THE PARADOX OF RICHARD THE THIRD

s
M. M. DaDAWI

A cursory dook at is sage history is sufficicnt te show ihat
Shakesprarc's Richerd the Third has wlways had o tremendous suceess
on the stove. Dr. Johoson's words that “this is ome of the most ce-
lebrated our authour's perfonnances® ! are true no less of the Elizabe-
thun as well ux of modem times then of Dr. Jehnsoa's own day,
Richard rie Third. was obviowsly one of the most favourite plays to
Shakespewre's contemporeries. The plays which most interested his fels
Tows, we ure 101d, were = Roner end Jifier and Richard the Third, and
subsequently, the Falstafl picces und Humfer 7" This remained the case
up to the middle of the seventeeni century, and the popularity of the
play has not diminished since® The part of the hunchback himself has
been so popular with the mass of the theatre-gocrs b that it has always
been the wmnbition of ciery aspinng young actor (o-appedr in it ot one
of the main Londnn theatres, Actors like Garrick and Kean distinguished
themselves s it eacly in their carcer.  Even now it s not without sigai-
licance that Richard the Third i3 one of the still Few plays of Shakespeare
sclected for production on the sereen.

Yet of all the graagonists of Shukespeare’s popular plays there
is hardiy zny one more bloodthitsty ar {urther gone in the path of evil
than Richard, Duke of Gloucester, or who in 4 spirit of cold calewlation

I. Walier Ralzigh, Jolueen ar Shakespemee (Onford 14y, b 148,

2. The Shokespeare ANusion Book, ed. ©. M. Ingleby iflaford 1932), wal. 4
P slix,

3. The fact shat from 1700 10 1877 what the people saw on the stage was
Colley Cibbers wdaptusion of e pley docs pot seriowsly affect the usrgument
advanoed here, since most of (e seanes upon which il is based wene substantially
retined by Cibber, for the chvicus reason of theie theaurical effeclive ness,

4, This was the wuse vven with Shakespears’s contemporuries,  Sec the nofe-
rences (o the admuration Bubane won ay pliving Richard in 12X, Chamhors, Wiltiam
Statovspeare, b, 3E, 212,
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pives his way to the throne with more carpses of his kinsmen und
others. Of vourse, lugo is even more of & -Machivvel than Richard, cer-
tainly a moTe convineing ong,  Bul our response to lupo’s characler dif-
fers rudically from what we el towards Richard.  Richurd dulinilety
attracts us, and while be 15 on the singe he does for the hest part of the
play manage to captivute the hears of the audiznee. In e case of Iapo,
hewewer. there i< no douhi where the sympathy of the audicnes hes
that is in spiwc of the irresistible force with which he whirls the sudi¢nce.
together with the other dramatis persance, along with him in his diabolic
plots. In Riehard the Fhird theee is na (hhello to secure our sympathy
most of the ting.  But in Qdledfo. cven in the seenes where we admire
hem moost, we are most ertical of Tagoe's actions, a et which tends (o
wndermine any feclings of syinputhy that we may have for him. And
although dicrg will always be the sentimenel cride whe now and again
trics o show that the tragedy of Orhelley is also the tragedy of lape,
Shakespeare's intention js guitc clear, as the title of the play sugpesis.
Richard the Third, on the ather hund, is definitely intended 1o be a trupic
charucier, o 10 be more precise, Lthe hara of the tragedy.  He dominaces
U play o the way Murlowe's huracs do. And whilz he s on the stuge,
ond like most of Marlows's heroes hie is pretry often on the stage, he
halds, in spite of his abominable erimics, 4 preur fascination for the yu-
dienee which can be seen in bis great populurity.  How does Shakespearc
then muke so palatable 1o the audicnee a churacter which 15 so shocking-
Iy vicious 7 We still remember Anstotle's discussion of the wleal trapic
hero. in wiich he recommends that he should be a man of maore than
averaee goodness, and m which he warns the dramadsl against the pre-
scntation of an exiremely' bud anun fulling from happiness into miscry,'
Are Arstoile’s words then so completely olf the mark ¥

Of course. for some recipivnis the problem does not oxst To
Dr. Iohnson, for instanee. there was no paradox. For an interesting
reason which we shullsooa sey he futled 10 apprecialy the play and to
admire i protagonist. Here is the sum of lus verdict :

This 15 one of the most celebrded of ovr wuthour’s perfur-
nrances: yel | know not whether it has not huppened to him
48 10 oLhers, 10 be praised most when praise is most deserved.

