THE PARADOX OF RICHARD THE THIRD

s
R, M. Darramndl

A gcursory dook at jls sluge history is sufficient to show ihat
Shakespeare's ficherd the Third hus wlvays had o tremendous suceess
on the steve, Dr. Johnson's words that “ihis is one of the most ce-
lebrated our authour's petfonmances ™ ' are true no less of the Elizahe-
thun as well v of meodem times then of Dr Jehnson’s own day,
Rictraed rhe Third. was obviously one of the most favourite plays to
Shakespearc's contemporeries. The pluys which most interested his fels
Tows, we ure lold, were = Roen gnd Sudiet and Rirkard the Thicd, and
subsequently, the Falstafl piccus and Heewfer 77 This remained the case
up to the middle of the seventcend century, and the popularity of the
play has not diminished since® The part of the hunchback himse!l has
been so popular will the mass of the theatre-goces b that it has always
been the wobition of every aspinng young actor ke-appear in it at one
of the main Londan theatres. Actors like Garrick and Kean distinguished
therpselves ot it early in their carcer.  Even now 1% s not without sigei-
ficance Wit Richard the Third i3 one of the still few plays of Shakespeare
scleeted for production on the sereen.

Yet of all the prnagonists of Shukespeare’s popular plays there
is hardly sny one more hloodthirsty ar further gone in the puth of evil
than Richard, Duke of Gloucester, or whao in 4 spirit of cold calewlation

I Walier Ralaigh, Jefeesen ar Shakospeer {Ondard 1946y, p. 148

2. The Shefespeare Aliusion Hook, ed, © ML Inglehy (flaferd 1932, wol, i
I slix

% The oot that from 170 10 1877 what the people saw on the stage was
Calley Cibhers wlaptusion of the play does pot seriosly affect the  uargument
acdvaneed here, sifce most of the seones upon which it iz Puasedd wepre  subetantially
retwined by Cibber, Joc the ehvicus eason of theie theatrical cffeclive nesi

4 This was the cuss cven witly Shakespewrs’s contemporaries,  Sec the refe-
rences Lo 1le admnralion Buelane wonin pliwing Rickard in LK, Chambers, William
Shatbospeare, ih, 3DE, 212,
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pives his way to the throne with more carpses of his kinsmen und
others. OFf course, luge is even mare oF 3 -Machivvel than Richurd, cer-
tainly @ nwoTe convinmng one,  Buf our response to lupo’s characler dif-
fers rudically from what we Jue]l towords Richard.  Richurnd dulinitely
attracts ws, and while e i3 o the sinege he does for the hest part of the
play manace to capyete the hearts of the audiznee. In e case of fago,
howewer. there is no douhi where Lhe sympatiy of the audienes les
that is in spiwc of the irresistible foree wirh which he whirls the sudignce,
tegether with the orwr drematis personce, along with him in his diabolic
plots.  In Richard the Fhird there is vo Cihello o sevure our sympathy
moat of the ting,  But in Sefrello. even in the seenes where we admice
hem moost, we are moest ertcal of Tago™s actions, a Mot which tends 1o
vndenwine any fecling: of syinputhy that we may have for him,  And
although dierg will always be the sentimensl crite whe now and again
tries Lo show that the tragedy of Orhelio (s also the tragedy of Lo,
Shakespeare’s intentivon is quite clear, as the title of the play soppests.
Richard the Third, on the arher hund, is definitely intended o be a trugic
chargter, or 10 be more precise, the hera of the tragedy.  He dominaces
tawe play o0 the way Murdowe's beracs di. And while he s on the stape,
ond like most of Marows s heroes he is pretry often on Hie stape, he
holds, o spite of his abomioable ertmes, 3 prear fascination for the ap-
dienve which can be seen in Bis great populurity.  How does Shakespearc
then muke so palatable o the audicnee a cluaragter which i% so shocking-
By vicious 7 We il remember Aristotle’s discussion ol the Wlead trapic
hero, in which ke recommends that e should e a man of mere than
averaee goodness, and i which he worns the dramadsl ag2inst the pre-
seritation of an exiremely bud anun fulling frem happiness indo miscry)
Are Arstoile’s words then so compleiely off the mark

Of course. for some recipionis the problem does not cxst To
Dr. Iohnson, for instance. there was Ao paradox. For an interesting
reason which we shallisoen soe he fatled (0 appreciale the play and to
admice 8 protaponist Here is the sum of s verdict

This 15 one of the nost celebrited of ovr wulthow’s porfor-
rances: yel | know not whether it has ot huppened 1o him
48 1o ouwers, 10 b2 praised most when pralse s most deseryed.

L Aristatle, T Poesier, ch, 13
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That this play -has sconcs noble o Memselves, and very
well conttived la sirike in the caliibition, conool be denied.
But some paris are trifling. others shocking, and some
improhshle.

