authoritative sources render the abstract nature of justice a
questionable appeal for order-and protection.

Natural law, another vaguely defined legal ¢onception of the medieval and
Renaissance pefiods, appears as one of the claims York uses in his pursuit of the crown.

O.H. Phillips explains, "Natpral law is the law of reason, which teaches the superiority of

YKeeton, Shakespeare's Legal and Poltical Background, 72-73.
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| the rauona\%ture of rnan‘ tothe arénal order."?° Although this principle of ordering
“ rau_onahty orrgrnates in Greek thought, Chnstran polmcal phil’t’)sophers such as Augustme and
Aqumas mcorporate 1t into their 1deolog1es When Shakespeare writes hig early hrstones,
however he 1s chronologlcally a closer pred of; Hobbes assertmg his view of natural
| man as 3 competmve brttish creature than‘ﬁzj a follower of Aquinas, proclaiming hlS view
~of man’s part in God 8 drvmely -fashioried umverse 'ghe contradlctory attrtudes of
Shakespeare s York reveal the ambiguous relatxohshlp of natural and divine orders As a
2 ‘ JUS[lf 1cauon for hrs own power’ quest York observesjjeﬂ’y'\’l 5 meptrtude and reasons of '
| hxmself A'More llke a kmg more kmgly in my thoughts (2H “V i. 29) Behevmg in hrs

o o
natural supenorlty. he declares to Henry VI RS

Here is a hand ta hold a 5ceptre up,

And with the same to act controlling laws.

Give place' By heaven, thou shalt rule no-more
O'er. hrm whom heaven created fortthy ruler Q2. H6V f’102 105)

,,,,,,

‘ | " The assumptrons of legmmacy in h1s pronouncement are‘ mconsrstent He indicates
- that the law of Teason dnctates hrs nght to overthrow a lawful kmg in order to assure ~
controllmg laws but actmg 1llegally in the present isa poor way to guarantee legahty in the

- f uture Furthermore York vrolates the sanctlty of the king's p%n under the ordmances
of eternal law with, an appea] 1 or drvme Justrf rcauon hrmself The addrtron of York’s ongmal
behef in hxs legal, heredltary nght to the throne only compounds Lhe conf usion. Referrmg to
hxs earlrer sohloquy in 2 Henry V Berry remarks
- When YorkJspeaks of his rrght to the throne, it is often drffreult to aséertam as it is
here, whether his reference is 1o rights of property ('claim his own') or of succession

('usurp my right') or of natural supenorrty ( chrldlsh frst +'church-like
humour )"

.’ e R . ~ v a . 73

o+

The ambrgurty stems from the unclear delrneatron of natural law. It encompasses various

perceptrons legmmate right as tied to relrgrous morality, & rauonahty subservient to state
'

order or' an unrestncted Justrfrcatron for personal pursuits. York in conflatmg the varrous

v

’°0wen Hood Phrlhps h_akes& ‘and the Lawxer (London Methuen L., 1972),
164. s

",on' ) ) (

" MBerry, 43. - 3 _
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'interpretations of right, makes his act of force appear like an act.of law. In doing so, he -
confuses the whole issue of legal enforcement, because he fails to&ltstrngursh between f orcmg

one's will and enforcing publicly acknowledged assumpuons «w

King is inconsistent, for he dismisscAlll giucst of Vernon and Basset, two servants of the
opposmg Lancastrtan and Yorktst fact ) who crave benefit ol” law of arms”
| (1H6 IV i 100) but orders the unmatched pair, Peter and Horner 1o a trial by battle
Furthermore, a discussion of divine vengeance has already shown Shakespeare s parodic
' portrayal of the actual military contest. As a method for serving national and international
justice, war has its own law of arms, its own order distinguishing it f rom murder and
rebellion. fBut the appeals Talbot makes for such order, by inviting the French to fight in
' open field and by offering thern an alternative between peace in their submission or battle in
therr resistance, soon give way to disorder in which revenge and ambition displace the heroism
attainable when mtlttary tactrcs are mutually: acknowledged The opponents Richard ‘and
‘Richmond 1llustrate the conflicting attitudes towards war. Richmond encourages his army by
| proclaimingits task "To reap ‘lthe harvest of 'perpetual peace/ By this (:rt‘e bloody trial of 'sharp
war (R3 V.ii.15-16); war has an order and serves an order However /when Richard
“declares, "Our strong arms be our conscience, swords our laws" (R3. V iii.311), weaponry . has
only to‘do with aggression and force, not with authorrty and legitimacy of purpose. Thus,
the law of arms both as a channel for individual litigation and as a rrteans to national power
and peace proves ineff ective, becauserof its li_mited acceptance and various interpretations.
Added to the perceptions of moral, rehgious and natural law, mtlrtary law only intensifies the
uncetainty aboilt rrghtness which breeds polttical mstabtlrty
- When traditional channels of administration are eroded by a conl‘lict of legal values,’
by weak kings,’and by self -assured contenders, the common citizens, caught in an open-ended

.

relationship in which obedience to laws does not ensure enforcement, take justice into their



v : ‘ v

own hands. With a legitirnate grievance, they demand Suffolk's banishment or execution“ingf ol
retribution for Gloucester's murder. Ironically, however, "it is what(norma}ly ‘would be -
considered the most 1awtess element in the society - the pirate band rhade up of military

-deserters - which [’ iﬁ'ally gentences Sdt"folk tno the death-penalty prescribed by law.” 2 Right is
served by a kind of lynch law mstrtuted b? the seamen. - a law in which the end justif fes the
means. The citizens' Tesponse is approprrete and the pirates are agents of state commands,

but the association of law with political order is abolished, beéause the authoritativ.e’

relationship between the rulers and subjects is no longer a consideration in enforcement.

Procedures of law are no longer predictable.' The King, in fact, mereljr obeys the commands *-

of the people in banishing Suffolk, _end the seamen incidentally serve thé common good in

)

responding to their own inclinations. ' |
~The juxtaposition of the Suffolk incident with Cade's activities in the following'scene
.indicates that when the common citizens become the legal administrators, ar:ﬁrrchy inevitably
follows. For while the subjects initiate their political participation "Free from A stubborn
'opposite intent" (2H6' II1.ii.251), they soon join a traitor develop a mvob mentality, and
become a rascal people, thlrstlng after prey” (2H6.IV.iv.51). Cade, the leader does not

A

simply rebel against state laws but becomes a legislator himself, declaring, "bum all the

L records of the realm my mouth shall be the parliament of England (2H6 IV vii, 14 -15).

domg so he travesties legmmate proceedmgs partly by his petty laws and therr severe

L

' penalues,‘but partly by the way he assumes multrple roles which together destroy legal -

-

1mpamahty As the parlrament Cade makes laws; as‘a declared king, he administers laws; as

a self -made kmght in arms he enforces Jaws; and if pronounced Protector, he prormses to be

.-...1 9

subjewto ng Henry s laws. Legal rrghts under Cade have no obJectrve definition: The

| commons follow Cade until they realize, that the union of”- hxs self proclauned funcnons
- guarantees not the lrberty of lawful order but the choxceQbetween anarchy and autocratrc ( \\
' repressron Justice embodred in the King proves rnconsrstent but justice adrmmstrated by the

’cmz.ens leads to no justice at all k K .
5 \

3Ricks, 72.
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The necessity of the"'peOple's consent for effective authority makes their part in the -

-~ civil anarchy both. sngmf icant and ambiguous. Robert Ornstein belteves thau "Shakespearc sees

Be
the commoners more as the wcnms of disorder than as its many - headed beast and senses that

o

o

their instinct is for survival, not for- gtddy change."** Edna Boris suggests that "With the
possible excepnon of Cade, who is closely associated with York and is in f act claimed by Yorlt
- to be his instrument, the lower classes a@rec’onsistemly shown to be well aware of the
condition of the realm, to be independent ‘minded and critical of those in decision-making

