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tx_iv L . Abstract

fIt‘is'impossible when writtng 6n King'Lear not‘¢o°writé._

:j on evittanwell In consvder1ng the wcrk as a whole one must

:‘Q theor1es of what Shakespeare understood evvl to be. None of -

cons1der the nature and agency of ev1l for the p]ay probes
th1s wound in human ex1stencé1to sens1t1ve and- pa1nfu1
- depths, Cr1t1cs, therefore haVe spent much t1me over the

centur1es d1scuss1ng the ev11 in Lear some even offer1ng‘

the attempts to Iearn Shakespeare s understand1ng of ev11

however took into cons1derat1on a doctr1ne of ev11 that y_‘

L pervaded E11zabethan soc1ety - the doctr1ne of ev11 as

S

pr1vat1on

Th1s doctr1ne was the” und1sputed understand1ng of ev1]

1n Rena1ssance>Europe Ga1n1ng a f1rm foothbld 1n the

anc1ent world in. the wr1t1ngs of P]ot1nus and the early

‘.Church Fathers,v1nclud1ng August1ne, the doctr1ne stead1]y :
'al grew 1n strength and stature unt1] in the. 1ate M1dd1e Ages
‘and Rena1ssance it was unquest1oned Assert1ng that God

"created a]l th1ngs and, thus, that a]l th1ngs are good th e .

doctr1ne taught that evil 1s not a part of . creat1on but on]y

’»an aberrat1on or absence of the good that is creat1on It ts’

' rea]]y noth1ng, and bhe only e£1stence 1t has is 1n the

v

pr1vat1on Qf that wh1ch is. “As 1t grows 1t destroys creat1onuh

4

and by destroy1ng that upon wh1ch its own ex1stence

depends, moves toward 1ts own’destructlon Its véry nature

R
<y T



\

"fand the consummat1on of 1ﬂs act1v1ty 1s,'u1t1mate1y,
thing. @ ‘-"; 7 |

“c.,égﬁ The nature and agency of the ev1l in Klng Lear can be
”d& u;ﬁﬁ ertood as privation. Not only does tbe ev11 in the p]ay_

“ﬁﬁﬂ grow at the expense of the good'- not only do the ev1l
characters feed upon the good - characters - but the very
nature of man h1mse1f is v1olated by the act1v1ty of ev11

In h1s created state or essent1a1 cond1t1on the human being.

“is absquter good. Ev1l 1n human ex1stence\ howeVe\, 1s the |
pr1vat1on of th1s goodness and the onto]og1ca1 v1olat1on of
human be1ng 1tse1f Hence the tormented pre occupat1on in, |

Lear w1th nature and the unnafuraI on. the one hand and’ev11

\ on.the.éther Indeed these pre occupations are two sides of .

the same coin Ev11 is: Unnatural because it is the‘v1olat1on

‘A'; of be1ng As the evil characters 1n Lear feed off the . good

'i,(characters..grow1ng Jnvstrength.at the expense'of the1rA

II prey; therefore‘ we see evil'at wor%?as pr1vatlon Moreover
these ev1I characters are throughout referred to as be1ng
unnatura] _ | ‘. | ‘

. Aseibese ev11 characters grow in power and assurance
however they 1ron1caIIy move rap1d1y toward the1r deaths
Indeed they destroy themse]ves It is true’ that Some of the
good characters are dead at the - end but SO are all of the_
evil characters They have destroyed the part1cu]ar good

:vupon wh1ch they have been preytng, but they destroy

themse]ves in the process As the doctr1ne teaches, ev11 has

no. I1fe of 1ts own and, once the good Upon wh1ch 1ts 11fe o

N '

vi
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depends has been consumed it per1shes

At the play s end we are left w1th the Knowledge that

AN El

be1ng pers1sts in spite of the destruct1on of ev11 Ev11 is

t

11m1ted to 1ts own power to destroy and cannot share in the

-essence of creat1on which 1s goodness Evil passes, but

«

kgoodness perswsts;
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. result of my own stubbornness in spite of his efforts.
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I. EVIL AS PRIVATION IN KING LEAR

With tneipossib]e exception.of Meobeth. no p1ay in
Shakesheare's canon can eduai the dark and brutal vision of
‘eVilvpresented to us in King Leaﬁ. It was written durithg a
' period that also'produoed Othello and Macbeth, and one can
fairty'we]l.assume that Shakespeare‘was_particular}?tand
very serioUsTy'concerned with evi],anthne/natbre of ,evil at

v

this point in his career. All three tragedies pursde an//

~

k)understanding‘of evil with the determinatton and
concentration of comp]ete and courageous honesty The
result, in the case of Klng Lear even more so than Macbeth

is an unremittingly pa1nﬁul exploratlon and_demonstrat1on of o
the_agencyﬁand nature of evil,‘thfonly tn human affairs but

. in the enttre cosmos . 4 o . | |

[nat being so, ‘we are compelled to ask' In his sincere

o attempt to‘reveaT and understand evil in Klng LeaP what d1d

fShaKespeare\mean by ev1]7 For h1m evil is unnatura] (/

. Fo]low1ng afﬁoctr1ne wh1ch was prevalent in his day, %e held

that all of creat1on - all of nature - is good and evil is

1rs1mply the privation of good “In Klng Lear he demonstrates

'that the prob]em of evil is fundamenta]ly an ontolog1ca1 2///“/

::problem, a quest1on of-ontolog1ca] v1olat1on Nature or ’the
naturalf, properly Understood expresses the ™ fu]]ness of

-betng,“but eViltis'the“absence or pr1vat1on of being; it is
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destructive and unnatural:‘lt is essentlally nothing, he
shows, and will always come to nothing. It is something
which can only be understood as a negative and never as a ‘
posltiJe Kind of thtng. It is real,vbut whatever reality it
has!is. paradoxically. a false reality. It rages for a
whlle, but in time destroys itself and is gone. It is
non*being. |
- It would be wrong, of course, to claim that this
‘,4doctrine was the only explanation of‘eyil availaole in
'{7izab han England, or that it is-the only explanation orw
.understand1ng of evil discernahle in the play. Another maJor
rena1ssance view saw evil as either froward or forward .
excess and whether theseﬂtﬁo;g§p4anat1ons - pr1vat10n and
excess - are mutually exclu51ve concepttons of evil is not
at issue here My clalm is 51mply that the doctr1ne of»ev1l
as pr1vatﬂon goes some way toward an explanat1on of the ev1l
~in King Lear. Although it would be ‘immoderate to suggest

that Shakespeare actually wrote the tragedy to eluc1date ‘the

doctr1ne, nonetheless the doctr1ne was prevalent in hlS day

~ and it is not 1mmoderate to suggest that the evil in the

play can, to a considerable extent, be understood in terms
"of the doctrine. The doctrine may”notlbe the exclusive
: explanation of evil in Lear, but it certalnly'is a major

} ' ‘

one.
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eh"another power or force a]ready ex1st1ng The presence of.’
Ji,fshwofth cons1der1ng In the f1na1 scene Kent and A]bany refer
-.kthe verb to decay can mean very‘genera]ly to fa]] 1nto

btjthat runs throughout the p]ay In IV v1, for 1nstance

atffOswald refers ;o Gloucester s dec11ne as fth’dnfect1on of

d'j’Kent s suggest1ng that Lear 1s feed1ng a d1sease by

A e»ftfavour1ng Goner11 and Regan and ban1sh1ng Corde11a, and 1s

One of the most notable features of Klng LeaF is that
lf_‘the ev11 1n the play seems not to be an 1ndependent force of '

}_1ts own but rather draws from and grows at the eXpense of

-/v N

\x.‘"'

;d1sease and paras1te 1magery 1n the p]ay,_for 1nstance,»vsci-15

BX

e BN o
'"‘to Lear s dec11ne as a decay 1}1 287 296) 1'and although
”,ru1n k 1t can a]so mean ’to decompose or rot" and in th1s"”

‘fflatter sense d%cay conc]udes a/pattern of d1sease 1magery f

'*,h1s fortune (1 230 ' but the d1sease 1magery 1s most e
:"f;complete]y and v1v1d1y deve]oped/1n assoc1at1on w1th Lear s }Jhk
»*";ftragedy In h1s protest agalnst Lear 1n the f1rst scene : t'\A, N

bhff}K111 thy phy51c1an and the feﬂ\bestow AR AR - | | L
© +..Upon the foul. disease. Revoke thy g1ft S ’ T
7 0r, whilst T can -vent -clamour” from my fhreat_ _,/~/—*"”""_*~“ R

U tell thee thou dost evil. ([,1,162-5]

Athus do1ng ev11 by creat1ng a s1tuat1on 1n wh1ch ev11 comesff S

’Z_Va11ve tfo do ev11~1n th1s sense 1s to set ev11 1n mot1on, tOQ,i"

vfffprov1de the proper atmOSphere in wh1ch the ev11 may grow

t;or' 1n Lear s case to feed the d1sease to estab11sh
‘ The text of Klng Lear from wh1ch quotat1ons are taKen and*i”
.gn“to which references are made throughout . this thesis, ‘is.the
L .Arden’’ ed1t1on edited by Kenneth Mu1r-(1952 rev1sed 1972 ‘
rpt London Methuen 1975) g :
: o _ ) SRR E ‘0--.‘;

SR
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h1mse1f as the ‘ost of a devour1ng paras1te 217

Th1s relat1onsht.i,etween host and- paras1te 1s also
bound‘up 1n the p]ay w1th the relat1o\sh1p between fatherg

‘pand daughter In II,1v when h1s daughters are so ruth]ess

'7a;gw1th him, Lear rea11zes that they do, 1ndeed _come from him,

\

"'b';luhat*they are onty a corrupt1on of h1m D1rect1ng h1s .L
chomments to Goner11 he states e |

.1‘ ..’_04

But yet thou art my f]esh my blood my daughter

Wh1oh I''must needs call m1ne thou art a bo11

'V~Jf;r* ~Or'rather a- disease that’ 'S 1n m f]esh

K\plague sore, or _embossed-carbuncle, S ,4
In my Eorrupted blood OO ERAvE 219 23) '

» In th1s scene the daughter 5" ev1] strengthens and~tnttheseﬁf-‘3*

AN

“f11nes Lear po1nts out that the grow1ng ev1] 1n some\\ay,wav

N

?;L;fa part of h1m Indeed the ev11 grows upon hTmifiTt a:_lng;"

! d1sease that s 1n [h1s] f]esh'"'The 1magery of Lear s\

fspeech suggests that the relat1onsh1p between_h1m and

' :f?d1sease and corru

1;uoner1| 3 no' mere]y daughter father but a]so one of e

nourrsheaﬂher but he has one so as a host wou]d a-

'sease 0Images of the

~ aras1te host He has g1ven her 11fe f:f;v

blparas1te as a hea]thy body wou]d af

*young ga1n1ng strength and nour1shment by devour1ng that

”?wh1ch has g1ven than 11fe¥(the parent) appear elsewhere 1n

‘t-’pftthe p]ay as we]l 1in III,1K Lear refers to Regan and Goner11

thosevpe11can daughters (l 74) a11ud1ng to the b1rd\' .

e L
L il

e e e e e e e e

S In "The Two Natures THIKI g Lear“ in Accent vo] 8
'1947 -48,. Robert B. Heij)man; commenting on Lear s

Fy denunc1at1on of Goner11 at I1,iv, 219 23, states ‘that SRR
©.."disease means. recept1v1ty to disehse, ‘and if Lear suffers SR

. from:an infection, it is because he is: 1n “some way

”?;lihosp1tab1e to that 1nfect1on'"(p 55)



fthat'Fediits.ybung'wtth'ttstown:btood and iR I 1v the Fool
"referr1ng to Lean s relat1onsh1p w1th h1s daughters, states
that the hedge sparrow fed the cuckoo s0 ]ong / That' t s:vv

had it head b1t off by 1t young (11 213 14) Imagery of -
dwsease and paras1tes in Klng LeaP is part of the dep1ct1on',

of the re]at1onsh1p between Lear and\hws daughters,'and both‘

'd \ th1s 1magery and th1s relat1onsh1p heIp eluc1date and are

b‘/t'1nvolved the agency of ev11 as a devour1ng force |

Kent and the Foo] recogn1ze~that the f1]1a1

',relat1onsh1p is. bound up w1th the ev11 1n th1s p]ay We have‘;r_f.

| d: a]readw seen that both Kent and the Foo] feel that.Leap by :

P~

E g1v1ng so much power to Gonerll and Regan has become the ;5"'*fmv

T o

/
daughters power wh1ch an the course of the p]ay 1s used to’
: /
destroy Lear or1g1nates 1n Lear hlmse}f The1r power comesl;”
dlrectly from h1m and w1thout thts\power they,‘and the1ri“h

‘ ev11 could have done noth1ng, they wou]d have in1t1ated

‘ host for paras1tes Both characters are aware that the f:tf*'~"“ |

noth1ng The Fool/understands that the power-—!ﬁﬁE evil _t;_«“*

»_\, /

that moves aga1nst Lear paradox1ca1]y/comes from$91mse1f"
1nsofar as h1s daughters have come from h1m but more so fjf;«
because Leaz_h1mse1f has g1ven them the1r power The power"

o that has qu1ckened the1r ev11 comes from Lear s d1v1s1on of

the K1ngdom and the1r ev11 could not ex1st and operate'f'hiif'w

w1thout th1s 1n1t1a1 g1ft 35 2

3 In dlscuss1ng the power that Goner11 and Regan have in the
p]ay, Harold Skulsky refers to Goner11 s ‘boast to Albany at-
V,11i,157-8 - "the laws are mine, not . th1ne / Who ‘can:
arra1gn me - for’.t?" - and then suggests that Goneril and -

‘tfés ~Regan are destruct1ve only because they ave. been glven the ’Lh»h




.AvThe fo]]y of Lear 'S, act1on 15 expressed by the Fool through
,the 1mage of the man become ch11d the daughter become .
Lmother but th1s 1mage also po1nts to the fact that what was T.

:*s‘once nothwng = the powen and through the power the ev1l, of'

_“the daughterswf‘1s,g1ven 11fe by, and turned upon, the K1ng;;f
~himself: '~ . g,_.~"‘ »'./ '
- " Lear: When were you wont to bé SO ful] of songs,v
sirrah?. 4
- Fool: I- have used 1t Nunc]e e'er s1nce thou &
-+ mad’ st -thy .daughters: thy mothers, for when thod,
. gav’ st them ‘the” rod and putt’st down th1ne own
breeches,. E .
. Then they for sudden Joy d1d weep,_
SRR . And lefor sorrow sung, . . e
<o~ That: such ﬂVK1ng should play bo- peep,
© . And: go the foo]s among (1 v, 167 74)

'ffThis'theme ﬁfthat Lear has made h1s daughters h1s mothersbnn:;

':’?rand putt St down [h1s] own breeches " he‘was the 1mpU]Se o

;frand then they for sudden Joy d1d weep

';;;the father, so do Goner11 and Regan grow 1n power and in’

-".......__..._.-___.._.._.._'-.-

po1nts out; not on]y Lear s fo]]y, but a]so the fact that
”,the ev11 1n th1s p]ay comes from Lear h1mse1f and that
o has no pos1t1ve ex1stence or 1mpulse of 1ts ‘own. Lear

“yv"mad st' h1s daughters h1s mothers he gav ‘st them the rod;;u

dust as. the daughter is g1ven 11fe and nour1shment by ‘ffd"f

-3(cont d)wherew1tha1 ”(emphas1s m1ne) Harold SKu]sKy, /Klng~*-'
* Lear ‘and the Mean1ng of Chaos"'1n Shakespeare Quarter]y,ﬂ '
vol.XVII, 1966. p.9,fn.9. T

L A Compare the Fool” s comments here w1th Goner1] s assert1on4

at.1,ii1,20-21 that "01d Fools. are ‘babes again; and must be

s’ d/ W1th checks asvflatter1es ‘Indeed, Lear's: foolishness =

is" not as serious as Goneril' s evil use’ (or abuse)- of him- ln
“ his’ fookishness. Put another way, Lear's foo]1shness is
»,;ser1ous only’ because;1t prov1des Goneril with her power, :
- ‘because- it nourtshes‘ev11 This is the agon121ng and bruta]
~pathos that the Foolgperce1ves - -

LA
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_nSeconds later her words are even more om1no T1me shall'ri‘V'
\-\\,L.— . '

_fbgknownng them;qu1te'we1]

RS

"evi1‘bwaeeding on Lear As Corde11a 1eaves her swsters in’

[I{i; she does sO w1th much m1sg1v1ng , | ‘;\y'f:

vThe Jewe]s of our father w1th wash d eyes e

" Cordelia leaves. you; I Know you what you are,

" And Tike a sister am most loth to call

Your. fau]tSCas they are named. Love well our. father

“i;_To your- professed bosoms. I commit him:

'v;But yet; alas! stood I within. his grace, ;1
L wou]d prefer h1m to a better place (I 267 73)

1"um‘b1d what p11ghted cunn1ng h1des ./ Who covers Faudts at"

A\

"'Iast w1th shame der1des t 279 80) Corde11a 1s very -‘ i

"susp1c1ous of her s1sters protestatlons of 1ove and

sh"also suspects p11ghted

s

”'cunn1ng and covered fau]ts Shef1s afra1d that Lear s g1ft

bof power w111 be used aga1nst h1m

[eldest daughters w11] be abused Her fears, reta1most:

Lth t h1s trust 1n h1s f

ff1mmed1ate}y rea11zed when she 1eave§ them for a“gthe;sceneff

-t*closes = 1mmedxate1y fol10w1ng the1r rewards of powerii they

= o \ E

kTibeg1n to p]ot the progress1ve weaken1ng of Lear s author1ty

‘rﬁwh1ch had g1ven them the1r power 1n the fxrst p]ace

' Goner11 . Pray ‘you, let us. h1t together 1F our
~father carry authority with ‘such d1spos1t1on as he"

,fbears.,th1s 1ast surrender of h1s w111 but offend
Aus L o .

Regan We sha]] further th1nK of it

-Goneril: We: must do someth1ng, and 1 th heat

(I r 302 7) T T I R

thhe1r power the progress1ve d1sease that Kent referred

.;'to, 1mmed1ate1y beg1ns to\teed upon 1ts very source The B

'fpower that Goner11 and Regan now enJoy 1s not natura]]y

'?tthe1rs It does Sbt or1g1nate in them but 1n Lear and 1n _;;

a2

"7order for 1t to grow 1t must draw from h1m The p]ot to



,take progress1ve]y, a]l author1ty - all power - fromuh1m ‘

“becomes the express1on of the growth oF ev11 1n the blay

.Th1s p]an 1s c]earTy outl1ned by Goner1ﬂ-1n her 1nstruct1ons f

.F.to Dswald 1n L, iii: o R tfi; o R

. Put on what ‘weary negl1gence you p]ease, , ‘
- You and your fellows; l'd have it come to quest1on
. .1f he distaste it, let him to my sister, - :
-~ Whose mind.and m1ne, I. know, in that are one,
" Not to be over ru] d. ldle o]d man,
Lo That: he hath g1ven away' Now, by my 1ife
- 01d fools are babes again, and must be us’ d '
- With checks as flatter1es, when they are seen abus d

L 18-21) | £ :
:°ﬂ’Goner11 s 1ntent1on is to torment her ather to br1ng h1m

Erfgto a rage 1 & d have 1t come to. queSt10n )@ presumably to'f“

"ncreate a s1tuat1on 1n Wthh she w111 be ab]e tg exerctse her:

“power (“O]d fools. . .must be us’d/ With. checks as ,,j~7‘”

f]atter1es ) 1n order to d1m1n1sh further,,and taKe upon ERE

7

jherself '"those author1t1es/ That he hath g1ven away

In the sub p]ot of the house of G]oucester there 15
2

hfrfurther ev1dence to suggest that ev11 ex1sts and operates 1h&*3;
“;_the p1ay in. on]y a paras1t1c sense because of Edgar s and -
'r.foGloucester s 1nnocent credu11ty At the close of Edmund'
b7fﬁf1rst sol1loquy we 1earn that he grows and prospers by

'Llattack1ng the "1eg1t1mate Edgar~(“Edmund the base Sha]l

mitop th’leg1t1mate-> I grow s prosper )} but the decay of

5 Immed1ately fo11ow1ng these 1nstruct1ons to Oswald

' “Goneril continues:

And.-1et his Kn1ghts have’ colder 1ooks among you,
.-4What grows of it, no matter; advise your fe]]ows so
I would breed from hence occasions, and T shagdl, _
- That 1 may. speak 111 write stra1ght to my s1ster
\'_.‘To hold my very course (1,111,23 27) P e



. Edgar s leg1t1macy that Edmund 1ntends 1 . paradoXically;. o

ndt fundamental]y ‘the resu]t of Edmund' own initiatiVeﬁbut"

the consequence of Edgar s, and G]oucester s, naive natures,

\

vThrs fact that Edmund’s ev1l depends upon E_gar and |
G]oucester is. recogn1zed by Edmund h1mse1f
j A credulous father 'and a brother nob]e
~ Whose nature. is so far from doing harms ‘ '
" That -he. suspects none; on whose foolish honesty

. My practices ride. easy' (1,141,176~ -9) :

tjEdmund man1pu1ates h1s father and brother so well becausectg'

“fdthe1r natures are ma]leab]e, 1t is- upon the1r unsuspect1ng

A

‘ natures that h1s pract1ces r1de easy As w1th Goner11 and :

’Regan Edmund’s ev11 feeds off of h1s two v1ct1ms, and as he‘7

rises and grows they dec11ne and decay By the beg1nn1ng of'
~Act 11, G]oucester has been complete]y duped by Edmund He f

”*has 1ssued an order for Edgar s arrest but mbre -

V']fs1gn1f1cant1y he*Sees Edmund as h1s "1oya1 and natura] boy RN

*gso much- so, 1n fact that he means to transfer h1s Tand and.’

‘Ew1th 1t Edgar s r1ghts as he1r to Edmund R .

b s1des h1s p1cture e

,;_‘gl w111 send-.far .and .near, that a]] the K1ngdom .
T May. have due note of him; ~and of my ]and :
[~-Loya1 and natural boy, 1’ 11 work ‘the means . -

y ,To make thee capab]e (I1,i,80- 84) N

"”It s c]ear that Edmund’s posmtwon grows at the expense of '

Edgar s, wh1ch 1n turn comes from and ‘is a part of

"‘th1oucester Edmund’s ev1l grows w1th h1s power and h1s

'power grows by consum1ng Edgar s power Moreoverl he"

'*(y1ncreases in h1s father s f.vour through his lﬁes,_and'tn'

ki

'f”ffthese 11es one aga1n sees Edmund and hlsiev11;igrow.atgpitf



Edgar’s expenSe Edmund has I1m1ted worth ‘in'his father’s N
‘eyesvat Ieast on hIS own. He is able to augment his WOrth
',»however by draw1ng to h1mse1f the worth of Edgar through
h1s I1es H1s wor th 1ncreases by destroy1ng Edgar S worth

Not on]y Edgar feeds Edmund’s ev1l however it grows
~

‘,at Gloucester S expense as weII Jn III 'i GIoucester g1Ves

- Edmund 1nformat1on dangerous to be. spoken and reveals h1s

sympathy for the K1ng, desptte the fact that such sympathy

l.1s cons1dered treasonous by’ Cornwa]] ~He conf1des in his son’

and 1mpIores secrecy, but aga1n Edmund v1oIates Glouceste>'st
;vtrust to advance h1mse1f @' P ﬁ o

v‘Ih1s courtesy, fOPbld thee, shall the Duke.