No doskt wlhimatzly Dr. Johnson is richt. WNe one can guirrel with
this criticu! appraisal of Hidord the Third powadays, although we
may disagree with kim on which are the tnfiing pans, which the shock-
ing and which the improbable. Ti is more uscful for our purpose, how-
over, tu po to those critics who admitted that they liked e play, and
wha atiempied in some way or other 1o ¢xpluin w themselves what was
huppening in theie minds while perusing or wilching . Take, for
instanee, Hazliit who may he considered typical of the cotic in the theatre.
Haelid is very fran,.  He staris his cssny on the play by saying

Rickard e Thind may be comsidered as properly a
slage-play © it belongs 1o the theatre rather than to the
closel. We shall therefore criticize it chielly with a reforence
to the manner iv which we have scen it peffotmed, *

Hazlitr. it iz obvious from the wholz of the ewiay, hus great admira-
tion for the play on the sisge, but nowhere in his essuy does he pausc
(o examine why he considers (he play fo be “pronerly o stage-play™
and why, in his opinion. it belongs to the theatre rather than to Lhs
closct. Mad he done se. he might perhaps huve arrived at a solution
to this dramatie paradox. lIndeed, in the course of the essay, it be-
pomes dificult to see why he docs not regard the play as lit for the
study, sinee he kaishly praises Shakespeare’s url and genivs as shown
init o

The play itself is undouhiedly o very powcelul elfusien of

Shakespearc's gemus.  The groundwork of the charcier of

Richard, thut mixture of intellectual vigour with moral de-

praviny, in which Shakespeare delighted 1o shaw hig sirength

— gase full scope as well us tlemptation te the crereise of

hiy dmazinzbon.

I. Balcwi, wpoo o pe Td4
2 Willinm Meelith, Shenneters oF Sbakoopenes Plivs (Oxlord 199491 p. 187
T Welliam Huelvk, oe o po jun.
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The unacknuowledpred senree of Huzlite's erivicism hore, as o many
olher cuses, ds really Coleridee.  Herc are some ol Coleridee's remarks

on the ploy

Shalcspeare’s suhlime morality - how it pervades sil s
ereat ghuragrers,  (Here it deals wiidyy the dreadfu] conse-
quettees of placing the moral m suherdinution to the
inelleetual,

The suberdination of w meral (o the joleilecluat
buiky,  As instances of the same prnciple in forms and
under. gircumalanees and with obecls e most diverse
imaginable 1 1abe Rivhard dwe Thivd and Falsoafl.®

At times Coleridge adds to then the gharacter of lazo. b Both in kis
leetures wnd in-his recorded eanversation Coleridee provped these three
charncters Logether ws jthustrations of the same ruth — which reveals
a wamon negleet by him of the different pawerns of the plays in which
Lthese characters appear. und the different total impression each produces
on us.  Owe immadiately suspecls that there is somerhing seriously weong
B an interpretation thet finds essenrieff the same values in Falsiadf's
character as in that of Richard the Third or of lago.  Resides, a earcful
perustl of the play does not really show this tone of “sublime moratiny™
which Coleridge 1uths abaut.  We are faseinated by the hehavieur and
character of Richurd himsell, but our attention 19 nol paricelarty drawn
i ~the dresdful consequences of placing 1he maral in suhodination 10
the mere inlcllectuel being”  In fact whet distinguishes Richard’s
character is the way in which, iz our response Lo ity our moral sense is
suspendend.  The scenes where Richard interests us most are marked hy
the peculiar igekevance of any moral considerations.  Put of this more
will be said [aler.  Coleridge's aceount of the play then is now sauslactory
breawse it-is too moral, and because his appreach is, like Dr. Johnson's,
far toe solemn.  In spite of Dhis dwory of the witling suspunsion of
disbalict Coleridge could never suspend i moral sense while reading
1. Colezidse's Shoh espoacean Crinedvm, wl, T, M. Hawsor (Lowd, 193001, |, 232
e ey 0k, 30, 171, 247,
3 U i, OM.
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poctry.  Anather reason why Coleridge goes wrong is that he is here
culpable of the same error which the ‘chareier’ gribes commonly
commil, Puradoxically enougl we do not give characicr 415 due imporlance
in the play when we comeentrtle exclusively on il Ir is only when we
view it in refaton 1o the other chamciers and ta e totul patiern of
the play that we can do it justice und hope 1o affive al a just estimate
of s role and s significance.

Shakcspears is comnpetied by history not to metizae the cxeent of
Richard™s wivketness ov belittle his eriminal reeord, At the same time
he wants to make the chupaater uppl Lo his audicnee, a task which i
exceadingly dificul.  To accomplish it he has o tosort to cortuin devices
bhoty in the drewing of the charueter of e protagenist himsell and i
the prosentution of his relation to other characters.  As has alveady
been pointed cut by G, Moulton in the cloging yeurs of the nincteenih
contury the theme of the pliy is erime and rewdbation and s reeuroent
patiertjs MNemesis,  The vanous lipes of the plog are

linked together into o systemy, the taw of which is seen
1o be that those who friumph i1 one nemesis boeome the
vigtims of the next, so that the whole spgaess a ehain of
destruction like that binding together the brute cretion
which live by preving upon one anether,

Richard™s wictims. therefure. are heither innocent nor hurmless
peaple.  On the conlrary, they haye practically all boen implicated in ane
crime ot another.  This has been carelully pointed out by Shakespearc,
who. as all chties have poticed, makes them recall their goim past and

