




A n n o u n c n g 

Clemson Shakespeare Festival XIV (2005) 
Shakespeare and the Arts 

Monday, March 7-Friday, March 11 

The 14th annual Shakespeare Festival, with a new resident company, Actors from 
the London Stage, examines the theme "Shakespeare and the Arts." 

Romeo and Juliet 
By William Shakespeare 
Monday, March 7, 8 pm 
Boni Belle Brooks Series 
All seats $30 

Under the artistic direction of Yuri Petukhov, the St. Petersburg Ballet Theatre, one of the most 
distinguished classical companies in Russia, presents a ballet after Shakespeare's tragedy with 
music by Sergei Prokofiev. 

Othello 
By William Shakespeare 
Wednesday and Thursday, March 9-10, 8 pm 
Actors from the London Stage 
$18 adults/$10 students (general seating) 

Powers collide in Shakespeare's poetic tragedy Othello, a riveting story of passion, manipulation, 
and betrayal. Othello reveals a complex world in which social order, racial politics, and personal 
ambitions push the treacherous lago to destroy Othello and his wife Desdemona. Actors from the 
London Stage deliver a focused examination of this deeply psychological drama and Illuminate 
the dynamic, sensual text and themes of this Shakespearean masterpiece. 
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Intolerance in Marlowe 15 

Marlowe's unrelentingly bleak picture of relations between the two major religions of his 
day rings alarmingly true in today's similarly troubled and intolerant religious and racial 
environment. But his play is much more polarized and disturbing than its counterparts 
because of the subject it is most concerned with-tolerance vs. intolerance-which, 
compared to the notion of mercy vs. justice found in plays like The Merchant of Venice, 
is both presented and perceived as a much more negative concept. Though both deal 
with bigotry and intolerance, it is The Jew of Malta that raises the study to an art form
and makes its negative message felt in bleak and compelling fashion. 

Brooklyn, New York 

Notes 

1. This idea has been taken even further; Robert Jones argues Barabas's character was specif
ically constructed to invoke the audience's own prejudices against Jews at the time (66-69), 
while others have commented that the invocation of anti-Semitic stereotypes helped 
enhance the play's use of Barabas as a scapegoat (Grande 145) for the society's larger 
problems. I think there is merit in these ideas, but they also tend to reduce the extent to 
which the play's Christians are themselves held up for ridicule and censure, perhaps less 
explicitly but certainly not less strongly, as I hope to demonstrate. 
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14 The Upstart Crow 

most bigoted actions taken by any religious group presented in dramatic literature, par
ticularly given the fervency with which Shylock has previously pursued his Jewish faith. 
But despite this double standard, the play still comes across on the whole as a more 
balanced work than its counterpart because of the ideal it presents. Susan Mclean, 
who traces the emphasis on forgiveness in The Merchant of Venice, commenting on 
the many parallels between the play's plot and the biblical story of the Prodigal Son, 
the privileging of New over Old Testament theology, and a host of other symbols of for
giveness (doves being a prominent example), concludes that arguing that 
Shakespeare tries to "reinforce the sympathies of the audience with his Christian char
acters and to condemn the self-righteousness of Shylock does not minimize the ironies 
and moral ambiguities of the play ... Th[e] difference between Renaissance ideals of 
charity and modern ideals of tolerance interferes with our ability to see Shylock as 
Renaissance viewers probably would have seen him-not as a scapegoat, but as a 
man whose lack of charity sets off, by contrast, that virtue in others" (61 ). 

Ultimately, this is the main distinguishing factor between the works, and goes a 
long way towards explaining the difference in the two plays' reception and impact. 
Marlowe is a playwright interested in the failings of those who live in the real world, not 
the ideals which the play's characters fail to achieve. Barabas is perhaps the most 
hateful example of the rampant corruption and evil that characterizes Malta, but he is 
a symptom of its condition, not the cause. Nor are the other characters, from the lech
erous friars to the hypocritical Ferneze, immune to its pull. The currency of Malta is 
intolerance, prejudice and its effects, and Barabas is the main character of the play 
only because he is most in possession of that currency and most able to use it to its 
advantage. And as the play continues, Barabas's greed turns from mercantile con
cerns-a character trait he shares with Shylock-to an exclusive and all consuming 
interest in vengeance in its many forms, against all those who even by association 
might have the faintest whisper of wrongdoing to him outstanding. We are not uplifted 
by his death-Grande calls the play Uanticathartic, II a work which Uprevents the audi• 
ence from feeling, or releasing, genuine pity or fear concerning the fate of Barabas (or 
any other character)" (142)-but rather relieved of our burden of being the unwilling 
accomplice to Barabas's vengeance and observers of a similarly morally bankrupt, 
despite its Christian pretensions, society which finally triumphs over him; and we can 
understand Andrew Hiscock's comment that "spectators ... may indeed feel soiled as 
we are asked to bear witness to gross human failings of all kinds and to the terrifying 
prospect that Marlowe's audiences across the centuries are being counted and may be 
found wanting" (14). In short, The Jew of Malta is a fundamentally negative and moral
ly hollow work in which the question is how much one is a part of the immoral and intol
erant space which serves as the play's background. In contrast, Shakespeare is con
cerned with ideals and their execution-the question in The Merchant of Venice is how 
merciful one is willing to be, and the greatest rewards accrue to those who most clear
ly understand and adhere to this tenet. Of course, Shakespeare is no sentimentalist, 
and as 1 have already commented many of his characters fail to reach the ideal of 
mercy presented as the work's central theme, Christian and Jew alike. But claiming 
that characters in the play do not meet their own ideals does not invalidate the ideals 
themselves, and if anything Shakespeare drives his point home throughout the play by 
showing what happens when people, both Jewish and Christian, forget this most 
essential concept of mercy. Thus we can condemn both Shylock for his obsession with 
justice and the Christians for their selective application of the concept of mercy; in both 
cases, it is not the lack of ideals that controls the action, as in Marlowe's work, but the 
improper adherence to the ideals presented. It is a subtle but telling difference. 

As a study of vengeance, intolerance, and bigotry, The Jew of Malta is unparalleled. 
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I will feed fat the ancient grudge I bear him. 
He hates our sacred nation; and he rails, 

Intolerance in Marlowe 13 

Even there where merchants most do congregate, 
On me, my bargains, and my well-worn thrift, 
Which he calls interest. Cursed be my tribe, 
If I forgive himl (The Merchant of Venice, Act I, Scene ii, 4Q-51) 

There are certainly some typical Barabarian comments here, anti-Christian and strong
ly worded condemnations. Also, as in the character of Barabas, we see similar 
attempts to appeal to justice, particularly in his listings of the wrongs Christians have 
done to his people (111 will feed fat the ancient grudge I bear him•) and this particular 
Christian has done to Shylock himself (a ... he rails, I . .. I On me, my bargains, and 
my well-worn thrift, I Which he calls interest:). However, whereas Barabas loses his 
interest in justice as the play progresses and works only to satisfy his need for 
revenge, Shylock maintains his call for fairness throughout. Thus he responds with bit
ter accuracy to Salarino's question of what a pound of Antonio's flesh would be good 
for, in his famous speech comparing Christians and Jews, that " ... if it will feed noth
ing else, it will feed my revenge ... The villainy you teach me, I will execute; and it shall 
go hard but I will better the instruction." (lll.i, 49, 67-69). The call for fairness here, as 
rancorous as it may be, is real and legitimate; and it establishes Shylock's character 
as one concerned with both vengeance and justice. Even to the end of the trial, 
Shylock continually calls for his equal treatment; and though his single-minded obses
sion with his bond eventually backfires on him, he can at least be tolerated by the audi
ence due to his interest in justice and the law, which as Yaffe points out Shylock 
believes to be the "ultimate guarantor of his civil liberties" (61 ). 

On the other side stand the Christians, representative in Shakespeare's mercan
tile world of the concept of mercy. Here again, some similarities to those Christians of 
Marlowe's work are evident, among them the religious bigotry exhibited by merchants 
like Antonio (both before and during the play) and the interpreters of law, including 
Portia, during the trial. But even in such examples, the question of mercy is usually evi
dent; during the period before Antonio's trial, friends of the merchant plead with 
Shylock, asking for forgiving treatment. Shylock refuses, but such pleas establish a 
sense of mercy in the play. Thus, when Portia delivers her famous speech on mercy, 
the contrast between the two views (mercy vs. justice) is already clearly delineated: 

The quality of mercy is not strain'd,-
lt droppeth as the gentle rain from heaven 
Upon the place beneath: it is twice blest,-
lt blesseth him that gives, and him that takes .... 

. . . Therefore, Jew, 
Though justice be thy plea, consider this,
That, in the course of justice, none of us 
Should see salvation: we do pray for mercy; 
And that same prayer doth teach us all to render 
The deeds of mercy .... (IV.i, 183-86, 196-201) 

Nowhere in The Jew of Malta is such a direct appeal made to the positive quality of 
mercy, nor is such a clear line drawn between the two concepts of mercy and justice. 
It may be argued that this is mere semantical hypocrisy, since the Christians• treatment 
of Shylock after the law has been turned against him is hardly "merciful• by any stan
dard; the forced conversion of Shylock to Christianity, indeed, may stand as one of the 
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12 The Upstart Crow 

way the play ends, with the Turks' army massacred, the city in ruins, and many of its 
people slaughtered, it may perhaps be said that the irony was not lost on a Marlovian 
God, either. For a play which most critics have argued is about difference, about sep
arating Jew from Christian and outsider from acceptable native, The Jew of Malta 
seems curiously broad in its condemnations. No one in Malta escapes Marlowe's sear
ing exposure of greed and villainy; as Grande points out, "in the world of the play 
Marlowe so mixes virtue and vice, victim and victimizer, that he renders impossible the 
choice between Jew, Christian, and Turk" (147). So indeed he does, for in Marlowe's 
universe the only acceptable choice is to reject the city entire-perhaps learning some
thing about one's own city in the process. 

It would seem logical to move next to some examples of the secondary characters' 
intolerance towards the individual, paralleling Barabas's movement; but no such exam
ples exist. One reason for this may be the practical consideration that many of the char
acters in the play are killed off before having a chance to demonstrate their hatred of 
Barabas directly, but some do survive until the end without exacting revenge upon him. 
Throughout the play, their vengeance is carried out not upon Barabas the individual, but 
upon Barabas the Jew, the representative of all they find hateful, sinful, and heretical. 
Even Femeze's final act towards his rival (watching him die in a cauldron of the other's 
own making) is couched in anti-Judaic terms: Femeze calls Barabas a "base Jew," and 
later refers to Barabas's plan as "the unhallowed deed of Jews" and "a Jew's courtesy" 
(V.v, 92, 108). So while Barabas is able to focus his intolerance and hatred upon the 
individuals that oppose him, the others in the play, including Femeze, are unable to see 
him as anything other than a Jew; a particularly hateful example of one, perhaps, but a 
Jew none the less. Religion dominates their view of him; and though the end result of 
their religious intolerance is the same as that of his individually-based kind, it provides 
an important contrast in treatment during the course of the play as a whole. This differ
ence might have made the play's resolution a more palatable one for a Christian audi
ence, but additionally has the effect of highlighting Barabas's character relative to the 
others. Like Richard Ill, lago, and even Face in a more benign way, we recognize 
Barabas's central importance, his distinctiveness among the play's other protagonists 
as the knavish figure who will expose the folly of everyone else. Unlike those charac
ters, Barabas's knavery is as applicable to himself as to the people he exposes; but ulti
mately, Marlowe's condemnatory vision encompasses far more than just the trespass
es of his Jew. Marlowe is interested in the intolerance of all of Malta's residents, whether 
oriented religiously or individually, and at play's end no one has been uplifted from it; in 
Grande's words, ". . . Femeze's hypocrisy at the end of the play shows that Malta 
remains sin-infested; despite attempts to externalize and detach it, evil remains within 
Femeze and his society" (142). 

Having established the conflict of intolerance vs. tolerance in The Jew of Malta 
and how this conflict alters the tone of the play, I now briefly tum to one of its contem
poraries to demonstrate the contrasting quality of other similar works. The Merchant of 
Venice, more well-known to modem audiences, deals with the same central figure 
(renamed Shylock here). Like its cousin, Shakespeare's work deals with mercantile 
success and the relationship between Jews and Christians in a city dominated by 
money, and in a similar fashion is concerned with religious intolerance; but what gov
erns the action is not religious bigotry or individual hatred, but rather the concept of 
mercy vs. justice. Shylock is the figure of justice throughout, both for religious/histori
cal and personal reasons, as he indicates here: 

... I hate him for he is a Christian! ... 
If I can catch him once upon the hip, 
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Intolerance in Marlowe 11 

Fem. No, Jew, like infidels. 
For through our sufferance of your hateful lives, 
Who stand accursed in the sight of heaven, 
These taxes and afflictions are befall'n, 
And therefore thus we are determined. 
Read there the articles of our decrees. (l.ii, 55-67) 

What is most striking about this exchange is the quick shift in tone, which centers 
around one line; after attempts at reasonableness, Ferneze finally drops his veneer of 
legitimacy and shows his true feelings towards the overly successful representatives 
of the Jewish faith. They will not pay equally, but "like infidels"; it is because of the 
Christians' "sufferance of their [the Jews'] hateful lives, I Who stand accursed in the 
sight of heaven," that "These taxes and afflictions are befall'n." This, of course, is bla
tantly unfair to us, and might have seemed at least somewhat so to Marlowe and his 
contemporaries, particularly since the Jews had no political power in Malta; but in any 
case, this certainly demonstrates the level of mutual intolerance and hatred Barabas 
and the Christian leaders have for each other. In the ultimate expression of this hatred, 
the Christians commit the (for the Jews) unthinkable crime of seizing all of Barabas's 
goods and turning his house into the symbolically provocative nunnery. 

In all of their subsequent dealings with Barabas, the Christians show an ironic 
myopia; there is no call for "mercy'' on the part of Barabas's wrongers, nor for forgive
ness; indeed, they demonstrate again and again the same sort, if not the same degree, 
of vengeful and intolerant thinking by which Barabas is characterized. Even at the end, 
when Barabas has fallen victim to his own treachery, the governor shows neither for
giveness or what Barabas earlier scornfully refers to as "Christian charity"; instead he 
says, in fine Barabarian fashion: 

Fem. Should I in pity of thy plaints or thee, 
Accursed Barabas, base Jew, relent? 
No, thus I'll see thy treachery repaid, 
But wish thou hadst behaved thee otherwise. 

Bar. You will not help me then? 

Fem. No, villain, no. (V.v, 71-76) 

In thus revenging himself on .. the base Jew" who has wronged him, Ferneze shows 
how much he resembles Barabas, a similarity which might well have disturbed some 
of the more thoughtful members of the Christian audience in Elizabethan England. An 
attitude and bearing like this certainly seems to make it difficult for Femeze to stand on 
any sort of moral high ground when criticizing Barabas's treachery and "inherent sin," 
as one of his knights puts it earlier; yet he does just that throughout the play, objecting 
to Barabas's dishonesty, greed (a particularly hypocritical charge to make for one who 
earlier seized the Jews' goods to pay for the tribute money overdue to the Turks), and 
vicious nature. Ferneze himself, as I have already pointed out, shows no remorse for 
his Machiavellian actions; but this does not prevent him from, at the end, calling upon 
his religion to provide some sort of moral justification for his lack of forgiveness: "So 
march away, and Jet due praise be given I Neither to fate nor fortune, but heaven." (V. v, 
123-124) The irony of calling upon heaven to support Ferneze's immoral behavior must 
not have been lost on Marlowe, regardless of where his sympathies lay; and given the 
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revenge, focused on Christianity and its hypocritical adherents, to a narrow and ulti
mately unjustifiable brand of violent responses to real or imagined wrongs by a host of 
individuals. What is the impact of this shift? To begin with, Barabas's intolerance
although always off-putting and disturbing-is acceptable to an audience so long as it is 
representative of a larger conflict the terms of which are already familiar to that audi
ence. Barabas the Jew might well have been hateful to an Elizabethan audience as he 
was a Jew, but at least his consistency of faith and appeals to the tenets of that 
faith-justice, equal treatment, legal and moral recompense for wrongs done to an indi
vidual-were within the bounds of defensible conduct. Barabas's narrowing of the 
bounds of that conflict to an series of individual encounters, from one personal injustice 
committed and revenged to another, makes such a larger appeal impossible. And this 
in fact is a much better argument against the charge that anti-Semitism is fundamental 
to the play than Grebanier's; had Marlowe really been interested in attacking Judaism 
the religion on stage, he would never have removed Barabas's open adherence to its 
conditions. But Marlowe is much more interested in generating the audience's negative 
reaction to Barabas the individual (and the majority of the play's other characters, as I 
will discuss later) than Barabas the representative of Jewish faith, and Barabas's 
increasingly wild stratagems of vengeance against all manner of deserving and unde
serving individuals in his path ultimately demands from us the former over the latter; as 
Martin Yaffe suggests, "as Barabas's crimes mount to the point where they can be effec
tively countered only by the even greater criminality of his adversaries, Marlowe's audi
ence ... will be forced to doubt the firmness of the moral basis on which each claimant 
presumed to stand when the dramatic action began" (27). 

As Yaffe's comments imply, if Barabas is indeed the focus of evil in the play, it is 
certainly not because the other characters in the play are so good as to make him look 
evil in comparison. In fact, the others, almost all Christian, demonstrate throughout the 
course of the plot a high level of their own intolerance-but in a notable departure from 
the character of Barabas, their intolerance remains focused on Judaism as a whole, 
not the individual in specific. I will speculate on the reasons for this later, but first some 
examples of the intolerance the others very clearly do show are in order. 

Almost immediately at the start of the play the Christian governor Femeze con
forms to the play's intolerant tone; when trying to get the money needed to pay tribute 
to the Turks, he and his supporters tum to the very successful Jewish merchants in the 
city and demand half of their goods. Barabas objects, and the exchange that follows 
makes evident the bigotry subscribed to by the Christian nobles of the city: 

Bar. How, my lord? my money? 

Fem. Thine and the rest. 
For, to be short, amongst you't must be had. 

I Jew. Alas, my lord, the most of us are poor. 

Fem. Then let the rich increase your portions. 

Bar. Are strangers [Jews] with your tribute to be taxed? 

2 Knight. Have strangers leave with us to get their wealth? 
Then let them with us contribute. 

Bar. How! equally? 
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And governor, now partake my policy: 
First, for his army, they are sent before, 
Entered the monastry, and underneath 

Intolerance in Marlowe 9 

In several places are field-pieces pitched, 
Bombards, whose barrels full of gunpowder 

That on the sudden shall dissever it, 
And batter all the stones about their ears, 
Whence none can possibly escape alive. 
Now as for Calymath and his consorts, 
Here have I made a dainty gallery, 
The floor whereof, this cable being cut, 
Doth fall asunder; so that it doth sink 
Into a deep pit past recovery. (V. v, 24-36) 

What is most interesting about this plot, besides its grotesque nature, is those it is 
directed against. First, Barabas violates all the traditional ethical standards of a prop
er host in designing this plan, conventions of hospitality that Marlowe and his audience 
were extremely familiar with. No level of hatred or proper revenge, no matter how 
extreme the initial "wrong" had been, excused improper treatment of guests, particu
larly when they had been convinced to go there by the host himself; and general sym
pathy would run against Barabas simply for this extreme ethical violation (Shakespeare 
counted on a similar reaction in deciding where Macbeth would murder Duncan). 
Second and perhaps more importantly, considering the total lack of motive for revenge 
against the Turks, who had treated Barabas with honesty and fairness to this point, 
moral judgement would certainly have to fall against Barabas who no longer has even 
the semblance of objective justice supporting him. Barabas's actions at this point are 
motivated by greed and hatred of all around him, a hatred grown from his earlier intol
erant leanings, and therefore no longer stand up to moral scrutiny; and this fact seems 
to completely discredit Grebanier's assertion of Barabas's "heroicn qualities. It seems 
unlikely that Marlowe would have run the risk of denigrating Barabas through his vio
lation of so many conventionally accepted standards of honor and decency if he in fact 
wanted to produce the opposite effect, and even less likely that he would have expect
ed his audience to make the same attempt. Despite any sneaking admiration of 
Barabas's cunning, for an audience of that time condemnation was the only possible 
response to Barabas's actions. 

It may be argued that in attempting to betray the Turks here Barabas is not as 
interested in vengeance as he is in personal or monetary gain, especially since he is 
treating with his sworn enemy Ferneze to perform the treachery; but Barabas, a pow
erful and successful merchant, has not to this point ever been averse to profiting from 
his hatred; furthermore, it would certainly improve the quality of Barabas's revenge to 
take the governor's money before attacking the governor directly, and there is nothing 
in the play to suggest that Barabas will not exact his vengeance on Ferneze at a more 
appropriate time. In the end, Barabas dies as he has lived, in hatred; and his final 
speech, screamed at the Christians and Turks who watch his death (I will discuss this 
apparent inconsistency of Christian forgiveness shortly) in a .. hell" of Barabas's own 
making, demonstrates his absolute refusal to come to any reconciliation: nDamned 
Christians! Dogs! and Turkish infidels!/ ... Die, life! Fly, soul! tongue, curse thy fill, and 
die!" (V. v, 86-89). Deserted by objective justice and his own cunning, Barabas does 
die, ending the cycle of revenge in the process. 

Clearly, then, Barabas moves from a more objective and philosophically oriented 
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The juice of hebon, and Cocytus' breath, 
And all the poisons of the Stygian pool 
Break from the fiery kingdom; and in this 
Vomit your venom and envenom her 
That like a fiend hath left her father thus. (lll.iv, 93-103) 

Not only is the target of his vengeance an unthinkable one (his supposedly beloved 
daughter Abigail, who in fact is one of the only characters in the play not deserving of 
any sort of punishment), but the language with which Barabas prepares his revenge is 
particularly grotesque and violent ("In few, the blood of Hydra, Lema's bane ... all the 
poisons of the Stygian pool. .. in this I Vomit your venom and envenom her I That like 
a fiend hath left her father thus."). In this passage, Barabas demonstrates his continu
ing movement towards violence and cruelty and away from his earlier appeals to an 
objective justice; no neutral onlooker would now agree with Barabas's actions, but he 
no longer bothers to make even a token gesture in the direction of outside authority. 
Moreover, Barabas no longer asks for support from God above, but now turns to Greek 
mythology and demonic imagery from below which seems more appropriate to his pur
poses. In this, Barabas resembles many of the .. revenger" characters audiences are 
familiar with-Hieronimo and Vindice, for example-who, to carry out their revenge on 
those who have done evil, must become nearly as evil as the ones they have target
ed. This movement away from the blessings of heaven has its price later, as I will dis
cuss shortly; but what is essential to note here is the nature of Barabas's intolerance, 
now clearly based less on religion in general than on the individual specifically. 

As the play progresses, Barabas's machinations become progressively more vio
lent and extreme; but even more importantly, the targets of his plans proliferate rapid
ly, growing to include his servant lthamore and his allies, the convent and the friars 
overseeing it, and eventually the city itself and all its inhabitants. Barabas's almost 
unholy zeal to bring revenge on those who he perceives have injured him in some way 
is indicated in this speech, given directly after he has escaped the soldiers of the city 
through trickery: 

I'll be revenged on this accursed town; 
For by my means Calymath shall enter in 
I'll help to slay their children and their wives, 
To fire the churches, pull their houses down
Take my goods too, and seize upon my lands. 
I hope to see the governor a slave, 
And, rowing in a galley, whipped to death. (V.i, 62-68) 

Barabas makes no distinction here between those who are innocent and those who are 
guilty of his "wronging .. ; all are culpable in his downfall and all must pay for their trans
gression by their violent deaths and enslavement. Nor does Barabas acknowledge 
those in the city who have helped him with his earlier plots of revenge or even his 
Jewish friends who at least tried to support him in his unfortunate circumstances; all 
are members of the "accursed town," and all must have vengeance brought upon 
them. Again, the question here is no longer one of hurting the Christians, but of 
destroying all the town's citizens regardless of faith or political involvement in 
Barabas's downfall; and as Barabas continues to grow progressively wilder in his plans 
of vengeance, our sympathy for him concomitantly grows less. This wildness comes to 
a final horrifying conclusion at the end of the play; in this excerpt, Barabas explains to 
Ferneze what he plans to do with the Turks, who he has invited for dinner at his home: 
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Intolerance in Marlowe 7 

chant's methods are hardly the purest, he does attempt to appeal to a larger, more 
objective notion of justice, highlighting his intolerant views of the Christian faith in gen
eral as he does so. 

The shift in Barabas's focus from intolerance of Christianity in general to hatred of 
the specific individual can be noted most clearly in one set of lines late in Act II, Scene 
iii, which serves as a sort of transitional scene for the entire play's movement and tone. 
Barabas, preparing his revenge against the governor, uses his usual anti-Christian 
rhetoric in convincing his daughter to pretend to marry the governor's son: 

Bar. [Aside] This offspring of Cain, this Jebusite, 
That never tasted of the Passover, 
Nor e'er shall see the land of Canaan, 
Nor our Messias that is yet to come, 
This gentle maggot, Lodowick, I mean, 
Must be deluded: let him have thy hand, 
But keep thy heart till Don Mathias comes. 

Abig. [Aside] What, shall I be betrothed to Lodowick? 

Bar. [Aside] It's no sin to deceive a Christian; 
For they themselves hold it a principle 
Faith is not to be held with heretics; 
But all are heretics that are not Jews; 
This follows well, and therefore, daughter, fear not. (ll.iii, 304-16) 

As usual, Barabas uses the Christians' own weapons against them, arguing that "Faith 
is not to be held with heretics"; and as we can see, he uses a series of Judeo-specif
ic references to degrade the quality of Lodowick's character ("This offspring of Cain, 
this Jebusite, I That never tasted of the Passover, I Nor e'er shall see the land of 
Canaan, I Nor our Messias that is yet to come ... "). What is most notable about this 
passage, however, is that it begins to indicate a shift in the quality of Barabas's intol
erance from a broad-scale condemnation of Christianity and those who practice it 
('This offspring of Cain . . . If etc.) to specific acts of hatred and vengeance leveled 
against particular individuals ("This gentle maggot, Lodowick, I mean, I Must be delud
ed: ... ") Indeed, the whole concept behind this plan, which requires Abigail to (even 
temporarily) perform the unthinkable act from a strict Jewish perspective of becoming 
betrothed to a Christian, indicates how Machiavellian Barabas's plots have become. 
For the remainder of the play, the question of an individual's faith is largely an irrele
vant one to Barabas except to the extent that it may be used against him/her, and as 
the drama progresses, Barabas increasingly prefers to attack those he hates directly. 

After providing for the death of Abigail's beloved Don Mathias (through a clever 
plan of trickery), the extent of Barabas's abandonment of those things he loves and 
holds dear-including Judaism and even his own "beloved" daughter-becomes clear 
in this declamation of Abigail (who has become a nun from grief and anger over her 
father's treachery) as he stirs the oatmeal that will be used to poison all in the convent: 

As fatal be it to her as the draught 
Of which great Alexander drunk and died: 
And with her let it work like Borgia's wine, 
Whereof his sire, the Pope, was poisoned. 
In few, the blood of Hydra, Lema's bane: 
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sudden reversal of his fortunes causes him to tum his intolerance into outright hatred 
of his "wrongers"-but I will explore this point later. As Jones points out, his "verbal 
venom swells until it overflows into burlesque" (81 ), and his tone becomes more and 
more strident as time passes. It is this scorn, combined with his evident disgust of the 
heresies and failings of those who practice Christianity, that establishes the intolerant 
tone pervasive throughout the play. 

But Barabas is anxious to demonstrate the rightness of his position as well, 
although the ways in which he does so are generally suspect and often highly hypo
critical; he demonstrates this, in a most subtle and sarcastic way, in his discussion with 
Lodowick, the governor's son, over his treatment at the hands of the governor: 

Bar. Good sir, 
Your father has deserved it at my hands. 
Who, of mere charity and Christian ruth, 
To bring me to religious purity, 
And as it were in catechizing sort, 
To make me mindful of my mortal sins, 
Against my will, and whether I would or no, 
Seized all I had, and thrust me out a'doors, 
And made my house a place for nuns most chaste. 

Lod. No doubt your soul shall reap the fruit of it. 

Bar. Ay, but, my lord, the harvest is far off. 
And yet I know the prayers of these nuns 
And holy friars, having money for their pains, 
Are wondrous. [Aside] And indeed do no man good
And seeing they are not idle, but still doing, 
'Tis likely they in time may reap some fruit, 
I mean in fullness of perfection. (ll.ii, 72-88) 

Of course, Barabas's sarcastic and scornful tone towards one of the "flowers" of the 
state (and, by extension, Christianity) is quite evident in this passage, as he cleverly 
convinces the less-than-sharp Lodowick that he is grateful for the financial and social 
ruin Governor Femeze has placed him in while simultaneously blasting the hypocrisy, 
cruelty, and lecherous nature of his Christian adversaries. But there is another, more 
subtle element here as well; despite the highly negative tone of the passage, there is 
also a cry against injustice and unfair play (a cry that will later be echoed by his coun
terpart in Shakespeare's work) in his discussion of his forcible removal from his home 
("Against my will, and whether I would or no, I Seized all I had, and thrust me out 
a'doors, I And made my house a place for nuns most chaste.") There is a double sense 
of the wrong Barabas feels here: first, the loss of his home, property, and rightfully 
earned possessions, and second (and more telling for our purposes), the conversion 
of his home to a nunnery, perhaps the most unadulterated symbol (even if we accept 
Barabas's redefinition of its purity) of Christian faith and sacrifice. Barabas searches 
for his audience's understanding if not approval of his action for much of the play's ear
lier portion, and his appeal to justice and fair play is reasonable enough to make it dif
ficult for us to so easily dismiss it out of hand as Femeze does. It must also be point
ed out that unlike Shylock, Barabas is forced by the state to give up a significant por
tion of his goods; his role in the play is essentially reactive, and his plans of vengeance 
only bear fruit in the soil of the unjust actions taken against him earlier. While the mer-
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present and known, if somewhat mystically, to Londoners there. But, even if this is not 
the case, the fact that Jews were absent from England would not make them the less 
hated and scorned, especially since so much historical precedent supported such 
beliefs. (Indeed, Grebanier's reference to the fact that "the word 'Jew' [was] used 
loosely for anyone outside the pale of accepted respectability-dissenters, foreigners, 
Christian usurersn (31) at least indicates that the term "Jew" and the history behind it, 
as well as the perception of the people to which it referred, was largely negative and 
prejudiced in the extreme). Besides, it must be remembered that the reason Jews were 
absent from England at all was because they had been expelled by Edward I in 1290 
(certainly not a charitable or open-minded act, by any standard). It may also be added 
here that the continued references to Barabas during the play as "nose," "bottle-nose," 
and so forth, feed directly into the "stereotyped caricature of the devil" as represented 
by stage presentations of Jews during this period (and of course even the name 
Barabas, invoking the shadowy figure of the criminal set free instead of Christ, follows 
this theme.). So the prejudices against (and stereotypes of) the Jews at this time were 
real and strong, both to Marlowe and his contemporaries, and it is difficult to believe 
he could have been as unaffected by them as Grebanier and others would make it 
seem.1 But that can best be seen by an examination of the language itself, to which 
we may tum now. 

In examining the text and more specifically the language of this play for examples 
of the characters' intolerant attitudes, I will focus on two central parallels in the plot; 
first, the change in Barabas' motivation from vengeance against Christians to 
vengeance towards specific individuals (and the intolerance implicit throughout this 
movement), and second, the corresponding hatred towards Judaism presented by 
Barabas' enemies. (There is, however, no parallel movement towards vengeance in 
the specific here, the reasons for which I will briefly examine later). 

From the very opening of the play, the audience is confronted with the image of a 
successful and calculating merchant; who perceives his success as a vindication of his 
Jewish faith. Barabas sets the tone for the play when he says: 

Who hateth me now for my happiness? 
Or who is honored now but for his wealth? 
Rather had I a Jew be hated thus, 
Than pitied in a Christian poverty: 
For I can see no fruits in all their faith, 
But malice, falsehood, and excessive pride, 
Which methinks fits not their profession ... 
They say we are a scattered nation: 
I cannot tell, but we have scambled up 
More wealth by far than those who brag of faith. (l.i, 111-17, 120-23) 

Two things about this passage are clearly apparent. First, Barabas equates the validi
ty of a faith with its monetary success; this is a common theme throughout the play, as 
Christians and Jews alike fight for economic (and concomitantly, social) power and are 
judged religiously superior to the extent they possess this influence ("Or who is hon
ored now but for his wealth?"). This in tum leads to the second and more important 
theme indicated here, that of intolerance-or, we might even say, outright scorn. In his 
railings against Christianity, we see Barabas not simply triumphing in his success, but 
gloating over his considerable wealth and laughing at his far weaker (poorer) Christian 
brethren: n1 cannot tell, but we have scambled up I More wealth by far than those who 
brag of faith." Indeed, Barabas maintains this air of contemptuous superiority until the 
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Before we begin to explore the dialogue of the characters in The Jew, however, it 
may be useful to examine some modem criticism of the play. Interestingly, while many 
early critics emphasized the anti-Semitism of the work (Philipson said that the play was 
" ... one large recital of the wickedness and monstrosities of the Jew; it abounds in pre
posterous and ridiculous assertions" [23]), many modem critics have traditionally 
examined both it and other plays of the Renaissance that concern Jews either by ignor
ing the treatment of Jews in the plays' plot structures, justifying it in terms of the times 
the playwrights lived in, or asserting that the intolerance is in fact not there at all. 
Bernard Grebanier, for example, claims in his discussion of the play's various mono
logues (which I will examine in greater detail later), during many of which Barabas 
affirms the superiority of his faith over that of his Christian rivals, that: 

Th[ese] soliloquie[s] clearly show that Marlowe's sympathies are with the 
Jew. Moreover, there is no Christian in the play who is in any way 
admirable; and by and large the Christians are represented throughout 
as greedy and treacherous. . . it must be sufficiently clear that 
Shakespeare's predecessor was no Jew-hater-contempt was an emo
tion he kept for his Christian characters .... his sympathies were with his 
[my emphasis] Jew despite the monstrosity of Barabas' revenge. . . he 
was a typical Marlovian hero, the kind of superman his author had 
admired ... Marlowe is additional proof that hatred for the Jews was by 
no means universal among the Elizabethan writers. (51, 54-55) 

It seems obvious that the question of Marlowe's "admiration" for his character is actu
ally very much in question, given the villainous and calculating nature he gives him; but 
more than this, there is a curious ignorance of plot present in this excerpt. Who, for 
example, engages in virtuous activity in the play? As Grebanier points out, the 
Christians do not, especially in their cruel and unfair leveling of taxes upon the suc
cessful Jewish merchants to make up for their own earlier mistakes; but certainly 
Barabas, proceeding as he does down a path of vengeance that grows progressively 
more extreme and violent (even leading to his daughter's own murder, which he shows 
no remorse for at any later point), cannot be said to demonstrate any higher ethical 
standing than his Christian counterparts. The fact that Barabas is wronged first does 
not justify his later actions, especially when his thirst for vengeance leads him to betray 
his own city-with innocent Jews and Christians among the populace-out of an 
almost childish spite. (It is interesting to note Grebanier's use of the term "his Jew" to 
refer to Marlowe's character, since this sort of language leads to the later-justified 
assumption that Barabas is, paradoxically, a manipulated [by Marlowe] manipulator of 
others and is in fact no more worthy of admiration than a puppet whose actions are 
clearly directed by a force outside of itself.) 

The final issue that must be raised before examining the text itself is the question 
of stereotypes in the play. Many modem critics have dismissed the stereotyped image 
as an unlikely one; Irving Ribner flatly denies any such intention and says bluntly that 
"it is not true ... that Elizabethan stage convention made the Jew a stereotyped cari
cature of the devil" (157). Ribner goes on to support this assertion by describing the 
almost total absence of Jews in London and England as a whole at the time, which led 
to a corresponding absence of prejudice among Londoners. But two objections may be 
raised to this argument: first, it is not certain that there were no Jews in London (as 
Grebanier points out, "It has ... been maintained that in the sixteenth century, after the 
expulsion of the Jews from Spain and Portugal, a few Jews filtered into England and 
there secretly founded a small colony" (30). So some Jews may indeed have been 
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11 MALICE, fALSEHOOD AND EXCESSIVE PRIDE": THE PROBLEM OF 

INTOLERANCE IN MARLOWE'S THE JEW OF MALTA 

by Gregory A. Wilson 

Ay, policy! That's their profession, 
And not simplicity, as they suggest. 
The plagues of Egypt, and the curse of heaven, 
Earth's barrenness, and all men's hatred 
Inflict upon them, thou great Primus Mototf 
And here upon my knees, striking the earth, 
I ban their souls to everlasting pains 
And extreme tortures of the fiery deep, 
That thus have dealt with me in my distress. 

(The Jew of Malta, Act I, Scene ii, 163-171) 

W ith these words, Christopher Marlowe presents his version of one of the most 
famous merchants-and Jews-in dramatic literature. Despite having a revenge 

theme similar to other plays of the time and a character used by several other play
wrights, most notably Shakespeare in The Merchant of Venice, The Jew of Malta 
comes across as a play much different in tone and overall effect than its contempo
raries. The play is a polarizing work; there are few neutral positions for an audience 
member or reader to take, particularly when confronted with statements like the one 
above: "plagues," "the curse of heaven," "Earth's barrenness," "all men's hatred," 
"everlasting pains I And extreme tortures of the fiery deep," words indicative of the 
plats overall tone, certainly do not allow for many balanced interpretations. One's 
immediate urge after reading further into the work is either to condemn the speaker, 
criticize those who made him angry enough to descend to this level of verbal attack, or 
simply cry "A plague a' both your houses" and have done; David Philipson in his 1918 
The Jew in English Fiction comments that we should be thankful "that those dark days 
of bigotry and hatred are past, which made even possible the construction by an 
author, and the reception by the public, of a production so dark, so monstrous, so unre
al, as The Jew of Malta" (33). Yet a discrepancy between the bleak, unrelenting theme 
of cyclical vengeance found in The Jew of Malta and the more balanced tone to be 
found in other plays on similar subjects still exists. What is the nature of this discrep
ancy? And what might account for it, given the similar cultural and historical back
grounds of Marlowe and his contemporaries? Concentrating on The Jew of Malta, I 
intend to argue that the difference lies in the central focus of each play; that while 
Marlowe's work concerns itself largely with the question of intolerance vs. tolerance in 
the characters he presents, a largely negative figuration, other plays of a similar theme, 
such as The Merchant of Venice, focus on mercy vs. justice as their essential subject 
and it is this subtle distinction that gives the plays their distinct qualities. By examining 
the intolerance of the characters in The Jew, exploring the bigotry and hypocrisy of 
Barabas and the characters that oppose him, and finally analyzing the issue of mercy 
found in other plays by briefly discussing some notable features of The Merchant of 
Venice (including the relationship between mercy and justice outlined in the character 
of Shylock), I will make this distinction clear. 
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RICHARD 1/: SHAKESPEARE'S REFERENTS AND THE PROBLEM OF 

DEPOSITION 

by Mark Derdzinski 

Shakespeare's play Richard II (ca.1592-3) has been the object of controversy for 
both Elizabethan and modem audiences because it addresses the question of 

kingship and deposition. The famous "deposition scene" (4.1) was banned by 
Elizabeth I in 1595 out of fear of its possible condonation of the deposition of a 
monarch (Neale 398). Robert Devereux, second Earl of Essex, believed that Richard 
II provided such a warrant for deposing a monarch when he later commissioned a per
formance of the play on the eve of his unsuccessful revolt in 1601. 

Although many scholars assume that Shakespeare drew his material from the 
second edition of Holinshed's Chronicles (1587), there is speculation about other 
informing influences from Marlowe's play "Edward II," to A Mirror for Magistrates 
(Baker 800). The body of polemical religious pamphlets of the 1580s, however, sug
gests another, no less informative source. The heated exchanges between Protestants 
and Catholics accusing each other of seditious activity reflect the troubled political rela
tionship between Elizabeth and her cousin Mary Stuart. Indeed, the problematic dep
osition of the former Queen of Scots is a subtext of Shakespeare's multi-faceted histo
ry play. 

Establishing such a referent with absolute accuracy for Richard II is especially dif
ficult since it was most probably composed during Shakespeare's London sojourn 
(1587-92). These five years, which are often referred to as the "lost years," are nearly 
impossible to chronicle in terms of what Shakespeare read or developed aside from 
dramatic material. 1 One approach, however, in establishing an informing context is 
what Leah Marcus has termed, "localization" (1-30). 

Marcus defines localization as "part of a major epistemological shift whereby we free 
ourselves from a demanding allegiance to the 'truth' of the 'Original!'" (50). This means 
placing Shakespeare's text within a larger cultural milieu aside from the theater and even 
the drama, itself. This, in tum, conjures the vexing ghost of authorial intention. 

Intent was a very real concern for Renaissance writers. This is especially true in 
the case of Richard II, which was commissioned by the Essex faction on the eve of the 
1601 revolt. Ultimately, Privy Council and the Star Chamber cleared Shakespeare and 
his company from complicity (28-30). This does not imply that Shakespeare had the 
deposition of Elizabeth I in mind when he composed Richard II, but rather, the broad 
subject of deposition. If Essex used the play for political reasons in 1601 , it is possible 
to posit the composition of the play within an equally political context. 

The Political Context 

Localizing Richard II and Elizabeth's policies concerning her royal cousin requires 
systematic analysis of a context that has specific references to political events, as well 
as analysis of Shakespeare's text. This context is the steady stream of "conspiracy the
ory literature" that was prevalent in the 1580s and 1590s. These writings were polem
ical tracts written by Protestant and Catholic circles each accusing the other of sedition 
(Wormald 11-30). The crux of these writings, regardless of sectarian interests, is the 
philosophy of kingship and the office of the monarch. 
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Ernst Hartwig Kantorowicz has, at great length, studied the nature of what has 
been termed the monarch's "two bodies." This concept developed as part of medieval 
theology which maintained the dual nature of Jesus Christ as being both human and 
divine. Likewise, a monarch was said to embody an anointed, divine entity as well as 
a human, ephemeral entity (12-13). The former, divine trait, was not subject to disease, 
frailty, or even death. In fact, a monarch's death was referred to as the king's "demise .. 
(13, 30). As an anointed representative, or corpus mysticum, the monarch lived on in 
his or her successor (15). This does not mean, however, that a monarch was a name
less instrument of divine intention, but an identifiable individual. Elizabethans consid
ered Henry VIII to have been a king with a divine right to rule, but remembered Henry 
VIII as an individual who enjoyed tournaments and jousts. 

This other, human side, catalyzed much debate over where a monarch's mortal body 
interfered with the monarch's "body politic" (Kantorowicz 7, 8). For instance, could a king who 
had purchased lands before he was king later give those lands as a gift of the state? The 
answer, in most cases, was that a monarch, even in his or her nonage was nevertheless 
marked to rule; land held by the king as an incfiVidual could be given as a gift of the state 
(8,9). This question of property rights, which comes up in Richard II, often evolved into larg
er, thornier questions. In the case of Mary Stuarfs plots against Elizabeth I, Queen Elizabeth 
could not act against her royal cousin's person even though she was formerly the Queen of 
Scots. Although Mary's son, James VI, sat upon the throne of Scotland, Mary's anointed sta
tus was not nullified. It is analogous to a Catholic priest who still has the capacity to perform 
the sacrament of the Eucharist despite having been defrocked. 

This double nature of the monarch was at the heart of the debate as to what was to be 
done with the former Queen of Scots. In terms of realpolitik, Elizabeth I was faced with hav
ing to effectively destroy her anointed cousin's political influence without setting a precedent 
that could be used against herself during her own reign. Overtly acting against Mary, such 
as through assassination, would undermine the bulwark of divine election upon which 
Queen Elizabeth existed. This situation was ·not merely an academic debate or the result of 
a sensitive conscience when weighed against the gravity of Mary Stuart's actions. 

In 1569, Mary, former Queen of Scots, planned to marry Thomas Howard, Duke 
of Norfolk. Together with the Dukes of Northumberland and Westmorland, respective
ly, they contrived to overthrow the government and place the former queen upon the 
English throne. Although word of the planned marriage found its way to Elizabeth I, 
Norfolk denied it when he was confronted. After finally admitting the plan to Elizabeth 
I, Norfolk lost favor at court and returned to northern England. At this time he, along 
with Northumberland and Westmorland, began to mobilize. Their revolt was brutally 
put down, yet Norfolk was allowed to escape (Neale 1n-93). Elizabeth refused to take 
action against the former Queen of Scots. 

Soon after, in 1570, Pope Pius V excommunicated Elizabeth I in the bull, Regnans 
in excelsis. In summation, Pius V argued that Elizabeth I was the child of Anne Boleyn, 
whose union with Henry VIII was not recognized by the Roman Catholic Church. 
Elizabeth I, therefore, was a bastard and as such, ineligible to ascend the throne of 
England (Guy 126, 2n). Soon after the publication of the bull, the Florentine banker 
and papal agent in London, Roberti di Ridolfi, along with Thomas Howard, Duke of 
Norfolk, planned yet another uprising. In 1571, Norfolk was to lead a group of Catholic 
rebels and hold the field for approximately forty days. At that time, Norfolk's forces 
were to rendezvous with Spanish troops landing at either Harwich or Portsmouth and 
then march on to London (Neale 198-201 ). Ridolfi traveled to Rome, and then to Spain 
seeking support for the plan which was given. 

Foolishly, Ridolfi decided to communicate the good news by way of sending a 
messenger, John Leslie, servant to the bishop of Ross, with letters to Catholic noble-
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men in England. When Leslie landed at Dover, he was arrested by a spy whom William 
Cecil, Lord Burghley, had placed among the exiles of the Northern earls who had 
revolted earlier. The letters implicated Norfolk in the plot. 

The Parliament which met in 1572 sought draconian measures. The House of 
Commons proposed a bill that called for the immediate execution of Norfolk, as well as the 
possibility of executing Mary Stuart. Although Norfolk was executed (2 June 1572), Queen 
Elizabeth rejected the portion of the bill that applied to her cousin. Commons proposed a 
second, milder bill which simply denied Mary's eligibility to succeed to the throne; Elizabeth 
rejected this, as well, frustrating most of Parliament. Not all members of Parliament, though, 
were unanimous in their support of the proposal. Francis Afford vehemently stated that "it 
were perilous for princes that the deposition of their subjects should make them no princes" 
(Bowler). Mary, former Queen of Scots was allowed to go her way. 

In May, 1582, a messenger from the Spanish ambassador, disguised as a dentist, 
was stopped at the Scottish border. Although he bribed the guards and left with his lug
gage, he left behind a mirror which concealed letters that spoke about a plot called 
Enterprise (Neale 265-92). Privy councilman, Sir Francis Walsingham, bribed French 
and Italian couriers in an effort to discover the details of the plot. The former Queen of 
Scots held regular correspondence with the Spanish ambassador and Francis 
Throckmorton, nephew of one of Elizabeth's diplomats. The transmission of messages 
varied from paper concealed in the heel of a shoe or wine cask, to messages written 
on paper soaked in alum which would remain invisible until the paper was immersed 
in water (271 ). By 1583, Enterprise amounted to an assassination of Elizabeth. 
Although the Spanish ambassador was dismissed and Throckmorton was tortured, 
Mary Stuart was not to be touched. Queen Elizabeth tried in vain to persuade James 
VI to co-rule with his mother in Scotland. Then, in 1584, Parliament passed the Bond 
of Association which promised death to anyone on whose behalf a plot was made with 
the intention of putting him or her upon the English throne (Wormald 25). 

For Mary's safety, she was moved from castle to castle while spies were placed to 
intercept any secret communications from her. In January of 1586, Mary received a 
number of packets concealed in a wine cask. The letters detailed the plans of 
Enterprise which was to begin with the assassination of Queen Elizabeth by Anthony 
Babbington, an acquaintance of Mary's, and five others. After the identity of the con
spirators was discovered by Sir Francis Walsingham, the plot was made public knowl
edge. 

This last plot became a headache for Elizabeth I who used her royal prerogative to stay 
the hand of Parliament Although Elizabeth I could have imprisoned Mary in the Tower, she 
was, instead, secured in Fotherighay Castle to ensure her safety (Guy 234). 