Instantly Know; and of that. letter too;: ‘

-~ This seems a fa1r deserv1ng, and must draw mé
- That “which my father loses; no less than. all; . L
- The younger rises when the old doth fall. (III ,21-5) -

‘;Gloucester s K o\rtesy w111 be h1s downfa]] because it w111

. be’ used by Edmund to further hIS p]an by it Edmund’s ev1I .
4':w111 grow Th1s ev11 grows because of , and at the eXpense
E'oft Gloucester and GIoucester s goodness “Th1s | |
‘courtesy must draw'me/ That wh1ch my father Iosesj no-less"
Fan aI] ué;" | v | . v R :
Ab:The‘ev11 of Goner1I and Regan}¢]1ke Edmund’s ev11 ts«,
Viseen'not to be a postt1ve K1nd of thing but rather a -
1negat1ve force that can mere]y destroy and d1m1n1sh Lear and
’Aw II that he has In Act LI‘ scene iv, for example. Regan and ,

'Gon

711 str1p Lear of what I1ttIe author1ty rematns to h1m

Indeed when Edmund does betray his father to Cormwa]] he
:ls made EarI of G]oucister (III v, 16) o

.\x H
o



N ’
b"they diminish h1s power‘and draw ft 1nto themseres Theyp
become 1ncreas1ng]y conf1dent and powerful as the scene
progresses, but they do so at the expense of Lear S
. 1anuence and power They-have already consumed what he has

'g1ven and are now consum1ng more. As the pIay progresses
from II 1v moreove: Lear suffers 1ncreas1ng depr1vat1On
“Throughout Acts III and IV the .audience w1tnesses Lear’ s -
:‘hsolemn progress1ve and very palnfuﬂ descent in depr1vat1ong
towards the u1t1mate pr1vat1on of death F1rst he Ioses h1s'
. Kn1ghts then h1s respected stature as father and K1ng,‘h1s"
power , aII she]ter ‘then COmfort then reason,;then Corde11a
and,'fqnally, I1fe 1tse1f ‘As the power of Goner11 and Regan
'(and CornwaI]) grows;.so does the1r ev1I' and both_--the1r ;
bower anddthetrtein - depend upon’the conSUmptionVof”the |
King; from whom the power originates. The process of decay

"matches the growth of the ev11 the Iatter depends upon the
ttvformer and as the evil grows = 1ndeed for the ev1I to grow

s Lear must be consumed _d‘ )
In a’ §;m11ar way does the evil in the p]ay depend upon

GIoucester In III iiid Gloucester teIIs Edmund that when he

| ,des1red the leave of Cornwa]l and Regan that he m1ght p1ty ,

Lear,‘ they took From [h1m] the use of [his] own- house
“1(11 2-3)'Prey1ng on h1m as 1t‘does.Lear. the‘ev1l 1n the

. play beg1ns to eat away at GIoucester too F1rst ]os1ng h1s

o
4
v



influence at home,7bthen his house‘itself, Gloucester is’
vdeprtvédzbythe eVi]dforces in the play of his title'(feé\
‘ III,vt16J, his power as Earl,*and his sight; until, liKe‘
Leart he,tSfleftILith;nothing: he becomesda:bantshed,Th]jnd;
stu;hlinglbeggar;é On their own, the evil figures in the
oplay havevonly 1imitedrpower_and‘statUre; and the tﬁtles,
fpowéb ‘and seourity that are-bestowed‘upon.themxinorease_0n1y~3
“yasfthese figuresuoonsume thehoower and'influenoe of,the;“
‘}otherfoharactersitn the play..Asathejr:evi]_deyeiops'it’ts
N seen to.be-sinply a.force‘of depr1Vattonhand destructton.
oIt is_not surprtsﬁng, therefore,'that the evilltn{king‘
Lear 1s’also’seen to be selt-destructiye Becaus% evil is
dmerely that wh1oh destroys someth1ng already in ex1stence,
"tln consum1ng the source of 1ts ex1stence it must a]so-
destroy 1tse1f -;and sO do the ev1] characters in Klng Lear'
"idestroy themse]ves Severa] rharacters throughout the play B
| ment]on for 1nstanoe, that a state of. enm1ty is deyelop1ng,
Abetween the DuKes of A]bany and Cornwal] Curan,at
[10-13; Kent at 111,1,19-21; and G]oucesterhat
,III 8 9 The weakness this d1v1s1on creates in the
'k1ngdom not on]y 1nv1tes upon 1tse1f destruct1on from
ayw1thout (Kent states that "from France there oomes.a power/

7 Gloucester’s behavior in II,iv demonstrateS'this loss of -
~influence. . . —
8 Edgar’'s story is also the story of depr1vat1on and as
~such para]]e]s, or is in fact part of, Lear’s and - :
Gloucester’'s stories. As we have seen, Edmund feeds upon and
. draws substance from Edgar,. depr1v1ng Edgar correspondingly.
"Thus;, as Edmund and his evil grow, Edgar 'is-reduced to "the. .
- basest and most poorest shape/. That ‘ever penury, in contempt"
- of man,/ Brought near to beast." (I 111 7 9) . _
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Into this scatter’d¢kingdom; who already...have secret feet/ -

In some of 0ur best“pOrts'“ - I11,i,30-33), but also

represents ev1] as se]f—1n1m1ca1 and u]t1mately
a8

se]f-destruct1ve Once the K1ngdom falls, 1nto evil hands 1t

becomes a d1sharmon1ous world of 1nstab111ty The ev11 has -

\

‘weakened or d1seased a once hea]thy state. and in so do1ng

’]prec1p1tates 1ts own destruct1on As an 1nd1v1dua1 f"

: moreover 'Cornwall is a]so destroyed by his own ev11 he

A

fd1es as a’ d1rect consequence of his brutal pun1shment of

4G1oucester in III-v11 which in turn is s1mp]y part of the

evil that has dom1nated ‘him and drivén’ h1m all along. Th1s

same ev1l that mot1vates h1m one couﬁd say,‘eventual]y

_destroysvh1m the ev11 consumes 1tse1f.» . oo : '\

In'the'phys1ca1-lust they sharevfor Edend and'in the

resu1t1ng compet1t1on wh1ch -ensues between them Goner1] and

&

: Regan become even more severe&y p1tted aga1nst each other

t,than they are . for reasons of po]1t1ca1 amb1t1on ‘The."

}isugp1c1ons provoked by their 1ust_and,Jealousy eventually

tt1n_the p]ay, and that 1n\fact-1t destroys'1tself.

,» . ;'._\ ‘.

T e

A

" iw shown to be self-destructive. Indeed, at the end of the |

,r>p1ay"a11 the evil characters are'dead It is of course. true

that many of the good characters are aﬂso dead but not all

of them -Some of the good characters ]1ve on but

?Shakespeare shows qu1te clearly that evitl, does not survive’ -

<

ffﬁ?esult in murder-and su1c1de, and égatn'the"evi] in the play
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The exploration or study of evil in King tear is also

1nextr1cably bound up w1th \the questwon

" the per1od when h1s 1maglnab1on was mos

.
of nature Dur ing

t concerned w1th the

N

‘vquest1on of ev11 Shakespeare was also concerned w1th the

natural and the unnatural. Macbeth and, Klng Lear, ér.‘

1nstance, are not only the two plays most unf]wnch1ngly and

concentrated]y concerned w1th the dark horrors of ev1] but &

\

often referred to as unnatura] Glouces

vEdgar unnatura] detested bPUt]Sh Vil

and refers to the act1v1t1es of Goner11

‘ also most fu]]y concerned w1th nature and its vlolat1on

RN

: Throughout Klng LeaF the ev11 characters and the1r acts are .

ter erroneously cal]s

la1n “ 73i/)//////

Regan and Cornwa]]

as unnatura] deal1ngs (III,111 1—2) Kent asserts that .

nature d1scla1ms in [Oswald]

dﬁeghters ‘unnatura] hags,f (II iv, 276)

From her mater1a1 sap perforce must Wi

'}deadly use.» (IVTJ1734 6) Ev1ﬂ 1s under

Violationhof nature. Indeed the word fo

: p]ay is unnétura]’ which ref]ects, 1n

: 1ts negdtlve character in the play

"
s ii B ‘4 ) 3 o v. L
e N g A T . P
T o ' ’/‘ . " ' ) 4.

From the preced1ng d1scusston one

‘1n51ght 1nto the total concept1on or -un

that Klng Lear presents Ev11 _1n es

1s/ab1e to ga1n some’

e

52)4Learfcat1s‘hisu_n

and Albany tells

: Goner11 that "she that w111 herse]f sl1ver and d1sbranch/

ther/ And come to
stood- to be a '}‘L,gs{
r ev11 in muoh of the' '

the negat1ve pref1x o

L v
Voo .
\,‘ oy

i

derstand1ng of evil”

sence, nothing. It is



) ' ' ) . .
not a positive force of its:own but only draws from that

which.alreadywexists. It is also understood to be unnatural,
'therefore, for naturetis‘simply that‘whichais or'has been
oreated,‘andyinsofar‘as eyil consumes‘that which is or has
bbeenvcreated it is unnatural. dust as it is the negat1on of

/inature and the‘natural so is it the negat/ion of esttence
or beingﬂ It 1s pure destruct1on, nothtng positive, and as
it oonsumes be1ng it consumes. itself. In t1me by K1111ng
that wh1ch 1t lives on, evil Kills itself. It 1s noth1ng,
and 1t tends toward noth1n§/

Thts descr1pt1on ’or more proper]y demonstrat1on of

e

the nature and the agency of\ev1} g1ven in Klng Lear
i'corre///pdS/ﬁreojsely to the teach1ng of a doctrine wh1ch
was/ourrent in Shakespeare s England. Th1s doctrine taught
that ev1] has no created’essenoe of its own but ex1sts on]y
as the privation of;good. A1l that ts cones From God and’
all that comes from‘God 1s’goOd' In the state in which they -
- were created moreover a]] creatures part1 1pate fu]]y in
»”the1r’//sent1a1 be1ng or nature, and ev1J can on]y exist and
does’ on]y ex1st by corruptlng this’ created essence or. '
- nature lt 15 therefore understood to be unnatura] tend1ng
'toward non- beang, and destroy1ng 1tse1f by destroy1ng the
:good upon wh1ch 1t feeds The s1m1lar1t1e ‘between the
? understand1ng of ev1l presented in Klng HEaF‘andithe” |
"teachlng of this. doctr1ne are great enough I belieye,'to

B suggest a d1rect 1nf1uence That is, Shakesbeare s

| o concept]on of ev11 presented in Klng Lear was 1nformed by

,,°_f-""\i"u‘
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this medieval doctrine of evil as privation.

It is not surprisiné to find a medieval dqetrine of
evil in a play so closely associated, by many critics, with
‘medieval aesthet}cs and habits of fhought. A.C. Bradley |
suggests that King.LeaP discloses "a mode of imagination not
SO very far removed from the mode with which, we must
remember , Shakespeare was perfectly fam111ar in Mora11ty
p]ayS'and 1n the Falhy Oueea Danby also mentions the
connect1on w1th Spenser and;}he Mora]1ty play and suggests
as does Brad]ey, that ShaKespeare s manner of (hwnk1ng,may
very 11Re1y have been ‘nearer to the mea1eva’ habits" 10 thah
we may sometwmes belweve

he is a contemporary of Spenser, and stands
..closer than' we do to the Morality. The people of his |
~stories can have a direct relation to ideas behind
the story (as . they can in Spenser), and story,
finally, can exist independantly for its own sake:
and it, too, can have direct access to’ the body of
meaning that informs it. Shakespeare, that is, has
not utterly left behind him the mental habits.and ,
the artistic attitudes of the Middle Ages. '’ ’

Shakespeare could not but have_been~part of the traditions
. of the late Middle Ages for he was growing up in the 1570°s
when Mora}ities'were;still performed and the Tnte11ecfual

- % Bradley, p.265.
~10 Danby, p.123. : ‘ IR ’ ~

4" Danby, pp.121-2. A page later Danby aga1n rem1nds us that
Shakespeare stood closer to the allegorizing M1ddle Ages

- than we do now," and goes on- to point out that "the second -

edition of Sir dohn Har1ngton s Orlando Furioso appeared in

1607 with a - commentary on each book still follow1ng the '

med1eva1 1nterpretat1ve scheme‘ (pp.122- 3)



;L‘lrsuggests H B Parkes e and L C Kn1ghts asserts that

L

legacy for wh1ch they spoke was Stll] very much al1ve Her

}could not very well have vutterly left beh1nd h1m Jhé;t{ft

medleval world for he was 1n part 1ts chtld

Indeed the aged' venerable and st1l4>very acttve

1ntellectual legacy of the M1ddle Ages 1nfluenced the

thought not only of Shakespeare but of most 1f not all of .

hls contemporarles %lte1r expl1c1t moral Judgments were

almoSt unf*ormly 1n accordance w1th the med1eval trad1t1on,r_p

é

11 the traged1es [Shakespeare] made dramattc use of 1deas,g;f

. der1v1ng from the med1eval per1od that were common to hlS

Foe

o~

",h{;agéj"ia He goes on to say, however that these 1deas are ffﬁvﬁ‘

never adopted uncrltlcally, and 1n LeaP above all there 1nga'

li a resolute refusal to start from anythlng that does not

1ssue out of f1rst hand xperwence ‘f In the env1ronment offyf

an approach Could Qe the only one poss1ble to an art1st w1thyfﬁ

h”;tntellectual 1ntegr1ty Shakespeare d1d not 1gnore the

::'1ntellectual turm01l 1n whtch Shakespeare was wr1t1ng, such s

quest1onsk nor d1d he seek to evade or SOften the real1ty ofsl"

;m ex1stence that he was explorlng but 1n the end he st1ll

‘"fadopts the trad1t1onal 1deas These 1deas or . bel1efs are'ml

vk};14 Kn1ghts, P 232

e p

v1ndtcated by real1ty - by ltfe - 1tself the pos1t1ves

that emerge from thts play are,ltndeed fundamentally f*'

Chrlst1an values, but they aré\ceached Sy an act Of pPOfOUﬁdff“

424 B Parkes,, Nature s" D1verse Laws The Double V1ston ofe?‘

the Elizabethans” Sewanee Rev1ew vol 58 1950 pp 404 05
L.Cy Knights, p. 232, W : . . _



A‘”rhad 1nher1ted : ;Eﬂjjtiu“”

thdtviduatfexploration?"t5’Kenneth Mdtr-atso supports*thtSh“v

v1ew that the p]ay f1na11y asserts the trad1t1ona1 1deas

'\when cons1der1ng the 1mp11cat1ons of the pagan sett1ng of

*7Lean he paraphrases Spencer 1n stat1ng that :

. ;'The play is not as some of our grandfathers

. believed, pess1m1st1c and-pagan: it is rather an
©attempt’ to provide an answer to the: underm1n1ng of:

“traditional 1deas by the new philosophy that: ca]]ed

. all in doubt. Shakespeare goes back to a pre-

fChr1st1an wor 1d “and builds up. from the nature of marn

.77 "himgelf, and not from revealed religion, those same: S
S moral and: re11g1ous 1deas that were be1ng s .

g ;3underm1ned "'} e o
1_Because he shared in the cu]tural ]egacy of the 1ate

Wf_med1eva] wor]d Shakespeare s thought would have beeﬁ

H1s very 1ntense and powerfu] study of ev11 1n’Kfng

R ".Lear therefore wou]d also be gond1t1oned by th1s 1nher1ted:'

!

'fftradltton a trad1t1on wh1ch taught that ev11 1s pr1vat1on

<

rhlargely 1nf1uenced by the: med1eva] 1nte]leetua] trad1t1on he_'v_ava

EffTh1s doctr1ne was. the V1rtua11y und1sputed understand1ng of-tgh

’ﬁ;fthe nature and agency of ev1] Its 11neage reaches back to S

"iQW'Ar1stotle and passes through Plot1nus, August1ne,.the GreeK f -

sg:

| ’5standpo1nt from that of any of his characters. g1ves him a

'tgﬂand rjchness (p 1 from the Introduct1on)

'-ff ;and Lat1n Fathers, and becom1ng the unquest1oned teach1ng

0 -

"fjof med1eva] Chr1st1an1ty, 1t passed 1nto the hands %f pjt;f

..___..____...._._.___.._

oS ‘Knights, 'p.232. . =" : . s
16 Kénneth Muir, from the Introduct1on to the Arden ed1t1on

of King .Lear, Kenneth Mu1r “ed. (1952; _rev1sed 1872 rpt..

lﬁlﬁLondon Methuen 1875), 1. Muir also goes on. to suggest - o
~ooothat .drfcy Maxwetl' was. r1ghp when he sa1d that- King Lear 1S:.v,f
a Chr1st1an play -about a pagan wor id. " The fact' that :

ShaKespeare can assume in . his aud1ence a ‘different rel1g1ousfaf

peculiar: freedom -and makes poss1b1e an. unusua] complek1ty



»Aqutnas;

~'Bequeathed to h1m through a m111enn1um of Chr1st1anvl
cassertion and amplification, it received from him sq

. definitive and exhaustive a formulation that ;
~thereafter: it faded as an exp11c1t obJect of formal
polemic and became fhstead an a priori assumption 1n

' Chrigtian metaphysics. Even dur1ng the" fourteenth

\;,century storm of controversy over nominalism, the

concept of ev1l as non- Be1ng was not attacKed 17

The doctr1ne not only surv1ves 1nto the Rena1ssance, but f‘
? :

actua]ly ]1ves on 1n respected v1gour It appears,-tor"

1nstance,'1n Hooker ‘and one can safe]y assert that 1t was L;/d

bf: very present 1n the co]]ect1ve m1nd -‘at 162§t t\:thej*.‘

'vg E]1zabethan soc1ety

.'re11g1ous educat1on and perhaps even the catech1sm - of
: , . _ <A ,-“

4 .
Yoo
o

The pr1vat1ve nature of ev11 was to remawn : *ﬁv' ERE T
throughout dAhe Renaissance a v1mtua11y unquest1oned ‘

- premise of the Christian world.. ‘Deeply ingrained :in-:

every Christian consc1ousness,vthe non-Being of ev11
#iCtioned as- more than mere theory,:1t became a-

ojnt of departute. for actibn, a basis for efh1ca1 CR

‘choice. Pr1mary express1on of ' it occurred not 1n -ﬁ."' S

treat1se but in deed, ‘not in.the cloister of: B R

specu]at1on but in the arena of: da11y Tife. e f_;ft T {'
: v*‘\

PR

g‘e not on]y knew of th1s doctr1ne but h1s thought
iua]ly cond1t1oned by 1t Indeed we see def1n1te
.s1gns of 1ts presence 1n h1s greatest study of ev11 Klng
Leaﬁ We should cons1der at some 1ength therefore the'
‘teach1ngs of th1s doctr1ne before resum1ng,,1n greater 'tlerffh

deta11 'our study of the p]ay

>7‘7 Charlotte Sp1vacK The Comedy of Ev11 on Shakespeare s o
Stage (London*- Assoc1ated Unxvers1ty Presses 1978) pe2ts o
<18 Sp1vack p 21 i L S I E e e




- CII. THE INTELLECTUAL BACKGROUND

The doctr1ne of ev1T as pr1vat1on has a Tong and

'1Tlustr1ous h1story It 1nva1ved Ar1stot1e August1ne and
T"Aqu1nas and permeated med1eval thought Indeed 1ts h1story }
7d1d not mereTy foTTow a narrow channe] restr1cted by the ‘
'fvconfines of Church teach1ng and doctr1na1 deveTopment but
'bsp1TTed over 1nto Tess eccTes1ast1caT reg1ons of thought
-~hMost 1mportant1y, 1t found support and express1on in. the

.?fmetaph Jof the great cha1n of be1ng

t‘Th‘e"id'ea“that‘ evtl 1s pr1vat1on was. der1ved from Tv

%;Ar1stotle s Metaphyszcs Book V and 1t 1s upon th1s
:'1nteTTectuaT foundat1on that the Chr1st1an doctr1ne rests

Hfh‘Some (Aqu1nas among them)19 have even c1ted Ar1stotTe as’ an :ft

..J

idauthor1ty supportwng the concept of ev11 as pruyatlon :»3T
Tf:because 1n h1s Nicomachaean Ethlcs he states that "ev1T

“destroys even 1tseTf and 1f 1t 1s complete becomes

197 In the Summa Theologlca part 1 qu 49 art 3 Aqu1nas
. states that "a supreme evil cannot 'be, for “even though .
o revil may. 1ndef1n1te1y diminish good 1t ‘can never ent1reTy
~ - _consume it, ‘and so, while good remains, there cannot be
< anything whoTTy and- compeletely evil. The thought - prompts.
“Aristotle to remark:that were evil: total 1t would destroy

itself, for the demoT1t10n of all good. ...would cut out from.l

i -under ev11 its very basis." (St Thomas Aqu1nas, SUmma‘__L-“
. . Theologica, transl. Thomas G1lby, O P (London s TR
.__BTachr1ars 1967) ) . ¥ L S

20



2t

unendurable 20 These remarks of Ar1stotPe/’ﬁ6weverﬂ/seem to

~

prov1de rather weak eV1dehce to support any c]a1m of
"ancestry, and the 11nk w1th Ar1stot1e wh1ch med1eva]
"Chr1st1an th1nkers tr1ed to forge may beﬁvery frag11e

a

“Nonetheless, ‘the doctr1ne may have been ant1c1pated by hwm,.

’_valthough 1t does not rea]ly maKe another notab]e appearance‘h
;‘unt1] the Enneads of P]ot1nus In the e1ghth tractate of the“l-
‘i:ttrst Ennead however “the understand1ng of ev11 as.

‘pr1vat1on is unm1staKab1y and forceful]y stated "If Ev11

ﬁd3«_ex1st at a]l he wr1tes 1n ‘the f1rst chapter : [rs]

s1tuate 1n the realm of Non Be1ng [1t 1s] some mode 'ashitgfg'

-

-

1_: were vof the Non Be1ng,_ and 1n chapter f1ve he asserts thatiff
mere lack [of the good] br1ngs merely Not Goodness EVTJ@

demands tHe absolute lack “2‘ Not surpr1s1ng1y, h1s ts:fa'J‘i'
v_ v1s1on of ev11 wh1ch depends 1arge1y on Plato and 1s not fara’“
.removed from Gnost1c1sm,",?2 but st111 the concept of eV11 asah
pr1vat1on or. negat1on is here very s1gn1f1cant1y endorsed bypb”
g h3ka respected th1nker and has therefore become an 1mportant
| part of the 1nte11ectua1 currency of the day | lb)‘ .
e The Greek Fathers of the ear]y Church had also po1nted5,:
xf out the negatlve character of ev11"23 and thereby '
estab11shed the spec1f1cally Chrwst1an concept1on that was

to pers1st for centur1es Draw1ng from the Old and New

26 Book IV chapter v 1126a12 Ar1stot1e, Ar1stotle s
Eth1cs, trans] ;dohn Warr1ngton (London = Dent, 1963), p. 84
. Plot1nus, The “Enneads, transl.. Stephen: MacKenna, 3rd
. ed1t1on (London: Faber and’ Faber, 1956) pp.67 and "70.

22 Charles Journet, The Meaning of Ev11 trans] M1chae1
“Barry (New York: P d Kennedy 1963) Pp. 28 29 .
'T 2.3 dournet p 30
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'-Testaments,24 andfprobably a]so draw1ng from Plot1nus, the ‘
Fathers recogn1zed that ev11 _is not part of creat1on - that ;d
it has no created ex1stence of 1ts own' - but is on]y a.i
‘pr1vatwon It was progress1ve1y developed by Or1gen
| (185 253) Method1us (d 311) Athanas1us, Bas11 and Gregory
}‘nof Nyssa(330 394)2s unt11 | _?iyvﬁ s | S
th1s apophatlc def1n1t1on of evil was- . %
"}cons1dered in Cappadoc1a in the ‘second ha]f of the
‘ . fourth: century, as an established doctrine:. ‘The' -
< bishops thought it -a prof1tab1e th1ng to convey “to
“: the Christian people’s minds. It was part of the
~Church’s off1c1al teach1ng 26 R L L
A

Draw1ng 1n the1r turn from the trad1t1on estab11shed by

Wﬁsfthe Greek Fathers--_contwnu1ng the Chrlst1an thought of

"jCappadoc1a —'the two great Lat1n Fathers Ambrose and
‘:August1ne f1rm1y establ1shed the concept as un1versa1

y:Chr1st1an doctr1ne’ In Ambrose s De Isaac et Anlma(ca 387)

“'*.xfand the Hexaemenon(ca 389) and in’ August1ne s Confesszons

w“;(ca 398) and Clty of God(ca 425) but espé%1a11y h1s De y@*l |

'fNatuna Bonl(ca 404)_and ENChIPldlon(Ca 422) the doctr1ne 1shh

"lfaystrengthened and fully Chr1st1an1zed -"Ev11 1s noth1ng but

.24 See’ dournet pp 29- 30 where he states that’"the‘

hhi;dudeo Chr1st1an revelation enables the definition of- evil tof'

. be formulated and to display its content. The' doctr1ne of

. the unmediated creation of the wor'ld from:nothing by one

Romn1potent God doés, in effect, dispel ‘the i1lusion.of the X
~ eternity of matter, the: substant1a]1ty of evit-and the ... =
- conflict of- two. antagon1st1c first: pr1nc1p1es one ‘good,. the

- other evil." He then cites the most 1mportant biblical & -

':*.sources of the doctr1ne Genesis 7:1-2; 11 Macch.7:28;

"*'W1sdom 11:18; dohn , 3 Acts 4: 24 Romans 1113675 T Cbr 8 6

U Col.1315-17.

25 See Journet,. p 30 32 - ~,',;-fﬁ;.,.“._ v , o
S8 Henr1:Marrou,-"The Fa]]en Ange]"‘“t anst;.Hester_WhitJocK
~in Satan tLon%on Sheed and Ward 1951) P79 .
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Ead

-Vthe pr1vat1on of good (.'jindeed it has no be1ng)
: [ '
tAugust1ne states in hls Con?essrons (Bk III ch. v11 no. 12)

and in the Enchlnldron he asserts that when .a . th1ng is

‘ corrupted its corrupt1on \s an’ ev1] because it 1s, by just

é;saso much a pr1vat1on of theLgood "‘(Ch IV no. 12) Ev1ls have‘_

}"the1r source 1n the good " he cla1ms, and unless they are |
paras1t1c on somethlng good they are not anyth1ng at all

| f;(Ch IV, no. 14)27 Draw1ng from the_ear]1er wr1ters August1neyﬁ‘

“b consol1dated the1r thought and bequeathed a 1egacy of ‘ ‘
'ph1losophy and theology to the western wor]d that pers1sts el
jeven today, and that v1rtua11y dom1nated med1eva1 thought

The M1ddle Ages he]d to the doctrqne of ev1] as'

t_“pr1vat1on It was/cont1nua]1y asserked and occas1ona11y

/

_fampllfwed by Chr1st1an th1nkers for an- ent1re m111enn1um,l
- *r“from Boethius (m cOnsolauon of Phllosophy,. 1V,ii)"and

.,Pseudo D1onys1us to St Anse]m of Canterbury and Thomas v
B ;Aqu1nas 28 Hav1ng rece1ved it Aqu1nas exhaust1ve1y exp]ored

’bthe doctr1ne and formu]ated 1t so prec1se1y and f1na11y
”btfhht, as Charlotte Sp1vack suggests "it faded as #n rf;f

) exp11c1t obJect of forma] po]em1c and became 1nstead an a
'127 August1ne Confess1ons and Ench1r1d10n trans] Albert C e
‘Outler, volume VII of The Library of" Chr1st1an C1a551cs

~~ John Baillie et al. eds. (London: SCM Press, 1955)/ In the.