I Such is the impodanee Colemidhs: allaches 1o moaliny that in his disoos-
sjem of drarmalic iTusden while he believes that the pawer of judement is suspendil,
he 1@l asseris Lhat we can oover teuspend the morad sense™, § Biograehio Lieerarie,
e, Shawetoss, [, 1974 Al i the Frapment of an Essa on Beooly be muintaing
e whereas io wusic and paintiog it may e possible oecazionally e do withow
moTal feeling in poetry this is immersnible, 1 Biageapho Loeenrie 113520, Coleridae, then:-
Core, comlg 2k limes be qust as mogn of o szrious morlse s D dohnsen, 1L ds e
lerasting o mote Uiat Bike Tr Johrson ke found much b object 1o in Aichaed pie
Thived,  In Tacr he ngonieined Whar ef this pluy Shakcspeare could pet Jive wricten
maore than the part of Bichard himseli. which he brought himseiP o ke by rodow.
e Bhakespeare's Inaimeat vah a sofzmmily and o higl moral scricuspis it dees
nol feally posess.

2 Quoted by I Dooc Wikson in the purodoctien 1o his elivion of the play -

Bichurd 111 3 Cambrilpe 19335, p.xli
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Trnte this breathing world, scaree holl made up.
And that so jamely and unlashinnable

That dogs bark at me as | hali by them:
Why, I. in thiz wenk niping tme of pauce,
Have no delight o pass away the time.
Unless to spy my shadow in the sun

And descant on mine awn delormity:

And thercfore, since T eunnet prove a a lover,
To enterluin these fair wellspoken days,

I am determined to prove a villain

And hate the idle pleasures of these days, (L i014-- 31)

We therclore realize thal o7 this man gwith his thorough awarengss of
his own delfommity] amempts 10 won o womnan b will ealy be Lo cssay
his powers, it will mther be in (he nature of a chatlenge for un, It s
only a3 a challenge. therefore, that we warch the scene, but it is a verbal
challenge, in which we admire his energy, dazzling wit and Lhis powers
of persvusion.  IF, however, we fail to.respond to the scene in » derached
intellecionl manner, il in other words, inslead of absicacting from the
situglion only certmin elements, we 1nsist pn considering serioosly all
the flacrs of ile situalion, we cannot bt be shocked hy s pross
improbability.  Shakespeare docs not want us:to think of the ast of
Lady Anne's yielding to Richard under 1hosc circumstances in itself or
to judge it psycholopeally, hut only te think of .t us o tribule o
Richard’s remariable powers.  [F Shakespeare was afler psycholoeical
truth or realism he could have done something to mitigate the inherenc
improhability ol the situation © he could, Tor instanee, Muve avoided
making Richard wpo Lady Anne owver the corpse of his victim, or
elzborating an Richard’s delormity. Instend he deviates from history
or tradition in erder W oingrease the improbabifity of the situation,
He could have todd us-that Richard hud been interested in Anne before
her betrothal to Prince Bdward. or ¢ould have resorted te seme such
convenient device as making them old lovers. OF course. there are
dramatic reisons why Shakespeare does nol do that.  He does nob want
us 1¢ become emationally enraged on behall of Richard, and by increasing
the difficulties ot the situation be only wishes 10 enhianee his admirahle
quuliies and his histrionic powers.  ¥We arc supposed (o imanine Lhuat
the siluation from which Richard cmerges triumphant is cxeeedingly
difficell bul are not meant o probe e patore of these dilficuties,
And becatne we are not allowed (o do sa we do not find oursclves
emuationally invaived in the seroos interaction hewmeen mind and
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mind {as we do. for instance, in the tempiation scene in Eifefio),
we do not vonstder every Tnevp of the siwation, idemtilying oursclyves
with the hero and imuginatively placing ourselves in his predigement.
Instead we find ourselves interested .anly in o verbal muteh in which
Richurd fights against prear odds and displays many essentially admirable
qualities, And Jest we should take the seene woduly seriously
Shakuvspeare mives this comment ro Richard:

I do mistake my person all this while:

Upon my life, she finds, although 1 connot,
Myself 10 be a marvellous proper inan,

191 be at charpes for o looking-plass.

And entertwin somye seore or bwo of tuilors,
To study fashions 10 adom oy body:

Since 1 um orepl in faveurs wilh myself,
Fowill maineain it with some little cost

Aut first 170 turn 3on fellow in his graye;
And en retarn Bimenting o oy o,
Shine. put, fair sun, il 1 hove boupht a glass,
Thar 1 may sec my shudow as | pass. (L i1 Z55—260)

The man, who at the bepinning of the play says iromcally that he is
not made 10 court an amorous looking-plass boeause of Lis deformity.
decides pow to buy a glass.  This puts an end 10 any leclings of piwy
wa may over have for the hunchback, and, in Tack is &4 warning spainst
the sentimental and mistuken conception of Richird as a truly tragic
churacter wito sifers from an dinlerionty comples. ! We are shown
Richard playing a superb praciical joke, of which he enjays the playing,
and when it s over he comes Forwusrd fo wll us what & good and
enioyable johe it hus been.