L Aristale, T Poeeivs, ch, 13,
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That this play -has seencs noble in Usemsclves, and very
well contrived Lo sirike in the exdibition, conoot be denied.
But some pans are trifling. others shocking, and same
improhzshle.:

No doubt. wlimatzly Dr. Johnsen is nicht. No one can quarrel with
this criticul appraisal of Aihard the Third nowadays, although we
may disagree with him on which arc the tnifling parts, which the shock-
ing and whech the improbable. 1t is more uscful for our purpose, how-
over, ta po to thase critics who admitted that they biked tie play, and
who attempicd in somec way or other o ¢xpluin w themselves what was
bappening in their minds while perusing or watching it. Take, for
instinee, Harliit who may be considered typical of the cotic in the theatre.
Hazlid is very frack,  He staris his cxiay on the play by saying

Rivkard tie Third may be comidered as properly a
slage-play © it belongs 1o the theatre rather than to the
closer. We shall therefore eriticize it chiefly with a reforence
to the: manner io which we have scen it pefformed. *

Hazlitr. it is obvious from the whole of the ewsay, hus preal admira-
tion for the play on the sisge, but nowhere in his essuy does he pavisc
10 cxamme why he considers the play fo be “pronerly 2 stage-play"
and why, in his opinion. it helongs to the thewtre raiher than to the
closct. Had he done so. he might perhaps huve arfived at a solution
to this dramatic paradox. lndeed, in the vourse of the essay, il be-
comes difficuit to see why he docs not regard the play as {it for the
study, since he kavishly praises Shakespeare's url and genius as shawn
init

The play ilself is undouheedly o very pewcrlul efusion of

Shakespeare'™s gemas. The proundwork of the chamoier of

Richard, thut mixture of intellectual vigour with moral di-

pravity, in which Shakespeare delighted 1o show bis strength

— gase Full scope as well as lempiation Lo the exereise of

hiy imaginziion.

I, Ralewgin, wp cieo po 144,
1. Willinm Forlith, €lveneters oF Shak ~'_rr---.--r.'.| Plevs leFnrd 1'1'-#]}. 118 187,

T Welliam Husalitt, o e pe 190
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Tee wnacknuowledged sonrce of Huzlitt's erivicism here, as o many
olher cuses, ds really Coleridee.  Herc are some ol Colerides's remarks
on the ploy

Shalespeare’s suhlime morality - how it pervades sil s
ereat ghuragters,  (Here it deals widhy the dreadful conse-
quenes of placing the moral 1 suherdinution tw the

intellegtual,

The subordination of w meral o the doleilectuat
Buity,  As instances of the sume pnneiple in forms and
under gircumalances and with objecls the most diverse
imapinable { ahe Rivhard tie Third and Falsafl®

At times Coleridge adds te thein the character of lazo. b Both in bis
leetures und in-his recorded eanversation Coleridee provped these thres
gharcters logether ws jtlustrations of the same ruth — which reveals
a wamon negleet by him of the different pawerns of the plays in which
Lhese characters appear. end the different total impression each produces
on us. O immadiately suspects that there is somerhing seriously wrong
BN an interpretation thet finds esserriefy the same valoes in Falsiadf's
character a5 in that of Richard the Third or of lago,  Besides, a earcful
perestl of the play does not really show this tone of “sublime moraliny®
which Coleridge 1uths about.  We are faseinated by the behavieur and
character of Richurd himsell, but our attention 19 nol paricelarfy drawn
e ~the dresdful consequences of placing 1he maral in subordination 10
the mere inalcllectunl being”  In fact what distingoishes Richard’s
character is the way in which, izl our response Lo it, our moral sense is
suspended.  The scenes where Richard intetests us most are niarked hy
the peculiar imelevance of any moral considerations.  But of (his more
will be said faler.  Coleridse’s acsount of the play then is now satisfactory
breauwse it-is too moral, and because his appreach is, like Dr. Johnson's,
far (oo solemn. I spite of his Ueory of the witling suspuension of
dishelict Coleridge coutd never suspend his moral sense while reading
1. Coleridee's Shef eageavean Criveiven, wl, T, ML Ruwsor (Lomd, 19300 |, 232
fhu ety ik, 30, 171, 247,
3. Up el i, M
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poctry.!  Anather reason why Coleridge poes wrong 1s that he is here
culpable of the same error which the ‘chatdcier’ critics commonly
commil, Puradeoxically enoupl we do not give charaticr its due imporiance
in the play when we congentrie exclusively on il. It js only when we
vigw it in refation o the other charmciers and to lhe totu) patiern of
the play that we can do it justice und hopc (0@ arrive ul a just estimate
of s role and iis significance.

Shakespeare is comnpelled by history not 1o mitizaie the exeent of
Richard™s wivkedness ov belittle his criminal reeord. At the same time
he wants 1o make the chupaater wppeil to his audicnee, a fask whigh s
exceedingly ditheult.  Ta accomplish it he has o resort to certain devices
hotl in the drawing of the clumeter of (he protagenist himsell and in
the presentution of his rekation (o other charicters. As has already
been pointed out by G. Moulton in the closing yeurs of the nineteenih
century the theme of the pluy is erime and reudbution nnd is recurment
patiern.js Nemesis,  The vanous hnes of the plot are

linked together imte o systepy, the taw of which js seen
10 be that those who friumph 10 onc nemesis beeome the
vigtims of the noxt, so that the whole spgoests a ehain of
destruction like that binding topether the hrute creation
which live by preying upon one another.