- Confessions the doctr1ne is br1ef1y ment1oned in Book. I1I,

- ‘chapter vii, #12 and- d1scussed at some length 1n’BooK VII,

- chapter xii, #18. 1t maKes a" meagre appearance in the- Clty R
.o sofGod, X1,17 and X11,7-9 but ‘s fully considered in both . -
S - De: Natura Bonl and the Ench:rldlon chapter IIT" #11 throughi_[
o chapter 1V, #15. S
28 It is co?s1dered by Anse]m 1n De Casu Diaboll and by
 Aqui Nas . mos concentrated]y in- the Summa Theologica, part I,
quest1ons 48 and 49 Summa Contra Genttles Book III and,1n~
De Malo L L - T R
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AN

prtpr1 assumpt1on in. Chr1sttan metaphys1cs "29 It appears

-~ over 300 years 1ater -for 1nstance, in R1chard Hooker 'S 2

"h‘God created exlﬁlhllo 'and that because God 1s al] good a11

EccleSJastlcal Pollty Underly1ng his d1scuss1on of the

natural law in BooK One 11Ke a felt presence (or 11Ke4an a

i pr1or assumption) the doctrtne 1nforms Hooker sp

ifunderstand1ng of both nature and the unnatural, of good and

evil. ‘As Peter Munz suggests, for Hooker ev11y‘by |
‘tmp11catton 1s pr1vatton "30 and E.M. W Ti]tyard assures us -
'that Hooker "[medtated] theo]ogy to the genera] educated |

tg_pub11c of hls day,ﬂ and thus. [spoke] for the educated

f nucleus that dtctated the current be11efs of ‘the . Eltzabethan

nge;"31 By the t1me the doctr1ne reached Shakespeare 1t

.possessed qu1et strength and unquest1oned author1ty

| To understand what is meant by saytng that 'ev11 15 d

pr1vatton 5 one must understand the three fundamental 1deas

"fthat form the doctrtne The bastc prem1se is the be]1ef that

»

jfof creat1on is good August1ne wr1tes that'"the Supreme Good
beyond all others 1s God, " and that "all good thtngs
’ tthroughout the ranks of be1ng can\der1ve thetr be1ng only

. from" God Every natura] be1ng, S0 far gs 1t 1s such

:
[

w29 Char]otte Sp1vack The Comedx of Ev11 on Shakespeare s’
.Stage (London: Associated: Un1vers1ty Presses 1978), p.21.
-3° Encyclopedta of "Philosophy, vol.4, p.64. R

E.M.W. Tillyard, The Eltzabethan ‘World Pictiure (Chatto

v jand W1ndus 1943 'rpt , .Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1979), p.21.

i
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‘_"no~nature is evil so.far as it is naturally existent,

‘Noth1ng is ev11 tn'anything save a diminishtng'ongood.“33'y

.'32 St August1ne, ‘De- Natura
~ Writings, transl. John H.S. b
of Christian Classics, John Baillie et.al. eds.

25

~ A

good "32 Th1s understand1ng of creat1on 1s fam1]1ar ‘but

_what 1t 1mp11es, of course, is that ey11 is_not part of-
'creat1on.»1t is an aberration ofzcreationh a privation of

‘the goodness‘that is creatton. Again Auguétine aséents’that.

S

Aqd]nas,v1n h1s Summa Theologlca -elaborates

J ..Lgood»1steveryth1ngvthat 1s,des1nab1e We]] ‘then,
- since each real thing tends to its own existence and
';comp]et1on, we have to say that this fulfills the ’
- meaning of good- in every case. Therefore evil capnot
signify a certain existing being, or a real shaping
or positive kind:of thing. Consequently, we are left
- to infer that it signifies a certain absence of
. .good. That is why D1onys1us calls it neither .an
.existent nor a- good, ‘for since being as such:is
-good, the taking away of one or of the other amounts
to the same .34 . : : '

©

7If evn] is s1mp1y the absence or. pr1vat1on of good ‘and has
'no created ex1stence ‘or. pos1t1ve force of 1ts own, then tif'

' can ex1st at all only 1n relat1on to - in fact- in - a good N

What rea]1ty it has comes only from the be1ng or good of’

_wh1ch it is the-pr1vat1on In the Summa. Contra Gentlles

Aqu1nas states quite b]unt]y that "ev1] cannot ex1st by

L 1tse1f s1nce 1t has no essence. Therefore evil needs to '

be in some subJect,‘[and] ev: ~w@3ect, as it 1s_a_

L in Auqyst1ne Ear]1er
ieigh, vol.6 of The L1brary

{Philadelphia:, JWestminster Press 1953),,p. 326.,

.33 Augustme*ﬁ .330-31..

34.St.. Thomas Aqu1nas, Summa Theo]oq1ca, transl.nThomasu

.'G11by, 0.P. (London: Blackfriars, 1967),part 1,qu.48,art.1.
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substance, is a good "35 This 1ntr1ns1c connect1on betweenv

yev1] and. good between pr1vat1on and the depr1ved is made

clear by  Journet: ' - ,‘ﬂ o B "d E
“:There‘is no pr1vat76nﬁthhout'a deprived
being. .. .There 'is no evil without some good to

“support it. Pure ev11 ev1] in its own r)ght is

1mposs1b1e 36
This is. the fundamental statement of the doctrine of ev11 as
.pr1vat1on "Pure ev11 evil in its own rtght is |

';1mposs1b1e Ev11 ex1sts only to the extent that 1t destroys
good ‘and thereby draws 1nto 1tse1f the. be1ng or, essence of
~what it consumes This - makes 1t easy to Understand that the
'iana]ogy often‘used to- descr1be how evil works, accord1ng to
'the doctr1ne, 1s of.. the d1sea;e or cancer that corrUpts the
hea]thy body,37band it is hard to avo1d reca111ng attent1on
here to the 1mages of paras1t1c disease in Klng Leah E |
Accord1ng fo the doctr1ne it is. c]ear that evtl ts
‘rnon -being. Char]otte Sp1vack prov1des a succ1nct
tspresentat1on of th1s fundamental 1dea |
' Accord1ng to Dr1gen, ev11 has no rea11ty but is
‘defined precisely as the d1m1nut1on or privation of
reality. Evil has no essential be1ng but exists onﬂy
negatively, like darkness, which is in reality

nothing but the absence of 1ight.. 1 short, evil is .
non-Being. This concept of ‘unsubstantial ev11 was

35 St Thomas Aqu1nas, Summa Contra Gent1les(th1rd book) ‘
transl. English Dominican Fathers (London: Burns, Oates and‘

" Washbourne), 1928) p.26. In the Summa ‘Theologica Aquinas also

states that ev11 does not exist save as’ seated inva good !

_(part 1,qus49,art.3). PETT S R \A\ ,
35 Journet p.61. ;o B v\

37 Cons1der for example, August1ne s effort to elucidate

T the nature of evil as privation in his De Natura Bonhi: wTaKe_v

" festering, which men call specifically a festering of the
body. Now if there. is...something deep .in the wound which" it
‘can consume the corrupt1on grows as. good Ys d1m1n1shed "



largely inspired by P]ot1nus, who had designated a]l
. Being as essentially good and attributed what seems
to be evil to a lack of Being. He had suggested that
" what is considered to be evil in existence is merely
-~ the pr1vat1on of full existence.38

Ev11 is non-be1ng, but-more so what is cons1dered to be
evil in existence“ is mere]y the pr1vat1on of the essence of
ca th1ng, the essence be1ng that wh1ch when approached in

Vhe rea11zat1on offex1stence prov1des the\fu]lness of that

th?hg’??ex1stence - in short, its nature- This.(i e.

P]ot1nus and Dr1gen s) understand1ng of ev11 as the .
pr1vat1on of a- th1ng s nature is shared by Aqu1nas

- A thing becomes more 1ntens1f1ed in conform1ty to
- its proper nature. Now as its. form spells-a certaxn
- achievement so does its privation spell a
. corresponding failure. Hence any form and perfect1on
grows more  intense by advancing-towards a point of
completion, while privation and evil come by
-retreating from it. That is why we do not speak: of
. bad becoming worse by approaching some supreme evil
codn the same- manner that we speak of good becoming
‘ better by approach1ng to the supreme good. 3°

'Ev11 then is 1ntr1ns1ca11y 1nvo]ved w1th the nature or
'essent1a] be1ng of a thing. Aqu1nas suggests that 1t draws
from, and frustrates or den1es the rea]1zat1on of a th1ng st
B potent1a1 (what a th1ng should be by v1rtue of 1ts essence)
‘.The den1a1 or d1m1nut1on of a th1ng s proper nature ordmv. ,£>’
'tfd1st1nct1ve be1ng is therefore evil, for such dlmlnut1on

~ tends toward non- be1ng | ‘ td» R _W

| Cons1dered more close]y, the'doctrine af’é911 as-.

pr1vatnonrfurn1shes an understanding;of’naturevas order; and - :

-

ae Char]otte Sp1vack The Comedy of: Ev11 on ShaKespeare s
Stage (London Assoc1ated Un1vers1ty Presses 1978)
pp.14-15.. )

38, Aqu1nas, Summa Theo]oq1ca, part 1 ,qu. 49, art 3




thus: of evil or the unnatural as d1sorder A]l“good”thtngs"
throughout the ranKs of be1ng, whether great or sma]l ~can
vder1ve their be1ng only from. God " states August1ne,/and
every natural” be1ng,'so far as it is such is good."40 That
is, a]l of creatton comes from and therefore part1c1pates in o

God the Supreme @ood beyond all others”, 4! and a-

creature S fu]lness of being - 1t3/nature - is actua11zed in

/
this part1olpat19D/W/tﬁ/éod This part1c1pat1on w1th God

'th1s fullness" of being, - moreover is understood by August1ne~

N

- lnvterms of order | ‘\\\ SR \\\
These three things, measure,’ “form and order...are as
-1t were generic -good things to be found in: a]] that B
God has created, whether spirit o body. ... Where -
these three th1ngs are present in a high degree//
there are great goods. ‘Where they are present ina
low degree there are small -goeds . Where they are
absent there 1s nofnatural thing at a]] .

.gBe1ng depends upon, and is 1n fact cond1t1oned by, measure,

* \;‘ .
.

”_understood as a d1m1nut1on of these three ¢h1ngs Aqu1nas o

form arid order and the tendency toward non- be1ng 15/*‘ fit

'follows August1ne in. this matter assert1ng that a]] of
/ .
rcreat1on part1c1pates in God and that this part101pat1on is

_expressed in the measure, form and order gf Creat1on'

St.. August1ne wr1tes of a trace of the Tr1n1ty be1ng e
- discoverable in every creature, for eath.is .a s
"definite -thing shaped to a meaning and hold1ng
~within Ttself a bearing ‘on others. All, this is -
~implied in the three terms, number, we1ght and
'measure, put forward by Wlsdom(11 21) Equ1va1ent
40 St August1ne, De. Natura. Bon1 in Auqust1ne Ear11er'
Wr1t1ngs, trans1.: John H.S. Burleigh, vol.6 of The. L1brary
of Christian Classics, John Baillig et.al. eds. R

(PhiTadelphia: Westminster, Press 1953) P 326 S
- 41 Augustine, p.326. | R &
42 Augustine, p. 327_U‘ . - , AR



o
terms are the three used by. St. August1ne [in De
Natura Bonil], name]y mode, species, and order [i.e.

‘measuie form and ‘order].43 o

The cont1nu1ty of this teach1ng is man1fested in R1chard
'§Hooker who also ment1ons ‘the un1ty and- un1queness of God,

whereupon 'the be1ng of a]f th1ngs dependeth and suggests
fthat 1n th1s ontolog1ca1 dependence upon God order B

(" constant ‘Order and Law") 1s observed Indeed order‘ts the

condition ‘of this" part1c1pat1on or dependance God ‘is the .

ground and depth of bemg,44 and thlS be1ng is cond1t1oned |

/

by order . Hooker asserts that al] th1ngs part1c1

¥

'ontolog1ca1 fu]lness in terms of an_

in this
der expressedfin o
"Measure, Number and (which cdrresponds to Augustine
and Aduipas%rmeasure;'order’andjform}.tS Dnetsees'that
dtsCussidhtof méaSureh:form and order'ts ahdiscussion‘of
‘proprtety'and order'in naturea and that 1h‘everyvcreature
there is a trace of the d1v1ne that is expressed prec1sely |
~in th1s measure, form and order. . . - - o ”
| If be1ng is nature, and natural ‘means lhe rea11zat1on
of a th1ng s fu]lness of be1ng as part of the order and |
propr1ety of creat1on, then unnatunal means. a frustrat1on of
';the rea11zat1on pf a th1ng s fu]lness of be1ng ‘and thus 1s
-non be1ng, wh1ch is ev11 For examp]e HooKer sees two
degrees of. goodness sought 1n the part1c1pat1on w1th God:
-%%one is fu]]ness of be1ng ( genera] perfectlon contlnuance

43 Aqu1nas, Summa Theoloq1ca, part T,qu.45,art.7.

44 The "ground and.depth of being" is a term ‘used by the

. twentieth century theologian Paul-Tillich to refer to, or
define in some way the concept or reality of, God.

4% Richard Hooker, Of The Laws of. Eccles1ast1ca1 Pol1ty,

- Book I, chapter. 11 sect]ons 2 and 3 : .

S

s

S
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of being"), the other is that all things, "by affegting
resemb1ance with éod " covet "the constancy and excellency
.of those operat1ons which belong unto their Kind."46 There
is an ‘unmistakable awareness of propr1ety in creation: like

August1ne and Aqu1nas, Hooker feels that all creatures bear

‘ traces of the Trinity (part1c1pate in the ground and depth

of being) and these traces determine the proper nature, the
onto1og1ca1 character, of the creatures. Augustine suggests
that the ape is a 1eeser form than man, but that does not
mdhn that the.ape is bad, for\1t possesses the measure, form
and order proper and appropr1ate to 1ts ontological. nature
or position in creat1on 47 Consequently, as August1ne'
;tates, ev11 1s,noth1ng‘but~the.corrupt1on of natural
measure,‘forﬁ_and‘order. What is_called an eVi] nature is a .

oorrupt nature.*48>1ndeed '"so long as [a'thing (natura)]

~retains some'measure, form and order there is st1ll some

good: in 5t “a9 This»measure, form and order, therefore is .
the expre551on or cond1t1on of a thlng s nature or essent1al.

be1ng, and ev11 is the pr1vat1on of that wh1ch is proper or,o

v‘natural to someth1ng Thus Aquinas:

.an. ev1] means the d1sp1acement of a good. ‘Not"

that every "absence of a good is bad, for it can be
= taken in a negative and in a pr1vat1ve sense. The

mere negation of a good does not bhave the force of

evil, otherwjse it would follow that wholly

“non- ex1stents¢were bad, also that a thing was bad

because it did not possess the quality of something

else, a man, for 1nstance who 'was not »swift as a

46 Hooker, Book I,'chap 5 seo.2. v T

47 Augustine, p.330.

48 Augustine,. p.327.

48 Augustine, p.329.

A
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L mounta1n goat or strong as’ a T1on The absence of
good taken’ depr%vat1ve]y is ‘what we call evil, thus .
b11ndness wh1ch is the pr1vat1on of s1ght SO~

SInce ev11 is. pr1vat1Ve of good and not purely
negat1ve not every absence-of good is an evil, but
only of that which a thing by nature can have and is

;ﬁa expected to have. The lack of s1ght is an evil in an&
. -an1maT but not in: a stone wh1ch is. not made to .
see St : . , : YR ¥

The doctr1ne 1s cTear vev1T is onTy the pr1vat1on of ‘a goodif

‘“f wh1ch 1s due to anyth1ng by v1rtue of that th1ng s essent1aT¢'

R

be1ng or nature That wh1ch 1s unnaturaT 1s ev1T

The quest1on now’ ar1ses, for 1t 1s the quest1on posed
“ - Lo

by King Lean what 1s naturaT and therefore the‘essence of
belng, 1n man7 L C Kn1ghts br1eny dlscusses the med1eva1
T,5_un erstand1ng of order and suggests that w1th1n thls

'“; naturaT order man had a un1que place There,was no - quest1oni'ﬁ
| of h1s ’folTow1ng Nature 1n the vague n1neteenth century
tT sense,% but onTy of real1z1ng the potent1a11t1es of h1s ownfd
| ature . i o | o | ‘ ’

'-aIt was’’ naturaT’ for him to s1n, but h1s essenthal
_nature was fulfilled in doing what he ought to’ do e
SO that: in another and more important sense .. e
. “natural’ as: appT1ed to man ‘tended ' to suggest a .
0 "ostandard: to be ach1eved f that wh1ch was. r1ght and
s _i,proper for man SZ o
3 ﬁ_ﬁj-, _ : L e ,
Thus Hoooker ment1ons our 1ntent of d1scover1ng the

2
‘A/ A\

'_naturaT way, for’ as everyth1ng naturally and necessar11y

doth des1re the utmost good and greatest perfect1on whereof

'_____."_..f_‘-._...'..'__.._;_'.' g ’ : < e e

| f;;so Aqu1nas, Summa Theo]oq1ca part 1 qu 48 art 3

',g~7]anq_w1nqgs,3959) P. 88.

“S1 7 Aquinas, ‘part 1,qu.48,art. 5 In the Th1rd Book of h1s"‘
“Summa - Contra Gent11es, chapter vii, Aquinas again states
‘that "evil...is noth1ng else but the‘pr1vat1on of what 1s
.connatural and due .to -anyone." S
82 C Knights, Some. Shakespearean Themes (London. Chatto“v»'

L



diature hath made 1t capable, even S0. manv"53 -The pecu11ar

A [

5 qua11ty of man S nature, though 1s that he is, 1n the
vmed1eva1 and-renamssance m1nd s fus1on of beast and ange1
| The utmost good and greatest perfect1on whereof Nature hath
“N»made [man] capab]et- however requ1res that he part1c1pate
o1n his sp1r1tua1k and not so]e]y 1n h1s best1al nature »
'“Aqu1nas,_for 1nstance,lts acutely aware of the d1chotomy ﬂiﬁg
:‘,tbetween man s true nature and the tu]]ness of h1s be1ng, and
""" 'vfih1s best1a1 nature or’ part1a1 and sub human be1ng, when he
'Jf;fsuggests that 'what appears good to [men] as creatures of
'dpsense is. s1mp1y not good for them as human‘"54 As w1th a]]
'5ﬁfcreatures «the trace of the d1v1ne in man is the\express1on
t:of his: part1c1pat10n 1n Be1ng Itse]f 55 and 1s thus h1s *v;‘d
Qw.essent1al be1ng'- h1s nature' Aga1n Aqu1nas prov1des ‘the
“Ttappropr1ate ana]ys1s ijf_7[i*}-'ffdf'[';lﬂ]fxﬂf-f‘;,fj)l‘ffn
.we taKe the comings forth of -the divine Persons nh:‘
,after the model of: understand1ng ‘and w1111ng, the;
, Son issues as the: Logostof mind, ~and the Holy Gho%t :
. as. the Love of ‘will. So ‘that in rational: creatures,,. L
. endowed with- m1nd and 'will; we" find a likeness oﬂ
.A,fthe Trinity.in the manner of an image when they
”-gconce1ve an 1dea and 1ove spr1ngs from 1t 56 S
'thqu1nas suggests that the trace of the d1v1ne 1n man - h1s
proper measure' form and order rf1s seen 1n h1s capac1ty tok
ifhreason and to 1ove Th1s 1s h1s un1que part1c1pat1on 1n God
his - full and proper nature (or as L C Kn1ghts puts 1t

’”fg"that wh1ch [1s] r1ght and proper for man’ ) Those-k'~1d,r

53 Hooker, Book T Chap 8 sec. 1 B
84 Aquinas, - Summa Theologica, part 1,qu. 49 art:3. - o
55 Paul Ti1lich refers to God as-"Be1ng Itself”“ ERCIE S

56 Aqu1nas, Summa Theoloq1ca, part 1 qu 45 art 7

AN //
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’ qualittes, therefore, wh1ch make a human be1ng fuTTy human

are reason and Tove

»

These percept1ons of ontoTog1caT stab111ty or order

and the quest1on of man s nature‘and the fuTT potential of

h1s be1ng were expressed in # .1eva1 and rena1ssance‘,"

Bt
1conography as a h1erarchy of base and nobTe brutish and

d1v1ne wh1ch is Tater caTTed the great cha1n of be1ng 1; S

T

h1s study of Shakespeare and the Nature of Man Theodore,'é"”

:: Spencer states that

-QgIn the s1xteenth century the comb1ned e]ements of
o Aristotelianism, Platonism, ‘Neo- Platonism, Stoicism, T
~... - and Christianity were almost 1nd1st1hgu1shab]y woven,g_
Nointo a pattern which was universally" ‘agreed upon,
~and which,: in:its.main outlines,. was .the same as
. that of the Middle Ages. New ideas...were treated
- either . as add1t1ons to the accepted p1cture -or as SR
- fresh ways of 1nterpret1ng ‘the ‘one un1versa1 truthl'z?'.
. about which there was no question.... There was an o
. eternal law, a’ general order - in the un1verse,,1n**
~the ranks. of created befng, in’ the: 1nst1tut1on of -
government ST e T L e e

liffThe v1ew that creat1on - nature ~11s essent1a11y ordered

*_._(1 e. ordered in 1ts essence) was, we are told un1versa1]yt

T“;;agreed upon E M W T1T]yard aTso cTa1ms that thts v1ew was;p

Theodore Spencer, Shakespeare ‘and’ The Nature of Man

: rsecond edition (New: York: MacMilian, 1949)5p ‘Compare . aTsoi&f
" 'the comments of L.C. Knights: "in the m1dd]e ages or-in. the
©sixteenth century...; it was’ taken for : granted ‘that : Nature

;'5jwas often-cruel, but the whole: dlspos1t1on of things, -

. 1ndependent of: man s w111 served a proy1dent1a1 pTan :

. Nature; in. this sense, . though subJect ‘to disorder, was
f,essent1a11y ordered, and it was ordered for the good of o
uman (Some Shakespearean Themes, pp 86 7 ) : S E




ft common dur1ng the ]ate M1dd1e Ages and Rena1ssance 56 and
dA 0. LoveJoy argues that med1eva1 and rena1ssance Europeel

- ~p1ctured th1s un1versa1 order in part, as‘a cha1ny- the
v‘cha1n of be1ng | "‘?‘ ”1 e e1h4f | | |

s [There] was - the concept1on of the p]an and structure
‘of .the world which, through the.Middle Ages and down
to the late. e1ghteenth century, -many ph11osophers,n_ .

- most men,of science, and, indeed, most educated - -men; -
owere to accept w1thout quest1on -ithe conceptlon of

" . .the universe as a "Great Chain of Being," .composed

of ‘an. immense, or...of an 1nf1n1te, number of 11nks
‘ranging 1in h1erarch1cal order : from the meagerest ’

" kind of existents; wh1ch bare]y escape non=-

. existence, through "every possible" grade up " to the

. ens perfect1ss1mum --or,..in. a somewhat more orthodox

“.version, to the h1ghest poss1b1e Kind.of creature,

* between which and the Absolute Be1ng the d1spar1ty -

- -was ‘assumed to be infinite - every one.of them =~

- differing from that immediately’ above and that' . -
“immediately below it by the "1east poss1b1e” degree
,of d1fference 59;” g : P _ . .

‘The metaphor gave expresswon to the bel1ef not only 1n the)f

"'-torder of creat1on but also 1n the prec1se placement of

;,'creatures 1n th1s cha1n of be1ng accordlng to th1s order in”‘
. o :

ewnature That 1s,,a 11nK 1n the chatn occup1es 1ts part1cu1ar="

- pos1t1on 1n the chaln because of 1ts very nature The‘4

o 'concept of proper measure, form and order as the express1on o

- of what 13 natura] 1s conveyed by th1s metaphor of the :

S8 E.M.W. Tillyard, The Elizabethan World Picture. (Chatto
and Windus; 1943; rpt., Harmondswor th:. Penguin, 1979), 17
59 Apthur 0, LoveJoy, The Great Chain of Being (1936

" Cambridge: Harvard" University. Press,1957), p.59: R:C. Ba]d

. on Ulysses’' speech on degree igp: Tno:lus and Cressida,l’iii,
- states that "the familiar concept of the great chain of ..
,betng,,wh1ch is ‘at the basis of: Ulysses’ speech determined

: _-the patterns of Shakespeare's thought." (R.C.-Bald, ‘Thou, - ..
 Nature, Art My Goddess? :- Edmund and Renalssance Free Thought}_'

T (AT CIE McManaway, ‘et.al. eds., Joseph Quincy Adams Memor1a1
’ «Stud1es (Wash1ngton Fo]ger L1brary 1948) p- 339 ) ' »
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" The - metaphor asserts the ontologlcal order and

‘ propr1ety of a]l creat1on therefore,;(1t after all theid

cha1n of belng) and thus,. presumab]y expresses the o

"!.attendant be11ef in’ the. ontolog1ca1 un1queness and propr1ety

,‘Vof each 11nk 1g)relat1on to the who]e cha1n As HooKer

d'“jsuggests we see the who]e wor]d and each part thereof S0

‘compacted that as 1ong as each th1ng performeth only that
:‘worK wh1ch 1s natural unto 1t ?1t thereby preserveth both

;other th1ngs and a]so 1tse1f‘"50 Hooker is speak1ng here df

._vthe rea11zat1on of be1ng and how such rea11zat1on depends_a

9:upon because 1t is’ a part of nature (the cha1n) Nature o

7].15 belng, and the natura] is. the fu]f111ment of be1ng 62'f

Kf’Whatever 1s proper or natural to someth1ng 1s prec1se1y that

3 ' Lt R VRS
60 Hooker Book 1 chap 9, sec. 1 S g o
“John F. Danby- suggestskthat accord1ng to the: natura] 1aw

'vof the Elizabethans, - "each creature...under ‘God was a

. self- ma1nta1n1ng ’th1s - It was not part of a machine. - : =
“.Rather, it was an’ 1nte1]1gence observ1ng its rightful p]ace'
ina commun1ty ‘What held it in place and held the: commurdty -

..'together was - Reason: The law it observed .was felt: more.as

self- expression . than as external Festraint. It was a 1aw rin_]lt

”wany case, which" the. creature was most itself when it

. -.obeyed.""(John F. Darby. Shakespeare’ s Doctrine of Nature: Atfbf
| Study of King Lear (London: Faber and. Faber, 1949];p. 25. )

"For the. E11zabethans .Nature is an ordered and’

hvebbeaut1fu1 arrangement, to- wh1ch we must ‘adjust ourselves

b“_Where we study Nature in ordersto- exploit it, Bacon and:

- Hooker study her in order to discover. their dut1es They'

ag‘jth1nK not" of ‘our contro]l1ng her but of al]ow1ng her to
g contro1 us. (Danby, pp 20 21) o



; In the cha1n of be1ng the pos1t1on of man was- of
" paramount 1nterest ‘He was .the nodal point, and:
his double nature,_though the source of Lnternal
“conflict, had the unique function of b1nd1ng e
. together all creation, of. brwdgtng the. greatest @

cosmic chasm that between matter and sp1r1t 3.