Polemics and Pamphlets 

These plots and conspiracies catalyzed a maelstrom of polemical writings. 
Protestant circles accused Catholic cabals with sedition, while Catholic groups 
charged that the monarch was being misled by a select group of Protestant councilors. 
The debate over these conspiracies continues in modem historiography.2 

Perhaps the main proponents of Protestant and Catholic historicizing are A. G Dickens 
and Eamon Duffy, respectively. In The English Reformation (1989), Dickens argues that 
there was a small group of Catholic activists trying to tum back to the Catholic rule that had 
existed in the reign of Queen Mary Tudor. These Catholics worked at the local level by 
replacing the Protestant mass with the Catholic, as well as keeping idolatrous decorations. 
For Dickens, the confessional was a depository of Catholic promulgation. 

Eamon Duffy takes a Catholic perspective in The Stripping of the Alters (1992). 
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Duffy states that England was, at its core, a Catholic country. Duffy cites various rural 
areas where the transition to Protestant religious services was slower than in other 
areas of England as his main argument. The storage of Catholic statuary and altars is 
another indication, according to Duffy, of the Catholic nature of England. For Duffy, the 
religious problems in England stemmed from a small group of royal advisors who were 
Protestant zealots. 

These contemporary hypotheses concerning the Elizabethan religious debates 
between Catholics and Protestants closely resemble the arguments of the Elizabethans 
themselves. The Elizabethan conspiracy literature of the 1580s probes the question of what 
a monarch's rights are in terms of jurisdiction over religious matters. Regarding Mary Stuart's 
plots against Queen Elizabeth, civil and canon law overlapped. Mary was an anointed head 
of state chosen by God and not answerable to any earthly authority. On the other hand, Mary 
Stuart plotted to kill the anointed head of England. What were Elizabeth l's rights in protect
ing herseH as well as the stability of the realm? 

Protestant writers, like their modem counterparts, insisted that a small group of 
Catholic conspirators was trying to subvert the people through Catholic style masses 
said by corrupt priests. These priests, acknowledged by the Protestants as "papal 
agents," supposedly worked in conjunction with Mary Stuart. According to these 
Protestants, Queen Elizabeth had both a right and duty to defend herself and punish 
Mary Stuart, the former Queen of Scots. 

Catholic proponents argued that the realm was actually Catholic in its constituen
cy and that Elizabeth I was being misled in religious matters by a group of nefarious 
Protestant councilors. Further, these Catholic writers denied any ill intentions toward 
the government, but ranked themselves among the most patriotic and loyal citizens. 
Pius V's bull excommunicating Elizabeth I was looked upon as a misunderstanding 
fomented by Protestant councilors. The bull did not, according to these Catholic writ
ers, nullify Queen Elizabeth's right to rule England. 

Although it is impossible to precisely know what he read before his journey to 
London in 1585, or what texts he took with him, this was Shakespeare's political milieu. 
It is possible that he may have read some of the more well-known and available pam
phlets. These are William Cecil, Lord Burghley's The Execution of Justice in England 
for maintenaunce of publique and Christian peace (1583), the Catholic bishop, William 
Allen's A True sincere and modest defense of English Catholics that suffer for their faith 
both at home and abroad, against a false, seditious and slanderous libel entitled: "The 
Defense of Justice in England" (1584), and Richard Crompton's A Short declaration of 
the ende of Traytors, and false Conspirators against the state, & of the duetie of 
Subjects to theyr soveraigne Govemour: and wytha/1, howe necessary, Lawes and 
execution of Justice are, for the preservation of the Prince and Common wealth (1587). 
These pamphlets represent the mainstream of conspiracy theory arguments, as well 
as provide a possible source of reference for Shakespeare's Richard II. 

In 1583, privy councilman William Cecil, Lord Burghley, published the Execution 
of Justice which addresses Pius V's bull (which Cecil dates at 1569). Cecil interprets 
the papal bull primarily as a political manifesto 

... denouncing her Majesty being the lawful Queen, and God's anointed 
servant, not to be the Queen of the realm, charging and upon paines of 
excommunication commanding all her subjects to depart from their natu
ral allegiances whereto by birth and by oath they were bound. (3) 

This politically charged statement is inextricably bound to a religious credo. As God's 
anointed steward, Elizabeth I receives special graces "by God's goodness by whome 
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kings do rule and by whose blast traitors are commonly wasted and confounded" (6). 
For Cecil, treason includes seditious writings and doctrine as well as direct action. After 
Pius V excommunicated Elizabeth I, the pontiff sent priests steeped in seditious learn
ing, such as Nicolas Morton (13), to England in order to establish seminaries to "nour
ish and bring up persons disposed naturally to sedition" (4). 

According to Cecil, these papal agents work in a most devious way since they attack 
a person's sense of right and wrong. By questioning a subject's choice of obeying the 
monarch before the pope, Pius V's priests affect change by "striking many with prickes 
of conscience" (5). The result of this subversion was, according to Cecil, the revolt of the 
Earls of Northumberland and Westmorland, respectively (14). Cecil is careful, however, 
not to alienate England's large Catholic population. He states that those people who may 
have been arrested were imprisoned for breaking the law against the import and spread 
of Agnus Dei and rosary beads (5). Holding opinions contrary to the official position of 
the government was not, according to Cecil, in any way seditious in and of itself. 

And though there are many subjects known in the realme that differ in 
some opinions of religion from the Church of England, and that do not 
forbear to profess the same, yet in that they do also profess loyalty and 
obedience to her majesty, and offer readily in her Majesty's defence to 
impugn and resist any foreign force, though it should come or be 
procurred from the Pope himself, none of these [members] are for their 
contrary opinions in religion prosecuted or charged with any crimes on 
pains of treason. (7) 

Despite these loyal Catholics, Rome continues to send papal agents in the persons of 
traitorous, English priests. 

On April 14, 1580, Pope Gregory I sent Robert Persons and Edmund Campion, 
two scholarly English priests, back to England to further disrupt the peace (15). The 
execution of such priests, according to Cecil, makes them "pseudomartyrs" who are 
ultimately left to God's judgement (36). After a lengthy historical survey of the Church's 
corrupt and "false" (35) popes, Cecil concludes his pamphlet by restating his claim that 
only a small circle of Catholics in league with the pope is responsible for trying to cat
alyze chaos in the realm, not only among Catholics, but those who are discontented 
"for whatever reasonc• (35). Catholic traitors are convicted of treason and not for "their 
opinions for the Ceremonies or rites of the Church of Rome" (36). 

As can be seen, William Cecil, Lord Burghley, staunchly supported the realm's offi
cial religious stance and bolstered the state's legal position on seditious subjects. 
Although bold in his argumentation, Cecil is politic enough not to broadcast the seeds 
of dissension by alienating England's Catholic population through indiscriminating 
accusations. The Catholic response to Cecil was ... The defense of English Catholics, 
by Bishop William Allen in 1584. 

Keeping in mind that William Cecil, Lord Burghley was a privy councilor, Allen 
begins his Defense very cautiously. Since treason included writings and doctrine, Allen 
insists that his treatise is both "faultless and necessary" (4). For Allen, the realmcs 
unrest over religion stems from a small number of intimate councilors of Queen 
Elizabeth's curia which is trying to dishonor the realm 

. . . which otherwise, to her infinite shame and reproach, would be 
thought wholly and generally to have revolted from the Catholic faith, and 
consented to all the absurdities and iniquities of this new regiment and 
religion, if none with zeal and extreme endeavor resisted such pernicious 
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innovation. (5) 

Allen works from the premise that religion must be obeyed "above any earthly prince, 
by what other obligation soever we be bound to him" (3). This does not present any 
conflict for English Catholics because Allen insists that, for the most part, the religious 
constituency of the realm is, and has historically been Catholic. Allen responds to 
Cecil's claim that people are convicted only for treason and not for differences of opin
ion by claiming that most of England is at fault since treason covers religious doctrine. 
Punishing people for having rosary beads and Agnus Dei is to punish them for what 
has been English religious tradition. 

Where now as well our own people, as all strangers in the Christian 
world, perceiving the disorder to proceed but of the partiality of a few 
powerful persons abusing her Majesty's clemency and credulity, do glo
rify our Lord God that in so great a temptation all the clergy in manner, 
and so many of the laity of all sorts, constantly persist in their father's 
faith, to the loss of goods, lands, lives, honours and whatsoever besides: 
and that the whole state (excepting the authority of the Prince) may yet 
be rather counted Catholic than heretical. ... (6) 

Concerning the revolt of the Earl of Northumberland, which Cecil claims was 
caused by the influence of papal agents, Allen states that he was opposed to such 
action by the earl since it was against the monarch (8). Further, Allen denies that Pius 
V ever ordered English Catholics to tum against their monarch. Allen unequivocally 
asserts that English citizens 

... never took arms in all England upon the Bull of Pius V. nor any time 
since the publication thereof: (contrary to the deceitful division of those 
times, things and actions set down by the libeller, placing that after, which 
was done before the Bull was published), but have shewed themselves 
in all cases as serviceable as before. (80, 81) 

Allen claims that the Queen's place at the head of the English Church was con-
cocted by Parliament and that her title, " ... Chief Governor as well in causes eccle-
siastical and spiritual, as civil and temporal [ ... ] was conceived accordingly, to be ten-
dered at their pleasures, ... " (17). The idea that a lay person could preside over eccle
siastical matters is, to Allen, illogical since "the Prince for the time by human frailty may 
be subject unto, all our religion, faith, worship, service, and prayers, depending upon 
his sovereign determination ... " (18). Beyond logic, Allen objects to such a consolida
tion of religious and political office on historical grounds. For Elizabeth I to be head of 
the Church in England breaks custom since "as before it was deemed in her father a 
layman, and in her brother a child, very ridiculous; so now in herself, being a woman, 
is it a thing most monstrous and unnatural" (18). 

Allen goes on to cite numerous examples of what he considers to be the proper 
division between Princes and the Church. Despite this claim, Allen cannot completely 
divorce the two in his arguments. Although they oppose one another, both Cecil and 
Allen agree that religious issues affect matters of state. Perhaps the best example of 
this consolidation of religious and political doctrine in a tangible political situation is 
Richard Crompton's, ... Short declaration of the ende of Traytors ... (1587). Crompton's 
pamphlet was written just prior to the execution of the former Queen of Scots. 

Crompton begins his pamphlet by praising his sovereign and giving thanks to God 
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for blessing Queen Elizabeth with "such grave, sage, and honourable Councellers, 
men of such great wisedom, of such deep consideration, of such policie ... and expe
rience as to speak it plainly" (3). Crompton lists Elizabeth l's attributes of mercy, mag
nanimity, and the foresight of having a strong national defense (5). Despite this peace
ful state, there are traitors who have planned to take the monarch's life. Crompton 
refers to scripture, arguing that 

if a Prince should sette forth a Lawe touching the worshipping of God, or 
matter of conscience against the word of God, and limit a paine to the 
infringers therof, though the Subject be not indeede bounde in con
science to observe the same law, yet he may no resist or oppose him
selfe against his Soveraigne, but must rather submitte himselfe to the 
punishment of Lawe, as S. Peter sayth: Submitt your selfe unto every 
ordenaunce of man for the Lordes sake, whether it be unto the king as to 
the cheefe, or to them that are in authority under him. (7) 

Working from this premise, Crompton argues that Mary, former Queen of Scots, is also 
subject to such laws. He writes, '' ... that which almighty God sayth by his Prophet 
David Touch not mine anointed, did not exempt that sayde Scottish Queena, but was 
to be taken of necessitie as a Subject, and ordered by the Lawes of this Land so long 
as she was resident here ... "(11,12). 

Although Elizabeth was, out of mercy, hesitant to act against her royal cousin, 
Crompton insists that "by the Iawes of nature, and the Iawes of this land," Queen 
Elizabeth has the duty to protect the welfare of the Commonwealth (14). Crompton 
points to the fact that Mary Stuart freely admitted to complicity in Enterprise. 

That she was greedie of her Majesty's death, and preferred it before her 
owne life and safetie, appeareth, for in her direction to one of her late 
Complices, she advised (under covert terms,) that whatsoever shoulde 
become of her, that tragicall execution should be performed, upon our 
most gracious soveraigne Lady, namely, the destruction of her royall per
sonne. (16) 

For this obvious threat to both Queen Elizabeth and the realm, Crompton urges the 
"jurors" (judges) in the case to act justly with regard to the former Queen of Scots (20). 
The implication is that she should be put to death so that she may experience "Gods 
terrible threates to obstinate sinners, which will not amend their lives, not believe the 
trueth of Godes holy word, and the everlasting paine prepared in hell..." (21 ). 

Crompton, in effect, calls for the execution of Mary Stuart based upon religious 
and legal arguments. For him, the nature of the monarch's two bodies and the limits of 
the corpus mysticum are clear. When an anointed head endangers the well-being of 
another sovereign ruler and the realm of that ruler, the former is punishable under the 
law which inevitably traces its warrant in religious doctrine. This distinction is apparent
ly difficult to make as testified by the decade-long pamphlet war surveyed here. 
Shakespeare's deposition scene (4.1) epitomizes this debate. One cannot, however, 
analyze this scene without the play's preceding acts. Although our focus is the deposi
tion of Richard, issues of monarchical rights run throughout Richard II. 

Shakespeare's Text 

The play opens with a conflict between Bullingbrook and Mowbray, Duke of 
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Norfolk. Richard asks Bullingbrook, uwhat dost thou object/ Against the Duke of 
Norfolk" (1.1.28,9). Bullingbrook replies by requesting that "first, heaven be the record 
to my speech ... a (1.1.30). This exchange is significant in that it closely resembles its 
historical counterpart. When Richard Plantagenet was placed on trial, it was officially 
recorded in Latin in what was called a Plea Roll. An unofficial copy in French, called 
the Year Book, was reproduced on a relatively large scale. These Year Books were 
available in English during the sixteenth century (Bolton 59). As the characters employ 
legalistic language, the play assumes the quality of a legal proceeding. 

Just as Thomas Howard, the Duke of Norfolk was charged with treason in 1571 , 
his titular namesake, Thomas Mowbray, is charged with treason and with planning the 
murder of a member of the king's curia: 

Look what I speak, my life shall prove it true: 
That Mowbray hath receiv'd eight thousand nobles 
In name of landings for your Highness' soldiers, 
The which he hath detain'd for lewd employments, 
Like a false traitor and injurious villain; 
Besides I say, and will in battle prove, 
Or here or elsewhere to the furthest verge 
That ever was surveyed by English eye, 
That all the treasons for these eighteen years, 
Complotted and contrived in this land, 
Fetch from false Mowbray their first head and spring. 
Further I say, and further will maintain 
Upon his bad life to make all this good, 
That he did plot the Duke of Gloucester's death .... (1.1 .87-1 02) 

Although there is no way of establishing a positive connection, when one subtracts 
eighteen years from the execution of the Queen of Scots, the resulting year, 1569, was 
that in which Thomas Howard, Duke of Norfolk and the Queen of Scots contrived to 
marry and launch a revolt. It is also the year which William Cecil, Lord Burgh ley, gives 
as the date of Pius V's bull, Regnans in excelsis, which Cecil considered to be the "first 
head and spring" of Catholic conspiracy. Shakespeare's scene ends with Mowbray and 
Bullingbrook unwilling to forget their differences and Richard allowing them to settle the 
dispute through single combat. 

Some scholars have interpreted this move by Richard as an acquiescence, or sign 
of weakness. David M. Bergeron, however, sees Richard as a kind of umpire. 
"Richard's task throughout," he writes, "is to restrain the disorderly world of rebellion 
that bristles with frightening energy and eventually turns the world upside down" (36). 
This scene demonstrates Richard's political cunning. Allowing the two contenders to 
fight it out gives the appearance of impartiality which, in tum, catalyzes stability. 
Further, Richard does not acquiesce, but orders Bullingbrook and Mowbray to single 
combat: 

We were not born to sue but to command, 
Which since we cannot do to make you friends, 
Be ready, as your lives shall answer it, 
At Coventry upon Saint Lambert's day. 
There shall your sword and lances arbitrate 
The swelling difference of your settled hate. 
Since we cannot atone you, we shall see 
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Justice design the victor's chivalry. (1.1.195-203) 

As Bullingbrook and Mowbray are about to commence in scene three, Richard 
throws down his warder and orders them to return to their places. Richard exercises his 
royal prerogative by interrupting the legal process (trial by single combat) and changes 
the sentence to exile for both parties so • ... that our kingdom's earth should not be soil'd/ 
With that dear blood which it hath fostered ... " (1.3.125, 6). When speaking with his 
uncle, John of Gaunt, Richard uses the legal term "verdict" when referring to his decision. 
Richard's terminology underscores the fact that the monarch is exercising power over 
legal arbitration. "Thy son is banish'd upon good advice/," Richard tells Gaunt, "whereto 
thy tongue a party-verdict gaveJ Why at our justice seems't thou then to low'r" (1.3.233-
35)? When Gaunt replies that he does not think he will live to see his son return from the 
decade long exile, Richard arbitrarily changes the sentence to six years. 

Until now, Richard's legal manipulation has gone unchallenged. Act II, however, 
witnesses the death of Gaunt and Richard's seizure of Gaunt's land, which is 
Bullingbrook's inheritance. The Duke of York ever so cautiously challenges Richard's 
seizure: 

0 my liege, 
Pardon me, if you please; if not, I, pleas'd 
Not to be pardoned, am content withal. 
Seek you to seize and gripe into your hands 
The royalties and rights of banish'd Herford? 
Is not Gaunt dead? and doth not Herford live? 
Was not Gaunt just? and is not Harry true? 
Ojd not the one deserve to have an heir? 
Is not his heir a well-deserving son? 
Take Herford's rights away, arid take from Time 
His charters and his customary rights .... (2.1.187 -96) 

Scholars have seen Richard's act as heavy-handed a violation of Bullingbrook's rights 
as the Duke of York does. This act is, according to John Palmer, so outrageous as to 
make obvious Richard's inability to rule. Shakespeare's main purpose, according to 
Palmer, "is to exhibit in Richard the qualities which unfitted him to rule, to show his 
exquisite futility in dealing with public affairs ... " (121 ). W. F. Bolton, however, argues 
that Richard may have been within his right to seize Gaunt's land. Bolton quotes ncar
dian law passim: 

On the death of the tenant in chief, he [the king] was always and under 
all circumstances entitled to first seisin .... The king took the fruits and 
profits of their land until the heir appeared, did homage and paid his 
relief, after which he might sue his livery, ie ... sue tenements out of the 
king's hand ... and get seisin. (59) 

Bolton defines "seisin" as possession, "to sue" as the act of petitioning, and "livery" as 
the act of delivering possession to someone. Richard may have been in his right to 
hold Bullingbrook's lands; Richard's transgression came when he disallowed 
Bullingbrook to sue for livery of his seisin. This, in itself, hardly unfits Richard to rule. 

Richard goes farther, though, by using most of Bullingbrook's property to supply 
ready currency since his "coffers, with too great a court! And liberal largess, are grown 
somewhat light" (1.4.43, 4). Similarly, Elizabeth seized properties from the offending 
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parties after the revolt of the Northern earls in 1569. J. E. Neale states that the "court 
and army lapsed into a sordid scramble for the forfeited estates of the rebels and the 
spoils of humble villagers . . . and the Queen's one thought was for her money
bags-which were indeed empty" (192). Aside from this resemblance between 
Richard's seizure of assets and Neale's account of Elizabeth's need for, and subse
quent confiscation of valuable assets, Richard is challenged for his actions by 
Bullingbrook in the next act. 

Act Ill marks the beginning of Richard's demise as the reigning monarch. 
Bullingbrook has returned to England to sue for his livery while Richard's Welsh 
defenses have abandoned him. Richard returns from wars in Ireland only to hear that 
Bullingbrook is advancing unchecked. Realizing that he is in desperate straits, Richard 
calls upon the earth to protect his realm. Richard takes on the persona of what 
Kantorowicz calls the "body god-like or angel-like" (27). As a sovereign ruler, anointed 
by God, Richard attempts to assert legal authority over nature as he had asserted legal 
authority over the proceedings of the Saint Lambert's Day joust. The enemies of 
Richard are the enemies of Richard's earth; that is, Richard's enemies are England's 
enemies. 

Feed not thy sovereign's foe, my gentle earth, 
Nor with thy sweets comfort his ravenous sense, 
But let thy spiders, that suck up thy venom, 
And heavy-gaited toads lie in their way, 
Doing annoyance to the treacherous feet, 
Which with usurping steps do trample thee. 
Yield stinging nettles to mine enemies; ... 
Throw death upon thy sovereign's enemies. 
Mock not my senseless conjuration, lords, 
This earth shall have a feeling, and these stones 
Prove armed soldiers, ere her native king 
Shall falter under foul rebellion's arms. (3.2.12-18, 22-26) 

Richard's adviser, Aumerle, warns Richard of Bullingbrook who "grows strong and 
great in substance and power" (3.2.35). Richard then assures Aumerle that a monarch is 
gifted with a prescience that enables him to know traitors although they may be in secret: 
"discomfortable cousin, know'st thou not I That when the searching eye of heaven ... 
darts his light through every guilty hole, I Then murthers, treasons, and detested sins, I 
Stand bare and naked, trembling at themselves" (3.2.36, 37, 43, 45, 47)? This same idea 
was expressed in Cecil's Execution of Justice (1583); Cecil speaks about the power "by 
whose blast traitors are commonly wasted and confounded" (6). 

Shortly after Richard's assurances to Aumerle, he speaks at length about the 
monarch's power as a divinely anointed entity, the corpus mysticunr. 

Not all the water in the rough rude sea 
Can wash the balm off from an anointed king; 
The breath of worldly men cannot depose 
The deputy elected by the Lord; 
For every man that Bullingbrook hath press'd 
To lift shrewd steel against our golden crown, 
God for his Richard hath in heavenly pay 
A glorious angel; then if angels fight, 
Weak men must fall, for heaven still guards the light. (3.2.54-62) 
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Richard believes his speech and, for a moment, tries to rally himself and his men to 
"arm, arm, my name! a puny subject strikes ... " (86). Richard, however, knows that 
his forces are overwhelmed and that he must give himself over to Bullingbrook. 

The third scene witnesses the meeting between Richard and Bullingbrook in the 
field. As the two confront each other, Richard upbraids Bullingbrook for not showing 
proper respect for God's chosen steward. "How dare thy joints forget I To pay their 
awful duty to our presence 1," Richard bristles, "show us the hand of God I That hath 
dismis'd us from our stewardship ... " (3.3.75-78). Richard cannot, however, tum back 
the tide, and so he despairs and contemplates his alternatives. "What must the King 
do now" (143), he asks. For Richard, the only choice is a life of religious solitude 
because it is most appropriate for a representative of God. This parallel position of ordi
nation coincides with the concept of the corpus mysticum which cannot be nullified, 
despite deposition. Before Richard's deposition takes place, there is a commentary in 
a garden about the state of the realm in scene four. 

One of the gardener's assistants asks about the fate of some of Richard's men; he 
is told that they are dead. The gardener then speaks about Richard, "the wasteful 
king," whom Bullingbrook had seized. He compares the realm under Richard's care to 
an unkempt garden: 

0, what pity is it 
That he had not so trim'd and dress'd his land 
As we this garden! We at time of year 
Do wound the bark, the skin of our fruit-trees 
Lest being over-proud in sap and blood, 
With too much riches it confound itself; 
Had he done so to great and growing men, 
They might have liv'd to bear and he to taste 
Their fruits of duty. Superfluous branches 
We lop away, that bearing boughs may live; 
Had he done so, himself had borne the crown, 
Which waste of idle hours hath quite thrown down. (3.4.55-66) 

This same conceit is used in Richard Crompton's pamphlet, The end of 
Traytors ... (1587), to describe the former Queen of Scots' fostering of rebellious sub
jects. "She was the onely hope of all discontented subjects," writes Crompton, "she 
was the root from whence all rebellions and treacheries did spring while this hope last
ed, ... and this root lived ... "(15). Crompton argues that had the former Queen of 
Scots been allowed to cultivate traitors without being pruned, herself, the future would 
have been grim: "they would have retained hart, and set on foot whatsoever their 
devices against this Realme, which otherwise will fall away, die, and come to nothing" 
(15). This metaphor used by Richard Crompton to describe the former Queen of Scots 
is consistent with that used by Shakespeare to describe Richard; perhaps 
Shakespeare was aware of this particular piece of conspiracy literature. 

Act IV opens with Bullingbrook unofficially seated upon the throne, arbitrating 
grievances much as Richard had at the opening of the play. When the Duke of York 
enters and tells Bullingbrook that Richard will abdicate the crown, Bullingbrook jubilant
ly replies, "in God's name I'll ascend the regal throne" (4.1.113). Once again, the offi
cial record or Plea Roll is invoked in order to make the action legally binding. Before 
this takes place, however, the bishop of Carlisle challenges Bullingbrook's right, and 
denounces him as a traitor. As Ernst Kantorowicz has pointed out, Richard's position, 
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of which nthe breath of worldly man cannot depose" (3.2.54), can only be relinquished 
by Richard's 110Wn breath" (4.1.21 0). Carlisle reminds Bullingbrook of this when he 
asks: 

What subject can give sentence on his king? 
And who sits here that is not Richard's subject? 
Thieves are not judg'd but they are by to hear, 
Although apparent guilt be seen in them, 
And shall he figure of God's majesty, 
His captain, steward, deputy, elect, 
Anointed, crowned, planted many years, 
Be judg'd by subject and inferior breath .... (4.1.121-7) 

This very idea was echoed during the Parliament of 1572 after the Ridolfi plot. A mem
ber of Parliament, Francis Alford, spoke against the execution of the former Queen of 
Scots: "it were perilous for princes that the deposition of their subjects should make 
them no princes" (Bowler). Elizabeth I opted not to act against the former Queen of 
Scots, but Shakespeare's Bullingbrook continues. 

Since the corpus mysticum lives on in the successor, Richard must abdicate the 
office of the monarch. When Bullingbrook asks Richard whether he is "contented to 
resign the crown" (4.1.200), Richard confusedly replies, "ay, no, no, ay; for I must noth
ing be; I Therefore no, no, for I resign to theen (201, 2). In effect, Richard must negate 
his elect position which is impossible to do. It is not a monarch's choice to ignore or 
alter his elect status. For this reason, Richard can only approximate the ndefrockingu 
through a kind of disrobing ceremony, relinquishing the instruments of kingship: 

Now mark me how I will undo myself: 
I give this heavy weight from off my head, 
And this unwieldy sceptre from my hand, 
With my own hands I give away my crown, 
With my own tongue deny my sacred state, 
With my own breath release all duteous oaths; 
All pomp and majesty I do forswear; 
My manors, rents, revenues I forgo .... (4.1.203-5, 208-12) 

As was earlier mentioned, the demise or deposition of a monarch does not obliterate the 
memory of the monarch as an individual. This is exemplified when Richard tells the newly 
crowned Henry IV, "Long mayst thou live in Richard's seat to sit . . . I God save King 
Henry, unking'd Richard says, I And send him many years of sunshine days" (218, 20, 
21). 

The significance of this ceremony is not lost upon Henry IV. He is uncertain as to 
what to do with Richard. He imprisons him and does nothing. In the last act, Henry IV's 
councilman, Sir Pierce Exton, assumes that his king wants Richard killed and carries out 
the act. When Exton informs Henry of Richard's murder, the king replies: "Exton, I thank 
thee not, for thou hast wrought I A deed of slander with thy fatal hand I Upon my head 
and all this famous land" (5.6.34-6). Exton is banished from England. Similarly, Elizabeth 
l's privy councilman, William Davison, assumed that Queen Elizabeth wanted the former 
Queen of Scots killed, despite instructions not to act upon a death warrant. For his 
actions, Davison was sent to the Tower, tried in Star Chamber, fined 10,000 marks, and 
imprisoned at the Queen's pleasure. Elizabeth I even went so far as to enquire about the 
legality of hanging Davison through royal prerogative (Guy 336). 
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Shakespeare's Richard II delves into the controversial issue of the nature of king
ship and deposition. Similarities between events in the play with events in the world of 
Elizabethan politics suggest that Shakespeare may have been drawing his material 
from a source apart from Holinshed's Chronicles. The deposition and eventual execu
tion of Mary, former Queen of Scots, may be at the heart of Shakespeare's play. The 
abundance of conspiracy theory literature is one context which supports this idea since 
characters in the play reiterate some of the same ideas and employ some of the same 
metaphors found in the conspiracy literature. Elizabeth l's concern over deposition was 
warranted by the possibility of setting a precedent for it in her own reign; the deposi
tion scene (4.1) was banned in 1595. Indeed, in 1601, Queen Elizabeth told the anti
quary, William Lambarde, "this tragedy-of Richard 11-was played forty times in open 
streets and houses ... I am Richard II, know ye not that .. (Clare 5)? 

Morton College 

Notes 

1. There is a large literature which speculates about Shakespeare's activities during the years of 
1585-1592. Professor Paul White (Purdue) has stated that although the •lost years• are aptly 
named, it is nonetheless essential to hypothesize about them. Arthur Acheson's Shakespeare's 
Lost YeatS in London 1586-1592 (1920) is one of the earfy efforts to posit Shakespeare's work 
within the context of those years. E. A. J. Honigmann's Shakespeare: The 'Lost YeatS' (1985) is 
an excellent text treating Shakespeare's London years. 

2. For a comprehensive, unbiased study of the same focus on Elizabethan religious debates, see 
Robert Whiting's The Blind Devotion of the People: Popular Religion and the English Reform
ation (1989). Also see Elliot Rose's Cases of Conscience (1975). 
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BIRTH ORDER OF CHILDREN IN KING LEAR 

by Mark Taylor 

Perhaps no other poet has portrayed more magnificently the underlying 
connection between desire and moral obligation in individuals. As a char
acter with a role in life, the individual is under an obligation, that is, he is 
constrained, destined for a specific function. Yet as a human being, he 
has desires; he is unconstrained, and his desires have no specific target. 
Already at this point an inner conflict arises, and Shakespeare gives it 
special emphasis. 

Johann Wolfgang von Goethe1 

King Lear's daughter Goneril, her father reminds her, is of his daughters "Our eldest 
born"; one sister is "our second daughter, I Our dearest Regan"; and another, 

Cordelia, is "our joy, I ... our last and least. II The Earl of Gloucester identifies Edgar 
as "a son, by order of law, some year elder than this" one, Edmund, who will describe 
himself as "some twelve or fourteen moonshines I Lag of a brother." These remarks, 
and others that could be cited in King Lear, share a concern with the order of children's 
births, with who came along when, and whether there was already, or was later to be, 
another child of one or both of the same parents. The subject of this paper is the sig
nificance for personality and behavior of the birth order of children in the play. How are 
the attitudes, actions, and personalities of the three daughters of Lear and the two sons 
of Gloucester shaped by the order in which they were born? Goneril and Edgar are 
firstborns: does their behavior correspond to what can be expected, if never precisely 
predicted, of firstborns? Regan and Edmund come second: what does this position in 
the sequence mean, especially if, as in Edmund's case, it is occupied by a bastard? 
And what does it mean to be second, as Regan is, if there is a third, Cordelia and 
what does it mean to be that third, albeit her father's "joy, II with two older sisters? My 
subject is children living in an environment partially created by their siblings, than 
whom one is necessarily older or younger, born earlier or later, as this condition is 
experienced, felt, and subtly articulated by the children. 

In what follows I have found extremely helpful Bom to Rebel, Frank J. Sulloway's 
provocative study of Birth Order, Family Dynamics, and Creative Lives.2 This work, 
which assesses the contribution to its subject of Freud, Alfred Adler, and others, con
structs a Darwinian model to demonstrate that .. Along with gender, birth order occupies 
center stage in the drama of sibling differences. No other environmental influences 
appear to be as important in creating the family's panoply of microenvironments. "3 If 
these influences are important today, how much more so, one must suppose, in an 
age Shakespeare's, not King Lear's when inheritance, education, marriageability, 
and social opportunity might depend entirely upon the accident of one's birth order. 

The influence of birth order appears especially acute in Goneril and Regan; these 
sisters are together in the play's first scene, and again in act 2, scene 4; act 5, scene 
1; and act 5, scene 3.4 By 5.1, they have become bitter rivals for Edmund, "Each jeal
ous of the other as the stung I Are of the adder" (59-60), as he will say,s the fullness of 
their hatred barely concealed from each other and disclosed to audience and reader in 
such asides as Goneril's "I had rather lose the battle than that sister I Should loosen 
him and me" (19-20). Two scenes later she will destroy her sister and herself. Early in 
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the play, however, they are ostensibly allies, each having received half of their fathers 
kingdom and then agreeing to address the problems he will continue to cause them. 
Even here, however, it is significant that the perception of a common goal nevertheless 
discloses antagonism between two very different personalities. ulf our father carry 
authority with such disposition as he bears, this last surrender of his will but offend us," 
Goneril says (1.1.307-08), an energetic cry to action, which Regan timidly deflates 
when she says only, ''We shall further think of it," as if Goneril's native hue of resolu
tion is something Regan would sickly o'er with the pale cast of thought. Goneril's 
response is an implicit rebuke to her sister, as well as another battle cry: "We must do 
something, and i' the heat" (309-1 0). The rivalry that will attain homicidal dimensions 
in act 5 is latent in act 1, needing only their lust for Edmund to spark it, such is the old
est child's jealousy of her privilege and the second child's envy of it. 

The rivalry is visible in their first speeches. "Like the alpha males of primate soci
eties, u Sulloway writes, "firstborns covet status and power. They specialize in strate
gies designed to subordinate rivals. The Big Five dimensions of personality provide us 
with a convenient means of summarizing these strategies. Firstborns tend to be dom
inant, aggressive, ambitious, jealous, and conservative. At these five levels of behav
ior, the influence of birth order is consistent and unmistakable."s It is Goneril, fittingly, 
"Our eldest born, II who is the first child invited to declare her love, so 11That we our 
largest bounty may extend I Where nature doth with merit challenge~~ (52-54). Goneril's 
love is indescribable, unspeakable, somewhere beyond words; it beggars comparison. 
11Sir, I love you, II she says, ~·more than words can wield the matter, I Dearer than eye
sight, space and liberty, I Beyond what can be valued, rich or rare, I No less than life 
with grace, health, beauty, honor; I As much as child e'er loved, or father found; I A love 
that makes breath poor and speech unable./ Beyond all manner of so much I love you" 
(55-61). Her rhetorical device combines the tropes of accumulatio, what George 
Puttenham calls II Sinathrismus. Or the heaping figure, II with adynata, figures of impos
sibility, what she is unable to describe. 1 What Goneril accumulates or heaps up is pre
cious things that are less than her ineffable love for her father. It is a splendid appeal, 
entirely worthy of an intelligent woman who has always known how to speak with great
est effect to her elders, who knows how to perform in public, who knows, in the way of 
ambitious firstborns, how to get what she wants. And she does get what she wants (110f 
all these bounds, even from this line to this I . . . We make thee lady1

') though it is 
unlikely that the King, thinking ahead to what he hopes Cordelia will say, has paid 
much attention. 

Goneril's speech is a hard act to follow, at least for Regan, whose initial response 
is 11Likewise, 11 .,Ditto, 11 •Me, too!~~: 111 am made of that self mettle as my sister, I And prize 
me at her worth. In my true heart /I find she names my very deed of love; I Only she 
comes too short, that I profess I Myself an enemy to all other joys I Which the most 
precious square of sense possesses, I And find I am alone felicitate I In your dear 
Highness' love~· (69-76). She has let her sister do much of her work for her. Hers is the 
rhetoric of appropriation, which the words 110nly she comes too short" give a slight 
edge of competition and desperation. She is lazy, pleased to depend on her older sis
ter; and simultaneously, she is suffocated, unable to describe and claim independent 
space. In either event she is the second, always defined by proximity to the first, echo
ing or adjusting Goneril's words but always leaning upon them. The end of the scene, 
after Cordelia and the King of France leave (at line 286) is instructive. Goneril speaks 
three lines and Regan two; then Goneril four and Regan two; then Goneril five and 
Regan two; then Goneril four and Regan one; then Goneril one, "We must do some
thing, and i' the heat,'' the scene's last line. And how do we suppose that Goneril takes 
her sisters response to their father, sincerest form of flattery that imitation may be? 
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Surely, she is both complimented and annoyed, pleased to have her lead always fol
lowed, resentful that her verbal brilliance loses some luster when parroted by another. 

The next time the two sisters are together is 2.4, where they systematically strip 
King Lear of his retainers; here their rivalry is displayed more clearly, or perhaps, now 
that they possess much greater power, their rivalry has grown. Much evidence in 
Shakespeare's tragediess could support the thesis that the more one has, the more 
one needs to have, and the more one fears that others will try to take it away. In act 1, 
scene 4 King Lear had been commanded "By her that else will take the thing she 
begs," Goneril, "A little to disquantify [his] train" of retainers (1.4.245-46); he had 
cursed her (111nto her womb convey sterility"), and exited in a rage, only to return for a 
moment to specify the size of the reduction of servants Goneril now appears to have 
insisted upon: "What, fifty of my followers at a clap?" (293) fifty men to be dismissed, 
of the original hundred. Lear had stated his intention to go to Regan, "another daugh
ter, I Who, I am sure, is kind and comfortable" (304-05), and Goneril had prepared her 
sister for the visit: 

What he hath uttered I have writ my sister. 
If she sustain him and his hundred knights 
When I have showed th' unfitness .... (331-33) 

Goneril may suddenly stop talking, her thoughts incomplete, because Oswald, enter
ing at this moment, interrupts her. Alternatively, and more interestingly, she may stop 
because she cannot bear to enunciate the possibilities of Regan's betrayal. Thus, her 
sentence ends in an aposiopesis, "the Figure of Silence," "when we begin to speake a 
thing and breake of[f] in the middle way, as if either it needed no further to be spoken 
of, or that we were ashamed or afraide to speake it out."e (Whatever the consequences 
of Oswald's entrance, the sentence is, de facto, an aposiopesis.) The possibilities 
Puttenham teases from this figure suggest the ambiguities of Goneril's uncompleted 
sentence. Does her silence show her belief that her thought is obvious (though it isn't) 
and "needed no further to be spoken of"; that she knows it is unworthy of her, 
Puttenham's "ashamed"; or that she fears sharing it with her husband (to whom she is 
speaking), Puttenham's "afraid"? If the last, what could she possibly fear in Albany, him 
of "milky gentleness" (341 )? And how might the sentence have been completed? How 
can she sustain him now, "When I have showed th' unfitness," the intolerableness, that 
is, of a situation in which her father is attended by "Men so disordered, so debauched 
and bold I That this our court, infected with their manners, I Shows like a riotous inn" 
(239-41 ). This is one possibility, in which Goneril asserts that Regan cannot be so stu
pid as not to perceive the threat. Or does she mean, rather: How can she sustain him 
now, "When I have showed th' unfitness'' of myself as a daughter and caretaker? To 
the extent an eldest child is aware of the perquisites of her birth position being 
allowed to speak first, for instance, when Lear solicited declarations of love she might 
well be aware, also, of the fragility of these perquisites, of how they might be passed 
along to the next in line if she, the eldest, does not behave properly. Goneril has 
mounted a kind of revolution against their father; for it to succeed it needs the support 
of Regan; without that support, it will fail; imagine an alliance of Regan, Cornwall, and 
Lear against Goneril and the feckless Albany! It is with awareness of a moment of cri
sis that Goneril has "writ my sister." 

She need not have worried, of course. The attack that Goneril and Regan launch 
on their father in the last scene of Act 2 is so devastating for him that it is easy to miss 
the undercurrents of hostility between the sisters, that the allies are also antagonists. 
King Lear is with Regan for some 65 lines (2.4.125-90) before Goneril's arrival. During 
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this segment Regan defends Goneril ("I cannot think my sister in the least I Would fail 
her obligation" [139-40]), belittles Lear's condition ("Nature in you stands on the very 
verge I Of his confine" [147-48]), and twice urges that her father "Return you to my sis
ter" (158; also 150-52), but she does not actually do anything to the old man until 
Goneril is present. Then, Goneril's stipulation that Lear must dismiss fifty of his hun
dred followers having been reiterated, Regan halves that number: 111 entreat you I To 
bring but five and twenty. To no more I Will I give place or notice II (249-51 ). Lear now 
turns back to Goneril: "I'll go with thee./ Thy fifty yet doth double five-and-twenty, I And 
thou art twice her Jove" (260-62). Lear's sense of relative comfort, or respect, is short
lived, for almost immediately Goneril asks, "What need you five and twenty, ten, or five 
... ?" (263), her "tenll a speech act topping, as it were, in this auction of diminishment, 
Regan's 25, her "five" a second speech act topping (11bottoming?11

) her own ten. But 
here, for once, Regan has the last word, "What need one?" (265), she asks, prompt
ing Lear's "Reason not the need" speech and exit, before either daughter speaks 
again.1o The whole exchange, the daughters' practice of negative economics, is a 
moment of cruelty so immense and intense for King Lear that it all but conceals the 
drama between Goneril and Regan, as the latter shows the former, surely not a capac
ity for greater cruelty, but the wit to think first of this final thrust against their father. (And 
in a way it is the final thrust from this pair, since the order for Lear's death, much later, 
will come from Edmund.) Unstated is this implied menace in Regan's words: "You are 
willing to leave our father with some small number of retainers, four or fewer. Well, 
watch this." Regan is contesting the dominance and aggressiveness of her elder sis
ter, two of Sulloway's salient characteristics of the firstborn, and for the moment suc
cessfully. It is interesting to note that after Lear's exit Goneril speaks four more lines in 
the scene, and Regan, ten. 

That it is Regan, not Goneril, who is party to the play's most vivid act of staged 
cruelty, the blinding of Gloucester, is evidence of her surpassing her sister in her com
mitment to visiting misery upon others. In a play that ceaselessly seeks to identify the 
moment when worse turns to worst,11 Regan has seized the initiative and become the 
worst. Thus it is she, not Goneril, who must die, or "Women will all tum monsters~· 
(3. 7.1 05).12 She has become, for the time being, the worst woman in the world, beat
ing out her sister for that dubious distinction. 13 

In the upside down world of King Lear less is more. The King of France calls 
Cordelia "most rich being poor, I Most choice, forsaken, and most loved, despised" 
(1.1.254-55). Being forsaken by others, she becomes most choice in herself. The 
grotesque corollary of this sort of accounting is Regan's gain (in savagery) as she 
makes her father lose (in retainers). The final extension of this formula is another gain 
of Regan's, her freedom and accessibility to Edmund, as the "reward1

' for another loss, 
of her husband Cornwall. 

The triangle of Edmund, Regan, and Goneril is a complicated matter, not least 
because we cannot say with certainty when sexual attraction between the man and the 
two women begins, 14 but it is possible that its peculiar and finally deadly dynamics can 
be illuminated by consideration of the birth order of the characters involved, Edmund 
as well as Goneril and Regan. In act 3, scene 5 Cornwall makes Edmund the Earl of 
Gloucester, thus leapfrogging him over his absent older brother, heir apparent to that 
earldom, as their father's title and lands are appropriated. With this promotion, Edmund 
comes to possess his father's legacy; he has in effect become his brother, a triumph 
paralleling Regan's when she surpasses Goneril in cruelty to their father.1s But despite 
the popularity of the term "sibling rivalry" (most applicable to competition for the 
approval and affection of parents, by whatever means these feelings are gained16), 
younger children seek to establish themselves in areas of little interest to their older 
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siblings as well as to dominate in areas of common interest. 11Younger siblings are 
especially sensitive to adverse comparisons with their older siblings, II Sulloway writes, 
and Clare drawn to activities that older siblings have not already cultivated~~ even as 
they simultaneously ~~relish those pursuits in which they achieve competitive superior
ity.1117 Still, "Everything that is known about siblings indicates that they go out of their 
way to be different.n1s 

Edmund has it both ways: he becomes Earl of Gloucester, an identity Edgar pre
sumably expected as his own in the natural course of things, though he never says 
anything about it. Edmund beats Edgar, that is, in the arena where they are both at 
least potentially active. And in another arena, that of human sexuality, he is supreme
ly successful, winning the hearts of two grande dames. Sexual pursuit and conquest is 
an activity Edmund's older sibling has not cultivated and in which he appears to show 
no interest. Notwithstanding his alter ego Tom o' Bedlam's claims that he "served the 
lust of my mistress' heart, and did the act of darkness with her" and that "in women [he] 
out-paramoured the Turk" (3.4.85-87, 90-91 ), Edgar is a curiously asexual or at least 
non-sexual being.19 Not so the libertine Edmund, who tends to think in sexual terms 
and can stereotype the human male as "whoremaster man" with a "goatish disposition" 
(1.2.130). Edmund achieves his personal apotheosis in being loved by two women 
"Which of them shall I take? I Both? One? Or neither? Neither can be enjoyed /If both 
remain alive" (5.1.60-62). And when neither is alive, and he, dying, gazes upon their 
bodies, he finds some comfort: nvet Edmund was beloved. I The one the other poi
soned for my sake I And after slew herself" (5.3.244-46). 

It is, of course, Goneril who poisons Regan, thus ironically reclaiming some of her 
lost advantage, and then slays herself. Whenever Goneril and Regan first specially 
noticed Edmund, and he them, it is in act 4, scene 2 that Goneril and Edmund first 
declare their love "Yours in the ranks of death," he says, and "My most dear 
Gloucester!•' she answers (24-25) and in this same scene, learning of Cornwall's 
death, Goneril comprehends the dreadful implications of her sister's now easier access 
to Edmund: "But being widow, and my Gloucester with her, I May all the building in my 
fancy pluck I Upon my hateful life II (85-87). Then, some time after 5.1 , where Edmund, 
Albany, Goneril, and Regan are all on stage together, in what must be a terrible 
moment for Goneril, as she sees Edmund next to her husband and next to her sister, 
Goneril poisons Regan. In 5.3, the competition between the sisters is most overt. 
Goneril argues to her sister that Edmund ••1n his own grace doth exalt himself I More 
than in your addition~~ of titles (69-70), and Regan counters, "In my rights, I By me 
invested, he compeers the best" (70-71 ), and "Witness the world that I create thee here 
I My lord and master" (79-80). But she is "not well 11: 11My sickness grows upon men 
(75, 1 08), she declares, and with these last words exits. Fifty lines later, speaking her 
own last words, "Ask me not what I know" (163), Goneril takes her leave. This happens 
just as Edmund has received from Edgar the blow that will kill him. The two elder chil
dren, Goneril and Edgar, displaced by Regan and Edmund, get their own back, how
ever little good it does the woman, killing their younger siblings. Cain, we remember, 
was the firstborn of Adam and Eve. 

Like Edmund, Cordelia is a "laterbom" Sulloway's term indeed a lastbom; and 
whereas he has one sibling, who is about a year older, she has two, who are separat
ed from her, most readers would conjecture, by a gap substantially larger than a year.20 

Correspondences between the two do not end there. "Laterboms are inclined to take 
risks," Sulloway writes." ... Compared with firstborns, laterboms are more likely to rate 
themselves as 'physically daring.' "21 Furthermore, perhaps a corollary of this physical 
daring, "Laterboms have also been consistent champions of radical reforms. "22 It is 
perhaps axiomatic that one must be uncommonly prone to taking risks, given the 
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penalties for failed enterprises, if one is going to champion radical reforms. And what 
could be a greater risk than Cordelia's defiance of her father, cutting her off, as it does, 
from her home, from his fortune and his blessings? And what radical reform could be 
greater than Edmund's elevation of his outlaw state over the lawful: .. Well, my legiti
mate, if this letter speed I And my invention thrive, Edmund the base I Shall top th' legit
imate. I grow, I prosper. I Now, gods, stand up for bastards! .. ( 1.2.19-22)? It is a major 
irony of the play, however, that one champion of radical reform, Cordelia, believes in 
the indissolubility of contracts, even tacit ones .. I love Your Majesty I According to my 
bond, no more nor lessll (1.1.92-93) and the other, Edmund, simply desires to climb 
to the position his birth denied him ... If thou 'rt noble, .. he tells Edgar, .. I do forgive thee .. 
for killing me (5.3.168-69). 

In conclusion, I should like to anticipate and respond to two possible objections to 
the procedures of this paper. How important is birth order among the many things that 
determine what one is and what one does? And second, why can it be useful as an 
instrument of literary analysis?23 11AII human behavior, .. Frank Sulloway writes, .. is con
tingent and overdetermined. In the world around us, a multitude of crisscrossing influ
ences limits our ability to predict individual action.''24 And insofar as we are the perform
ers of these actions, rather than their predictors or analysts, then, similarly, we perform 
them for a multitude of contingent and overdetermined motives. Surely Regan does not 
do the things she does in the play only because she has an older sister, but how can 
we ignore or discount such an influence given the intensity and complexity of their 
association? We cannot say with much conviction that, because Regan is the second 
born, she is going to do such-and-such, as if there were single predictive factors, but 
knowing what we know about birth-order paradigms, we can say that when she has 
done such-and-such, it is likely that her being the second born is part of the reason. 
The point is not that birth order allows us foreknowledge, but that once what happens 
has happened, knowledge of birth order helps us to say why. Additionally my answer 
to the second possible objection an understanding of how birth order conditions 
behavior allows us to perceive motives where we otherwise might not and contributes 
to our perception of a character's interiority, even a fictional character's. Our sense of 
this interiority, in tum, prompts the conviction of its diverse and complicated sources: 
Shakespeare may have invented his characters, or imagined them, or made them from 
whole cloth, but he did so in such a way as to suggest a personal history in these char
acters that is combined of nature and nurture, of genetics and environment, of desire 
and moral obligation. Emerson went so far as to claim that Shakespeare .. could divide 
the mother's part from the father's part in the face of the child ... 25 That a huge part of a 
child's world is also his or her siblings Emerson would have well understood. 