1 be John Masefizid, Webiam Shabespogre (The Home University Librury,
1969y po 07 ¢ vJp @5 arpgicul 1o be defoouwcd, b e Lragical 1o have aninlgliecl Lo
predt for people o undersiami’.  Lomb, whose justly praied esay on ' Cooke's
Righard the Third eontains some of the best craticism weitten oo what T oonmy wdl
here e cirly Rtichasd ¢ 0oe. Richard Ywfors the wurder of the princzs 1 ois mech
pearer the troth when Be suss, Surely the Richard of Shokespeare mingles in these
allusioms rta his deformityd o perpeiusd referenos to his own powers and camacities, by
which e # eoabied o surmoant twese peuy ehjections; and cthe oy of a defist
congigred or turmed mio an acamtaee, Qs eoe couse of these very sllusions, and of
the sutisfuction with whict Ris mind cecurs oo themn, These aHusims Themseives ane
made jg an ironicst and goed horavred spinil of cxagperacon - the most bitier of
them are w be found in Ris sefwoupratekieme solilogoy spoken in the very moment.
and erists of jowlul chultarion on the suceess of his nnbean) of courtship™, Charles
Larih, €ricical Cxsavs, vd Willom Mocdomdd § London 1933 L . 14,
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This is irue of the ather scenes of the play in which we cannot
resist the altmction exercised hy Richard's claracter, for dnsianee, the
scene in which he announces the deuth of Clarence. or the council sceme
in which he. a5 the Lord Prowcctor, denounces Hastings and condemns
him ro-death., Bui perbups the Best exsamplz in the play i3 the eleetion
scene, Fundomentally what we are watching here is o scene of great
treachery in which the people are 2eossly foaled with dizasirous resulis
1o the whole realm.  Yet what Shakespeure emphaizes ot this point is
neither the treachery roc the disestrous results, but the skill of the villain
and his ahility to fool athers.  The aceount of the plot in Shakespeire’s
SOUPCE i5 Writlen in b very gmve fone, Pul Shakespeare lessens this pravity,
and insicad of piving us a scene in which Buckingham: ttizs 1o fool the
anxigus and peszled people fas he does later in Julftus Cacsar) Shokespeare
is content with reporting what has huppened.  The bishops heiwern whaom
Richord appears with a hook of prayers in bis hand are mere nonentities
aboul whom we are 1old nothing by the poet. and rhey therelore do not
excite our sympilhy, It s obviows then that the scene does not address
itsell to our emotions.  We are mather winwsed and entertained by the
speclacle we are warching.  Again we dre inderssied in whut is going on
az we would be if we wers watehingan interesting pame, and as in a game
our morsl sense is in obevanee.  The whele thing, we are mude 1o feef, is
a huge pructical joke devoid of any serious signilicance.  Shakespeare
deliberately makes us forget the evil 11 Richard 'scharacler by concentrating
on the cntertaining aspeet of the sivwation.'  Tn Taet, we secrclly want
Richard to get the theooe singe this, we foel, would be the crowning
achievement of a superl piece of asting. It s 8 fact that Richard is &
consummate astor, and thardn the best svenes we lind oorsetves enjoying
his auting as acting without curscives being emotinnally involved in the
action,  His powees of acting have been comimented on by eritics, ranging
{rom Lamth, who wrole of bis “predominant and masterdy dissimulation’” to
Mark van Daren, whoe tells us thaf Richard s not just hypoeritical Bar
histrionic, and tha e ssscriions of his innocenee ame always supporied by
claborate aciing™ In luet Shakespeare seems to have heen so prafoundly
influcneed by the theme of Richard's acting in the play 1hat we Gnd him

L O Edward Dowdew, Sl qunacs. His Mind god Ave (Lomlon 139}, . 184;
“Richard™s cynigian sed insolence hove in them & kind of grim mirths suphoa
Bonforic as might be met with among the hemeorists of Pandemoniem, 155 brutalily
is a manoer of Joking with @ purprse™, T would b wromg, howsves, 10 miss the
ironic fong of Shakespeare which i unmistzhable throaghout the scee,
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usinie an urwseally Lings vaniber of metuphors from the stape! It seems
sutlocotly clear, twen, it i sueh o seene we e made 1o enjoy the joke
and the acting for their own sahe, frrespeetive of the moral or immoral
issuey ineplved, W do not judps wn oastor by his moral’ poodness o
Lis wickedngss, bul aceording to whaother he it u pood or a bad aulor.
Nor do we pet emmotionaliy invelved in the welivn when we are reminded
all the (ime Lhat o0 eetor & only a0 aclor