.Man s pos1t1on 1n the cha1n of be1ng draws attent1on aga1n

tto h1s‘ doub]e nature to his part1c1pat1on in both "matter L

and sp1r1t ,'and as - T111yard suggests th1sqdoub1e nature,1s7
g'the source of 1nterna1 conf11ct"‘ If man is E"the noda]‘l‘
rpo1nt 1n the cha1n what 1s natura] for h1m7 How 1s h1s f'
gfhuman1ty - h1s be1ng i»most fu]ly rea11zed or expressed
:>matter ‘or 1n sp1r1t . as’, beast or as: ange]7 The op1n1on amonge
m;most rena1ssance th1nkers was fa1rly unated w1th a few..ai
gnotable except1ons 54‘”" . S L

: 1t was generally c]ear enough what ‘man’ should do
ﬂ»1f he 'were: to- follow the law. that Nature, under: God{
~had Taid.down for him. He must begin with the -
- 'senses, for that is the condition of his’ be1ng, but
. he:must rise above them to ‘find the truth. By ‘the =
. ;’?proper use of her faculties, ‘through the right Kind
f.of love, -says Cast1g11one ‘g Card1nal,8embo,.the soul
C ar1seth to the noblest part of her (which is fhe
_.understand1ng) ' and then - from her own and - ? .
o part1cu1ar understand1ng she may rise to- the :
S un1versaﬂ understand1ng “there the soul, t’]ast ,
. finding her true home, ' fleeth to couple herse]f T
‘with the nature of Angels..;.’65‘f‘ - TR

_-_..-._-_q______-__»

o esn T111yard pp.73-4., LoveJOy also ment1ons the be11ef that“”"“

~ ‘man was a free creature "half material and half' sp1r1tua1
- the middle 1ink in the-Chain of Being." - (pi103) :
64 The two’ most ‘notable: except1ons,‘of course were

"fMonta1gne ‘and-Machiavelli, both of whom: I sha]l d1scuss 1ng[thﬂ

- “the next: chapter. .-

w88 ‘Spencer:,” pp. 1314, Spencer s reference to Cast1g]1one S

-+  comes from the ‘Fourth Book of 11 Cortegianc (The Courtier):

-, "And therfore burninge in- this most happye flame, she {ile:
“the souH¥ arryseth+to the noblest part: of her (which is- the

understand1ng) and there no more shadowed with the darke

h-n1ght of earthlye matters, seeth’ the ‘heavenlye beawtye» but:,_t'

.ht‘yet doeth she not:-for all that enjoye ‘it a]together= e
"vperfectlye, b1cause she beehouldeth 1t on]ye in- her ';‘"
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l-'"Through the r1ght K1nd of love man. ach1eves the noble

i 'W(‘

y

understand1ng that 1s proper to h1m Th1s b]end of 1ove and

L understand1ng equals or composes the fu]lness of h1s

human1ty, wh%%h is. understood 1n sp1r1tua1 terms Man te to

transcend the best1a1 and aspire to ‘the - sp1r1tua1 tn'order

to rea11ze the fu11ness of ‘his belng In the Courtleﬁ s

Academy, Ann1ba1e Rome1 comment1ng on man’ s pos1txon in the

.ST _cha1n, a]so suggests that

.,1t is in our power to t1ve'1tketa plant, 11v1ng

. creature [s1c] like a man, and lastly as an Angell:

- for if a ‘man’ addict h1mse1f only to feeding and
'nour1shment hee becommeth a Plante, if to things

©

’1“sensua11 he is :as a brute beast, if to th1ngs

*reasonable andfcivil he. groweth a celestial:

”-,creature but if.'he exalt _the beautiful gift of h1s

mind, to th1nges invisible. and- divine,: hee"

vl'_transfourmeth himselfe. 1nto an Angel; and to ,{rf":
' jconc]ude, becommeth the sonne of God §8. i

P

G1ovann1 P1co de]]a M1rando]a,,whom Rome1 TSyparaohraeing*int

the

quotat1on above, has God say to Adam anddthue tohalt

L men,h"Thou shalt have the power to degenerate 1nto the h

"-'un1versa11 beawtye of all bodies: evenso in the last degfee A

1owest forms of 11fe wh1ch are an1ma1 thou sha]t have the

power, out of thy soul's Judgment to be reborn 1nto the

the:

'Gs(cont d)pert1cu1ar understand1nge ,wh1ch can - not conce1ve o

passing great universall beautye: wherupon not

‘throughlye satisfied with this benifit, love giveth Unto the )
- soule a greater happ1nes For 1ike ‘as throughe the R T

perticular beawtye of one bodye he guydeth her to- the

- of perfection.throughe perticular’ understand1nge he- gu1deth
. her

to the universall understand1nge Thus the soule kindled
in ‘the most holye fire of true heavenlye love, fleeth to -
coop]e her selfe with the nature of Aunge]]es (The Book: of -

“the Courtier, transl. Sir ‘Thomas Hoby (1561; ;rpt “London:

‘David Nutt, 1900) pp. '359-60.) Baldassare Cast1g11one

: or1g1nally wrote: 11 Corteg1ano in 1528,

86 Annibale Romei, Courtier’s Academy (1546,vEnglrsh :
"Qtranslation?1598)%~p;48 fchapter two, "Of Human Love™). .
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“higher forms of life, which are divine."s? It is clearly
felt that mah(s;na;ure is most fu]lyfreatiiedftn”hisr-

~ participation in spirit as’ opposed to matter, and that he

"degenerates" into the bestial""man”s nature is not a
/ .
‘ m1n1mum to wh1ch man can. be'reduced .it is rather a

max1mum whtch man must atta1n "58 In terms of the great
cha1n of be1ng, then man s nature most fu]ly corresponds to
h1s 1ink w1th the sp1r1tua1 rather than the an1ma1 and is .
most fu]]y realtzed 1n his asp1rat10ns toward the - top of the
'*cha1n (i e. God) . ".Ef.~h,ﬂ '

T the grand Nature is not only a series of ,
'p051tons .The whole system .has orientation, too.
;'Supervenlng on the ‘local nature which der1ves from'.

© position, there is d1spos1t1on {in our modern and
‘derivative sense). It is axiomatic that one should
look to the ‘higher. Nature has a nisus- towards ‘the
7 topmost-point of the pyramid.... This nisus is not
.~ what men .invariably do have. It is. what they ~
inevitably should have. One’s nature will be lost: 1n
 default of not having 1t one will slide from one's"
- position. One’s nature.... is an abso]ute shape to
be realized.®s . . »t'~ S

’ CIf the fu]]ness of. be1ng (or nature) is expressed —ﬂ
%through the metaphor of the cha1n'- as the movement or | _

"ldfasp1rat1on towards God wh1ch is reasonable s1nce God'is thei,”

usource of a]] betng, thenvthe moyement away-from God (for‘

57 Giovanni Pico de]]a M1rando]a, Oratio gngomints* “
Dignitate, transl. Elizabeth L. Forbes, Journat of the ™ =

. History of Ideas, 111(1942), p.348. The Oratio was R
L*or1g1na]ly published in 1486 and became a popular document

.. .of the age. (cf. the art1cle on P1co 1n the The Encycloped1a,}
~of Ph1losoghx) R - | R '
68 Danby, p.28. ‘ RN ’ '
89 Danby, p.33. Later in h1s book Danby a]so suggests that
- the highest point 'in“the hierarchy of: being to which man can
‘attain is "to be regarded as- h1s htghest and therefore h15»*ﬁ
"most real self "(p 169) ' AR -

o
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- man the deScent into the beStia]) +s'a movement toWard,g

non be1ng. which is ev11 accord1ng to the doctrine of

pr1vat1on “For man “the best1a1 is on]y part1a1 - it Is‘tess‘

thanjfu11 - and is- therefore a prxvat1on' It is evil, not in

itse]f but because 1t 1s not more On thTS fundamenta]V

_qua11ty of mora] ev11 as the v1olat1on of be1ng, Sir dohn

'Hayward (15647-1627) Sin DaVId s Tears states_that

.of all the creatures under heaven -which have
‘ -rece1ved being from God, none degenerate, none :
3 forsake their naturall d1gn1t1e and. being, but onely
man; Onely man, abandoning the dignitie of his
‘proper nature “is changed ‘Tike Proteus, .into divers
- formes....so man transformethe himself into that
. beast, to whose sensua11t1e he pr1nc1pa111e
‘ dec11nes 7.0

'The best1a1 is for man, unnatura] .and is thus ev11 It 1s

:_a contrad1ct1on - a pr1vat1on - of": h1s be1ng, and so of h1s Nf’

‘.goodness ( for a]l be1ng is good) The moral s1gn1f1cance of

\

!

onto]ogTCal»v1oIat1on theref re, 1s‘1mp11c1t in the concept'’

of the great cha1n of be1ng

~ The concept of the Cha1n/%ad become a mora1 as
~ well as a, physical frame /of reference Because God -
'at the top represented complete Being pr goodness, -
it followed that the lowest orders of Rature, those
. farthest removed from God, possessed not only the -
© least Being but also the least goodness. Locat1on on .
' the scale was theréfore qgualitative. an ange]
" better than a beast: because an angel has more Be1ng
,than ‘a beast.71" .

70.08ip dohn_Hayward Dav1d’s Tears (London dohn Bu11.1623)f.

- pp.251-2.
71 Char lotte: Sp1vack Comedy of Ev11 ., P. 22, Cf part of
_the entry for Evil, The Problem of in A Dictionary of
* Christian: Theo]oqv, Alan-Richardson, ed. (London: SCM.
Press,1969): "God is ens realissimum, the source of all
perfection; below him in. the Great Cha1n of Be1ng there -

. stretch orders of being each less perfect and therefore less’

\real than the one above it....As God.is absolute reality and
\absolute perfect1on so at the other end of the Cha1n evil

1.



Moral evil ts avcondition or manifestation of‘ontological

violation' the fu]lness of a th1ng s be1ng is 1ts greatest
_goodness - 1ts created essence - and any pr1yat1on of this
' be1ngl1s evil. In man’s case ev1J - the pr1vat1on of good -

is bestial.72

© The 1nte]1ectua] tradition that éhakespeare‘inherttedd
.taught that what 1s unnatura] for man 1s,.tn"fact, a -
g pr1vat1on of be1ng and 1s thus evi] Tb1s eviTea this“f
unhatural cond1t1on»— was understood.as a FaT]ing awa%/from
'full be1ng into part1a1 be1ng, a degenerat1on from man 1hto .
beast. The concept1on of the unnatura] or ev11 in man as
rbestial and of th1s best1al1ty as an express1on of the -
‘tendency toward non be1ng, is of course 1mportant if one o
scons1ders the extens1ve best1a1 1magery in Klng LeaP as an

‘express1on of ev11 as pr1vat1on The trad1t1on that

'Shakespeare 1nher1ted also taught that "the 1dea of

-

71(cont d)1s absolute 1mperfect1on and therefore absolutety
- non-existent. Various stages of perfect1on correspond to -
their equ1va1ent degrees of being. Evil is nothing.in
itself; it represents only an absence ' of good. " o
12 Sp1vack drawing in part from LoveJoy,‘ment1ons that the

traditional dep1ct1on of Satan as a beast is, in fact, '

- linked to this idea: "it was ' neither primitivism nor a .

~fagcination ‘for the. grotesque that led to the typical
depiction of the devil as a. beast. Satan conventionally
~appeared with animalized features - horns, tail, shaggy ha1r
- embodying the animal passions and appetites that :
characterize the bestial aspect of pr1vat1ve evil assoc1ated

. with the lower orders: on, the Cha1n of Bedng.' (Sp1vack

= p. 23)
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, Nature...is-always'somethinb normative in human beings,"73
and that this norm - this law of nature - is seen in man’s
-‘capacity to reason and to Tove Love and reason, ‘that is,

are the traces of the d1v1ne in. man that make human be1ngs

&

fu]ly human. 1t 15 a]so 1mportant then, to Know that love,
no 1ess than reason andxprobab]y more so, 1s essent1aJ to
the rea]1zat1on of humamty,74 for the exam1nat1on of human
lnature in’ kﬁhg Lear most spec1f1ca]1y concentrates on this
human attr1bute of 1ove Lear reveals that the ful]ness of
human nature is in large measure rea11zed in the qual1ty of
. human love, and that the pr1vat1on of th1s lové 1s the
| cond1t1on of ev11 that consumes and draws away from.

- goodnessJ and tends,toward non_be1ng.

.73 Danby p. 21.
74 In 1603 Sir John Hayward wrote that "God in the creat1onA
~of man, imprinted certaine rules within his soule; to direct
him in all the actions of his life: which rules, because we.
. tooke them when we tooke our beeing,. are commonly called the
"primarie lawe of Nature: of which« sort the canons accompt
[sic] these precepts following. To worship god: to obey
. «parents and governours, and thereby to conserve common”
~society: lawful conjunction of man and woman: succession of
children: education of children: acquisition of things which
- pertaine ,to no man: equall: 11bert1e of all: to communicate
- commodities: to repell force: to hurt no man : and generally,
to'do to another as he would be.done unto...." {(Sir John
‘Hayward, An Answer to the First Part of a Certa1ne
' Conference -Concerning -Succession (London: Simon_ - ’ :
‘Waterson, 1603) PP - A3( )-A4.) An analysis of Donnée’s Ecstasy -
~also reveals’ that man’s quest to understand who he is is -
“only resolved by the achievement of the proper or natural
balance, for man, between the spiritual and the material,
“and that this resolut1on is only achieved ‘through love. Love'
‘achieves man’is fu]]ness of be1ng, in love, or through 1ove,-
man learns who he is. (c T1l]yard pp. 85- 6) |

e v .
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I11. ONTOLOGIEAL VIOLATION IN KING LEAR

~ ' L : ‘ .

It should be clear by now that, aCCOrdtng to'thew

doctr1ne, the quest1on or problem of. ev1l is fundamentally

. an ontolog1cal.problem. a quest1on of the nature of be1ng

—The dramavof King Lear, as 1t explores the nature of ev1l,

“also moves 1n this realm of ontology and COnfronts‘a basic

El

quest1on of ex1stence "Who 1s it that can tell ‘me who I

am?"; as 1t explores the nature of evil it explores‘the

_nature of the_human belng It attempts to dlscover'what ts

unnatural is, in fact, ev1l and that ev1l is the'privationv

of the fullness of the human be1ng S

/ . N . ! 4/0

There seems to be l1ttle or no quest1on that
ShaKespeare was concerned w1th nature and the natural or

perhaps more prec1sely w1th the nature of nature and the

v75 R C. Bald notes that "’Nature and its

der1vat1ves .occur, more frequently in th1s play than 1nvany

other play. of ShaKespeare"(Bald p.339), and Theodore
‘Spencer ‘elaborates: "Shakespeare uses the word ‘unnatural’.
37 times in all his plays; one fifth of these uses is in
Klng Lear. 1t is also 1nterest1ng to note, from a study of
the Concordance, that the word ’'nature’ is used a great deal
more in _.the plays written between 1601 and 1608 than in any

- hz :

¢ |

~natural and what is unnatural for man, and.reveals that the
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and 1tvseems equally c]ear that his exp]orat1on of th1s

‘ prob]em was conducted w1th1n the confines of the K4
1ntellectual background that he 1nher1ted The concept of
;he 1nter—re1atedness of all levels of being conveyed"by the
- _metaphor ot the chatn of being, . for instance, is crucial to
"Shakespeare s exam1nat1on of nature It is the question.of
ba]ance in creat1on of - the proper meaéure, form and.order
throughout t@e'ranksot_beind, that ie examined. When tear
‘.inVoKes his memorab]evcurse on.Gonerit in Act I, scene iv
t’Hear, Naturet hear...’), he addresses a,natune-Whtch-heh
‘4c1early conceiVes of‘ae some Ktnd'ofdmoraIVOr ethical order.
: He curses Goner11 because he be11eves she has v1olated
tnature wh1ch he sees as ful]y rea11zed not on]y in a proper
d1spos1t1on of phys1ca1 or mater1a1 creat1on but also in - a’

proper disposition of human mora11ty - a part1cular code of

‘behavior. On the heath as well h1s view of nature 1nvolveS'

f;mora] cons1derat1ons

Rumble thy be]]yfu]' Sp1t fire! Spout, rain!

Nor rain, wind," thunder, fire, are my daughters:

I tax you not[ you elements, W1th unkindness;

I' never gave you kingdom, call’d you ch11dren

You owe me no subscription: then let fall.

Your horrible pleasure; here 1 stand, your slave,

A" poor, infirm, weak, and desp1s d o]d mar.

But yet I call you serv11e ministers,

That will with two pern1c1ous daughters join

Your high-engender’'d battles '‘gainst a head

So old and white as th1s 0, ho! 'tis foul.
-”(III 14~ 24)7G _ N :

5(cont’ d)others - 40 per cent of the uses ‘occur in 22 per
cent of the plays. It occurs most frequently “in King LeaP
40 times." (Spencer, p.142,fn.#8).
76 This basic assumption under11es Lear s thought as
revealed in hls speech at III 11,49 59 as well: '
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4Learfperce1Ves the storm.as unnatural only when it is
linked, in histmind, to the behavior of his "two pernwc1ous

<daughters". Nature}:then, is not only a physxcal
. . : \ .
equilibrium, but also and more so the equ1]1br1um - the

proper.measure, form and order - of moral forces. It is in
_this sense that one speaks’'of the nature of man, and in the
play the disturbance“of this moraT-dinension invotves and’
is ref]ected in, the disturbance of the phys1ca1 world as
well. What Lear perceives 1n the above quotat1on as nature
co-operat1ng_w1th his daughters is 51mply the d1sorder in
physicat nature ‘that attends the disorder in'mora} nature,i
To'Shakeepeare; and indeed in ‘terms Of‘the inteJIectual
trad1t1on he 1nher1ted both: the mora] and the phy51ca1

_ d1mens1ons were 1nseparab1e components of the tota] order
that composed creat1on and thus were 1ntr1ns1cal]y re]ated

to and 1nterdependent upon each other 77
- 78(cont'd)
N .Let the great Gods,. ' ‘

‘That Keep this dreadful pudder o’'er our heads,

Find out their enemies.now. Tremble, thou wretch
-~ That hast within thee undivulged crimes, 2

Unwhipp’d of Justice; hide thee, thou bloody hand .

Thou.per jur’d, and thou simular of virtue -

That art 1ncestuous, caitiff, to pieces shake,
~.That under covert and conven1ent seeming . '
Has practis’d on man’ s life; close pent-up gu1lts
Rive your concea]1ng continents, and cry '

These dreadfu] ‘summoners grace. :

77 In part1cu1ar one reca]ls Hooker s famous passage in Book

I, chapter 3, section 2 of his Ecclesiastical Polity on the
. fear of chaos, a passage which elaborates the belief in the
inter-relatedness of all creation. Ulysses’' speech on degree
in Troilus and Cressida(l’,iii,75ff.) also shows how events
and behavior in the affa1rs of man are an intrinsic part of
the total -order of -creation: that the physical and moral
d1mens1ons of existence are parts of ai'single order. To

y AR .
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i:un1ty 78:

- been: 1mposs1ble without the p1cture of man’s nature and. the"
- conflict ‘it “included that was taken for -granted in g
/hajvShakespeare S 1ntellectua1 and emot1ona1 background T
'v}(Spencer, pp 141~2) ST SEEARIR RAR R

. w
1 ; :
. ,‘c»

3V1otat1on in one meant v1o]at1on 1n the other,\d1sturbance

1n e1thertwas dlsturbance 1n the whole If the measure formv

-“v'andvorder of creatton -‘or nature i were d1sturbed in any i

"gtWayf*they were dtsturbed throughout for naturelwas a:

-

So in Klng Lear when the mora] un1verse 1s d1sturbed

hthe phys1ca1 un1verse ds a]so d1sturbed As Act III scene ;;1
‘211 opens,.Lear 5% mcontendmg w1th the fretfu] elements
"f [(III ) and b1dd1ng them to consume and destroy nature,ptbd; .

hhﬂ»crack Nature s mou]ds that makes 1ngratefu1 man Th1s

9

'f{f1ngrat1tude 1s 50 unnatura] that nature can on]y destroy
f1i1tse1f to expunge 1t Lear s understand1ng of nature and theah”
h'cahatural s ent1re1y bound up w1th mora] cons1derat1ons fromf B

"hthe s1mp1e mora] v1o]at1on comes the v101at1on of the o
ltjentﬁrety of nature and th1s v1o]at1on(1s S0 tota] that

'ﬂsipurgatwon can on]yrcome through destruct1on Ihe_Gentleman dh'_

77(conp~d repeat R C. Bald -moreover Lo the fam111ar concept B

of the: great chain of be1ng, which is at the basis of

. -“Ulysses’ speech determ1ned°the patterns of Shakespeare s'uﬂ'
. thought;" "the thought of Ulysses’' speech is at: the:. very~
vfoundat1on ochhakespeare S fee11ng about nature and

society." (Bald, pp.339 and. 349.)

78 Theodore Spencer suggests. thatciear and Lear s. exper1ence‘

L are throughout the play presented as .a microcosm that FPR
- reflects and 'is in some intimate way bound up with the-rf~
~:-macrocosm;. that what happens to Lear" affects the other G
;1h1erarch1es of nature. (pp.139-40) He then goes on to state ;Y
- that re*1nforcement through:expansion, expansion through ;
“re-inforcement, in .the worlds of nature, of the individual.
_vand of the state, ‘each 1nseparab1y 11nked to the others so .
.thag@when one°fa1]s, they all: fall - such is- Shakespeare s M:P

technique in King Lear. It is.a- technique that would have



_;f in Act III scene i states thab Lear~f‘

'lv

- Gloucester teIIs Edmund

: is aware of the whoIéness of nature Aberrat1ons 1n the“u*

. \4'6 B

B1ds the wind. b/ow the earth 1nto the sea,,'
.Or-swell the curled waters "bove the- ma1n, _
That th1ngs m1ght change or cease. (III ,5- 7)

These I1nes recaII part of the great speech on- degree in
TPOIIUS and CPeSSIda Take away thel prerogattve of age,b_v':»'

crowns sceptres,']aurels Ulysses cIa1ms, and "the bounded:'

;y waters/ Should I1ft their bosoms h1gher than the shores/ And

make a. sop of alI thic solid gIobe (I 111-13) They alsoj'”
recaII Hooker s COmments on -the natura] Iaw 1n the ' '

EccleSIastlcal Pollty when ' he states that God "gave h1strfd

) ‘ji decree unto the sea that the waters shouId not pass h1sjdir:d'

b N

' commandment "79 D1sturbancc in the: mora] order of nature"'“

1nvolves the whoIe of creat1on and 1nev1tab1y resu]ts 1n a
. O - s

d1sturbance of the phys1ca] order as; we]l '"These late

eCT1pses in the sun and moon ~portend. no good to us, ‘,j;;;g;r~+

- though the w1sdom of Nature can reason it thus
‘uand thus, yet. Nature finds itself scourg ‘'d by the

sequent effects. Love - cools? fr1endsh1p falls off,

1‘7brothers d1v1de,., .and the bond cracK’d ’tw1xt son
:and father (I 111 100 106) : LT

AIthough he*has cause and effect backwards GIoucester, too,;

! {)

phys1ca1 order of/ﬁhe unﬁverse are ex‘ress1ons of and are
/ ihe 4

part of aberra;/ons in the moraI order;-Desp1te the fact v‘\

that he may bggﬁup;ﬁst1t1ous or try1ng to evade moral

B

"respons1b111 y (or bothl: he nonethe]ess presents the v1s1ondv'

of wholen 5s shared by Lear (and Ulysses in Trorlus and v
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”7Cress1da) 8°‘He'is;» Tf you Tike, one ofAL;C.vKnightst
{,vo1ces‘ As also w1th Lear lsuCh'a‘vision or aWareness'
:1mp11es a-concept1on of nature as a K1nd of norm, both
'.phys1calband mora] that can be v1oTated : Nature f1nds
itse]t séaqu7d Love cools{:fr1endsh1p faTTs off,
. brothers d1v1de "82. The d1sturbance of the phys1ca1 norm 1n
;,Klng LeaP 1s a cond1t1on of the v1oTat1on of the moraT norm
| What 1s the moraT norm then7 What 1n fact 1s natura]
iffor man7 An 1mportant deveTopment in. rena1ssance thought

;}must at th1s po1nt be ment1oned because of tl

’._fcons1derable 1mpact on ET1zabethan tragedy, and 1n,’

jpart1cu1ar Klng LeaF dohn Danby states that'"there was a-

n'rrcurrent doubt in. Shakespeare s t1me as to&whatnNature rea]ly

.._..__..-.._._._......_.._._

80 Cf. Robert B. He11man The Two Natures in Klng Lear"‘1n ;fr
Accent; vol1.8, 1847-8:" Gloucester also stands. for the- order ‘.
of the whole: he sees a reTat1onsh1p between all aspects of

:;1_the un1verse‘"(p 57)"

8.1: Knights . suggests fhat in thL eXperlence of King LeaP we.
are in part "caught up.in. a gréat and almost impersonal poem

. in which we’ hear cergﬁin voices which: echo and counterpoint

“each other; and all that they -say is part of: the tormented

“w;consc1ousnes of Lear and the consciousness of Lear is- part

--of the consciousness of human -kind." L.C. Kn1ghts, "King:

" Lear and ‘the Great: Tragedies” in Bor1s Ford, ed. ThekPeT1can
- Guide ‘to Enql1sh Literature, Volume Two: The Age of -

" ShaKkespeare (Harmondswor th: Penguin,1955), p.233. .

.82 Heilman suggests that in King. Leah "there is . bound up

~in the word [i.e. nature] a suggestion of norm, of

‘whoTeness, of ‘a. desirable and, permanent order’ of thlngs

- That: ‘nature’ is not -merely any ‘given state of affairs 1n

- Tife, but a reguTar d1spos1t1on an. 1nform1ng«pr1nc1p1e with -

| which, 1ndeed any g1ven state of-affairs may not be it

- scene Vii,
-cries, “"“Edm

~;harmony '(Robert B. Heilman, "The Two Naturesv1n King Lean"-‘
xr“in_ACCent wvol.8, 1947 48, p.53) Noteralso: that An Act LILy

: hen h1s ‘eyes are: be1ng- wtoeut, Q@%ester S
. el the sparks of natqwﬁs.