X positions ."*.Cade, however, Awhile ineited to'arms by’"York‘ is not simply the nohle's _‘
puppet for the rebel dtspﬁ‘ys mgenulty and mdependence of mmd in his mockery of the legnl
system and his ablhty to rise to power The people on the other hand, are not always
independent and critical of their leaders. Their vacnllatbon between “God save the ng and
"We'll follow Cade" (2H6.IV.viii.19,33) reveals their susceptnblhty to tactics of persuaslon
which actxvate ‘what Orstein identifies as their instinct for survival. thle they are vxctnms

: Cade who is one of their own, bears a significant responsibility in thelr af! ﬂlCllOﬂ An

| ‘anonymous soldier, for mstance is murdered for hlS ignarance of Cade s new demand to bc
addressed as Lord Mortimer”’ Furthermore whrle they are v1ctlms the commons are also
persecutors who consentmg to Cade $ laws* unjustly execute the legal clerk and the noble,
Lord Say. Indmduals rather than the classes of nobles or commons are the obvious vnctlms
Even Cade. becomes a victim of his own.rlo_tous behaviour when his f ollowers turn on him,

" The commons, ©rnstein says, is not‘a' m'any-headed beast.. If the commons is not, however,
" rebellion'is the beast, and it is nurtured and brought to life not only by the aggressxvc

* factious lords, but by the cmzegg whose unpredlctable loyaltles foster mstabrllty

Rebelhon a legal rssue charactenzed by accusauons of usurpatxon and’ trcason was a .

proh-nﬁent polmcal subject durmg Shakespeare s time, although the‘ obedl,ence demanded by
the Ehzabethan monarchy was rooted less in the language of legallty than ln the prmcnplcs of

divine authority expounded by governmenr propagandlstfand homlhsts Non resxstance ued

.0,

23 Ornstein 50. PO
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' to drvme right, however excludes crtrzens rrghts As Har%w

-

subJects have dutres but no sights except the right of paying taxes \_nd of endunng oppressron

in pattence and without a murmur. "2 The 1mba1ance of rrghts cr/ ted by the conflation of |

drvme ahd legal assumpttons prevents a clear and legttrmate politi

2
Shakespeare dramatrzes the suff ering and cruelty of rebellron he does pot follow the homilists

and portray rebellion as the consequence of violations against God's commands. .Robert
Burl(hart feels that Shakespeare's interest‘in the early'h‘istories'lies not in the sin of rebellion
at all, but in the unsuitability of kings who deserve rebellron 2 ‘While Burkhart offers a

. number of rnstghtf ul observattons about the rulers in the te'tralogy, it is drffrcult to agree that
because the paclf ist Henry VI "is netther a strong leader nor a capable/ tatesman"?’ he
deserves the usurpatron that def eats him several trmes Grven the factious nature of the
‘nobles the blame can hardly be so ‘one-sided. A more accurate mterpretatron of

Shakespgare s-political perspecttve is that he exposes the simplicity of a pure doctrine of
\‘?t

é e n- reslstance asa legal problem: when there is no politically authorized means to°

compensate for mjusttce and to replace m;n or tyrannical rulers, then crvrl dtsobedrence is
_the mevxtable response. '
ln the battle between Richmond and chhard which closes the tetralogy, the issue of
| disobedience is entirely obscured in rdeologrcal contradrctrons When chhard earlier seeks
democrattc support for his krngshrp. the crtrzens by responding as "dumb statues
'é(R3 IlI vii 25) do not openly grant it, but by allowing vocal support from a&ow rndrvrduals
they .do not formally refuse it. Richard thus mterprets their silence as a s&n of consent and-
their subsequent obedrence asa recogmtron of his kmgly txtle Richmond then’ appears asa
contender for the throne and gains the support of chhard s earlrer audience by expoundmg

ﬁ

the doctrine of responsible tyrannicide and saying of Richard:

TAlfred- Hart, Shakespeare and the Homilies (New York: Octagon Books, 1970
Melbourne, 1934)), 43

© e

*Robert Burkhart "Obedience and Rebellion in Shakespeare s Early Hrstory Plays
English Studies SS (1974): 108, 117.

.“

:13nrkhan, 13. o “ "

ins, "The homilies teach that



For what is he they foliow? Truly gentlemen

A bloody tyrant and a homncide, .

One rais'd in blood, and one in blood estabhshed

One that means to come by what he hath,

And slaughtered thOse that were the means to help h1m (R3.V.iii. 245 -249),

As a justification for his own polmcal action, however, Richmond's speech conf licts with, his

v .

“own belief i in his divine support. On one hand, as Burkhart notes Rnchmond places himself

' unlawfully “in the embarrassmg posmon of being a rebel";‘l on the other hand. as God's

representative righting the wrongs of Eng’land's civil strif e, Richmond is the legitimate
candidate for the throne. Similarly, while the subjects commnt the sin of dxsobed:ence in
deserting thexr de facto king, Richard, they wisely pledge alleglance lo a more just and
suitable leader.?® Shakespeare appears to suggest that after a long period of civil strife, power

itself rather than the traditional meanq of authonzrng power is the central issue, and whether

the people’s response is one of obedience or drsobsmence matters less than the fact that n is -

 their contribution to the restoration of public peace.

Authority is only a type'of power when,'it is based on mutually accepted principles,

In the first tetralogy, Shakespeare portrays the breakdown of legal authority not sxmply as a

matter of established laws and trangressing citizens, but as a dynamnc web of public.

relauonshrps eroded by vague and mconsnstent perceptxons of legahty. by the conflict in

"Burkhart, 116, | B S \ “

" -

» The issue of cwrl disobedience in Shakespeare's time 'was complex. Responsnble

- tyrannicide was a medieval concept. Bullough, however, ‘notes the ungertainty :of
~ attitudes in the Renaissance period: "The misrule of legitimate monarchs must be

accepted as a visitation from God, but that‘of usurpers could perhaps be opposed .
and’ their removal by the people's leaders might be justified” ("The Uses of .

Hrstory, . Shakespeare's World, eds. James Sutherland & Joel Hurstfield (London:

Edward Arnold Ltd., 1964) 105). Baumer- eprams how "early Reformation -
pamphleteers had qualrfxed the doctrine of non- -Tesistance by the statement that the

; ~king must be obeyed 1rnphc1tly xcep ‘when hxs commands run contrary to divine
~ and natural law" (113), and the exceptions, of course, were subject to the
. interpretations of the rulers. Wells, similarly, points out -the inconsistencies facing the

Tudor -propagandists: "Having rebelled against established authority itself, the Tudor
monarchy had to guard ‘against counter-reform by emphasizing the sin of
disobedience” {(Shakespeare, Politics, and the State, 393). In light of this 1deologlcal ,

- . confusion, "the subjects’ duty to Richard I appears more ambnguous than Tudor

Tesponse.

proponents cared to admit. Shakespeare's dramatization of the po dilemma

68

focuses - on the practxcal rather than the uncertain 1deologxcal reasBls Tor ‘the citizens'

~,
"
5 »
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sources 'for‘ justification, and» by the violation of respénsibilities on the pari of both rulers and
' subjects. "Law and ordc‘rv_cease to prevail when men cease to believe in them."*® Law also
“"ceases to prevail wheh‘ interpretations of it diffef, fof ‘uniformity of principles breeds

cpnf ormity of respecf and behaviour, And‘men cease to believe when belief alone is an

insufficient guarantee for the enforcement of rights and the maintenance of peace. Thus, as

h ”

0 akespeare dramatizes it, the political éignificanc'e lies in the relative rather than the technical

- or absolute nature of law.