Richard™s victims. therefore. are neither innocent nor hanmnless
people.  On the conlrary, thoy have practically all been implicated in ane
crime ot anotler.  This has been carelully peointed our by Shakespearc.
who. as ull cotics have roticed, makes them recall thelr gnm past and

I Such iz the imperanee Coleridiy: allacies 1o mocaliy that in his disos-
siom of deamatic illnsion swhile he believes that the pawer oF judsmeot s suspendil,
he sl asserig Lhat we can oover suspend the moral sense™.  ( Biographia Litevavia,
ed. Shaweross, 15, (97 Also i the Frapment of an Essr on Beawty he mainguing
Wi whereas in music and painting it may be poassible occasionally w do without
moral feling in poetry this i inpassible, 1 Biagrepiia fireemric L2523, Coleridge, thene-
fore, coulg at Umes be qust as much of a szrious mormlst s O fohnsea, 1L ds m-
wresting o note ihat ikke T Johnsen ke fouod much Lo object 1o in Ricloed Hie
Fhird, 0 face he wusmbgined that of this pluy Shakespeare could not v wrigken
more thon the part of Richand himself. which he brought himself (o bke b endow-
me Shakesprare's Inaiment wah a sofzmmily and a high moral sericusness it docs
nol feslly possess,

2 Quoted by I Doser Wikkoa in the iurodoction 1o i elivion of the play -

Richurd 111 ¢ Cambrisloe 19331 p.-xli,
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Tntn this breathing world. scarce holf made up.
And that =0 famely and unlashionabls

That dogs bark at me as | halt by them:
Why, I. in this weak miping Lme of peace,
Have no delight (o puass away the time.
Unless to spy my shadow in the sun

And descant on mine awn deformity

And thercfore, since T curnat prove a a lover,
To enterluin these fair well-spoken days,

I am determined to prove a villain

And hate the idle pleasures of these days. (L i.114-- 3])

We thercfore vealize that if this man (with his thorough awsrengss of
kis awn defonmity) aticmpts 10 wonr a wounan b will only be (o cssay
his powers, it will mther be in the nature of a challenge for Lim. It 4
only as a challenge. therelore, that we watch the scene, but it is a verbal
challenge, in which we admire his energy, dazzling wit and his powers
of persuusion.  If, however, we fail to respond to the scene in # drrached
intellectuzl manner, . in other words, inslend of abstructing From the
situction  only ¢ertain clements, e 1nsist on considering seriogsly all
the facts of e situalion, we cannot but be shocked hy s gross
improbability. Shakespeare docs not want us:to think of the act of
Lady Anne’s yielding to Richard under thesc circumstances in itself or
to judge it psycholopeally, hut only e think of it as a tribule to
Richard’s remarkable powers.  1f Shakespeare was afler psycholoaical
truth or realism he could have done something o mitigate the inherent
improbability of the situation : he could, Tor instance, huve avoided
making Richard woo Ladv Anne over the corpse of his victim, or
elzborating on Richard’s deformity, Instend he deviates from history
or tradition in order Lo increase the jmprobability of the situatios,
He could have t1old us that Richard hud been interested in- Anne before
her betrothal to Prince Edward. ot could have resorted to some such
convenient device as making them old lovers. OF course. there are
dramatic rensons why Shakespeare does nol do that. He does not waiit
us 1@ become ematisially enzaged on hehall of Richard, and by increasing
the difficuliies of the situation he only wishes 10 enlance his admirahle
Quuli:ics and bis histrionic powers. We are supposed 10 imanine that
the siluation from which Richard cmerges triumphant is cxceedingly
difficelt bwt are not meant to proke the patare of (hose dilficulifes,
And becatne we are not allowed (o do so we do not find ourselves
emationally invaived in the serioos interaction heween mind and
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mind {as we do. For instonce. in the temptition scene in Gihefio),
we do net gonsider cvery facet of the siwation, identGlying ourschves
with the hero and imuginatively placing ourselves in his predicament.
Instead we find ourselves interesied only in a verbal muteh in which
Richurd fights against grear odds and displays many essentialty admirable
qualitics, And lest we should take the scene uwnduly seriously
Shakuspeare mives this comment to Richard;

I deo mistake my person all this whilc:

Upon my life, she finds, although 1 cannot,
Myself 10 be a marvellous proper man.

14l be at charges for 2 looking-glass.

And enteriwin some scare ar lwe of tuilors,
To study fashions 10 adorn miy body:

Since 1 um crept in favewrs with myself,
Fwill maincain it with some lirtle cost.

Aut first 1710 turn don fellow in his grave;
And wen return lumenting o oy lave,
Skine. out, fair sun, il 1 have boupht a glass,
That 1 nay sce my shudow as | pass. (L i, 253—204)

The man. who at the bepinning of the play says iromieally that he is
not made 10 court an amorous leoking-pliss because of Ly defonmity.
decides now to buy a glass. This puts an end 10 any feclings of pity
we may cver have for the hunchback. and, in fact. is & warning asgainst
the sentimental and mistuken conception of Riclurd as a truly tragic
character wito suffers from an inlerionty compiex.’ We are shown
Richard playing & superb praciical joke. of which he enjoys the playing,
and when it is over he comes forwurd to wll us what a good and
enjoyable johe it hus been.