“this horri
. of nature-
T the acts



was 11Ke "83 What th1s doubt was and ‘meant 1s expla1ned by
L.c. Kn1ghts | oo |

Lin the age of Shakespeare the part1a1 eros1on of; :
the established assumptions about Nature [seems] to
have had a share in the undermining of the older '
conception of human nature and the traditional
sanct1éns of morality. By the beginning of the
'Seventeenth century -to some minds Nature was ceas1ng

~ to. appear as . a d1v1ne1y ordained -order ‘and was .

*beg1nh1ng to -appear as an amoral collection of o
~forces. Now if man himself is only part of Nature as
thus conce1ved then natural 1mpulse (or-so it may. -
be argued) cannot be quest1oned JBAL

”“;»hAugust1ne Aqu1nas and Hooker were’ be1ng contested by the ;::

. new th1nkers,- espec1a11y Monta1gne and Mach1ave111.? in, the

r,Goner11 and Regan Klng LeaP becomes the wor]d 1n wh'

h.same way that the o]d order and convent1ons of Lear and j”

o Gloucester are be1ng cha]]enged and forced out by Edmuge

'NnaturaP 1mpu]se th1s amoral co]]ect1on of fon‘
“ibeg1ns to-: act and conf11ct w1th the o]d'"d1v1ne1y“ _
b’forder L The 1nte11ectual turmo11 of. E11zabethan Eng]and is

; Ly
“kreflected 1n the dramat]c tjrmo11 of Klng LeaF and the

l"a‘qUest1ons in Ihe play ‘echo the questlons of the age "Whoitg f

‘;‘t that can tel] me who I am?ﬂ;fij

. ‘"The sp11t in: the concept of nature is to be found as

r”;lgé'early as the pre Socrat1cs,.for they d1st1ngu1shed between

C ~,nomos - nature as 1aw = and ths1s - nature as v1ta1."7

tforce "ss and 1n the Rena1ssance the awareness of th1s sp11t

'“w1s most acute 1n the thought of Monta1gne and Mach1ave111

_.“83 Danby p 35J o & RN S
S8R LG ~Ki ”ahts " Some ShaKespearean Themes, p 88

'd77:85 ‘Rober t 43 Bauer, “"Despite of Mine Own Nature: Edmund and

the Drders, “Cosmic and- Morat"'1n Texas Stud1es 1n L1terature
and Lanquaqe vol X 1968 p 360 . ‘ :
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- Monta1gne argued that "1aws or1g1nate not in nature 1tse]f
" but rather 'take thetr author1t1e from possess1on and

custome’”, that they are based on arb1trary convent1on'7

'vrather than on some unknown 1mmutab1e essence '86 Thus,_

Edmund' plague of custom"(I 11) Contrasts w1th the'
;ontolog1ca1 stab111ty of the med1eva1 measure, form and;‘f"v
‘order As a result of hts conv1ct1ons, Monta1gne "had sa1d ."

‘that there was no real dtfference between man and- the other

"ﬂan1mals and he thereby Knocked n. out of h1s cruc1al

3qﬂLHuman nature to Mach1ave111 "is ghxs1s, At admlts of no f
'uulaws “89 It is the amora] co]]ect1on of forces the v1ta1‘

:1hhse1f assert1on of an Edmund or a Goner11 that is. natura]

’”“fsevers from what man does any 1mp11cat1on of what he ought

wpos1t1on in the natura] h1erarchy "87 Mach1ave1]1, for h1s-t

«part a]so felt that

the rea1 truth of th1ng 3 had no connect1on w1th
zthe e]aborate structure of “inter-related hierarchies
or with the respons1b1l1ty of man to the universe. iuv'“
“For him the real truth of. things: concerned: pract1ca1 '
- matters and part1cu1ar necesstt1es, 1t had no
'_bear1ng on mora]s or 1deals 88‘ -

0

thP man h"Even more c]ean]y than - d1d Montalgne,‘Mach1ave111’d""

'”to do "9° Once aga1n the med1eva1 understand1ng of human

‘nature 1s contrad1cted and def1ed ,-g“}'

-

Suoh 1s tﬁe nature of the conf]1ct 1t 1s the amb1gu1ty 7hﬁ

"”of‘the,tehm: natune‘ that 1s set before us and exam1ned in

u'7?9{Bauer, p 361 vfjj
- 87 “Spencer., p.38..

.88 Spencer,; p. 44.

89 ‘Bauer, p. 363 ) ’hf& ;:'f SR s vhh@f[7=-;5v"d
,99»Bauer P 363 R R A T
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*the drama of Klng Lear and. 1t 1s toward a reso]utxon oF the. fj
"amb1gu1ty that the drama moves . Lear and Gloucester,_we have
'1seen, conce1ve of nature as a. stab]e un1ty of. mora] and
phys1ca1 constants that have been estab]1shed in the very
| essence of all created be1ng Nature, to them is-an

:ontolog1ca1 order that 1s rea]1zed in the measure Form and

order proper to a]] creat1on and to each 1nd1v1dua1

/ creature A]though the p]ay is set in a pagan wor]d their”fﬁ -

:b\v1ew oF nature 1s ne1ther pagan nor anc1ent Br1t1sh " but'
- is the same as Hooker‘s and Bacon s. "lLear' s nature, 11Kevf
the1rs,bls a structure ascend1ng from prtmord1a1 matter up
tto Qod "9‘itt“‘ the concept1on of the great cha1n of .5;3

’being) The1r concept1on of nature as essent1a] measure

';form and order however s reJected by Edmund as: mere:

' p]ague of custom He is the representat1ve of the new v1ew :

tfftof nature as pure v1ta1 force Nonethe]ess, although th1s.'

“new or modern understand1ng of nature is represented 1n the'"'-3

g’fptay,‘ the. orthodox and ben1gnant v1ew 1s a]so strong]y

"urepresented It is: the v1ew of those 1n the p]ay who seem

"already to be sl1ght1y o]d fash1oned "92 Thus Kent who 1s f
faware of an order or qu 11ty of be1ng that 1s v1o]ated by

‘-; the storm ’nam1ng thls q a11ty nature ( The tyranny of the gf

'f{;'open ntght’s too rough/ For nature to endure t-III 1v 2- 3)

"pand Albany, who shares the percept1on of a proper order”in‘

'159‘ Danby, p 28
®2 Danby, p. 21.
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:‘the mora] universe. 93 Of all the characters in the p]ay who"

\

vyare concerned w1th the questton of nature, in fact (and

Regan and Goner1l must ‘be exempt from th1s category94) the

B great maJor1ty share the trad1t1ona] v1ew held by Lear and

‘ 61oucester Perhaps, therefore, th1s view is the
understand1ng of nature that . Shakespeare means for us to
’»draw from Klng Lear perhaps th1s 1s the reso]ut1on of
"'amb1gu1ty towards wh1ch the drama moves V

| “What does th1s v1ewqhave to say about what 1s natural
'rfOP man7 Because the ptay s exam1nat1on of th1s quest1on is
'conducted ch1ef1y w1th1n the conf1nes of an’ explorat1on of

| the f111a1 re]at1onsh1p, we w111 beg1n there (
| The "bond ’tw1xt son and father that G]oucester speaks

_of as. some K1nd of standard of the natura] in humanblf‘"

'v]behav1or(l‘i1) is also referred to by Corde11a ("1 1ove YOUP‘

MaJesty/ Accord1ng to my bond '1,1,91 2): Danby suggests

'r*that for Cordel1a "’bond’.means natura] t1e , a duty

‘b'w11]1ng]y accepted and glad]y carr1ed out because 1t answers C

' ,to r1ght 1nst1nct "95 It 1s the express1on of that wh1ch 1s

natural to humanxty f the natural bond of 1ove and honourj' .
(in her ‘case between father and ch11d)'- and 1t is sure]y 1nfx

t':'.th1s sense that G]oucester refers to the bond ’tw1xt son\j'7'

- e e e - - o—

o83 Cf IV,11,46 50 ("If that the heavens do not the1r
~ visible spirits/ Send quickly down to tame .these vilde’
. offences,/ It will come,/ Humanity must perforce prey.on? . -
“itself,/ Like monsters of the deep.") and 1V, ii,78-80 ("Th]sf '

I shows you are above / You: Just1cers,»that these our nether
‘crimes/ So speed11y can venge."). - :

®4. Heilman is.correct when he states that Goner11 and Regan‘Q
(He11man p.58) -

: jf'show no interest in the prob]em of nature
‘..95 Danby’ p 129 : S :
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and fatherf'as welt. LearuatSOvmenttons'the filial bond as -
-,an:expreSSiOn of-what.is‘proper5or natural to man,.and
‘1br1ef1y enumerates 1ts qua11t1es when 1ntAct.LL;.scene iv

he pathet1ca11y tells Regan |
. thou better Know' st I '
The off1ces of nature, bond of ch1]dhood
a Effects jof- courtesy, dues of grat1tude
(II iv, 175- 77) e ,
"yThese are the qua]wﬁ1es that express the fullness of human 4

‘_nature and are not s1mp1y the. p]ague'of-custom . Lear,s

7]yv1ew Danby suggests, 11Ke Hooker’s and‘Bacon's "takes for

granted that - parents are to be honoured and human decenc1es
1observed It assumes for the abso]ute shape for man an 1mage
~of tenderness,bcomfort generos1ty, char1ty,-courtesy, |
grat1tude t96 H1s v1ew ‘moreover, is shared by ‘many og/most
.of " the charaoters of the play, those characters Danby .'
‘”'ffeels,‘ who are, unquest1onab1y the most human "97~;h
o B Edmund t th1s po1nt,,wou1d 1nterrupt and cry fou]
.s."The who]e 1ot of . you,,,he wou]d say, "have been d1seased by
"the p]ague of custom Z‘What 1s natura] for | man is what’ {s,

«

'- gnatural to the:annma]s,'noth1ng more." Now Edmund’

.opinions,'and1thethuman behav1or they beget must be Judged

in terms of the p]ay a]one It is clear that the p]ay 1s
r»tetevw1th an1ma] 1magery, but this" 1magery 1s, 'used of

Oy some of the characters, characters who are actual]y

: contrasted w1th others 1n whom | there 1s_no Jota_of

”,95 Danby p.28. .. ERR TP
®7 Danby, p.21. L
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vbestia1ity."98 Itﬂis apptied-to\those,character; who lack
sympathy, tenderness, generosityqand love' characters of'the
- Edmund-Goneri1 group, whereas the characters who man1fest <‘
these qualities, a]though they are somet1mes 1mag1st1cally
11nked to an1mals (for man is part an1ma1) %{e not referred
4to as savage predatory beasts,’ as are the Edmund Goner11
group pers1stent]y The K1ndness of the good characters is-

made to compare. 1mag1st1ca11y, w1tﬁ'the feroc1ty of the1r
~ \

\

' predators They are, in fact mery and women proper]y f
understood Thene is a contrast then between those
: characters who are unnatura]]y best1al ‘and those who . are ;

not; the 1mp]1cat1on be1ng that the contrast a]so ex1sts

- between those men and women who are human and those who are

ﬁnotﬁ Edmund may fee] that man 1is s1mply an an1ma1 but the

/

:play 1tself -»the 1magery the dramat1st himself emp]oys ;_
:=suggests that Edmund is wrong As G W1lson Knlght suggests,

[Edmund] obeys nature’s’ law of se1f1shness he .-
does not understand that it is in the nature of man
. -~ to be unself1shf to ‘love and-serve his community, as
. .surely as. it 1571n the nature- of . the beast to g]ut '
o h1s own 1mmed1ate des1re 88 .

-The contrast between characters that the 1magery oF the p]ay
po1nts to sure]y suggests that unK1ndness is. 1nhuman and _
‘,]1Ke the beasts The an1ma1 wor-1d may have 1ts own ways
5nbut mank1nd by nature, should be someth1ng other than the

mes e~ ot 1)ttt 4 e . .
98 Robert B. Heilman, This Great Staqe Imaqe and Structure
in King Lear (Louisiana State Uniwversity Press, 1948), p.51.
(A more. deta1]ed study of the an1ma1 1magery 1n the play

- follows later in this chapter.) . L _
99 G. Wilson Knight, The Wheel of F1re, 4th ed1t1on (London:'
Methuen 1949) p. 186 . . ‘ ’
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beaets."1°°d

' The behavior of clearly half of the characters in King
uxLeaﬁ,is’in cOntraet with the behavior—of the Edmund-Goner 1
f'group Kent for example refuses to abandon Lear even: after
- the K1ng has exiled h1m on pena]ty of death _and both he ! andx‘
~ the Fool" fo]]ow Lear 1nto the tempest G]oucester a]though‘
_his po]1t1c cons1derat1ons 1n1t1a11y restrain, him, follows

Lear 1nto the storm as we]] desp1te the-fact that he too

' ‘risks his life. in doing so 101 They are w1th Lear suffering

w1th him and r1sk1ng their: own 11ves for him, because they

_ 1ove him and w1sh to soothe h1m And Edgar is there as well,
/

the true son who is in t1me ‘to gu1de‘and equort‘a father
who seeks»his‘death. In Act III, scene iV they'ahe'alluon_'
the heath, drawn'together jntthe‘etobm because theytToVe and
wish toJ50cc0urfone.another, welﬁ aWare that‘to do so could -
-mean-death.nlt~is throughtthem,/to borrow the words of L:C;,
-Kn1ghts, | R |

.that we come to see more: clearly the sharp
' d1st1nct1on between those whose w1sdom is purely for
themselves and those foolish ones.. .who recklessly
- take their stand on loyalties and" sympath1es that’
are: qu1te outs1de the scope of any prudent1al

- e e

100 Kn1ght p.185. I
101 Cf, III,iv,145-50 (G]oucester s speak1ng to Lear):
_ Go in w1th me. My duty cannot suffer | -
T’ obey in all your ddughters’ hard commands:
Though ‘their injunction be to bar my doors,
And let this tyrannous night take hold upon you,
Yet I have ventured to come seek you out: -
And bring you where both fire and food is ready. 3
At I11,i11,17-19, as well, Gloucester tells Edmund: "If I
‘die for it, as no less is threatened me, the King, my old .
master, must ‘be re11ev d " ‘ SR ]
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calculus.102

-

Moreover dur1ng and after the horror of G]oucester s

b11nd1ng, ShaKespeare g1ves us another vision of the/same o

- sp1r1t that prompts the act1ons of the Foo] Kent,

Gloucester and, Edgar A mere servant is outraged at the »

,cruelty he 1s w1tne551ng and sacr1f1ces himself in h1s

attempt to save G]oucester (LI, v11,70 80}, and shortly

¢

'fthereafter the remaining two'servants comfort Gloucester and

"fetch some f]ax and whites of eggs/ To app]y to his
bleed1ng face " He is then 1ed by the 01d. Man to Edgar

again at r1sK of persona] safety (IV A7), an old man who

'then goes off to seeK for Edgar the “best ’pare]" that he‘

jhas, "come on't what w1]1 ‘There 1s also the compass1onate4,

\

) "Gentleman” - who, _w1th Kent 'searches for Lear (III ) and

later (if the sdme one) descr1bes Corde11a S react1on to

' Lear’s suffer1ng (IV 111,10 32). The p]ay shows that ‘the

ﬁ_mean as well as the great d1splay this capac1ty for

compass1on and sacr1f1ce wh1ch suggests someth1ng un1versa1
or natural to human1ty As En1d Welsford observes,

.in Klng Lear all. ghe good’ characters have one
str1k1ng quality in common, they have’ the capacity
for ' fellow-feeling’ highly developed....Perfect and.
imperfect alike take for granted that the capacity
for sympathetic love is.a very valuable but quite
norma] attr1bute of human nature. 103 '

PO

The “bad" or evil characters, she then.C]aims, “are the -

102 | *C. Knights, Some Shakespearean Themes, p. 110

103 Fnid We]sford The Fool: His Social and L1terary H1sto;y

(Faber and Faber, 1935; rpt.,Gloucester, Mass.: Peter

"/" Smith,1966), p.260. = |
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exact opposite of!the gccd in that they are'abnormally

devoid of ’fe]low-fee]ing’ To.-be fully human is to have
~this qua]1ty, whereas 1ts absence (deprivation) is
incomplete belng tendlng to non-being (evi1) 1f man is
noble, then h1s nob111ty is real1zed quite s1mp1y,,1n the

ful]ness of hhs being: his capac1ty for 1ove and compasston

~and the strength of courage that he draws therefrom, even 1n_j'

#.

the mldst of n1ghtmar1sh bruta11ty Th1s nob111ty,‘alongstde

horrible evil, .is displayed in abundance in King LeaP and: 1sj o

»éurQ1y part of -the vision Shakespeare is presentnng_of human.
fnature. | - - R S .
It the qualtties‘of loyehand COmpassion'are the
_expression of what it means to be.fUIJy_human,-tffthe ?
'presence:ot these}qualities tn the plgy. points to a’humanity'
that transcends the best1al behav1or and undeﬁstand1ng of'J

“Edmund, then we have now come to the center of the

a

-..ontological question of the humanvbelng,that.the play, in ‘I

part, ~addresses. It is.in the behavior of the.good

characters 1n the p]ay, those ban1shed and suffer1ng men and-

- women of compass1on, that we see the essence of human be1ng

expressed In Act IIT, scene iv Lear\gazes upon the fou] and -

pun1shed naKedness of Edgar on the heath and asks, "Is man
no more than . th1s7" It is here and now that the decept1ve
appearances of the ear11er Acts have been str1pped awa§ and

Learkconfronts»naked - essent1a] - human1ty. The question he

asks, therefore, is fraught with both significance and

irony. It is significant because the consciousness of the
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whole drama at this homent.coneiders the eseence of
humanity; the ontological question & the nature of .human
natureAWith which the play is concerned is now asked.

The irony of Lear’s questton-rests inhthe fact that he -
doee not yet-see the correct answer which surrounds himg\fll

he sees is Edgar's filthiness and seeming bestiatity and

[

’ mietakes this for the)futlnese offhumanifyt'"ls man no. more

thanithfs?_Consider him:wellti.thou art the thing.ttgelf;

-

-unaccommodated man is no more but such a poor, bare; forked

an1mat ae thou art. "(III'iv 100-06) Lear asks his quest1on

in the circum: !tnce of the heath and before the rea11ty of

Poor Tom, but he m1sunderstands both the c1rcumstance and

3 f‘;!;* =3 .
e Larfion in the Lear universe

the rea11ty The. heathhis'the

'wh1ch represents starK rea11ty,“®he truth of th1ngs str1pped
~ down and la1d bare. On the heath-Lear confronts the -

’ essent1als of be1ng and is surrounding by the“FooT;‘Kent and
. Gtodeester; surrOunded that 1s, by human love, compass1on
~and devotion. For his part Edgar too, ‘as Popr.Tom, is

hcont1nually assoc1ated with nature 104

__________________

104 Cf, II,i4i14, 9 20: e ‘

.my face I"11 grime‘with filth, :
'B]anket my loins, elf all my ha1rs in Knots,‘
And with presented nakedness outface
-The winds -and persecutions of .the sky.
The country gives me proof and precedent
Of Bedlam beggars, who, with roaring voices,
Strike in their numb’d and mortified bare arms
.Pins, wooden pricks, nails, sprigs of rosemary;
And with this horrible object, from low farms,
Poor pelting villages, sheep- cotes,-and'mills;
Sometime with lunatic bans, sometime with ‘prayers,
Enforce their charity. Poor Turlygod! Poor Tom!

~and cf. also I1l,iv,125-36:
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and although thgge as§ociations seem ugly'andtvile (Whtch‘
Lear seizes on) they ane simpty the'qualities‘of raw
unaccommoda ted natyre.bln'Tem the essence of . human nature
5% revealed. In htm, and in the others, we encdunter
‘essenttalbhumanity, and the aud1ence is aware ot ‘the
qual1t1es that set these characters apart from. t e
Gonerlt/Edmund grOup The an1mal 1magery of the play po1nts,
in fact, to this group "as beasts, whereas Edgar a d all .
those°w1th Lear on the heath are understood to be far more

)

The scoured; brutal

0

than "poor , bare, forked an1mals;

reality of the heath uhcovers the nobility of’han,-the

sbiritual'superiority of man oVer beast, that Lear has

d1ff1culty perce1v1ng at thas po1nt He eeizes on Edgar’s

mater1a1 poverty w1th“ ;_f" .ea1121ng that“th1s nakedness

“

on the heath‘reveate,

Zﬁ‘°4(Cont”d)

Edgar: Poor - j“wthat eats the SW1mm1ng frog,‘the toad the
todpo]e the: ‘newt, and-.the water; ‘that ‘in the fury of

‘his heart Whem he - foul fiénd rages; eats cow-dung for .
sallets; swa]1 >the o]d rat and the ditch-dog; drinks the
green mant]e .mice" and rats and such
. small deer,Z: H:




To 1earn the answer to h1s quest1on _ 15~man-ho-moﬁe77
vthan th1s°", hear must wa1t for h1s 1n1t1a1 patn to sub51de
Eand for h1s susta1ned suffer1ng to rarefy h1s v1s1on and

. br1ng the 1ns1ght and w1sdom4@f the 1ater Acts He becomes

e J]1ke Tom and is pr1cKed and p1nched by n@ture.'he tOO

-

‘l\becomes un1ted w1th unacoommodated nature and ]earns from

_~_~_—_.....____'._.._..._'

”.105 Enid Welsford c]alms that. "it indeed, . . the good whobﬁtajffj‘”

are normal. Lear “in-his’ fo]]y, 18 not reduced, as he fears

‘:tho the Tevel of " the beasts buti to essential naKed human1ty;'””x

' unaccqmmodated man’ .’ the: th1ng 1tse1f” It is the evil whé™
;;_Y’be monster’ themsetveS’ {Welsford, p.270) On_ the nakedngss '~
. theme in Acts 11I- and. 111 Haro]d Skulsky states: "If, the;{

- as Edmund.and Lear assume good’ man’s- d1gn1ty and
s persona]1ty are.a persona: 1ndeed .a masK over a void,
;v{nakedness phys1cal and sp1r1tua1 will d1sclose the;vo1d
. ~the dispossessed, madman|on‘beggar will ‘reveal thevﬂ
“essential cheapness beneath. ... .The notor1ous iro
_,'pantom1me divestiture Lear performs in the course ;
..play is that a gbod man’s nakedness, his animal and- sensual S
- being,iis. itself a K1nd of’ c]oth1ng..;. Lear' s'own old age e
.Smadness and poverty are .no closer to 'the truth,about the - .
. King than the masqugrades Of Edgar,- Kent and/the Fool. These
o Tittleiseeming-substances, fragments -ofvan atomized soc1ety,‘
. ~as they huddle together in the, hovel or stumble ‘toward . the. -
. farmhouse :in “the; downpour,-are brightly etched as the sa1nts_
of. a. holy, wommunity untted .in-devotion to Lear. Humanity
.-.~obst1nate1y pers1sts in belng the. wearer ‘and not the ...
"~f‘garment That isy- human1ty is someth1ng other than mere
~"animal or'sensual: being", which, SKu]sKy suggests, - cannot
- be~viewed as the -essence, but onlyltas a kind of clothing.
“ NaKedness do@h in fact revea] essential humanity, but: th1s o
';humantty mus not be ‘confused. with. an]ma11ty, the- nakedness -

.- ..does not réveal "the essent1a] cheapness bgneath - but

“rather’ in stark, etched lines, the sa1nts of a holy.®
. community united in devotion to. Lear " (Harold. Skulsky
C L MKing Lear and the Meanlng of Chaos" .in Shakespeareum
‘-Quarter]y, vol.XVII, 1966, .p.10) . '
©o1ee Cf. the ‘stage:- d1rect1ons at IV,vi, 80 ( Enter Leaﬁ _ :
N fantast1ca]1y dressed with. w1ld flowers ) and- Corde11a L
. lines at the- ‘opening of TV, iv: T P _ S
" Alaek: ‘tis he: why, hevwas met even ‘now
“As mad as the vex'd sea Jnging: aloud; _
Crown d w1th rank fum1ter%§nd furrow- weeds, o

‘:,//_



The naKedness he suffers enab]es h1m to see 1nto the essence;

I

:h o& human K1nd of wh1ch th1s nakedqess 1s emblemat1c ‘07 It

t enables h1m to see Corde11a’- o understand her s1gn1f1cance ;

o madness to ach1eve the rarg

j'l nature of th1ngs In Acf

and va]ue‘- and to return to her for Corde11a, more than

k,;anyone else in the play, represents the fullness of.

| human1ty,_that whlch is: natural and proper to man

L,The'way is. Qgrepared for the meet1ng w1th Corde]1a ‘
“which: taKes up all the positive movements .of the = -
.wplay and stamps them with the seal of a reality that
. is even more deeply- grounded in the nature -of: th1ngs,
“than the;form1dab1e self1shness Lear has d1scovered o

,/va'beneath convent1ona1 appearances 109.w‘

Lear has stumb]ed from 1gno ance through suffer1ng and _
1ns1ghts of the 1ater Acts and L
tord1scovér what Kn1ghts c ns1ders to be “the most 'ﬁfr‘ '

fundamehtal rea11ty of a] the lpve and forg1veness of

Corde11a L1t a rea]wty t:at 15’ deep1y grounded ]ﬂ the d}‘v'”ﬂ,’

IV scene 111, for 1n§§ance

Corde11a s gr1ef ]1Ke E‘gar as’ Poor Tom 1s‘assoc1ated'with~”'

AP

105(cont d)W1th hardocrs, hemlock netttes, cuckoo f]owers. {;t
Darne].:and all the 1d1e weeds ‘that grow : AN
In our sustaining corn. {11.1:6) =

:,157 G- Wilson: Kn1ght fee]s that 1n Klng Lear "we see

" humanity suffering’, but more . so we ‘see that manK1nd:are .
~wcontinually being ennobled by suffer1ng They bear it with: o
an.ever deeper 1ns1ght dinto their own hature and the h1ddenf_; S

purposes of existence. (Kn1ght pp. 195 and - 196)