%
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V. Power: Will, Persuislon. Force, and Fear

Power necessarily -exists in a political system: the variations in government and order
from one historical pen&o another from state to state, and f Tom one public leader to the
next are determined not by the presence or absence of power but by its legitimate or
ivllegitimate use. Dollirnore and Sinfield narrowly define this dichotomiy of powerin
Shakespeare's history plays' as the difference between a theological foundation for action and
the lack of such a Justrfrcatlon ' A broader perspecthe acknowledgmg the influence of divine,
familial, and legal authorrty, sees legitrmate power as that whrch is based on a vanety of

common 1deologt’cal ‘assumptions, and 1llegmmate power as the pubhc ability to act when
N »b :

those assumptrohsmo longer exist. In Shakespeare s first tetralogy, as the stabilizing power of

authority breaks' down, the characters turn to other methods to command, 1o control, and to

achieve their own goals. A common critical stance is to view the unauthorized power of the

kings, nobles, and subjects srmply as force or violence,” but ef fecuve power depends on more

than physrcal aggressron ‘Like authonty power is a relatronshtp among people and thus. an

appropnate mterpretatron of Shakespeare s early history plays, dramauzmg the pOlIllCS of

" f 1fteenth-century England, should constder»power not snmply as force, but as a dynamic

element based on the combination of will, persuasion force, and f ear.

Power is as perceptual as it is physxcal and a measure of ng Henry's political

success or failuge depends parttcularly on the perceptual aspect Power can be def med as a

function- of capability and wrll s and Henry VI s prrmary flaw as a pohtrcal ruler is that he

! Marilyn ‘French distinguishes between legttrrnacy and power as might or force '
(Shakespeare's Division of Experience, 59). Wyndam Lewis speaks of power based
on force rather than right (The Lion and the Fox, 81). Keeton emphasizes the

necessity of military strength for Shakespeare $ polmcai{)mpentors (Shakespeare's

Legal and Political Backgro‘und -273), and Billings - distinguishes between political
wisdom. and power power gamed in battle ("Iromc Lapses Plotting in Henry VL," Studies

in the Imagination 5 (1972): 46)

3The det‘mrtron is adapted from Ray Cline's’ study of international "politics, Wor ld
Power Assessment 1977: ‘A Calculus of Strategic. ant (Colorado: Westview Press,

1977) 34, Cline's formula for mea measuring the power of natrons is:
Pp=(C+E+M)x(S+ W) where L
* Pp=perceived power -

70
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- has no will to act his part. In the midst of Cade's uprise, Henry VI confesses, "Was never

" subject ldng'd to be a king/ As I do long and wish to be a subject” (2H6.IV.ix.5-6). Even

before anarchy makes ruling difficult and unappealing, however, the King indicates no desire
to exercise the pQWer of his governing position; Regarding the regency in France, he admits, -

. "For my part, noble lords, I care not which,/ Or Somerset or York.' all's one to me"
*(2H6.1.iii.101-102). Thus when he says to Margaret later, "Come, wife, let's in, and learn to
.govern better,/. Fer yet may England curse my vrretched reign” (2H6.IV .ix.48;49), the
defeatism of his reference to his "wretched reign” is more con\tincing than aﬁgy"qerermination
indicaterl in Henry's desire ro "govern better." The less he perceives himself ar ba powerful |
figure, the less others recognize him as one, and, consequently, the less power he has over his
subjects. i

The pastoral scene in 3 Henry VI only reinforces the representation of Henry VI as an ;

“unwilling king and thus inept ruler The idea of the king as a shepherd of his flock was a
%mmonplace in Elrz.abethan times. L. Emstem explains, "The prince was described as
dxvmely ordained to be shepherd to his ﬁebplea\nd_ge image of God in hrs realm."‘ but

Henry invokes the shepherd s role more as an escape from his own publrc duties than as an

-
affi lrmanon of his leadershlp The Juxtaposrtron of the king's miseries "when care, mistrust,

and treason warts on him” (3H6 fv .54) wrt}/r'[he shepherd S quret life serves as little more

. than a fantasy o\pe’ace for Henry V1. The contrast between the metaphonc public image of

~ scene function less an as ideal of order in the midst of strife than as a portray? K,g{ a

a shep.‘@gi_(a\nrmage applied by York to the more responsible ruler, Duke Humpbhrey in 2

. Henrz VI, 'II.ii.73) and Henry's appeal to the private capacity of the pastoral life makes the

) 3
weak -willed kmg unable to reverse or control the escalatmg damage of cxvil war,

’(cont'd) C-Crmcal Mass=Population + Temtory
E=Economic Activity
M=Military Capability
S= Strategrc Purpose -
W=Will to Pursue National Strategy
His formula is useful, because it rdentrfres the . subjecu%eg ﬁnd objecnve elements of
power. 7
([ f 1)

‘Lewis Einstein, Tudor m s (New York: Russell%&‘glussell Inc., 1962), 16-17.
£
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The whole questidn about whether Shakespeare‘s Henry V1 is a good or bad man is
subordinate to the fact that he is an ineffective kmg To distinguish him as Frey does,
because "Only Henry acknowledges values in the world other than power" ‘isto lgnore the
necessity of power for kmgshrp Henry is undoubtedly one of the many sufferers in the
plays.‘ but he cannot be simply an innocent sufferer because he indicates no willmgness to
offset the trouble by fulfilling hrs kingly duties. To say, as Michael Manherm does, that
"[Henry] would be as good a king as is humanly possible if men would et him.... he is the
one king who has the capacity to rule well"’ is to imply that good rulership depends on
submrssrve subJects Howevver when the common assumptrons of legitimacy engendering
e obedrence are absent as they are in Henry s England an effective king is one who has the
determmatron te rely on resources that will either restore legmmacy or allow him to command
wrthout Henry simply beeomes obedrent to the wills of others. As one of the few moral
characters in the .three play‘s and as a gnan who! grows in his awareness ‘of others' corruption

and dec'eption,vhe inspires the readers’ éympathies. Indeed, he deserves respect for possessing

krnany of the qualities of a good ruler. Howeve

) A.W. Levi explains, political power lies
at the intersection of two axes, _thar of goodness .and vil and that of strength and |
weakness.' Few of the readers who favor Henry sugeeed in defending his ability as a strong

“ and’ tnns effective king. His character is expressedin the first half of Erasmus's statement:
"It is quite possible to find a good man who wouldynot a good prince; but there can be

no good prince who is not also a good man."® And Henry '&fﬁilurc derives less from the

insufficiency of his capabilities than f rom his lack of will.

Frey, 19.

\'ﬁ‘—‘

%Frey, '2-3.

sse

" Manheim, 107,

[ 1] ] ’ . )

‘Albert W. Levi, "Politics of Shakespeare's Plays,” in Humanism and Politics
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1969), 83.

st

"Desiderius Erasmus, The Education of a Christian Prince, trans. Lester K. Bom
(New York: Octagon “Books, Inc.; Inc » 1936), 189.



At the opposite extreme, Richard succcessfully clixﬁbs to the top of the hierarchical
ladder largely because of his extreme deterinination. Descanting on his own deformity before
ninitiating his pursuit of the crown, he concludes:

And therefore, since I cannot prove a lover

To entertain these fair well-spoken days, ’

I am determined to prove a villain »

And hate the idle pleasures~e{ these days (R3.L.i. 28-31). %
He laéks the capabilities - the armies, the wealth, the prestige,'and the subjects - of a king.
However, "Counting [himself] put bad till [he] be best” (3_1-1§.V.vi.91). he has the drive to
~ succeed and the ﬁurpo;: of kingship before him; Furthermore, he has the st;ategies with
which tovachievc his aim: "Plots have I laid," he says, and "inductions dangerous”
(R3.1.i.32). R.G. Moulton alls Riéhard's mysterious strength the "secret force of his
irresistable will, "0 gnd certainly it is Gloucester's relentless commitment to one scheme, lie,
and murder after another that turns his potential for power into power, and his dream of
kingship into reality. In his dete‘rminatioq, he is the figure of a Méchiévellian politician, for
as T.B. Strong éays:

the novelty inMaéhianlli's achievement seems to me his claims that states exist and

come into being through the exercise of the human will, and that without this

exercise of will ghe continued existence of the state is also necessarily called into *
doubt.!! .