1. e John Maseficld. Wepium Shekespemre (The Hone University Librayy,
1959y p. 07 ¢ vde is aragicul 10 be defonucd, b s Lragicnl 10 have aninteliccl oo
govdt for people w vndersiamd’’. Lomb, whose justly praied esay on ' Cooke's
Richard the Third” coatiains same of the best craticism written on what T oy )
heee e cirly Richasd (i e, Richard betore the murdee of the princes | s mwich
nearcr e truth when B suss, ~Swrely the Richard of Shaokespeare mingles in these
allusions (ta his deformity) o perpeiusl reference fy his own gowers and capacities, hy
which Be i coahled to surmount these peily ohjections; and the oy of a Jefect
congiered or mrmed Mo an avantege, is ooe couse of these very wllusions, and of
the sati<fuction with which %is mind ecurs to them, These aHusions themsshes are
made i an ironicat and good humeured spirit of exaggeration - the mest bitter of
them are W be Tound in Ris seffwongralikiene sokiloquy spoken in the very manient
and erisis of joviul chultation on (e sucesss of his unbeanh ol courtship™,  Chartes
Lamb, Criical Cvavs, od William Mucdonudd ¢ London 1933 1L p. 14
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This is Lrue of the ather scenes of the play in which wue cannaot
riuist the altmction exerciaed by Richard™s claracier, for inséance, the
gcenie in which he anncunces the deuth of Claremce. or the councii seene
in which he, as the Lord Prowcetor. dencunees Hastings and condemns
him to death, But perhups the bost example in (he play i3 the election
scene, Fundomentally wlat we are wotching here is a scene of meat
treachery in which the people are 2rossly fooled with disastrous results
1o the whole realm.  Yer what Shakuespeure emphasizes ot this point is
neither the traachery ror the disastrous results, but the skill of the villzin
and his ubility to fool others.  The aceount of the plet o Shakespuure’s
SOUTCE 1S WRLer in 1 very prave fone, but Shakespeare lessens (his gravite,
and instead of piving us a scene in which Buckingham: trizs 1o fool the
anxicus and purzled people fas he does later tn Julfes Caesar) Shakespeare
is content with reporting what ha. huppened. The bishops keiween whom
Richard appears with a book of prayers in his hand are mere nonentities
aboul whom we are Lleld nothing by the poet. and rhey therelore do not
cxcite our sympithy, It i3 obvious then that the scene does not address
itsel( to our cmotions.  We are rather wmuwsed and entertained by the
spectagle we are warching.  Again we ure interesied in whut is going on
a3 we would be if we were watching an interesting game, and as in a game
our moral sensc is in abevanee. The whele thing, we are maude to lcef, is
a huae pructical joke devoid of any serious signilicancc.  Shakespeare
deliberately makes us forget the evil 11 Richard ‘s characler by concentrating
on the cntertuining aspect of the sitwation.'  In faet, we scceclly want
Richard to get the throne since this, we feel, would be the crowning
achievement of a superl piece of asting. 1t is a fact that Richard is a
consummate actor. and tharin the best seenes we ind oursclves enjuying
his acting a5 acting without curselves being emotionally invelved in Lhe
gction,  His powees of acling have been conimented on by critics, ranging
from Lamh, who wrote of his ~predominant and masterdy dissimulation’” to
Mark van Doven, who tells us thaf Richard s not just hypocriticai but
histrionic, and thay “thic asseriiens of his innocencs are always supponed by
claborate amting™, In fuct Shakespeare seems to have been so profoundly
influcaced by the theive of Richard's acting in the play 1har we find him

L O Edward Dowdaw, Sinbe qpoars. Mis Mind and At (Lomlan 1839}, p. 184:
“Richard”s eynician umd insolence hive in tham & kind o grim mirth; sugh a
domformic ax might be mel with ameng the humeorists of Pandemonivm, 1 Brataliyy
is o manner of joking with 4 purpose™. Tt wonld b wrong, howeves, 10 misz the
ironic tonz of Shukespeare which s unmistzkable cthroughout the scetwe,

38



using an unuseally biree vumber of metuphors from  the stape! It seems
sutliciently clear, twn. Uit iasueh 0 seene we e nade 1o enjoy the joke
and the acsing for their own sake, irrespeetive of the moral or immoral
issaes involved, Woe do not judgs an actor by his moral govdness or
s wickedness, bul aceording to whother he i3 u pood or a bad acior.
Nor do we gt emotionaliy involved tn the uctivn when we are remiaded
all the time Lhat an wwtor s only an aciof,