How (ur dogs Shakcspeare sugeoed in this mest diftizult task of
making rs suspend our sense of mora! sulues 7Tt must be peadily admitied
that Shukespeare suceeed: only up 10 a paint. and thers at un eXorbitant
price. For, althaush we wsually consider Richord the Thied 1 Ristory
play powudiys, we mast ramember tht Shikespeare intended it to he o
ingedy.  After all, ull the six guartus s well @s e First Folio hear
the tille “The Tragedy " of king Richard rhe Thisd, The course ol a wicked
momirel rushing te his had Fe previded one of the patferns of Elizabe-
than trmieedy, & pattern anwature vorim of which is Macheth, 1tis a
puttery whicl Madeleine Doran hus recentiy classified as the De casibuy
form ofF -rapedy . Bt iathercfore mot altogetlwr irmclevant fo judge it
ps a trapedy, and as a trogudy it is oty teo obvious that il Tails, Critics
have already pointed our reasoms for s falling below the highest rgic
level, and there s no nced 1o repowt them here. Too these reasons.
however, [ would seniure to add one. 1t s that when we are atlracted
by the peolugomiet’s Chuleior, of we should Be g a tragedy. wo are
not plawed to Fake his scuons seriously  ©The sprichily eelloquial
dictonte, and solilogmes of penuing humour™ which Lamb und every
theatre-ooer who admires the pluy  find in it act against the hizh
coripusniess Bul is pedessary lor o trgedy proper. The pluy. therefare,
dospile it eountlow werders, §s Dok e one wemns’ action which
Afistolle insisls an in Lis Turious definition of tragedy.® This i the
awlul price Shakespeare puys for cancentriing on the omuesing side of
evil, and for making vs scepend our morel serse, Shakespeare hus learnt
his Te.con in Hichard the Fhicd, and nowlwre 10 the great later trigedics
does e dissociate moral eonsiderlions from his iragic wanception of Lfe,

1. On ke sienitegnes of thase rwelapoes see I Middleten Murmry, Shakespearr
y Lomston 19% . pp. 125 R

2 mfmleivine Drram Edereees of Ave oy Madison Tl Univeasiey nf W iomsin
rew, 1954, po 114 1T,

3. The Pewoies, hapler
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But the suceess of dojing without morsl  conwiderelions dn
Richard  $he Third 15 ooly punial,  Shakespeare pomnts owl that
Richurd™s victims deserve their fate and makes an adempe which is only
teo palpeble, to find in Lis deformity a paniai cxplanation of his eyil.
We all agrec with Lamb. cspecially as repards fhe firsst pare of the
play, that Richerd is not just “a yery wicked man, and kells  firele
children in their beds, with samething like the plessure which the gianis
and ogres in children’s books are rerresented 1o have token in {hat
practice’.'  But afier the murder-of the princes in the Tower I must
ke admitied that he comes penilowsdy near “the very wicked man wiho
kills little ehibdren in their beds™. From pow on we connot but feul
that, in the words of Van Doren, “he is a murderer by naure and that
he likes to kill’™. Shakospeare i to0 great an artist, vven Jt this siapge
of hiz development to rrample meed vilues uader foot. He can empha-
sive the amusing ndture of an evil action. but he cannot but he shocked
at actions of pure horror.  There is neither wit. subrlely or amasing
power of intellizence in the murder of innocent children in their slaep.
In Fack, a1 this poirt Shakespeare deliberaicly emphasizes the horrific
rature of the desdiwhich is a crime zgpainst order in alf shnses, cspocinlly
as Rivhan] was the Lord ‘Protecior’) resorting (o o pumber ol clcetive
devices.  To beein with, he shows us thet Buckingham, who hus so far
and without the Teast seruple. ngeompamed Richard on the path of cvil
pretends at this juneture ot o undersiand his meaning when the Litwr
capresses the desire o be mid of the children, and openly hesitaies 1o
arrateee for e morder whan the desioe s wmade only too explicit w
him. Mo doubt | it is cecessary for Auckingham to break with Richard
cvenlually on this or on some other pomint, 5o thut e may realise that
he has been furafy deccived in him, 1t m pun of the scheme of
things in the play, and of iis preut theme ol nemesis and crime ond
pinislurent. Buckingham should nol go unpenished, and Murzaret’s
curses on him should be fultitled as they have wlready been Tullillzd in
olher gases, Howewer. the hesitation of such a yvillaioous character as
Guchingham jwhich is obviously 1he resull of his rcalizmlion of the enar-
mity of the grime ) does refleet upen the exqent of evil that s in Richard.
Tesides, Shakespeare makes the two murderers. Dighion and Forrest,
weep when they marmie the grim story of the children’s marder, Tyr
rel himself. who suborned these murdercrs. pives a detailed Jesorpiion of
the murder wiich is obviously mteant 10 diccet our fespanse (o the pluy,
to incense bs cepainst Richard -

b Charles Lamb, oo i, o U
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The brannous and blendy dead §s done.

The most areh aul of pileaus mussaere

That ever yet this Land vy goilty of

Dirhton and Ferrest. wlom 1 did subom

To do this ruthless picce of bulchety,

Although they were Aosh’d vithain:, bloody dogs.
Moliing with endemess and katd compassion
Wenl like pwa childeen i their deaths” sad Soorics.
‘Lo, thus,” gquoth Dightor. lay thawe tender bubes'
Thus, thus.” quoth Foreeat, spirdling ong waother
Willin. theit igrovent alsbuset grms o

Thair lips woere Tour ned roses on a stalh.