2
- The rise of Richard's state illustrates the achievement of wilful power unsupported by

legitimacy; the degeneration of Henry's state proves the irzlpotence of authoritative ideals
unaided by a commitment to the practical needs of government.

Shakespeare dramatizes England's poliﬁcal chaos as the shift from legitimate to
illegitimate power - a shift in which the personal will that inspires discord is no longer
subordinate to public principles that regulate conflict. Qaths, al;e;ady shown as unreliable
signs of faith in divinc“sanction or legal rights, are significant as measures of £he characters'

commitment to particular causes. The causes themselves change, the Lancastrians and

Yorkists exchange supporters, but the resolution of the individuals to compel, control, and

YR.G. Moulton, Shakespeare as Dramatic Amst (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1893),
97.

e

"Strong, 197.
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subdue others remains a constant and divisive force. Queen Margaret, contrary to Marilyn
French's view that women "have only two choices - to undermine... male power, of to
support it,"!? acts like her male counterparts as‘she assumes the public role of military leader
to further her personal interests. Richard turns the public throne into a place for doing
private business when he says to his subjects, "Stand all apari" (_IQ.I'V.in;.'l). while "In [his)
first act as king, he plots his nephews' deaths as though he were private."** The confusion of
public and private matters is generated by the necessity of will for action in either realm. The
human will is sufficiently flexible and arbxtrary to serve mterchangeably as an impetus for
individual or common purposes and as Raymond Uttcrback observes about the first tetralogy,
. "There is no faithfulness to oath, title, right, or Jusuce. but an aggressive assertion of private
wills that accept no discipline from public prmcnple or order.” 'a

- While will is a perceptual or psychologlcal element of powcr persuasion is a technique
9f political art'* significant in Shakespeare's early histories in terms both ‘of the historical
relevance of Machiavellianis}n and of the dramatic power in the interplay of language. Felix
Raab explains that the philosophy of Ma'chiavelli was widely read in the late Elizabethan era
and that while the English response was primarily one of horror, attitudes were mixed:

B

[Machiavelli] horrified them, instructed them, entertained them - in fact he affected
them over the whole attracuon/repulsxon spectrum through which basxcally new
concepts are often seen in times of rapnd social change.'®

The stage Machiavel, based on the Italian's reputation as an advocate of evil and political

f
intrigue,'” became in Elizabethan drama a popular figure, "committing every conceivabie

M. French, 62 ‘ . .
L 2 1]

13Peggy Endel "Profance Icon: The Throne Scene ol Shakespeare's Rxchard aL"
Compagative Drama 20.2 (1986): 116.

L I 1]

“Raymond Utterback, "Public Men, Private Wills, and Kingship in Henry VI, Part
II." Renaissance Papers (1978) 54. )

*ss

15 In terms of Cline's two-function formula for power, the ability to persuade could

be considered a capabllxty which individuals possess to a greater or lesser degree.
s

'¢Felix Raab, The E ngl;gh Face of Machlavellx (Londqn: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1964), 67.

*se i

Y"Prior notes that "The popular idea of Wéchxavelh was in many rcspects a

<



crime, revclling in villainous stratagem to the horrified enJoymem of wdie*nces and he prd‘(nt . g
u h . «‘ © o ‘Jh

of theatrical entrepreneurs.”* There is no external evxdence-qbout whether Shakespea!‘gs .;'; c

!«y'
.&

undcrstandmg of Machiavelli's concern for pragmatic political statecraf t than a parodic stage

knowledge of Machiavelli came from the philosopher's work or from the popular 1deas &
time. In his early histories, Shakespeare appears to combine the souxpes creatmg a rrchn
,or ambiguity. While the villainy of deception pervades the polmcal acuvmes of hg many

characters there is much in their power struggles that provides a more perceptive

figure could offer. Machiavelli declares, "Everyone sees what you seem to be, few experience
what you really are.”'* Shakespeare's characters, in practicing the art of ;;ersuasion,
demonstrate that in terms of power, ap;iearance is often more important than reality, and
language more important than the facts it signifies. Indeed language can create facts.
A In Henry VI, both Joan and Suffolk exercise power that depends on words rather
than weapons. Joan devises a plan to aid the French soldiers, saying, "By fair persuasions,
mix'd with sug'red words,/ We will entice the Duke of Burgundy/ To leave Talbot and to
follow us"” (1H6.111.iii.18-20). As she succeeds, Burgundy admits defeat with a metaphor
that equates the verbal assault with the force of military battle:

Iam vanquished.' "hese haughty words of hers

Have batter'd me like roaring cannon-shot,

And made me almost yield upon my knees....

So farewell, Talbot, I'll no longer trust thee. (1HG6.I11.iii.78-84)
Margaret Ranald, referring to the women in Shakespeare's histories, says, "Words, then, are

-the weapons of the powerless and [the] women are ultimately victims of a masculine drive to

power, possessing Ko political strength in their own right."*® In this scene, however, Joan is

"(cont’d) misconstruction, often approaching parody and not based on knO)Ach of
the original work itself" (292).

(2 1]

1'Raab, 56.

(1 1] A

'* Niccolo, Machiavelli, The Prince, trans. & ed. Thomas G. Bergin (New York:
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1947), 52.

[ 2 1] o

* Margaret Loftus Ranald, "Women and Political Power in Shakespéare's English

*. Histories," Topic 36 (1982): S54. Ranald discusses Margaret of Anjou, the Constance

“.of Brittany in King John, and Katherine of Aragon in Henry VIII. Undoubtedly if
she were 10 refer o Joan of Arc, Ranald would identify the French woman with



the victor not the victim, and she does indeed exercise political power to the extent that, as
D R. Wineke apug observes, "Under .Wn ] lcadef’shrp the French make thc most of their

modest military skrlls effectively subsmuung deceit for valor, a subsmuuon that Machiavelli

considers worthy of fame."*' She is Machiavellian in her abnhty to conquer Burguhdy by&.

' persuad‘gg him t&xer side.

Suffolk uses tactics similar to Joan's against Burgundy in order to persuade the Krng
to marry Margaret. Henry, whose earlier reaction nad been, “Marriage. uncle? Alas, my
years are young” (1H6.V.i.21), responds to Suffolk's account of the French woman with,
"Your wondrous rare description, noble Earl,/ Of beauteous Mar}aret hath astonish'd me..../
Either [I am] to suffer shipwrack, or arrive/ Where | may have fruition of her love"
(1H6.V.v.1-9). Appearing trustworthy and feigning concern for the King, Suffolk converts
znother to his own interests by the power of language as he alters a major political decision

sty

and increases his own influence at the pinnacle of state control. He, like Joan, is

R

o -M&eﬁiavglliap in his manipulation of appearances to achieve desired results. If; as Marilyn
_ o . ' :
- French suggests in her discussion of Shakespeare's women, Joan's power is not legitimate
+ . because it resides in the tongue,*? the-accusation is not confined to the female characters, for

.. Suffolk is equally guilty of the same charge. In another sense, however, Joan and Suffolk

achleve a type of limited légmmacy Their successful persuasrc;lnvrs a validation by which theq

/ persuided agree to accept and commit themselves to the same assumptions and goals as the

persuader Thus, whrle Shakespeare portrays the two characters as morally unsavoury, he
. v

_’ also represents the polmcal efficacy of their Machiavellian style: French pragmatism defeats

Englrsh chrvalry, Suf folk's deception exposes the simplicity of Henry s faith in truth and

3°(cont’d) ‘Margaret, who in seekmg a masculine form of power is "a violalor of
the estabhshed order of nature” (54). Such an emphasis, however, ignores the
political power of language for male and female figures throughout the tetralogy and

dismisses the fact that usurpers and competing kings are equally sériqus violators as

the dominating women of what most Elizabethans perceived o be a- natural order.
*08 J

""Donald Wineke, "The Relevance of Machiavelli to Shakespeare: A Discussion of
Henry VI," CLIO 13.1 (1983): 31.