108 As D:G.-James puts “it, Lear, .in Act IV, scene'v11 ,hashq;j:t’

- stumbled his way through the storm From Goner11 to

[Corde11a] Th1s is what ShaKespeare f1na11y saw. in his-

';qgreatest p]ay *(D G. dames, The Dream of Learn1ng 1951

Leop.124-5) ¢
108 e, Kn1ghts "Klng Lear and the Great Traged1es

p.238.

t‘*"O‘L CétKn1ghts “Klng LeaP and the Great Traged1es
- Pe237. B e s S

g
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'-nature 1s aga1n emphas1zed 3j“';-'_f l'j@“

61

atures 11ty

5 ; You have seen .. R G '
‘SunSh1ne and rain at- once,;her smiles and tears
Were like, a better- way; those happy smilets

~That play’d on her ripe lip seem’d not. to know _
What guests were .in her eyes; which parted thence,~
As pearls from diamonds dropp’d. In brief, B
Sorrow would be a rar1ty most be]ov d, e

CIf a11 cou]d SO become 1t (IV 114,17~ 24)

e

”"Aga1n 1n Act IV scene iv, a]l of nature 1s seen to be

somehow 1n sympathy w1th Corde11a her assoc1at1on w1th p.rgm

’ } A]] bless d secrets o
sA]l you unpub11sh d.virtues of the earth :
. Spring with. my tears' be aidant: and. remed1ate“
'“gln ‘the good man’s: d1stress' Seek . seek for: h1m
~ Lest his ungovern’d rage d1sso]ve the life :.
- That wants the means to lead it. (IV 1v 15 20)-'

dfThere 1s more to th1s passage, however than s1mp1y the

,‘Hpe emphas1s of Corde11a as natura] for 1t also SUggests thefﬁf3’”

ﬁdqualjty of,nature Th1s apostrophe to Nature ba]ances ;J}Q“M"
'apEdmund’s'inaAct7I 'scene i and presents a rad1ca1ly YV
u;d1fferent understand1ng of nature than hTS Rather than an

vamora1 co]]ect1on of forces pltted aga1nst one another 1n

"ﬂfbrutal contest nature 1s a co]]ect1on of a1dant and

'da;and th1s understand1ng of nature that the p]ay presents 1s

L ' ‘ ?, - B o

R —n-'-

By RS *Cfs

';remedtate v1rtues that soothe, hea] and nour1sh

;:1Corde11a s ro]e.1n the p]ay,_then 1s that of the fu]lness_'v

. ! v

3;5of nature She.1s fu]ly a550c1ated w1th a14 that 10 natura]

ety

Danby,'p;134tn”"

’4.Euiscenet1v where he curses Goner11 with ster111ty and

suffer1ng (11;273 287) BT R PRI S



‘45found and reaff1rmed

EREEN T Danby P 124-5. i
114 There -is ev1dence in: the play to suggest Regan and

. Goneril at IV,vii,26-9 when Cordelia’s words recall those - :
';spoken by the" Gentleman in the previous scene: o L

w,f fiy

most FuW]y realtzed 1n her AddreSsthgfhimself to the absent o

Lear, the Gent]eman in Act IV _scene vi states that "thou. s

”hast one daughter / Who redeems nature from. the genera]

£

‘curse/ Which twa1n have brought her to (11 202- 04) Whgther»
"..utWann 'refers to Adam and Eve,‘as Danby suggests “?Vor_to‘f

35Ré§én and Goner1l 114v1t 1s c]ear that Corde11a01sf -

'understood as the equ111brat1ng force of nature, and thus

- the standard of a]l that 1s natura] The unnatura] 1s a-

e

:curse upon nature, a v1o]at1on d$ nature wh1ch 1s overccme'-frr'

T be her 1ove and compass1on and in this - 1ove true nature 1sh

R A

':4-C0Pdel1a, then, is: what nature 1s and means 1n-hUman G.g;-

./

.ﬂﬁ;exjsiencé She presents the fu]lness and propr1ety of human.
Lnature the essence of the human be1ng She represents ftﬁéfi
- Oppos1te pO]e to the ’1aw of nature to wh1ch Goner1] and

;SRegan abandon themse]ves,_

and as such she 1s understood to

1"%§§Wy human REEP Danby feels that "the Nature she standsdg'
7.'f7gfor 1s essent1a]1y human (1 that wh1ch rests 1n thev _

'r%essence of the human be1ng) and Kn1ghts c1a1ms that "her'

Qx

']ove represents an absolute of human exper1ence that can

C &

0 my dear father! Restoration hang" S
Thy medicine on my 1ips, and let this- Kiss
Repa1r those v1olent harms.that my two 51sters
Have 1n thy reverence made' :

..\

v21;;115 1c. Kn]ghts, "Klng LeaP and the Great Traged1es
.{‘upp 238 and 239 ST x

g’.g/.:'



e reconc1T1at1on scene (IV v11 42—75) Kn1ghts says that

e the act1on is the compTete endorsement of a part1cu]arv

Lf%-"19 In terms of the metaphor of the chain of- be1ng,»th1s
'uTt1mate expression of humanity is realized in man's -

. ;,-"

L man: uTt1mateTy what he s, therefore we sense the aTmost;

: stand aga1nst the fuTT shocK of d1s11]us1on "“G On the

' quaT1ty of be1ng,

“experience; like a coTor or d-taste: Good is-as visible- ag o

_green, as John Donne says “And this s1mpTe cogn1t1on - calll.

it the love of Cordelia or the dignity of man - ‘s Lear’s|

‘warranty for:the mearnyingfulness of 1ntr1nstc ‘value, and: for .

{j1ts endurance in any. conceivable: creat1on “(Harold: SKuTs<y, SR
’"Klng Lear and the: Mean1ng of Chaos Shakesgeare Quarter]y,.,.'

. voT XVII, 1966 p:14) Ll :

: wh1phuécho the words spoken during:- the theophany of the

L owe are aware that this st1TT moment 1s surrounded7
‘by nothing less than the whole action of the play;.
and ‘if quest1ons that have been asked now await
"their answer, the painful knowledge that has been
Cwon will: reJect anything that swerves a hair“s. .
.- breadth from absolute integrity.... It isin the
- light' of . everythtn else that has gone before that
we: recognize this ?exchange between CordeT1a and
\Lear] as ‘a.moment of truth. 117 T
The quest1on of humanenature that r1ses from Lear s torment

\

and echoes throughout the earl1er Acts vIs man no more than

th15°"; 1s f1naTTy answered 1n CordeTta "At the centre of

Kn1ghts asserts “we may caT] it

Tove "118 Th1s is. the qua11ty that makes man th1mateTyrs

what he is. ﬁ”;h . ifv f,ms’“'_,;Q.;""" T

11 Danby, p 125 ‘knights, Some Shake;pearean Themes.”_
114, , L

p
AT C Kn1ghts,‘Some ShaKespearean Themes pp. 115 16
‘Harold SKuTsKy also comments on the reconc1T1at1on scene

~scene is the refutat1on we have been- awa1t1ng [Good]
‘an“ultimate datum,:an" 1rreduc1b1e factor in: human

- Mlear’s intuition-of the good in-theicourse of “this" great#ﬂ-.
1

)Kn1ghts Some ShaKeSDearean Themes p 118

. movement towards God. Augmenting the not1ceab]e paraTTeTSf
between Cordelia and Chr1st (the ultimate or “ideal man),
then -are the words she uses to- reveaT herself to. Lear

g

‘the reconciliation scene .- "And s6 1. am, 1 am' (IV,vii, 7O)e4:’*”*

burntng bush: in Exodus when God names - h1mse1f 1. Am. _
(3:14) When we say that Corde11a s love is: that ‘which makgs




t,trad1t1ona1 med1evaﬁ understand1ng shared by August1ne,f )

64

Klng LeaP exh1b1ts nature and human nature as it was

]

vunderstood for centur1es A]] that Corde11a is and means 1n‘f'
'the p]ay aff1rms the understand1ng of nature shared by Lear ‘Lh
uuGloucester Kent the Fool and Edgar and refutes the nature
 of Edmund Goner11 and Regan ShaKespeare s HEVelat1on in

~Klng LeaP of what 1s natural for man 1s 1nformed by the

 Aqu1nas and Hooker 120 There aPe absolutes in, humanjt fcgid
;Aex1stence wh1ch are the express1on of the essence of the
v‘human be1ng, the man1festat1on or trace of the d1v1ne 1n man_':'
';that character1zes h1m as d1st1nct1y human and def1nes h1s .h

- nature In Klng LeaP human nature 1s fully revea]ed in };7

'ifﬂlCordel1a and her love 1s the abso]ute of Kuman exper1ence

”2'that expresses the fu]]neSS“Of human beTng

LI '

v:Evt] 1s s1mp]y the v1olat1on of nature 'the pr1vat1on

hfor absence of the fu]lness of be1ng, and the ev1] in Klng

- f;LeaP can be understood 1n prec1se1y these terms The ev11 of*

*f“g(cont d)superhuman qua11ty of th1s 1ove To Lear s'd

assertion: that she. has 'sOme ' cause- to hate ‘him she repl1es;«k

“No cause, no cause." If. she means it - and we must accept -

ﬂﬁd{that she’ does,f it.means she understands him so.well that
‘. her understanding (fellow- fee11ng) transcends forg1veness o

~{which implies judgement).

120 Danby suggests that the "humanwty embod1ed AN Corde11a;fiu

'zncorp?rates the trad1t1ona1 1deals of ’natural theology
A{p.125 ‘ . : L
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.Edmund Gbner11 and Regan 1s understood to’ be unnatura] -tit

’1s a v1o]at1on of nature - and these charactens themse]ves o
:{”are seen to be degenerate or def1c1ent as.. hum;n he1ngs They
;,v1olate the1r human nature and thus suffer the absence 6$

pr1vat1on of the fu]]ness of be1ng

One of the most notable features of the Lear un1verse
s'rod1gwous and terr1b1e d1srupt1on of nature The’

'-cleareSt jsplay and centraT metaphor of th1s d1srupt1on 1s;f"

|

,;_of course,;the storm _As the daughters 'callous treatment of

HTLear draws to a. close txthe end of Act II the storm 1s

;heard at a. d1stance (1 82)' The fo]]ow1ng scenes, that take

Q‘place in. the storm draw attent1on to the fur1ous d]sorder

E:>1nto whtch the Lear un1

‘tl'throughout th]S Act and the chaos it s1gn1f1es T$ fLT

7

erse has fa]]en The storm rages

‘wa1th such v1o]ence thro ghout Act III that Kent comments’ on -

«-how extraord1nary 1t T never remember to have heard‘

P

fhe statesh, such sheets f ftre,_such_bursts_of horr1d‘

fthundér7/ Such'groans of roaring'Wind‘and‘ratn;ff ‘man’s -
. _/ 7
,tnature cannot carry the "Ff11ct1on nor the fear AT,

'tcii,'S 9) Later he aga1n 1a1ms that;"the tyrandy of the open f'v‘

an1g:t s too rough/ For nature to endure (III,1v 2 3) The

e storm‘1s presented as a. terr1fy1ng d1srupt1on of nature

iunder11ned and para]]eledABy Lear s madness ‘"Contend1ng .’d]
is w1th the fretful eTements,“ he "tears h1s wh1te ha1r/ Wh1ch
7:the 1mpet 10Us b]asts, w1th eye]ess rage / Catch 1n the1r'
| 'oth1ng of" "B]ow w1nds and crack your |

rage' b]ow'/ You cataracts and
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hUrrHCanoes (III ,4-9;-111, 11, 2)‘The madness into Which

- Lear: descends is very c]osely assoc1ated w1th the storm; tts ‘

chaos para]]e]s the,chaos 1n h1s m1nd

“Thou th1nK’$t ’t1s much that thts content1ous storm
Invades us to the skin: so 'tis to 'thee;

. But where the greater malady is fix'd

© The lesser is scarce felt. Thou' ldst shun a bear;

~But if thy flight ‘lay toward the roar1ng sea, - .
Thou’ 1dst. meet the bear i’ th’mouth. When the mind’s free
The body” s.delicate; this_tempest in my mind _ ‘
Doth from my senses take all feeling else’ o
Save what beats there'- filial 1ngrat1tude"

'(III v, 6 14) ' EEE

sThe v1o]ence of the storm “is scarce fe]t" by Lear because
Iithe tempest'1n'[his vm1nd" is the consequence of. a greater
~ more v1olent dtsturbance of nature than ‘these - rag1ng
}elements h1s daughters’ﬂbehav1or A]though the storm is
,s1mp1y a storm and thus-a re]at1vely ord1nary force of
'v-nature th1s part1cu1ar storm 1s, nonethe]ess,‘a very
‘thexcepttona1 d1sp1ay of nature s d1stemper 'and 1ts ’ _
5«foccurrence in- the play at al] and espec1al]y so forcefu]]y
”11n the’ )magery of the p]ay,_tmpl1es that it does not S1mp1y
_:pahallel Lear s madness or 1nner turmo1l but 1s actual]y
'1part of the same dtsturbance of nature brought on by a"

d1sturbance 1n the wor]d of man s nature The storm is. heard - o

(%3

‘_for the f1rst t1me as the daughters f1n1sh W1th Lear in Act

II{ it, too, 11ke Lear s madness..1s seen. to be the ﬁ';

"consequence of unnatura] human behav1or "The breaK1ng of

Ts“daughters appears

[to Lear] as a rent runn1ng \Whole of the

R RIS - S
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universe." 12!

Al] of nature is upset therefore,'by unnaturaltor evil

acts 1n-the affa1rs of men. Consonant with the trad1t1ona1
:med1eva1 understand1ng of the ordered un1ty of nature, Klng'

-Lear presents a v1s1on of the d1sturbance of atl of nature

A&

that fo]]ows from the v1olat1on of the measure, form and

v order of_any part of nature. R.C. Bald for 1nstance, cites
‘Act-I' scene iii.,11.103-15 from Troiius.and CneSsida' 122

}and suggests that: H | | i '. |

the lines. quoted adumbrate near]y all the
pr1nc1p1e situations of [King Lear].. The o
prerogat1ves of age and of crowns are denied, and -
"the bond cracked ‘twixt son and father " A world of
chaos is .produced: in Lear’s m1nd in all human
,relat1onsh1ps, and in the very elements as well. The
. storm-is no mere symbol but, like ' these late
‘eclipses in the son and moon', ‘a symptom of the
universal d1sharmony, macrocosm and m1crocosm '
1nterac% on each other 123 :

'Thﬁs 1dea of the 1nterrelat1on between mora] nature and thei

rgreater ordered pattern, the measure, form and order. of

‘nature as a whole, is expressed 1n Klng Lear by G]oucester,
12‘ WOlfgang Clemen The Deve lopment of ShakeApeare s
Imagery second ed1t1on TLondon Methuen11977) p. 147,

22

.How could commun1t1es,.'j A :
“Degrees in schools,  and brotherhoods in cities,
Peaceful commerce from dividable shores,

The primogenity and due of birth, ‘
Prerogative of age, crowns, sceptres, 1aurels,
- But by degree stand in authentic’ place? :
. -Take but degree away, untune that string,
. And hark.what discord follows. Each thing [meets]
} In mere oppugnancy: the bounded waters --
Should 1ift their. bosoms higher than the- shores
- And make a sop of all this solid globe;
"Strength should be lord of imbecility,
,And the rude son should str1ke h1s father dead

.‘23 Ba]d p. 339

LR

re
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and as we have seen earlier in this chapter, his view is
shared by many others as well

These late eclipses in the sun and moon portend no
good .to us: though the wisdom of Nature can reason
it thus and thus, yet ‘Nature finds itself scourg’d
by the sequent effects Love cools, friendship fa]]s
~of f, brothers divide: in cities, mutinies; in .
countries, discord; in palaces, treason; and the
bond,cracK’dh'twixt son and father. This villain of.
mine comes under the prediction; there’'s 'son against
father: the King falls from bias of nature,; there’s -
father against child. We have seen the best of our .
. time: machinations, hollowness; treachery, and all :
" ‘ruinous disorders follow.us disqu1et1y to our . \
- egraves. (I,ii,100-111)

Naturevhas been violatedj a@d'the mora]'disorder'inxKing
‘Lear is a very significant part of that violation. Indeed

the disturbance of the natura] order is most profoundly /

understood in terms of the disturbance of human nature the

‘éxperience of nature in, chaos that pervades the p]ay is

fully understood on]y when one - addresses, -as -’ Lear and
i‘Gloucester do, the question of human nature in chaos dustt
as appa]led by the behaVior of their offspring as Kent is by
che»storm the two fathers gage into the rent in human
.bnature’that these offspring have produced the rent that
discloses the awesome and awful reality of evil, and they
vcry: "My son Edgar' Had he a hand' td write this7 a heart and

~.

brain to breed iw

n7f and "let them anatomize Regan, see

¢

’lwhat breeds abd er heart. I's there any causewin nature
bthat make these)
are the CP1FS that the eVil in Klng Lear has provoked,'thei”
.tormented questions of men who are witnesses to, and victims

of, a profound disorder~in‘thewmaﬁure_of things.

a IR

hard‘heartSV"( I,i1,54-6; 111,vi,74-6). These

w‘.
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The appa111ng awareﬁess of evil in King Léar,_then, is
understood as an awareness of the unnatural. G. Wilson
Knight suggests that "the evil of mankind is often here
[i.e. in Klng Leaﬁ] regarded as essent1a11y a defac1ng of \
"nature , sincé€ this is now ’human nature , and human nature,
is moral."'24 Thus Gloucester, victimized by Edmund’ s
-deception, erroneously'conSidersiEdgaﬁ to be_anﬁ"unnatural,
.\‘detested brut1sh v111a1n“(1 ,73), 'Kentbassents'that“

4nature d1sc1a1ms in [Dswald]"(ll i,52), Lead calls his
‘ldaughters unnatura] hags“(II iv, 276), and G]oucester Pefers
to the behav1or and act1v1t1es of Goner1] Regan and ‘
_Cornwa]l)as unnatural deal1ngs (111,111,1). Indeed the
word echges»througheut the play in constant association with
the evi] characters'and theit‘behavior but at no ttme in
- the p]ay are these 1nd1v1duals more fu]ly descr1bed as be1ng"
'unnatura] than when- Albany cast1gates Goneril in Act v,
scene ii: | |

_ 0 Gonerill : '

You are not worth the dust which the rude w1nd
Blows in your face. I fear your d1sp®s1t1on
-That nature, which contemns its origin, '
Cannot be border d certain. in itself;
-She that herself will sliver and d1sbranch
From her material sap, perforce must wither
And come to deadly use. (IV 11,29 36)
"Hav1ng f1na1]y understood ‘how "evi] Goner11 real]y Ts,.A]bany'
claims that she is a phenomenon separate from nature He
sees that she,has violated her own nature, and that this

_____-._____.___..._-.—

v101at1on is. the very condition of her evil, As En1d

124 Kn1ght Wheel gj Fire, p,184.
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Wetsford puts it, th% evi ] characters in King LeaP are ‘seen.
to be "fundamental]y abnorma1 and inhuman . "'125

' 'Before accept1ng the cla1m thgt evil is unnaturat;
'however and fully cons1der1ng the tmp]1catjonsvof this
claim:*in a'study of the nature of eyi]}\one must, once
'agatn,'eomelto'terms with Edmund and his. claims He is the

one serious‘ehatlenge to. the ncepts of nature and evi]

‘that the play develops, and h{s views must be accounted for:

Thou, Nature, art my goddess; to thy 1aw

—~My services are bound. Wherefore should 1.

Stand in the plague of custom, and permit

The curiosity of nations to depr1ve me,

For that I am some twelve or fourteen moonshines
‘Lag.of a brother? Why bastard? Wherefore base?

‘When my. dimensions are as well compact,.

My mind as generous, and my shape as true _

As honest madam’s 1SSUe° Why brand they us ,

With basé? with baseness? bastardy? base,base? -

Who in the lusty stealth of nature take

More composition and fierce quality
- Than doth, within a dull, stale, tired bed,

Go to- th’creattng a'whole tribe of fops

Got ' tween asleep and wake? Well then, = , h
Leg1t1mate Edgar, 1 must . h%ye your land (1,44 1—18f

,It cannot be den1ed that Edmund is one of the ev11 f1gures'
of Klng Lear, but “in thps speech he argues that the ev11 he

is about to do is not unnatura] at all, but answers to the

_’1aw of nature If one cons1ders Edmund’s reason1ng .
¢

0105e1¥ hoWever one sees that it actually: revea]s his evil

as the denial-of nature Itomust’ never be forgotten that

Edmund represents the new ph1losophy of Monta1gne and

Machiavelli wh1ch den1ed the trad1t1onal bel1efs of med1eva1

125 Welsford, p.263. Theodore Spencer also suggests that

"Goneril and Regan not only violate natural law. by their

~ behavior to their father, they also v1olate the1r proper.
funct1ons as human be1ngs "(p 143)
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phiTosophy.,As such his views also deny the trad1t1ona]
. understanding of nature offered by these be11efs (and by the

play) and his effort‘to re-define.nature actuaTTy
lconstitutes a deniaf of na-ture.126 His reasoning_revea]s
that his evtT‘is the privation of being, for he denies, in
. fact he cannot see, the fulliness of what it means to be
human. Throughout this speech Edmund is obsessed w1th |
basenessu and w1th-h1s own in part1cular MWhy bastard7
Wherefore base?..t.Whyvbrand they us/ With base? with
baseness? astardy? base, base?" Ironically, Edmund’ s
conviction of his othvaTue‘- indeed superiority - as a man

__________________

r26 R C. BaTd d1scusses the fates of two French free
thinkers of the early seventeenth century in his
cons1derat1on of Edmund’'s soliloquy. Giulio- Cesare Vanini
"was burnt at the stake for h1s impieties at Toulouse in
1619," and TheOph1Te de Viau, "accused of denying any God :
‘but- Nature," was apprehended on account of his. wr1t1ngs in
1623 and.. .sentenced in 1625 to perpetual banishment.
Although Klng Lear was written nearly 20 years before the
‘trials of . these men, "Edmund’'s lines prove that some of the.
doctrines of the free thinkers. . .were fam1l1ar enough in
England just ‘after the turn of the century for an allusion
to them to be immediately comprehensible to an. audience at
the .Globe....The dramatic effect of Edmund’'s soliloquy- is
arresting. The fortunes of Vanini and Theophile show that .
their tenets shocked and enraged the conventionally m1nded
Their opinions were regarded as heterodox and ~ : -
subversive....Edmund’ s words, therefore, which are spoken on
. the first occa31on on which.he is alone and has an- y
opportunity to reveal himself to the aud1ence ‘were o
deliberately intended to shock and startle. They proclaim.
him at once as an extreme and dangerous 1nd1v1dua]1st
(Bald, pp.344-7)

{ John Danby concurs with BaTd "In contrast to Lear and
Hooker,  [Edmund] finds it quite easy to treat of. metaphysics
or ofi the internal and immutable in nature without rush1ng
~at once'into natural theology. Or rather, his natural ‘

- theology is in ironical opposition to Lear’s. {Hel worsh1ps

. a Goddess of whom neither Hooker nhor Bacon would
appreve....No medieval devil ever bounced onto the stage
’w1th a more scanda]ous seTf announcement "(Danby pp 31 2)
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rests on: h1s evaluatton of Hfs p#§

out of the sole consnderat1on of h1$pbaser qualities as a
man: "my d1mens1ons are as we]t compact / My mtnd as
‘genenous, and my shape as true,/ As honest madam’ s
issue." 127 He goes'on to say that he has,-"in the lusty.

stealth:of nature, taken "more compos1t1on and f1erce

qua11ty/ Than doth w1th1n a du]l nstale, tired bed / Go to

.th’creat1ng‘a whole tr1be of fops. Nature to Edmund is
panimaltstic prowess andmanimalistic drive, and the constant
repet1txon of base and baseness in th1s speech evokes
: assoc1at1ons w1th the lower, phys1ca1 levels: tha% fall away
beneath man in the great‘cha1n.of being: His_understanding"{I
S of human nature is domtnated by phystcal considerations, and _
the. only time he approaches anyth1ng more is to d1sm1ss 1t
‘”the ‘plague of custom” . Edmund, of course, is' the
’ neg]ected product of a moral v1olat1on, a v1olat1on of the”
'very order of be1ng wh1ch he has never Known and wh1ch he’
cannot yet see nor understand. Later in the same scene he
’respondS»to Gloucester/s speech on these late ec11pses 1nf'a13h?,§

.the sun. and moon", and aga1n the 11m1tat1on of\h1s - L

understand1ng of nature 1s man1fest

__-.--_—-.—-_.___—--,..

127 One doubts that mind, to Edmund means much more than

~intelligence - a matter of simple btology or physical .. .
endowment™ - and generous,. to him, would not mean noble | so -

- much as simply abundant: he is boast1ng of his superior

- intelligence. The rest of his speech, and indeed most- of his

- ‘behavior” in the p]ay, denies the va11d1ty or even ex1stence
of anything more (i ‘the ideal, or the eLb1cs which

support the ideal, of ‘nobi lity) . - R
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Th1s is: the excel]ent f,ppery of the wor]d that
. when we are sick in: fortune, 'often the surfe1ts of -
.~ our -own. behaV1our ~we mak gu11ty of our ‘disasters.
~_the sun,! the moon, and: stars, -as ifrwe .were v1lta1ns._
L on necess1ty, foon by-heavenly compuls1on "Knaves, -
----- ‘thieve$, and treachers ‘by. spherical predom1nance,”

. f;}_,drﬂnkards, 11ars,:and adulterers. by an enforc’d.

obedience of planetary influence; and all that we
are ev11 in, by a d1v1ne thrust1ng on. '(1,11 115- 23) o

Edmund’s stubborn mater1a11sm has se1zed upon the'
P . ? s

th1s superst1t1on understands and 1mperfectly conveys %e

,\*

A conce1ves of the sun,‘the moon and the stars smmplykas E

L w

L’."I

phys1ca1 bod1es mov1ng through or occupy1ng space he cannot
o

see them as Gloucester sees them as parts of a\natural

"*f order that has been v1olated Edmund cannot see. that the

.r

}‘heavenﬂy de1es and the afﬁa1rs of men ane both parts of a f‘

“ffe\s1ngle order that mora] naturf

and phys1ca1 natUre are

"\equal components of the same orfer and answer to the same

T natural law In reJect1ng Glouc ster s superst1t1on then.~"

see

. L

Th1s 1gn0rance, and 1t 1s shared by others.1 N the

Ibes1des Edmund produces a m1sunderstand1ng of.man‘"ﬂ‘
A

actually den1es the fultnesi of h1s be1ng ‘Unab]e

unw1]1;ng to s/

. e
tHan phySmcat substanoe and\an1ma] phys1ology, thosé‘
suffer1n”‘

o

of the human be1ng expressed for 1nstance, by h1s un1que /
R

pos1t1on in, the cha1n of be1n§ between annma] and sp1r1t

'.l ) ,‘ T T ".’. R ‘3. R 3' \, 'A-? “.“.,‘h

S

ee man and nature 1n terms of@%nyth1ng morerAt

t\\}

-ﬁrom th1s 1gnorance caﬁﬁbt see the full potent1a1

0

L superst1twon w1thout penetrat1ng beyond to the rea11ty that tlb*

| . B Lo
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P

‘QThey cannot see the s1gn1f1cance and the value,‘forf'.o

0.