Manhattan College 

Notes 

1. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, •shakespeare Once Again• (1815) in Goethe's Collected 
Works, vol. 3: Essays on Art and Utersture, trans. Ellen von Nardroff and Ernest H. von 
Nardroff (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1994) 170. 

2. Frank J. Sulloway, Bom to Rebel: Birth Order, Family Dynamics, and Creative Lives (New 
York: Pantheon, 1996). I thank Kristin Taylor for calling this book to my attention. 

3. Bom to Rebel, 354. Sulloway's work is not without its critics, severest of whom, perhaps, is Alan 
Wolfe, whose review of Bom to Rebel, ·up from Scientism, • appeared in The New Republic 23 
Dec 1996: 29-35. Wolfe criticizes Sulloway and his methodology on at least three grounds: 1) 
he goes back and forth between biological birth-order and functional birth-order (in which a child 
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may be designated the eldest, for instance, if older siblings died) though "functional birth-order 
is a construct ... [that) depends on subjective decisions made by the investigator many times 
over" (30); 2) he is ahistorical in his dependence on "ordered family patterns• and ignores the 
probability that neither "eleventh-century families in England nor nineteenth-century families in 
Africa resembled the families of Charles Darwin and Emma Wedgwood" (33); and 3) testing his 
hypotheses almost entirely on children who have succeeded, or failed, in the sciences and pol
itics, Sulloway neglects, for instance, mathematics and physics, where the substantial achieve
ments of the very young might have modified his findings. Wolfe acknowledges, nevertheless, 
that "social scientists, as a result of Sulloway's exhaustive statistical investigations, will now 
have to give the question of birth-order its proper due" (33). I believe that the particular cate
gories and general observations of Sulloway that I employ in this essay are not invalidated by 
the weaknesses Wolfe notes. I wish to thank Roy Ucklider for directing me to Wolfe's review. 

4. All my textual citations are to The Complete Worlcs of Shakespeare, ed. David Bevington, updat
ed 4th ed. (New York: Longman, 1997); I follow Bevington and most other modem editors in the 
division of act 2 into four scenes, but both the 1608 quarto and the Rrst Folio make only a sin
gle division of the act into two scenes, with ·scena Secunda" (Folio) following Gloucester's "I 
serve you madam./ Your Graces are right welcome• (131-32) and a cleared stage. In defense 
of this two-scene division, see King Lear, ed. R. A. Foakes, The Arden Shakespeare, 3rd ser. 
(Walton-on-Thames: Nelson, 1997), 2.2.171 SOn., 2.2.192 SOn., and Introduction, 151. 

5. Shakespeare is consistent on the stealth and deadliness of the adder. "It is the bright day that 
brings forth the adder, • Brutus says, • And that craves wary walking• (Julius Caesar 2.1.14-15), 
and Hamlet speaks of Rosencrantz and Guildenstem as •my two schoolfellows, I Whom I will 
trust as I will adders fanged" (Ham/et3.4209-10). Still, I wonder if Edmund's stunning litotes in 
claiming that Goneril and Regan are "Each jealous of the other as the stung I Are of the adder" 
has been fully appreciated. Beyond glossing "jealous· as •suspicious, • modem editions, includ
ing the Arden third series (see 5.1.57n), appear to pass over it in silence. Once the adder has 
stung, or bitten, its prey, it is a little late for suspicion. Edmund is claiming, therefore, that the two 
women feel themselves already hugely hanned each by the other. On "jealous• as "Suspicious; 
apprehensive of evil, fearful, • see OED definition 5, which cites the Rape of Lucrece 800, "Let 
not the jealous day behold that face ... , • but not King Lear. 

6. Bom to Rebel, 79. 
7. See George Puttenham, The Arte of English Poesie [1589], intr. Baxter Hathaway (Kent State 

UP, 1970), book 3, ch. 19, p. 243. For a definition of adynata, "A stringing together of impossi
bilities, • see Richard A. Lanham, A Handlist of Rhetorical Terms, 2nd ed. (Berkeley and Los 
Angeles: University of California Press, 1991 ), 3. For the term's origin (evidently in Archilochus, 
?7th C. BC) and evolution, see Emst Robert Curtius, European Uterature and the Latin Middle 
Ages, trans. Willard R. Trask, Bollingen Ser. 36 (New York: Pantheon, 1953), 95-98. 

8. All of Macbeth, for instance. 
9. Puttenham, The Arte of English Poesie, 178. Compare Abraham Fraunce: • Aposiopesis, 

Reticentia, concealing, is when the course of a speach begun is in some sort staid, that some 
part not vttered, is neuertheless perceiued. • The Arcadian Rhetoric [1588], (Menston: Scholar 
Press, 1969), sig. F6v. Goneril's part not uttered is not surely and unambiguously perceived. It 
should be noted also that Goneril's aposiopesis here is proleptic of Lear's more celebrated one 
an act later, "But for true need • (2.4.272). 

10. As both Laury Magnus and William Sessions have pointed out to me, Goneril and Regan's strat
egy of diminishment imitates Abraham's effort to intercede for Sodom with the Lord (Genesis 
18.22-33), where in response to Abraham's proposals, the Lord promises to spare Sodom "If I 
find in Sodom fifty righteous within the city," then "forty and five, • then •forty; and so on, until the 
Lord promises, •1 will not destroy it for ten's sake. • But even ten righteous, alas, prove more than 
Sodom can muster. On still other dimensions of this scene, see Barbara M. Fisher's fascinat
ing analysis in Noble Numbers, Subtle Words: The Art of Mathematics in the Science of 
Storytelling (Madison and Teaneck, NJ: Fairleigh Dickinson UP, 1997) ch. 2, •zero Reason, 
Infinite Need,· esp. 34-42. 

11. As in Edgar's "The worst is not I So long as we can say, 'This is the worsr• (4.1.27 -28). 
12. These words of the Third Servant are present in the 1608 quarto of King Lear and omitted from 

the Folio. 
13. C. L. Barber and Richard P. Wheeler comment "The hostility of the young to the old, the impulse 

to destroy them and so take over, becomes progressively more overt and savage in the 
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sequence of tragedies that dimaxes with Lear and Macbeth.• The Whole Journey: Shake
speare's Power of Development (Berkeley and Los Angeles: U of catifomia P, 1986) 11. In King 
Lear the progression of savagery is observable in the movement from Goneril to Regan (and, 
finally, back again to Goneril). 

14. If Edmund remains on stage In 1.1 until line 270, when Lear, Gloucester, Burgundy, Cornwall, 
Albany, and whatever attendants are present depart, then as A. A. Foakes suggests, •Goneril 
and Regan may already begin to notice him .•. in this scene• (King Lear, 1.1.34 SO n). Most 
editors, however, have him exit with Gloucester at line 34. 

15. •Edgar's progress in King Lear from legitimate son and heir to outcast ••. ,• Anthony J. Lewis 
writes, is "the reverse of Edmund's progress from 'baseness' to earldom .... • Edgar loses his 
connection with his father and consequently his name fEdgar I nothing am') ... while Edmund 
fills his place and eventually steals what would have been his title.• The Love Stol}' in 
Shakespearean Comedy(Lexington: UP of Kentucky, 1992) 78-79. 

16. •Even today,• Sulloway writes, •a simple Darwinian formula continues to drive sibling rivalry: If 
there Is the slightest hint of favoritism by parents, make sure that you are the favored onff (Born 
to Rebel, 354). 

17. Bom to Rebel, 93-94. 
18. Bom to Rebel, 97. 
19. Compare Malcolm in Macbeth, who tells Macduff that ~ere's no bottom, none /In my volup

tuousness. Your wives, your daughters, I Your matrons, and your maids could not fill up I The 
cistern of my lust,• and then sets the record straight, •1 am yet/ Unknown to woman• (4.3.61-64, 
126-27). 

20. That Goneril and Regan are already married whereas suitors are still vying for Cordelia's hand, 
or would be If Lear's game went according to plan, suggests but does not prove a gap of some 
years. 

21. Bom to Rebel, 112. 
22. Bom to Rebel, 152. 
23. That Regan and the others are fictional characters should not disallow our using an understand

ing of birth-order dynamics as a lens through which to view them any more than an understand
ing of the breakdown of feudalism, for instance, may provide, and recently often has provided, 
another lens. The judgments, by New Historicists, that Gloucester possesses •a conservative 
tendency to perceive all change as a change for the worse, • that •Kent dearly needs Oswald to 
underpin his own existence ... his effeminacy sea.~ res Kenfs masculinity, • similarly actualize 
these •characters• and make assumptions about their inner natures. (Jonathan Dollimore, 
Radical Tragedy (Chicago: U of Chicago Ps, 1984]197 and Richard Halpern, The Poetics of 
Primitive Accumulation (Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 1981]243.) 

24. Bom to Rebel, 363. 
25. A. W. Emerson, •shakespeare; or, the Peer in Representative Men (1850), Essays and Letters 

(New York: The Ubrary of America, 1983) 722. On interiority and related matters, see Katharine 
Eisaman Maus, Inwardness and Theater in the English Renaissance (Chicago and London: U 
of Chicago P, 1995). 
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INSIDE-OUT AND OUTSIDE-IN: lANDSCAPE AND THE UNNATURAL IN 

SHAKESPEARE'S HAMLET AND MACBETH 

by Sharon Emmerichs 

To write about Hamlet-exquisite, sublime. To write something new about Hamlet
ay, there's the rub. Hamlet has, in the words of one of my graduate school profes

sors, been "done to death~~ despite William Hazlitt's paraphrase that ~~Hamlet is a name; 
his speeches and sayings but the idle coinage of the poet's brain 11 (qtd. in Hubler 196). 
Scholars, therefore, are finding it increasingly difficult to engage in original arguments 
about the play, and the same could be said for Shakespeare's best-known and most 
popular1 tragedy, Macbeth. Nearly every possible school of theory has been thrown at 
these dark dramas-feminist theory, new historicism, new criticism, deconstructionist 
theory, Marxist theory, post-colonialism,2 etc.-and their skin, flesh and bones have 
been picked apart and studied ad nauseum until the mere mention of "To be or not to 
be" or "Is this a dagger I see before me" begins to cause heart palpitations and spas
modic eye twitches in Shakespearean scholars. Even W. H. Auden stated in one of his 
lectures back in 1947 that "[i]t is difficult to say anything particularly new or revealing" 
(208) about these plays. What, then, is a Shakespearean to do? 

The answer lies not necessarily in the schools of theory from the preceding list, or 
even in the common themes and issues from early modem England that are so often 
applied to Shakespeare's plays in recent criticism (i.e., cultural issues, historical events 
surrounding Elizabeth's reign, and Renaissance morality and belief systems), but 
rather in a focus that is primarily aimed, especially in recent years, at the Romantic and 
Victorian eras-the study of landscape. The rich and ever-growing collection of articles 
and critical essays surrounding landscape and the human construction of nature is 
startlingly devoid of any references to Hamlet and Macbeth; indeed, few of 
Shakespeare's plays have found their way into this increasingly important body of crit
ical work.3 Though perhaps it is not so surprising, at that; after all, what do we know 
about the landscape in Ham/en Since Shakespeare did not leave detailed set direc
tions or clues regarding what the scenery should look like, we know very little. The 
Folio is almost universally devoid of descriptive renderings of set, scenery and land
scape-as are many current critical editions-and what we can glean from indicated 
action or dialogue within the text is slim indeed. Therefore, when we approach these 
plays as readers rather than viewers, we are dependent upon editorial reconstructions 
for stage directions and descriptions, and even these are sparse and relatively uninfor
mative. In one popular edition we are told there is "a guard platfomf (1.1)4 along 11the 
battlements' (1.5), numerous scenes that take place in "A room" (1.3) inside "The cas
tle" (1.2), some action is situated upon "A plain in Denmarl(' (4.4), and the famous 
graveyard scene enacted within "A churchyard' (5.1 ). In Macbeth we are offered "an 
open place" (1.1),5 "a camp' (1.2), "a heath" (1.3), and, as in Hamlet, much of the 
action takes place in lla roorrl' in "a castle" (1.7). These bare-boned descriptions are 
hardly commensurate with Ann Radcliffe's panoramic images of the majestic Alps in 
The Mysteries of Udolpho, or Dorothy Wordsworth's detailed depictions of each gar
den and prospect near the house she shared with her famous brother in The Grasmere 
Journals, and, comparatively speaking, it would appear that Shakespeare's texts offer 
lean fare indeed for any serious study or in-depth analysis of landscape. 

And yet, landscape in literatur~e it early modem, Romantic, Victorian, or twen-
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tieth century-must be interpreted as more than mere scenery if we want to use it as 
a critical springboard for a deeper understanding of a text, and critics across the liter
ary board within the last few decades have become invested in linking the idea of 
11landscape11 to larger cultural and critical issues. W. J. T. Mitchell has stated that the 
portrayal of landscape in literature is 11intimately bound up with the discourses of impe
rialism, n as well as with certain ~~utopian fantasies of the perfected imperial prospect 
and fractured images of unresolved ambivalence and unsuppressed resistancel1 (9-
1 0). Focusing specifically on the early modem period of drama and landscape, Michael 
Leslie claims that "[n]o reader of English Renaissance, and particularly Elizabethan 
spectacle can fail to be struck by the prominence of the landscape as both location and 
thematic constituent~~ (53). Using a different focus of discourse, Priscilla Paton argues 
for an important distinction between "'landscape,'[ ... ] as 'real' place or representation,'' 
and discusses how it "carried tremendous cultural weight before the 20th century, and 
recently critics have come to regard 'landscape' as a medium [for criticism] itself' (139). 
She further says that 

critics associate landscape with issues of power and possession of the 
external and other; with romanticism that can transcend or become self
centered and narrowly masculine; with retreats from solipsistic, urban
centered modernism; and with an environmental approach that magnifies 
the nonhuman. (140) 

Landscape, according to these critics, becomes less a textual form of pictorially visual 
cues than a symbolic signifier representing uthe external and other, 11 or the signified 
object. From this construction, the jump to early modem texts, and especially to 
Shakespeare, appears effortless and even rhetorically significant; it is evident through 
the numerous close readings and critical analyses that have comprised 
Shakespearean scholarship over the last century that the Bard is very much concerned 
with 11iSsues of power and possession, a things that "can transcendu their boundaries, 
and the magnification of the •nonhuman, u which, for the purposes of this article, is 
defined as those characters who were at one time human but have died, such as old 
King Hamlet and Banquo, and those who were never considered human in the first 
place, such as the three witches (11 Are ye fantastical, or that indeed I Which outwardly 
ye show?" [1.3.53-54]). Both Hamlet and Macbeth use "landscape," defined simultane
ously as a specific locality and as an emblematic representation of a signified themat
ic context, to mark a change or transcendent moment within the plays and within the 
actual character of the tragic heroes themselves. 

The fact that Shakespeare did not significantly emphasize the visual element of 
landscape in these dramas is not indicative of a dismissive attitude towards the phys
ical sense of place. Rather, it is likely he is emulating the classical Greek tragedies that 
had made such an explosive comeback in the Italian and English Renaissances, espe
cially considering that the genre in which he presented his own stories was limited by 
the same constrictions of space on the theatrical stage. Again, as with the early mod
em plays, we must rely on editorial reconstructions of place and scenery that are not 
specified in the original texts: the famous play Agamemnon begins "before the palace" 
of the king, and The Libation Bearers takes place in na tomb" and in front of 11the door 
of Clytaemestra's palace" (Aeschylus 35, 93). Sophocles situated Oedipus Rex before 
"the front wall of a building~~ (1) with no hints or clues as to the building's function or 
appearance, and there is little or no further attempt to describe the scene. Classical 
Greek tragedy, famous for its naked stages and austere settings, did not attempt to 
physically recreate or describe the landscape that served as a backdrop for a story's 
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action, though criticism surrounding this issue has changed and evolved alongside its 
English-centered literary critical neighbor. As Jim Roy explains, it is true that while 
"Sophokles [sic] does use-with minimal explanation [ ... )-the pastoral practice of 
transhumance to explain the contact between the Theban and Corinthian shepherds 
on the mountain" in Oedipus Rex, the playwright is "not interested in the mountain 
landscape itself" (1 00). Similarly, A. M. Parry argues that "[i]n the Iliad, in Sappho, in 
Pindar, and in most of Greek tragedy [ ... ], landscape, as a distinct element, does not 
play a part; and natural description is used, sparingly and briefly, as a direct metaphor 
for things human" (35). Parry first made this argument in 1957, and subsequent critics 
have since modified his narrowly conscripted definition of space, allowing that the 
"sense of locality is strong" (Roy 1 01) in many classical Greek plays and recognizing 
the importance of landscape and place within a larger context. Charles Segal, for 
instance, contends that "[t]he forests of Hippolytus' hunting in the Phaedra or the 
remote seas of the Argo's travels in the Medea [ ... ] have their full existence in tension 
with an inner landscape of the soul~~ (320). 

Shakespeare, however, as an early modem playwright, would have been very 
comfortable with Parry's idea that the natural world was rhetorically used as a "direct 
metaphor for things human" since the Tudor and early Stuart view of nature demon
strated an "exultation in hard-won human dominance~~ (Thomas 28), and a belief that 
"man's ascendancy over the natural world was the unquestioned object of human 
endeavor" (242). We can see this idea played out time and again in both Hamlet and 
Macbeth, though the tragic element of these plays strictly forbids the protagonist's suc
cess. Hamlet makes a futile attempt to lttake arms against a sea of troubles~~ (3.1.61 ),6 
and poor Ophelia "fell in the weeping brooka (4.7.146) and was literally drowned by 
hers. Hamlet's world-weary description of his own life as "an unweeded garden I That 
grows to seed. Things rank and gross in nature I Possess it merely" ( 1.2.135-137) is 
analogous to the perilous orchard in which his father had met his own treacherous 
death. None of these characters, Hamlet, King Hamlet, or Ophelia, can rise above the 
ineluctable force of nature to save themselves from ultimate ruin, yet we can see how 
each metaphor ties the natural world to a specific human characteristic or emotion
grief, madness, revenge, betrayal. Macbeth, too, attempts to exercise control over the 
natural world and fails, most prominently against the "moving grovel' (5.5.38) of trees 
from the Bimam wood that spells death and destruction for the tyrant king, and 
becomes itself a symbol of his greed, pride, and folly. 

Shakespeare, however, is not content to limit his metaphors to the classical Greek 
relationship between nature and "things human, II but plays with the addition of the 
supernatural, or Paton's idea of "the nonhuman" and its associations with landscape, 
in his works-though perhaps most especially in Hamlet and Macbeth. In both plays 
there is a remarkable diversity of action between events that occur "outsidec• in 
nature-that is, unenclosed by walls or man-made structures-and comparable 
scenes that take place "inside," within a reinforced space or building. Specifically, the 
role and placement of the Unnatural, 1 or the "nonhuman," within the interior and exte
rior landscape of these two plays tenders a wealth of opportunity to explore a multitude 
of well-loved and traditional issues through a new lens of discourse. 

Shakespeare wastes no time in introducing an unnatural element to these two 
plays, nor does he hesitate to establish the conceit of change or "transcendence" in 
terms of interior and exterior space. The first lines of Hamlet, 

Bamardo. Who's there? 
Francisco. Nay, answer me. Stand and unfold yourself. 
Bamardo. Long live the King! 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



42 The Upstart Crow 

Francisco. Bamardo? 
Bamardo. He. 
Francisco. You come most carefully upon your hour. (1.1.1-4), 

describe a changing of the guard outside Hamlet's castle, where Bamardo has come 
to relieve Francisco on the guard platform. Bamardo, venturing into the outdoors for 
his tum at the watch, bids Francisco to "Get thee to bed" (1.1.5), i.e., to go indoors, 
and it is on the brink of this exchange of both function and place, interiority and exte
riority, that the ghost of old King Hamlet first appears to the audience. The ghost's vis
age, however, appears not to have changed at all: 

Marcellus. Is it not like the king? 
Horatio. As thou art to thyself. 
Such was the very armor he had on 
When he the ambitious Norway combated: 
So frowned he once, when, in an angry parle, 
He smote the sledded Polacks on the ice. 
'Tis strange. (1.1.57-63) 

'Tis strange, indeed, especially considering that King Hamlet has made the most dras
tic and final transformation of all-that from life to death-but, as I will show, the super
natural elements of this play will not change in form or function in the eyes of the audi
ence until they (the supernatural beings) move into an interior space. The "nonhuman" 
in an exterior landscape enacts change on forces and beings other than itself-it is a 
harbinger of change, an implementer of doom, and a forerunner of death. Therefore, 
when Horatio has a premonition that the ghost of Denmark will be responsible for 
"some strange eruption to our state .. (1.1.68), his use of the pronoun "our" refers not 
only to himself and the men standing outside on the guard platform, but also to the inte
rior of the castle and those inside it, as well as-on the macrocosmic scale-to all the 
inhabitants of Denmark itself. 

Likewise, from their first appearances in Macbeth, the three witches become visu
al representations of change while still anchored within their exterior loci as they plan 
their initial meeting place with Macbeth "upon the heath .. (1.1.6) and chant their "Pater
noster"9 of "Fair is foul, and foul is fair" (1.1.11), an explicit foreshadowing directed 
specifically to the audience (since there is no one else on stage) of the changes about 
to occur inside Dunsinane. The witches' first meeting with Macbeth in act one, scene 
three certainly takes place on the cusp of several different levels of interior/exterior 
transference. Macbeth, a newly victorious war hero, is in the process of evolving from 
the Thane of Glamis to the Thane of Glamis and Cawdor-a transition not only in nobil
ity but in property as well, and illustrative of Paton's concern with the "power and pos
session" of landscape. Though we as audience have not yet seen this transformation 
when the witches greet him .. with present grace, and great prediction I Of noble hav
ing, and of royal hope .. (1.3.55-56), it has already taken place inside the minds of King 
Duncan and his noblemen Rosse and Angus, who come to give Macbeth the good 
news regarding his elevated status and position. And so while the witches are certain
ly not the catalyst for this particular change, they are intimately caught up in it, both in 
terms of prophecy and property, and they enter the action in the thick of a human 
exchange of exteriority and interiority. They will not physically change locations from 
outdoors to indoors until act 4, scene 1, and with this migration comes an entirely new 
level of transition and change, as we shall also see with the ghost's movement from 
the peripheral battlements to the interior of the castle in Hamlet. 
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These initial episodes involving the supernatural in Hamlet and Macbeth take 
place, as we have seen, outside in nature, which to an early modem playgoer would 
seem quite in keeping with the beliefs and conventions of the time. Nature could be 
innocent and pastoral, as in Sir Philip Sidney's Arcadia,o and much Elizabethan lyric 
poetry, 11 but it was also the realm of the unruly, the untamed, and the uncontrolled-a 
perfect venue for the supernatural. This is certainly not a new concept in literature; 
medieval romances such as The Romance of the Rose12 and Chaucer's The Knight's 
Tale13 often portray nature as threatening the well-regulated and strictly regimented 
structure of human civilization, especially when the supernatural-be it a dream vision 
or the divine intervention of Mars and Venus-enters the fray and imposes itself upon 
the landscape. Shakespeare, too, is no stranger to this conceit; Ariel in The Tempest 
manipulates the natural world in order to entrap Trinculo, Stephano, and Caliban 
amidst their foolish high-jinks, while Oberon and Titania cause havoc in the forest in A 
Midsummer's Night's Dream with their fairy magic and mysterious elixirs that make for 
unnatural erotic liaisons. The great outdoors as a place of potential danger is a trope 
that goes all the way back to the fall of Adam and Eve in the garden of Eden-the land
scape becomes at once beautiful and desirable, but remains an arena open to danger, 
lawlessness, and forbidden pleasures. We can see that this convention is strongly 
entrenched in Hamlet and Macbeth. After all, Hamlet's father claims that "'Tis given out 
that, sleeping in my orchard I A serpent stung me" (1.5.35-36), which is an obvious ref
erence to the biblical story of Adam and Eve and demonstrative of the perils of man in 
the natural world, and Banquo's murder occurs outside somewhere in the distance 
between the stables and the front gate of the castle: 

First Murderer. His horses go about. 
Third Murderer. Almost a mile; but he does usually, 
So all men do, from hence to th' palace gate 
Make it their walk. (3.3.11-14) 

Macbeth's injunction that the murderers kill Banquo "something from the palace" 
(3.1.133) and his subsequent metaphor that "We have scorched the snake, not killed 
it" (3.2.15) indicate a profound awareness of both the biblical implications of the land
scape and the treacherous nature of his chosen locale for murder. 

There is even an historical link between the hazards of nature and certain events 
that transpired during Queen Elizabeth's reign, specifically her travels to the country 
estates of her favorite noblemen to view a form of drama called "landscape entertain
ments." Michael Leslie informs us that Elizabeth's participation in these progresses, 
which were "essentially connected to the landscape setting" (137), constituted a dan
ger to the queen's person and to the state: 

The monarch was away from the central architectural expressions of 
authority, her cities and palaces; away even from those expressive of her 
subjects' deputed power. On her "progresses" she was, by definition, 
mobile, and the entertainment in the landscape intensified the different 
dynamics. The queen was welcomed, not in towns or cities, but in the 
countryside: in gardens. parks, fields, or woods, a series of decreasing 
safety and increasing loss of authority and control. (137) 

This danger, the loss of uauthority and control" is strongly represented in both 
Hamlet and Macbeth, especially when anyone attached to a royal line, whether a king, 
prince, or future father of kings, leaves his castle-the urban center of the plays-and 
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moves into the heath, the field, the garden, the ocean, or the park. 14 The message is 
clear: when royalty wanders, peril follows. 

It quickly becomes obvious that there are some very practical reasons to distrust 
a "natural" landscape, and to fear straying too far from the mainstays of human civi
lization. So it is fitting that our early introduction to the Unnatural and "nonhuman" ele
ment in Hamlet and Macbeth takes place within the "natural" world, though it soon 
becomes evident that the "nature" of the Unnatural, as well as the characters' interac
tions with it, changes significantly when it moves inside and takes up residence in the 
interior landscape of a man-made structure. 

The ghost of Hamlet's father appears to him, and to the audience, at only one 
other time in the play after their initial meeting on the ramparts. After Hamlet has slain 
Polonius, and after he proceeds to "wag [his] tongue /In noise so rude" (3.4.38-39) 
against Gertrude, the ghost appears to him within his mothe ... s chamber. Some marked 
changes, both to the ghost and within Hamlet himself become evident at this time. The 
most obvious difference between the apparition's two manifestations is that the interi
or apparition is visible only to Hamlet, whereas the entire company witnessed its 
appearance in Act 1. Hamlet, who is not nearly as happy or intrigued by the ghost's 
second appearance, exclaims, 

Do you not come your tardy son to chide, 
That, lapsed in time and passion, lets go by 
Th'important acting of your dread command? 
0, say! (3.4.97 -1 00) 

Gertrude, watching him speak to what seems to her eyes to be open and empty air, 
fears for his sanity: 

Alas, he's mad. 

Alas, how is't with you 
That you do bend your eye on vacancy, 
And with th'incorporal air do hold discourse? 
Forth at your eyes your spirits wildly peep, 
And as the sleeping soldiers in th'alarm 
Your bedded hair like life in excrements 
Start up and stand an end. 0 gentle son, 
Upon the heat and flame of thy distemper 
Sprinkle cool patience. Whereupon do you look? (3.4.96, 107-15) 

Obviously, Gertrude cannot see the ghost, and we are left to wonder whether this man
ifestation, as opposed to the irrefutably genuine spirit of the first act, is truly the product 
of Hamlet's disturbed and-now that he has shed innocent blood-guilty mind; or we 
must ask why the migration from outside to in, from exteriority to interiority, fomented 
such a startling transition that moved the spectre from public (exterior) to private (inte
rior) view. But the ghost's corporeality, or visibility, is not the only change that results 
from his movement into Elsinore; there are also significant transformations in Hamlet's 
behavior, attitude, appearance, and even the manner of his address towards the ghost. 
While he was wont to make peremptory demands during the first visitation on the plat
form, with his "0 answer me!" (1.4.26), "why is this? Wherefore? What[ ... ]?" (38), 
"Why[ ... ]?" (45), and "Speak" (69), the somewhat "ineffectual orders to the supernatu
ral" (Rozett 135) have transfigured into knowledge and a deeper understanding of the 
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ghost's intent. Hamlet still cries "0, say!" (3.4.99), but he has already demonstrated in 
the preceding three lines that he knows exactly why the ghost has encroached upon his 
hitherto "safe" and uniquely "human" space-to reprimand him for dereliction of duty. 
Hamlet's attitude becomes defensive, for the brunt of King Hamlet's wrath has shifted 
from its original target, Claudius, and is now focused on him, and thus the ghost's 
appearance inside the castle becomes a brutal reminder to Hamlet that he has moved 
one step closer to becoming that which he despises the most-a man like his uncle. Not 
only has Hamlet become a murderer like his uncle, having killed someone's beloved 
father as his uncle has done, but he is now the target for the ghost's critical and disap
proving eye, as was Claudius in act 1. In fact, Hamlet is suffering the judgmental criti
cism of both parents, for no longer does he appear to his mother's eyes as "loving and 
fair" ( 1.2.121 ), or with "gentle and unforced accord" ( 1.2.123), but rather she sees him 
as a wild madman with fearfully glittering eyes and with his hair 11bedded [ ... )like life in 
excrements." The alarming change in his exterior appearance mirrors his internal move
ment from a brooding student to uncontrolled turmoil, as his "spirits" look out from its 
windows [the eyes] from a position of ultimate and absolute interiority. 

Perhaps it is due to this transition from avenger to villain that his mode of address 
towards the ghost changes. On the battlements Hamlet addresses his father by the 
familiar "thou" and "thee" forms: 

Be thou a spirit of health or goblin damned, 
Bring with thee airs from heaven or blasts from hell, 
Be thy intents wicked or charitable, 
Thou com'st in such a questionable shape 
That I will speak to thee. I'll call thee Hamlet. (1.4.21-25, my 
emphases) 

Inside Gertrude's bedroom, however, Hamlet's address changes to the more formal, 
polite form of "you": 

What would you, gracious figure? 

Do you not come your tardy son to chide[ ... ]? 
That, lapsed in time and passion, lets go by 
Th'important acting of your dread command? (3.4.95, 97-99, my 

emphases) 

While Yonglin maintains that "[o]ne of the possible reasons for Hamlet's change [in 
address] [ ... ] is [ ... ] his long-lasting doubt about the Ghost's veracity" (252), I am more 
inclined towards the idea that the ghost has become increasingly representative of 
parental authority rather than divine purpose, and Hamlet, as shown by his forms of 
speech, is very much aware of the change of status and function. Things are spinning 
out of control, not only because Hamlet is acting against his own scholarly character by 
attempting a physical act-murder-that he was not meant by nature to perform, but 
also because other boundaries are being crossed, boundaries that constitute lines 
drawn between exteriority and interiority that help to maintain balance and equilibrium. 
Once those lines have been overstepped, the "natural" order of things begins to break 
down. The ghost crossed the first line, that from the afterlife (outside human knowledge) 
to the physical world (within the limit of human experience), and he continues to tran
scend boundaries as the play progresses, the most obvious movement being from 
nature to inside the palace-to the ruin of Hamlet and almost everyone else in Elsinore. 
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Similar transformations occur in Macbeth, both in terms of changes within the 
supernatural forces themselves and within the human characters who interact with 
those forces. The witches, originally situated upon "An open place," make their second 
appearance within a house that, according to Holinshed, is "a sort of witches dwelling 
in a town of Murray land, called Forres" (qtd in Satin 538). The presence of "locks" 
(4.1.62) upon the door bespeaks a man-made structure, and Macbeth actually has to 
knock to gain his second audience with the witches. He approaches them alone, and 
the audience soon becomes intimately aware that a strong transference has taken 
place; Macbeth himself had changed into "something wicked" (4.1.45), in direct 
response to Banquo's description of the witches as "the Devil" in Act 1 (1.3.1 07). While 
the witches may still be "secret, black and midnight hags" (4.1.48) in Macbeth's view, 
they conjure the exact apparitions necessary to ensure his downfall and destruction so 
that they, like Macbeth at the very beginning of the play, become ••Nothing afeard of 
what[. . .][they}[. . .]didst make, I Strange images of death" (1.3.96-97). They now 
embody an aspect of the "warrior hero" role that Macbeth enjoyed in act one, and the 
destruction of the tyrant at their hands-as Macbeth had destroyed his own enemy for 
Duncan-makes the turnabout complete. Here, too, Macbeth becomes the single 
(human) witness of the occultist apparitions, again denoting the departure from a pub
lic to a private audience once an unnatural being moves indoors. This combination of 
role-reversal and the unstable visual perception of the "nonhuman~~ is even more 
marked in act 3, scene 4, when Banquo's ghost confronts Macbeth in the king's own 
banquet hall. Though the room is filled with people-Lady Macbeth, Rosse, Lennox, 
and sundry lords and ladies-all save Macbeth are blind to the apparition: 

Lady M. 0 proper stuff! 
This is the very painting of your fear: 
This is the air-drawn dagger, which, you said, 
Led you to Duncan. 0! these flaws and starts 
(Imposters to true fear), would well become 
A woman's story at a winter's fire, 
Authoris'd by her grandam. Shame itself! 
Why do you make such faces? When all's done, 
You look but on a stool. 

Macb. Pr'ythee, see there! 
Behold! look! lo! how say you? 
Why, what care I? If thou canst nod, speak too.-(3.4.59-69) 

Again, as in Hamlet, the disconnection of visual perception encourages the audience 
to consider the fact that the tragic hero might be insane, and that this ghostly visitation 
is merely a hallucination brought on by overpowering guilt and shame. This is certain
ly Lady Macbeth's strongest argument, and she even has a precedent-the hallucina
tory dagger-upon which to base her conclusion. However, the presence of the witch
es in the play, and their obvious displays of magic and the summoning of unnatural 
manifestations, allow us to believe that such emanations of the supernatural can exist 
in Macbeth's world, and the possibility that Banquo's spirit has come back from the 
dead to haunt his murderer cannot be ignored or discounted. Macbeth, too, as we saw 
with Hamlet, is acutely aware of the reason behind the ghost's visit. He laments: 

It will have blood, they say: blood will have blood: 
Stones have been known to move, and trees to speak; 
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Augures, and understood relations, have 
By magot-pies, and choughs, and rooks, brought forth 
The secret'st man of blood. (3.4.121-25) 

Not only is Macbeth fully cognizant of the fact that he is worthy of death by an 
avenger's hand, but he is listing all the ways in which the body of a murdered man can 
betray its murderer, 15 thus demonstrating that he understands the precise nature of 
Banquo's ghostly presence. For all his railing against the apparition, he never asks the 
ghost why he has come. 

Macbeth's appearance to outsiders has changed as well; he is no longer "Great 
Glamisl worthy Cawdor'' (1.5.54) in the eyes of his wife, but has become transfigured 
into a "womanly" figure, 16 fit for nothing more than storytelling. Finally, in keeping with 
the previous examples of Macbeth's striking similarities with Hamlet regarding different 
behaviors exhibited in and outside the castles, his mode of personal address towards 
Banquo also changes, though in exactly the opposite direction than we saw in Hamlet. 
Upon the heath, while Banquo is alive and well, Macbeth uses the formal, polite "you" 
form: "Yourchildren shall be kings" (1.3.86), and "Do you not hope yourchildren shall 
be kings, I When those that gave the Thane of Cawdor to me I Promis'd no less to 
them?" (1.3.118-20, my emphases). Yet, once Banquo's ghost enters the castle, 
Macbeth's address turns exclusively to the informal: "Thou canst not say, I did it: never 
shake I Thy gory locks at me" (3.4.49-50), and "Why, what care I? If thou canst nod, 
speak, too" (69, my emphases). Macbeth's less formal mode of speech serves to dis
tance himself from his deeds, his lingering guilt, and the looming threat of his own 
insanity while at the same time it diminishes the apparition, marking it less worthy of 
the respect and politeness Banquo had earned during his life. It serves, in essence, to 
negate one of the great obstacles that stands between Macbeth and his ambition; 
Macbeth is very well aware that one does not address the father of kings informally, 
and so, by addressing him thus, he rejects Banquo's role as a father of kings. However, 
Banquo's ghost does not just invade Macbeth's interior space but actually sits in his 
chair, claiming the interiority of the castle as his own. This act, more than merely break
ing the code of hospitality and polite conduct, 11 represents another crossed line, anoth
er boundary broken, and the effect upon Macbeth ultimately breaks him as well. 

What is it, then, about the nature of the outdoor/indoor dichotomy that spawns 
such startling changes in man and the supernatural in these plays? Part of the answer 
comes to us from the conventions of the time, where nature and the outdoors, as well 
as a "city," represented in Hamlet and Macbeth by the respective castles, were consid
ered arenas for specific types of behavior. There was a strong feeling in Renaissance 
England that "there was most vice in the towns and most virtue in the countryside" 
(Thomas 246), and this is often reflected in the literature of the period. Ben Jonson's 
and Thomas Middleton's famous city comedies-Volpone, Bartholmew Fair, and A 
Chaste Maid in Cheapside to name only a fe~Jory in the depravity of city living while 
glorifying the pastoral beauties of nature. At times England itself becomes the signified 
object of this "virtue," as characteristics of the pastoral are often attributed to the nation 
as a whole: In Richard II, John of Gaunt speaks of England as 

This royal throne of kings, this sceptred isle, 
This earth of majesty, this seat of Mars, 
This other Eden, demi-paradise, 
This fortress built by nature for herself 
Against infection and the hand of war, 
This happy breed of men, this little world[ .... ] (2.1.40-45) 
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Yet, as we have seen before, Paradise can be a very dangerous place when the 
Edenic ideal breaks down, and the "country" landscape in literature does not escape 
this criticism unscathed. Many writers and playwrights, including Shakespeare, 
explored the idea that .. the vices of avarice, oppression and hypocrisy were at least as 
prominent in the countryside as in the town" (Thomas 246), and portrayals of the coun
try as "a place of backwardness, ignorance, [and] limitation" (Williams 1) abound in 
Elizabethan literature and drama. Hamlet and Macbeth constitute an intriguing mix of 
these two opposing conventions, that is, nature as ideal and perilous, and urbanity as 
lawful and lawless all at once. Both plays, for example, take place outside the bound
aries of England, one in Denmark and the other in Scotland, so both foreign nations, 
and the actions that take place therein, could be justifiably considered "external" or 
"exterior'' to the main hub of Elizabethan life. England, then, and especially London, 
becomes the urban center of Europe and Britain, just as Elsinore and Dunsinane are 
representative of a metropolitan topography in the plays. This allows the often-back
wards and habitually underdogged England to maintain its interiority and even elevate 
its status to superiority. After all, the murders and lawless behaviors occur far away and 
there are no witches taking up residence in English villages or ghosts parading down 
the streets of London, all of which implies that England is the civilized, well-ordered, 
and strictly controlled center of the world. And within both plays there exists a micro
cosmic universe, reflective of England as Gaunt's "little world," based on a macrocos
mic structure, wherein the a castle, or a "court," is representative of urbanity and city 
life and the outlying landscape, such as the heath and the orchard, the churchyard and 
the battlefield, comes to signify the rural or undeveloped and "backward," "ignorant" 
and "limited" space. A "court" is "a large building or set of buildings" or "a large house 
or castle" (OED 1 090), but the centers of a royal court were most often situated within 
an urban center. Therefore, the city, signified specifically in these two plays by Elsinore 
and Dunsinane, is represented as a fount of imposed human order-laws, rules, and 
regulations provide a moral landscape within the man-made walls; the two castles, in 
essence, come to represent England itself, and there is little room amongst the order
ly day-to-day workings of life for ghosts or similar otherworldly apparitions. However, 
another exchange occurs once human depravity has invaded nature-human wicked
ness has moved beyond the city walls and into the wilderness, and so those howlings 
from the wilderness, in tum, invade the cities. The witches move into a man-made 
domicile, and the ghosts feel free to wander through the castles at will. Looking through 
this macrocosmic lens of landscape, it becomes apparent that there is a great deal of 
anxiety regarding how such lines are crossed, anxiety that translates into the ever
present apprehension concerning foreign influences in England and the outward 
expansion of what W. J. T. Mitchell termed England's power and ''perfected imperial 
prospect" (10). 

Once this exchange of the natural and Unnatural within the plays has taken place, 
both "nature" and the "city" are constitutionally changed and deprived of their funda
mental essences. Hamlet enters a churchyard while two diggers prepare Ophelia's 
grave, and from his first remark, "Has this fellow no feeling of his business that a sings 
at grave-making?" (5.6.61 ), it is clear he understands that this landscape signifies a 
specific modus of behavior and embodies an explicitly defined value and function. This 
landscape is seemingly a perfect venue for a supernatural appearance-it is the land 
of the dead, the repository of those cast-off shells of humanity, flesh and bone, that 
remain behind once the final journey from life to death has taken place. And yet no 
such event occurs. Hamlet and the gravediggers toss human skulls around like jug
gler's beanbags, commenting first that "That skull had a tongue in it" (5.1. 70) and "that 
might be the skull of a lawyer" (90-91 ), but there is not a glimmer of a manifestation, 
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not a hint of occult activity. Ophelia's ghost does not appear before Hamlet to chastise 
his unwary treatment of her, nor does old King Hamlet return to chivvy Hamlet's 
progress, or lack thereof. The outdoor world is empty, drained of the unnatural, 
because the unnatural has moved inside. It has been replaced, however, with a human 
element; Hamlet is sent to England, is removed from the urban center of Elsinore, and 
so bii place, by means of this exchange, is filled by the ghost. The same thing hap
pens in Macbeth; after Banquo's ghost has invaded Dunsinane, and the witches have 
moved their prophesying indoors, the exterior landscape is barren of supernatural phe
nomena. The moving forest is nothing more than a camouflaged army comprised of 
men, and Macbeth's prophesied destructor, the impossible and freakish man not "of 
woman born" (4.1.80) turns out to be Macduff, who "from his mother's womb" was 
"Untimely ripp'd" (5.8.15-16), and is as natural a character as Shakespeare could 
form. 1s The unnatural is now within the walls, not only in the form of apparitions and 
ghosts, but in Macbeth's character as well, and the urban center of the castle has 
ranged outwards to England and Ireland as Malcolm and Donalbain flee Dunsinane 
after their father's murder. The exchange of place, the reversal of interiority and exte
riority, of the natural and unnatural, the human and the "nonhuman," is complete. 

While Martha Tuck Rozett contends that "Shakespeare was interested in the way 
supernatural visitations take their character from the psychological disposition and 
feelings of the persons to whom they appear" (132),19 I would argue that these "non
human" characters are shaped more by their surroundings and by the act of 
(ex)change, moving and shifting and transcending boundaries and, in tum, being influ
enced-as well as influential-by means of these movements. As the landscape 
around them shifts, or as they travel between landscapes, so do their functions within 
the play change; and as their functions shift, so do the characters shift around them. 
After all, each apparition is the central modus of change for the tragic hero-without 
King Hamlet's imprecation for revenge and the witches' prophecies of kingship, Hamlet 
and Macbeth would have had no reason to pursue their subsequent courses of 
action-but we can see as well that the characters' actions, or inactions as the case 
may be, and the transgressions of landscape boundaries that they employ, are just as 
influential upon the characters of the "nonhuman." The triangular relationships 
between landscape and the supernatural, landscape and man, and man and the 
supernatural are so prevalent that we can even see movement within the interior/exte
rior trope itself throughout the plays, from physical landscape (that is, "nature" in the 
outdoors and the areas within the castles), to a human landscape (encompassing the 
outward physical body and the interior mindset of the characters, perhaps referring to 
what Segal termed the "inner landscape of the soul"), to a moral landscape (in which 
the characters function within or without society's sanctioned rules). The inward and 
outward movement that occurs along these parallel lines creates a fluidity and conti
nuity of space that specifically reflects the movement of action and character, and it 
becomes obvious that landscape, and the ability to apply the scholarship of landscape 
to Shakespeare's plays, yields rich and fruitful results. 

University of Missouri-Columbia 

Notes 

1. According toW. H. Auden, at any rate, in his Lectures on Shakespeare, ed. Arthur Kirsch 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP, 2000), 208. 

2. See, for example: Thomas Akstens, ••eountry Matters': Hamlers Pomographlc Imagination 
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and the Postfeminist Audience, • Shakespeare Bulletin: a Journal of Performance Criticism & 
Scholarship. 13.2 (1995): 5-B; Carol Thomas Neely, 'Documents in MadnesS: Reading 
Madness and Gender in Shakespeare's Tragedies and Early Modem Culture (Bloomington, 
IN: Indiana UP, 1996); Ronald J. Goba, •A Reading of Hamlet An Experiment In 
Personalized 'New Criticism:· Virginia English Bulletin 36.2 (1986): 40-48; Judy Little, 
•signifying Nothing: A Shakespearean Deconstruction of Rhys's Rochester, • Jean Rhys 
Review. 7.1-2 (1996): 39-46; Lisa Jardine, ••No Offence i' th' World': Hamlet and Unlawful 
Marriage: Uses of History: Marxism, Postmodemism, and the Renaissance, eds. Francis 
Barker, Peter Hulme, and Margaret Iversen (Manchester UP, 1991 ); Kate Mcluskie, 
•Macbeth/Umabatha: Global Shakespeare in a Post-Colonial Market, • Shakespeare Survey: 
an Annual Survey of Shakespeare Studies & Production. 52 (1999): 154-65. 6QW, England. 

3. Though critics have begun exploring the social implications of landscape as it pertains to 
early modem drama. See, for example, The Drama of Landscape: Land, Property, and 
Social Relations on the Early Modem Stage (Stanford UP, 1999) by Garrett A. Sullivan, Jr. 

4. All set and stage directions from this play have come from the Signet Classic edition of 
Shakespeare's Hamlet, 1986. 

5. All set and stage directions, as well as textual quotations, from this play have come from the 
Arden Shakespeare edition of Macbeth, 1997. 

6. All textual quotations from this play have come from The Norton Shakespeare. 
7. Unnatural with a capital ·u· signifies an actual character or manifestation, whereas unnatu

ral with a lower-case •u• represents an attribute or characteristic of an object or state. 
B. It is interesting to note, as Martha Tuck Rozett has done, that ~e witches are the only 

supernatural characters in Shakespeare's tragedies who appear first to the audience alone• 
(132). It is equally interesting that the audience gets to meet both the witches and the ghost 
of King Hamlet before either protagonist does. 

9. Thomas Nashe, in Terrors of the Nigh~ states that •euery thing must bee interpreted back
ward as Witches say their Pater-noster, good being the character of bad, and bad of good• 
(qtd. in Arden 4). 

10. As when he describes the •hills which garnished their proud heights with stately trees; hum
ble valleys whose base estate seemed comforted with refreshing of silver rivers; meadows 
enamelled with all sorts of eye-pleasing flowers• and the •pretty lambs• gamboling around 
piping shepherds and a •young shepherdess knitting and withal singing• (Norton 475). 

11. As in Marlowe's famous poem, •The Passionate Shepherd to His Love• in which he yearns 
to •sit upon the rocks, I Seeing the shepherds feed their flocks, I By shallow rivers to whose 
falls I Melodious birds sing madrigals• {Norton 767}. 

12. In which the narrator comes across a •targe and roomy garden• adorned with the Images of 
•Hatred, • •Felony, • ·villainy, • •eovetousness, • • Avarice,• •envy, • •Sorrow, • ·old Age, • •Pope
Holiness,• and •poverty• {de Lorris 32-36). 

13. Where we see nature as an arena for death, for •in the grove, at tyme and place y-set, I This 
Arcite and this Palamon ben met• {Chaucer 42}. 

14. As when, for example, Hamlet •must to England• {3.4.183} and boards a ship, thereby plac
ing his life in danger from the traitors Rosencrantz and Guildenstem and the order for his 
execution they carry, or when Malcolm and Donalbain flee to England and Ireland, respec
tively, leaving Macbeth in Scotland to lay waste to the country Itself. 