M., French, 61.

. o
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0 honesty The realrty, as Shakespeare mdtcates and as Machravelh says is that "A man
striving in every way to be-good will meet hts ruxrnamong the great number who are hot

good,"?* and political success requires a know‘ledg of the should" rather than the "ought” of

e . B

R&iéhard 1T is Shakespeare's most detailed explora‘tion of pohtieal achievement by
Machiavellian manipulation ' The dominating titular character rather than one ?«{. two minor ’
- figures is the chief Machiavel; and the entrre play rather than a few scenes is based on the
)pxaCthC of deception, By combl‘n_m language and gesture in the dramatrc peqformance of -

| nurnerous roles, Kichard persuade_s, others at best to trust him and at least to act in his fa'vor.

: He does so not by conf’ rdn/tingand conyerting them. but by appearing to act through their.
wills. Promising Bu.ckingham materi‘ai rewatds for faithf ul service, Riehard ensures that the
“lord's interest depends 0n the ng s achlevements Subsequently, Bucktngham whom '
Richard calls "My other self ‘my counsel s{[onsrstory (R3.ILii. 151) becomes. one of the key
actors in a senes of‘ scenanos Assurmg G oucester of his own ability to. counterfert the deep '
tragedxan / Speak and look back, and pry on every side,/ T/remble and start at waggmg of a
straw (R3.1I. v.5- 7) Buckmgham’ "[plays] the orator" (R3 IlL.v. 95) with the mayor and
advises Rxchard to "Play the maid's part" (R3. ml. vii.51) in the scene with the two

: \churchmen. Toge_ther Rlchax;d and hxs other self pretend in order to persuade
Richard's créativity. howeves, is the generattng source of therr power. Scnptrng,
directing, and performing parts, “(mampulates the wrlls of others by what (fGreenblatt
d def ines as the nnprovrsatton of power the abrhty both to caprtalrze on the unforeseen and to
transform given _matenals‘ into ohe's own scenarno."?’ Richard flatters. Ann_e until she

A
' . 9 )
: o R

”Machravelh The Prfnce 44,

L 12 o

- ¥Pierre Sahel discusses chhard s multrple dramatic roles in "The Coup d'etat of

" Shakespeare's chhard II: Politics' and Dramatics,; The Aligarh Journal of English

- Studies -10.1 ( 1985): 1-8. Michael ‘Neill also- notes the power of “Richard's theatrical
abilities in. "Shakespeare's Halle “of\ Mirrors: Play, Politics, °Psycholbgy in chhard
oLt Shakes&re Studxes 8 (1975) 9- 122

i

no - ‘
,”Stephen Greenblatt Renarssance Self Faggomng From More to Shakes@; 7

(Chtgago The Umversxty of - Chrcago > 1980) 227
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abandons her curses and agrees to marryvh‘im. He feigns piety and ptiblic ‘concern until the

- mayor offers to crown him king. He pretends goodness and inspires Hastings to say, "I think

there's never a man in Christendom/ Can lesser hide his love or hate than he,/ For by. his
face straight shall you know his heart” (R3.IILiv.51-54). As D. Riggs says of Richard, "He
becomes a lover to frustrate the ends of love, a counselor o inhibit the exercise of good

'L‘I L
counsel and a patrrot to subvert espubh ."?¢ Gloucester can mdeed "add colors to the

e

chameleon and "Change shapes with Proteus for advantages (1H6.I1L.ii. 191 -192). Frey -

~.suggests that "others exist only in their reacttons to Rlchard """ but, in another sgnse, Richatd
" exists only in his moment-by-moment reactions to others. He has no'permanent quahttes

. except hrs wrll to achieve.. Ltke Talbot who relies On his soldrers saying, "l am ut shadow

\

of myself" (1H6 0. 50), thhard possesses a creat%tty and ?pt@brhty that t nslate into y
o )

an immense power lying beyond hlmself in the peop{ev perspades td‘)cr‘ie and obey h _J'l’l

"
His mastery consrsts in hrs Machravellran ability to appear, wﬂ‘& h"e is not'

4 ?

Explortatton by persuasron ‘and deceit is not always an ef fective techmque of control

»

' -however and thus force, the common understandmg of power, plays a significant part in the

[+

lpolmcal competition among Shakespeare s characters Persuarsxon and force exist at opposite

r\

ends of a contmuum representing gradatlons of power From words to blows the power

mcreases [ Thecharaeters who recognize and capttahze on thrs relatwtty of strength are

N

-

. polrttcally effecuve the others fail. Humphrey of Gloucester is perceptlve enough to have the

M _ .
e 4. , S . i ¥
g%ggss 145, ﬂgm& . o ”;, - ¥
“Frey, 105 ‘3 ’ ’
Pese C -
¥ The power uum is a concept taken from a lecture by - Prof R. Wheeler

 Political Science ' 260.6, March, 1986, at the University of Saskatchewan. {The
‘“continuum begins with pure persuasion, the offermg of rewards, and. moves

successively through more assertive and aggressive tactics from granting rewards, to

.threatemng punishment, to admrmstenng non-violent punishment, to exercising force .

in the infliction of violence and pain. Persuasion is a typical approach among

_ fnends and*force is common afong enemies. In the immediate achievement of

one's. goals, v1olence can’ always. defeat words if only by removing the 'obstacles, the -
opponents, in one's way. Shakespea.re however, dramatizes the subtlety and -
complexity of power: desired immediate results often have adverse' long-term effects,

: ~and the constantly changing status of friends and enemies in the civil war ko

sitates the capacrty o mterchange and combme elements of force zmd -
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blind-lame man whlpped into running when arguments and accusations do not produce 2,
confession of fraud. Henry Vi on the other hand, offers no aggressrve alternatrve to words

/|
and assumes that Talbot S chastrsement of Burgundy will be suffrcrent pumshment for -

betrayal and sufficient cncouragemcnt for the traitor to return to the English side. Persuasion

is the ng ] only tacttc a& he approaches allies and enemies, saying, "Stay gentle Margaret

"and hear me speak (3H6 Li. 257) or "I prithee grve no limits to my tongue (3H6 ILii. 119)

Agamst deaf ears, however, words are powerless: Margaret responds, "Thou hast spoke too
: : ' “~ ‘

.mu‘ch already; get thee gone" (3H6.1.i.258), and Clifford replies, "My liege the wound that

"""bred thlS meetmg here/ Cannot be cur'd by words; therefore be still” (3H6 IL. u 121- 122)

N
$on'ss
g

a compete

| vrolent seamen with his claims,, "I am a gentleman:/ Rate me at what thou wilt, thou shalt be,

Against vrolence words are also powerless Even Suffolk, who demonstrated hrs adept‘

mampulatron of the language of love in 1 Henry VI fails in 2 Henry VI to persuade-the

paid,” or "Stay, Whrtmore': for thy prisoner is a prince” (2H6.1V.i.29-30,44). Although ‘the

' Lieutenant is an inferior verbal afrtist whose '"Awords are blunt” (2H6.IV.i.67), he is relatively

moreﬁpow.erf dl, 'because'his strength lies in force rather than in persuasion. When his words.
will not “stab” Suffollt, the seaman respon%g with "Strike off h'is'h“ead" (2_@.1\{.1.69). Say,
who nieets a fatal end similar to'Suff'olk's - tries to influence his 'captor”s saying, ""7You. cannot
but forebear to murther me, / Thrs tongue hath parley 'd' unto fore%n kmgs/ For your behoof