”hf1nstance, of Corde11a, they deny those qua11t1es that make

i her fuTTy human Th1s goodness’to Edmund 1s&weaKness and
' | i}

foTTy (I 176 81) and to Goner1T 1t m1lK | -
rltver d (IV 11 50) the sp1r1t of bcow1sh terrop }IV,TT,TQTQJI”

'@The ev11 characters 1n Klng Lean perce1ve thetgood°‘

Co

'-Tojcharacters as’ fooTs and cannot understand‘the vaTue of Tove

'.;and sympathy ‘28 bw1sdom and goodness to the v11e seem
Fvn]e, ATbany teTTs Goner11 “ftTths savour but

Tthemselves (IV ,38 9) These characters cannot see&that a;

o12s En]d Welsford d1scusses the theme 4in Klng Lear of the:;

'

;w1sdom of folly and of how the world of self- ‘advancement- andf'

“brutal compet1t1on ‘cannot understand thé impulse in human _h“

:;f_affa1rs of :love ;and human sympathy, d1smtss1ng those .
- characters who! d1sp1ay such qualities as fools. (The Fool:
" His Social and Literary: Histary, Pp.257-73) - Throughout Act

”"5wATbany as a fooT or as.-foolis

amIV,\scene i1, for example, GOQ??I] contlnuaTTy refers)to
eg. 11.28,37,54,58,61

.~ simply because she, like Oswald at the - beg1nn1ng of the-
. scene,. cannot understand ‘Albany’ s behavior (or words) ‘That
- “true wisdom and humanity - which comes from and is’ ‘expressed
~in love ‘and-human symapathy - is often considered to be .
t;a'foTTy ‘by the ‘self- serv1ng woer TS a truth of wh1ch the Foonﬂ‘u
. is.acutely aware: - L o

' That 'sir wh1ch serves: and seeKs for ga1n S f~:','”3y
“And follows. but for. form, T

i pack when it begins.to rdin’. = TR AR e T

v And: leave thee in:the: storm SR
But 1 will. tarry,_the Fool will: stay,_
And let the’wise man. f]y Vg :
The Knave turns Fool that runs- away,.
. .- The Fool naq knave, . perdy (11, ivy75- 82)

g,

~In. the f1rst scene of Act -I11) as: well Kent~ asks.'the «
"§'Gent1eman it there is ‘anyone w1th ‘Lear “in the storm. and®is S\

~ told; "none but the: Fool™(1.16), and'.Lear himself, after he N
s has.achieved his hard won' w1sdom and. learns the‘true meaning. .\

~and’ value of Tove ‘tells Cordelia in the reconciliation .
scene -that he ‘is.-"a very fooT1sh fond old man," that he 1s‘”

*Qy"old and " fool1sh"'(IV vii,60,84)

The closest GonerlT and Regan come . to the exper1ence “oF

“tiieven understanding of ‘love is. in their physical ‘lust For“;xftfahtw

'“i*Edmdnd whlch eventuaTTy Teads to murder and. SU‘CTde

'.‘—-< LY

f\_: :
Ty T



: man may‘g
uhuman1ty 1s nea11zed on]y in g1v1ng, -and" that this . fu]lness

.m;‘1s 1ost in the\an1ma]1st1c dr1ve for Se]f grat1f1cat1on “and

v'fﬂ1n Goner11 and. Regan's compet1t1on For Edmund Man 1sfi }

- frea11sed Ev11 1s that wh1ch denf\g th1s fullness,;it;"

(“*v';depr1ves man of th1s rea11zat1on

~character from the end;y the objective of. will, on which '
- morality. depends< S1nce good has ‘the character of end, sois
it that good and’evil are specific differences for mora11ty

tg'hypothet1ca1 if the agent ‘is’to
S mine) (Thomas Gilby, .P., trans
i:__Btackfr1ars 1967) fn. m,, p 110).

)

in h1s 11fe by 1os1ng 1t that»the‘futtnessyof‘

\. &

.self advancementv}Certa1nly reproduct1on and compet1t1on 1n'

nb*,nature are part of surv1va1 - unrestra1ned in human nature,

a, f/ : -

fh1s v1s1on of s1n§y] mﬁ 1@ the storm and wh1ch are em od1ed

‘e;r S

o “#J

./\,-

'ff;and ruth]ess compet1t1on for surv1va1 Human surv1va]f-94

57{}depends upon 1nterdependence and mutua] car1ng Th1s same

*hfi1n anlma}s as wel] as man but man s neal1zat1on of how to‘;
;?”do 1t should 1ead h1m to Iove 'not best1a] rutt1ng Indeed

i :1t 1s on]y*1n 1ove that ?ﬁe fu]lness of human be1ng is L

A

Yet even Edmund cannot f1na11y deny h1s nature desp1te

'“?hature he has reJected Morta]]y wounded 1n the f1nal scene

;.._..—,—.._..__.....___....._

. féajln his Summa Theologlca(part T qu 48 art: 1) Aqu1nas o
states that "good and evil are not. const1tut1ve d1fferenge5‘;-

except #n the field of mora]s, where acts.get their spec1f1c

- good of itself, evil. aks. Settﬁng as; de ‘the due end." Now’ it

o '1s 1mportant “to note that "dugend e debitum, 1n St.
- Thomas’ moral theology does ot 1mp1y aﬁpategor1c ’
~ imperative, duty for- duty s saé«e)3

imperative that s,
be Fulfllled " (emphasis .
Summa Theo]oq1ca (London

%

s

it ST

WAV -
BN
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hhowever they become t e - 1@chery and crue]ty Lear sees 4n _u;f‘

' ":«-&'
: ‘supposed to r1se aboye th1s unrestra1ned behav1or of{raw sex

jfdr1ve for reproduct1on and of compet1t10n makes tor new 11fe¢» -

.1fh1s f1ne reason1ngs heftoo eventua]]y acknow]edges the e



B natura] human 1mpulse that most Ful]y def1nes human1ty

76

i Edmund”S-egotisticat pbetenSiOns’are sthipped away-and

the extrem1ty of death he f1na11y exper1ences hls essent1a]
human1ty 130_ I do forg1ve theecf he tells Edgar and at the
po1nt of death he says: '“I pant for 11fe some good I mean )
to do/ Desp1te of m1ne own nature (V 242 3) In th1s S
:ftnal moment Edmund acknowledges the rea11ty of that wh1ch"

he has h1therto den1ed he responds 1nst1nct1ve1y to the i

some good I ‘mean to do R En1d We]sford speaks of the ’
?'w1sdom of the heartfand the truth oF 1ove .and of the" |
Unamblguous w1sdom of the madman who seés ‘the- truth”fF the“
v‘same w1sdom that Edmund had former]y d1smtssed as fo]]y *"‘
and her comments on thws W1sdom and truth are; very he]pfulp

in understand1ng Edmund’s dy1ng effort to do 7some‘good"t’;f

t30 The 1dea that at the//our of. death the rea11ty of who !

~one s becomes unavo1dabt2 present was propounded, for-
“example, by -Montaigne: H}n all the rest thereée may be some

‘maske: 'e1ther ‘these soplfisticall discourses. of Ph1losoph1e“

.are not in us but by countenance, or acc1dents ‘that never.

“touch us to the ”u1c, give us. alwa1es leasure 'to Keep our

, countenance setled.

“‘our ‘selves comes to be acted, then no dissembling: w111 .

S availe, then 12 it htgh time to speake plaine English, and -
“put off all viZards: ‘then whatsoever the pot containeth- mustr

. be” shewne be it good or bad foute or . c]eane w1ne or

© . water.

- For-then: are sent true . speeches from the heart
" We. are our selves, ‘we 1eave to p]ay a part ,
- (Lueretius.IIT, 57)“ e ' s
from Monta1gne S. essay “That We: Should Not’ dudge of Durﬂ
Happ1nesse, Unt111 After Dur Death"* dohn F]or1o S
~translation, 1603.

ut when that last part of death, and_of-tf Ei

S Robert J. Bauér sugg@sts that th1s dy1ng;declarat1on of-fdj;'

Edmund "stands as: cred1t to his: uft1mate integrity and: ,
: responstb111ty I'tis tantamount to & recantat1on of phxs1 ”g
‘and a concess1on to nomos ‘(Bauer p 365) ‘ LTI -
. : e FR

s

“'0"\%-,,."'.- L



"5:.Gloucester 'S sufferlng, he 1s fee11ng for h1s father

’”’thransc?nd the pure]y best1a1 Man must sure](

hThat 1s dec1s1ve At is decisive because SO far from
being an abnormal’ freakish judgement, it is the
i1nst1nct1Ve judgement of normal human1ty ra1sed to
heroic stature; and therefare. no:amount. of
intellectual. argument can prevent normal human
A‘belngs from rece1v1ng and accept1ng it. 132

And SO Edmund dJes, f1na]1y hav1ng rece1ved and accepted hts’“

human1ty Th1s encounter with hts human1ty is. provoked
. /

7

-bmoreoyer by a descr1pt1on of G]oucester s suffer1ng ‘"Thisf;fj‘"'

'ﬁspeech of yours hath mov d me," he te]ls Edgar and sha]

fyperchance do good ! tV 111,198 9) He 1s moved byv

5tDesp1te his. efforts to deny qt, he now Feels someth1ng whichv: :

'h‘transcends h1s own efforts to understand or- contro] and 1eg*]"

.JUSt responds - dec1s1ve1y - to. th1s ftnal expertenoe of hisf"f

'humantty

‘tvthan the s1mp1y phys1ca1 d1mens1on of our nature There i

3

) potent1a1 to be rea11zed that transcends the purely

igphys1ca? and 1t 1s the den1a1 or pr1vat10n of thts _"

'potentta] that draws man away from the fullness of h1s be1ng;'

1nto an® 1mpover1iged””r’depr1ved state of only part1a1

'*ybe1ng,'and thws 1mpovertshment or depr1vat1on const1tutes."‘7

The fu]]ness of human1ty 1s rea]1zed in: someth1ng more-

‘Qev1l in h1s ex1stence Mah 1s part an1ma1_ and for h1m to o

'ifdéhy h1s best1a1 nature is supreme fo1]y But he 15 st1]].b,.yv.

| "?‘only partlally an, antma] the Fullness of h1s be1ng also -

: ;1nvolve$ those qzil1t1es of be1ng - the sp1r1tual - that ;5

__.----_—:____-___._..

Ji;‘32 Nelsford p. Q?O

C
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' _measure, form and’ order butfhe must not deny the

animal nature, for 1n do1ng sO he v1olates h1s properﬁ

: ‘transcendent sp1r1tua1 qua]1t1es of h1s’be1ng e1ther, for to

e

. the extent that he den1es these qua11t1es he w1thdraws from.'

"}ﬂreal§§yt1on of only part1a1 betng, h1s progre531ve descent

*7v1t&1s dnly part;a] because 1t is not full L

the fu]]ness of hts betng 1nto part1a] betng Insofan as

man s dentat oF hts sp1r1tua] nature 1eads to the

-into the besttat is- a pr1vat1on agd is. therefore ev11 To-'
be fu]]y human 1s to be both an1ma1 and sp1r1t There is
noth1ng ev11 about the beast 1n man Q er but on]y i f 1t ‘~fﬁ

1s unaCCompan1ed by the fu&]er be1ng of sp1F1tU31 X

i

deve]dpment It 1s-ev11 for man not 1n 1tse1f but because

QN"'

As the ey11 bharadbers 1n Klng Lea?@deqy the ful]ness

of the1r human nature, then they become 1ess human and

descend the cha1n of be1ng to the 1e@el of the beast and

th1s descent becomes the expre551on o&gﬁhetr ev11 P1co .

: &
de]la M1randolaé%uggests that man has_"the power tok

degenerate 1nto the lowest forms of 11fe whmch are, L S T7*€%ﬁ

. an1mal\ 133 Thus Lear refers to Goner1] s‘ deprav d" qua11ty i}

/

"9tpﬂi§192x~9i.lgga§,.11111942) P 348. ST

(II,1v 134) and cal]s her a: "degenerate bastard (I 1v 251)
/

and thts 1dea of degenerat1on is repeated 1ater in the p1ay

when ATbany sees Goner11 and Regan as maét degenerate (IV .'5
43) In ev11 man degenerates, and as Ptco suggests, he -

dégenerates 1nto a beast Throughout King Lear there is an

.-.._...._______.._____

133 G1ovann1 Pico. de11a Mtrandola, Oratto de Hom1n1s ,
D\gn1tate,.trans Elizabeth L. Forbes in, dourna] of the




iassociated with the evil

abundance of bestlalylmagem

Characters.FThe'fmarhle‘hearted'fiend"‘lngratitude'-Leab’a

claims,'lslfmore hldeousé;.thanthefsea—monSter "‘thereupon
‘,calling Gonerll'a”"detested kite" (1,iv, 257 60) “With her -

na1ls/ She 1 flay thy wo 1vi sh v1sage,, Lear says of%Regan‘

waS-B), and late in the- play Albany calls”f’t

of the deep QIV ii, 40 49-50) - These

“'Aexclamat1ons are. parttof a",sstve 1mag1st%c pattern bu1lt CEAN,

ﬁiup in the play that p1ctu es Lear s daughters as v1olent

'i_beasts of prey Aga1n Just before h1s own eyes are plucKed

‘fdo Gloucester tele Regan that he sent Lear’ to Dover

Because 1 would not see s
“1y cruel nails pluck out his. poor old eyes,
or thy fierce sister in his anointed flesh , :
tRash boar1sh fangs NIII, v11,54 7) O P

“-Such 1magery permeates the play and - domlnates much of 1ts
thought in much the same way -as the storm does' It 1s a' |
pervas1ve comment on the ev1l and- the evil characters 1n the ’

d{;play, suggest1ng that 1t ?nd they, are best1al

The bestial 1magery represents man s descent along the

A8

”cha1n of be1ng 1nto the beast a movement away from fullness
.fof be1ng towards non be1ng | '

'God is eds real1ss1mum the .source of all. RS R
perfection; below him in the Great Chain of Betnj; ST AT
‘there stretch’ orders of being ‘each less. perfect, and s
‘therefore less real than the one above itf...As God

is absolu}e reality and. -absolute perfection, so at
,the other end of the Chain: ev1l is absoflute.

> 9 s 5y
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i

1mperfect1on and therefore abso]ute]y -
non- ex1stent 134

Many cr1t1cs have noted th1s Hei]man'feels that "in the
“animal 1magery of Klng LeaP we see'man moving. towqmd

self- destruct1on, mov1ng, ‘that is} toward an an1%al1ty that

: cance1s h1s human1ty "‘35 G. W1lson ﬁ31ght that the two

)

_ on ev1] has fO@ys

'jexample makes,the

slsters like Edmund are “below human1ty T?ﬁ@and R C Ba]d’

that the 1ncessant references to the 1ower an1mals and

“man’ s, 11keness to fhem .are - there to enforce the truth

that when men’ abrogate the1r human1ty they s1nK to the 1eve1

\,

of bgutes "‘37*But the s1gn1f1cance of th1s ub1qu1tous

cr1t1calﬁobservat1on d1ffers among cr1t1cs I feel that the
3

s1gn1f1cance of the best1a101magery to the p]ay S statement

(Y 2 .
hé\most part been m1ssed He11man ‘for

rather vague and grand1ose statement.

”that taken together the storm and the an1ma1 1magery

-suggest that mank1nd is fa]l1ng*back 1nto the beast." 138 Th e

‘}\ 5

138 He11man "The Two Natures in Krng Lear",' 51 o

dlay may suggest S@Mbth1ng sO catac]ysm1éWQbu%§p‘Q”‘

tyie
(ﬂ

samply explor1ng the ex15tent1a1 or ontolog1ca1 qual1ty of

human ex1stence 1tself —f1n every age - and 1n every place .y'."’

Thus the storm/an1mal 1magery ‘would mere]y be?® he dramat1c

shorthand (to borrow a term of H. D. F. K1tto»;;

.f understand1ng of aberrat1on or ev11 in- human ex1stence A C.

<

Brad]ey also has a. theory he stumbles onto the ch1efly

134 Alan R1chardson ed A D1ct1onary of Chr1st1an Theoloqy ‘
(London: .SCM. Press, 1969) p.121..

135 Heilman, "The: Two Natures in Klng Lear , pp 51~2 ,","'
R Kn13§t Wheel of Fire, p.206. : ‘ '
137 Bal " Thou, Nature, Art. My Goddess ;.,» P 341

;to convey an -




o .\ :
‘;the evolut1onary process, whule clever, 18 not a ser1ous

>

Eastern idea of thevtransmlgration‘of souls tohexplain the
‘imag{stic preoccupatlon'ofwKing Lear.13¢ This seems. to be
.quite far- fetched when one considers that an explanat1on i

' from Chr1st1an theology was r1ght at hand. for Shakespeare,
C
and one presumes as well that the Chr1st1an theolog1cal

explanat1on - that man becomes a beast when he doesn't

‘realize h1s full humanity - would have su1ted Shakespeare4

PRGN

. more; For h1s part G. Wilson Kn1ght suggests that:

Those daughters, and Edmund are human be1ngs,,yet
- cruel as beasts that have no sense. of sympathy. They .
-are therefore throwbacks in the evolut1onary '
process: they have not developed propér human1ty
They are degenerate .‘40 .
e _
This, of course, 1s a good enough po1ntJ but the" ment1on of

"attempt to understand or to read Shakespeare he l1ved long |
'before Dar in. Perhaps Kn1ght .and Bradley too, should have
‘looked 1nto Hooker, Bacon or Aqu1nas to f1nd the 1deolog1cal
runderp1nn1ngs of Shakespeare 'S tragedy the1rs were the
’1deas that were - current and pervas1ve in Shakespeare s
ﬂsoc1ety »VJ_; f" . e ‘ |

N

139 AC. Bradley, Shakespearean Tragedy, second edition
{1905; rpt. London: MacMillan, 19647, p.267.:0n the: following
page Bradley elaborates his theory:, .he [Shakespeare]
seems to be asking himself whether . that which he loathes in .
‘man may not be due to some strange wrenching of [the] frame’
of th1ngs,,through which 'the 1éwer animal souls have found a
lodgement in human forms, and therle found - to the horror

-+ and confu51on of the :thinking mind - brains to ‘forge,

- tongues 1o speak, and hands to act, enormities which no mere
brute can conceive or execute. He shows us in King Lear .
these terrible. forces bursting into monstrous l1fe and
~flinging themselves upon .\, ;human be1ngs W L : _ ‘,k :
140 Kntght Wheel of F1re,,p 185 S : f,,,' : T

‘ Vf—‘;’,air‘“&‘}‘v‘ S
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|

If these thinkers .and the tradition they represent are

2

consulted ‘one finds a soph1st1cated yet accessible doctrine

u

,that'expla1ns the nature of‘the evil 1m ‘King Lear and the‘

~way in which itvis imagistically conveyed. If that which is

proper (i.e. natural) to a creature is in_some way or to any

"extent weakened -dimintshed‘or denied, then the created
¥
essence or fu]lneSs of that creature s be1ng 1s also

diminished. Hence,.such pr1vat1on - by v1olat\ng being - is
E}I.A

actua]]y the movement or. tendency towards nof- be1ng, and in

.terms of the metaphor of the great chain of be1ng this
. pr1vat1on is seen as a descent along the cha1n In man’ s
case,'the descent shows him becom1ng only beast 1nstead of
both anlmal and sp1r1t Some critics can’ sense- th1s doctrine
beh1nd the events and 1magery of Klng Lean but do not
*c]early see it. Thus He11man suggests that the 1magery
'charaCteristic of the-p]ay exp1a1ns ‘a depr1vat1on as a
product of man S y1e]d1ng to the anlmal element 1n h1m 14
'and A.C. Bradley feelf That the angu1shed cries of Lear and
1,Gloucester ask: 42 . 4 ) | |
* How can there be such men and women?. ...And, .in
particular, to what omission of elements wh1ch
should ‘be present in human nature, or, if\ there is
no omission, to what d1stort1on of these elem ts 1s'
it due that such be1ngs as ‘some of these come

exist?143 . - o ‘ -

,"

B I R

141 He1]man This Great Stage, pp. 97 8

142 That// ‘the cries at 1,11,54-6 (' My son Edgar' Had he a-

"hand to wr1te th1s7 a heart and brain‘to breed it in?") and

at IlI,vi;74-6 ("let them anatomize Regan ‘'see what breeds
"about. her‘heart Is there any cause inm. naturetthat make

- these hard hearts?"). , o el

143 Bradley, p.264. = : o o "v'

N .



- The doctrine teaehes, as does the play, that the emitted

B
(Y

element "which should'beypresent tn human nature" is love,
“and the absence or privation of this quality which man "by
\» nature can'have and is expected to have" defines the evil
\\~that Bradley s commentary touches upon 144 Tt 1s the harsh
rea11ty and cruel mystery af evil that 15 being quest1oned
in these cr1es, indeed in the whole play, and the
a.explanat1on that the play prov1des, the answer to th1s

quest1on of ev1] 1t\attempts to g1ve, 1s 1nformed by the
. v- . z o N . . \ i .
doctrine of privation. As Eﬂ]d We]sford suggests
R . ‘ . , , \
. love or 'fellow feeling’ is-a normal attribute of

humanity, and as such it does not need proof, for it
. is its absence, not its presence, that requ1res
i\~ ‘explanation. 145 R o : :
L ) S S . Ty

> A’Yw

o ,‘
x\g,;.,‘&

™~

- e e - = - -

144 Aqu1nas, Summa Theologica, part 1 ,qQu. 48 art 5: teaches
n'that "evil iis pr1vat1ve of good and- not purely negative,"
‘and thus that "not every absence of good is an evil, but
-only of that wh1ch a th1ng by nature can have and 1s
- expected to. have v _

S 145 Welsford p 263
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" but they.a‘
/ .

e s d1V1s1on / Although as’ ye‘

o

IV. THE CIMITATION OF EVIL IN KING LEAR

We now come to the final claim of the doctrine and the

final claim of the play: that evil destroys itself. Asievil"

, G

growé\it moves o]oser to nd%iing - c]oser\ that is, to self-
destruct1on —'for if it totally consumes the good- upon wh1ch
1t depends then it also destroys 1tse1f S1m11ar1y. the evil
characters in Klng-LeaP f1na]1y‘consume the particu]ar good
|

cha;aoters upon. whom they and the1r evil have been prey1ng,

destroyed in the prooess N R -y

|

£,
&9

Throudhout Klng Lear there»are clear 1nd1cat1ons that

ev11 1s not on]y destructLve But:- a1so self destruct1ve In \

the f1rst scene . of Act I, Curan asks Equpd 1f he has jd\'

—

“heard of no 11Ke1y wars toward 'tw1xt the/ DuKes of

Cornwa]] and A]bany, and Edmund o]atms that he’ hae heard

[ not a word" . "You ‘may dotthen,‘initime;" theé courtier
\ o o R -

om1ndhsly rep]1es ( 1. 10-13) . When speaking withy the

\hat “there»

\

v

Gent1emane1n Aot III scene i, Kent also states

the face of 1t 1s‘cover d/

W1th mutua] cunn1ng, ’tw1xt Albany and Cornwa]]"(19 21) and

7

V4

later 1n ‘the- .same Act GLpucei r tel]s,Edmund thatv"there‘1s
d1v1s1on between the Dukes III,111 8-9) This‘division;”

moreover, is om1nously ant(61pated in the ooen1ng l1nes of

the play. Gloucestervand Kent are dtscuss1ng the po]1t1calvy~

!

N
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»

‘division between Albany and Cornwall as well as the moral
d1v1s1on that separates Edgar and Edmund and the :
Juxtapos1t1on of these two oompar1sons vaguely introduces

the central‘tens1on or struggle of the entire play. On_the
one hand are Edmund and Cornwall on the other hand.Edgar

and Albany. The folly of Lear and Gloucester prec1p1tates a
struggle between the two forces of human nature/represepted
by these men - the one unnatural and evil, the other natural
and good - and th1s struggle is therefore ant1c1pated in the‘

very first lines of the play Into the un1f1ed K1ngdom 1s

released ~by folly, the d1srupt1ve and destruct1ve force of

"evll. We are to learn as the play develops that the -

-

lzsituat1on th1s'force breeds - the volat1le-s1tuat1on of

“brutal compet1t1on -_1s unstable, and that th1s state of

- long- Eventually it oollaps”

h upon rece1v1ng the g1ft that has grant4§

1nstab1l1ty cannot sup-yrt the v1olent ederg1es of evil: for

e

wﬁwdestroy1ng in its. collapse.

the ev1l thaw%had created lt T ﬁ“u%h1s ev1l immediately
it existence and
power beg1ns to consume 1tself The'factvthat'the evil

characters are separate 1nd1v1dUals*is:someWhat;anclllary,to

—

l_the fact that together they oonstithte the evil in the play.

/'j\ln terms of the dramat1c oonstruot,of the play as a whole,,‘

‘A‘a"

they represent ev1l and the enmlty or d1v1snon4amovg &hemdh .