15. A murdered body was said to bleed again in the presence of its murderer and the •stones• 
Macbeth speaks of could be referring to a specific set of •rocking• stones •by which the 
Druids tested the guilt or innocence of accused persons• {Arden 96}. For a full list of refer
ences regarding this passage, see the notes in the Arden edition of Macbeth, page 96. 

16. Perhaps yet another link between Macbeth and the witches as discussed earlier. 
17. Despite the fact that Macbeth, to all intents and purposes, invited Banquo to sit at the table 

(•Here had we now our country's honour roofd,/ Were the grac'd person of our Banquo pres
ent• (3.4.39-40]), a guest would never take the lord's seal The fact that Macbeth is king 
makes Banquo's actions a truly pointed insult. 

18. Macduff is, in fact, constructed to be the exact opposite of Macbeth, so where Macbeth rep
resents all that is unnatural in human nature, Macduff embodies the purely natural. 

19. If this were true, then the witches would have quite a time trying to emulate the character of 
an entire theater full of people, since it is to the audience alone that they appear in the first 
scene of Macbeth. 
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11 CAROUSING TILL THE SECOND COCK11
: THE MACBETHS, THE PORTER, AND 

11SLAVES OF DRINK11 

by Tony Stafford 

So jarring, so seemingly incongruous appears the drunken Porter scene in Macbeth, 
following immediately as it does on the murder scene, that early critics and editors 

rejected it as being the work of Shakespeare. In his 1725 edition of the Works, 
Alexander Pope omitted the scene from the text and inserted it in a footnote; Sir 
Thomas Hanmer, in his Shakespeare (1743-44) followed Pope's practice 
(Schoenbaum 248); and Coleridge thought that the scene was written ufor the mob by 
some other hand~~ (Coleridge 249). In more recent history, however, critics no longer 
summarily dismiss it as not belonging to Shakespeare. Harcourt says that "twentieth
century authorities are virtually unanimous in accepting it as authentically 
Shakespeare's and as thematically relevant to the larger meanings of the play" (393), 
and Tromly asserts that "the integrity of the Porter Scene can no longer be questioned" 
(151 ). Gotthold Ephraim Lessing, the eighteenth-century German scholar who said 
that "not every critic is a genius, but every genius is a critic[, for] he has the proof of all 
rules within himself" (Hamburg Dramaturgy, 1767-68), and thereby giving birth to the 
concept of organic unity, is vindicated by the modem critical history of this scene. Once 
critics accepted the fact that Shakespeare authored the scene, its purpose needed 
then to be determined. Early commentators tended to see it as containing contempo
rary references, which seemingly it does. Traditionally, the farmer uthat hanged himself 
on th' expectation of plenty'' refers to the agricultural situation in 1606; the ~~equivoca
tor'' alludes to the Gunpowder Plot and the subsequent trial of the Jesuit Henry Gamet 
for treason in the spring of 1606; and the "English tailor'' reference satirizes a contem
porary practice among tailors of cheating customers. As helpful as these identifications 
are in dating the play, they do nothing, however, to lead to a deeper understanding of 
the relationship of the scene to the play itself. As Hartwig says, 11there is a tighter con
nection between [ •.. ] what precedes and follows [the Porter's] remarks than merely 
topical reference indicates" (43). 

A comic scene of only some forty lines and appearing immediately after a brutal 
murder, the Porter's scene has challenged readers to find its purpose in the play. One 
logical assumption sees it as a concession to the demands of the stage. Schoenbaum 
quotes from Edward Cappell's early work, Notes and Various Readings to 
Shakespeare (1779-83) who correctly observed that the scene allows the actor play
ing Macbeth "time to get rid of the blood on his clothes and hands" and that the scene 
provides a "rational space for discharge ofn washing hands and changing clothes 
(Schoenbaum 249). But this still fails to address the question of its real purpose, for we 
know Shakespeare to be a writer, a "genius who has all the rules within him" as 
Lessing would have it, who, as Schoenbaum puts it, made ~~theatrical necessity serve 
the purposes of dramatic art" (250). 

Other authorities have tried to make deeper connections. One traditional explana
tion invokes the principle of contrast, but Tromly states flatly that "the relationship 
between Macbeth and the Porter is not based on contrast" (151), and some 
(DeQuincey et al) who have argued for comic relief are countered by such as Kenneth 
Muir who, in the Arden edition of 1962, avers that "comic relief is a convenient, but 
question-begging, term" (xvi), and Schoenbaum labels it "a wonderful convenience for 
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evading interpretative complexities" (247). Rosenberg, disputing John Coleman's view 
that it is a "safety valve for the pent-up hysteria of the audience," asserts instead that 
"the Porter bridges us from one moment of tragedy to another'' (353) and that he "is a 
kind of live image of the Dionysian in man[ ... ] that seethes beneath the masks of the 
play" (353). 

Other critics have sought to establish some type of innate linkage between the 
scene and certain motifs of the play. Hartwig states that the Porter's speech comments 
"in parodic terms" on the play's central themes (43); Rosenberg notes that the Porter's 
"language and action exploits central motifs of the play" (352); and Tromly approach
es the scene "as a truncated subplot which reflects certain concerns of the main 
action• and as it "comments on Macbeth" (151), and he states that the Porter's "signif
icance resides in his similarities to his master" and how he functions "as a metaphor 
or figure for Macbeth" (151). 

The scene itself basically divides into two parts: before the Porter opens the door 
and after he opens the door. Most of the analytical efforts have, however, focused on 
the "sundry damned callers who knock on Hell Gate as imagined by the Porter'' 
(Schoenbaum 250) in the first part of the scene. Harcourt, for example, says that the 
Porter provides a "three-fold organizational pattern" with the farmer, the equivocator, 
and the tailor whereby he establishes this structure "through the repetition of the equiv
ocation theme" (393); Tomly states that the three imaginary sinners "are to be under
stood as metaphors for Macbeth himself" (152); Schoenbaum connects the first half of 
the Porter's scene to Dante's Inferno. 

The second half of the scene, after the Porter has admitted Macduff and Lennox, 
consists of his discourse on wine and lechery, and few critics have attempted to relate 
this speech to the rest of the play, or, as Tromly puts it, "the second half of the Porter 
Scene, his conversation with Macduff about drink and lechery, has always puzzled 
readers," and "the thematic significance[ ... ] is not immediately apparent" (153). Most 
attempts tend to justify it on the basis of its being some type of moral or ethical fram
ing device. Harcourt contends that 

the very context of the Porter's allusions to the festivities of the night rein
forces the idea of calculated evil, of a cold-blooded manipulation of the 
warmer human failing( ... ]. The simple vices of the Porter therefore serve to 
establish an ethical distance between the failings of ordinary humanity and 
the monstrous evil now within the castle walls. (397) 

The present study would like to suggest that the second half of the Porter scene 
points directly and factually at the Macbeths as well as several persistent motifs in the 
play. The scene does not serve as a time filler, a contrast, comic relief, satire, nor a 
moral framework. The Porter may be said to be a demonstrating chorus of the happen
ings in the Macbeth castle and that a oneness exists between the drunken Porter, his 
dissertation on wine and its effects, and the drinking habits of the Macbeths, who, it will 
be seen, are given to a significant amount of imbibing themselves. 

Heretofore, critics have overlooked this aspect of the Macbeths' conduct and have 
even tended to puritanize them and their habits. In fact, Tromly attempts to avoid any 
connection between Macbeth and the Porter when he asserts that "the thematic signif
icance of drink and lechery (especially in regard to the abstemious [italics mine] 
Macbeth) is not immediately apparent'' and then declares that "clearly enough, lechery 
and drunkenness are not [italics mine] Macbeth's vices" (153). Harcourt, too, states 
that the themes of drink and sex "might seem incongruous in this, the purest [italics 
mine] of Shakespeare's tragedles [ ... ]; Macbeth, by contrast [with Claudius, a drunk 
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and lecher] seems almost ascetic [italics mine] in his private life," and he says again 
that "the simple vices of the Porter[ ... ] are[ ... ] specifically not Macbeth's vices" (397). 
Evidence from the text contradicts these statements. 

When Macduff asks the Porter why it took him so long to answer the gate, the 
Porter explains the situation to Macduff, and the Porter's explanation provides an 
insight into what has been going on in the Macbeths' castle. First, he says that "Faith, 
sir, we [italics mine] were carousing till the second cock" (2.3.23-4). The Porter was not 
drinking alone. With whom was he drinking? Some scholars feel that there was a great 
celebration the night before. Harcourt says that the carouse "was after all a smoke
screen, a diversionary tactic so that the murderers might proceed with their business 
with less chance of detection (and, in the drunken grooms, with a better alibi)" (397). 
It defies logic to think that the murderers would have gone about their evil business 
while the carousing was going on in their house; common sense dictates that they 
would have done the deed after everyone in the castle was in a drunken stupor. 
Indeed, would not the Macbeths' themselves have participated, even led the way, in 
the drinking in order to encourage everyone to participate? Later evidence will show 
that, in all likelihood, there was a state dinner that night in honor of the presence of the 
King of Scotland. 

Meanwhile, would the Macbeths have "caroused~~ with someone as lowly as a 
Porter? The astute director, Glen Byam Shaw, in his detailed prompt book, raises an 
intriguing question: 

One wonders why Macbeth and Lady Macbeth should have such a man as 
this for the Porter of their Castle, but I believe one should think of him as an 
old soldier-an old sweat-who is past fighting & whose coarse barrack room 
humour amuses the General. He has a strange imagination, too, which would 
appeal to Macbeth. (91) 

Would Macbeth be adverse to having a drink with an old battlefield comrade-in-arms? 
It would not be unreasonable to assume that the Macbeths were part of the "great 

celebration the night before" (Rosenberg 352) and are suffering the effects the next 
day just as much as the Porter is. Harcourt adds a thoughtful observation when he 
points out that a "drunken orgy often symbolizes in Shakespeare some flaw in the very 
citadel of civil power [as in Hamlet and Antony and Cleopatra]," which would certainly 
apply to the situation in the Macbeths' castle, and Tromly casts more light on the issue 
by noting that "in various plays the drunkenness of some character is an essential fea
ture of the plot, and in most of these cases one feels a distinct note of disapproval .. 
(84). The Porter's disquisition on the effects of wine may include the Macbeths. 

That Macbeth and Lady Macbeth drink, whether a little or a lot, appears in subtle 
but real ways in the text. They themselves make direct references to the fact of their 
drinking. 

When Macbeth vacillates over performing the murderous deed, Lady Macbeth 
scolds him with, 

Was the hope drunk 
Wherein you dressed yourself? Hath it slept since? 
And wakes it now. to look so green and pale 
At what it did so freely? ( 1. 7 .36-9) 

Cleanth Brooks wrongly considered the metaphor "hopelessly mixed" (The Well
Wrought Urn 1947) while Hartwig thinks of "hope" as a "description of a person" who 
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"has overimbibed, then slept, only to wake up with the effects of a hangover" (50). 
Tromly too agrees that "green and pale" refers to a hangover (153). However, Hartwig 
says that it is the Porter who is "now feeling several effects of drink" (50), and Tromly 
says that the "figure of the impaired Porter literalizes the images" (153). The problem 
with these readings is that Lady Macbeth is not talking to the Porter, and the Porter has 
nothing to do with the scene. She is directly addressing her husband, and she is apply
ing the image to the person whom she is chiding, and it could well be, not a metaphor, 
but a literal statement. What is confusing is that Shakespeare, as is his want to do, has, 
in taking poetic license, compressed the sentence. In pulling the image apart, one can 
see that what Lady Macbeth is saying to her husband is, uwas the hope, or courage, 
when you were first getting ready to do the deed edressed yourself") the result of your 
drunken condition at the time, (i.e., were you inspired by alcohol), and then after sleep
ing it off and waking up with a hangover ("green and pale") can you not recapture the 
courage which drink so freely had given you originally?" In other words, to paraphrase, 
she is asking, c•were you drunk when you first agreed to do it and now that you have 
slept it off and in your hangover you can not do it as freely as when you were drunk?" 
Even if it is not a literal statement, one wonders if she, in searching for persuasive rhet
oric, turns to a drinking metaphor because of its appeal to her husband? 

When it comes to the actual murder of Duncan, Lady Macbeth turns naturally to 
that which forms an integral part of her daily life, wine, whose effects she obviously 
knows well. Her plan uses wine in two ways: one, to inebriate the king's grooms in 
order to put them into a stupor, and, two, to fortify herself and give herself courage. 
She shares her plan with her husband: 

His two chamberlains 
Willi with wine and wassail so convince 
That memory, the warder of the brain, 
Shall be a fume, and the receipt of reason 
A limbeck only. When in swinish sleep 
Their drenched natures lies as in a death, 
What cannot you and I perform upon 
Th' unguarded Duncan. What not put upon 
His spongy officers, who shall bear the guilt 
Of our great quell? (1.7.62-73) 

Clearly, Lady Macbeth intends that a great quantity of wine will be consumed, so much 
so that the memory will be a .. fume, .. reason will be a .. limbeck," i.e., a distilled liquid 
(OED), their natures will be "drenched," and they will become "spongy officers." Her 
strategy, obviously, does not involve bringing them a single drink each to their post; 
there is to be a "great celebration" with late "carousing," as attested to by the Porter, 
and the more "measures" they consume, the more "fumed," i.e., drunk, their memory 
will be. As hosts, the Macbeths, of course, would set the example. 

While we do not know how much time passes between each scene through this 
part of the play on the eve of the murder, clearly, the scenes shown on stage through 
this sequence are mere brief moments out of a whole evening and leap over many 
hours and other off-stage action in the household. In 1.5., Lady Macbeth receives the 
letter from her husband about the witches' prophecy and that "the King comes here 
tonight"; in 1.6., Duncan and Banquo arrive outside the Macbeth's castle; in 1.7., Lady 
Macbeth reveals her plan to her husband to get the grooms drunk; and in 2.1., Banquo 
has retired to his room for the night. Between the scene in which Lady Macbeth shares 
her plan with her husband to stupify the grooms with wine and the following on-stage 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



56 The Upstart Crow 

scene in which Duncan has gone to his room, the Macbeths would likely have had a 
great celebration, a state dinner, with much carousal, playing the perfect hosts over a 
great feast, with many "measures" of toasting with wine to celebrate the presence in 
their house of their honorable guest, his Majesty, the King of Scotland, and his distin
guished noble companion Banquo. As a matter of fact, Lady Macbeth enters in 1.7. to 
inform her husband that the King has almost finished dinner ("he has almost supped") 
and, as evidence that it was a general dinner, wants to know why he, Macbeth, left the 
dinner early: "why have you left the chamber?" (30). This could have been the occa
sion of the "carousing•• of which the Porter speaks. 

More evidence presents itself when Banquo informs Macbeth that ''the King's 
abed" and that "he hath been in unusual pleasure" (2.1.12-3). Banquo then informs 
Macbeth that Duncan has been pleased with their hospitality and has 

Sent forth great largess to your offices. 
This diamond he greets your wife withal, 
By the name of most kind hostess. (14-6) 

The King's generosity, as sometimes happens to those in a state of alcohol-induced 
well-being, could be the by-product of the evening's carousal. Banquo then tells 
Macbeth that the King has now shut himself up in his room "in measureless content" 
(16-7). The choice of the words "measureless content" may imply a feeling of content
ment as a result of many "measures" of wine. 

In this same scene, after Banquo departs, Macbeth gives instructions to his ser
vant to "Go bid my mistress, when my drink is ready, I She strike upon the bell" 
(2.1.32.-3).1 Macbeth, rather than having just a "night cap" to help him sleep, is actu
ally bracing himself for what he is about to do in the next few lines, which is to murder 
the king. At the end of the ensuing speech in which Macbeth hallucinates a dagger 
before his eyes, the stage directions say that n a bell rings, II signaling that his drink is 
ready, and Macbeth says, perhaps eagerly anticipating his "drink," "The bell invites me" 
(2.1.63). But, he says, 

Hear it not, Duncan, for it is a knell 
That summons thee to heaven or to hell. (2.1.64-5) 

Lady Macbeth opens the next scene by approaching the two unconscious grooms 
sprawled out on the floor in front of Duncan's bedroom door. She confesses, noting 
their condition, her own participation in the night's revelry and imbibing of wine: 

That which hath made them drunk hath made me bold; 
What hath quenched them hath given me fire. (2.2.1-2) 

Hartwig assumes that, as part of the contrast between her and the grooms, "excessive 
drink 'unmans' the grooms and Porter, whereas a small amount [italics mine] encour
ages her in her manlike pursuits" (50). One wonders what evidence supports this 
assertion. Lady Macbeth's statement, "what hath made them[ ... ] hath made me[ ... ] 
," basically means "the same amount that made them ... hath made me," which, taken 
in its strictest sense, means that she and the grooms have consumed the same 
amount. Moreover, the amount consumed by the grooms is removed from the contrast 
by the fact that she has "drugged their posset"2 so that regardless of how much 
("excessive drink") or how little the grooms have drunk, they would have passed out 
anyway. Thus, even though she had said earlier that she would with "wine and was-
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sail" drench their natures, no basis for assuming that Lady Macbeth has drunk only a 
"small amount" exists, although ample evidence suggests the possibility that everyone 
has consumed a considerable amount. Moreover, Lady Macbeth, in spite of her bold 
talk and brave front, is a weak person who has no stomach for the murdering of 
Duncan. The very fact she has to buttress herself with wine before attempting the deed 
confirms that 1) she does not have the courage she pretends to have, and 2) she read
ily turns to wine to help her conquer her weaknesses. And, in spite of the fortification 
of drink, she excuses herself from the deed by saying that .. had he not resembled I My 
father as he slept, I had done 't" (2.2.12-3). 

One who drinks heavily often seeks to be alone in order to hide his drinking. On 
the afternoon before the banquet, Macbeth announces, "Let every man be master of 
his time I Till seven at night. To make society I The sweeter welcome, we keep ourself 
I Till suppertime alone" (3.1.43-5). Then, alone and perhaps with more re-enforcement, 
he initiates his plan for his next murder by engaging the murderers to kill Banquo and 
Fleance. In the next scene, when he comes to his wife, Lady Macbeth asks him, "why 
do you keep alone?u (3.2. 1 0). 

At the banquet that evening, the main activity of the occasion is drinking wine, for 
the meal is never eaten. As the pre-dinner ceremony begins, Macbeth says, 

Be large in mirth; anon we'll drink a measure 
The table round. (3.4. 11-2) 

The technical definition of a "measure" is a "cup filled to the brim for a toast" (Bevington 
1239), which is a considerable amount of wine. Furthermore, Macbeth says that they 
will drink "the table round," which means in the strictest sense that they will go around 
the table drinking a "measure" to each person seated there, which includes Macbeth, 
Lady Macbeth, "Ross, Lennox, [and] Lords," which would be at least five full glasses 
of wine. Little wonder then that as they are about to sit down, Macbeth "sees" a ghost 
seated in his seat, which, judging by the lack of reaction from the guests, does not real
ly exist but is only a figment of Macbeth's "soaked" imagination. As Lady Macbeth 
says, "when all's done, I You look but upon a stool" (67 -8). Macbeth recovers momen
tarily, and then, in attempting to regain his courage, says, "Come, love and health to 
all! I Then 1•11 sit down. Give me some wine. Rll full" (88-9), whereupon he sees the 
ghost again and tries to wash it away with wine: 

I drink to the general joy o• th' whole table, 
And to our dear friend Banquo, whom we miss. 
Would he were here! To all, and him, we thirst. (90-2) 

Lady Macbeth tries to excuse her husband's behavior by describing it as a momentary 
spell, and Macbeth says that "I have a strange infirmity, which is nothing to those that 
know me" (87-8).3ls it possible that his "infirmity" is a tendency to overindulge in wine? 
After the guests have departed and the scene closes, Lady Macbeth notes that the 
night is "almost at odds with morning" (128), which indicate that the "festivities" have 
gone on for most of the night, in spite of only drinking toasts and, according to textual 
evidence, never eating dinner. 

The figures of speech which the Macbeths use to express their thoughts, as hap
pens in most cases, reveal something about their thought processes, and a number of 
their references involve terms associated with wine and drinking. For example, when 
Lady Macbeth prays to the "spirits that tend on mortal thoughts," she expresses her 
passionate thought in terms related to a wine goblet: .. fill me from the crown to the toe 
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top-full of direst cruelty" (1.5.42). Later when Macbeth is deciding whether or not to 
commit the deed, he thinks about the severe consequences, the "judgment here" and 
the "bloody instructions" (lessons), and expresses his horror with a drinking figure of 
speech: "this evenhanded justice I Commends th' ingredience of our poisoned chalice 
I To our own lips" (1.7.10-2). Another instance occurs when, immediately upon the dis
covery of Duncan's murder, Macbeth, wrapped in the terror of his own guilt but pre
tending innocence, says, "the wine of life is drawn, and the mere lees [wine dregs] /Is 
left this vault ["wine-vault" (Bevington 1234)] to brag or (2.3.97-8), being yet another 
example of wine and blood coming together in Macbeth's imagination. 

Scattered throughout the speeches of Macbeth and Lady Macbeth appear a num
ber of references and terms which can be associated with wine and the act of drink
ing, such as "vessel, II "drain, II "bubbles, II "drops, II "drenched, II "spongy, II "measureless, II 
"steeped," "distilled," "teems," "devour, A "swallow," "empty/' "pour," (some three or four 
times), and "full" or "fill" (some five or six times), to name but a few. 

In addition to the scenes of drinking bouts, to the overt references to the 
Macbeths' drinking, and to the use of wine terminology as a means of self-expression, 
other subtle hints of their drinking appear as well. Malcolm describes Macbeth as "lux
urious," which would probably include a taste for fine wine, and notes that he smacks 
of "every sin I That has a name" (4.3.61-2), which would obviously include drunken
ness. After referring to Macbeth's "evil" (58), Macduff notes that "boundless intemper
ance" ("immoderate indulgence in intoxicating drink" OED and a possible inference 
directed at Macbeth) has been responsible for the "fall of many kings,'' Macbeth hope
fully included, whose overthrow Malcolm and Macduff are at the moment plotting. 
Malcolm then praises the "king-becoming graces," among which he names "temper
ance," with perhaps a slur at Macbeth's lack thereof. 

Thus, the Porter's statement that "we were carousing till the second cock" is expli
cated. The second part of the Porter's response to Macduff's question about his tardi
ness in answering the door is, "and drink, sir, is a great provoker of three things." 
Macduff, serving as straight man, asks him, what does "drink especially provoke?" 
"Marry, sir," says the Porter, "nose-painting, sleep, and urine" (2.3.27), and then he 
explains that 

Lechery, sir, it provokes and unprovokes: it provokes the desire but it takes 
away the performance. Therefore much drink may be said to be an equivoca
tor with lechery; it makes him and it mars him; it sets him on and it takes him 
off; it persuades him and disheartens him, makes him stand to and not stand 
to; in conclusion, equivocates him in a sleep and, giving him the lie, leaves 
him. (2.3.27 -35) 

In establishing the four effects of wine-nose-painting, sleep, urine, and the ambiva
lent nature of desire-the Porter's speech thus provides an organizing principle in the 
play, curious but constant points of reference throughout. 

The first effect which the Porter mentions, nose-painting, appears throughout the 
play in the guise of "paintings"-or "coating over"-in general and specifically as face
paintings. The painted-face image describes a variety of conditions such as fear, 
hypocrisy, mockery, devils, masks, and other conditions, and the colors with which 
faces are painted are generally red and/or white. For example, when Macbeth confess
es to Lady Macbeth that he can not go back into Duncan's room and look at him again, 
she scolds him with "'Tis the eye of childhood I that fears a painted devil" (2.2.59-60), 
and then she makes the connection with, "if he do bleed, I I'll gild the faces of the 
grooms withall, I For i1 must seem their guilt" (2.2.58-61 ). 4 Later, Macbeth, in describ-
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ing the murder scene, depicts Duncan with "his silver skin laced with his golden blood" 
and "the murderers I Steeped in the colors of their trade" (2.3.114; 116-7). And again, 
when Macbeth sees Banquo's ghost, Lady Macbeth tells him that "this is the very paint
ing of your fear'' (3.4.61 ), like the dagger, just a figment of his imagination. At the end, 
Macduff insinuates that Macbeth will himself, literally, be painted: ''We'll have thee, as 
our rarer monsters are, I Painted upon a pole, and underwrit, I 'Here may you see the 
tyrant"' (5.8.27). In other words, the image of Macbeth's face will be "painted on a 
board or cloth and suspended on a pole" (Bevington 1254). As Shakespeare some
times does, a metaphor is translated into a literal fact (Bottom, et al). Perhaps Macbeth 
has indulged in much wine drinking which has resulted in "nose-painting," and by the 
end he is destined to have his face literally "painted on a pole." (All italics in this para
graph are mine.) 

The painted face idea occurs in other ways as well. As Duncan approaches the 
Macbeth castle early in the play, he says, in speaking of Cawdor's treason and in 
establishing a major motif, "there's no art I To find the mind's construction in the face" 
(1.4.11-2), which ironically applies to Macbeth's face as well since he, Macbeth, is 
planning Duncan's murder even as the king approaches the castle in which he will be 
a guest. The Macbeths present faces painted with trust and loyalty while all the time 
planning Duncan's death. In point of fact, Macbeth says, "False face must hide what 
the false heart doth know" (1.7.83). Lady Macbeth encourages Macbeth to paint his 
face by ''sleek[ing] o'er your rugged looks, I Be bright and jovial among your guests 
tonight" (3.2.30-1 ), and Macbeth complains that they have to "make our faces vizards 
to our hearts, I Disguising what they are" (37-8). The painted red face appears again 
when Macbeth wonders to Lady Macbeth how she can behold "such sights I And keep 
the natural ruby of your cheeks I When mine is blanched with fear'' (3.4.116-7), and 
toward the end, when the soldiers are advancing on Dunsinane, Macbeth tells the 
frightened Servant, who has turned pale with fear, "the devil damn thee black, thou 
cream-faced loon I Where got'st thou that goose look' and then instructs him to "go 
prick thy face and over-red thy fear I Thou lily-livered boy," whom he also calls "whey
face" and "linen cheeks' (5.3.11-7). (All italics in this paragraph are mine.) 

The second effect of wine-drinking, as the Porter tells us, induces sleep. Critics 
have long recognized that sleep, both literal and metaphorical, forms a major subject 
in the play. It emanates from the horrible moment when Macbeth stabs Duncan in his 
sleep and hears a voice cry out "sleep no more! I Macbeth does murder sleep" with his 
repetitive echoing of the word "sleep" and ending with the promise that "Macbeth shall 
sleep no more" (2.2.39-47) and his envying the fact that Duncan, in his grave, "sleeps 
well" (3.2.25) to Lady Macbeth's telling him that "you lack the season of all natures, 
sleep" (3.4.143). Sleep as an effect of wine functions paradoxically with Macbeth, 
since, clearly, Macbeth's conscience will not let him sleep, in spite of the fact that he 
continues to drink wine to chase sleep. It may be added that the fact that Macbeth talks 
so much about sleep may almost be a warranty that he is also embibing wine since the 
Porter has already linked the two together. 

Sleep and wine converge in a number of other passages. As noted before, Lady 
Macbeth gives Duncan's grooms "wine" so that they will repose in a "swinish sleep" 
(1.7.68-9), and later she remarks that the "[wine]-surfeited grooms'' mock their guard 
duty "with snores" (2.2.5-6). Lennox too observes that the chamberlains became 
"slaves of drink and thralls of sleep" (3.6.13). To repeat one key usage of wine and 
sleep, Lady Macbeth scolds Macbeth for vacillating by wondering if the hope was 
"drunk" when he first got his courage up and then it too went to sleep, i.e., "slept since" 
(1.7.36-8). 

The third effect of wine, as the Porter enumerates, is "urine," and when Macduff 
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tells the Porter that "I believe drink gave thee the lie last nighf' (i.e., put him to sleep), 
the Porter admits uthat it did[ ... ]. But I requited him for his lie, and[ ... ) , though he 
took up my legs sometimes [i.e., he lifted his leg to urinate], yet I made a shift to cast 
him" (2.3.37-40). While "cast" here is sometimes glossed as "to vomit," greater consis
tency resides within the Porter's own diatribe by reading it as a reference to diagnos
ing disease by the inspection of urine, what is called "casting one's water." While the 
urine motif may not form a major presence, it appears in one of the most emotionally 
charged moments in the play when Macbeth, upon learning that Malcolm, Siward, 
Macduff, and the English army are approaching Dunsinane, expresses his desperation 
with 

If thou couldst, Doctor, cast 
The water of my land, find her disease, 
And purge it to a sound and pristine health, 
I would applaud thee to the very echo. (5.3.52-5) 

For the fourth effect of wine, the Porter names lechery, but the relationship with 
lechery is an ambivalent one, and this ambivalence motif appears elsewhere in the 
play. As the Porter points out, the effect of wine on lechery is that it "provokes and 
unprovokes: it provokes the desire but it takes away the performance" (2.3.27 -8), and 
then he proceeds to elaborate on the equivocal nature of drink. Interestingly, of the four 
effects of wine which the Porter enumerates, the critics apply only this one to the 
Macbeths. Hartwig believes that, like the equivocator "drink," Macbeth undoes "man
hood in the very attempt to achieve his and Lady Macbeth's vision of manliness~~ (52), 
and Tromly feels that the Porter's awareness of the gap between desire and fulfillment 
"should prepare the audience for the ironies which increasingly attend the Macbeths' 
strivings" (154). Hartwig takes it one step further. Lady Macbeth's words, "From this 
time I Such I account thy lovell (39-40}, contain a asexual challenge: if you cannot carry 
out this plan, you are not a man, nor can you perform what you desire sexually" 
(Hartwig 51). At the very least, when Macbeth expresses doubt to his wife about mur
dering Duncan, she uses the ambivalence of drink to scold him. After asking if the hope 
was a drunk I Wherein you dressed yourselr and drawing on the known equivocal effect 
of wine for her admonition, 

Art thou afeared 
To be the same in thine own act and valor 
As thou art in desire? Wouldst thou have that 
Which thou esteem'st the ornament of life, 
And live a coward in thine own esteem. (1.7.36-40) 

In other words, wine equivocates with Macbeth too, giving him the courage and desire 
on the one had to think about murdering Duncan, but on the other taking away the abil
ity to act on that desire. To go one step further, wine aids Macbeth in his effort to 
become king, but as king, and still imbibing, e.g., at the dinner party where they are 
drinking llmeasures" 11the table round, a he is totally impotent, for we do not see him take 
one action nor make one decision in his role as King of Scotland. 

To bring it full circle with an added motif, when Macbeth was first trying to muster 
up his courage to murder Duncan, he did so by resorting to drink. He gives the instruc
tions that "when my drink is ready, I She strike upon the bell11 (2. 1.32-3), and at the end 
of the scene, when his drink is ready, A bell rings, and Macbeth says, 
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The bell invites me. 
Hear it not Duncan, for it is a knell 
That summons thee to heaven or to hell. (2.1.63-5) 

This bell, here associated with drink, murder, and the bellman's death knell, rings on 
through the play. In the next scene, Lady Macbeth hears an owl shriek and calls it 11the 
fatal bellman, I Which gives the stern'st good-night11 (2.2.3-4). When Duncan's mur
dered body is discovered, Macduff comes in crying out, "Ring the alarum bell. Murder 
and treason! [ ... ] Ring the bell," and the original stage directions read, "Bell rings" 
(2.3. 75-81 ). Toward the end of the play, when Macbeth knows that the advancing army 
is moving against him, he rushes in, crying out, "Ring the alarum bell! [ ... ] At least we'll 
die with harness on our back" (5.5.51-2), and that bell provides Macbeth with his own 
death knell, which was first heard when the bell rang to call him to his drink which gave 
him the courage to commit murder. After Macbeth's death and the battle is over, Siward 
learns that his own young son has died honorably in battle, at the hands of Macbeth, 
and observes that 11his knell is knolled .. (5.8.50), but ironically, Macbeth, who had orig
inally ordered a bell to summon him to his drink and to murder, has no knell knoll for 
him at the end, and drink finally brings him to oblivion. 

The drunken Porter's scene, while it may provide the actor time to change and clean up 
after the murder, while it may contain topical allusions, and while it may provide comic relief, 
contrast, a "safety valve," a moral framework, and any other number of mechanical functions 
and linkages, ultimately relates directly to the Macbeths and several significant motifs
"nose-painting, sleep, urine,'' and the ambivalent nature of desire-which are developed 
more fully throughout the play in connection with the Macbeths. 

University of Texas-EI Paso 

Notes 

1. Because Macbeth uses the singular fonn, "drink,· one may assume that he Intends to have 
just one drink, but drinkers always talk in terms of •a drink. • 

2. According to the OED, a posset is a "drink composed of hot milk curdled with ale, wine, or 
other liquor, often with sugar, spices, or other ingredients. • A number of references to milk 
exist in the play. Lady Macbeth fears that her husband's nature is "too full o' the milk of 
human kindness" (1.5.17); she prays that the spirits that tend on mortal thoughts will come 
to her breasts and "take my milk for gall" (1.5. 48); she knows how •tender 'tis to love the 
babe that milks me• (1.7.56); and Malcolm wishes that he could •pour the sweet milk of con
cord into hell" (4.3.99). Possets are usually taken at night to help one sleep better, and in 
this reference sleep, milk, and wine all come together. 

3. Several references to Macbeth's addled brain appear elsewhere. Earlier, Macbeth apologizes 
to Banquo for not paying attention to what Banquo was saying: •my dull brain was wrought I 
With things forgotten• (1.3.151-2), and Lady Macbeth admonishes him not to "think so brain
sickly of things• (2.2.49). Are his mental problems the result of excessive consumption of alco
hol, which is known to occur in heavy drinkers, also known as •wet brained"? Lady Macbeth's 
mental troubles we well know too. Macbeth asks the doctor if he can not minister to her "mind 
diseased, • if he can not raze out the •troubles of the brain, • and, still thinking in terms of a nar
cotic, cleanse with an "oblivious antidote• the "perilous stuff" from her heart (5.3.41-7). Of 
course guilt exists at the bottom of both's mental states, but is it possible that their emotional 
condition is exacerbated by the mentally debilitating effects of alcohol? 

4. Bevington points out that to gild is to "coat, as if with a thin layer of gold" and •gold was ordi
narily spoken of as red" (1232). 
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OPHELIA AS IAGO 

by K. E. Duffin 

My fatally-damaged twin, my craniophagus 
disaster, I address you sideways, like a cautious 
crustacean, while the city that bred you and your gangs 
still seethes on ocean's knife-edge horizon. 

With your dissonant tambourines and feral glances, 
looming at a polar tangent to the pigeon fancier's 
roof, eyes sleepy with that familiar rabies 
glimmer of a smile, voted most beautiful of babies 

in your vanished sepia carriage and pointy hat
Mamaaaal!!-lost again in every sunset's 

hematoma. "Better to die at birth, .. 
you would say, "than outlive your mother." It tastes of dirt. 

Building now to your Gotterdammerung howls. 
The scorch marks where we stood like frightened dolls. 
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SHAKESPEARE ON STAGE IN PRE-WAR GERMANY: 

FROM THE MEMOIRS OF FRITZ KORTNER 

by Neil Blackadder 

[Fritz Kortner (1892-1970) was one of the most prominent German actors of the 1920s, 
especially due to his performances in high-profile productions of Shakespeare's plays. 
In the following excerpts from his 1959 autobiography, Kortner recalls his involvement 
with Shakespeare first as a spectator, then as an actor in the politically turbulent cli
mate of the Weimar Republic. 1 

Born Nathan Kohn in Vienna, Kortner made his name as an actor in Berlin soon 
after the end of World War I, playing leads in Shakespeare as early as 1920. When 
Hitler seized power early in 1933, Kortner went into exile, first in England, then the US. 
Many of his relatives and former colleagues perished under the Nazis, yet Kortner was 
unusually willing to return to Germany after the war, and did so in 1947. During the 
1950s and '60s he established himself as one of German-language theatre's most 
highly regarded and influential directors. 

Kortners passion for the theatre began at fifteen when he saw his first perform
ance at the Burgtheater in Vienna, with Josef Kainz playing the lead in Schiller s The 
Robbers. But it was a 1910 touring production of Hamlet by Max Reinhardts company 
that opened the teenage Kortners eyes to theatre's full potential, and to the directors 
role as a creative force. Kortner s recollection of that production is triggered by a return 
visit to Vienna in the 1950s.) 

There rose to the surface of my memory the guest performances given in this 
• • • very theatre by Reinhardt's company. First I remembered Camilla 
Eibenschutz, although I have no idea whether she was any good as Ophelia. What I 
do know is that I found her enchanting, and that it seemed to me doubly tragic for 
[Alexander] Moissi's Hamlet that he could not take this Ophelia in his arms and fully 
give himself up to passion. That would have taken the play in a different direction, but 
my sixteen-year-old's wish to see love triumph would not restrain itself even for Hamlet. 
The mere fact that she was blonde brightened my spirits after they had been so dark
ened by Lilith [Kortner's teenage girlfriend]. This was the first time I understood about 
blondes; my susceptibility to women on stage began. Mizzi Gunther, the merry widow 
[in Franz Lahar's 1905 operetta], and Camilla Eibenschutz, the sad bride-both con
tributed to that. 

As I think back over the decades to my experience of that production of Hamlet, 
which at first I remember in only the vaguest of terms, I also feel something warm and 
physical. This is due not only to the appeal of the young female character who aroused 
that feeling, but also to Reinhardt's sensuously intoxicating theatrical world. 

Until the curtain went up, I had believed that the play Hamlet was merely an anti
quated vehicle for a glorious protagonist, for the dazzling gifts of a genius such as 
Kainz. Reinhardt's production appealed directly to my senses and soon I was absorb
ing it in a state of tension. In the course of that memorable evening I recognized the 
full magnitude of the work, and understood that the other characters do not simply 
serve as an accompaniment for the hero, but like him are living creatures who come 
into conflict with him, whose interests become tragically and guihily entangled with his 
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and lead perforce to the bloody ending. 
I also knew, after the evening provided for me by Reinhardt, that theatre does not 

rely on a non-existent number of acting geniuses, but that the breath of life can also 
be blown into the characters by the director. 

Now why did it require Max Reinhardt to open my eyes to this? After all, I was not 
entirely dependent on the Burgtheate(s productions of the classics. I had also read the 
scripts. But neither Shakespeare's plays nor other classics fully revealed themselves 
to me when I read them. No play did. At sixteen I did not know how to read-that is, I 
could not transpose what I saw on the page into an imagined performance. My imagi
nation and my intellect were still sleeping. I was not a bright boy. I was still relying fully 
on the theatre to transform the written into the visible and audible. The Burgtheater car
ried this task out poorly, and so I considered the classics antiquated-which is exactly 
what that company's productions were during my youth. Yet, because at their best 
moments Kainz and a few other actors roused and enraptured me, I attributed all my 
epiphanies to them and nothing to the play. That is how stupid I was-a dozy boy! In 
my childhood everyone-except my father-thought me backward. But I was only con
fused, not really backward. 

And later, in the course of my career, my "intellect" would be denounced by those 
mystics of hazy art who wanted to eradicate reason as inimical to and subversive of 
art. 

Reinhardt was able to dispense with the genius of a Kainz in his staging of Hamlet. 
The fact that Moissi possessed neither the intellectual stature nor the electricity of 
Josef Kainz was barely perceptible as a lack because the people and the events 
around Hamlet moved into the foreground with greater vividness than before, so that 
some of the burden was taken from the actor playing Hamlet. Moissi, that passionate
ly cheered and much abused favorite of the Berlin public, was the delightfully ringing 
instrument on which Reinhardt played. Moissi was no pioneer, unlike Kainz, who 
already at that time was in poor health, and in whose marathon-runne(s tracks he 
strolled in an elegiacally slow, melancholy and dreamy manner, at times even childish
ly thoughtful, falling behind like "Hans the Dreamer, a and not like someone who had 
been struggling away at his Hamlet for the whole of his short life. 

JJ1J 

[Kortner later writes about Paul Wegener's performance as Reinhardts Claudius, 
which for him embodied an insufficiently nuanced approach to character portrayal.] 

Just how far I subsequently distanced myself from the Reinhardt/Wegener inter
pretation did not become altogether clear to me until 1957-almost a half-century 
later-when I directed Hamlet in Berlin. I tried hard to fully eliminate the memories that 
Martin Held, Claudius in my production, still carried with him of Wegener's perform
ance, namely of a purely diabolical and despicable force resistant to any opposition. 
The interplay of different drives going on inside every human being must be recogniz
ably depicted. 

First as an actor, today as a director, I have worked on this struggle among the 
impulses inside a single person. It goes without saying that there is a priori no balance 
of power in favor of one drive or the other. As it applies to acting, what this means is 
that neither good nor evil possesses a single face for itself alone. The davit's grimace 
is not a human face, and neither is the face of an angel. Just as in sport the scoreboard 
indicates the progress of the contest, so must the state of the competition between the 
drives be readable on the acto(s face. The constantly changing expression reflects the 
variable state of the inner struggle. If the face does not give away anything about that 
duel, if it offers only good or evil, it means the struggle between the impulses inside is 
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not being dealt with. Black-and-white or good-and-evil theatre is a theatre of false 
statements. It distances good from itself by denying it the shadow of evil; it distances 
evil from itself by preventing any indication of the brightening that the good leaves 
behind it even in defeat. Martin Held, that truly unusual actor in those lean years for 
theatre, carried all that through to completion in language and facial expression, 
whereas Wegener's Claudius was despicable like a caricature, even if his often subtle 
and intelligent diction did hint at the inner conflict. 

[Reinhardt s touring company also presented The Merchant of Venice, in a produc
tion that in retrospect strikes Kortner as sociologically naive. Rudolf Schildkraut played 
Shylock.] 

(Schildkraut] was an underdeveloped giant with protruding goiter-like eyes and a 
square, intimidatingly stocky body. In spite of his small size, he came across as colos
sal and exotic, just as Wegener pretended to be. He made the audience smile with the 
unwaveringly comical stupidity of his grave-digger in Hamlet. 

How thoroughly shaken I was a few evenings later by his Shylock, which I still had 
not forgotten when I played the role myself, very differently. As portrayed by this 
Levantine Ur-Jew, Shylock was devoid of any evil. He patiently suffered the injustice 
inflicted upon him until it had become unbearable and Schildkraut exploded in a way 
that was terrifying. The brute force and wild passion of his performance, the like of 
which had never previously been experienced in Vienna, remains a monument of the 
art of acting, in comparison with which more recent attempts at Shylock-and my own 
belongs to the past now too-appear positively decorous. 

Considered from the vantage point of today, the whole of Reinhardt's production 
was socially uncritical. All the characters were enchanting, funny, high-spirited, charm
ing, and melancholic, except Shylock, who was a sad, unfortunate, but also heart
warming special case. Today we know better. It is worse. None of them is much better 
than any other. Penniless Bassanio is prepared unhesitatingly to marry a woman he is 
not acquainted with, about whom he knows only that she is "rich and beautiful." Avarice 
and unrestrained and thieving zest for life make the Venetians rob Shylock of his 
daughter and his ducats. They call him ausurer," and they blithely, charmingly benefit 
from the outrage that in those days the people of the Bible were forbidden to make 
money by any means other than this business which made them the objects of hatred. 
It is this intolerance toward the Jews that makes Shylock into Shylock. His darkness 
spreads terror. Those who are spoiled by life, on the other hand, are not called to 
account for their crimes, which they cover up through lively, infectious cheerfulness. 
There was a lot of delightful dance in the production, but the dance around the Golden 
Calf, the play's real theme-that was not staged by Reinhardt. He overlooked it, yet it 
can no longer be overlooked. It rules and threatens our life. 

Bi) 

[In a later chapter, Kortner recounts his work in Berlin with some of the leading 
directors of the Weimar era, including Leopold Jessner, whose style was and is asso
ciated more than anyone else's with Expressionism. Jessner directed Kortner in the 
leads of Richard Ill in 1920, Othello in 1921, and Macbeth in 1922. (Hanna is the 
actress Johanna Hofer, whom Kortner married in 1924.)] 

There was generosity and at the same time self-interest in Jessners willingness 
to have me collaborate on the preparations for his productions, thus granting my fledg
ling directing talent an anonymous right of participation. 

For Richard Ill, Jessner had accepted the basic conception I had of the play. 
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Already as a boy I had always imagined a glorious career as an ascent up many stair
cases-up and up into dizzy heights. And falling from on high was a childhood night
mare. So for the first time I sketched a set, helped-since I could not draw in perspec
tive-by Erich Engel, who had in the meantime come to Berlin to direct. Richard's suc
cess and demise would play out on the up and down of the steps. At a furious pace, 
speaking at a gallop and trampling down pangs of conscience as well as other people 
and all obstacles, Richard forced his way up to power. Every line contained this long
term goal. The costumes did not evoke a particular time, nor did the set suggest the 
atmosphere of the period. Everything was subordinated to the longing for power. 
Jessner was a master of contraction, of cutting back, of succinctly conveying meaning. 
The shape of sentences rolled along the one-way street without delay and without 
detour. Those parts of the play that went against this were cut. We rehearsed without 
breaks, and after working on stage with the actors I even continued night after night in 
my apartment! When we celebrated together after the premiere, I fell asleep exhaust
ed on my couch, and apparently my knees kept executing in my sleep the movements 
with which I had suggested Richard's panicked wish to ride away on stage when he 
screamed 11A horse, a horseln 

11May they see you with my eyes and hear you with my ears, 11 my mother had writ
ten in a telegram to me before that premiere, and it seemed as if her wish had been 
fulfilled. My memory of that evening lacks details; I recall only the sense of something 
roaring like a hurricane, and Hanna watching from the wings. Her eyes followed me 
through every scene. She was Lady Anne. The blistering pace was not her style. With 
a frightened gaze she watched each of her hurriedly spoken lines leave her lips. But I 
was on an important raid on that red-hot evening: Richard too proved himself to be a 
successful suitor. 

Both [Wedekind's] The Marquis of Keith and Richard Ill had become showpieces 
of Expressionist theatre. Shakespeare's Macbeth is of a different species. I sensed 
that, and did not want the steps or the harsh lighting or the sharp outlines for this fog
bound play. But Jessner would not give up the staircases. They represented his world
view, he had explained in an interview, and now he must stand by them and I must 
climb about on them. Jessner, upset by rumors about my influence on the direction, 
shut himself off from me. All we were doing was copying our earlier work-and failing. 
I had been forging ahead with wide blinkers on, but suddenly I paused. Gradually it 
dawned on me that what Expressionism swept away needed to be there in Macbeth, 
that there lie behind the lines of this play, in the half-light, things that have to be 
grasped. Richard and also Keith moved wildly forward and left behind them anything 
that got in their way, including the other characters. Macbeth is made of different stuff. 
Everything around him lives and encircles him. He is entangled and imprisoned; he 
tries to grope his way out of the mists and the temptation and hopelessly loses his way. 
As it turned out I never played the role again. I would have liked to have given it anoth
er try. I learned a great deal from our failure back then. If I wanted to make good on 
the lead I had gained through my insights into acting technique, I would have to go 
back to basics. Language cannot be an end in itself. Its reproduction on stage must 
serve to complete the expression of the author's ideas-just as happened earlier in his 
mind. What has to be presented is the meeting between the time in which the play 
came into being, the time in which it is set, and our time, whose light illuminates the 
material and separates what is still alive from what has died off. That process yields 
the life and also the style of the production, which can never be allowed to degenerate 
into thoughtless mannerism. 

Those few sentences encompass a process of gradual comprehension which con
tinued for years and still has not ended today. During the earliest years of that process, 
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Hitler and Ludendorff were trying to bring down both the Bavarian and the national gov
ernments. The putsch was suppressed, and Hitler, comfortably ensconced in prison, 
wrote Mein Kampl My Othello was conceived in the shadow of my repulsion at Hitler's 
machinations and of my turning away from Expressionism, in the light of my incipient 
new approach. I won even Jessner over to a moving and not overpowering style, and 
we reestablished our mutual understanding. Hanna was Desdemona. We played 
Othello's arrival in Cyprus standing next to one another, without touching, without look
ing at each other. As her murderer I was tender; I carried her dead body in my arms, 
laid her in my lap and died in that position. 

EO 

[Kortner continues to intersperse his recollections of his own career with evoca
tions of the gradually deteriorating political climate during the Weimar era. (Friedrich 
Ebert was the Republids first President, from 1919 until his death in 1925; Walter 
Rathenau was initially minister of reconstruction.)] 