" (2H6 IV vii.76- -78). However, his opponents measure power by force and use it

_ 'themselves Cade condernns Say as a coward and dismisses the lord's plea saying, "Tut

_when struck st thou one blow in the field?" (2H6 IV vii. 80) Words agamst blows cannot “

,

LY

But because. p,OWer is relative, different teehniques are appropriate to different
circumstances, and’the successful political actors are those who are flexible enough. to use the

contmuum of persuasron and force to their own advantage . York, who accepts either

Q altemam’e m declanng, "By words or blows here let us win our right" (3H6 I 1.37), convmces

. Warwrck of the Yorkrst s legal rights, persuades Henry VI to name him Yorkist heir to the

throne. but eonquers his opponent Clrfford w‘th the sword and prepares to take the crown by

>

!
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force. Edward IV, claiming, "I challenge nothing,htrtmy dukedom” (3H6.IV.vii.23),
persuades the mayor to open the city gates for him- Once inside, however Edward is‘htmself
convinced by his own friends to reassert the Lancastrran kmgshnp As Hastings says, "Away v
with scrupulous wit! now arms must rule” ( __§ l'V vn.61)

Richard makes the best use of avarlablc pqwer techmques in his ability to “smile, and
murther whiles [he smiles]” (3H6 I11.ii.182), By combmmg f orce aﬂ decepuon he enacts the
Machiavellian recommendatton to fight by both law and arms, .f or "a prince must knog how

to play the beast as well as the man. "1 After Anne agrees to marry him legally, chhard

declares, "I'll have her but I will not keep her long" (R3 Lii. 229) After the princes agree to

..accept-hrs protection in the tower, he hrres a muvrderer for them. After ‘Hastmgs accepts the

. LI @ - . ) , ,
coronation, Richard has him executed. Then the pattern shifts: after Hastings' death,

Rigchard COnvinces the mayor that "The peace of England, and our persons' saf! ety,/ Enf orc'd
'us to this executron (R3 III v.45-46). The drfference between Richard and the other

Machravellran actors is that he exercises power ina much more calculatmg manner and untrl

ing he is prrmanly an ageht of power rather than a respondert} to it: he is the

N '. . UM ' - ' . : Lo
the persuaded; he is the aggressor, never the victim of force, Prior
ying: »

™ Every detarl about Richard is believable as havmg its counterpart in human
s exgérience,-but what makes him fascinating is.that he combines these qualities and
‘k eapacities in a degree of consistency and magmtude that places him outside the usual
human scale of measure and Judgment Richard is Machiavellianism raised to the
nth power but the nth power is-realizable only in the i rmagm ﬁon "0 '
4

As he rises to pohttcal herghts chhard is the epitome of strength in hrs masterf ul balance of

persuasron and aggressron | | o »
In the hrstones, force is commonly linked to the military, and Warwick's mfluence in

the earher plays is pnmarrly based on mrlttary control He 1is the noted kingmaker who turns

the throne from a permanent into a phable posmon As Utterback observes about the krng

He is a figure Warwick creates by virtue of his armed mtght and the strength of his
will. There is obviously no public principle in this.. [Warwrck] is simply domg

™ Machiavell, The Prince, 50.

Prior, 309. R
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what his power makes possible about the occupancy of the throne a basts of acti))n
potenttally threatenlng to any person placed on the throne.? .

JIngéed, as Warwick shifts hrs trpops from the Lancastrians to the Yorkists and back to Henrijiill

! VI, he exercises more control than the kings he supports. Queen Margaret 1abels hrm "Proud - -
: settet-up and puller-down of kings” (3_H§.III.111.157). Warwrck boasts of ‘hrs own political
rttlght, saying of King Edwsrd. "I was the chief that rais'd him ‘to. the crown,/ And I'll be
chief to bring him dowrl again"™ (3H6.I11.iii.262-263). chers ‘adopt the seme tactics, and
Warwick's c‘omplalm, "the proud insulting Queen,/ With Clifford and the haught
No@hugbertand,/ And of their feather many moe proud birds,/ Havewu?@ﬁhe |
easy-melting Kinglike wax” (3H6.11.i.168-171), applies equally to the, accuser and. the
accused. ‘ Stanley Eskih remarks that'the infection o\f politic's with° what shot!ld be purely
wmilithryACOncerns is a common theme in espeare 3 Warwick“s role indeed proves thlt\
) when milttary power becomes an mtegral part of the govermng process, pohttes is detem:ned
; almost entrrely by might. The public leaders and aclmowledged decision- makers are httle
".more than frgq;eheafds dtctated to by the commanders of mrhtar‘y control
Shakespea?egimf arces the anarchy of lost legitimacy wrth his ﬂlal 1magery
representmg extremes oMxolence and unco olléble force. Vtrgrma Carr pomts out the .‘ o .
thematrc sxgmf@tce ol‘ references to rey. predator, and protector in'2 Henry VI&‘s Suffolk '
1nsmuates that Humphrey of Gloucesér is hke 3 falcon flyn%hrgher tlan others yound htm . ﬁ:

© but Gloucester becomes the prey not the predator Warwlck reflects on the Protector s ®

»

murder in metaphors of Savagery: *

- , Lo “.f&
Who finds the heifer dead and bleedmg fresh | : . B

. And sees fast by a butcher with dnvaxe, AR ‘ L el
But will suspect 'twas he that-made the slaughter? - - B

Who finds the partridge in the puttock's nest . o ,
‘But may imagine how the bird was dead, R
" Although the kite soar with unblooded beak? . : o
' /« ‘ Even so suspicious is this tragedy (2H6.111.ii.188-194). : 3

) ln t.he mgressnvqmovement of a soctety govemed by such savagery, where only the magmtude

"Utterback 49. o

“Stanley Eskin, - "Politics in Shakespeare's Plays," Bucknell Review 15. 3 (1967): 53

_”Vrrgrma Carr, "Ammal Imagery in 2 He gg vr gg Studres 53 (1972) a9. .

. 1. : . . .
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o of physrcal force ensures the achrevement of one 's will the elimlnurion of Gloucester slmply

: -frees t)-re nobles "to act like the beasts of prey they really are, " York refers to hls own

® predatory ihtentions as he addresses Lpe departed Lancastrtan group: "l f ear me you but’
warm the starved snake / Who cher 'd in your breasts, will sting your hearts"
' (2H6 IIl i 343 344) As the people become like ammals targets and victims -of ‘th others
| @controllable viciousness,** politics develops into a zero- -sum game in which one mdtvldual 4
can garn control by force only at the expense of another's well -being. When physlenl \llolenoe J'
becomes such a dongnatmg force, the chaos engendered by lt leaves httle room f or eff ective
’ political actron by,-, ¢ more passive technique of persuasion oy
Fear however is the psychologrcal element&s'socra ed wrth force and Shakespeare
demonstrates how l%ar is often as «polrtrcally : f ool { AAK actron Not only violence
but the threat or reputatron of force rs a m s ,‘; Ry e French heavrly guarﬁ Talbot
in response to hrs reputatron rather than to aff , bW of his stréngth. Talbot
L= ) ‘
explains, "So great N '{ ame mongst them were spread/ That they suppose'd I could N
ol @
rend bars of Steelv". -51) An anonymous soldrer caprtalrzes on this power and
reports , . ' , . S
. My ) I ) ‘ . . g
The cry of Taid seers me for a, sword ) ‘ - ,
For I have loaden*nte with many spoils, ' ‘ ST e
.. Using no other weapon but his name (1H6.I1.i.79-81). , B
The psychology of fear also works against the Englrsh for Talbot loses the substance of his ’
mrhtary strength his army, because *Bays
A witch by fear, not foroer 1¢-Hannibal, - e ¢ T .
Drives back our troops and conquers as she ltsts o - '
/ So bees with smo%{nd doves with noisome stench S
Are from their hives and houses dtrven away (1H6.1.v. 21 25)
e Warwrck recounts a sumlar defeat at the battle of St Albans
§: \ : -
% © But whether twasathe coldness of the Krng Lo
' Or more thdn common fear of Clifford's rigor,
Who thunders to his captives blood. and death,
T cannot judge: but to conclude wrth truth
- Cart 412, ) a
e R £ ’
* See,. alsp. Carol Mchms Kay, "Traps. S 3 ughter and Chaos A Study of . -
. Sh peare'ls Heggy Vi Plays Studgg in the Lrterag _gt_agjﬁm__ 5 (1972) 1-26.
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“Their weapons like to hgh_td{ng came and Went;
-Our soldiers’, like the night-owl's lazy flight,
Or like [an idle] thresher with a flail,
Fell géntly down, as if ‘they struck their friends. b