Which in their summer Becary kssd coch other
A baok of prayers on their piflow lav,

Which oace’ guoth Forrest. ‘almost chuneed my mind,
Bur 0! the denil” there the villuin sionp'd;
Whilst Dighton thes (old on @ ~We emoihered
Ti:c most replesished sweet work of patore,

That from the prime ereation eer she (rumed,”
Thus Both are pone with conserenee and: resnorse
They eouwld pol speuk; and o [ lefl them both,
To hrine this fidines ta the bluody king,

And here he comes

All hail. my ~overeion beme !

A Rich, Kid Tyreeel, am 1 ohunpy in thy oews 7

frr.

If W kave done the thing you wise o charg:
Beaet your Bappiness, b huppy then,
For o is done. my Lard.

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

fir

I did, ty lord,

K. Rich. And bured, pentle Tyerel 7

Tyr

The chaplain of the Tower hath huncd them;
But how o 10 whal place [ de nol know.

K Rivh Come oo, Tyrreh soon ot afler supper,

Ard thou shah wll the process of iheir death.
Mountime, but think Low T may do e pood.
&nd be the intwntor of thy desite. (1Y, 5L 1-34)
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This seere s, 0 fzel o turning point in the emotional stmcture
of the play.  From now on we find oursclves emotionally invalved in the
action; we can no loeger suspend vure moral judzment,  The iftpression
df Richard’s vices hecone: pppormoesh i o Consciosnvss, and so we
look Torward te his downfall. To cill Tyrrel kind’, immediately after we
hasve been tald of what be Las donc, i no jonger witky 0r amusing or even
bad taste but is dowrnght shooking, and te say that “we like and admice
Richard ' at thus point beeause “he knows, az the politicians «{dom
kitow, precisely whar he isdoing.” ! is ro betray utier insensilivigy,  Tyr-
rel himself, like Micheth and Lady Mucheth later resorls Lo cirgurnlocu-
lion when he refers to the crime. heeause iy b2 orim 1o be faced
squurely and called by jis read nepte. Afer this seene the one of the play
boeomes much more sombre und wo o per tho really moving and justly
praised seene of the three Bamenting women  the mo queens and the
Duchess, in which Dowden found - a Blake-like wrror and  bewaty,'" -
Cyven the versg hecomes for a while moch more seripus, It mements
(preshadowing the superb tragie poery tht 15 W coms

So, now prosperily begins o mellow
And deop ine the roven guouwth of death, (1¥. v, 1-2)

To indicate the shift in (e cmational strucisce of the play it would
perbaps be helpful 10 compane the two seenus which owewr af diferent
points in the play, snd which are so parallel dn etany respecis that they
ohvipusly invite companison. T mean Aot ), seens i, where Richard
wooes Lady Anme and Act 1Y scene v, in whieh he cousrds Queen
Elizabeth. for hor daughter’s band.  The paralleliva bepwoen the bwo
seenes 15 5o obviaus that itds sulligient e sommarie Ehere. The situa-
vom in beth i3 very amflan Toothe fiest the lody's betrothed his been
merdered by Tichurd, sohio wouows her befure the corpse of Kiny Henry
the Sinth, lis futher, whom fw himself has rethiesdy buehered in prison,
In the second Riehard has put 1o deaih the children of the fady for the
hund of whase daughicr be is makinz a bid. Likewise. the siyle in both
secites 15 orooghly the same @ it is predominsntly anihoal and reles
Leavily upen siyehomithia.  The oulcome of hoth Rivhurd heteves Lo be
successful. althouph the subsequent turn of the events shows that be s
really vurwitted by Queen Elizabeth. Yot here (he resemblanee berween the
twe scenesends. Much of thebriltiaree and buayangy of the carlicr weene,

I Jebm Palnwer, oy 2ic. p, Tt
2. Duywden, i by N 18L



the crities netw. has gone, and the second seene is descnbed as a * palg
ceflection” of the finst.t “Uhis, howover, 15 not simply the fnevilable re-
suft of repetition,  The fact §s that afer the murder of the children our
aititude o Richard has drasdically chunged. Wi are much Tess inclined
(o aceept Nizs humour than hefore. Cair meomal sense 13 now awakened
with the result that we ¢an no longer troet the scene as 4 game or look
wpon it as 3 practcal joke.  Instead we judze it seriously, and se we arg
profoundly disturbed by gucstions of improbabilicy — the thing which
pever happened Lo us when we propedly responded 1w the earlier secne.
Tt seems 1t Shakespeare was instinctively aware of this, as he intimated
towards the end of the piuy that Richard did not have it his own way
this time, hut was in fact fooled by the Queen.