When the huge sums for reparations were first named in the papers, I read them 
out loud in a state of shock to Ernst Deutsch, who at that time was already earning 
good money in films. He said: uEbert's going to have to make a lot of movies ... I laughed 
and thought no more about it, until years later when the right-wing radicals' cry of 
.. appeasement .. made me fearfully sit up and take notice. What had happened? The 
London Ultimatum had compelled Germany to accept demands for reparations that 
until now had been declared unrealizable. Rathenau, who in the mean time had 
become foreign minister, must attempt to meet them. Rathenau was Jewish. 

When Jessner, who was by instinct a conformist, conceived the unfortunate plan 
of producing Grabbe's Napoleon, I refused to play the title role. The play's glorification 
of Bluecher seemed to me too extremely opposed to the anti-militaristic efforts of the 
centre and the left. This led to a bitter disagreement between Jessner and myself. I 
stood firm. Another star, already growing somewhat dim, Hartau, was used as a stop
gap. 

Soon after the premiere, Rathenau was shot dead by hired assassins. On the 
evening of that dark day Jessner sneaked into the theatre and cut the Blucher scene. 

Now I had pricked up my ears. 
[ ... ) 

Hitler was released from prison early: a huge boost for the National Socialists and 
a warning to the centre and the left. We had confidently believed that the forms of gov
ernment handed down to us were strong enough to protect our generation from catas
trophes, but that faith was withering. Out of fear of further awful experiences like those 
lived through in the First World War, people who had been impoverished by inflation 
banded together with others who were also scared. People felt stronger in packs; 
together they felt less fear. Such herd-like, anxious coming-together gave rise within a 
few years to a collective spirit with the morose impatience of a horde. The built-up 
energies seeking a coup were pressing for radical solutions. Some looked for them in 
the organizations on the left, others in the extreme right. The centre stood between 
them bleating with fear. 

EO 

[In 1927, Kortner clashed with a third prominent Weimar-era director, Jurgen 
Fehling, over a production of The Merchant mounted against the backdrop of the 
Nazis anti-semitic agitation. (Paul von Hindenburg had led the German army in World 
War I, and in 1925 he succeeded Ebert as President; Gustav Stresemann was first 
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chancellor then foreign minister between 1923 and his death in 1929.)] 
Soon I was playing Shylock under Fehling's direction. I had already played this 

role in a few productions-including one unsuccessfully directed by [Berthold] Viertel
but it was only in Fehling's at the Staatstheater that my performance of Shylock 
matured. This was the first and only time that Fehling and I worked together. He want
ed to represent Shylock as more benevolent than he actually is (not unlike Reinhardt, 
under whose direction I had earlier played the role in Vienna right after doing 
[Schiller's] Kaba/e und Liebe). 

The Shylock rehearsals in Berlin proceeded less politely than those in Vienna. 
Fehling exploded often and eagerly, and I too did not hold back. His conception of 
Shylock did not work for me at all, and mine incensed him. No doubt Fehling had the 
very laudable intention of giving no sustenance to the anti-semitism that was already 
swirling around us. But I was itching to play a Shylock who because he is treated inhu
manely by the Christian environment degenerates into inhumanity. Fehling shied away 
from thus exposing Shylock's tormentors, none of whom is a true Christian. As an 
Aryan with one anomalous grandmother, he wanted to even things out, to present the 
tragedy of the individual without presenting the principal meaning that goes beyond 
that individual case. As an unadulterated Jew, I wanted revenge, the unmasking of un
Christian hatred, the demonstration of a rotten morality beneath intoxicating color and 
lightheartedness. Fehling and I got each other more and more worked up through our 
opposition. Elisabeth Bergner as Portia got the worst of it. In the end Fehling met me 
halfway. My Shylock, unwilling to show mercy or to make concessions, won a great vic
tory. And the Sturmer fumed. Heine, however, had written: 

Originally, perhaps, Shakespeare wanted to please the mob by repre
senting a werewolf at bay, a hated creature of fable that craves blood, 
pays for that yearning with daughter and ducats, and is then laughed to 
scorn for his pains. But the genius of the poet, the world spirit informing 
and controlling him, is stronger, always, than his own will; and so it came 
to pass that in Shylock he presented-despite glaring elements of cari
cature-the justification of an unfortunate sect which Providence, from 
inscrutable motives, loaded with the hatred of the lower and the higher 
mob, and which was not invariably inclined to requite this hatred with 
love.2 

But what am I saying? Shakespeare's genius also rises above the 
petty quarrel of two religious parties, and in fact his drama shows us nei
ther Jews nor Christians but oppressors and oppressed, and the madly 
agonized exultation of the latter when they can repay their arrogant tor
mentors with interest for insults inflicted. There is not a trace of religious 
differences in this play: in Shylock, Shakespeare shows nothing but a 
man bidden by nature to hate his foe-just as in Antonio and his friends 
he surely does not depict disciples of that Divine doctrine which bids us 
love our enemies.a 

The Merchant of Venice seemed frighteningly relevant. Its applicability to the racially 
oriented Fascism that was forcing its way to power electrified friend and foe alike. 

During Ebert's time in office, the Allies had passed a resolution to withdraw from 
the Ruhrgebiet, but they did not implement the plan until a year later; by then, 
Hindenburg had become president, so that he got credit for this considerable success. 
Hindenburg's massive, crudely chiselled, monument-like physique was now dressed in 
presidential civilian clothes, but in a commanding manner that emphasized a royal 
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bearing moderated by bourgeois values. He radiated unobtrusively sovereign-like 
steadfastness, unwavering dependability, and incorruptible selflessness. The startled 
middle classes, in search of someone worthy of their trust, felt themselves powerfully 
drawn to this figure who seemed to promise them protection. 

Unfortunately it turned out later that his interior did not contain what his exterior 
promised. The majority of the German people had given this man a mandate to render 
Hitler harmless; instead, vacillating and maliciously advised, he prepared the way for 
him. Yet in the first year of his presidency he allayed the fears of the centre and the left 
in Germany and of foreign countries, by not obstructing the policy of fulfilment that 
Stresemann had introduced. Many who had voted against him now swung toward him. 
Was he acting out of conviction? Or was he, in the weakness of old age, allowing the 
more strong-willed Stresemann to get his way? 

At some social gathering or other State Secretary MeiBner told me that the 
President had once attended a full quarter of an hour of a performance of [Schiller's] 
Wallenstein. But at that point he had nodded off and had to be put to bed. 

His predecessor, President Ebert, had on one occasion also wished to attend a 
performance at the Staatstheater. The official on duty refused to open up the royal box, 
which in the republic was at the disposal of the head of state. As the performance was 
due to start, Jessner came to my dressing-room where I was getting ready to play 
Richard Ill. He was desperate, for the President was standing waiting outside the 
locked box. The official who was showing such loyalty to the Kaiser had at first brazen
ly refused to open the door, but then, having become more fearful, he claimed to have 
lost the key. I declared categorically that I would not go on stage if the box remained 
locked to the President. Jessner, who shrank from any resolute action, turned pale 
before this one too. The key was found. The president sat in his box; I assured myself 
of this by looking through the hole in the curtain. The performance could begin. 
Liberalism had gained one more pyrrhic victory. The theatre's staff, however, hated me. 
Later the incident was exploited as proof of Jewish hegemony. 

[Kortner further describes how political developments did and did not impinge on 
Berlin theatre, especially from the late 1920s on. (Alfred Hugenberg was an influential 
right-wing politician, from 1928 leader of the Deutschnationale Volkspartei.)] 

The DNVP and other right-wing groups, among them the Stahlhelm, teamed up 
with Hitler to form the Harzburg Front. That was when the first cracks began to appear 
in the defensive wall. Berliners on the streets seemed intimidated by the formidable 
alliance; they began silently to draw their own conclusions. Any derisive comments 
were whispered. Only theatregoers remained immune to such influences-as if in a 
darkened auditorium one could, without being observed, abandon oneself even to 
racially alien actors in plays frowned upon by National Socialism and staged by direc
tors who opposed Hitler. And if they got carried away by the performance, the Berlin 
audience forgot about their caution at the end and clapped just like they used to. I was 
at that time again working at the Staatstheater. The staff, encouraged by Hitler's merg
er with Hugenberg, were becoming rebellious. In the green room, quite a few conver
sations came to a stop when I entered. Among the actors there were some who desert
ed to join the National Socialists. But although all this was disturbing, soon we were 
once again engrossed in our work. 

g) 

[By 1929, Kortner had, as a successful and prominent Jew, become one of the pri
mary targets for the rights anti-semitic attacks. It is in that context that he returns to his 
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experience playing Shylock in Fehling s production. That autumn, a rival actor accused 
Kortner of having raped his wife, and people readily believed his tale: as Kortner writes, 
aThere were many who bore malice in those hate-poisoned times, and they pounced 
on a story that was welcome to them and unscrupulously exploited it. a The allegation 
became common knowledge among Kortner's colleagues and the theatre-going pub
lic.] 

The company included a famous actor who was also an enthusiastic party-mem
ber, and he suggested to the cast that they report me to the public prosecutor and 
refuse to appear with me on stage. The other actors hesitated. People were afraid 
there would be demonstrations by the Nazis, and the management took it upon them
selves to suggest that I cancel the next performance of The Merchant of Venice, which 
was still in our repertoire. Jessner advised me to emigrate. In defiance of an the warn
ings, I insisted on performing. I felt that not doing so would amount to a capitulation 
and an admission of guilt. 

There was a chill in the air backstage before curtain. Some of the actors snubbed 
me. All I was hoping for was that the evening would pass without demonstrations. It 
turned out differently. On my very first appearance I was greeted with the kind of storm 
of applause an audience might grant to a favorite actor celebrating fifty years on stage. 
The clapping and cheering lasted for several marvellously gratifying minutes. This 
must be how a surrounded warrior feels when an allied army comes to his aid. The 
threat of legal proceedings melted in the heat of the repeated rounds of applause, and 
even the management took my side again. The audience-members required no detec
tive's proof of my innocence, no refutation of the charge. They demonstrated on behalf 
of the hunted; they protested against the attempt at political extortion. The public 
declared its support for someone who was being hounded, and refused to take part in 
the hunt. The applause was a protest against an organized shoot and against those 
who were beating out the prey-it was a political applause. 

[It soon became clear that there was no basis whatsoever for the allegation 
against Kortner, and his accuser publicly apologized. That rival, whom Kortner refers 
to with the pseudonym Kunz, was Veit Harlan, who became successful as a film direc
tor in the Third Reich, not least for the scurrilously and effectively anti-semitic Jud 
Suss.] 

Bf) 

[In the tense final years of the Weimar Republic, touring provided Kortner with an 
opportunity to experience the quite different climate in other countries.] 

Starting many years earlier, I had nurtured the wish to direct a film. Yet it was only 
when people began to shy away from showing my face on the screen that I was 
entrusted with the director's role. The name was still attractive, but my face had already 
become "racially alien." I started being passed over for stage roles, though at first this 
boycott was disguised. Jessner could no longer hold on to his appointment; he had to 
give it up. Enterprising impresarios counted on my name recognition and organized an 
overseas tour. Two plays were sent on the journey to the northern countries: The 
Patriot [by Alfred Neumann] and The Merchant of Venice. 

We started out in Copenhagen. The impartial hospitality, which was straightfor
wardly heartfelt rather than presenting itself as comforting philosemitism, allowed me 
to breathe more easily. We played to full houses, and the applause reminded me of 
home. It was not like in Berlin; none of the reviews showed even a trace of the hostil
ity with which a segment of the Berlin press had on principle persecuted the likes of 
us. On the second evening the German embassy even presented me with a laurel 
wreath on whose ribbon was written: 'To the great pioneer of German art." And the 
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German flag fluttered on top of the theatre building in honor of my guest performance. 
Did this homage mean that the envoy, my host, was dissociating himself from Hitler 
ante portas? 

Then we travelled to Oslo. When our train, arriving from Sweden, came into the 
main station, there were hundreds of students standing on the platform with caps and 
ribbons. Out of habit I got frightened. But someone explained to me that the young 
people had come in order to greet me. 

The Norwegians are such a nordic people that they did not need any more of the 
north and were pleased to have me. What had happened in Copenhagen repeated 
itself in Oslo, except that there was more laughter and less restraint. In the land where 
the day and the night are the same, nighttime was treated as if it was daytime. I redis
covered a liveliness that had long since crept into hiding. I had found my way into the 
magnificent house of some patron who threw one party after another. We began living 
it up in the morning, took a break for the performance, and then carried on. We laughed 
into the early hours. 

BIJ 

[On January 30 1933, Hindenburg appointed Hitler Chancellor. As it happened, 
Kortner was due to leave Berlin the very next day on another tour.] 

I did not return home until December 21, 1947. 
The second guest performance in Copenhagen saw no resumption of that light

hearted mood. Flyers disparaging me were distributed, produced by the quickly 
spreading German Nazi branches. The Copenhagen police considered it necessary to 
provide me with protection on my way in to the theatre, where armed police officers 
had also been placed in all sections of the auditorium. The performance, in the pres
ence of the king, went off without any disturbance. We once again performed The 
Merchant of Venice. The forceful applause for me at beginning and end was also an 
anti-Nazi demonstration, in which the king energetically participated. -This time there 
was no wreath and no ribbon and no inscription. -We completed our engagements in 
the remaining countries accompanied by the same precautionary measures and final
ly came to Kaunas, the capital of Lithuania, a city with a substantial Jewish population. 
Ticket sales were, in contrast to the cities we had previously visited, unexpectedly very 
poor. It turned out that the Jewish residents had called for a boycott against me, the 
"German Hitler-Actor." As a countermeasure, my impresario had placards with the 
announcement "Kortner is Jewish and his company Austrian" carried through the 
streets. In the evening the theatre was full. 

$0 

[From 1937 until after the war, Kortner lived in the United States. When he first 
arrived in New York, he was met by Rolf Niimberg, who had been a theatre critic in 
Berlin.) 

We got into a taxi; I had long imagined my first sight of the city, and now it could 
begin. 1 had settled myself into my seat so that I could comfortably look out of the win
dow, when the ex-critic said: "Do you know that Werner Krauss is playing Richard Ill in 
Berlin?" 

That hit home! I hadn't known! My Richard! That's how egocentric my relationship 
to the role was. And moreover this intrusion on my rights, which is how I foolishly 
thought of it, was taking place in the same theatre as our acclaimed production. My will 
to embrace change, so necessary on arriving in what was for me a new continent, 
dried up. Then Nurnberg showed me the program, which someone had sent him, and 
the reviews. I knew all the names, and I read until the car came to a halt. We had 
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arrived at the hotel without my having taken one look out at the streets that I had been 
so eager to see. 

[Krauss was one of the (non-Jewish) actors who continued to work in Germany 
after Hitler seized power; he features in Harlarls Jud Suss. As Kortner writes, Krauss 
It supported Hitlers anti-semitism with his own by putting his great artistry at the dispos
al of that monsters craze for extermination. a] 

[Elsewhere Kortner considers history as depicted in Shakespeare's plays in rela
tion to history as he personally experienced it.] 

Although in the course of my career I played both oppressors and the oppressed, 
I was considered a revolutionary. I actually did not deserve that designation, since jus
tice, for which I have even put my position on the line, is a human rather than a politi
cal motive. My revolutionary impulses had no medium other than the stage, which 
swallowed them up. I suffered the stage death of a rabble-rouser and the assassina
tion of a czar. Both brought me a good deal of recognition and money. With what I 
earned for being oppressor and oppressed I bought myself quite a lot of luxury. In life 
I was, I believe, what we call openhanded, though in the face of countless other raised 
hands mine could be clenched into fists. 

In America it was different. The stage was cut off from me, and I switched to other 
fields of action. My political energies lay dormant, but now they began to follow with 
growing passion Roosevelt's politics of social evolution. In the great historical epoch 
that exile had become for me, the drama that was taking place before our eyes, the 
drama of the power struggles among those who feel authorized to preserve or to top
ple our prevailing order, seemed so breathtaking that the stage and its dramatic litera
ture struck me as thin and pale by comparison. How boring anything depicted was 
compared to the roiling drama of the times we were directly caught up in. During the 
preceding period, people had complained about a dearth of subject matter; the current 
era seemed eventful enough to provide dramatic material for the next few centuries. 
And yet for the time being it was still too hot to handle. The generation that escapes 
the reach of that heat will have to gain a distance of several years before they will be 
able to take hold dramatically of our times without burning their fingers. In the past, I 
had never really picked up on those points in Shakespeare when a king, prince or cit
izen has to flee "to France.'' Such moments would just be played and directed over: the 
refugee appeared in a different costume and a different set and carried on performing. 
Now I know what flight, exile, fear of life, and fear for one's life mean. Those 
Shakespearean battles, which always seemed to go on so long and felt like they inter
fered with the production, now became close to reality. The warriors in those scenes 
were the spitting image of the exhausted, dying soldiers who fell in our battles, and 
could absolutely be depicted as such. 

We had believed that Richard Ill's or Macbeth's seizure of power or the fighting 
over Julius Caesar left behind too many dead for our modem feelings. We have 
learned. 

The previously unseen substance of such plays cannot be represented with the 
old staging techniques. The terror of war that we all share will not allow for any false
ly animated commotion of words and fighting. Past events and the threat of further hor
rors must take an actor's voice away. The still vivid memories of Stalingrad weigh heav
ily on today's depiction of the battle at Philippi in Julius Caesar. 
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[During the decade and a half Kortner spent in exile, he missed Germany and 
longed to return.] 

The destruction of German cities pained me as did Hitler's victories. I had groaned 
under the strain of this conflict until Hitler bit the dust. As Richmond says on the death 
of Richard Ill, "The bloody dog is dead." 

[In contrast to many other exiles, Kortner went back to Germany as soon as he 
could. Between 1949 and his death in 1970, Kortner directed productions of forty plays, 
including a dozen by Shakespeare.] 

Knox College 
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THE NARRATIVE OF JOAN OF ARC AND SHAKESPEARE'S MOTIVES 

IN HENRY V 

by Peter J. Sorensen 

Let us grant at the outset that while the primary motive for Shakespeare's writing and 
producing his Henry Vwas the gate receipts or patronage that legitimate actors and 

writers sought. Yet another motive, fraught with political, social and even religious 
implications, is the effect on English culture of the life of Joan of Arc, France's most cel
ebrated and best known hero. The narratives of Joan's life, and more precisely the 
records of her interrogation and death, reveal her saintly status long before she was 
formally elevated to sainthood., In some respects Shakespeare's heroic Henry V---a 
sort of secular saint-has more in common with the visionary Joan than with the his
torical Henry. In fact, just as Joan ascends symbolically in the smoke of her fiery sac
rifice, forever immortalizing her, Shakespeare transfigures the historical Henry V, giv
ing immortality to the living Harry, not unlike the immortalized fair friend in Sonnet 18. 
Let us first consider the narrative of Joan's heroic action, followed by a consideration 
of Shakespeare's Henry V as a counterbalance to the uncanny rise to fame of Joan. 

Teaching Shaw's delightful play St Joan triggers in one the belated recognition that, as 
a tourist in France, one might actually walk (unwittingly) on the grounds of Compiegne, 
where Joan was captured by the Burgundians. Ignorant, too, of the number of works pub
lished on Joan (over twenty thousand at the Bibliotheque Nationalel2) I myself was over
whelmed until I discovered a delightful, even-handed, and well-written book, Polly Schoyer 
Brooks' Beyond the Myth: The Story of Joan of Atc.3 A good example of Brooks's objectivi
ty is her deft handling of Joan's wearing men's clothing: 11her questioners . . . apparently 
agreed that it was the only sensible solution for a girl planning to lead soldiers to battle"; the 
word .. apparentlt does not close off the debate.4 

Indeed, I can offer the rejoinder that, since Joan's voices sent her into battle, those 
voices apparently dictated her choice of costume, which emulated one of her heaven
ly messengers. The medieval Golden Legend, whose stories of the saints were well
known in Joan's day, reveals that St. Margaret,s one of Joan's saintly voices, was 
admitted to the monastic order when, dressed as a man, she applied for sanctuary
to escape a marriage to one she didn't love. Margaret's virginity is important for appre
ciating Joan; sexual energy, or its potential, is redirected toward religious duty. Joan, 
as the elliptical narrative of her voices' instructions implies, was asked by Margaret to 
make the same vow of chastity. s Joan's virginity was actually tested in Poitiers, for 
vertue (Fr., strength) or virtue is the strength growing out of sexual purity. 

Another sign of Joan's vertue is her sword, found 11behind the altar .. (49). Brooks 
notes that the sword might have been seen when Joan was praying at St. Catherine's 
Chapel, where the sword was retrieved and brought to her later, at her request (48-49). 
The parallels to Arthur's sword Excalibur are suggestive (49)7: the sword is one of the 
signs of kingship, giving Joan yet another token of her sanctity. 

An even more revealing sign is Joan's deference to holy days; during one early 
campaign, she requests that her soldiers observe Ascension Day (held forty days after 
Easter-also called Holy Thursday), which celebrates Christ's heroic ascent into the 
heavens. To sanctify or dedicate her cause to God, Joan interdicts swearing and whor
ing among the troops but is especially adamant that her soldiers not plunder any city 
that Jehovah gave into their hands (see below). Joan further encourages prayer and 
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confession, sanctifying her cause and following the Old Testament tradition of dedicat
ing that cause, or battle, to Jehovah, recalling, through her divine appointment to 
anoint the king of France, the prophet Samuel's anointing of David. (I am not asserting 
that what Joan experienced was actual, but merely that the narrative has the "ring of 
truth" required for its survival in myth and fable.) 

The sword is of course the sign of St. Michael, the male voice among Joan's messen
gers. The Golden Legend presents him as the consummate general, having driven "the 
dragon, i.e., Lucifer and all his followers out of heaven, a battle about which the Book of 
Revelation tells us: 'There was a great battle in heaven. Michael and his angels fought with 
the dragon, and the dragon fought with his angels, and they prevailed not.'"B Yet it must not 
be assumed that only Michael had an interest in Joan's military quest, for Saint Catherine, 
the third of Joan's voices, is remembered in The Golden Legend as speaking boldly to kings, 
rulers, and wise men, confounding them in the same fashion, for example, as did Joan 
before Robert de Baudricourt in Shaw's delightful St. Joan 

ROBERT: ... The more devil you were the better you might fight. That is 
why the goddams will take Orleans. And you cannot stop them, nor ten 
thousand like you. 
JOAN: One thousand like me can stop them. Ten like me can stop them 
with God on our side .... You ... will live to see the day when there will 
not be an English soldier on the soil of France; and there will be but one 
king there: not the feudal English king, but God's French one.s 

Having discovered, through my research assistant, that two Margarets are conflated in the 
cultural consciousness of Catholic France, I used the same strategy in my evaluation of 
Catherine. And, there are indeed two Catherines familiar to Catholics in Joan's day and 
beyond: the first, daughter of King Costus, spoke boldly before Emperor Maxentius, and was 
beheaded for her trouble. A beautiful woman, Catherine died while a voice exclaimed, 
"Come, my beloved, my spouse, see! Heaven's gates are opened to you .... "10 This state
ment immediately precedes the angel's taking "up the body and carried it from that place a 
twenty-days journey to Mount Sinai, where they gave it honorable burial" n-an elliptical dec
laration suggesting Catherine's ascension and transmutation. 

However, another Catholic saint, Catherine of Siena, who lived but a generation before 
Joan, served as an "advisor to religious and civil rulers," helping to end the rift between 
Avignon and the Holy See during the Great Schism. Most remarkable of all, "she is the 
patroness for the prevention of fires"!12 Considering Joan's own dread of fire, it is more than 
odd that her accusers never brought any of these Church-approved examples to bear at 
Joan's trial. Indeed, Joan's voices represent an almost certain vindication of at least the right
ness of her cause, and tie her death, perhaps strongly, to the sort of conditions typical of 
those making covenants with God in ancient times (such as Abraham). 

Another event, however, confirms the French chevaliers' faith in Joan: the battle 
for Patay, in which "only a handful of French were killed," while "two thousand [of the 
English] lay dead."13 I will address this item (among others) in connection with 
Shakespeare's Henry V, but I find the Patay battle equal to the miracle at Agincourt, 
from a narratological standpoint, and as evidence of divine favor, it solidifies the myth
ic power of Joan's experience, while almost forcing Shakespeare to respond in kind. 

One event in particular that most strengthens the narrative of Joan's vertue shocks 
us even in these jaded times. Much was made of Joan's chastity as the crowning fea
ture of her character, even implying invincibility in battle, 14 rather like that Nazarite vow 
that forbid cutting Samson's hair; this suggests that abusing Joan sexually could be 
imagined as the key to destroying her power. When she is chained and in a prison cell 
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after her capture (she had asked to be sheltered in a convent), she consents for a time 
to wear a dress. As Ms. Brooks points out, 11What happened in her cell in the next few 
days remains a mystery,"1s but three days later, she resumed wearing men•s clothing. 
The fear of prison guards may have prompted it, but I think the fear was an event, not 
an abstraction. She was abused sexually-though Brooks suggests that an English lord 
entered her cell and tried to rape her."16 

The narrative pattern of her execution foi'Clbly reminds us of the concrete details sur
rounding the trial and death of Jesus-there is little doubt that Joan•s early biographers 
privileged those aspects of the account that would create just such a resemblance. Of 
course, this simply acknowledges that all historians have narrative agendas, whether 
mimetic or innovative. But surely Joan's recantation out of fear of fire is akin to Jesus•s 
ordeal in Gethsemane in which he implores Yahweh to let the cup of his suffering be 
passed on or taken back. Jesus•s final resolve to carry the burden of martyrdom (not as I 
will but as thou wilt) is echoed in Joan•s declaration to her accusers that she had heard 
voices but was terrified of being burned at the stake and did not understand what recan
tation would do to her as God's messenger: the voices told her she would be damned for 
not heeding them. When Joan went through a trial almost completely motivated by poli
tics, there were troubling irregularities, 17 which of course reflects the irregularities in 
Jesus's trial. Jesus was convicted of blasphemy, and doubUess for undermining the 
Sadducees• uneasy coexistence with Rome, whose puppets both they and the tetrarchs 
were. Joan was betrayed by her people, the Burgundians, people she believed should 
have been French. The Catholic church by default takes on the role of the Sanhedrin, the 
ultimate goal being to ascertain that she was or was not a faithful Catholic. As with the 
Sanhedrin in Roman times, the church had no right to execute those convicted in a church 
court. It was therefore necessary that Joan be considered enough of a political threat to 
justify her being executed by the ••gentiles" (in this case, the English lords). 

In Joan•s via dolorosa, the path leading to the execution, one finds more such paral
lels: ~~surprisingly she was now allowed to be heard in confession and to take commun
ion."1B The Last Supper of Jesus is the prototype for the Christian missa, or cena, at which 
time one communes with Jesus. Cast in the role of Judas is Bishop Cauchon, the inquisi
tor. Not unlike Jesus's acknowledgment that Judas was the one that would betray him, 
Joan declares, aBishop, I die through you."19 The abusive crowd, lining the street, taunts 
Joan as armed guards escort her to the place of execution. The platform on which the 
stake is mounted is higher than the others, a sign lists all the crimes of which she was 
found guilty, and we can see once again the narrative resonance of Joan's chroniclers, for 
Joan prayed one last time, asking that God forgive all those who had condemned her. The 
sop offered Jesus to slake his thirst on the cross is replaced by Joan•s asking for and 
receiving a cross to hold. During her last confession, Joan declared to the priest that "with 
God's help I shall be in paradise."20 Echoing the centurion's declaration that in Jesus they 
had executed the son of a god, is one unnamed Englishman's terror after Joan's death. 
"We are all damned; we have burned a saint "21 And just as Jesus called out to Yahweh, 
quoting the psalms, Joan at first called upon her saints, but with her last breath, she called 
out Jesus' name repeatedly till she was consumed.22 

The fact that Joan was burned as a heretic does not do grave harm to her role as a hero: 
the smoke from her fire rose to heaven as would the smoke from a sacrificed goat or lamb. Its 
parallel is found in Herakles' ascending to the pantheon in the smoke of fire. As with poet 
William Blake's doctrine of seH-annihilation, the refiner's fire burns away the dross, leaving only 
the essence of what occupied an earthly body. So death fails, as it does with Jesus, to lead 
toward the decay of the corpse (an apparent fear Joan had about not being entirely and com
pletely bumed in the fire, but leaving a rotting sheU of a body).23 Jesus rises from the dead 
before his body can decay, and Joan's essence rises in the smoke of her martyrdom. 
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Brooks informs us, as does Shaw's St. Joan, that, almost from the moment of her 
death, all interested parties sought to re-evaluate the flawed work of Cauchon, and, in 
1456, when a Rehabilitation trial took place, Joan was cleared of heresy.24 After that, 
"The cult of Joan as heroine and saint grew and grew among the people. "25 Clearing 
Joan's name roughly coincides historically with the lessening English presence in 
France. Though it required half a millennium, Joan was beatified in 1909, then canon
ized in 1920. Though the ordinance that made her a saint was derived from earthly tri
bunals, the results are cosmic in their grandeur. For to be canonized is to be changed 
in essence, to be a member of the divine family, an intercessor for those who honor 
her and her feast day. While there was apparently no public statement on Joan's mir
acles26 (two of which must be proven to achieve canonization) tacit Church approval 
of both her insistence that saints had spoken frequently to her, and of her miraculous 
military victories is certainly implied, and certainly left no doubt for the millions of pious 
French Catholics, all of whom knew her story from beginning to end. 

The war Joan fought in was instigated by Henry V of England, who, as a descendent 
of Edward Ill, felt that France should never have been lost as an English possession, at least 
that part Henry II gained through marriage to Eleanor of Aquitaine.27 The historical Henry V's 
interests were surely in some measure financial. Harry had succeeded in retaking most of 
northern France, manied the king's daughter, won the crown, and continued his military cam
paigns till he died in 1422 of the illness that had dogged his camp since before Agincourt. 
But Joan's position on England's invasion was, of course, right. England made a futile 
attempt to govern two countries utterly different in temperament. Francs and Anglos had 
each their own language and culture, not to mention an eventually distinct religious heritage, 
unforeseen by anyone except perhaps Joan. She as prophet-warrior foresaw a united 
France, and an end to the dispute over land. She gained in popularity, and as time went by, 
generals were inspired by her shining example of bravery. 

Henry VI, the issue and heir to what his father had won in battle, was also the 
undoing of all that effort. Henry VI, though a pious man, was ineffective at foreign pol
icy, so England slowly relinquished much of what Henry V had won during his ultimate
ly ill-fated campaigns in France. Henry VI had considerable trouble at home, for the 
dukes, the kingmakers, were looking for the main chance. Rivalries between Lancaster 
and York surely began early in Henry VI's reign, for the War of the Roses-the Thirty 
Years War-was the result of Henry's early display of weakness compared to other 
contenders from Lancaster and York, notably Edward IV, Richard Ill, and Henry Tudor, 
afterwards Henry VII. 

Things had started badly for Henry VI. As a political ploy to ward off Joan's continuing 
and growing popularity, the English made plans to crown the king at Reirns cathedral, but 
the local populace were so resentful that the coronation was relocated to Paris. Reirns 
Cathedral was the only place where such a ceremony could be legitimized. Brooks calls the 
event a "fiasco ... a flop; no one had a good word to say about it. 1128 This faux pas could 
only strengthen the French king's, Charles VII's, claim to the throne that Henry V had wrest
ed away from France. The most pathetic result of this weakness was Henry VI's being mur
dered. I cannot stress enough the relative disunity in fifteenth-century England as compared 
with the French banner, to which all true Frenchmen gathered, with Joan as their de facto 
intercessor; and the line of succession for Charles VII as a constant reminder which king God 
had chosen, a king sanctified by Joan's prophetic influence. Holinshed's Chronicle!P (1587), 
a considerable influence on Shakespeare's history plays, declares of Joan's last days, 
before she recanted her hasty and fearful abjuration, that she was "shamefully rejecting her 
sex abominably in acts and apparel ... , and, all damnably faithless, to be a pernicious instru
mennt to hostility and bloodshed in devilish witchcraft and sorcery."30 When later she recant
ed her "confession," saying she had been afraid of the fire, and did not understand her spir-
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itual peril in denying her voices, she paid the ultimate price. Yet Holinshed can only remark, 

But herein (God help us!) she, fully afore possessed of the fiends [fell] 
straightway into her former abominations ... confess[ed] herself a strum
pet .... These matters may very rightfully denounce unto all the world 
her execrable abominations, and well justify the judgment she had and 
the execution she was put to for the sarne.31 

While revisionist historians dispute the reliability of Joan's interrogation transcripts (most 
recently Karen Sullivan),32 it is hard to get past such powerful perceptions among those who 
inherited the traditions of her testimony and the clerics' reactions to it, for it is the populariz
ing of Joan's trial that created such a stir in France and such anxiety in England. I believe 
that matters came to a head during the reigns of Henry VIII and Elizabeth I. Henry, of course, 
for reasons of state, separated his people from the Roman Church; during Elizabeth's reign, 
the Anglican church consolidated its political and religious goals. Bizabeth provided a stable 
reign of some forty years, reversing the attempt of her sister Mary to reinstate Catholicism. 
Bizabeth was a wily pofltician, a very clever thinker, and a power to reckon with. Indeed, the 
defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588 established Britain's commercial trading. But, in reli
gious matters, England was not merely content to have its own church. It began to demo
nize Catholics, especially French Catholics, as that great and abominable church predicted 
in the Revelation of St. John the DMne. After removing the cult of the Virgin Mary from the 
doctrine of the English church, Anglicans saw Bizabeth as a Virgin Queen and the figure
head leader of the British Church. As a result of Elizabeth's stabilizing leadership, England 
enjoyed unprecedented exploration and colonizing, looking ever westward to the little
tapped treasures in the Americas. 

Evidence of England's demonizing Catholics is not far to seek: the poet Edmund 
Spenser sang the praises of this queen, "Gloriana, Queena of Fairie," in the long and con
voluted allegory of his romance epic, The Fairie Queene. In the first book, Spenser exalts 
the Redcrosse Knight, a heroic Templar knight defending his quean's realm, but he demo
nizes French Catholicism in portraying both a dragon who, when killed, spits pro-Catholic 
pamphlets and books, and an evil woman, Duessa, who is spawned by the Catholic magi
cian Archimago. The six books of this complex allegory he created constitute a tour de force, 
as England sought to create its own native tradition of high art.33 As it turns out, however, 
Shakespeare demonizes Catholic France more thoroughly than any other English renais
sance poet, including Marlowe, whose Dr. Faustus boxes the pope's ears, and Webster, who 
often includes a corrupt Catholic cleric in his plays.34 

Among his early plays, Shakespeare's 1 Henry VI attempts, through demonizing, to 
exonerate England from its cruel mistreatment of Joan. Wdh regard to the sources for 1 
Henry Sixth, Herschel Baker emphasizes, "History, which seems to reel from one disaster to 
another, reveals a steady moral purpose because its course is set by God, ... (with] dMne 
justice ... impartially punishing sin and rewarding virtue."35 In 1.1 of 1 Henry VI, Joan of Arc 
e Joan de Pucelle, also called Joan of Aire") is initially treated with surprising diffidence by a 
playwright whose queen, Elizabeth I, is the head of the Anglican church and who, like many 
monarchs to follow, has a genuine fear of French Catholicism. In her first speech, without 
any pretense, Joan declares that the Virgin Mary appeared to her, directing that she "leave 
[her] base vocation I and free my country from calamity." (80-81 ). The Holy Mother thus gives 
Joan a beauty and stature she had not had before. That she is beautiful is a risky, a-histori
cal detail, for even Holinshed writes little of Joan's physical attributes. Yet in Joan's case, 
beauty could be the devil's tool to seduce knights to her cause, for in Sonnet 130, 
Shakespeare implies that excessive praise of beauty is a grievous sin for sonneteers. 

Shakespeare dutifully mentions her sword, one of the signs of kingship (along with the 
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orb and scepter), foreshadowing her role in crowning the dauphin king of France at Reims. 
Ni she crosses swords with Charles as a test, in 1 Henry VI, of God's approval of her, then 
wins the match, the future king compares her to an Amazon, but he immediately qualifies 
that by adding, "[Thou] tightest with the sword of Deborah" (1.2.1 04-1 05). Much as Samson 
of the Old Testament, whose strength was preserved by his not cutting his hair, the maiden 
(/a pucelle) from Domremy takes a Nazarite-like vow of of chastity, reminding us that virtue 
(Middle English vertue) means "strength." The English, under Talbot, are overwhelmed with 
fear. Talbot sums up the problem succinctly: "A witch, by fear, not force, like Hannibal, I 
Drives back our troops and conquers as she lists" (1.521-22). 

The connection between fear and witchcraft is clear, in this case: Joan, dressed in 
armor, behaving as though she were a man, is an unnatural creature. Such creatures 
carry God's curse, for plague follows in their wake. It is impossible to intellectualize 
away something that terrifies a general, a man who deals day to day with the plague 
of war. Because of unreasoning fear, the populace fights against an invisible power like 
the plague (still going strong in Shakespeare's time) by arresting and trying old women 
suspected of infernal magic. Any such unreasoning solution to fears now is properly 
called a "witch hunt.••se Because of the fear she spreads, Joan becomes "unnatural"; 
she is presumed guilty and must be tried and put to death. 

This treatment by Shakespeare of Joan's story is interesting because of its timeliness. 
It is Shakespeare's first play, its first performance dated 1592. Of all possible subjects to 
interest Elizabeth I, the most dear might have been the successful early reign of Henry VI, a 
devout Christian, over both France and England, as well as the end of the career of the 
Maiden, Joan, whose influence seemed to grow despite her death, and whose status 
Edmund Spenser hoped to diminish by countering with a native English Saint, Gloriana, 
defended by the true and faithful knight Redcrosse. No one with Shakespeare's command 
of history and politics could have ignored that in 1558, the year Elizabeth acceded to the 
British throne, the English ceded to the French their last remaining holdings in 
France-Calais, with its view of the white cliffs of Dover. A new era is born by the end of 
Shakespeare's early tetralogy of 1, 2, and 3 Henry VI, and Richard Ill, for, in this latter chap
ter and play, Henry, the Earl of Richmond, afterwards37 Henry VII, overcomes Richard, 
Shakespeare's most openly perverse monarch. 

But it is in Henry the Fifth that Shakespeare fills the void left by a nation that has 
no saintly hero to challenge the ascendancy of Joan of Arc. The Famous Victories of 
Henry V was written as a secular saint play, but dwelt chiefly on the miraculous con
version of the wayward Hal into a great Christian king. Shakespeare focused more 
upon the battle at Agincourt as miraculous proof of Henry's desire, above all else, to 
make of the war with France a sort of crusade to set things right in the world. In both 
literary versions of his life, both the prince's reformation and his victory in battle are 
miraculous. The fact that the real Henry V was no saint, but a brilliant strategist in war, 
supports the idea that Shakespeare reinvented Hal as the amirror of all Christian 
kings. a39 That Shakespeare was familiar with saint plays can be inferred from town 
records. 39 By shifting his emphasis to the miracle at Agincourt, Shakespeare also side
steps the "brilliant strategy and heroic action"40 of the older play to make a supernatu
ral event the only possible explanation for the lopsided victory. John Wasson, an 
authority on both medieval and renaissance drama, points to Henry's prayer to deliver 
his soldiers and to accept Henry's devotion and penance for his father's sins (assent
ing to the death of Richard II) as "reminiscent of Gethsemane," and a part of the evi
dence for Henry as a secular saint.41 The play is a brilliant English response to both 
French Catholicism and to the growing awe for the historical Joan, whose vivid expe
riences require no embellishment whatsoever. 

Consider the following salient points of reading the play as a secular version of a 
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medieval sainfs play: Henry, who "obscured his contemplation I Under the veil of wildness" 
(1.1.63-64), is set apart through "consideration~· which "like an angel came I And whipt the' 
offending Adam out of him, I Leaving his body as a paradise I renvelop and contain celes
tial spirits" (1.1.28-31 ). Hal's youthfulness is made a great virtue in Henry V. suggesting that 
Divine Providence somehow directed the prince's behavior even when he was very young, 
and that the insulting Dauphin "comes o'er us with our wilder days I Not measuring what use 
we made of them" (1.2.267-68). Surely this response to the French ambassadors is better 
understood when one realizes that Joan was but nineteen when she was martyred, and that, 
unlike Henry, led the sheltered life of a devout French Catholic maiden. 

Henry's response to the French ambassadors is stunning in its concern for the appar
ent insouciance of the Dauphin threatening the descendant of Edward Ill, but more to the 
point is Henry's needing divine evidence of the rightness of his cause, not merely the bless
ing of history, genealogy, and ancient rule. Henry asks, "May I with right and conscience 
make this claim?c' and the bishop replies, "The sin upon my head, dread sovereign!" (1.2.96-
97), citing Numbers 27.8 concerning inheritance through the daughter if no male heir be 
found.42 (A nice touch for Shakespeare, considering Elizabeth l's reign as the female heir to 
Henry VIII!) Henry's response to the ambassador is a stinging nettle to one who will have to 
deliver Henry's message, word for word, to the Dauphin. The adroit transformation of tennis 
balls into cannonballs shows how convinced Henry now is of the rightness of his cause. 
Ironically, English history has preserved Joan's own rhetorical power in an epistle dictated by 
Joan to a scribe, then sent to the English general Talbot among others: uAcknowledge the 
summons of the king of heaven. Render to the Maid here sent by God the king of Heaven, 
the keys of all the good towns which you have taken and violated in France. She is here .• 
. to reclaim the blood royal."43 Such a precedent from Joan puts Henry's "tennis" speech in 
a new and perhaps more desperate context 

The source of Henry's ability to identify the three traitors, Scroop, Cambridge, and 
Gray, is never provided, beyond the chorus's declaration that Henry is "the mirror of all 
Christian kings" (2.0.6). His stratagem to trap the three has a biblical ring to it, and his 
young compatriots pronounce their own doom, a scene based in part on the biblical 
prophet Nathan's similar trick on David. In that instance, the king pronounced judgment 
against a man with many sheep who stole a neighbor's only sheep (representing 
David's theft of Uriah's wife, Bathsheba). Nathan's accusation following David's pro
nouncement of doom against the thief is ringing and dramatic: "Thou art the man" (2 
Samuel 12.1-7). But the story, as dramatized in Shaw, of Joan's ability to pick Charles 
out of a crowd of nobles, where he had hidden to watch the fun while another pretend
ed to be the dauphin, becomes a sign of her powers of discernment: .. Coom, 
Bluebeard!" says Joan. "Thou canst not fool me. Where be Dauphin?"44 

If Henry is a secular saint and "the mirror of all Christian kings, u he must be disinterest
ed in pursuing his goals in France (that is, he cannot benefit personally from the war; he must 
benefit England). Joan quite obviously had litHe to gain and everything to lose (her life, her 
Catholic standing-including her salvation, her family's poor but respectable lifestyle) in tak
ing up the cause of uniting France and strengthening the French monarchy. Thus Henry 
must not appear to gain anything personally, and his divorcing himself from the venial pleas
ures of youth was a genuine sacrifice. it is done before, not after, his decision to move 
against France. To the contrary, the play speaks instead of honoring his ancestors, for as 
Canterbury urges him, 11God, my dread lord, to your great-grandsire's tomb, I From whom 
you claim; invoke his warlike spirit I And your great-uncle's, Edward the Black Prince~~ 
(1.2.1 03-05). The king's memorable 11

0nce more into the breach" ends with the invocation, 
which all are to repeat, 11God for Harry, England, and St. George" (3.2.34, my emphasis). 
One is forcefully reminded of Gideon's troops as they rush toward the Midianite camp. urhe 
sword of the Lord and of Gideon" (Judges 7.18-19). After the breach has occurred, and the 
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English cannon has weakened Harflew's defenses, Harry's harsh threats against the city, 
intended to frighten the city into surrender, must surely have summoned to mind Harry's 
bloody ancestors, "who on the French ground play'd a tragedy'' {1.2.1 06). Yet the king, on 
receiving formal surrender from the governor, shows genuine disinterest when he cautions 
his uncle: "Use mercy to them all" (3.3.54), and later chooses not to pardon Bardolph, who 
has violated a church and sullied the king's holy oath, and is thus executed. Here I bring your 
attention again to Joan's interdiction of plundering any city won for Jehovah's cause, and 
how consciously Shakespeare tests Harry's resolve by demanding the sacrifice of Bardolph, 
an old friend of Hal but also of Shakespeare's own audience {from 1 Henry IV). 

The historical battle of Agincourt involved brilliant strategy and tactics, bottling up the 
French knights, flanking their rear and assailing foot soldiers and mounted knights with the 
powerful longbows of the English yeomen. But it is equaled if not surpassed by Joan's unlike
ly victories at Patay and Orleans. Henry's invoking St. Crispin's day mirrors Joan's obser
vance of Ascension day during one of her battles, but also features Shakespeare's tremen
dous rhetorical skill, putting in Henry's mouth a rousing speech to substitute for the "miracu
lous" battle Shakespeare could not possibly produce onstage. The real battle of Agincourt, 
in fact, featured the English long bow, setting a precedent for later wars; and the heavily 
armored French knights, unable, because of bad strategy, to move quickly or to find protec
tive cover, were part of a lopsided "turkey shoof' that created the shocking disparity between 
the number of English and the number of French dead. Moreover, while it is unclear how 
much French blood Henry V personally spilled, it is abundantly clear that Joan never shed 
any blood using her sword. 

Despite the teenage prattle in the last scenes of Henry \1, there is nothing of the venial 
sins Harry was wont to commit in the company of Sir Jack and the other rowdies of the 
Boar's Head Tavern. Falstaff is not part of the game now, and there can be no cutpurse 
among Harry's troops. Henry's high office is to be God's viceroy, ruling in the place of Jesus. 
So he must abjure his connection to Falstaff, who becomes a broken man and a victim to 
signal Prince Hal's break with the world. Therefore, "I know thee not, old man, fall to thy 
prayers" {2 Henry IV 5.5.47), is not simply a condemnation of Falstaff, but a renouncing by 
Henry of all worldliness. Furthermore, Harry's "tennis ball" oration at the beginning of Henry 
Vis a rhetorical volley, and it occurs to us that the Dauphin of Shakespeare's play savors too 
much of his own youth, the gift to Henry being an ironic sign that the Dauphin spends time 
on the tennis court, too. It is this same vileness or worldliness of the French knights follow
ing Joan that must be stopped before God will give them the day. They must pray, attend 
confession, leave behind their camp followers, and abjure swearing. One aspect of 
Shakespeare's Falstaff deserves serious attention, however. At one point, Brooks points out 
that an English officer, Fastolf, who, though feared, apparently disgraced himself at Patay, 
became Shakespeare's "cowardly buffoon, the fat, hard-drinking companion of Price Hal, 
later Henry V, [his name changed] from Fastolf to Falstaff."45 Brooks is correct about every
thing but the plays in question. Shakespeare's character based on John Fastolf appears in 
1 Henry VI as John Falstaff, who is horribly but perhaps justifiably maligned by the English 
Talbot, who declares of him that "like to a trusty squire [Falstaff] did run away" {4.1.23). 
Talbot's disgust grew after learning that Fastolf had been elected to the Order of the Garter 
{ 1 Henry Sixth 4.1.13-47). The lovable character of 1 and 2 Henry IV, mourned in Henry \1, 
is clearly based on Sir John Oldcastle, a character in Shakespeare's immediate source, The 
Famous Victories of Henry the Ftfth.46 The distinction is significant, for John Fastolf was one 
of the many English officers that lost heart at the battle of Patay, vindicating Joan's wisdom 
in stirring the French to attack suddenly and with the assurance that God was with the 
French. Sir John Falstaff, in Shakespeare's Henry \1, dies, brokenhearted, not because he 
was cowardly (though his antics on the battlefield in 1 Henry IV make it clear he was), but 
because Hal had become Henry V, consecrated king and "set apart" {the meaning of both 
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hallowed and sanctifted) for a very different calling. I strongly feel that although Shakespeare 
had temporarily lost Will Kemp from his acting entourage during the period of the writing of 
this play, Shakespeare would have killed off Falstaff in any case, but with perhaps a 
deathbed recognition and mea culpa from Falstaff, who, the Hostess declares, is "not in hell; 
he's in Arthur's bosom, if ever man went to Arthur's bosom" (2.3.9-1 0). 