they had no heart to frghtu(3H6 H iJ]22- 136) o ) 'é e

Fear and will appear mutually exclusrve and the Yorkrst soldfers face defeat, ,because fear
displaces therr will to f. ight. The perception. of military strength ts as polmcally influential as
the number of we'apons or the size of army \

| Richard's success, too, depends on his rrrah‘ipulation of others’ peroeg.lons Wiiders '
suggests, "Richard is not even a good Machravelhan he rgnores Macfuavelh s, advrce Y the
ruler to ‘conciliate,f riends ‘nd make hrmself 'loved by his subjects "n3s Wilders howeverg: % "
fails to note that Richard aggg on Machravelh s conditional recommendatron that 1t is much )

L

safer to becfedred than to be loved, if one must choose "y Pnor more correctly recogmzes

-

‘ chhard § dwersxty. suggestmg .

;-and sometimes it wotks, but Richard |
1! cleverness fools ‘everyone all of the time, but
tmosphere of fear His success 1s enormous.*

Dissimulatron is hrs favonte m
commands not because his poli
largely because he has created :

Richard dupes some and cows others The cmzerﬁ who percerve chhard asa man "full of

cf%rger (R3.11iii.27), discuss the)state of England under his cpntrol €One. cmzen remarks,
"

"Truly the hearts of men are full of fear./ You cannot reasoi (almost) “with.a man/ That

looks‘r?(;t heavily and f ull of dread'“(R?’ II Jdii. 38 401' The

ve silence of the crowd
.Arespondmg as tongueless blocks (&Q III vu 42) to chhard ] proposed coronatron also

srgmff’és fearful resrgnauon Ehzabeth alarmed by the murder of her s, flees with her

. sons Thus Richard ] aggressnon not only removes the mdrvrd ’ between himself

' .
and kmgshrp. but insprres a sense of fear that breaks down e d@enses of others and
broadens his pathway to the throne. As Frey suggests in contra t leders "the

| ‘murderous Machravel has mdee@tbeen set to school by chhard "3

Y

S Widers. 50, -
seQ 2 ‘i ] N

Miéhiavelh The Prin nee, 4. - T ,
. eee . - . . | SR - - . ) _ |
"Prior 3m D o | ' | . , SRR ; L. n;/(: i

«o -

© WFrey, 110,




( The Machlavel fails and falls, however and Shakespearc pormys his decline primarily
in the weakemng of the p‘\ologlcal elcments dolermxmng power. The strenglh or 2
1rresnstable wul gwes way to uncertamty ‘Amne's menuon of Richard's "timorous dreams"
(R3.IV. 184) pr0v1des the audxencc w:tt; its first hint of Rnchard s faihng confidence, but his ~
own admxssxon "none are for me/ That look mto ame, with consic}erate eyes” ‘
(R3 IV.1.29- 30) marks the beginning o?:\ﬁ’m shif tin his own percepuons Ornstcm
,;.- suggests that "The portrayal of Rxchard s 1oss of control in the coronauon scene is masterful

Thcreaf ter, hxs uncertamt;es grow repetmous snd l\s hesltatxons undramauc mao On the

e “ contrary, the uncerﬁmties show &e gradual erosnon of Richard s will by doubtuhat give way
to fear Followmg the admxssmn that none are for [hnm] Rlcha;d recalls, "Henry the Sixtﬁ

i 7 lpxd prophesy that Rfchmond should be kmg / When Rlchmond was Z little peevish boy./. A

kmg perhaps - [perhaps] " (R3 IV ji. 95 98) Hxs,hesitatxon and|the recogniuon of

another's legmmacy weakcn lus confxdcnce in hls' an posiggp and cq_nyol ,m; L a
. « B % o .

Rnchard $ ;kalogue with Ehzabeth demonstrates how ashif tin hxs own perceptxons i

u-

.
affects his ability to m‘ence othgrs Thxs courtshlp scene follows the pattcrn of R:chard ]

h earhe: dialogue wnth~Anne,_ but the mood and results are quite different. -Richard manipulates -

n%Qy adopting artificial modes that confound her rigidly formal style.*' Anne cannot

t mpete With his quick wit. She curses Riéhard for- slaying chry‘, who was ”gentle mild,
-and virtuous" (R3.Lii. 104) He responds, "The better for the ng of Heaven that hath
| him" (R3.1.ii. 105). She comdemns Richard as unfu for any place, but ?ell " He responds
" "Yes, one place else. if you wﬂl‘hear -rpe‘ name lt.... Your bedchamber” (_B_}.>I.h.109-112).
He_has an answer for her every .coxpplsmt. Whep wooing Elizabeth,‘howcver.‘?{ichapd is on
. the defensivo -xasher 4_ih_a.n the of fegsiye. To }ilizobeth's cynicsl 'ifrom my heart's fove ’I' do
thank thee for [your ler]"'(_IQ.IV.iv.261), Richard protests, "Be oot so hasty o confo{md‘
my meaning” (R3.IV.iv.262). When Eli’zabeth advises how a murderer can wi'n< her h

Lo
R

daughter's han'd.'Richard responds, "You mock,me, m.afdam, this {is] not the way/ To win

r -
Ty -

: ""’Orﬂstem 75

«
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“ipjerce, _110. ‘ b
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your daughter” (R3.IV.iv.284-285). Elizabeth twists the meaning of Richard 's words, just as
Richard manipulated Anne's intentibns carlier. In the first courtship scene, ch%had the
confidence to say to Anne "Lo here I lend thee this sharp-pointed sword,/ ... And humbly
‘beg the death upon my knee (R3.1.ii.174-177). With Elizabeth Richard lacks the control
even to swear an oath without being interrupted, challenged and opposed As R. Reed
| observes, "In the second courtship scene, Richard is obliged to rely on carefully chosen ' 1
pattems of logic, more like the schoolmaster than the buoyant adventurer of the scene with
ne "4 qunilton suggests that Richard tnumphs over Ehubeth but does so by cursing

5 more correct in calhng

_ ,;}!‘liﬂbeth the vrctor " When she leaves saying, "1 go Write to me very § ortly / And you :

~'°°‘ 'hli!sion He blames hrs frjends in the north for not antrcrpatrng his desire for their support in

Mw“st&nd from, me her mind" (R3.IV.iv.428-429, she has gained more in her

‘ rconf ronta‘a% ol“Rxchard by thwarting his dommance than she prormses to grve or does in

ing woman"‘ (R3 IV Jdv. 431) is an unconvmcmg repeat performance of his speech,
[ Womgatl in thrs humour woo'd" (R3.1.ii.227). Hrs brief boast is mterrupted by

atclﬁ‘fe sa ‘ouncement of chhmond s approachitjg power.
. ‘)", ‘_ ‘,’.‘.‘.‘Follo' ; W its wrth ‘Elizabeth - the initial, subtle revelation of Richard's
decli’nm! influence over others™- his’ loss of control becomes more. raprd and apparent ﬂe

onfuses. ni¢ cdmmsndf to Caltesby and Ratcliffe and orders them to go without giving them ali‘

' 'x-the sputh His plans are no longer clear and, methodreal The power fum.lon of will and

'.‘:

strategxc purpose“ no longer impels hun forward The a}nlrty to improvise around the

- .
.