How ir dogs Shakespeare suceced in this mest difticult fask of
moking vs suspead vur sense of mor! vulues 7Tt must be readily admitied
that Shukespeare suceeed: only up 10 a paint. and ther at un exorbitant
price. For, althaugh we wsually consader Richerd the Third a hisiory
play nowudays, we must gmember that Shikaspears intended it to he 2
trgedy.  After all, ull the <ix quartus a5 well os tie First Folio hear
the title ~The Tragedy ' of king Riciard the Thied. The course of a wicked
monireh rushing te his had fare provided one of the patferns of Elizabe-
than traeedy, a pauern wnwatune vorinn of which is Macheth, 1tis a
puttern which Madeleine Doran huas recentiy classified as the De casitua
form of srapedy . TU ds thercfore ot attogellier irrclevant fo judee it
24 a (racedy, ofid g5 @ trugedy it s orly too obvious that it fails. Cnties
have already pointed out reasons for is falling below the highest ragic
level, and there is ne pced to repeut them here. To o tidse reasons
however, [ would veniure (o add onc. 1t is that when we are attracted
by thg prowgoniet's churiwie, wi we shauld be g a iragedy. we are
not allawed ta take his scuons seriously < The sprizhtly colloguial
distonue, and solilogmes of penuing humane™ which Lamb und every
theatreepoet who admires the play  find in 9t act wgainst the high
soripustess hul s pedessary lor o traoedy proper. The play. therefore,
despite 38 wountl. wmerders, is ek the onre ‘sepeus’ action which
Aristotle insisls an in Lis furious definition of tragedy.* This s the
awlul price Shakespeare puys for cancentrieng on thz amusiog side of
evil, and Tor making vs suepend our morel sense, Shakespeare hus learnt
his 1e.con in Hickard the Fhind and nowlwre in the grest later trigedics
does e dissaciate moral considerlions from Dis iragic conveption of Life,

1. On ke sienileance of these rwelaplhnre see 1. Middletn Murry, Shakespeare
 Lomebon 1936 5. pp. 125 R

2 Malsivine Dran Evdravers of A2, Madison Tl Univeisiey nf Wiwonsin
ross, (49540, pov 114 1T,

3. The Priies, ohapler B
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Bt the suceess of doing withour morsl  considermtions in
Richard The Third s only punial, Shakesprare peints out that
Richurd’s victims deserve their fate and makes an avempe. which is only
teo palpable, to Mind in his deformity a panial explunation of his cvil.
We all agrec wirh Lamb. cspecially us repards the firsst pare of the
play, that Richurd is not just “u very wicked man, and kills linke
children in their beds, with semething like the plessure which the gianis
and ogres in children’s books arc termesented to have taken in that
practice’’ '  But afier the murder of the princes in the Tower it must
be admitied that he comes penilously near “the very wicked man wiho
kills little elibdren in their beds’.  From now on we connot but fegl
that, in the werds of Van Doren, “he is a murderer by nature and that
he likes to kil Shakespeare 1 too great an artist. vven 2t this sluge
of his development to trample merl values under font. He can empha-
vize the amusing nature of an evil action. but he eannot bur he shocked
at actions of pure horror.  There iz neither wit, subtlely or amazing
power of inteliigence in the murder of innocent children in their sleep.
In fack, a1 this point Shakespeare delibernicly emphasizes the horrific
nature of the deed{which is a crime agzainst order in «lf shnses, cspeeially
as Richund was the Lord -Protecior’) resorting 1o o pumber of effvctive
devices.  To beein with, he shows us that Buckingham, who hus so far
and without the Teast seruple. ageompanied Richard on the path of evil,
pretends at this juncture not to undersiand his meuning when the futier
ciapresses the desire 1o be rid of the children, and openly hesitates (o
arrange for the murder when the desire is made only oo cxplicit 1o
him. No doubt , it 15 cecessary for Anckinpghum to breuk with Richurd
cventually on this or an some other point, so thut he may realize that
he has keen futaliy deccived in him, Tt s punt ol the seheme of
things in the play, and of its preut theme of nemesis and crime and
punisliment. Buckingham should nol go unpunished, and Murgaret's
curses on him should be fulfitled as they have ulready heen Tullilled in
other guses, However. the hesitmion of such a villainows character as
Buckingham (whicl is obviously the eesult of his culizadlion ol {he eaar-
mity of the crime ) doos reflcet upen the exient of evil that is in Richard,
Nesides, Shakespeare makes the two murderers. Digliton and Forrest,
weep when they warmuite the grim story of the childeen’s murder, Tyr
rel himself. who suboried these murderers. pives a detailed Jeseription of
the murder witicl is obviously nreant 1o diccet our respanse (o the play,
to incense s oceinst Richard

b Charles Lamb, oo o, o UL
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The orannaus and btoedy deed s done.

The most srch al of pilcous mwssicre

That ever yet tus land way guilty of.

Dirhton und Ferrest. wlom 1 did suboru

Ta dao this ruthlcss picce of bulchery,

Although they were flesh’d sviMtaing, bloody dogs.
Mcliing with teudemess and laud compussion
Wenl like pva childeen i thwir deaths™ sad Storics.
‘Lo, thus,” guoth Dightor. ‘lay thase teuder Mhubes’
‘Thus, thus.” quoth Forrest, cpirdling ong anather
Within their innevent alehuswr aems

Their hps were Tour ned roses on oo stalh,

Which in their summer beoary kus'd coch other
A baok of prayers on their piflaw lay,

Which once’ guoth Forrest. ‘almost clinsed my mmd,
But O ! the desal” there the villiia stanp'd;
Whilst Dighton thes told on @ We smathered
Ti:e most replenished sweer work of patare,

That from the prime ereotion cer she framed.”
Thus both arc pone witly conseenge and: nonorse
They vould pol speuk; and so T left them both,
To hrinze this fidings to the bluody king,

Aund herv he comes

All hail. my ~oveoreign Heoe !