The conclusion seems to be that half way, or rathor more than iwe
thirds of the wiy, through the play Shaokespeare changed his mind about
the charucter of Richard  Or pethaps it would be miore accuarate 1o say
that up ull Act 1V, scene iil what interestsrl Shukespearc maost in Richand
was previsely what could not make of him a trapic chanueer @ wit. bril-
Fiance, intellectual subtlory. resourcefnlngss, ‘skcrity of spirit’, all of which
gualities could only be uppreviated if disseciated from vhe evil paiure of
the uctions m which they wee reveuled. iF in othee words, we suspended
our mors! judemnent and did not ake the actions senouwsly, Then Shake-
speare changed his mind, possitly beeause he could not blind himsclf
ta 1he atrocious Nawte of the munder of the children, or possibly he
remembered ihal he was after all wriling a frugedy, an aetien which has
to be tzken seriously, %o he wried, unfortunaiely too Jate, o make his
protaganist hehave like a tragziv hero, he awakened his moral sense, made
him suffer from bad dreams, and from e pricks of vonscicnee, and in
the end made him resof to wing 10 holster up his spints.® But all these

L John BQMer (ep ciee, 10 18], says, < The Birsl, Ane caicless mpluns i ex-
howsled™, OF M. Bradbrovk. Stabegeears wd $lizebeidoon Poctry {London 1351,
0. 134 " The wueing nf Flizabelh has pot the brillinee of the wooing of kady Amme,
with which it stands in ironis contrast ™.

2 E. M. W Tillvard, Shefespeares Mistarn Burs (London 1944), o 211 5
“His irony forsakes him; he 15 nnguarded not seretive i makiog his plans; e is no
lomger coul but confused in his eocrgy, giving and reteacting arders; he readiy doss
mot sleep; amb, when o the eve of Boswocth he walls for a bowd of wing because ke
has not “thal al aeree of spirlk oo chcer of nand thak T wos wont b have ™, be is the
genuing ancoslor of e villain i o rancteemb eereury melodrmir calfing for whiskey
when things Took Back™, Tilkard's admirable trcatmaent of the uneopvincing chonue
in Wichard's charneer deseeves o Yook fo be nead in ns edivety,
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are mwrely tecks 1o bring to derms 8 recoleitrant churacter and o
cnd the play rropiealiy,  And dhe result d4s pere melodrima in which
action docs 1ot arise spoutaneousy from character and fram the nalure
of the purticulur buman s:uatien, bt is arhiterrily Foreed wpen them.
We may be zhle to aceept that in the theatre, n= the laler Richad ocou-
pics very liufe of the play, and the petion colminating in his down-
fall moves very fast. Bul outside thy theatre the dichotony is oaly too
palpable.  We cannot accept the later Richard because he s not convin-
ving,  As Tor the earkier Richerd we can only aceept him when we do
not take him senously and wheo we swspend our momil judement; be,
says onc of his preat udnmiters, *{urping hiz vonselence out of doors, pro-
mises his audience a morgl holiduy 7' Dover Wilson may be right an

saying that

it e post-mediovi] world,  hal-Chnstian, falfpapair und
bl Dy twe leust rationadisie in oor sease of the word, i was
not only possible Bel Tor persons of any inellizence ufmost
a maztter of course (o cateriain wa or Lthree zpparently in-
comsislent arntudes or values ab the same nme. ™Nor was
there anyuiine novel in conderining vn mornl or celigtou
vrounds a character thorourhly cnjoved on acshelic oncs,
By EBhakespeare’™s duy plaspeoers Bad been secusionucd o

such ambivulenge” for cerberes.”

But he soons Lo forget that such a charaeter, IF 9t prosenis an ahsolute
opposition betwesn the moral und acsthetie. as Richard does in the cirdy
purt of the play, can never be tnidy trarial. No great imigedy weorlh
the meme can do withoer maoral considerulions altopether, that is in the
wide sense of Me term moral in tiw sense that the prefundiv of Antony
angd Cleoputra’s passion is <ull a moral vuloe in spite oF their g rela-
tion. Inwpiw of Richard's admirable Guialities there is no sense of wasie
in his death; in spite of his downfufl there is no real fvcling of piy For
hev. It ds true that @it o tragical 1o be deformed, i is tragical 1o be

1. Palmwee e NI i R B,
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an intellect oo great for people 1o wnderstand ™™, ' bul Shakespesre docs
not avail himsell of the tragic possibilitics in these things; he chooscs not
lo emphasize thor scrious aspeck.

If the foreroing discussion is saund it cunnot (hen be maimtained,
as is often donz by critics, that (he vharacter of Richard the Third in
the play that bears his name is simply a eontinuation of Glouaster in
the Third Part of King flenry the Sicrh. Admittedly towards the end
ol the earlicr play the charzeter of Gloucester becomes very dominant.
but there is a marked diffgrence in Shakespeare's treatment of him in
the two pluys. In the earlicc play Shakespeure gives us a study in inten-
sity of pussion, bul the humour, wit and resourcefulness are conspicuously
absent (rom the earkier pormit, a difference which is peculiarly relcvant
to the argument af this essay, and which s commonly neglected by those
whe treat the characters in boih plays as if they were the same conceplion,
without any regard to the different tone, form and structure of each play.
Who, for instance, ¢ould imaaine the protugonist of Richard the Third
utiering 1hese words, in which Gloucester in the earlier pluy, consumed
by passion. gives weni to his vehement feelings, after having enviously
watched his brother Edward courr Lady Grey !