Henry's powers of discernment (Henry V2.2), which prove the undoing of Scroop, 
Cambridge, and Grey, are the mirror of Joan's ability to recognize the true dauphin, 
who tests her spiritual powers by hiding among his nobles and letting another take his 
role. Henry's moving speeches during the siege of Harfleur and preceding the battle at 
Agincourt nicely mirror Joan's inspired rallying of the troops during the Orleans cam
paign. In fact, it is quite instructive to watch Ingrid Bergman's portrayal of Joan of Arc, 
followed by Kenneth Branagh's realization of Henry V. Though Harry's exploits end in 
a playful proposal scene with the princess, the ritual dimension of the occasion is 
impossible to ignore. Love brings a king and princess together, just as England and 
France will be as one; the gentle, innocent exchange between the king and princess 
precedes one of the most sacred sacraments: the uniting of France and England. 
Joan's covenant with Jehovah to crown the dauphin at Reims is the political equivalent 
of that last scene in Henry V. But Shakespeare uses Harry's fumbling effort at romance 
in the French language to give the king an innocence and chasteness that will make 
the king seem as sinless and pure as Joan, whose chastity was one of the chief signs 
of her commission from God. Henry's sword is used as Joan used it, as one of the 
signs of his office or commission from God. Joan apparently never wields it in battle, 
though she is wounded more than once, but it is more than coincidental that Henry, in 
Shakespeare's play, never uses his sword on stage for any sort of physical confronta
tion, such as Prince Hal used against Hotspur in 1 Henry IV. 

Despite Shakespeare's valiant effort in his own day to negate Joan's influence and 
to aggrandize the legend of Henry V, England can no longer completely embrace a 
Catholic king, whatever his greatness in battle; the historical Harry's death is inglorious 
because it is an anticlimactic sickness that kills him, and disease haunts his army long 
after the brilliant strategy of Agincourt. 47 Shakespeare's Henry becomes an ascendant 
hero, the only one of Shakespeare's kings to win the war, the throne, and the queen; 
and Shakespeare, as in Sonnet 18 (addressed to the fair friend), has given immortali
ty to Harry through the pen. But until Kenneth Branagh's rousing version of Henry V, 
the historical Henry V had little place in the popular consciousness. Though Joan never 
attained knighthood and was never elevated to lady, baroness, or duchess, it could be 
said of her more truly than of Prince Hal that she "will keep (her] state I Be like a king, 
and show [her] sail of greatness (1.2.273-74). Despite Shakespeare's noble attempt to 
offset Joan's impact on the world, "Joan stands on a bare plain, unresembled ( ... ]. 
She may be the one person bom before 1800, with the exception of Jesus Christ, that 
the average Westerner can name ... 48 

Brigham Young University 

Notes 

1. Joan's trial verdict was reversed in 1456, not long after her death, but she was not canon
ized till 1920. 

2. Mary Gordon, Joan of Arc (New York: Viking [Penguin], 2000) ix. I am using Gordon as a 
counterbalance for Brooks' work, since Gordon's work drew on both Edward Lucie-Smith's 
and Marina Warner's studies, both like Gordon's, entitled Joan of Arc. 

3. Polly Schoyer Brooks, Beyond the Myth: The Story of Joan of Arc (New York: J. B. Lippincott, 
1990). 
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4. Brooks, 45. 
5. Jacobus de Voraigne, The Golden Legend, 2 vols., trans. William Grander Ryan (Princeton, 

NJ. Princeton UP, 1992). Thanks to Jenny Sorensen for permitting me to cite her discovery 
of two different St. Margarets in The Golden Legend; here I refer to the more obscure of the 
two saints. 

6. Ms. Sorensen discovered that though the stories of both St. Margarets were known in Joan's 
and Shakespeare's day, there is a conspicuous absence in trial records, in Shaw's play and 
preface, among the scholars, and even by Joan herself, of St. Margarers "sign: if you will, 
of the truth of Joan's message and visions. It is in this absent presence, a clue within a 
vision, evidence in an ellipsis, that I find initial proof of a conspiracy of silence among those 
with reason for ill will toward the saintly woman. 

7. Tolkien, in The Lord of the Rings, makes much of the broken blade reforged. The battle 
sword is an extension of the hero's strong grip (Beowulf, defeating Grendel's mother with her 
sword), a token of conquest (David, using Goliath's sword to cut off the giant's head). Joan's 
sword has five crosses, functioning as magic talismans or runes, upon the blade. That 
sword, like other ceremonial swords, was used to bless rather than destroy, though Excalibur 
was used in battle, till returned to the Lady of the Lake. The connection with Arthur is signif
icant in that Arthur's "death• is circumvented by angelic creatures who take his funeral barge 
to the Western Isles. The promise and prophecy left us by Malory in Morte Darthur is that 
Arthur Pendragon will return at the point of Britain's greatest peril, wielding his magic sword 
once again, just as Joan comes to deliver France at the point of France's greatest peril. 

8. The Golden Legend, 2.205 (Rev. 12.7-9). 
9. Bernard Shaw, Saint Joan (New York: Penguin, 1946) 61. 
10. The Golden Legend, 2.339. 
11. The Golden Legend, 2.339. 
12. World Book Encyclopedia, 1972 edition. 
13. Brooks, n. 
14. Mark 5:30: Jesus perceives that "virtue had gone out of him" when touched by a ritually 

unclean and physical issue of blood, for she is healed instantly upon doing so. 
15. Brooks, 143. 
16. Brooks, 144. 
17. Brooks, 153. 
18. Brooks, 145. 
19. Brooks, 145. 
20. Brooks, 145. 
21. Brooks, 148. 
22. Brooks, 148. 
23. Gordon, 136-37: •It is not the painfulness of the death that appalls her but its uncleanness, 

its 'defilement,' as if the consumption by flames that would be the mode of her death had, for 
her, a sexual component. She would be devoured, and above all, she had wished to be 
intact: recognizable as whole.· 

24. Gordon, 156. 
25. Gordon, 156. 
26. Gordon, 156. 
27. A bright student of mine, Tammi Haynes, who studied medieval French history, reminded me 

of this precedent in a paper entiUed •1s Henry V's Claim to the French Crown Credible?• 
28. Gordon, 150-51. 
29. 1 am employing Richard Hosley's excellent annotated version of the 1587 edition of the 

Chronicles, and entitled Shakespeare's Holinshed (New York: Putnam, 1968). 
30. Shakespeare's Holinshed, 157. 
31 . Shakespeare's Holinshed, 158. 
32. Karen Sullivan, The Interrogation of Joan of Arc (Minneapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1999) sees 

the trial minutes as more of a •production• than a historical transcript or record. Sullivan thus 
safely concludes that Joan's recantations represent a more objective rhetorical statement 
than the evidence of her success in following the voices; but though St. Paul describes his 
vision on the road to Damascus in three contradictory accounts in the New Testament, he is 
enshrined by those who judge Joan! Sullivan upbraids (Introduction, xv) the uncritical 
acceptance of Joan's statements as genuine beliefs by those who resurrected her cult in the 
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nineteenth century (Aanatote France, for one); yet her canonization was approved only after 
years of strenuous deliberations by pontifical committees. 

33. Though The Fairie Queena was built on the Italian romance epics, It acquired native British 
tore, and new stanzaics. Spenser had an enormous effect on tater poets. 

34. In The Duchess of Malfi, for example, the duchess marries her own steward, exchanging 
vows in her boudoir without benefit of clergy; One brother, a corrupt cardinal, opposes her 
ever remarrying, for her great wealth would fall into the hands of her new husband. 

35. In the introduction to Henry VI, Parts 1, 2, and 3. The Riverside Shakespeare (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1974) 588-89. 

36. The exact pattern, according to my Shakespeare mentor John Wasson, is as follows: (a) the 
plague strikes, (b) there is no way to predict where and when it witt seek victims, (c) the peo
ple, terrified, seize onto the ancient nostrum. such an unnatural disease can have only one 
creator: Satan. (d) His minions on earth are the witches and warlocks, so one must search 
them out and destroy them to stop the plague. (e) The chief officers of the town (or even a 
mob) find old Catholic women who still utter their prayers in Latin (Hoc est corpus becomes 
hocus pocus!), (f) took for signs of evil, like warts (as in the old Monty Python routine), (g) 
hold a trial (if the lady is lucky), (h) bum her at the stake and have done with it-except (i) 
there are the leftovers, the familiars such as owls and cats, possessed creatures through 
which a witch channels with her sister witches. 0) These are drowned, allowing the rat pop
ulation, unchecked by natural predators, to spread more plague, which (k) necessitates 
another, bigger witch hunt. 

37. John Wasson, "The Secular Saint Plays of the Elizabethan Era. • The Saint Play in Medieval 
Europe, ed. Clifford Davidson (Kalamazoo, Mt: Medieval Institute Publications, 1986),248-
49. Wasson edited Henry VIII for the David Bevington's edition of The Complete Works of 
Shakespeare, and has authored several books and many articles on medieval and renais
sance drama, but his best work has been his collecting and editing of town records bearing 
on the performance of such drama. 

38. Wasson, 249. 
39. As Wasson points out, -rhis most widespread type of medieval religious drama could hardly 

have ceased to exert any influence on the general development of English drama, • for its 
performance is attested to as early as 1110 and as late as 1617. Diaries record performanc
es on every subject, from Abraham on, during Elizabeth's reign, with references to some 
sixty-six plays performed in some forty towns •trom Scotland to Comwan• (241-42). 

40. Wasson, 249. 
41. Wasson, 249. Wasson also mentions the klng's Solomonlc ability to detect treason among 

three of his closest confidants and officers. 
42. Mentioned in footnote 98 for Henry V, Riverside Shakespeare (1974). 
43. Quoted in Gordon, 87-88. 
44. Shaw, 73. 
45. Brooks, n. 
46. Introduction to Henry IV, 1 and 2, Riverside Shakespeare, 843. 
47. John Wasson pointed out in a doctoral seminar in 1987 how Henry's tongbowmen decimated 

the huge wave of French foot soldiers, trapping behind them the mounted knights whose 
horses would not step over the prone soldiers' bodies, and who could not retreat because 
Harry's mounted knights had flanked them behind from either side. The French chevaliers 
also sported cumbersome heavy armor, destroying any mobility in the same way that the 
huge Spanish galleons were unmaneuverable compared to the smaller British ships in the 
great sea battle of 1588. This, in essence, was a turkey shoot rather than a miracle. 

48. Gordon, ix. 
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"WE MUST BE GENTLE Now WE ARE GENTLEMEN": GENTILITY AND 

CLASS IN THE WINTER'S TALE 

by Mythili Kaul 

In Act V of The Winter's Tale the action moves back to Sicilia, the place from where it 
started, and the "recognition" of Perdita takes place followed by the "recognition'' of 

Hermione. Tucked away between these two recognitions is a short and seemingly 
insignificant comic scene of about fifty lines featuring Autolycus, the Shepherd and the 
Clown, Perdita's foster-father and brother, who have been transported to Sicilia along 
with her. With her elevation they are elevated too and seem overwhelmed by their new
found status. 

Shepherd. Come, boy; I am past moe children, but thy sons and daughters 
will be all gentlemen born. 

Clown [to Autolycus]. You are well met, sir. You denied to fight with me this 
other day, because I was no gentleman born .... 

Autolycus. I know you are now, sir, a gentleman born. 
Clown. Ay, and have been so any time these four hours. 
Shepherd. And so have I, boy. 
Clown. So you have: but I was a gentleman born before my father; 

for the king's son took me by the hand, and called me brother; and then 
the two kings called my father brother; and then the prince, my brother, 
and the princess, my sister, called my father father; and so we wept; and 
there was the first gentleman-like tears that ever we shed .... 

Autolycus. I humbly beseech you, sir, to pardon me all the faults I have com
mitted to your worship, and to give me your good report to the prince my 
master. 

Shepherd. Prithee, son, do; for we must be gentle, now we are gentlemen. (V. 
ii. 127-53) 

Two points here are worth focussing on. One concerns the class-the class of 
gentlemen-to which the Shepherd and the Clown were not born but to which they now 
belong: "now we are gentlemen." The second concerns the qualities appropriate to that 
class. The OED defines the word "gentleman" as "A man in whom gentle birth is 
accompanied by appropriate qualities and behaviour," and the word "gentle" not only 
as "noble" and "well-born" but also as "generous, courteous, mild in disposition or 
behaviour, kind, tender, polite, humble." Since the Shepherd and the Clown are not 
gentlemen by birth but have achieved gentlemanly status or had it thrust upon them, 
the Old Shepherd feels that it is essential for them to acquire these qualities and make 
a conscious effort to conduct themselves as befits their newly-gained status: II we must 
be gentle, now we are gentlemen." His assumption is that quality proclaims class and 
all those who belong to the class of gentlemen are "gentle." 

The rustics' change in status reflects, of course, the actual changes in society that 
were taking place in Tudor and Stuart England. Men were no longer content to "knowa 
their proper station and remain in it and the period beginning with the accession of 
Henry VII witnessed unprecedented social mobility. The new monarchy needed and 
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created a new kind of aristocracy. Political power was concentrated in the sovereign 
and the power of whatever remained of the .. old nobility11 after the Wars of the Roses 
was reduced partly by repressive measures and partly, in Ruth Kelso's words, .. by 
encouraging the rise of a new nobility, often from the plebian class, through judicious
ly distributed offices and the confiscated lands and titles of the old nobility" (14). "New 
men," as Cecil called them in 1599 ( qtd. in Salingar, 16)-the Dudleys, the Sackvilles, 
the Cavendishes, the Cecils themselves-were advanced to positions of power, men 
who had begun as merchants or lawyers or even yeomen, acquired estates under the 
Tudors, and could be counted on to be Joyal to them and serve their interests. 

In fact, such was the increasing pressure from below, that the class of gentlemen 
was constantly being enlarged. In his compendious account of life in Shakespeare's 
England, The Description of England (published in 15n), William Harrison states: 

As the King doth dub knights and createth the barons and higher degrees, so 
gentlemen whose ancestors are not known to come in with William, Duke of 
Normandy . . . do take their beginning in England after this manner in our 
times. Whosoever studieth the laws of the realm,whoso abideth in the univer
sity ... or professeth physic and the liberal sciences, or ... can live without 
manual labor, and thereto is able and will bear the port, charge, and counte
nance of a gentleman, he shall for money have a coat and arms bestowed 
upon him ... and thereunto being made so good cheap, be called master .. 
. and reputed for a gentleman ever after. (113-14) 

This account of the creation of new gentlemen is closely echoed by Sir Thomas 
Smith in De Republica Anglorum (1583) in a passage that scholars for some reason 
prefer to cite even though it only reproduces Harrison's observations almost verbatim: 

Ordinarily the king doth only make knights and create barons or higher 
degrees: for as for gentlemen, they be made good cheape in England. For 
whosoever studieth the Iawes of the realme, who studieth in the uni-versities, 
who professeth liberal! sciences, and to be shorte, who can live idly and with
out manuall labour, and will beare the port, charge and countenaunce of a 
gentleman, he shall be called master ... and shall be taken for a gentleman. 
(40)1 

In other words, by the late sixteenth century, agentlemenll encompassed the entire 
social gamut from the monarch and peers to university educated professionals, clergy
men, scholars, and, finally, the wealthy bourgeoisie who invested in land and, by so 
doing, in Lawrence Stone's words, "automatically entered into the class of landed pro
prietors who ... remained the political rulers and social arbiters of England" (267). 

Several of the landowners capitalized on the expanding market for mutton and wool, 
acquired pasturage, and took to large-scale sheep-fanning.2 Indeed, with not only ~~great 
sheepmastersll but even modest "husbandmen~~ rearing "more or less of this cattle11 

(Harrison, 31 0), sheep outnumbered people three to one in Elizabethan England. Foreign 
visitors were struck by this "abundance of sheep and wethers in all pat1s and places .. (Rye 
51 ),3 and one of them, commenting on what Harrison had described as the ••profitable sweet
ness~~ of their fleece (31 0), exclaimed: "This is the true Golden Fleece, in which consist the 
chief riches of the inhabitants, great sums of money being brought into the island by mer
chants, chiefly for that article of trade11 (Rye, 11 0)4. 

This social process-in which, to use Louis Montrose's apt and arresting phrase, 
"the sheep becomes a hierarchy-transcending incarnation of property" (423-24)-is 
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the obvious historical context for looking at the elevation in social class of the Old 
Shepherd and his son. Hallett Smith describes them as "quite prosperous" (108) on the 
basis of the Clown's statement: aevery 'Ieven wether tods; every tod yields pound and 
odd shilling: fifteen hundred shorn, what comes the wool to?" (IV.iii. 32-4). That is, 
every eleven sheep will yield a "tod" (twenty-eight pounds) of wool, twenty-eight 
pounds of wool for twenty-one shillings, so that fifteen hundred shorn sheep will net 
over one hundred and forty pounds, a considerable sum of money in the sixteenth cen
tury. As Polixenes has heard, the Old Shepherd seems to have grown "from very noth
ing, and beyond the imagination of his neighbours ... into an unspeakable estate'' (IV. 
ii. 39-41 ). Of course, in terms of the a romantic" plotting of the play, their prosperity is 
not the cause of their elevation. But seeing how in the real world wealth was increas
ingly determining status and social mobility was a widespread phenomenon, they 
would in any case be considered, not gentlemen as yet, but strong candidates for 
admission to that class. 

In view of the above, the Shepherd's insistence on the quality of gentleness 
becomes all the more important. Firstly, perhaps without being aware of the signifi
cance of what he is saying, the Shepherd is pointing to a major change then taking 
place, a modification of the theory of gentility itself. With "new men" constantly rising 
or being raised from the lower strata of society the emphasis was shifting "from birth 
as an essential to quality ... thereby making provision in theory for strengthening the 
governing class with new blood" (Kelso, 38). Secondly, we might see here a reaction 
to the increasing number of complaints heard around this time against the upstart gen
try. I have already quoted Harrison's reference to gentlemen being made agood 
cheap. a Another contemporary account, William Perkins' A Treatise of the Vocations 
(1603), sees these gentlemen as constituting a danger to society because they are 
undisciplined and uncontrolled and have no idea of how they should conduct them
selves (453). 

Indeed, the Shepherd's admonishment that he and his son having become gen
tlemen must cultivate gentle qualities may be said to encapsulate the message of the 
plethora of courtesy or conduct books written at the time to educate recent entrants in 
the nature of gentility. However, it was not the upstarts alone who showed inadequa
cies. Courtesy literature did not come into being with the advent of anew men. a 
Innumerable treatises-the anonymous Babees Book, Hugh Rhodes' Boke of Nurture, 
Elyot's Govemour, to mention a few-were written for blue-blooded aristocrats so that 
they might be mannered as they were born. In fact, the proliferation of such books from 
the late fifteenth century onwards was occasioned by the sense of alarm at the decline 
in values among the nobility and the corruption and degradation of the court. One can 
think of Spenser's lament that the "present dayes ... are corrupted sore" (The Faerie 
Queene, V, 3), and, in the Letter to Raleigh, that the aim of his romantic epic was "to 
fashion a gentleman or noble person in vertuous and gentle discipline" (407). 

Thus well-born men, men of noble lineage, could no longer be said to be per se 
either "gentle~~ or "vertuous." They might have class through the accident of birth but 
not the accompanying qualities. Shakespeare's plays afford several instances of such 
gentlemen. The "two gentlemen" of Verona are so far from being gentlemen that the 
title surely strikes us as ironic. One of the two is a knave (his servant's description of 
him) who complacently justifies his disloyalties and villainies, including the attempted 
rape of his friend's mistress, by saying, "were man/But constant, he were perfect" (V. 
iv. 109-10), while the conduct of even the other can at best be described as weak and 
vacillating, pusillanimous rather than magnanimous. In Love's Labour's Lost, to give 
another example, the King and his lords are so callous, arrogant, and uncouth that the 
comment made about their conduct at the performance of the Nine Worthies can be 
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applied to their character in general: "This is not generous, not gentle, not humbleu (V. 
ii. 621). 

In Shakespeare's last plays even more than in the earlier plays, the social conduct 
of hereditary gentlemen, the monarch and his peers, becomes the object of critical 
scrutiny. What lends a new dimension to this criticism is the division of settings here 
between the court and the pastoral (or what amounts to pastoral) for, to apply to 
Shakespeare's romances Louis Montrose's comments on the pastoral form in general, 
the pastoral in these plays continually interrogates "the putative coincidence of virtue, 
honor, and gentility with lineage, status, and wealth" (432). In Pericles, for example, we 
have, on the one hand, tyranny and incest in the court of Antiochus and cannibalism in 
Tharsus and, on the other, the kindness and humanity of the fishermen of Pentapolis. 
In Cymbeline, the Italian ugentleman,u lachimo, is a liar and deceiver; Cloten, who 
never tires of reminding everyone that he is the Queen's son, is boorish and revenge
ful, and Posthumus, praised as a "gentleman~~ in the opening acts of the play, degen
erates soon thereafter to Cloten's level. Gentility is exemplified only in Cymbeline's 
sons who, though of noble birth, have been nurtured in the pastoral of the Welsh hills. 

It is, however, The Winter's Tale that offers the most radical interrogation of "the 
putative coincidence of virtue, honor, and gentility with lineage, status, and weaHh." 
The wealthy and powerful men in this play are singularly devoid not only of virtue and 
honor but of the ordinary domestic and civil decencies. Leontes, violent and arrogant, 
is in fact maniacal and vicious in his treatment of Hermione and the infant Perdita. His 
behavior towards Polixenes is rude, irrational and even treacherous. Polixenes' own 
behavior towards Perdita and her foster family in the second half of the play is a pen
dant to Leontes' behavior and there is nothing to choose between the kings of Sicilia 
and Bohemia. 

"Gentility" in the play is embodied in the Old Shepherd, most pointedly in the con
trast between Leontes' treatment of Hermione and Perdita and the Shepherd's tender 
recollection and celebration of his dead wife's memory and his pity for and loving nur
ture of Perdita.s In this respect The Winter'sTale differs significantly from Cymbeline. 
While in both plays the positive resolution involves the recovery of lost, nobly-born 
though pastorally-nurtured royal children, in The Winter's Tale the positive pole 
includes, in addition to Perdita, the Old Shepherd who is a rustic born and bred. 

Thus, at the end, the Shepherd and the Clown are also transported to the court 
together with Perdita whose foster-father and foster-brother they are. The transplanta
tion brings them preferment and a position in the social order in which they can either 
conduct themselves as gentlemen or as upstart nobility. The Clown's comic effusions 
suggest that they might go the latter way. Earlier, he had been unable to distinguish 
between courtly affectation and genuine breeding and had mistaken the disguised 
Autolycus for "a great courtier." The Shepherd, however, had immediately noted the 
discrepancy between the outward appearance of gentility and the reality: "His gar
ments are rich, but he wears them not handsomely~~ (IV.iv. 749-51). Now-in the lines 
I quoted at the beginning of the paper-he is asked for help by the very man who had 
duped his father and himself shortly before this scene. His father, it will be recalled, 
immediately urges him to pardon Autolycus: 11for we must be gentle, now we are gen
tlemen." And the Clown passes the test of true gentility by the generosity of his con
duct towards Autolycus. 

Sandwiched between the "recognition'' scenes of Perdita and Hermione, then, we 
have this cameo which is also a urecognitionu scene-the recognition of what consti
tutes a gentleman, of what gentility involves. The "new menu in The Winter's Tale 
demonstrate that they are not upstarts, that they are more worthy of being called gen
tlemen than born gentlemen. And the court accepts them and incorporates them: "the 
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king's son ... called me brother; and then the two kings called my father brother; and 
then the prince, my brother, and the princess, my sister, called my father father." 

It is such social acceptance of upwardly mobile individuals that the nineteenth
century French sociologist, Alexis de Tocqueville, saw as a distinctive feature of the 
class situation in England. In a passage in The Old Regime and the French Revolution 
he writes: 

It was not merely parliamentary government, freedom of speech, and the jury 
system that made England so different from the rest of contemporary Europe. 
There was something still more distinctive and more far-reaching in its effects. 
England was the only country in which the caste systems had been totally 
abolished, not merely modified. Nobility and commoners joined forces in busi
ness enterprises, entered the same professions, and-what is still more sig
nificant-intermarried. The daughter of the greatest lord in the land could 
marry a "new" man without the least compunction .... 

Though this curious revolution (for such in fact it was) is hidden in the 
mists of time, we can detect traces of it in the English language. For several 
centuries the word "gentleman" has had in England a quite different applica
tion from what it had when it originated. We find its connotation being steadily 
widened in England as the classes draw. nearer to each other and intenningle. 
In each successive century we find it being applied to men a little lower in the 
social scale. (82-3) 

The Winter's Tale, it seems to me, exemplifies precisely this social process. For 
another perspective on such intermingling of classes, this time from the play, we can 
tum to the debate on grafting in IV.iv, where Polixenes speaks of marrying 

A gentler scion to the wildest stock, 
And make conceive a bark of baser kind 
By bud of nobler race. This is an art 
Which does mend nature. (IV.iv.93-6) 

However, in the context of my argument, it is the "baser kind" that embodies qual
ities traditionally associated with noble lineage. So that what the play suggests is that 
with the introduction of new gentry the whole class of gentlemen will stand not only 
reinvigorated but also reinfused with the true spirit of gentility. 

University of Dehli 

Notes 

1. Interestingly, in the second (1587) edition of The Description, Harrison, "requiting• Smith for 
his "borrowage" (Harrison, 152), in his tum borrows from Smith's work. 

2. Lawrence Stone has recorded the colorful career of Sir Horatio Palavicino-financier, busi
nessman, speculator, lender of money to Queen Elizabeth, political agent and spy-an alien 
who became an English gentleman by means of the wealth he accumulated from his vari
ous commercial ventures. Exploiting to the full the rising price of wool In the 1590s, he 
aggressively acquired pasturage and •made himself a sheepmaster on a substantial scale" 
(Stone, 276). 

3. From the acount of the visit of Frederick, Duke of Wirtemberg, to England in 1602, recorded 
by his private secretary, Jacob Rathgeb. 

4. From the journal of Paul Hentzner, a native of Brandenburg and a jurist by profession, who 
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travelled in England in 1598. 
5. For a detailed discussion of the contrast between Leontes and the Old Shepherd see my arti

cle •The Old Shepherd's Speech in The Winter's Tale,• The Upstart Crow, vol. 7 (1987). 
6. That is, the class system as rigid, as permitting no crossing of barriers, as permitting neither 

movement from one class to the next nor any kind of social mixing between members of var
Ious classes. 
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PSALMS AND SONNETS: 146 AND 147 

by Fred Blick 

I. Introduction 

Adetailed analysis of Shakespeare's sonnets numbered 146 and 147, comparing 
them with elements of the correspondingly numbered Psalms of The Book of 

Common Prayer of 1559, has not previously been undertaken, as far as this writer is 
aware. The object of such an examination here is to ascertain whether Shakespeare 
was influenced, and if so, to what extent, by the wording of these Psalms. The conse
quences of such an influence, if established, would have an important bearing on the 
interpretation of these sonnets and on the question of whether they, and other sonnets, 
were deliberately written or placed under their numbers. 

For the convenience of the reader, the Quarto texts of the two sonnets are set out, 
with the correspondingly numbered Psalm, or parts thereof, in Appendices A and B of 
this essay. 

Soul, Mind and Body 

At first hearing, the two sonnets seem quite different. The reason is that sonnet 146 is 
a troubled, vocative address by the poet to his own Soul, which rises to a crescendo in the 
closing couplet It is a soliloquy and, as such, is witnessed only by the reader. It describes a 
crisis of the Soul. Sonnet 147 is, in contrast. a tormented outcry, which again rises to a 
crescendo in the closing couplet, but this time with shocking insults addressed to the Dark 
Lady, again witnessed by the reader. It describes the crisis of a disturbed Mind. Despite dif
ferences, a close examination reveals very definite and important similarities between these 
sonnets. 

Taking the two sonnets together, there is a verbal distinction between Soul, Mind, 
and Body as elements which constitute the speaking poet. Shakespeare does not 
mention the spirit here, as he does in other sonnets and in the plays. However, he does 
mention "rebbell powres," "love" and "Desire" which affect the Soul and Mind. Without 
going into deeper philosophical distinctions (although a study of Plotinus is helpful 
here, see below), it is reasonable to assume, in the context of the whole sequence of 
the Dark Lady sonnets 127-154, that the "rebbell powres" which afflict the Soul of the 
poet and his "sinfull earth" in 146 are on one side of a metaphorical equation. On the 
other side are "love" and "Desire" which afflict the "thoughts" or Mind of the same poet 
in 147. 

In both sonnets the speaking poet retains a precise understanding of his struggle 
and predicament. 

A major point of interest in sonnet 146 is Shakespeare's detailed vision of the 
"soule" of the speaker. This "soule" has a "center'' "within," as well as having "outward 
walls" "without," i.e. the outer aspect of the Body which the Soul occupies. These "out
ward walls" are a "fading mansion" or "earth" which, being painted by the "soule," are 
a drain on its resources. The "soule" is arrayed i.e. (marshalled, afflicted or adorned, 
in all three meanings together-QED. v. 1, 9b,1 Ob) by llrebbell powres" and these 
"rebbell powres" are being "fed" at the expense of the "soule," which consequently suf-
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fers ~~dearth." The "mansion" or "eartha which is the Body, will be eaten by "wormes" in 
the "end" and so be destroyed. 

It has not been noted previously that this complicated, materialized vision of the 
relationship of the Soul to the Body is consistent with a definition exemplified by the 
doctrine expounded by Plotinus (A.D. 255 approx.) and summarized as follows: that 
"the soul is present not only in the individual parts of the body, but in the whole body, 
and present everywhere in its entirety, not divided among different parts of the body." 
According to T. W. Baldwin, who reports this summary, Dr. Ruth L. Anderson in her 
Elizabethan Psychology and Shakespeare's Plays has shown abundantly that 
Shakespeare knew and used this doctrine. In fact, Plotinus held that man was a micro
cosm, like the poet in sonnet 146, pictured figuratively with concentric circles, with the 
One at the "center" and Bare Matter at the circumference. If one accepts that 
Shakespeare had in mind this doctrine, as well as its later Christian development, 
when writing sonnets 146 and 147, then arebbell powres" must be outside, 11Without" 
the "soule. II They must be the emotions and passions of carnal 11IOVe11 and 11Desirell 
inspired by "thoughts" which, with or without "Reason,'' have been allowed to disturb 
the periphery of the Soul and Body. 1 

Another concept from ancient literature, relevant to these sonnets, is found in one 
of the most striking aphorisms of Heraclitus (c. 500 B.C.), known to Aristotle, i.e. 11fr, 85, 
To fight with desire is hard: whatever it wishes it buys at the price of the sou1.a2 This 
idea inhabits both sonnets. 

In spite of Shakespeare's apparent knowledge of some aspects of the philoso
phies of Heraclitus and Plotinus, transmitted perhaps through later writers, it is to the 
well-known Psalms that we should look most fruitfully for influence upon these sonnets. 
Psalms 146 and 147 would have had much greater daily familiarity for Elizabethans 
and for Shakespeare in particular than did Heraclitus or Plotinus. Examining these 
Psalms in the context of this Introduction, we find that Psalm 146 mentions the Soul 
immediately (as does sonnet 146) and refers to life as man's 11breath11 and to his return
ing again to 11his earth. a The Mind is referred to as 11thoughts11 (as in sonnet 147). In con
trast, Psalm 147 does not mention the Soul (nor does sonnet 147), but it does mention 
the Body, by implication, as ubroken in heart" and as the recipient of "medicine" (v. 3). 
This broken heart would include, metaphorically, the effects upon the Mind or 
"thoughts~~ of the speaker of over-indulgence in pursuit of the emotions of alove and 
uoesire" described in sonnet 147. But, 11hearta notwithstanding, Psalm 147 is more 
materialistic than the soul-addressed Psalm 146 and the outcry of sonnet 147 is more 
materialistic than the soul-addressed sonnet 146. 

Having explored, with regrettable but unavoidable brevity, the basic concepts 
which are the concern of these difficult sonnets, the rest of this essay will expand upon 
them with a detailed analysis of the actual wording of the sonnets and of the corre
spondingly numbered Psalms. 

II. Sonnets 146 and 147 paired by .. feeding .. 

Although, in 1950, T. W. Baldwin thought that sonnet 146 had "little, if any, con
nection ... with any series, "3 in 1885 Edward Dowden had seen, rightly, that sonnets 
146 and 147 were linked by feeding and unwholesome food.4 He noted that in 146 11the 
writer exhorts the soul to feed and let the body pine, 'within be fed,' 'so shalt thou feed 
on Death;' here (Dowden says of the speaker in 147) he tells what the food of his soul 
actually is-the unwholesome food of a sickly appetite.'' 

In 1977 Stephen Booth invited comparison between the topics and diction of 
ufeedingu and uoeath," in the following lines of sonnets 146 and 147:s 
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Buy tearmes divine in selling houres of drosse: 
Within be fed, without be rich no more, 
So shalt thou feed on death, that feeds on men, 
And death once dead there's no more dying then. (sonnet 146, 11.11-14) 

Feeding on that which doth preserve the ill, 
Th'uncertaine sicklie appetite to please: 

Desire is death, which Phisick did except. (sonnet 147, II. 3-4, 8) 

In 1997 Helen Vendler (with persuasive arguments and an analysis very relevant 
to arguments of the present essay, and supported by Katherine Duncan-Jones)s sug
gested emendation of the obviously faulty Quarto printing of line 2 of sonnet 146 to, 

Feeding these rebbell powres that thee array 

Besides supplying poetic resonance to "fading" (1.6) and "Painting" (1.4) this con
vincing amendment strengthens Dowden's observation of the "unhealthy feeding" link 
between sonnets 146 and 147. Apart from this, the two sonnets are linked clearly by 
the themes of Death, Disease and its Cure, points which are expanded upon below. 

It is reasonable to deduce from such linked topics and vocabulary and from the 
points made above, that Shakespeare paired these two sonnets deliberately, as he did 
others in his sequence. 1 

Ill. Feeding in Psalms 146 and 147 

If one examines Psalms 146 and 147 of The Book of Common Prayer for possi
ble sources for some aspects of sonnets 146 and 147, it is noticeable that both these 
Psalms refer to feeding, by the word "feedeth." Psalm 147 combines "feedeth" striking
ly with "ravens" (v. 9): 

God ... who feedeth the hungry. (Psalm 146, v. 6) 

The Lord ... who ... feedeth the young ravens that call upon him. 
(Psalm 147, v. 9) 

The sinister, deathly connotations, for Shakespeare, of "ravens" waiting to feed 
are explored in part IV of this essay, below. It suffices here to say that "ravens" may, to 
the sensitive Shakespearean ear, have resonated with the "Raven blacke" eyes of the 
Dark Lady which in sonnet 127, 1.9, "mourners seeme." Significantly, in sonnet 147 
she becomes "as black as hell, as dark as night" and the speaker's "Desire" for her is 
"Death." 

Both Psalms, like the paired sonnets, consider, apart from feeding, the remedying 
of general affliction and of disease. Quotations will demonstrate this in part VII of this 
essay. 

IV. Shakespeare on "feeding" and the 11ravens 11 of death 

Shakespeare, like most poets, fed on paradox. The "ravens" of Psalm 147 v.9, as 
carrion eaters, ''feed on death" (sonnet 146, 1.13). It is a striking paradox of reversal 
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that God, who promises everlasting life to the Christian believer, should at the same 
time feed those living things that survive as they "feed on death." This puzzling rever
sal of expectation of God's bounty lingered in Shakespeare's mind, possibly from child
hood days, and persisted in his plays. However, it finds its most dramatic outlet in the 
paradoxical "upside down" (Psalm 146, v. 9), reversal which concludes sonnet 146: 

So shalt thou feed on death, that feeds on men, 
And death once dead, ther's no more dying then. 

Pistol's remark "Young ravens must have food" (The Merry Wives of Windsor I. iii. 
33) and Adam's prayer" .... He that doth the raven's feed .... Be comfort to my age!" 
(As You Like /til. iv. 43), are conclusive allusions to Psalm 147, v. 9. That Shakespeare 
should have recalled in these plays the peculiar words of Psalm 147 which refers par
adoxically to God who "feedeth 11 ravens, themselves carrion feeders who "feed on 
death," is patently relevant to a consideration of the spectre of feeding 110n death" 
raised specifically in sonnet 146, and, by implication, in sonnet 147, 

Feeding on that which doth preserve the ill 

Desire is death, which Phisick did except, (sonnet 147, 11. 1-3 & 8) 

(Here "longing" for that "which nurseth the disease" and "Feeding" on that "which 
doth preserve the ill" are clearly a "Feeding" on "Desire" which is "death" itself. If one 
accepts the pairing of these sonnets, the "rebbell powres" of sonnet 146 are a person
ification of the "Desire" defined in sonnet 147.) 

That Shakespeare was sensitive to the historical associations of the raven with 
death and with its feeding on death is clear from a number of other references in the 
plays: 

waits I as doth a raven on a sick fall'n beast (King John, IV. iii. 153) 

as doth the raven o'er the infectious house (Othello IV. i. 21) 

... do ravens, crows and kites 

... look on us 
as we were sickly prey (Julius CaesarV. i. 84-6) 

Shakespeare's conclusive and specific allusions, in The Merry Wives of Windsor 
and in As You Like It to the ravens that are fed in Psalm 147, together with the above, 
more general references to ravens waiting to "feed on death," support powerfully the 
proposition here made that Shakespeare may well have had in mind the 11feedeth" of 
Psalms 146 and 147 when writing, under the same numbers, a pair of sonnets which 
themselves deal with unwholesome, almost cannibalistic, feeding on death. 

V. Popular familiarity with Psalms 146 and 147 

In the reign of Queen Elizabeth I, each of the Psalms was required by law to be read in 
church from The Book of Common Prayer at least once a month. The Psalms which were 
required to be read on the 30th of each month (which included Psalms 146 and 147), had 
to be read again on the 31st in each of those seven months of the year which have thirty
one days. Therefore, the seven Psalms of "Day 30" had significantly greater exposure than 
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the rest of the Psalter. Further, the Psalms offered useful texts for sennons of the clergy who, 
supported by the laws against recusancy, had regular and captive audiences. lndMdual 
Psalms were usually remembered by their numbers, as they are today. a 

Richmond Noble, in his Shakespeare's Biblical Knowledge,91ists about 135 refer
ences to the Psalms in the plays and confinns that there are other such references in 
the sonnets. In his Chapter 4, he shows that all except two of these references agree 
in wording with The Psalter of The Book of Common Prayer. He says that 
Shakespeare "quoted more from the Psalter than from any other book of the Bible. 11 

Noble also speculates that Shakespeare knew certain of the Psalms thoroughly from 
having learnt them by heart at school. to There is plenty of contemporary evidence that 
ordinary Elizabethans knew many of the Psalms by heart. The singing of Psalms was 
a recreation. Weavers, who were notorious for their psalm singing, sang them while 
working. 11 

Even in more secular times, The Oxford Dictionary of Quotations cites many pas
sages from the Psalms of The Book of Common Prayer and notably, because the lines 
have memorable significance, includes from 146, 110 put not your trust in princes ... 
etc. 11 and from 147, "He healeth those that are broken in heart and giveth medicine to 
heal their sickness.~~ 

VI. Allusions to Psalm 146 in the plays 

Pursuant to the evidence adduced by Richmond Noble to the effect that biblical 
resonances haunted Shakespeare's writings throughout his career, part IV of this 
essay has drawn attention to certain allusions to Psalm 147. However, the resonances 
of Psalm 146 are even stronger, both in the plays and in sonnet 146. In the plays, there 
are allusions to Psalm 146 when Shakespeare writes on the subjects of Death, of 
Princes Favours, and of Widowhood. 

He recalled the Psalmist when contemplating man's mortality, for he has Justice 
Shallow exclaim, 

Death, as the Psalmist saith, is certain to all, all shall die. 
(King Henry IV part 2, Ill. ii. 36-37.). 

In these words of the play, he would have had in mind Psalm 146, v. 3 (11For when 
the breath of man goeth forth ... ") and/or Psalm 89, v. 47, "What man is he that liveth, 
and shall not see death?" -as well as six other Psalms. Surprisingly, there are only six 
other Psalms i.e. 39, v. 6; 49, v. 12; 90, v. 10; 103, v. 15-16; 104, v. 29; and 144, v. 4, 
which refer to man's mortality generally, (although a number of other Psalms take com
fort from the prospect of the perishing of enemies or of the ungodly!). But, as the cor
respondences set out below under part VIII of this essay demonstrate, the theme of 
Psalm 146 seems to have been recalled specifically by Shakespeare in sonnet 146 
with an unique and unmistakably close correspondence and sychronization of themat
ic elements. 

He alludes to Psalm 146, v. 2, ("0, put not your trust in princes ... "),and at the 
political aspect of the .. rebbell powres" of his own sonnet 146, 1.2, in one of his last 
plays, King Henry VIII, (II. ii. 365-372), when he puts these words in Wolsey's mouth: 

Vain pomp and glory of this world,t2 I hate ye; 
I feel my heart new open'd. 0 how wretched 
Is that poor man that hangs on princes' favours! 
There is betwixt that smile we would aspire to, 
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That sweet aspect of princes and their ruin, 
More pangs and fears than wars or women have; 
And when he falls, he falls like Lucifer, 
Never to hope again. 

(The "poor man" above, as a mortal, a "child of man" himself, trusting in "princes' 
favours," falls to "his earth: and then all his thoughts perish," see Psalm 146, vs. 2-3.) 

Finally, in King Richard II (I. ii. 43) when Gaunt remarks, " ... God, the widow's 
champion and defence," Shakespeare was clearly alluding to Psalm 146, v. 9 which 
states "The Lord ... he defendeth the fathertess and widow." 

VII. Disease and medicine in sonnets 146 and 147 
as derived from Psalms 146 and 147 

Sonnet 146 describes a disease of the poet's soul, sinfully adorned but afflicted by 
earthly, perfidious "rebbell powres," causing it to "pine within and suffer dearth" ("pine," 
OED v. intr. 5, to suffer "a wasting disease''), a disease which only the Divinity can cure 
in a context of life and death, with the offer of everlasting life f'tearmes divine" 1.11) for 
the believer: 

And death once dead, ther's no more dying then. (1.14) 

Sonnet 147 describes the poet's blind love for a hellish woman as a disease of the 
Mind ("Desire/ "as a feaver," "disease," "ill," "sicklie appetite," "frantick madde"), wors
ened to the point of "death" by failure to take Reason's "Phisick" (1.8), i.e. "medicine" 
(Psalm 147, v. 3) and cure. (As to his diseased vision, see lines 13 and 14 of 147 and 
the next sonnet 148, 11.1 and 2 which clearly follows on in this respect). 

The presence of potential cures for disease in these two adjacent sonnets 146 and 
147 (by the Divinity and Reason respectively) not only links them as a pair, but appears 
to have its origins in the references to the remedying of evils afflicting man, contained 
in the two consecutive Psalms as demonstrated below. 

In Psalm 146 the diseases which God will relieve are of hunger, of blindness and 
of the spiritually "fallen" or "ungodly" as well as of the deprivations of bondage, of being 
fatherless and of widowhood. The Lord will remedy "the way of the ungodly" by rever
sal, by turning 11it upside down" (verses 6-9). 

In Psalm 147 a specific promise of "medicine" (v. 3) for spiritual disease is made. 
Verse 3 is the first of this Psalm's verses to have a memorable content, the preceding 
verses being concerned with conventional praise. It reads: 

He healeth those that are broken in heart: and giveth 
medicine to heal their sickness. 

Having written sonnet 146, with Psalm 146 in mind, on the subject of disease of 
the soul which pines and suffers dearth as a result of the over-indulgence of "rebbell 
powres," it would appear that Psalm 147, v. 3, came to Shakespeare's mind to suggest 
the theme of sonnet 147 i.e. the disease of being "broken in heart" (in sonnet 147 more 
specifically "a feavern of "love") and the prescription of "medicine" (in sonnet 147 
"Phisick" to heal the "sicklie appetite"). "Reason" as a prescriber of ~~medicine," is sub
stituted in sonnet 147 for the Divinity whose promises (11tearmes Divine") would heal 
the "pine" and "dearth" in sonnet 146. Divinity is, of course, implied by the words 
"tearmes divine" ( 146, 1.11 ). 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



Psalms and Sonnets: 146 and 147 97 

Sonnet 147 is, for three quatrains, an outcry of self-searching contemplation, con
tinuing the soliloquy of sonnet 146, and it is only in the final, shocking couplet that the 
poet addresses the Dark Lady directly and that a prohibited association with a woman 
"black as hell" and "dark as night" is mentioned as the cause of the potentially fatal dis
ease ("Desire is death ... "-"Desire" being personified by a woman who is described 
in sonnet 127, 1.1 0 as having "Raven" black eyes which are "moumers"-albeit, there, 
mourners at the loss of true beauty). It is only in the final couplet of sonnet 147 that the 
reader becomes aware of the specific behavioral cause of the problem dealt with in the 
pair of sonnets i.e. of over-indulgence of "my sinfull earth" with a woman "black as hell" 
in "houres of drosse" (with a possible pun on "houres"/whores) which makes the soul 
the "poore soule" of sonnet 146. 

VIII. Synchronized resonances between Psalm 146 and sonnet 146 
revealing the genetics of sonnet 146 

The shared main theme 

First and most importantly, the clear and overall main theme, common to Psalm 
146 and sonnet 146, is that the writer of each poem, speaking in the first person, urges 
his soul in universal, as well as metaphorically political terms, to resist the mortal allure 
of earthly values and to seek out instead the eternal, promised prize of Divine suste
nance. (This theme is unique in the sonnet series and, with the elements set out in the 
sequential order shown below, is also unique in the Psalms). 

Sychronized thematic resonances 

In the illustrations which follow "the poet" includes the poet of the Psalm as well as the 
poet of the sonnet. There are seven separate resonating elements of the Psalm and of the 
sonnet, in corresponding order, which make up the common theme (for the order of each, 
see each verse number trail and line number trail below and Appendix A): 

1. The poet commences, with the letter "P," by addressing his own soul vocatively: 

Praise the Lord, 0 my soul ... 0 put not your trust. .. (Psalm 146, v. 1) 

Poore soule ... Why dost ... ? (sonnet 146, 1.1) 

There is no other sonnet in which Shakespeare addresses his own soul vocatively. 
There are only five other Psalms in which the Psalmist addresses his own soul voca
tively, 42, 43, 1 03, 1 04, and 116, but no other Psalm follows with the consecutive ele
ments of 146 which are demonstrated here. (For the sonnet's rhetorical question, see 
2 below). 

2. The poet draws the soul's attention in universal, political terms to the perfidious 
("rebbell"), untrustworthy and unrewarding distraction of earthly powers and values: 

0 put not your trust in princes, nor any child of man: for there is no help 
in them. (Psalm 146, v. 2) 

Poore soule the center of my sinful earth, 
(Feeding) these rebbell powres that thee array, 
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Why dost thou pine within and suffer dearth, 
Painting thy outward walls so costly gay? (sonnet 146, 11.1-4) 

The Psalm makes, by way of a warning statement, the same point that the sonnet 
makes by asking a rhetorical question, i.e. that earthly powers, in the form of earthly 
desires, rebels to a sovereign soul (plausibly earthly rebel princes in universal and 
political terms), are perfidious and unrewarding. The .. rebbell powres .. and .. princes, nor 
any child of man .. form each side of an universal, metaphorical equation. 

3. The poet reminds the soul of the body's mortality and perishability: 

For when the breath of man goeth forth he shall tum again to his earth: 
and then all his thoughts perish. (Psalm 146, v. 3) 

Shall wormes inheritors of this excesse, 
Eate up thy charge? is this thy bodies end? (sonnet 146, 11.7 and 8) 

(Again, the Psalm's warning fact inspires the sonners question. Note in both the earth
ly reminders of mortal clay in the words .. earth, 11 11Wormes inheritors .. and 11bodies end ... 
.. Earth .. is a prominent metaphor for the body in both Psalm and sonnet, v. 3 and 1.1.) 

4. The Divinity offers a contract involving eternal promises: 

... hope is in the Lord his God; 

... who keepeth his promise for ever; (Psalm 146, vs. 4 and 5) 

Buy tearmes divine (sonnet 146, 1.11) 

(Note the dual meaning of ,earmes .. as promises/periods of time).13 

5. The Divinity satisfies hunger: 

God .... who feedeth the hungry. (Psalm 146, v. 6) 

Within be fed, without be rich no more, (sonnet 146, 11.12) 

(Whether the Psalm, like the sonnet, refers to spiritual hunger is not absolutely 
clear, but it can be and has been interpreted in that way in religious terms. However, 
this matters not for the purpose of genesis of the theme.) 