A, R, Kmd Tyrerel, am 1 hanpy in thy aews 7

Fyr.

If 1o kave done the thing you pave in charze
Beaet your happiness, e huppy tdwn,
For i is done. my Laord.

K. Rich. But didst thou see then -dowd 7

N

I did, tny loerd,

K. Rich. And buncd, pemile Tyerel ?

Tyr.

The chaplain of the Tower hath bancd them;
But how of in whut place [ do nat knoaw.

K. Rich. Come o me, Tyrrel sooa at after supper,

Ard thou shah wH the pracess of iteir death.
Mountinne, bat think Low T pay do thee pood.
And be ¢he mhentor of thy desive. (1Y, B, 1-34)

6l



This scene ig, 7 f2ek o turning point in e emetional sticture
of the play.  Fram new on we find ourselves crotwomally invalved in the
actron; we can no [eyer suspend our moral judgment.  The iMpression
of Richard’s vices booones uppormost §7 our consciousnvss, and s we
ook forward te his dawnfall. To vl Tyrrel kind’, immadiately alter we
hase been tald of what he kas donc, is no Jonper witky 0r amusing or even
bad 1aste but is dowpneht shocking, and to say that “we like and admire
Richard ' at this point beeunte *“he knows, as the politicians wldom
know, precisely what he is doing.” * is to butray utier insensitivicy,  Tyr-
rel himself, like Micheth and Lady Mocheth later resoris to circumlocu-
tion when he refers to the crme. because 1t 1y 2o grim 1o by fuced
squirely and called by dis redd nipte. Aler this seere the 1one of the play
bocomes mueh nwre sombee und we wer the really moving and justly
praised seene of the three Bamenting womér  the e guoeens and the
Duchess, in which Dowden found - a Blake-like 1crror and  beeuly,”” ?
Even the verse becomes for a while much more svrious, It mements
(oreshadowing the superb trucic poctry thit i3 o coms

Su, now prosperily begins (0 mellow
And drop inte the roten owh of death, (1Y, v, 1-2)

To indicate the shift in (he emotionn] structuee of (he play it would
perhaps be hodpful 10 eompiure the wo seenes which oweur at dilferent
points in the play, und which are so parallel iy iany respeeis that they
ohvipusly invite comparisen. T mean Act ), seenz |, where Richand
wooes Lady Anme and Act 1Y, seene v, in which he courds Quoen
Elizabeth. for her daughter’'s lund. The parallelisa between the Lwo
seenes is 5o obvious that itds suflicient o sommareae (e here,  The situa-
von in both i3 wry serflan o the £iest the lody s betrothed his been
muerdered by Richard. wio wooes her before the corpse of Kine Henry
the Sixth, his father, whom fie himseif has rethiesdy butehered in prison,
In Uk second Righard hns put to death the ehildren of the fady Tor the
hund of whawe daurhizr he is makinz & bid. Likewise. the siyle in both
sceites 15 raughly the sume @ it is predominantly amilical and celics
Leavily upon.siyehomithia.  The oulcome of bolh Rivlurd hetieves Lo be
suecessful, although the subseguent tarn of the events shows that be is
really ounwiited by Queen Elizabeth. Yot here the resemblance berween the
two scenes ends. Much of hebriltiance and buayaney of the carlicr seene,

1. John Palmwr, TTRRRENS M (11 N
2. Duwden, oo e, o IBL



the crities notwe, has gone, and the sccond scene is described us a © pale
reflection” of the fint.t  “Chis, however. s not simply the inevilable re-
suft of repetition. The Tact is that ulter the murder of the childven our
aitilide 1o Richard has drasiicafly chunged. We are much lgss inclined
(o accept his humour than hefore. Gur mora) sense is now awakened
with the result that we can po longer treat the scene as a game or look
upon it as a practical foke.  Instead we judge i€ seriously, und se we are
profoundly disturbed by gucstions of improbability — the thing which
never happoned Lo us when we propedy responded 1w (he earlier szene.
1t seerns that Shakespeare wus instinctively aware of this, as he intimated
towards the end of Uw piay that Richard did not have it his own way
thia time, but was in fact fooled by (he Quean.