\‘ *l‘l . g : s, aRgEs e
represen\s the perverse qua 1; » medEDtive. - Y

' Th1s d1v1s1on creates a weakness a0

1tself destructwon from w1thout moreovea;fé,faot ofxwhiéh-l'
Kent is very much aware: there are servants of “the dUKes} he
\ - . . o ) L . B N

f e - o : . R



‘weakness 1n“Eng1and that 1nv1tes the power from France to A

86

tells the Gentleman in‘]II.i,? which are to France the spies

and speculat1ons/ Intel]1gem »g%hour state, and .

What hath been seﬁn} :
Either in snuffs and p3&tngs of the Dukes,,
Or the hard rein which Both of them-have bérne
Against the old kind kihg; or something deeper,
Whereof perchance the are but furhishings-
But, true it is, from %rance there comes a power
Into this scatter'd’ K1ngdom who already,
Wise in our negltgence,,have secret feet
Jn some .of- our best ports. ... (I11,7,23-33)

The d1v1s1on in the "scatter’ d K]hgdom has created a

Al \

‘“test.it. Kent even ‘suggests that there- may be someth1ng

-

deeper”, a greater d1v151on -or corruption "whereof

perchance these [snuffs and pack1ngs of/the Dukes] are but

< =
rfurn1sh1ngs ""The d1v151on 1n the K1ngdbm and the presence T

of the French army om1nous}y suggest a'ser1ous corrupt1on or -

/
decay in England the s1tuat1on of cruel and v1olent

the ev1l -has begun to consume the good and there ynhas [}, “('1ﬂv

begun also to consume ]tse]f v
r ) : ' j

+The self- destructTve nature of ev11~1n the play. is not .

t-11m1ted to the po]1t1ca1 ev1] that COrrupts thé state,’\j.fﬁ

J'Lear s two e]dest daughters, means to destrox Lear and those 7; o

~"treason therefore he v1s1ts the cr1me w1th pun1shment

,however, for, as an 1nd1v1dua1 Cornwal] 1s aﬁso destroyedf
®
l

T /
by h1s own ev11 Dr1ven by h1s amb1t1on, Cornwa]], w1th

| ;who are a1d1ng ‘him.. When he ]earns of Gloucester s j:;«

)

But the pun1shment executed upon the old man. 1s SO sad1st1c s‘JV”

’ . l/" . T \ I ) ' Ry
. . - .
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that 1t provokes one of CornwaTT’s OWn servants to defy h1m K
o “"Hold youn handmomy Lord "‘(LJI Vi, 70) Appa]]ed bwa

Cornwal] s excess1ve bruta11ty,‘1ndeed his ev11 the servant

"

res1sts the Duke and fataTTy ‘wounds h1m CornwaTT d1es as a

d1rect consequence of h1s excess1ve crueTty, whtch 1n turn

| js s1mp1y part of'the‘ev1l that has dom1natedph1m aTT a]ong

'jg" The same ev1T that mot1vates him eventuaj]y destroys hﬁm

| : r'd

Another examp]e of the self destruct1veness of ev11 1n1 a
, A

‘ A
!Klng Lear-is that of the feud between Goner1T and Regan over'
’ \

" u':Edmund Throughout the final tiwo Acts of the p]ay the

Y

'audtence w1tnesses the two s1sters susp1c1ously and

,_anx1ously watch1ng\and pTott1ng agatnst each other as they :

"1_tdescend the ever t1ghten1ng sp1ra1 of hatred and Tust to the

; :,nadtr of murder and su1c1de By the ftrst scene of Act Vo ‘T

f —~

\

\T.r, .Regan tel]s Edmund that she sha]] neyer endure [Goner1]]
\\\\\dear my Lord / Be not fam1T1ar w1fh her and 1n shargk -
Juxtapos1t1on one 11ne Tater Goner1] states "I had rather \

'§<1 lose the batt]e than that s1ster/ Shoqu Toosen h1m and

R
5 [N AN »

(Td TS 19) The two s1sters are at each other s throats,u, E
Ty ST

and by the end of the pTay thETP enmqty resuTts 1n the1r own:
.°°~destruct1on Goner11 po1sons Regan ‘and then. comm1ts su?c1den
in the f1na1 scene w1th aTmost the cTar1ty and‘forcefulneSS'
fof symboT1c dep1ct1on »ev1T consumes 1tseTf _ »
av That the ev1T in Klng Lear 1s seTf destruct1ve tsj"in
tact 'almost obv1ous, and th1s c1rcumstance of the pTay sy",,
actton and thought has not escaped the not1ce of cr1t1cs

\ A C Bradley,_for 1nstance,_states°that the ev11 in Klng

T
i
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.

R - - ‘ R A -
Lear 'is“\\. S T \ : S o
.self-destructive: it sets those be1ngs [1 ‘e. the (
' ev1] persons in the. play] at enm1ty F1na]1y,, ‘ :
 these beings, all five of them, are dead -a few. weeks
- after we see them first. .[*hese] are undeniable
. \\ ' facts; and in the face of them it seems odd to -
- describe King Lear as 'a p]ay_gn wh1ch the,w1cKed

prosper’(dohnson).146

»

.Bradtey s concern for the aGEEYTSEE‘St Just1ce ra1sed in and

by Klng LeaP as1de, his c ‘1m that the ev11 in - the p]ay is

self de truct1ve is. c]ear G Wtﬂson Kn1ght also clatms that’
fthe crue] and wo]f\hearted br1ng d1saster on themse]ves and .
Nothers ev11 mankind is self s]aughterous‘"‘47 .and- R C. Ba]d
l”states that "the evi]*that has been unleashed br1ngs about
i1ts own destruct1on "‘48 ﬁpch an 1nterpre¥at1on of:the*;

! = N

'fevents of Klng'Lear is unaéotdab]eﬁiln’h s great I

e
e

\ R denunc1atton of Goner1l and Regan 1n\Aot V@ scene 11,'e9én
N Lo ‘
‘qu,e:fAibany suggests that humantty, dr1ven by unchecked ev11

zf\'.,'1mpulse must perforce prey on 1tse1f / Ltke monsters of

7the deep "(49 50) It s the véry nature of ev1] ‘to. prey on '
»1tse1f";’and Klng Lear reveals " thws ruth w1th dramat1c

e
-

What has not been notlced is: the connec;1on w1th the

/

. consumpt1on or d1sappearance df the good that 1s preyed upon

‘.by th1s ev11 Perhaps th1s JS why Lear G]oucester even s

o .

LAV C Bradley, Shakespearean Traqedy, second edttaon
(1905; rpt. London: MacMillan,1964), p. 304 F
147 G Wilson Knight, The Wheel of F1re fourth ed1t1on
(Lon on Methuen, 1948) " p.206. : :
148 R.C. Bald, "’Thou, Nature At My Goddess : Edmund and
- Renailssance’ Free Thought" in G McManaway et.al., eds.,.
-+ Joseph Quincy Adams Memor1a1 Stud1es (Wash1ngton Folger
‘”L1braﬁy 1948Y p 339 B : e




-

Kent seemrto‘be "used up by 11fe in the end. *The Fool Just
van1shes aSQdoes the- persona Tom peer1ng over the c]1ff at "y =
. the redeemed G]oucester Th1s d1m1nut1on and eros1on of
goodnéss by the act1on of ev11 may be expla1ned by asK1ng :
the quest1on How can ev11 prey on 1tse]f 1f -as the N

dootr1ne of pr1vat1on teaches it preys on goodness or
\

essent1a] be1ng° The doctr1ne prov1des an answer to the

Y L 2 e
St et .

. seem1ng contrad1cR1on 1mpl1ed by this' quest1on if the

3

presence of ev11 depends upon the pr1vat1on of good then as’

r/the ev11 grows by consum1ng “the good it also of necess1ty,

ex1st at a]] év1] 1n 1ts nature is ne1ther a th1ng nor
does 1t br1ng,anyth1ng forth "4 That js, evil - 1s noth1ng i
Because 1t 1s s1mp]y the perat1on of that wh1ch a]ready |
/jex1sts, it aétual]% tends toward non- be1ng and 1ts u1t1mate‘
’ realtzat1on is noth1ngness df' ..,:W
;_v:g. No. nature is ev11 so far as 1t is natura]ly
. '\ex1stent Nothing is evil in anyth1ng save a
o0+ diminishing of good. If the good is so far..
T$\< o diminished as to be’ utter]y consumed, just as there
/o \\\\*¥g\1s no good left so there is no ex1stence left. 150

Ev 1L\ls\:estruct1ve, and its act1v1ty tends toward the utter

o ann1h1la\ﬂ n of belng (or good) ‘but such ah ann1h1latnon‘

]

DA

':also destroys.the.ev1]g3tself._

149 As quoted in Char]otte SpJvacK The Comedy of Ev11 on ,;
Shakespeare s Stage {lLondon: Assoc1ated Un1verstty ’ :
Presses, 1978), p. 17. :

150 St August1ne De Natura Bon1, trans] dohn H.S:

Burleigh in: Auqustine: Ear.lier Writings, volume 6 of The
Library of Chr1st1an Classics; John Baillie, et. al ,eds
‘(Philadelphia:' Westminster.-Press, 1953), pp.330-31. ‘

Consumes 1tse1f Pseudo D1onys1us states that ev11 does not -



: TaKe fester1ng, which. meﬁ'ca]l spec1f1ca11y a :
festering of the body. Now if there is still ' : ‘
‘something - deep in the wound which it can consume the
corruption grows as good'is diminished. But if there

- is nothing Teft .to consume, there will be no : ,
festering since there will be no good left. There
will be nothing for corruption to corrupt; and there
will be no. fester1ng, for. there will be nothing to
fester 151 } S - : !

. . : _ S . \
The process of ev1l’s growth is the very process of . 1ts

\
self- destruct1on It depends on the consumpt1on of gbod for-

v'what 11tt]e ex1stence it has and as it

stroys the good it

t
'w1thdraws from 1tse1f the’ cond1t1on of [its ow x1stence\ 1t e

preys on 1tse1f" = i

- In Klng LeaP we: see that ev1] is se1 ,,estruct1ve

ﬁbecause, as 1t consumes the good upon wh1ch it deoends, itd,
thereby consumes 1tse1f as. We11 Whroughout the p]ay, as we

' fhave seen, e§¥1 is shown to be self destruct1ve but“at the
L"same t1me tt destroys the good upon wh1ch 1t feeds These g hi
‘ ;two seem1ng1y contrad1ctory cond1t1ons of “evil, 1n the play :
are ent1re1y compat1b1e 1n fact 1nseparab1e, propert1es of
evil as pr1vat1on' Kent speaks of hls 1mm1nent death as the

/

play ends ?;“I have a Journey, sir, short]y to go / My o /7
;‘master calls me; I must not say no - and Lear and“Cordel}a’a
‘ are dead at the end of tHe p]ay, but S0 are Regan and -
yGoner11 G}oucester, too, is dead at the end but SO 1s' _
’,1Edmund Indeed the 11ttered stage at the close of Klng Lear
:3can be seen ‘as the somewhat symbol1c demonstrat1on of evitl
‘as pr1vat1on As the doctr1ne states, “the ev11,cahnotiex13t
,after the good s devoured If eVT1ggrows at‘the.eXpense of

sV hlgustine, po3s2. o, S

M



S e

. . : ‘
: - : B 1 : :
R . ) ¢ . : Y= ) )

,‘ V.

./’J/

Tu

good so successfully that the good is comp]etely consumed

jthen the evil is also necessarliy consumed ‘52 Thus .as the -

‘ eV11 of Regan ,. Goner11 and Edmund~reaches 1ts consummation.
it also ach1eves its own destruct1on A. C Bradley states

the doctr1ne of pr1vat1on in h1s ana\ys1s of the evil in

,_Klng.Lear. "th1s evi] is merely destruct1ve, 1t founds "_fﬁ

SR TS . _ . o
"nothing,-and seéms capab]e of existing'only on foundations

'1a1d by its oppos1te "153 and L C. Kn]ghts c]alms that the
.vph1]osophy of the Edmund Goner11 Regan group, the1r ev11

"has been revea1ed [at the play s end] as se]f consum1ng,

1532 Char]otte Sp1vacK explains: .
.since evil as .privation depends upon the good for .
1ts very being - or rather, its non- Beifig - then it
‘must...ultimately. destroy itself....even when the .
’:appearance of evil looms Tlarge, - the apparent *
~augmentation is actually a sign of immanent . :
diminution and u]tlmate d1sappearan (Spivack,: -

pp.17-18.) , . .
.evi.l is not what it seems ‘to be,...it is really ‘.
nearest destruction when it seems mos t potéht STt
. is actually moving tOWanS annihilation when it
.seems to be soaring with.success, [and]...it is-

~literally approaching noth1ngness when 1t seems to

be everything. ... (Spivack, p.26.)

: Cf. also a passage from Boethius’ Consolatlon of
.Phllosophy (IV,ii): "For as thou mayest call a carcasse a - .
dead. man, but not s1mp1y a man, - so I confesse, that the
vicious are evill,~but I cannot grant that absolutely they -

are. For that is wh1ch retaineth order, and keepeth.-nature, ~

" but "that which- faileth from th1s,.1eaveth also to be that,
which it is in his owhe nature’ But thou wilt say, that -
evill men ‘can do many things, ne1ther will I deny it, but’
this their power proceedeth not from forces but from - -
‘weaknesse. .For they can doe evill which they couid not doe

- if.they could have remained in the performance of -that which -

-"is good. Which: poss1b11nt1e dec]arethvmore ev1dent1y that

., they can do-nothing. For if, as wee concluded a little

~* before, evill is- noth1ng, since they.can only. doe ev111 it
is man1fest that they oan doe nothing." (Boethius, . '

- Consplation of Philosophy, in the transiation of I.T. ,

. {1603}, ed. William Andérson (Carbonda]e Southern Il]1no1s '

Univ. Press,1963), pp.88-9.)" =

153 K.C. Bradley, Shakespearean'Tragedy p.304. s)

<
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its cla1m to represent strength as.a se]f bred delus1on 154
In his cons1derat1on of the Mach1ave1;1an figure in
'hE11zabethan (and presumab]y dacobean) tragedy, moreover ;(é
.f1gure well represented in Klng LeaF) H.B. Parkes suggestsa
that | | |
, the Mach1ave111an h1mse1f is 1nterested on]y 1n
R conquer1ng power, not in estab11sh1ng it on
- pegmanent foundat1ons and when he has (1ike .
Marlowe’'s Mortimer) ‘no place to mount up higher’ ,
he can only br1ng destruct1on upon himself, 155
Ev1t can on]y exist by consum1ng good and cannot as o
“.“szeudo D1onys1us says br1ng anything forth“ ATT At 1$\1s
what 1t can destroy, and once the good has been destroyed
‘9 can only brlng destruct1on upon [1tself]
But one 16 still faced 1n 11fe, and at ‘the end of Klng
| jLeaP with the awfu] ravages of evil: good is destroyed by\
evil; ~Cordetia. is dead. To say that'evit‘destroys itself in
the course of 1ts destruct1on of: the good is small _
g consolatton when faced w1th the rea11ty that the good has:
also been destroyed Th\s is how the tragedy of Klng Lear is
_yso honest to the reality of ev11 Lear, G]oudfster and
-Corde11a do d1e There is no g]anc1ng away from th1s real1ty
of ev11 - no easy solut1on of poetic Just1ce that wou]d

at]ow them to 11ve - for evil ls destruct1ve The doctrine

“teaches that the very. nature of evil 1s pr1vat1on decay,.

T e e e e e e .-

'S4 L.C. Knights, Klng Lear and the-Great Traged1es in -
.=Bor1s Ford, ed. The Pelican Guide to English Literature, vol -
. 2.: The Age of Shakespeare (Harmondsworth Pengu1n 1955)
C p.240.
Y85 H.B.“Parkes, "Nature s D1verse Laws The Double V1s1on
~ of the El1zabethans“ Sewanee Rev1ew vo] 58, 1950 p.409.
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désthuctiqn, buf the dpcbriﬁe.also teacheé thatfthe extent~
~of evil's destruction is limited: it can never deétroy
’goodhess cdmplételyf Aquinas'té]1s'us.that‘"non;being as
purely negﬁtivé}assuredly reéuiresfno sgbject: Privation,
,hoWever,“is a négation‘in a Subject, as Ari;tétle,says, énd -
evil is that Kiﬁd of‘nbn—being,”(emphasi$ m?ne)‘?ﬁhThat is,

be@ause evil on1y'éxists as the privgtion'of.gobd, it is,

present in existencé'orlcreatidn at all only as the
privation df_a_paPtiCulaF»good.‘57“Thus, in its tendency

toward noaneing‘it4destrbys‘a‘par{i¢u1ar gOod%'buf_not oo

goodness itself:

Evil does not remove all good, but only a particular
good of which it is a privation. Blindness removes: -
sight, not 'the animal. It would disappear if the
animal disappeared. Total evil cannot therefore

exist; by destroying atl good it would destroy"

itself. 158 : . B L ’ ‘

/ .

It 5; certainly true that evil can/utter]y destréy a -
{ partjcuiar'gédd of;beingﬁ'but it éannot:destroy.being~ :
©itself; it may 1ead to particular'nOn—being,-bUf;never to

1565t | Thomas‘Aquinés, Summa Theologica, frahsi}‘Thomas
Gilby, 0.P. (London: Blackfriars, 1967), part 1,qu.48,art.3.

187 Charles Journet points out that Aquinas also states this -

~idea in De Malo,~qu.1,art.1: -"Evil is not anything in :
reality, but the privation of a particular good, inherent in
a particular being." Pseudo-Dionysius also explains that
“evil ‘is- not a total privation of good, otherwise called.
-nothingness, but the particular privation of a = -
good. " {Journet’s emphasis) Charles Journet, The Meaning of
Evil, transl. Michael Barry (New York: P.J. Kennedy and’
-Sons, 1963), p.41,footnote 1. - SR S
'58 Aquinas,In IV-Ethic. Nic., bk.IV,lect.13 as quoted: in
Journet; p.63, footnote 10. Aquinas also points to” B
Aristotle’'s claim "that were evil total it 'would destroy
_itself, for the demolition of al] good --.a necessary .
condition for evil to be whole and entire .- would cut out ..
from under evil its very basis."” (Summa Theologica, '
part.1,qu.48,art.3) » _ : L

r-4 .
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absolute non-being. In a previous ghapter we learned that

Being-1t
' gmi§§§%¥§,: ds unders tood by the doctrine as potential: that
O S . T s

WG |

o
e

3 #
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%'f, or God, and all of creation’s participation in

"'a Y,!’ ’ . ‘ .
%ﬁeﬁ%ﬁon,oruq particular creature is or should be by |

virtue of its essential beiqg.,Né@ although evil Mayvcorr@ﬁt

! I e 1*3 P . ) . : . R R
or completely destroy the realization of this potential in a
'particular‘peing or subjecf'in;créationr it cén‘neyer even

touch this potential or %FSenfié]'béing.itself:

FEn

.. .the subject of'avpriVarion.;.is a'beihg in \\

AN

potentiality, and hence, since evil is a . _ _
privation,...it is the opposite of that particular

.good which answers to the potentiality. in question,
not to the supreme good which is pure actuality.'5s

v'Evil'mqy diminishgzeveh significént]y,-thefpanticufar

P . {

realization of goodness in creation, but it-“can never

'_'fotally eliminate potentiality for goqdness, which defines

- essential being. AqUinaé stétesfthaf good may be ﬁdiminished

N

but not wholly taken ;way by evk]}""fPE }his'gqod of'WHich

- he $peéks:"is,the abi]ity/6¥ to be aCtua1z"1§d‘

[Yet] how can this diminish? Not by the subtraction
which applies to quantities, but by ‘the slackening -
which applies to gqualities and<forms. This weakening
of the:ability to be actual can be described from

'the'heightening'which'iS;thQ-beNerse. This is an.

intensification through dispositions which prepare

. the matter for actuality;. the more these are

- repeated in the

. subject the readier it is to receive
form and pérfeq%ion. And conversely the more this

readiness abates because of contrary dispésitions..."

so much the more 'does the potentiality to be actual

grow slack. o ) C :
If then these contrary dispositions...[could]

. be repeated or grow ‘indefinitely, ...l then] the
- aptness in question [i.e. to receive form and

perfection] would be endlessly diminished or

‘591Aquinas,1part'1,qu;49,art.3;
'8¢ Agquinas, . parti,qu.48,art.4.

o

6

»
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weaKened?rNevertheless it would never be taken away,

* for it would always remain at its root which is the
substance of the subject. Thus if an infinity of
opaque screens were interposed between the sun and
the atmosphere the aptness of the air’s capacity to
receive light would be indefinitely diminished, but
it would never be completely lost, for it is of the
nature of air to be translucent.'6!

The relevance of th1sgdoctr1ne to the tragedy, and

espe01a11y the end1ng &

. ,}é" Pk}

’1mportant. We have seen in the last cha

he tragedy,.of anq Lear is
A SFn Bt Cordelia

represents the nature of man; that she is the part1cu]ar

. good whichianswers_to man’sipotentia]ity. Although the evil
" in the play destroys”thts.particutar good, it does not

" destroy the potentiatttyfof goodness'itse]f. The nature or

. essential being, or, in terns of the doctrine, the goodness

of man’ that is shown in Corde11a 11ves on after her death -in
those'three men‘who,st11ltendure. The goodness which def1nes
i man'as fully hunan - his potentiality to be actual -‘is not‘l
‘destroyed with'Cordelia; but surviVes in Edgar’ Albany and -
Kent 162 Nature 1tse1f seems to be exhausted at the end of
the p]ay,,but an ab1d1ng hope seems also to’ pers1st The

fa1nt but very real peace that comes from weariness is

. sure]y felt at xhe c]ose of th1c powerfu] drama, and this 151 :

: what is ult1mate1y left to us. Aqu1nas opaque screens arev
161 Aqu1nas part 1 ,qu. 48 art.4. Later in’ the Summa Aqu1nas

' states that "even though evil may indefinitely diminish good
it can never entirely consume it. (part 1,qu.49,art. 3)

162 ]t should be remembered. that Edgar s given the best"
statement on the fullness of being and on the absolute
‘reality in human existence of this fullness: it is "all", he
' suggests, and will therefore endure all. ("Men‘must ‘endure- |
The1r go1ng hence even as .their coming h1ther - R1peness is
all.” V,ii,9-11 .

P
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there in King Lear, but the 1ight-they obscure - the
illumination of wisdom that comes from, and to, an existence
’ of love, foﬁEjveness and sacrifice - is never completely
lost for it is of the nature of man to share in this

illumination.

Py,

2

In the open1ng scene of the play. Lear tel]s Cordel1a
thet_,noth1ng will come of nothing" (1 89) and later he te]]s
his, Fool that "nothing can be made of noth1ng “(1,14v, 130) In
11ght of the doctr1ne of evil as pr1vat1on, thi's statement
“that nothlng will come‘of noth1ng becomes a very profound
and'centfal tomment'on the evil that s tOWFollow in the"
play The doctr1ne c]a1ms that eqwl is nothing and that_jt
tends toward noth1ng noth1ng w11] come oF nothing’ . We
also see that Lear’ s‘statement Ctaims, in the doctrinefsvown
‘terme;‘that evi} breeds evil as well: 'nothtng,comes'of :

;nothing’ ‘Furthermore evil is simply the thvation'of good ,

\
- the pr1vat1on of that which Is ‘and is thus pure destruct1on‘

<]

~and’ has no pos1t1ve ex1stence of its own; .it' is ne1ther a
th1ng not does it br1ng anyth1ng forth"* noth1ng comes of "
noth1ng But the final teach1ng of the doctr1ne is that

evil; by consum1ng the good upon wh1ch its existence

&
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depehds. deétroys itself: nothing wiilncome of nothing. To
sUggest that Lear has these meanings consciously in mind
when he speaks would be immoderate to say the least, but
oongidered as a choric utterance, blending with Knights’
voices which'echo throughout the play and point to timeless
significances‘that tranSfend strict realism, Leat’'s remark
- could justifiablyrbe'regarded és a commentary on the nature
-of evil, That;is, if,Lear is not consciously directing our
.attention to the odestion of evil in these lines, then maybe
Shakespeare is..- a? ' {

“ Ih ahy case, the play does deal with the terrible
reality oﬁ evil, and to sUggest that Shakespeare's attempt

- to understand this evil was informed by the doctrinerof
privation is not to deny in ahy way evil's reality nor its
horror. No doctrine ceh alleviate the outrage”and’profound
‘discomfort we fee] when Lear bears Cordelia "dead in his
arms" in the final scene, ho doctrine at all can ease the

. unbearable angu1sh that ‘Lear suffers in those final moments
But no doctrine intends ‘to ease’ pa1n 1east of all the
doctrine of privation. It attempts to explain rea]1ty, not
to escepe it, and 1f‘the reality is painful it can only
attempt totexplaih the paih not to avoid it. Reality is
inescapable. Insofar as Klng'LeaP dea]s w1th the rea11ty of
evi]“honest]y it is pa1nfu1 for the rea11ty is painful, and
it must be said that Klng Leaﬁ ls honest to the rea]1ty But

SO 15 the doctr1ne of pr1vat1on a doctr1ne which teaches

how horr1b1e‘and destruct1ve ev114rea11y‘is,:yethalso that .

o

S
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it is not the Final reality.

The encounter with and examination of evil that King
Lear proviaes, [ have arguad, is informed by this doctrine.
We learn from the play that there is an &hdﬁr in all of
creation that défines what is natural, and that this order
this essential being or nature - is violated, through
corruption, by evil. We learn ultimately from the play,
however, that the order persists. The disturbance of evil
spends itself, claiming much of creation as it rages, but in
the end the order remains. "We that are young/ Shall never
see so much," the solemn Edgar proclaims: the evil that has
shaken the Lear uriiverse like a violent storm has passed; if
is gone. At the end of‘the play we are left with the
knowledge that evil can never touch that which it does not
share - the essence of creation, which is goédness.‘lt can
only diminish a bit of goodness at a time, and even then the
evil itself will disappear 'once the bit is consumed. But the
whole - the order. - continué§. Perhaps this is what the
dying Lear "§eés"‘on thq dead‘lipS'of Cofdelia when he
cries, "Look there, look there". Not that Cordelia herself
is alive, but that what she is or means in life - the |
reality of human éxistence'that she represénts - is eternal

and cannot periéh.

o
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