6. The Divinity reverses undesirable states of affairs: 

For the ways of the ungodly he tumeth it upside down (Psalm 146, v. 9) 

So shalt thou feed on death, that feeds on men. (sonnet 146, 1. 13) 

7. Divine intervention has eternal consequences: 

The Lord .... shall be King for evermore: 
and throughout all generations. (Psalm 146, v. 1 0) 
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So .... death once dead, ther's no more dying then. (sonnet 146, 1.14) 

Structurally, the resonating elements of argument making up the main theme, 
commencing with the vocative address to the soul, are in exactly the same order in 
Psalm and sonnet, as illustrated in the verse and line number trails above and in the 
attached texts (see Appendix A). 

IX. Early 17th Century commentary on the "princes" of Psalm 146 

Commentary on Psalm 146, written just after Shakespeare's time, as cited by 
Charles H. Spurgeon in his The Treasury of David, 14 reveals contemporary thought 
upon the ''princes" of verse 2 of the Psalm, probably expressed in contemporary ser
mons, which accords remarkably well with the perfidious "rebbell powres that thee 
array" of Shakespeare's sonnet 146 ("array" having the multiple meanings here of 
"adorn," "afflict" and to marshal in battle formation). 

John Trapp, (1601-1669) commented: 

The word rendered "princes" signifieth liberal, bountiful ones so princes would 
be accounted; but there is no trusting to them without God, or against him.1s 

Thomas LeBlanc (1599-1669) commented: 

and 

Earthly princes offer baubles to allure the soul from their pursuit of an eternal 
prize. Princes themselves have pronounced their principality to be their great
est peril ... 1s 

The Psalmist inscribes an antithesis. Princes, though masters of armies, pos
sessors of riches, loaded with honours, revelling in pleasures, are at themer
cy of a ruthless Black Prince. Death is tyrant over princes and peasant alike. 
The very pleasures which are envied are often ministers of death to volup
tuous princes. 11 

In this early 17th century commentary by Thomas Le Blanc on Psalm 146, and in 
its phrases "voluptuous princes," "ministers of death," there is a close parallel to the 
"rebbell powres that thee array" mentioned by Shakespeare in his sonnet 146, and to 
the "princes" in Wolsey's speech which is related to that sonnet and to the exclama
tion, "Desire is death" in sonnet 147. 

X. CONCLUSION 

Particular words or phrases, recalled from religious ceremony or ritual, tend to 
bubble up in a poet's mind, for words are his tools. This phenomenon appears to have 
influenced Shakespeare's train of thought when he wrote the two sonnets here consid
ered under the numbers of two well known Psalms. 

There are two chains of memorable linkage which draw these Psalms and sonnets 
together, that of Vocabulary and Synonym and that of Theme. Linkage of Vocabulary and 
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Synonym is found in the words "man,n "men," "soul," .,earth," "mansion:' "Desire," "heart," 
"rebell," nnot ... trust," "ungodly,., .,bodies end," "death,., "perish,., "Phisick," "medicine," 
'1earmes," "promise," "no more," "evermore," .. infinite," ,eedeth,'' ,eed, .. ,odder," "suffer," 
"sicklie," "pine," "hunger:• and "dearth." Unkage of Theme is found in Introspective 
Declamation, Desire, Hunger, Feeding, Illness, Divinity, Medicine, Healing, Cure, Death and 
Eternity. A close reading of the two sonnets and the two Psalms, at one sitting, will bear this 
out 

Sonnet 146 recalls from Psalm 146 the poefs address to his own soul, reminding it of 
the body's mortality and of its eventual return to its constituent .. earth." Earthly powers which 
are "rebbell11 to the sovereign soul, are not to be trusted. The ills that man is heir to and his 
sinfulness can be tumed "upside down" by the intervention of Divinity. To "feed on death," 
instead of the reverse, will be the reward of buying "tearmes aJVine," as promised in Psalm 
146, where God feeds either spiritual or bodily hunger and helps '1he fallen." Divine interven
tion will have eternal effects. These concepts are presented in undeniably synchronous 
sequence in both Psalm 146 and sonnet 146. (see Appendix A) 

Sonnet 147 continues the theme of the poet's ills, the "sicklie" priorities of his 
appetite, and their cure. It recalls from Psalm 147 v. 3 the promise of "medicine" (son
net 147's "Phisick" 1.8) to cure those ills. The shadow of the carrion eating, black 
"raven" of verse 9 of Psalm 147, harbinger of death (and, in the mind of the poet, sym
bolic of the woman "black as hella whose "eyesa are "Raven black" in sonnet 127), hov
ers over both sonnets with its reminder of unwholesome "feeding." 

It appears on the above evidence that, in sonnet 146, Shakespeare followed the 
theme, some of the vocabulary and the ideational order of Psalm 146 quite closely; that 
he linked sonnet 147 with its predecessor and, in doing so, he followed some themes 
from Psalm 147 to suit that linkage. We may ask why he should do this. One reason 
may be that, as he came near to writing his 150th sonnet, he was reminded that there 
were 150 Psalms of which Psalms 146 and 147 were more familiar than most. Another 
reason may be that he had acquired the habit of deriving inspiration from some of the 
numbers under which he had written sonnets earlier in the sequence. 1a 

Shakespeare exhibited a highly "reworded"19 memory and a hugely resonant 
poetic technique. It is obvious that if we can hear echoes from the Psalms in the son
nets, so could he. 

Katherine Duncan-Jones has given prominence to a numerological approach to 
the sonnets in her 1997 Arden edition of Shakespeare's Sonnets.2o The findings set 
out in this article lend credence to this approach. But there is a special significance in 
the fact that the sonnets which are dealt with in this essay are part of the Dark Lady 
series, for many critics have, in the past, thought this to be in a disordered state.21 
There are other indications in the Dark Lady series, namely the pairings of "love-trian
gle" sonnets 133 and 134, of the "Will" sonnets 135 and 136 and of the "Cupid" son
nets 153 and 154, as well as evidence of an overall numerological scheme including 
the linking of sonnet 8 with 128.22 These features tend to confirm that the Dark Lady 
sequence 127 to 154 is numbered as Shakespeare planned. Other evidence of num
ber and theme relationship, outside the scope of this essay, indicates that the Young 
Man sequence from First sonnet to 126 is also numbered as Shakespeare intended.23 

The findings of this essay, taken with the other indications mentioned above, could 
help to inform any further discussion of the problems inherent in the reordering of 
Shakespeare's Sonnets of the 1609 Quarto. 

Levedale, Stafford. 
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Appendix A (1) 

Psalm 146 
Key Numbers 

Praise the Lord, 0 my soul; whilst I live will I praise 1 
the Lord: yea, as long as I have any being, will I sing 
praises unto my God. 
2 0 put not your trust in princes. nor any child of man: 2 
for there is no help in them. 
3 For when the breath of man goeth forth he shall turn again 3 
to his earth: and then all his thoughts perish. 3 
4 Blessed is he that hath the God of Jacob for his help: 
and whose help is in the Lord his God; 4 
5 Who made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that therein is: 
who keepeth his promise for ever: 4 
6 Who helpeth them to right that suffer wrong: 
who feedeth the hungry. 5 
7 The Lord looseth men out of prison: 
the Lord giveth sight to the blind. 
S The Lord helpeth them that are fallen: 
the Lord careth for the righteous. 
9 The Lord careth for the strangers; he defendeth 
the fatherless and widow: as for the way of the ungodly, 6 
he tumeth it upside down. 
1 0 The Lord thy God, 0 Sion, shall be King for evermore: 7 
and throughout all generations. 

Key Numbers to the order of thematic reSonances with sonnet 146: 1. aSouleu (vocative 
case). 2. Perfidious, unrewarding "powres." 3. Mortality in "earth.~~ 4. DMne "promises~~/ 
"tearmes." 5. Hunger "fed." 6. Reversal, "upside down." 7 "Evermore"/"no more." (NB: 11his 
earth"l"my ... earth" is a metaphor for the body.) 
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Key Numbers 
1 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 

4 
5 
6 
7 

Appendix A (2) 

Sonnet 146 

Poore soule the center of my sinful earth, 
Feeding these rebbell powres that thee array, 
Why dost thou pine within and suffer dearth, 
Painting thy outward walls so costly gay? 
Why so large cost having so short a lease, 
Dost thou upon thy fading mansion spend? 
Shall wormes inheritors of this excesse, 
Eate up thy charge? is this thy bodies end? 
Then soule live thou upon thy servants losse, 
And let that pine to aggravat thy store; 
Buy tearmes divine in selling homes of drosse: 
Within be fed, without be rich no more, 
So shalt thou feed on death, that feeds on men, 
And death once dead, ther's no more dying then. 

Note. Helen Vendler's "Feeding" has been adopted here in line 2 instead of the wide
ly accepted "Thrall to," as a solution to the textual crux of the 1609 Quarto. However, 
"thrall to" suits the "princes" of Psalm 146 as does "Feeding" suit "feedeth" in the 
Psalm. 

Appendix B 

Sonnet147 

My love is as a feaver longing still, 
For that which longer nurseth the disease, 
Feeding on that which doth preserve the ill, 
Th' uncertaine sicklie appetite to please: 
My reason the Phisition to my love, 
Angry that his prescriptions are not kept 
Hath left me, and I desperate now approove, 
Desire is death, which Phisick did except. 
Past cure I am, now Reason is past care, 
And frantic madde, with ever-more unrest, 
My thoughts and my discourse as mad mens are, 
At randon from the truth vainely exprest. 
For I have swome thee faire, and thought thee bright, 
Who art as black as hell, as darke as night. 

Psalm 147 

v. 3 ... he healeth those that are broken in heart: and 
giveth medicine to heal their sickness. 

v. 9 ... and feedeth the young ravens that call upon him. 

Psalm 

(147 v. 3) 

(147 v. 9) 
(147 v. 3) 
(147 v. 3) 

(147 v. 3) 
(147 v. 3) 
(147 v. 3) 
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VERBAL REASONING: THE MERCHANT OF VENICE AND THE SAT 

by Paul Menzer 

Please put all books and materials away. Using only a number two pencil and your 
native ingenuity, read the following passages and circle one of the multiple 

answers. 

In The Merchant of Venice, a gold casket bears the inscription, aWho chooseth me 
shall gain what many men desire.", 

1. According to the sentence, the object of "desireu is: 
a. the gold casket 
b. immortality 
c. sensual pleasure 
d. Portia 

2. In this sentence, 11desire1
' means most nearly: 

a. long for sexually 
b. strive for ambitiously 
c. greedily want 
d. work for dutifully 

3. According to the inscription, the man who rejects the gold casket must be 
a. an iconoclast 
b. wary of earthly desires 
c. contrary 
d. scornful of llmany menu 

Edmund Burke wrote, "Education is the cheap defense of nations."2 

1. According to the sentence, Edmund Burke: 
a. thinks education is a waste of money 
b. believes more money should be spent on education than defense 
c. believes that educated citizens make a nation strong 
d. thinks teachers are more important than soldiers 

2. In this quotation, 11Cheapu means most nearly: 
a. inexpensive 
b. shoddy 
c. thrifty 
d. unworthy 
e. a good value 

In The Merchant of Venice, a silver casket bears the inscription, ~~who chooses me 
shall get as much as he deserves. u3 

1. In this sentence, ~·deserves" means most nearly, 
a. desires 
b. needs 
c. earns 
d. is due 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



Verbal Reasoning 1 05 

2. According to the inscription, the man who rejects the silver casket must 
a. have a fair estimation of himself 
b. possess an humble regard of his worth 
c. know that no man deserves anymore than another 
d. not deserve very much 

The cost of treating the nation's gunshot victims in a recent year was $2.3 billion and 
the government paid half the bill, researchers reported Wednesday. "We have been 
concerned that a lot of folks don't see gun violence as their problem, they see it as 
someone else's problem,'' said one of the researchers, Philip Cook, director of the 
Sanford Institute of Public Policy at Duke University. "The costs are shared by every
one through government payment. In that sense, we all have a stake in reducing gun 
violence."4 

1. According to the passage, the government should: 
a. not be co-paying the medical costs of gunshot victims 
b. enforce existing handgun laws 
c. pass laws to reduce handgun violence 
d. crack down on medical fraud 

2. Philip Cook says "we all have a stake in reducing gun violence." He is 
a. a typical liberal academic from Duke 
b. right 
c. wrong 
d. the director of the Sanford Institute of Public Policy at Duke University 

In the Merchant of Venice, a lead casket bears the inscription, ''Who chooseth me must 
give and hazard all he hath."S 

1. In this inscription, "hazard" means most nearly 
a. a danger 
b. a chance 
c. risk 
d. venture 

2. According to the inscription, the man who chooses the lead casket must have 
a. faith 
b. nothing to lose 
c. no sense 
d. a guarantee of his reward 

The point of this gimmicky exercise is to raise the idea that, apart from the overt Jew 
baiting and racial exclusivity dramatized in William Shakespeare's The Merchant of 
Venice, there are equally coercive but more insidious ways of excluding people from a 
community. We call it "standardized testing." So did Portia's father. 

When I was a graduate student at the University of Virginia, I did some left-hand
ed teaching of MCAT preparatory classes for minority students. The MCAT is the stan
dardized entry exam for medical school, and UVA-Iike many schools with an academ
ic hospital-has a program specifically designed to prepare minority students for this 
test. If I ever doubted the necessity of this course, I was daily reminded by the large 
photograph outside the classroom in which our group met. The photograph portrayed 
the doctor for whom the building is named. In the photograph, the elderly doctor
white, of course; a man, of course-sits on the back of a handsome horse. He is 
dressed in full fox-hunting regalia: red jacket, white jodhpurs, black helmet. He holds a 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



106 The Upstart Crow 

riding crop. He has an eye patch. What my students, eleven black students and two 
Latinos, all between the ages of 19 and 25, made of this photograph I never had the 
nerve to ask. But it brought into sharp focus for me what they were up against and the 
reason we were there. 

We have grown, of course, recently sensitive to the problems with .. objective" 
tests. (It was transparently obvious to you how my gun control query tried to play to 
your politics.) But one of my MCAT students quoted to me an apparently well-known 
logic example from the MCAT, in which students were meant to draw an analogy from 
the relationship among teacup, saucer, and table. This did not, I admit, seem a prob
lem to me until one of the Senegalese students-a biochem major at Cornell-admit
ted she did not know what a saucer was. Look at the second question on the quiz 
above, from an MCAT prep test. 

-Who is Edmund Burke? 
-When did he live? 
-Does that information help you answer the questions? 

The passage puzzled at least half of my MCAT class, none of whom knew of Edmund 
Burke. So I asked them to paraphrase the question, an old, test-taking strategy. A quar
rel erupted. Three students insisted on a paraphrase that I still today have difficulty get
ting my head around. They took the passage to mean, "Nations should not compare 
themselves with others on the basis of their educational system." That is, they took the 
passage to be generally dismissive of the worth of education as a national yardstick, 
something that would never have occurred to me and probably would not have 
occurred to you. In short, they read .. cheap .. as a pejorative term, which shaded their 
entire understanding of the quote. They were wrong of course; but how did I know? Did 
my, admittedly, scant knowledge of Edmund Burke as a British politician, as an eigh
teenth-century reformer (I looked it up), help me answer this question? Undoubtedly, I 
know, without knowing why exactly, that he would not be dismissive of education. More 
generally, I knew a medical school entrance examination would not be dismissive of 
the worth of education. That eliminates immediately a battalion of potential answers. 
Now E. D. Hirsch might argue that my students should know who Edmund Burke was, 
that a .. cultural literacy .. would help them answer the question, and that their very fail
ure proves his point. Or maybe our budding physicians do not need to know who 
Edmund Burke was, do not need to understand the intricacies of eighteenth-century 
parliamentary reform. In fact, however, this group of aspirants did need to know, for 
these particular blooms could not blossom without successfully negotiating the MCAT. 
But the upshot is that "cheap .. here has a connotation crucial to interpretation, crucial 
in particular if your entry to medical school may hang in the balance. And that conno
tation is partly constructed by culture, by Edmund Burke's culture, by the culture and 
ideology of standardized testing, by my familiarity with that culture, and with my own 
culture. 

In The Merchant of Venice, the African prince Morocco asks, .. Hazard for lead? 
This Casket threatens .. (2.7.17). Were my students, struggling to interpret "cheap" cor
rectly, that much different than Morocco mis-reading .. hazard"? All of these students 
boasted stratospheric GPAs and resumes dotted with accomplishments that would 
have made Alfred Nobel blush. But between them and the door to professional 
respectability and wealth stood Edmund Burke.and "Verbal Reasoning ... Trevor Nunn's 
stunningly thoughtful The Merchant of Venice at the National Theatre in the fall of 2000 
featured a deeply black Morocco in impeccable Saville-row pinstripes (though bloused 
at the cuffs in sartorial ode to his home land); he spoke in overly precise Oxbridge 
English. There was nothing comic in his anguish over failing to pass the test. It was 
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clearly an all-for-nothing bid at final assimilation. Wanting Portia and her country house 
desperately counted for very little when it came to brass tacks. Nor did his impressive, 
African curriculum vitae. 

Let us look for a moment at the different approaches to "hazards" the play pres
ents. A brief example: within the play's first 1 00 lines we get a beautifully poetic, sexy 
image of risk and hazard. Salerio, comforting Antonio, says: 

... dangerous rocks ... touching but my gentle vessel's side, 
Would scatter all her spices on the stream, 
Enrobe the roaring waters with my silks 
And, in a word, but even now worth this, 
And now worth nothing? (1.1.29-36) 

The poetry is gorgeous: risk is enthralling, and loss sensual. The lines use alliteration, 
figuration, personification, and rhythmic regularity. Compare this with Shylock's prosa
ic vision of hazard: "But ships are but boards, sailors but men. There be land rats and 
water rats, water thieves and land thieves-1 mean pirates-and then there is the per
ils of water, winds, and rocks ... " (1.3.1821). The language is monosyllabic, prosod
ic, marked by a banal vocabulary and the strained pun of a non-native speaker. 
Importantly, the attitude is one of a clear-eyed pragmatic. In short, different cultures
Christian and Jewish-different notions of hazard. The gospels, particularly Mark and 
Luke, present time and again the ideology of risk: "Whoever would gain the world must 
lose it for my sake." This specifically Christian, New Testament ethos of losing to win 
unites the play's spiritual and economic and romantic ventures. liMen that hazard all/ 
Do it in hope of fair advantages," Morocco says, and he is right, but he wants a guar
antee. "I'll then nor give nor hazard aught for lead11 (2.7. 19-22). In short, Morocco and 
his fellow suitors need a sort of cultural literacy, a familiarity with the operative prover
bial and biblical wisdom-"all that glisters is not gold" "whoever would gain the world 
must lose it for my sake"-to pass the casket test. What is required to pass the casket 
test correctly, to gain access to the fabulous sweepstakes of Portia's inheritance? What 
does Morocco lack? We've seen why Morocco turns down the lead casket, but why 
does he choose Gold, and why is he wrong? 

"Who chooseth me shall gain what many men desire" 
Why, that's the lady! All the world desires her. 
From the four comers of the earth they come 
To kiss this shrine, this mortal breathing saint. 
The Hyrcanian deserts and the vasty wilds 
Of wide Arabia are as thoroughfares now 
For princes to come view fair Portia. 
The watery kingdom, whose ambitious head 
Spits in the face of heaven, is no bar 
To stop the foreign spirits, but they come 
As o'er a brook to see fair Portia. (2.7.37-47) 

As with lead, his reading is too literal; he lacks the exegetical, interpretive ability to read 
metaphorically. "What many men desire" the scroll implies, is death, not Portia. But that 
is kind of a riddle, a kind of a trick. Morocco can not crack the cultural cryptogram in 
which "desires" is a dirty word for "covet." 

In The Merchant of Venice. the casket test works as a cultural barrier that today's 
students-particularly those in more homogenous classrooms-can better understand 
than the sumptuary laws, legally prescribed ghettoes, restrictions against aliens, and 
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forced religious conversions of the sixteenth century. I am frequently skeptical about 
trying to "relate" the plays to my student's wortd; classroom conversations on Othello 
that mention 0. J. Simpson do so at the risk of simplifying the play's complex portrait 
of the Moor's inside/out status, one that goes considerably beyond the color of his skin. 
(I will confess, when talking about Othello's marriage to Desdemona, to asking my stu
dents to imagine Jesse Helm's reaction if his daughter had married Colin Powell.) 

So how does my pedagogical •gimmick" (one I have used successfully in the 
classroom) move us closer to the play? My students notice pretty quickly that Portia is 
pretty mean to Morocco, even though he speaks better poetry than that opportunist 
spend-thrift Bassanio, and they know why. But with a kind of temporal chauvinism, they 
ascribe Portia's rejection to an intolerance that is, as far as they can see, history. But 
the more perceptive ones ask why Portia's father would take the chance in the first 
place that an African would marry his Venetian daughter. (We know what would hap
pen then; it's called Othello.) My answer is, Portia's father does not take much of a 
chance. The casket test is rigged to pick for Portia precisely the sort of husband suit
able to inherit Portia and her fabulous wealth. Bassanio, after all, rejects silver, which 
promises, "as much as he deserves.~· A man fully conscious that he has put his friend 
Antonio in harm's way, that he has squandered past loans, that his life is in debt, 
Bassanio's valuation of his deserving may pull up somewhat short of Portia. He also 
knows the code, biblical and proverbial: pride goeth before the fall .... As he seems 
to understand implicitly, standardized tests do not reward the most deserving. They 
reward those that understand implicitly that Edmund Burke valued education, or, most 
importantly, that test-makers value education just like Portia's father values humility. 

Shakespearean comedy, "problematica ones like The Merchant of Venice, festive 
ones like A Midsummer Night's Dream, drive relentlessly toward the happy coupling of 
happy couples. The couplings can seem inevitable. I've polled my collegiates as to 
where their parents met; to an overwhelming degree they answer, "college ... As in 
Elizabethan England, as in Renaissance Italy, we have our own institutional system to 
bring suitably educated, suitably affluent bourgeois people together to meet, marry, 
and perpetuate communities. We call it "attending college," which as every student 
knows, means mastering the SAT. 

University of North Texas 

Notes 

1. All quotations from Shakespeare refer to the Norton Shakespeare, ed. Stephen Greenblatt 
(New York: W. W. Norton, 1997). 

2. Stephen H. Browne, Edmund Burke and the Discourse of Virtue Book (U of Alabama P, 
1993), 37. 

3. 2.7.7. 
4. Washington Post, 7 June 2000: C3. 
5. 2.7.9 
6. In the past ten years, a number of works have assessed and challenged the SAT's fairness, 

among them Robert J. Sternberg, Successful Intelligence (Plume, 1997); Lydia Chavez, The 
Color Bind (U of Cslifomia P, 1998); Nicolas Lemann, The Big Tesl-The Secret History of 
Meritocracy (Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2000); Gary Orfield and Edward Miller, ads., Chilling 
Admissions (Harvard Education Publishing Group, 1998); Christopher Jencks and Meredith 
Phillips, The Black and White Test Score Gap (The Brookings Institute, 1998); and Stephen 
Themstrom and Abigail Thernstrom, America in Black and White, One Nation Indivisible 
(Simon and Schuster, 1997). 

7. Stephen Bosworth, MCAT Verbal Reasoning Review (Academic Test Prep) (Arco 
Publications, 200), 73. 
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ACTING Is ELOQUENCE: THE PERFORMANCES OF CLEMSON SHAKESPEARE 

FESTIVAL XII 

by John R. Ford 

The theme of the 2003 Clemson Shakespeare Festival, "Greed, Power, and 
I Corruption," explored the complex intersections of theater and political power in early 

modem England. The four plays included in the festival, the Warehouse Theater's 
Measure for Measure and Shenandoah Shakespeare's Coriolanus, The Taming of the 
Shrew, and The Tempest, offered not only texts that explored multiple issues of political 
theater and theatrical politics but perceptive and engaging performance choices that again 
and again demonstrated the complicit interdependence of political power and theatrical 
art.1 

From the opening moments of the Warehouse Theater's production of Measure for 
Measure, directed by Monica Bell, we seemed to live in a world under construction, 
caught in an awkward, uncertain state of becoming. Moreover, the setting had an unfin
ished theatrical feel to it, as if actors were beginning to perform their new roles before 
the stage had been properly set up. Much of the stage furniture, including a large, 
metal staircase and prison cells made of grey, tubular scaffolding, were on wheels. 
There were, of course, practical advantages for such a set design, where the stage 
could be so easily cleared and re-set. But such an unfinished set also created, quite 
effectively, a world in transition, scaffolding and all, that corresponded nicely to the 
awkward, transitional status that seemed to apply to everyone in the play once the 
Duke began to unfold, in more than .one sense, the properties of government. As the 
Duke (John Knauss) passed a chain, a token of his ducal authority, through Escalus 
(Joe Wrobel) to Angelo (Lance Currie), all three men stood on different rungs of the 
ladder in an eloquent visual image of uncomfortable and unstable hierarchy. 

The dress of the characters reinforced this self-consciousness of discovering new 
roles. This duke was not measurably older than Angelo and showed something of the same 
uneasiness. When we saw him with the friar, explaining his disguise, he shed his coat, 
rolled up his white shirtsleeves, and loosened his black tie, uncertain either of his old robes 
or his new. Escalus, similarly uncertain of the "strength and nature" of his new place, put 
on a black robe that could have been either judicial or academic. And Isabella (Jessica 
Crandall), the first time we saw her in the nunnery, wore a turtleneck, covered by a black, 
woolen coat and skirt, every button buttoned. Yet she also carried a suitcase decorated with 
one or two decals of holiday destinations as if to document her experience in the world. In 
such an uncertain Vienna, we were all frail. Both the Duke and Escalus needed spectacles 
to correct their vision. Only Angelo didn't need glasses, or didn't think he did. 

As a result, all of these characters, not just Angelo, found themselves dangerously at 
risk in moments of unanticipated and undirected passion. Isabella, misreading Angelo's dis
comfort with the heat of her emotional plea, advanced toward him at one point as he tried to 
retreat. The tempted or the tempter, who sins most? This production, especially in the first 
half, did much to realize the text's uneasy definition of "character,'' at once a term of inward
ness and a sign of outward stamp. One of the performance's best moments came about 
when the director staged two separate scenes, the Duke's moral instructions to Juliet and 
Angelo's searing self-examination, simultaneously on different areas of the stage, creating a 
mirrored scene of moral unreadiness that implicated the Duke as well as Angelo. 

Unfortunately, the performance lost some of that ambivalence in the second half of the 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



112 The Upstart Crow 

play. In fact, as the text of the play grew more and more disturbing, the production's decisions 
betrayed a determination for happy endings, a way out of the very uncertainties of political and 
ethical improvisation that the production had so intelligently and powerfully created. Mariana 
(Jennifer Goff), for example, when we first saw her in 4.1, seemed alarmingly cheerful at home 
in her moated grange singing a pleasant French d"rtty when the Duke arrived. There was not 
much hint of sweetly forsworn lips here, or of "[11ights that do mislead the mom" (4.1.4).2 Nor 
did Marianna, or Isabella for that matter, so much as flinch when the Duke informed Mariana 
that Isabella "hath a story ready for your ear" (4.1.55). In the final act there were more shades 
of ambivalence, but these were not nearly as problematic as this problem comedy allows. 
There was a momentary and quite moving embrace between Isabella and Mariana, as the 
two wronged women heard the Duke's initially harsh sentence of Angelo. And a few lines later, 
when Isabella initially resisted the Duke's overture to many, she sharply turned her back to 
the Duke, gMng a rueful humor to his attempt to recover both his political and his actorty poise: 
"But fitter time for thar (5.1.493). But even that resistance seemed to have a specific and 
removable cause: the Duke's harsh treatment of Lucio (Matt Reece). When the Duke relent
ed, forgiving Lucio's "slanders" and "other forfeits," Isabella likewise melted, embracing the 
Duke unhesitatingly, and the two made their final exit arm in arm. 

The title of Shenandoah Shakespeare's 2002-2003 tour, Brave New World, aptly 
suggests a concern shared by all three productions, Coriolanus, The Taming of the 
Shrew, and The Tempest. Each of these works was implicitly, and complicitly, involved 
in the processes of re-shaping those worlds by re-shaping the conventions, political, 
social, and theatrical, that give meaning to our understanding of and actions within 
those worlds. As Volumnia repeatedly reminds her son, these new conventions fuse 
political action and theatrical eloquence. If Coriolanus is to acquire power in such a 
world, he must "perform a part I Thou hast not done before" (3.2.1 09-1 0). Shenandoah 
Shakespeare explored the political aesthetics of discovering such parts. 

A few minutes before the opening of their performance of Coriolanus, directed by 
Jim Warren, a troupe (or was it a troop?) of Shenandoah Shakespeare actors dressed 
in commando black stormed the stage, rushing in from the space of the audience. As 
he scanned the audience, their leader, a Coriolanus type, urged the soldiers to attack 
the enemy-us-with a direct assault. But another soldier had a different idea. Why not 
use the strategies of theater to seduce, then overtake us? The skit then became an 
inspired "quaint device" to explain the dramaturgy of Shakespeare's theatrical conven
tions. Such stratagems, the soldier argued-a thrust stage, universal lighting, doubling, 
cross-dressing, etc.-allowed these actor-soldiers a more intimate political power over 
the imaginations and actions of a potentially resistant audience. But the skit, at once a 
strategy and a rehearsal, also served as an effective induction to a play where the 
boundaries between theatrical and political power are never clear. Both political and 
theatrical rule required of an actor the eloquent action of submission to an audience he 
disdained, in order to solicit the approval of their "voices." 

The play began with the disruptive sounds of an unruly audience, dressed in com
mando black, making a sibilant sound somewhere between a conspiratorial whisper and 
a theatrical hiss. Then words emerged: "Political world." Someone shouted "Com!" 
Another cried, .. He did it to please his mother!" Shenandoah's signature interaction with 
the audience here took on a particularly political malice. When Menenius Agrippa (Aaron 
Hochhalter) reproved the crowd with his parable of the Belly, he was aware that he was 
addressing two audiences. His sharp rebuke of the First Citizen, the "Great Toe," was 
meant to sting both him and us: "Wrth every minute you do change a mind, I And call him 
noble that was now your hate, I Him vile that was your garland" (1.1.182-84). At •him 
noble" and "Him vile" Menenius gestured dismissively at two members of the audience. 
There's neither humor nor bonding in these nods to the audience, just a widening of 
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Menenius's contempt, a rehearsal for Coriolanus's later enactment of both a politician's 
and an actor's darkest wish: "I banish you!" "There is a world elsewhere" (3.3.123, 135). 
Equating the audience with "the people" was central to Jim Warren's metatheatrical inter
pretation of this play. "Nowhere else in the canon," Warren explains in his program notes, 
"does [Shakespeare] give us a protagonist who hates the audience this much and who 
nakedly expresses that hatred during the whole play." 

The actors, as they so often do in Shenandoah productions, delivered the some
times dense, tightly woven language of this play with such clarity and engagement that 
they detonated the power of the play without losing the complexity. When Volumnia 
(Kathleen Lake) addressed her son as "my gentle Martius, worthy Caius" (2.1.172), 

Coriolanus (Tyrus Lemerande) and his mother, Volumnia (Kathleen Lake) 
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there was an edge in her voice that evoked Lady Macbeth's ritual address to her hus
band in a similar state of metamorphosis: "Giamis thou art ... " Tyrus Lemerande, as 
Coriolanus, turned an actor's eloquence into political art. With bloodless negligence, he 
requested the freedom of his Coriolean host, then, just as negligently, forgot his name. 
When forced to show his wounds to the people, this Coriolanus underscored his dis
gust, both political and theatrical, by approaching a member of the audience, who was 
also one of the two invited scholars to the festival , and carelessly offering his scars for 
scholarly judgement. His scenes with Aufidius (James Konicek) were especially effec
tive, his uneasiness with masculine intimacy guarded by a soldier's reserve. Even 
Lemerande's death scene was a theatrical act of will worthy of Coriolanus. For the last 
several minutes of the play the actor lay motionless, facing the audience with his eyes 
opened, unblinking, and fixed on us. The glare lingered throughout the curtain call, 
when we ask our actors that they bow to us and present their bodies for the judgement 
of our voices and our applause. At the one moment in the play when an actor most 
needs an audience's approval, Coriolanus I Lemerande banished us yet again. 

Shenandoah's perfonnance of The Taming of the Shrew, directed by Colleen Kelly 
and Fred Nelson, was also a celebration and critique of the goals and methods of polit
ical theatre, this time regarding matters of domesticity rather than state. But if Corio
lanus used these theatrical tactics to alienate its audience, Shrew used them to win us 
over, and at the same time to provide us with both distance from and critical perspec
tive on the theatrical energies that both define and subvert the performance of gender. 
This production, taking its cue from the conventional names of some of the play's characters and 
from a long theatrical tradition, staged Shrew as commedia dell'arte, a form whose 

The Taming of the Shrew: Michael Ernest 
Moore as Petruchio and Amy Mclaughlin as 
Kate. 

dependence on conventional cari
catures, broad physical humor, 
and sheer energy kept us at a safe 
distance from the violence and mi
sogyny that fuel Baptista's house
hold and Paduan life. 

Shenandoah, however, deliber
ately complicated its own conven
tions by infusing elements of Amer
ican vaudeville into the Italian comic 
fonn. Gremio (James Konicek) and 
Hortensio (David McCallum) were 
both dressed in vaudevillian uni
forms: Gremio wore a loud, check
ered jacket, four or five sizes too 
large, with a phallic cane and a pork
pie hat, while Hortensio sported 
bright yellow suspenders and a 
bright yellow tie that was not merely 
loud but hoarse. The dress, of 
course, made their romantic and 
social claims for Bianca ridiculous 
from the start. But the vaudeville hints 
also gave us something of that 
genre's broad satiric framework. As 
critics such as Alexander Leggatt 

have reminded us, some of the more frenzied scenes of this play are observed and enjoyed 
by other characters who seem merely to have wandered into the scene. For these charac
ters, what they take in is not so much lived experience but a "pleasant comedy" (1 nd.2.130), 
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or, as Tranio (Aaron Hochhalter) tells Lucentio (Tyrus Lemerande), "some show to welcome 
us to town" (1.1.47). In this production these observers became something of the buffoon
impressarios so familiar in bur1esque, offering half-witty ripostes to the skits they observed. 
The double frame allowed us to see the sexual and social battles of this play as performanc
es, and to critique them as such. Tranio, for instance, often stood downstage, miming fren
zied cues and instructions given in vain to grossly incompetent "actors" like the Pedant 
(Kathleen Lake) or Lucentio. 

Petruchio (Michael Earnest Moore), too, presented himself to us as an apprentice 
actor, feeling his way into his self-confident role, with uncertain confidence. There were, of 
course, many instances in the play when Petruchio seemed to enjoy his performance of 
such a Petruchio, much to the delight of Christopher Sly and the several male audience 
members Petruchio addressed. But for all his confidence, there was a surprising hint of 
vulnerability to this Petruchio. His outrageous parodies of the materialistic and patriarchal 
codes beneath Paduan romantic conventions could also be seen as an outsider's 
attempts to imitate those conventions. That Petruchio was played by an African-American 
actor further suggested the charactets strategies of self-fashioning and the assimilation of 
alien social codes. Often we were invited to see a space between Petruchio and the role 
he fashioned, much as we had ear1ier seen with Christopher Sly, whom at times this 
Petruchio ever so faintly resembled. That seH-conscious perfonnance anxiety was espe
cially evident when Petruchio first encountered Katherine (Amy Mclaughlin). As she 
entered, Petruchio provided his own stage direction: "now, Petruchio, speak." Then for 
several seconds, he stood perfectly mute, a victim of stage fright, until he recovered his 
opening lines: "Good morrow, Kate, for that's your name, I hear" (2.1.182). 

Thereafter, their mutual aggression channeled itseH into high spirited play, somewhat 
more spirit, in fact, than Petruchio had anticipated. When this Petruchio announced that 
11[t}hou must be married to no man but me,11 the bravado of the line was somewhat under
mined by his faltering, almost plaintive, voice. But when he glimpsed his on-stage audience 
(Baptista [Sasha OlinickJ, Gremio, and Tranio) looking his way, Petruchio adjusted his gait 
into a manly strut: "How but well, sir? How but well?" (2.1.282). Throughout the play Petruchio 
sought to command his role, often looking to the audience after particularly bold stratagems 
for our approval. His most blustery demonstrations of masculine authority would often punc
tuate moments of actorly unease. During the long wait for Katherine's return during the wager 
scene in Act V, Petruchio momentarily dropped his mask, revealing a hint of seH-doubt. But 
when Katherine did appear, Bianca and the widow in tow, the bravado returned and 
Petruchio exuberantly roared, "Why, there's a wench! Come on, and kiss me, Katen (5.2.180). 
She did, of course. Petruchio could not contain his pleasure. After all, the first time he had 
made that request, when he announced their wedding day, all he received was a punch in 
the solar plexus. As Petruchio prepared to make his final exit with Katherine, he slapped her 
on the buttocks in a gesture of manly play. Perhaps the field might be won after all. 

But Katherine, too, had been perfecting a role, and with somewhat more assur
ance than her putative trainer. Even as early as the wedding scene in 3.2, there was a 
hint of performance. As the bride-to-be waited for her errant groom, humiliated and 
angry, we noticed that under her white bridal gown and veil was the bold, red dress she 
had been wearing since the beginning of the play. Her actor's confidence most fully dis
played itself in the journey from Petruchio's house back to Baptista's. When Petruchio 
insisted on re-naming the sun and moon, Katherine's response became both a playful 
critique of Petruchio's fickleness and a ceremony of self-fashioning. Action was, 
indeed, eloquence. In an apparent gesture of submission to Petruchio's powers of 
naming, she reclaimed her own name and her role: 

Then God be blessed, it is the blessed sun, 
But sun it is not when you say it is not; 
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And the moon changes even as your mind. 
What you will have it nam'd, even that it is, 
And so it shall be so for Katherine. (4.5.18-22) 

Katherine's self-possession was such that as she spoke these lines, she could afford 
to kneel, a gesture she would repeat at the end of the play. 

This was not an overtly feminist Katherine, nor was her final speech delivered in 
the ironic tradition of Mary Pickford or some who followed her. Nevertheless, the effect 
of Katherine's voice, especially when heard through the filter of several on-stage audi
tors, was unexpectedly subversive. Inevitably, the presence of auditors gave her words 
a performative and rhetorical force, something Katherine further emphasized by direct
ing particular lines to different female audience members, just as Petruchio had earli
er in the play sought the men. Consequently, the audience found itself taking in, not 
just Katherine's words, but the effect of those words on her on- and off-stage listeners. 
It was impossible not to notice the vast distance between her idealized definition of a 
husband who "commits his body I To painful labor, both by sea and land; I To watch the 
night in storms, the day in cold., (5.2.148-50) and the somewhat less than heroic mas
culine bodies we saw on stage: Hortensia, Lucentio, Vincentia, Gremio, Baptista, the 
Pedant, Grumio, Biondello, and even Petruchio. When Katherine, wearing her gentle
women's cap, urged her sister wives to look more favorably on •thy lord, thy king, thy 
governor- (5.2.138), the widow (Kathleen Lake) shot Hortensia a scornful glance. 
Hortensia, instinctively following the direction of that glance, turned around only to see 
neither lords nor kings behind him. 

Finally, Shenandoah Shakespeare's production of The Tempest powerfully enact
ed, not just the theatrical strategies of creating policy but also the political strategies of 
creating theater. From the opening moments of this production, directed by Ralph Alan 
Cohen and Joyce Peifer, there was an oppositional relationship between the creative 
and shaping powers of art, specifically theatrical art, and the preserving and shaping 
powers of knowledge. Despite Prospera's repeated references to amine art," it was his 
knowledge, and the power and discipline it wielded, that most characterized his per
formance. Yet even that knowledge was precariously swayed. When we first saw 
Prospera (James Konicek), he was carrying his compendious book, his long blond hair 
falling over his .. magic garment," a ragged cloak emboidered with mysterious geomet
ric signs, his staff a well-bleached piece of driftwood that might have washed ashore 
in an earlier tempest. His rule over Miranda (Kathryn Lawson), Ariel (Michael Ernest 
Moore), and Caliban (Jessica Pohly) was marked by an anxiety that sometimes broke 
into anger, as when he chastised a rapt Miranda for inattentiveness. When he informed 
his daughter that 11[t]hy father was the Duke of Milan and I A prince of power, .. he under
scored the discovery by stroking her long hair, blond like his (1.2.53-54). Moreover, the 
casting of both Caliban and Ariel made these characters even more unreadable for this 
European patriarch. The "monstrous" Caliban was played by a female actor and the 
mysterious Ariel by an African-American. Even after twelve years, Prospera did not 
quite know these strange inhabitants, or their powers. 

Those subordinates created the magic art, indeed the theater of The Tempest. 
Moments before the play began, we saw a woman we would later recognize as 
Miranda walk to the center of the stage holding an open, cylindrical, drum-like instru
ment. One by one the cast members approached, each dropping a stone into 
Miranda's container. As they did so, Miranda moved the stones back and forth rhyth
mically, at first slowly, then faster and louder. Miranda's music had created the tempest! 
Later, after Ariel had invited Ferdinand into these yellow sands, he enlisted Miranda to 
join him in song, even crossing upstage left to take her from her father's spell. Together 
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the two sang "Full Fathom Five" in beautiful and mysterious harmony. This was a 
Miranda comfortably in tune with the "subtleties o' th' isle" (5.1.123) and with herself. 
Her first words to her father-" If by your art, my dearest father, you have I Put the wild 
waters in this roar, allay them"- were spoken with passionate assurance (1.2.1-2). Yet 
she felt comfortable enough to assume a playful rhetoric with Prospero, parodying his 
deep voice as she remembered his often repeated, "Stay: not yet" (1.2.36). Similarly, 
while Ferdinand may have been only the 
second example of what, as Miranda puts 
it, "I may call men," nonetheless, Miranda 
explored her new love with confidence 
and authority, proclaiming "I am your wife" 
with an assurance Ferdinand had yet to 
find (3.1.51, 83). We were not at all sur
prised at the end of the play to discover 
her quick and playful mastery of chess, 
and of her husband's false play. 

Ariel was more than delicate. His 
strong, balletic choreography allowed him 
to possess the stage. There were no 
boundaries for him. An actor to the core, 
he accomplished what Bottom could only 
wish. Ariel played, or at least mimed, all 
the parts. As he described the mariners' 
fearful discovery that "Hell is empty, I And 
all the devils are here" (1.2.214-15}, he 
leaped from the stage into our midst. In 
describing Ferdinand (Tyrus Lemerande} 
sitting "in this sad knot" (1.2.224), he sat 
in an empty seat next to a member of the 
audience and mimicked his sedentary 
style. Later he would parody the manner
isms of both sets of conspirators. At the 

The Tempest James Konicek as 
Prospero and Kathryn Lawson as his 
daughter, Miranda 

banquet scene he transformed his body into the banquet table, suddenly leaping up to 
become "like a harpy," the fabric that once covered his back as a tablecloth now trans
formed into his wings. Ariel himself was the "quaint device" that brought about the mag
ical change. And in the masque, he played Ceres in an African-style turban and tunic, 
pied with the yellow, brown, and gold colors of the earth. 

Ariel was especially skillful, and poignant, at performing himself. As Prospera 
reminded Ariel of his confinement "[i]nto a cloven pine" (1.2.277), Ariel constricted his 
body, pantomiming his own imprisonment. Played by an African-American actor, Ariel 
presented himself in black tights and a plain, white expressionless mask. The mask 
had a startling effect, for while it suggested both a confining and submissive social dis
guise, it was also a transforming and subversive theatrical one. When Ariel told 
Prospero that he would sometimes, in the tempest, "divide," he illustrated his point by 
removing his white mask to reveal an identical white mask. At various moments in the 
play, his mask would change from red to blue according to the subtleties of the isle. 

At the heart of Ariel's many impersonations, though, was not so much irony as 
compassion. Ariel was especially fascinated by human love and looked with curiosity, 
and some longing, at the wooing of Miranda and Ferdinand. When he asked Prospero, 
"Do you love me master? No?" both Ariel and we remembered Miranda's question to 
Ferdinand, "Do you love me?" (4.1.48; 3.1.67). When Ariel reminded Prospero of the 
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suffering of his captives, and gently urged his master that, were Prospero himself to 
see such anguish, his "affections I Would become tender," Prospero's reply ("Dost thou 
think so, spirit") re-awakened that longing in Ariel. •Mine would, sir, were I human" 
(5.1.18-20). For Ariel, no less than Miranda, this was a brave new world. 

Each of these collaborative voices-Miranda's, Ariel's, Prospero's, even Caliban's and 
the courtiers'--worked together to negotiate a play. Their competition best revealed itself in 
their various strategies to seduce yet another actorly presence, the audience, to their point of 
view. Uke Ariel, we played many parts. When Miranda urged her father to "allay" the "wild 
waters" of the storm, she gestured to the audience. We were the tempest. We were also the 
dark abysm of time, as again Miranda affinned when she scrutinized all of us as her thoughts 
took her back twelve years since. Sometimes a character would merely glance our way, invit
. ing us to share, and in doing so, to ratify, an irony, or a wonder, or both. The production gave 
fresh life to the long exposition of 2.1 by inviting the audience into the cfiSCussion. We were 
not merely receMng knowledge of the island; we were being asked to shape and confirm that 
knowledge. So Antonio (Aaron Hochhalter) and Sebastian (David McCallum) always rooked 
our way after each of their deflating asides, as if certain we would join them in their mockery. 
Gonzalo (Sasha Olinick), whose miraculous descriptions of an ever renewing island were 
clearly designed to awaken Alonso's (J. C. Long) hope, also looked to us for help and confir
mation. Similarly the comic characters brought even more energy and mischief to their scenes 
by enlisting us as a third comic conspirator. When Trinculo (Amy Mclaughlin) speculated what 
he might gain if he could "recover" such a monster, he glanced at us, confident of our assent. 

The performance ended with an emotionally powerful exchange between Ariel and 
Prospero, as Ariel assumed his freedom. Prospero gave Ariel his book. In retum, Ariel gave 
Prospero his whiteface mask. It was a charged and multivalent moment, given a more intri
cate texture by the production's crossed-racial casting. To a certain extent the two were 
exchanging the tokens of their mutually fettered colonial relationship. Prospero was giving 
up his presumptions of power and knowledge, while Ariel was leaving behind his enforced 
social mask. But there was something else offered in the exchange. Ariel's mask was not 
just a social or racial badge but an actor's transformative tool. This most artistic of Ariels was 
gMng Prospero, now confined on this bare island by the collaborative spell enforced by both 
audience and actors, the narf' and the "charms~~ he now "wants." By accepting Ariel's 
ambiguous gift, and the complicity it implied, Prospero moved closer to being "relieved by 
prayer," as Ariel, book in hand, exited, his affections now having become tender. The audi
ence, of course, completed the transformation with its applause. 

Delta State University 

Notes 

1. Measure for Measure, Warehouse Theatre, directed by Monica Bell, Brooks Theatre, 
Clemson University, 12 Mar. 2003; Coriolanus, Shenandoah Shakespeare, directed by Jim 
Warren. Brooks Theatre, Clemson University, 11 Mar. 2003; The Taming of the Shrew, 
Shenandoah Shakespeare, directed by Colleen Kelly and Fred Nelson, Brooks Theatre, 
Clemson University, 10 Mar. 2003; The Tempest, Shenandoah Shakespeare, directed by 
Ralph Alan Cohen and Joyce Peifer, Brooks Theatre, Clemson University, 9 Mar. 2003. 

2. All textual references are to G. Blakemore Evans, ed. The Riverside Shakespeare. 2nd ed. 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997. 
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OREGON SHAKESPEARE FESTIVAL 2003 

by Michael W. Shurgot 

I n 2003 the Oregon Shakespeare Festival staged Midsummer Night's Dream and 
Richard II on the Elizabethan Stage; and two of Shakespeare's love tragedies, 

Romeo and Juliet in the Angus Bowmer Theatre and Antony and Cleopatra in the New 
Theatre. Although the OSF, like many theatrical companies in the United States, has 
encountered financial difficulties this season (ticket sales are down about 20,000 from 
previous seasons), the festival nonetheless forges ahead, with plans to stage five 
Shakespearean plays in 2004, including Henry VI, Part One in the New Theatre and a 
combined Henry VI Parts Two and Three on the Elizabethan Stage. While the current 
economic climate and the unfamiliarity of the Henry VI plays to most of the traditional 
Ashland spectators may pose a substantial financial risk, Libby Appel seems deter
mined to present a wide range of Shakespearean productions at the festival. 