The conclusion scems to be thiar hedf way, ar rather more than 1we
thirds of the wuy, through the play Shokespeare changed his mind about
the charucter of Richard  Or pethaps it would be more ageorate 10 say
that up Gl Act 1%, seenc it what ioterested Shakespeare mast in Richand
was precisely what could not make of him a trapic charusier @ wit, bril-
Jiance, intellcctual subtlery. vesourcefulngss, ‘alacrity of spirit’, all of which
gualities could only be upprewaated if dissoviated from the evil paiure of
the uctions m which they are reveuled. iF in other words, we suspended
our morzl juderment and did not ake the aetions senously, Then Shake-
speare changed his mind, possibly because he could not blind himself
(o 1the atrocious najure of dic murder of the childeen, or possibly he
remembered thal he was ufter all wriling a frugedy, an getion which has
to be taken seriously. So he irted, unfortunately too lute. to muke his
protaganist behave like a tragiv hero, he awakened his maral sense, made
him suffer from bad dreams, and from the pricks of vonscicneg, and in
the end made him tesof to wine 10 helster up his spinits,*  Yut all these

L Juhn Balmer (ep. cig, e 1), saps, “The hirst, Ane cageless miptume is ex-
huwsled™™, CF M. C. Bradbrosk. Xiutmpeare e &izabotion Moctry {London 13313,
p. 134 " The wooing of Flizabelh has oot the Brilliece of the wooing of Lady Aanz,
with which it slands i dronic contrast ™,

2 k. MW Tillvard, SheSesneares Historn Mups (Londen 1948, p. 211 ¢
“His irony forsskes him; he 15 nnguarded not secretive in making his plans; he is no
longer coul but eonfesed in his energy, giving and retracting arders: b reediv doss
nat sleeps ant, when an the eve of Boswoeth he walls for i bowl of wine because he
has not “thetl i) zerty of spirit vor cheor of nind that T owns wont o heve™, be is the
genuing ancestor of i villain @ a sincteemb ceneury melodrmas cuthine for wliskey
when things ook biack™,  Tilivard's odmirable treatnient of the unconvincing chonge
in Michard’s charmeter deseeves o Yack to be nead in is endivety,
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are nurely tticks 1o bring to ferms @ reca'citrant churacter and to
end the play trapicaliy. And the reeult iy puere mwlodrima i which
action docs 1ot arise spontancously from characier and rem the nalure
of the purticufur human s:uation. bit is arhiternily foreed wpon them,
We may be able to acecpt that in the theatre, 1= 1he laler Richad ocou-
pics wery litfe of the play, wsd the metion culntinating in his down-
a1l moves very fast,  Bul gutside the theatre (he dichotomy is oaly too
palpable.  We cannot accepr the later Richard bevause he 1s not convin-
vty As for the earlier Richord we cun only accepr him when we do
not take him seriously and whoen we suspend our moril judgment; he,
says onc of his great edmiters, *lurning bis vonseience out of doors, pro-
mises his audience 2 morzl holiday 7' Dover Wiloa may be nght in

sayina that

et st postemuediova] world,  hali=Chistian, kall-papa:r und
pot by the beast rationglistic in vur sease of the word, ot was
not auly possible Buet for persons of any intellizence ulmost
a mattee of cours (o cateriain wo or three zpparently in-
consistent atntudes or values ab the same Hme. ™NOT %was
there anyduny noce] in condemning v moral or religrous
vrounds a character thorouehly cnjoved on aesthelic oncs.
By Shakcspeare’s day pluypoers had been gecustonied to

such cumbivulenge™ for ceirtenes.”

Bur b oscams Lo ferget that such a character. if it prosenis an absolute
opposition between the moral und acsthetic. as Richard does in the curly
purt of the plyy, can never be tndy trapical.  No great rigedy worlh
the neme can do withorwr moral considendions altopetler, that is in the
wide sense of the erm moral in tiw sense that the prefundivy of Anony
and Cleopuaira's passion is still a roral vulue in spite of their illicii rela-
tion. Inwpiie of Righard's admirable gualitics these is no sense of waste
tn his death; in spite of his downfafl there is ho real fecling of puy For
beny. Jt gs true that it o tragicat to be deformed, ik is tragical o b

1. Palmwer, op. r. p. 66,
2 Diwer WES, o o, PP AVEXAL



an intellect too great for people 10 wnderstand ;' bul Shakespesre docs
rot avail himsell of the tragic pessibilitics in these things; Be chooscs not
lo emphasize thur scrious aspect.

If the foregoing discussion is =ound it cunnot (hen be maintained,
as i1s often donz by critics, that the character of Richard the Third in
ihe play that bears his name is simply a eontinuation of Glouaster in
the Third Part of King flenry the Sicth.  Admittedly towards the end
ol the earlicr play the character of Gloucester becomes very dominant.
but there is a marked difference in Shakcspeare's treatment of him in
tire two pluys. In the earlicr play Shakespcure gives us a study in inten-
sity of passion, bul the humour, wit and resourcefulness are conspicuously
absent from the earlier porimit, a difference which is peculiarly refcvant
ta the arpument af this essay, and which is commonly neglected by thesc
who trcat the characters in boih plays asif they were the same conceplion,
without any regard o the different tone. form and swructure of euch play.
Who. for instance, could mmagine the protagonist of Richard the Third
uttering 1hese words, in which Gloucester o the earlier pluy, consumed
by passion. gives vent 1o his vehement feelings, after having enviausly
watched his brother Edward court Lady Grey

Ay, Edward wiil use women hanourably.