Ay, Edward wiil use women henourably.

Would he were wasted, marrow, bones and all,
Thal from his loins no hopeful branch may spring,
To cross me from the polden tme T look For !
And yei, between. my soul’s desire and mg -

The Tustful Edwand's title buried —

1z Clasence, Henry, and his son young Edward,
And all the unlook’d for issuc of Lheir badies.

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

A cold premeditation For my purpose !

1. John Muselield, e e, po 97, It seems whsard, therelose, 1o s inthe play
u tragedy which i3 net there, as Masclicld docs, emdow the character of Richard
with 2 nobility he dies not possezs { © Richard = a bloody dog let foose m oo sheep-
foWl. 1t is w part of the tragedy that be is nobler than the sheop thul he destriys™,
p. 46), and areve o the Taise and morally resolting concdlusion thal it s & patt of
Wichard's {ruzedy that itis nob inschiet thet inutaphs i this world, but g stupid,
thrugh 2 nghteo . somethang, inegrable of underiaubing intelbect™, (P 949)
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Wlu. 1aen, T do buat dreum on snereigmy;

Like anme raal slands wpan o [Ty,

And spes w Lo shore whee bz would bread,
Wishing hi- foat were cyual witl his eyve,

And chides the sea that seaders Fim fram eneg,
maving, L'l wade dt dev e e Tus wan

B do T owish the grower. boine so far olf;

And wo 1 oehide tha mwans that keeps me from
Bad o T s, U ogul the causes afl,

Elatrerine me wirth dmpossibilijpe.,

My ocve 05 tow gaiek, mis bewrt o'erneens loo moch,
Linless my hard und sirength coeld cqual tlhem.
Wolll sas there ds o kinoadom then for Richard ;
Whut other plessure can the world oord

I make my heaven ivoo Lads s lap,

and deck miy bady in pay orsaments.

Aad witeh sweet Bdics with my wonds ard looks,
O miserhle thoughe ! and e anlitely

Than o apeompish twenly gedden ctowins '
Wl love foraware e m e miother’s wonio:
And for 1 shouid o des! fn bar soft laws

Shy dd worrupt frail natere will some brbe.

To shrank mine orm up like o witbier'd shrub:
Tov nuitne an cnvjausnoentain on my kaek,
Where s aleformite jo ciosh my body;

To sfape my legs of an (FTEYE TEEY B TR

o dispraparion nie in vvern piLAL,

Like toa cluies, ar an unlick'd bear-whelp

Thut vertios no dmpressaon Tike the dunn

And u I othen o man o be beloved 7

2 mensuers fault, o harhonr sueh a thoueht?
Tl s this carth ailords po joy 1o e,

Bar to command. to ¢heeh, 1o o erbegr sl

As uic of better persor than weself,

DIl make any heaven o dream upon the erown,
And wliles T owve, do aceoust this werld buk hell,
Latil e miis-shaped trunk, that bears @is head
Be reund wnpaled with a gloriaus crown,



And yel T know not how 1o oot the crown,

For many lives sland between e and home

And I, like one lost in a thorny wood,

Thul rends the therns and is rent with the thoyns,
Seeking a way and straying fram the way;

Mot knowing how to find the open air,

But toiling desperately to find it out, —

Torment mysell 10 cateh the English crown ¢

And lrom 1hat (orment § will free mysedl,

Or hew my way out with a Moody axe. (TI. H. 124 —1801)

[t is preciscly this sense of ‘formeni” that we do not find in the
essentially mon-serivus Richand of Richard rhe Third

Bul if Richard the Thind sulfers as a tragedy 1 does nol mean that
it 15 compiztely 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 s o com-
plete the navignal terralogy und to display the working cut of God’s plan
{o restore England {n prospericy .7 This s the scrious meaning of the
play, which can only be seen if Richard vhe Third is faken as s history play,
m which the significance of the role of Richand is greatly mintmized. It is
not, however, the meaming that the asemype theatre-poer. al least nowadays,
sees; nor does il account [or the play's great popularity on the stapge.
The phlay 15 popular because of its theatricatity, because of the wonderful
chances it offers 2 pood actor, since so much af it depends on the prokugo~
nist impressing us by his consummate acting and fooling other characters.
Besides, the play dogs not make great claims on the zodicnce’s intel-
ligenge : in the last two acts ir is pure melodrema, while in the fiest three
we are mol meant to teke the aption seriously at all, but are in Fact given
“a moral holiduy *'. Moral holidays may be ¥eTy enjoyable, bui no greal
dramatist van alford Lo have them in a tragedy.

Tl”}'ilfl], 0 ril., PD. M T,
Tillvard, g efr, p.o-199.

3, In Colley Cibber'a vz siom of the play, whaeh held 1the stage unil the time
of Macrzady, or, 10 be more accurate, brving [ who in 1877 manosped ro make Shake-
spearc's play disploce Crbber’s versiun altogether ), we potice that - 1he eats of whole
seengs Jeawve Richard alwavs in ahe cenree of the action' and make of him an cven
rore nwelodeanatic villaing  Sec Dower Wilson, ep, i, b L
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