. !

 TReed, 117,

[ 1 ] B , . - . ) ‘ w B

$A.C. Hamilton, The Early Shakeswe (San Marino, Califomia:: Tlre Huntington
Library, 1967), 20l. ' . - -
s : Y

- “Stephen Tanner, "chhard I Versus Elrzabeth An Interpretanon " Shakespeare

ngu 24 (1973) 468.
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unexpected is no longer his own, Richard openly admits the cause: "1 have not thal alacrity

of spirit/ Nor cheer of mind $hat I was wont to have” (R3. V iii.73-74). Finally, he

confr‘s the debilitating psychological reality of fear, divxding the self against the self, when °

in his soliloquy he asks:

| Whatdol fear? Myself? There's none else by.
Richard loves Richard, that is, I [am] I.

Is there a murtherer here? No. Yes, I am, , .
- Then fly. What, from myself?.. }

. -*Alack, I love myself.... * - .
O'niol Alas, I rather hate myself (R3.V.ii.182-189). AN

Fear controls Rlchard to the extent that although he h&ithree times as many soldiers as

o Richmond, he feels powerless and admits, "By the apostle Paul, shadows to-night/ Have

strook more terror to the soul of Richard/ Than can the substance of ten thoysand soid__i)ers“
’(Bg.v.iii.216-218). ‘With desperation he makes his. call for victory in battie. and in despair '

| he gives his final words: . ‘ : ,-;-?

v Slave, I have set my life upon a cast,
And I will stand the hazard of the die. ‘
I tfink there bg six Richmonds in the field; .
Five have I slain to-day in stead of him. . e
A harse, a horse! my kingdom forjk horse! (R3 V.iv.9-13). - o

Richmond 8 army 1s conf ident, and Richmond kills Ri cha?d But Richard 8 defeat 1s

”.

determmed as much by the psychological decay wrthm hrmse;f as by the milltary strength of %.Z‘fﬂ

"\
IS ‘?’,.’_

his opponent : T
AW, Levi's dialect‘ieal structure of kingship focusing on the‘ intersection of strength
and weakness ﬂth goodness and evil provides a measure for Richard's government as well as
for Henry VI' s._“ 1chard unlrke Henry, begins as a strong character assertive aggressive
~ and uninhibited by r_n\oral standards. The Yorkist king has the energy and knowledgc to
conrmand withou‘t relying on :he‘ ties of rmituality“or reciprocity. But Richard is defeated by
the cruelty and violence that make him king, and !hakespeare"s vchara_cter\ization?snggeas that
‘ a"strong but evilwking is as ine?i'ective as a good but weak king:- Levi defipes three dimensions

of power: its strength, its constitutional legitimacy, and its moral validation.*” From this

“Tevi, 83. * ,

L L

“Levi, 4.
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standpoint, as Richard relies on'.;uength to seek constitutional legitimacy, he moves farther
and farther away from a moral validati'on.of his actions. As Wilders observes, after each
successive murder, Richard xs less able m pwgserve the appearand“ of honest piety.** One after
another Richard's disillusioned supporters either meet a fatal end or leave his side. By the
time Byckingham and Stanley change allegiances, Richard's ineffective efforts to appear
morally upright result even in the loss of his physical, military strength. Motfeover, when
Richard fihally faces the reproach of his own conscience and fails to convince not only others
but himself of his legittmate kmgshlp, the game of illusions and deceptlon is over. And when
fear exceeds Richard's capacity to apply foroe his ability to exercise pohticawower is gone.
Machtavelll recommends a state governed by fear and deeeptlon In Richard III, Shakespeare
portrays the limitations of such a philosophy in a ‘Machravel who cannot maintain a purely .
pragmatic style 1?a moral world. In ene sense, Richard fails in the Machtavellxan test of

. fundaunted strength; in another sense, Machtavelh s theories in their ‘ﬂnmedxate apphcanon fail

or betray Richard.

* In his early histories, Shakespeare prese a combination of subjective and

objectxve elements. asa. functnon of will, persuas1 , and fear. The ability to govern *

7 and achieve goals is for the mdmdual kmgs and subjects in the plays determme:ilb;“then*
strengths relative to the capacities of others and by the fluctuating peiceptions of” é‘VeT%rfe it o
the state, Power is d)fnarnic: itg is both political and dramatic. James Winny, who ingists that‘

»the political commentary in the l\ristories is secondary to the imaginative experiences they

enact * does not see clearly that Shakespeare incorporates the two elements into a living art in
which the creatxv:ty of his characters dtrectly affects their abrhty to control others and in N
which politics is portrayed as an activity dependent on the skillful use of language and gesture

.as well as on the exertion of physical action. The power of Shakespeare's drama, to quote the

» B dt;of Moody Prior,'s study, lies in "the drama of power."

.

¥

, - LY
- YWilders, 49. ¢ ) . .
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-Conclusion

I

’ John Alvis advances the question, "Is Shakes'ﬁearean wisdom and Shak%rean art a
pol;tical thing or something be_yond politics?"! For the first tetralogy, the answer must surely
be that Shakespeare's art is a palitical thing not in the sense that the dramatist presents a |
political bia; or offers ; pnified ideological pergpective. but rather that thrd,ugh his chamters
he portrays the complexity of .political life gener_ated by the interaction of individuals and
 ideas in the context of community. And the wisdom in his early works aboyt the intense
compeﬁdon amdng kings, subjects, and nobles lies not in the expressidn of something beyond
politics, but in. Shakespeére's dramatization of the broad scope of political action. In |
categorical terms, Alvis says: '

Politics does not exhaust Shakespeare's subject. We see political life transacted

within horizons that enfold other human activities; principal among these are sexual

" love, friendship, divine worship, the interactions of kinsmen, personal combats, and,
in rare instances, the pursuit of private contemplation.? -

In a close analysis of the first tetralogy, however, we see how each one of these activities has, '
* in fact, become poliﬁe:l(.ﬁ

For politics is based on r'elationships of power and authority, and the dynamic nature
of relationships ca;mot be.limited by references to explicit laws or by focus simply on the |
functions of public office. The. quest for legitimacy at the center of the dramatic aciion sends

the characters to.public and pn 'e sources, to congerns of the past, present, and f uturc in

. pul"sult of common assydagMons and beliefs that will bu‘}d their political support and unify

| ’ eir efforts faxl because appeals for order by opposmg ‘sides - appeals
‘ ion, to the foundation of law and xts obJecuvny. to the divme justification
- for government - confhct "and appeals made by individuals or smgle facnons expose the
contradmgﬁﬁs in the mulntude of 1deolog1cal assumptions. The mq;nszstcncy only engenders

uncertamMs fuel to the flames of cnvxl stnfe In the condmons of dechmng and lost

“e
B Pl t:“x\‘

legmmacy, power depends on iompeuuon rather than mutuahty. and competiuon relies op L
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any subtle or violent means available for controlling and manipulating others. Shgkespeai"e"s
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first histories portray this comi)léxity of politics ifi the tension of rights and capab?l}tleoe Ifa

productions, and if ‘a complaint about Richayd IIl is that the dor'ninihce of one ghe
overshadows the significance of others and that the conclusion is too conventiond
conservative, the strength of all four plays lies in Shakespeare's irisights in‘té i W
nature of politics - into the dynamics of relationships, the subjectivity of inibrSi§

* the ambiguity_of ideas.

LR K
x

weakness of his Henry VI plays lies in their vast cast of characters coniplicating stage.
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