Would he were wasted, marrow, bonres znd all,
Thal from his loins no hopeful branch may spring,
To cross me from the polden nme T loek For !
and yet, between. my soul's desire and mg —

The Tustful Edward’s title buried —

1s Clarence, Henry, and his son young Edwaurd,
And all the unlook’d for issuc of their badies.

To 1ake their rooms. ere | can place mysclf:

A cold premeditstion for my purpose !

L. John Musclield, o e, po 97, It seems whsurd, thereloe, 1o see inthe play
a travedy which is net there, as Masefiwld docs, endow the character of Hichard
with 2 nobility he does not possess { @ Richard i~ a bloody dug Jet [ovse m a sheep-
fold. 1t is u part of the trgedy that he is nobler than the sheep thul be destroys™,
p. 463, and arrve g1 the fals and morally resolung conclusion that it s 2 purt of
Hichard's dragedy that it-is pol inichet thet inumphs ity this wordd, bub o stupid,
thnueh 2 nghtena « somethang, ineopable of wadernuling intelbect”, (p. 94)
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Wla. lhen, T do bat droum on sovercigmy;

Like one a0l sfands upon o ooy,

And spws w Lr-oF shore where he would pread,
Wrihing his foat were cyual witl his eve,

And chides th sea that seaders Bim rom twene,
Saviog, he'lb wde gt dev o have Tus way

So do T wish the crow ). boiny so Tur oll;

And o b ochide e means that keeps we from e
And vo T osan . DU gl the causes ol

EBlatiericy me with jmpassihilitees,

My cve ds oo gaick, me heart o'erweesns low much,

Lnless oy hand und sirength coeld cqual them.
Vol sav there s e hinpdoms then for Riclard ;
Whio other plessure can the world wYord

I make my haaven §1 o Lads s lap,

And deck my kady in pay oriments.

Ad witeh swect dics with my words ard luahs,
O miserble thonghie ' and mize unlitely

Than o aceonmpiah twenty golden crowirs
Wioo fove forware pw e mothier’s womb:
And for | shouid cor des! i ber soft laws,
She did vorrupt frail natere winl soine bribe,
Ta shnnk mine armoup like o withier'd shirub:
Ta mine an enviaus niountain an my kack,
Wiere s tefurmity o wioeh my bady;

To sfaper my dezae oF un wieguul size

Lo disproparion mw in vveny pun,

Like to o chios, ar an unlick’d bear-whelp
That wirties no dmpresson ke the dum.

And um I lhen o man o he beloyed ?

2 munsirers faolt, o harboig sueh a thoughi?
Tlaen, simee this carth ailords no joy 1a g,

But to command. (o ¢heek, 10 o'erbear suol

Az uic of better persor than weself,

Pl make ey heaven @ digam upon the erown,
And wliles T wve, 1o accout this world bul hell
Lol e mis-shaped trusik that bears is head
Be round impaled with o glorious crown,
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And yel T know not how (o get the crown,

For many lives stand between me and home

And I, like one lost in a thorny woed,

Thul rends the thorns and is rent with the 1hogns,
Seeking & way and straying (rom the way

Not knowing how to find the open air,

Bur toiling desperately to find it out, —

Torment mysell 1o cateh the English crown :

And from Ihat (orment § will free mysell,

Or haw my way out with a blaody axe. (THl. §i. 124 —181)

[t is previsely this sense of ‘torment” that we do not find in the
essentilly mon-serivus Richand of Richard e Third.

Bul if Richard the Third sullcrs as a tragedy it does nol mean thai
it 15 complutely devaid of any scrious meaning. Moulton’s analysis of
the plot is only too well known, and Tillyard has shown the relipious
significance of the play,! and pointed out that ils busingss is t» com-
pleic the nzvianal terralogy snd to display the working out of God™s plan
{0 restote England to prosperity .7 This is the scrious meaning of whe
play, which cun only be seen of Richard the Third {s taken as a hiscory play,
i which the significance of the role of Richard is greatly minimized. It js
not, however. the meaning that the aserage theatre-pacr. at least nowadays,
sees; nor does il agcount for the play's great popularity on the stape.
The play 1s popular because of its theatricality, because of the wonderdul
chances it offers 2 pood actor, singe 50 much af it depends on the prowygo-
nist impressing us by his conswmmate acting und fooling other characters.
Besides, the play does not make great claims on the nudience’s intel-
ligence : in the last two acts it is pure mefodrema®, while in the himst three
wg are nol meant to teke the astion seriously at all, but are in fact given
“a moral holiduy*'. Moral holidays may be very enjoyable, bui no great
dramatist can alford (o have them in a tragedy.

1. Tulvard, oy, rir., pp. 204 1,

I Tolvard, op. e, p. -1ud.

3, In Coiley Cibber's ve siom of the play, which held the stage undl the time
of Macready, or, 10 be more accurate, rving (who in 1877 managed to make Shake-
spearc's play displaoe Crbber’s version allogethery, we potice thist * the euts of whole
soenes leave Richard alwaws in the cenrre of the action' and make of him an cven
more melkdranatic viflain.  {ec Deover Wilson, v, i, po L
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