Michael Ganio's set for Dream evoked an elegant classical garden. A half-moon 
hung above the symmetrically balanced marble pillars and statues, decorated by lush 
vines that were actually hundreds of small lights, suggesting a sumptuous Athens. As 
soothing electronic music filled the air, Sandy McCallum, OSF's senior member, rode 
to center stage in bright red clothes seated on a mechanical throne. Fairy children 
scooted about his chair, as McCallum, an elderly Puck, inspected his "Pucksters." This 
brief scene established a dominant motif for the play: Puck as an elderly "fairy kingll 
passing his power to younger sprites, perhaps signaling McCallum's immanent retirement 
from OSF. While the metaphor worked well-the elderly actor passing on his theatrical 
magic to his younger pupils-McCallum's lethargic performance affected the entire 
production. Oberon's orders to scurry about the Athenian woods, much less the globe, 
became silly when directed at McCallum's languid Puck. While director Kenneth Albers 
might have thought this quaint device a fitting way for McCallum to bid the Festival 
adieu, this choice eviscerated the fairy kingdom's energy. 

Watched by the omnipresent fairies as they entered, Theseus and Hippolyta, in 
formal evening attire, immediately established a dominant tone of this production. 
Apparently resentful of Theseus's violent, injurious wooing, Hippolyta, played by 
Catherine Lynn Davis who doubled as Titania, was aloof and distant from the moment 
she entered 1.1. She moved apart from Theseus as he interrogated Hermia, and when 
he condemned Hermia to death if she resisted Athenian law, Hippolyta tore off and 
hurled to the ground a necklace that Thesues had given her and stomped off stage. 
Theseus thus exited alone, rather sheepishly, and his attempt at reconciliation, "What 
cheer, my love?" was spoken off-stage, followed by smashing glass. In her fury, 
Hippolyta had started hurling heirlooms at him. This battle of the sexes began fervidly. 

Albers's casting clearly differentiated among the four young lovers. Helena was 
much taller than Hermia, who was played by the diminutive and feisty Julie Oda; and 
Shad Willingham's muscular Demetrius towered over Christopher DuVal's scholarly 
Lysander. Despite the confusion engendered by Oberon's magic juice, Albers's choic
es meant that spectators had no trouble keeping straight who was supposed to be in 
love with whom. 

The mechanicals, led by William Langan's robust Bottom and featuring a female 
Snug and Robin Starveling, dressed in parti-colored rags found on the streets of both 
Renaissance and modem Athens (and/or London). James Edmondson's authoritarian 
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Peter Quince repeatedly insisted on order among his charges, and his increasing 
inability to control Bottom and ensure that his actors knew their parts left him thorough
ly exasperated. If Shakespeare intended this scene to mimic, however comically, the 
initial rehearsal process in Elizabethan theatres, one wonders how anything ever got 
played upon a stage, improbable or not. 

The ~~green world~~ was green indeed. Hundreds of small green lights flooded the 
stage, and the fairies appeared initially in bright green suits. Puck's voice was amplified 
as he ordered the fairies about the stage, adding ironically to the sense that McCallum's 
voice could not fill the large outdoor stage. Later, when Titania introduced Bottom to her 
entourage, the fairies, doubling from Peter Quince's ·company,~~ wore costumes suggest
ing Alice's •very very happy unbirthday.. party complete with the Mad Hatter, making 
befuddled Bottom's escapade an exotic .. trip .. into a romantic wonderland. One expected 
to hear Grace Slick and Jefferson Airplane urging Bottom to "feed his head." 

The doubling of Theseus and Oberon and Hippolyta and Titania produced some 
intriguing moments. Oberon's and Titania's moonlight meeting in 2.1 was ill indeed, a 
malicious, recriminating recital of each other's sexual exploits. Oberon, as Theseus's 
alter ego, was visibly angry at Demetrius's perfidy, as if Oberon were playing through 
Theseus's belated awareness of how severely he had insulted Hippolyta. Titania, as if 
aware from the opening scene of Theseus's brutal arrogance, remained defiant and 
belligerent towards Oberon, angrily rejecting his conciliatory efforts and lovingly 
embracing goofy, floppy-eared Bottom. Titania's "0, how I love thee! How I dote on 
thee" (4.1.44) as she slept entwined with Bottom provoked Oberon to both anger and 
pity; he pities her adotage" over the •hateful foOI11 for whom she has gathered flowers, 
but he still must assert his angry power before he will release her: "When I had at my 
pleasure taunted her'' (4.1.56). James Newcomb as Theseus/Oberon exhibited clear
ly both of these emotions, and his "release" of Titania from his spell signaled that their 
mutual antagonism had run its course. The youthful tirades and physical gyrations of 
the four lovers as they met, parted, argued, threatened, and chased each other around 
the stage provided comic relief from Oberon's and Titania's quarrels. As they raced 
about the stage, Puck sat in the middle in his chair, blithely enjoying the preposterous 
show he had created. But the exuberance of the lovers' antics only emphasized the 
corrosive power of sexual jealousy and patriarchal abuse. 

Reconciliation and mystery dominated the remainder of the play. As Oberon 
asserted that he and Titania were "new in amity,'' soft orange lights, heralding the 
morn, caressed the stage. When Thesues and Hippolyta encountered the four lovers, 
Hippolyta embraced Hermia immediately after Theseus overruled Egeus, signaling the 
triumph of Hermia's choice, however "amazedly" that was achieved. Demetrius's per
plexed narration of "mountains turned into clouds," and Theseus's bid to follow him "to 
the temple" heralded Bottom's mysterious entry from the trap door to narrate his "most 
rare vision." From whence did Bottom supposedly come? Certainly not from the tradi
tional "underworld" beneath the Elizabethan stage. Rather, one assumes that he 
entered from the strange dream world of this play, visible only in its effects, like the 
power of dreams themselves. 

The Pyramus and Thisbe play, irrtroduced by McCallum doubling as Philostrate, was 
appropriately overdone. Pyramus was a roaring Roman centurion; Uon wore a huge wig; 
and Wall spoke in hilarious fourteeners, made funnier by Snout's constantly varying accents. 
Bottom passionately clasped U. Jonathan Toppo's Thisbe, moving his hand all over him 
searching vainly for his "breast," while Thisbe stood frozen in embarrassment. Pyramus died 
all over the stage, even into the pit, and for good comic measure Thisbe had an awful time 
getting the sword to pierce her many-layered attire. Theseus's "No epilogue, I pray you," was 
a hilarious plea for closure from a lover thinking earnestly of another kind of dying. 
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A loud clang introduced Puck again in his chair as green lights illuminated the 
stage. Puck spoke his final lines from his chair, and on "To sweep the dust behind the 
door, .. he handed over his broom, his symbol of authority, to one of his younger sprites. 
The stage darkened abruptly after Oberon's and Titania's brief appearance; Puck 
spoke his gentle farewell in spotlight, and on his final line, .. And Robin shall restore 
amends,.. the stage again exploded in green light. Bottom and Titania rose from 
beneath the stage, here certainly a comic version of what Robert West calls the 
Shakespearean .. outer mystery.''1 Enveloped in green fairy light, Bottom held a locket 
of Titania's golden hair, tactile evidence of his most rare vision. 

Superb casting, ample ritual, and careful blocking produced an exciting Richard 11. 
Wearing a heavily brocaded gown topped by an ermine cape, his jewel studded crown, 
and holding a golden scepter and lance •. Richard rode onto the stage in 1.1 in his red 
throne as above him a choir intoned •Gloria in Excelsis Deo ... Long banners bearing 
his image hung from the upper stage. Bolingbroke and Mowbray spared before the sit
ting king, who relished every syllable of "We were not born to sue but to command" (1. 
196). Loud drumming and the emergence from among the spectators of several 
guards bearing huge lances preceded the expected physical combat. Suddenly, we 
became members of Richard's court, abetting his love of ceremony. 

Richard's vanity and arrogance were omnipresent. With Bagot and Greene in 1.4, 
he stood before a large mirror and changed into a glamorous red gown and gold cape, 
and then preened before his royal reflection. Richard chuckled to hear of Gaunt's ill
ness, and he and his sycophants entered Gaunt's sick room singing and clapping like 
schoolboys on a lark. Kenneth Albers, a large, robust, and dignified York, turned aside 
and wept for both Gaunt and England. Barry Craft delivered Gaunt's tirade from his 
death chair, straining to reach Richard as if physical touch might heal his vanity. But 
Richard remained aloof, actually moving away from Gaunt, as if fearing infection from 
his dying breath. 

While Richard's vanities and his disastrous misunderstanding of political power 
dominate this play, part of its historical value lies in Shakespeare's dramatization of the 
profound relationship between character and history. The contrast between David 
Kelly's narcissistic Richard, obsessed with the ceremonies of kingship, and James 
Newcomb's volatile and sharp-tongued Bolingbroke, was unequivocal. Short, compact, 
and muscular Newcomb was the perfect foil to Kelly's tall, thin, languid Richard. 
Newcomb's voice is immensely powerful and he spoke with precise diction and 
assured rhythm throughout the play. He darted about the stage, giving commands with 
an ever-increasing self-assurance that exemplified how a magnetic personality, 
regardless of one's political agenda, can attract followers. Albers portrayed York's 
dilemma superbly; he was loyal to his sovereign but realized that Bolingbroke's cru
sade was necessary. In 2.3, when York enters to Bolingbroke, Albers, trembling with 
rage, angrily dismissed Bolingbroke; his "Grace me no grace, nor uncle me no uncle" 
(2.3.87) was both humorous and stem. Bolingbroke was surprised by his uncle's anger, 
and Newcomb's thoughtful response gradually increased in pace and volume through
out the dialogue. By scene's end, Albers bowed to the inevitable; his shaking voice 
captured brilliantly the dilemma of his final lines: •Nor friends nor foes, to me welcome 
you are. I Things past redress are now with me past care" (II. 170-71 ). 

Bolingbroke's use of power was immediately evident in 3. 1; Bushy and Greene, 
groveling in chains, had been tortured. Richard's return to England in 3.2 was a stark 
contrast to 3.1. In Kelly's passionate, clearly articulated sense of loss one grasped his 
tragic error; an equally passionate defense of his realm might have avoided his immi
nent doom. The scene at Flint Castle emphasized the contrasts among these three 
men. Bolingbroke spoke and moved deliberately, and notwithstanding his having tor-
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tured Bushy and Greene, his assurance to Richard-" Henry Bolingbroke I On both his 
knees doth kiss King Richard's hand" (3.3.35-36)-sounded genuine. But as Richard 
droned on, delighting in his own elaborate and maddening rhetoric, Bolingbroke moved 
down stage left, grasping his chin in obvious anger. York, nervously twitching his fin
gers and aware now that Bolingbroke would never again tolerate Richard's self-indul
gence, stood behind Bolingbroke and stared intently at him, awaiting the doom that 
York had anticipated since his exit from 2.1: " ... by bad courses may be understood I 
That their events can never fall out good" (II. 213-14). York's tears, in response to 
Richard's "Uncle, give me your hands. I Nay, dry your eyes" (II. 2201-02) again sig
naled his deeply felt dilemma-"What would you have me do?" Albers's powerful per
formance emphasized York's tragic loss in this play; his immediate reaction to 
Aumerle's disloyalty to King Henry indicated his inability to separate his tortured alle
giances from his domestic life. 

Bolingbroke's decisive handling of the dispute among Bagot, Aumerle, and 
Fitzwater in 4.1 solidified his rise to power. Impatient with ceremony, he sighed and 
shuffled his feet during Carlisle's long prophecy and then immediately signaled 
Northumberland to him. In contrast, Richard, ever the "player king," acted his deposi
tion lugubriously, knowing that his excesses thoroughly annoyed Bolingbroke. Walking 
to his throne, he picked up the crown and thrust it into Bolingbroke's hands, only to 
grab it back. From his chair, he finally gave the crown to Bolingbroke, and then delib
erately spoke of his "undoing" from the throne he had just vacated, again "playing" at 
being king primarily to annoy Bolingbroke. As he had earlier in 1.4, Richard, again the 
self-absorbed actor, giddily primped before his image in the mirror, and then abruptly 
slammed it to the ground. As Richard was led away, Bolingbroke tore down the ban
ners bearing Richard's image and, accompanied by drums, ascended the upper stage. 
The man who had tortured Richard's followers now ruled England. 

York was furious at Aumerle's treachery, and had no patience for his wife's plead
ing. Appel cut the Duchess's appearance before Henry, so that this scene's microcosm 
of the future warring families was lost, as was Shakespeare's dramatization of the 
power of female speech to sway monarchs. Bolingbroke was equally furious at Hal's 
perfidy, his rising anger beginning to fulfill Richard's prophecy in 4.1: "Your care is gain 
of care, by new care won" (1. 198). 

Richard, wearing filthy sackcloth, shared his dungeon with a single candle. His 
isolation emphasized his tragic misconception of royal power: no army of angels 
arrived to save him from his killers. Bolingbroke entered 5.6 as King Henry under a red 
banner hanging from the upper stage bearing a huge letter "H." Combined with his 
despair over his son's whereabouts, Henry's ambivalent reaction to Exton's news of 
Richard's murder suggested the truth of Richard's prophecy that Henry's cares would 
rise as he seized the crown. The verve of Henry's red banner, hung from on high, 
already seemed ironic. 

Robert Grill's set for his contemporary Romeo and Juliet suggested a room in New 
York's Museum of Modem Art. On opposite sides of the Bowmer Theatre stage gigan
tic white cloths on wooden frames hung at oblique angels from center stage. Painted 
in huge black letters on the stage right cloth was IN FAIR; on the stage left, VERONA. 
Hanging between them upstage center was a large clock whose hands moved at dif
ferent speeds throughout the production. As bells tolled, the entire cast, in modem 
dress ranging from Gucci suits and leather pants to orange mini-skirts and combat 
boots (a nod to Baz Luhrman's film version), strode forward to recite the prologue. The 
initial sparring of 1.1 was tense and athletic, indicating the violent anger simmering just 
beneath the surface of these well-dressed families. Kevin Kenerly, an energetic 
African-American with long flowing dreadlocks, differed vividly from these Italian aris-
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tocrats. The vocal energy of his love-sickness anticipated the passion with which he 
would pursue Nancy Rodriguez's lovely Juliet. Likewise, her initial appearance in styl
ish jeans and bare midriff suggested the youthful sexual energy their elders could nei
ther understand nor control. 

That sexual energy and Andrea Frye's bawdy Nurse dominated the initial scenes. 
Wearing a polka-dot dress and packing a cell phone, Frye was utterly irrepressible. 
Director Loretta Greco staged 1.3 on a raised platform at center stage, directly in front of 
the clock whose moving hands heralded the lovers' inevitable sexual union. Juliet stood 
in the middle of the platform, with the Nurse sitting to her right and her mother to her left. 
This staging symbolized Juliet's forthcoming struggle between her mother's plans for 
marriage and the Nurse's help with Romeo. Frye's recognition of female sexuality was 
infatuating; she nearly laughed herself off the platform recounting her husband's "Thou 
will fall backward when thou hast more wit, I Wilt thou not, Jule?" (II. 43-44). To Lady 
Capulet's 11Enough of this, I pray thee, hold thy peace," the Nurse quietly replied, "Yes, 
madam, • then immediately roared at her memory of Juliet's "Ay." This sexual realism con
tinued in 1.4. Dressed in skin-tight black leather pants, Duane Boutte's tall, athletic 
Mercutio exuded sexuality; he grabbed his crotch on "Prick love for pricking, and you 
beat love down," and his exuberant Queen Mab speech seemed a performance intend
ed for Romeo himself, hinting at Mercutio's homosexual attraction for him. 

Strobe lights accompanied Capulet's descent into his party from above, a modem 
deus-ex-machina of Bacchanalian revelry. Swirling lights and pounding music evoked 
a contemporary nightclub. The tipsy Nurse solicited dance partners all over the stage, 
including Mercutio and Tybalt, and Juliet's face now shown on the back wall replacing 
the clock. As the music subsided, she and Romeo spoke their sonnet down stage cen
ter, each exhibiting both the initial excitement and obvious hesitancy of youthful desire. 
The balcony scene was played center stage, with Juliet, in a white smock, standing on 
the raised platform and Romeo alternately running towards it and then back to the front 
of the stage. This simple staging challenged spectators' imagination and linked this 
scene visually to Juliet on the platform between her mother and the Nurse in 1.3, while 
emphasizing the lovers' youthful passion and understandable fears of "getting caught. II 
Kenerly and Rodriguez made the width of the platform and the space between its lead
ing edge and the front of the stage seem like hundreds of yards they had to cover for 
just a momentary glance of their beloved. In this imaginative staging, their mutual pas
sion was unequivocal. 

Friar Laurence and his cell, filled with plants and candles, rose from a trap door to 
meet Romeo. His "Holy Saint Francis, what a change is here" (2.3.65) was hysterical. 
As he advised Romeo to proceed "Wisely and slow· and his cell lowered, Benvolio and 
Mercutio entered 2.4. Accompanied by rapid drumming, Mercutio danced across the 
stage and leaped onto the top of Laurence's cell, stopping just as the cell stopped. His 
timing was exact, and his dance symbolized the temporary, and obviously tragic, tri
umph of the passionate, youthful energy that would overwhelm Laurence's plan. The 
Nurse entered wearing sunglasses, a wide brimmed hat, and a long white scarf. Peter 
carried several bags of Armani clothes; the Nurse had obviously been in some of 
Verona's finest shops. While baiting the Nurse, Mercutio wrapped the scarf around her 
upper body, and then, pretending to remove it, held her ample breasts while she 
shrieked and quivered with delight. The Nurse's bawdiness again emphasized the sex
ual energy running throughout this production, as did Juliet's excessive impatience 
with her in 2.5 as the Nurse, arms akimbo and hat askew, stumbled onto the stage and 
sputtered before telling Juliet of the Friar's plan. 

The fatal fight, as in Luhrman's film, involved both knives and guns, and was 
staged on the raised platform, the place of Romeo's and Juliet's pledge of love and 
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Juliet's dialogue with her mother and the Nurse. For these star-crossed lovers, the 
place of love's inception was also fatal to it. Rodriguez spoke Juliet's soliloquy of 3.2 
in the center of the platform, exactly where Tybalt had died. Again in the white smock 
she had worn in the balcony scene, Rodriguez's vocal energy emphasized the sexual 
imagery of her lines. Given her intense desire, her emotional collapse when she hears 
that Romeo has killed Tybalt was wrenching; after the eloquence of her soliloquy, she 
struggled to breathe, much less to speak, and when she did, her despair was fierce. 
Rodriguez's intensity and vocal range, and Greco's staging, emphasized the tragic 
ironies of Juliet's love for Romeo. 

Juliet's bed in 3.5 was a narrow raised platform stage left. As morning colors rose 
above the ominous clock behind them, Romeo, naked to the waist, slipped from Juliet's 
side. When the Nurse entered to warn her that her mother was coming, Romeo hid 
beneath the bed, then embraced and kissed Juliet passionately before he left. The ten
derness of their brief scene was immediately shattered. While Lady Capulet tried vain
ly to convince Juliet to marry Paris, she trembled as she told Capulet of Juliet's refusal. 
Capulet immediately exploded, pushing his wife aside and standing over his terrified 
daughter while shaking his fist at her. I was sure he would strike her. He also pushed 
the Nurse aside, and Lady Capulet's ~~vou are too hoe elicited another frightening 
tirade. To Juliet's plea to delay the marriage for ua month, a week," Lady Capulet 
responded in a flat, unemotional tone: uoo as thou wilt, for I have done with thee" 
(1.205). Lying in the Nurse's arms, Juliet and she cast with their shadows against the 
huge clock a terrifying Pieta. 

Both Kenerly and Rodriguez convincingly portrayed their characters' final risks. 
Juliet's long soliloquy ending 4.3, as she lay again on the raised platform, was 
immensely moving; she mastered its broken syntax and articulated clearly its images 
of horror. Uke Cleopatra, Juliet fears another may pursue her lover's ghost, here Tybalt 
seeking revenge on Romeo, and thus she risks-even hurries-death: "Stay, Tybalt, 
stay! Romeo, Romeo, Romeo! Here's drink-1 drink to theea (57-59). Weeping uncon
trollably, Juliet drank the potion and then lay with the dagger at her breast, here an 
obvious phallic symbol, as if taking her lover in death so that he will never leave her. 
Romeo's resolve for death, "Is it e'en so? Then I defy you stars!" (1. 24) when he learns 
of Juliet's supposed death was immediate. 

The climax was extremely well done, making the lovers' familiar deaths dramatical
ly fresh. Juliet's bier was again the slightly raised center stage platform, the defining locus 
of this production. After slaying Paris, Romeo, approaching the bier as he shook with 
grief, articulated every sound and image as he knelt beside her prone body. His lines 
beginning "0 my love, my wife!" (1. 91) defied his youth; his query "Shall I believe I That 
unsubstantial Death is amorous, I And that the lean abhorred monster keeps I Thee here 
in dark to be his paramour?~~ (II. 1 02-05) was a genuine fear, not mere rhetorical flourish. 
Uke Juliet's soliloquy in 4.3, Kenerly's was the voice of deeply felt emotions that now 
transcended every attempt to understand or control them in the play. On the darkening 
stage, Romeo kissed Juliet, drank the poison, and then lay by her side, in the position we 
saw him awakening with her in 3.5. Here, for a moment, each possessed the other com
pletely, faithful onto death, their bridal bed now their mutual bier. 

In his brief appearance before Juliet awakes, Richard Howard conveyed Friar Laurence's 
terrible grief at his failed plot, yet emphasized by his flight Jufiefs youthful resolve. When Juliet 
found too litHe poison upon her love~s lips, she shot herseH with Romeo's gun. The gunshot 
ignited a cacophony of rage and disbelief from those who could have helped them, but did not 
Too late, Capufet and Montague clasped hands over the bodies of their chHdren, spotlighted on 
the raised platform as the hands of the clock stopped tuming. Their "time," and that of their mar
velous performance, had ended. 
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Penny Metropulos staged a robust Antony and Cleopatra in the New Theatre. 
Scenic Designer Richard Hay placed four pillars at opposite comers upstage, between 
which hung huge linen curtains, to create a classical setting and arranged seats on 
three sides of the slightly raked stage. This simple yet functional set created at once a 
locus-Cieopatra's monument or Caesar's palace-and simultaneously a platea of 
open space, suggesting the classical world over which the men of the play fought and 
across which Antony and Cleopatra rushed into each other's eager arms, as if their 
love truly spanned the known world. This muscular sense of space was emphasized 
by the principals, the handsome and athletic Armando Duran as Antony, and the trim 
and sensuous Judith-Marie Bergan as Cleopatra. Their physical attractiveness, com
bined with energetic performances, created a dynamic production that, while heavily 
cut, nonetheless probed incisively Shakespeare's most enigmatic lovers. 

Metropulos cut Demetrius and Philo, and assigned Philo's view of Antony as "The 
triple pillar of the world transformed /Into a strumpet's fool" (1.1.12-13) to Agrippa, who 
spoke the line far stage left after Antony's and Cleopatra's initial meeting and after they 
had left the stage. Assigning this line to Argippa made this condemnation of Antony an 
explicitly Roman view, whereas in Shakespeare's script Demetrius and Philo are 
Antony's comrades and their judgment of him indicates that his amorous liaison with 
Cleopatra has created dissention among his own men, a view corroborated by 
Enobarbus's later leaving Antony. Moving these lines (with cuts) to Agrippa eliminated 
the enigma of Philo's judgment and implied Roman approval of Agrippa's. 

Antony, in bright orange tunic, and Cleopatra, in an equally bright red gown, strode 
towards each other to open the play. As they met center stage, Cleopatra's "If it be love 
indeed, tell me how much" opened the dialogue, and Antony firmly asserted that 
''There's beggary in the love that can be reckoned." ( 1.1.14-15). Yet a hint of cynicism 
emerged in Cleopatra's "Nay, hear them, Antony," as if she knew that Antony's status 
as a pillar of the world would eventually tear him away. Duran's exasperated yet loving 
"Fie, wrangling queen! Whom everything becomes" (II. 50-51) immediately placed him 
between his undeniable love for Cleopatra and his attempt to pretend that he could dis
miss the world and "wander through the streets and note I The qualities of people" (II. 
55-56}. Throughout the play, Duran and Bergan were marvelously matched and utter
ly inseparable; they radiated sexual energy in their joy at the other's mere presence, 
and caressed each other with their words; even their wrangling was erotic. One 
thought of Petruchio's line to Kate: "'Tis the mind that makes the body rich." In every 
crisp, passionate, even angry dialogue Duran and Bergan showed that in the mutual 
energy of their minds lay the source of their desires. 

John Pribyl as Enobarbus knew that Antony was perfectly right about Cleopatra: 
"She is cunning past man's thought" (1.2.152), yet he was also sincere in his praise of 
her. Although upon hearing of Fulvia's death, Antony wished he had never seen 
Cleopatra, Enobarbus's correction was nonetheless sincere: "0, sir, you had then left 
unseen a wonder- I ful piece of work, which not to have been blessed I withal would 
have discredited your travel" (1.2. 160-62). Herein lay Enobarbus's tragedy: he too rel
ished Cleopatra's allure, as he did the sensuousness of Egyptian life, and saw in 
Antony a man whom he knew could never leave that which held him. He described 
Cleopatra's barge luxuriously in 2.2, as if his words could literally re-create the won
drous sight itself. In his reply to Cleopatra in 3.13 about Antony's flight, "The itch of his 
affection should not then I Have nicked his captainship" (II. 7-8) one heard resignation, 
not anger; and in his decision to leave Antony at the end of the scene, ''Now he'll out
stare the lightning" (1.198) after Antony has had Thidias whipped, Pribly's precise dic
tion emphasized a major dilemma of this play. While Antony's and Cleopatra's mental 
energies fuel their mutual passion, Enobarbus realizes that by this time Antony, now 

Vol. XXIII

Clemson University Digital Press 
Digital Facsimile



126 The Upstart Crow 

emboldened by Cleopatra who sees him as her "Antony again," has undermined his 
reason, and thus Enobarbus must leave him: "When valor preys on reason, I It eats 
the sword it fights with .. (11.202-03). His suicide in 4.9 was deeply moving; he realized 
that he too had fled himself, as Antony had, and that his own enjoyment of the revelry 
in Egypt, as evinced by his lavish, awestruck praise of Cleopatra's barge, had con
tributed to Antony's self-destruction. 

In 3.13, after Thidias has been whipped and Antony hints that Cleopatra would tie 
Caesar's .. points .. to flatter him, Cleopatra asks ''Not know me yet?" (1.160). Bergan 
played to the enigma of this line throughout her performance. She was angry at 
Antony's failure to weep for Fulvia, and peevishly "played" the deceived lover for all its 
worth when she claimed "In Fulvia's death how mine received shall be" (1.3.65). 
Ropped on pillows in 1.5 she yearned desperately for Antony, yet reveled in Julius 
Caesar's and Pompey's desires for her, "A morsel for a monarch" (1.32). She reveled 
too in her exaggerations, and seemed determined to believe that she would send 
Antony "every day a several greeting." In 2.5 she received the messenger while preen
ing before a mirror, convincing herself of her allure while Antony was away. When told 
of Antony's marriage to Octavia, Cleopatra beat the messenger with the mirror and col
lapsed, crying and enraged, into Charmian's arms. Given her rage, her demand from 
Alexas to gather an exact description of Octavia seemed petty and egocentric, as did 
her insistence that Charmian pity her, but not speak to her. Here and especially later 
in acts three and four, Bergan communicated Cleopatra's determination to remain 
secure within herself, with or without Antony, and to control the conditions of her sur
vival. If Antony cannot leave that which he knows will destroy him, Cleopatra cannot 
give herself completely to Antony's fortunes. Only in the security of her monument 
does she apparently feel safe, yet to that monument she drags Antony in what became 
this production's most compelling scene. 

The party of 2.2 was brilliantly staged. Just before Enobarbus's speech about 
Cleopatra's barge, amid much quaffing and jollity, the generals line-danced all around the 
stage's perimeter: i.e., all over the known world. To Caesar and his men-and his foes
the world was but a place on which to dance drunkenly. Kevin Kenerly as Octavius 
Caesar, Robert Vincent Frank as Lepidus, Duane Boutte as Pompey, and Richard 
Howard as Agrippa, all wearing heavy, dark colored pants and jackets with high, tight col
lars, exuded the military severity that Cleopatra's Egyptian luxury mocked. Though he 
drank and danced with them, Antony wished them too drowned in the Tiber; Duran's crisp 
"I' th' east my pleasure lies" (2.3.41) resigned him to that which he relished yet despised 
himself for wanting. Although he had married Octavia for "[his] peace," Antony's eager
ness to leave his pregnant wife apparently because of Caesar's new waged wars against 
Pompey barely hid his subtextual desire to return to his Egyptian "dish." 

Metropulos severely condensed much of acts three and four to concentrate on 
Antony's and Cleopatra's final moments. Antony resolutely defended his decision to 
fight by sea, and Cleopatra's "I have sixty sails, Caesar none better" (3.7.50) sealed 
his decision. Emerging from the billowing curtains upstage, Antony's .. 1 have fled 
myself" was not a rant, like Hamlet's "This is most brave," but rather the lament, 
accompanied by a cello, of a man who had finally confronted the consequences of his 
choices; if not a strumpet's fool, he was at least her servant. With Cleopatra's enigmat
ic "I little thought I You would have followed~~ (11.54-55), which Bergan made sincere, 
not ironic, Antony saw clearly his tragedy: "Egypt, thou knew'st too well/ My heart was 
to thy rudder tied by th' strings, I And thou shouldst tow me after" (11.55-57). Yet 
Antony's "Fall not a tear; one of them rates I All that is won and lost. Give me a kiss" 
(II. 68-69), acknowledged Cleopatra's potent, irresistible allure. Their kiss was long and 
tender, accompanied again by the somber cello. After his petty whipping of Thidias, 
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Cleopatra•s seductive .. That's my brave lord" fed the vanity of a man who had resigned 
himself to one more "gaudy night" that he knew would be his last. He lifted her into his 
arms, whirled her around. and mocked the midnight bell that tolled for him. In his meas
ured, precise diction as he leaves Antony, Enobarbus simply accepted what could not 
now be changed. Only after the second battle did Antony's fury erupt, and his attempt
ed suicide was pathetic. Bergan•s vocal tones and body language had sustained 
Cleopatra's enigmatic allure---"Not know me yet?•-until she saw that fury, and only 
with her "And bring me how he takes my death .. ( 4.13.1 0) was her vanity fully evident. 
Yet in her final scenes, Bergan transcended Cleopatra•s selfish urgency. 

Metropulos•s staging of the final scenes was superb. On the darkened stage, lras and 
Charmain marked out Cleopatra•s monument upstage with floating candles in small cups. 
Shakespeare•s stage direction calls for Antony to be lifted "aloft," as if an apotheosis. Here, 
as Antony pushed his bleeding body towards Cleopatra, she dragged him to her by a 
heavy rope from downstage center across the stage; i.e., across the world the warriors 
had danced upon, fought over, and carved up, as if Cleopatra drew him to her across 
many empires, now just so much dirt between them. As she pulled him he confessed that 
he had betrayed himseH, so that as he moved towards her he forgave her, and then 
painfully begged one more kiss. The juxtaposition of Antony's pushing his bleeding body 
towards Cleopatra as she pulled, and her "I dare not, dear-/ Dear my lord, pardon-1 
dare not, I Lest I be taken" (4.15.23-24) was agonizing; as he crawled towards her, she 
denied him what he craved. When he was finally with her, Cleopatra•s last kiss was 
intense, and her incredulity that he could die was genuine. Bergan•s "And there is nothing 
left remarkable I Beneath the visiting moonu (II. 69-70), spoken through heavy sobs and 
cracking voice, but with absolute conviction, epitomized the extent of her loss; it was her 
finest moment in the production. 

Charmain and lras dressed Cleopatra in splendid gold for her death. Reaching out 
to Antony as she died, Bergan•s grief made Cleopatra•s vision believable; one expect
ed again to see Antony stride across the world•s stage as he had in 1.1. In this produc
tion, Charmian•s "mending" of Cleopatra•s crown was not an idle gesture, but rather a 
fitting touch for a woman ennobled by love. 

South Puget Sound Community College 

Notes 

All textual references are to David Bevington, ed. The Complete Works of Shakespeare. Updated 
4th edition. New York: Longman, 1997. 

1. Robert H. West. Shakespeare and the Outer Mystery (Lexington: U of Kentucky P, 1968). 
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THE 2003 ALABAMA SHAKESPEARE FESTIVAL'S ROMEO AND JULIET 

by Craig Barrow 

The 2003 Alabama Shakespeare Festival season surprised me: I fully expected to 
review Othello, the production of which was unfortunately laughable, and I planned 

merely to attend Romeo and Juliet, which turned out to be the best production of that 
play I have seen in forty years of theatre going. As a sixty-year-old grandfather, I am 
more than a little removed from adolescent romantic love and the force of peer pres
sure, yet I was captivated by the performance. At first glance, as a tragic hero and 
heroine, Romeo and Juliet appear not to measure up to King Lear, Othello, and 
Macbeth, largely because the start-crossed lovers, as Frank Kermode confesses, 1 

seem victims of chance. The death of Mercutio, Friar Lawrence's undelivered letter to 
Romeo, the timing of Juliet's recovery from her death-like, drug-induced sleep, and 
Friar Lawrence's poorly motivated separation from the dead Romeo, which allows 
Juliet's suicide to take place, seem to deflect the choice and responsibility for the 
choice one expects in tragic heroes. Past productions I have seen usually fracture an 
audience's emotive response, as youthful comic-marred joy is unfairly shanghaied by 
melodramatic tragedy. With a few breaks, Romeo and Juliet should survive and per
haps even survive young love. 

Henry Woronicz's production of Romeo and Juliet did not suffer splintered effects, 
although the most prominent stage symbol are walls significant enough to make the 
folks in Robert Frost's "Mending Wall" proud. The set design that Peter Harrison built 
for director Henry Woronicz provided moving walls that suggested such locales as an 
Italian square, a bedroom, a monastic cell, a home, and burial vault as they angled in 
from the sides of the stage. These old walls, which reveal damage, repair, and a lega
cy of abuse, do much to suggest the long-held grudges and divisions that probably pre
date the Montagues and the Capulets. This set design would seem to promote melo
drama, the victims being Romeo and Juliet and the victimizers being the long held 
hatreds that spur the violence between the Montagues and Capulets. I think, however, 
that the set design merely represents ones of the alternatives of the choices that face 
Romeo and Juliet. While neither character has the tragic dimension of Lear, each still 
chooses between alternatives and bears the consequences of his or her choices 
despite both blubbering in Friar Lawrence's cell and each character's suicide. 

Harold Goddard sees the tragic choice for Romeo and Juliet in Act Ill: scene 1 
when Romeo fails to respond to Tybalt's slurs and he subsequently tries to break up 
the fight that Mercutio desires to have Tybalt in Romeo's place.2 When Romeo fails to 
respond to Tybalt's attempts to call him out, and Romeo answers, 

I do protest I never injured thee, 
But love thee better than thou canst devise, 
Till thou shalt know the reason of my love, 
And so, good Capulet-which name I render 
As dearly as mine own-be satisfied. (3:1:68-72)3 

This love is a derivative of the infinite love Julia describes earlier in Act II: scene 2, 
when she says, 
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My bounty is as boundless as the sea, 
My love as deep; the more I give to thee, 
The more I have, for both are infinite. (2:2:133-35) 

As the quarrel develops between Tybalt and Mercutio, Romeo's ethic of love is 
replaces by law when Romeo tells the combatants, 

Tybalt, Mercutio, the Prince expressly hath 
Forbid this bandying in Verona's streets. (3: 1 :88-89) 

And when Mercutio is slain, Romeo's values are debased still further, and Romeo com
plains, 

0 sweet Juliet, 
They beauty hath made me effeminate. 
And in my temper soft'ned valo~s steel! (3:1:113-15) 

Goddard, rather than see as some audiences do, pleasure in Romeo's pursuit of 
Tybalt, merely sees a failure of principle that allows the tragic incidents to take place. 
What Goddard describes in Romeo and Juliet as a theme of love and violence, 4 Robert 
Heilman years later in Tragedy and Melodrama suggests is the chief charateristic of 
tragedy, the dividedness of the tragic characters that reflects the conflicting values of 
a culture. As Heilman says, 

Such protagonists embody the dividedness of a humanity whose 
values naturally elude the confines of logic and thereby create, at the 
crises where choices must be made, apparently insoluble situations.s 

Thus, walls in the set design provide only one of the values that Romeo and Juliet 
experience, while their love provides the other. As Goddard's work testifies, Juliet is 
more faithful to the ethic of love than Romeo. While melodramatic chance accelerates 
through the end of Romeo and Juliet, the play can be seen as a tragedy of character 
as well as melodrama, and it is this mix that the Alabama Shakespeare Festival pro
duction creates. 

In most productions of Romeo and Juliet, characters break down into three 
groups: the parents, the youth culture of the Montagues, Capulets, and townspeople, 
and Romeo and Juliet. In the 2003 Alabama Shakespeare Festival production, these 
divisions exist, but the distance of Romeo and Juliet from others as a result of their 
love, their age, and their appearances is diminished. The parents, such as Greg 
Thornton as Capulet and Kim Kers as Lady Capulet, were closer in age to Romeo and 
Juliet than they usually are in productions. In Woronicz's production, the casting of 
Romeo and Juliet does not immediately cause playgoers to remember Olivia Hussey 
and Leonard Whiting as the charming child adults from Zeffirelli's film Romeo and 
Juliet. Maria Dizzia is a talented actress but bony, plain, and Noel Velez is sallow, elfin. 
Therefore, the plainness of their features makes the transformation of these features 
by love all the more powerful. They are separated from the other characters by cos
tume design as well as love, since Romeo and Juliet appear in more traditional dress 
for the period than that of the other characters who display clothes from a variety of 
historical periods. Only the costuming at the Capulet feast is traditional for everyone, 
at that, said Susan Willis, a the Dramaturg of the festival, in a lecture prior to the per
formance, reflects the directo~s sense of audience expectations. 
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What I especially liked about the Alabama Shakespeare Festival production of 
Romeo and Juliet is that the emotional signature of the piece did not waver between 
comedy and tragedy. Even in the hopeful parts of the play before the deaths of 
Mercutio and Tybalt, tension was present, so that even the comic nurse, Friar 
Lawrence, and Mercutio's comic banter cause the audience's mood to lift. For this I 
give great credit to Paul Hebron as Friar Lawrence, Sonja Lanzener as the Nurse, 
Michael Milligan as Mercutio, the very able Noel Velez as Romeo, Maria Dizzia as 
Juliet, and the good planning of Henry Woronicz, the director. 

University of Tennessee at Chattanooga 

Notes 

1. Frank Kermode, • Romeo and Juliet, • The Riverside Shakespeare, ed. G. Blakemore Evans 
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1974), 1055. 

2. Harold C. Goddard, The Meaning of Shakespeare, vol. 1 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1960), 117-39. 

3. Quotations accord with the Riverside Shakespeare, ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1974). 

4. Goddard, 117. 
5. Robert HeHman, Tragedy and Melodrama: VISions of Experience (Seattle: University of 

Washington Press, 1968), 10. 
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TROLIUS AND CRESSIDA AS PERFORMED BY THE TOM PATTERSON THEATRE, 

STRATFORD, CANADA 

by Owen E. Brady 

The Stratford Festival's Troilus and Cressida, directed by Richard Monette, plays 
comically and bitterly with the human predilection for lechery and war. It links these 

two Freudian forms of aggressive self-seeking in images of parodic lust and anti-hero
ic brutality. Monette's style always aims for the high theatrical rather than the intellec
tually probing, and this production is no exception with Paris's and Helen's comic car
nal love scene; a Pandarus in drag; and a preening, mean-spirited Achilles accompa
nied by a buff but mincing and mocking Patroclus. Though contrasting, the worlds of 
Greek and Trojan are both filled with the lecherous and the proud. The production, tak
ing off from Shakespeare's cynical comic-tragic text, provides the audience with a 
roguish catalogue of lubricious characters, both wanton sexually and slippery morally. 
The only redeeming points of light in this darkling portrait of humanity are Troilus and 
Cressida, played as na'ive and beautiful by a curly-haired, virile David Snelgrove and 
a glittering, blond Claire Jullien, and the straight-talking homebody hero Hector, por
trayed with a grim gravity by the dark, lank Andy Velasquez. But in Monette's vision, 
lechery and war kill quickly any ideals of love or honor. 

Act 2, scene 1 epitomizes the dysfunctional Greek campaign 
against Troy as Stephen Ouimette's dyspeptic and dissolute 
Thersites rails against Agamemnon, then mocks Jeffrey Renn's 
"ox-brained" Ajax. Meanwhile, Jamie Robinson's preening Achilles 
demeans Ajax and dismisses Hector's challenge as "trash" as 
David Shelley's buff Patroclus stands bemused by the fray. 
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The Greek camp in this production is the world of male pride, where aggression 
and self-aggrandizement are the bases of human relations. Costumed in dark, flowing 
tunics, adorned simply with gold medallions and bands, the Greeks are a dour lot, 
debating their fortunes and trying to figure a way out of a bloody seven-year impasse, 
a way to save face and get out quick. Wayne Best's compact, muscular, square-jawed 
Agamemnon looks a bit like Mussolini and proves as feckless a figurehead, relying on 
Peter Donaldson's lean, wily, gray-bearded Ulysses to analyze the Greek fiasco and 
propose a solution full of manipulative guile. Contrasting with the sour, sulky war coun
cil is the source of their problem: Jamie Robinson's smiling, mocking Achilles, loung
ing bare-chested, in his silken happy coat, bedizened with gold-feather earrings and 
thick gold pendants. Though Achilles is the heroic warrior necessary to battlefield suc
cess, Robinson's portrayal turns him into a petulant, pouting rock star, a male diva. The 
emblem of self-love in the play, Achilles' homosexual relationship with David Kelly's 
buff but silly Patrocolus becomes both destructive, self-indulgent pleasure and the 
means for putting down the other Greek nobles. Sulking in his tent, this Achilles leaves 
Patrocolus, clothed only in a bath towel, coyly munching an apple to mock and humil
iate the Greeks seeking his help. In a gratuitous and flagrant gesture, Patrocolus's exit 
asserts Achilles place of pride, mocking the Greeks by whipping off his towel, flaunting 
his male member as he poses before entering the tent to luxuriate with his master. 

In a move typical of Monette's directorial choices, this production alludes to con
temporary images and styles to enliven Shakespeare's text. If Robinson's Achilles 
recalls the modem, sarcastic rock star anti-hero, Jeffrey Renn's bald, bullet-headed 
Ajax alludes to the WWF's bellicose, bellowing wrestling superstars. Ulysses' manipu
lative positioning of Ajax as the new Greek hero and hope manages to pique Achilles 
but not bring him out of his tent. The Greeks watch in amused amazement as Ajax 
warms to his new role. Wearing tight-fitting black wrestling trunks, Renn's Ajax moves 
quickly in long, crouching strides, circling the stage as if a ring, full of the chest-beat
ing pride so characteristic of our televised grapplers. The production plays fully the 
texts cynicism. Neither Robinson's smug, sarcastic Achilles nor Renn's blustering, 
mindless Ajax serves as a model of the heroic. Rather, these two caustically satiric por
trayals use pride to tum prowess to folly. 

While the Greeks suffer from corrupted heroic pride-which launched their ships 
against Troy to recover King Menelaus's trophy wife Helen in the first place-the 
Trojans suffer from an overactive libido. Monette's vision of Troy, at first, seems like a 
version of Trojans Gone Wild. Bernard Hopkins's pudgy, lubricious Pandarus provides 
the audience's first comic shock encounter with this Trojan world. Curled and pow
dered, bedecked with jewelry and a gold-feathered fan, this Pandarus bounces like a 
bubble around the stage in his crisply pleated white gown, the cheerleader for wanton 
behavior and sexual indulgence. Visiting Paris and Helen, Pandarus strokes the inner 
thigh of a bare-chested boy servant with his fan and watches as Trojan Prince and his 
allegedly peerless paramour sport themselves center stage on white and gold pillows, 
running through a variety of kama sutra positions in a comic depiction of the love that 
has brought so much suffering and death. The portrayal of Paris and Helen as libido
driven mocks those dying for honor and devalues the human ideal of love. Linda 
Prystawska's Helen is an aging blonde bimbo, a giggling valley girl; Tim Campbell's 
Paris is a middle-aged mop-topped blond beach boy reminiscent of Jeff Daniel's char
acter in Dumb and Dumber. As the center of an epic maelstrom, they fail to generate 
any gravity, any redeeming sense that what they represent is worth dying for. 

Though lust not love rules in Troy, Troilus and Cressida and Hector posit possible 
touchstones of value. David Snelgove's virile innocence as Troilus and Claire Jullien's 
glittering vulnerability as Cressida make them attractive victims for a tragic story in a 
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luridly comic world. Their first love scenes, center stage, shimmer with a youthful glow, 
with full stage light sparkling on Cressida's gold lame robe. Later, however, after their 
first lovemaking, they appear elevated on the up-stage platform, pledging fidelity. 
Destroying the lover's vignette, Pandarus rushes on stage, waving a bloodstained 
sheet to tease his now deflowered niece, undercutting any sense of love's idealism. 
Andy Velasquez's Hector represents the possibility for human honor and dignity. He 
sees that the wanton Helen is not worth the Trojan cost. Though about to face death 
dutifully for a worthless woman and foolish brother, Velasquez brings common sense 

Act 5, scene 3 reveals the pride that destroys even a man of honor like Andy 
Velasquez's Hector who steadfastly rejects the impassioned pleas of Paul 
Sole's Priam and Joanna Schellenberg's Cassandra while admonishing his 
importuning wife, Andromache, played by Chick Reid. 

and gravity to his brief domestic scene with wife and child, offering the audience an 
image of virtue in a hedonistic wasteland. 

Monette structures the last scene before intermission to sum things up visually 
and prepare the audience for a darker future. Lights dimming, Pandarus stands center 
stage like a lascivious ringmaster with three pairs of lovers arrayed around him. Up 
stage on an elevated platform are Troilus and Cressida, emblems of love that tran
scends the flesh. Downstage right are Paris and Helen representing carnal desire 
raised barely above animal level. Finally, downstage left are Achilles and Patrocolus 
reflecting a sort of sterile and destructive male self-love. 

After intermission, the production attempts to plumb the tragic elements in 
Shakespeare's difficult mixed-genre text. In the process, Monette seems to be taking 
a cue from Trevor Nunn's and John Caird's 1999 production at London's National 
Theatre in refashioning the Cressida of medieval sources as a tragic victim whose ulti
mate infidelity is a survival tactic. The scene in which the Trojans exchange Cressida 
for the captured Antenor puts Claire Jullien's fragile, golden presence, in the center of 
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a dark ring of Greek warriors. The welcoming kisses are played more like incipient 
rapes, and Cressida is almost literally swung from Greek to Greek. Whatever wit she 
uses here is no trivial game but a survival tactic. Later, in her scene with Diomedes 
when she presents him with the favor Troilus gave her as a pledge of love, Jullien's 
Cressida parries Diomedes's sexual advances, giving the favor and the promise of her 
favors only as a reluctant last resort. With Ulysses, the consummate realist, leading the 
distraught Troilus to observe the downstage action, the scene becomes poignantly 
ironic. The audience observes a woman struggling for her honor and life while her lover 
sees only apparent infidelity. While we see a casualty of war, Troilus sees the medieval 
stereotype-the frail, wanton woman. 

With the seeming betrayal of love, love's world is broken and eros becomes 
thanatos. Snelgrove's Troilus rages about the battlefield, a bloody killing machine in the 
service of nihilism. With love destroyed, only the possibility for honor seems to remain, 
but not for long. With revenge for the dead Patrocolus fueling his rage, Achilles and his 
band of black-helmeted, spear-carrying Myrmidons stalk Hector. Hecto,..s death is a 
cruelly cynical destruction of heroism. Catching Hector unarmed, Achilles orders his 
Myrmidons to kill the Trojan hero. The faceless, black phalanx advances methodically, 
impaling Hector and lifting him high. This last image of aggression, borne of male pride, 
undercuts any grandiose ideas about honor that might redeem violence. 

While the Trojan War now rages ferociously on the stage, Stephen Ouimette's sad
eyed and caustic Thersites and the obviously diseased Pandarus satirize human 
desire and pride. Their bitter comments put a pox on both Greek and Trojan houses, 
and p focus the audience on the human folly done in the names of love and honor. With 
death dealing overpowering sexual desire, the last image of the play is Pandarus, leav
ing the ruins of a tinsel town Troy. Blighted by venereal disease, cauls over eyes, he 
stands with a suitcase and curses all. 

Clarkson University 
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BOOK REVIEWS 

Wendy WaD. Staging Domesticity: House
hold Work and English Identity in Early 
Modem Drama. Cambridge and New York: 
Cambridge University Press, 2002. Pp. 
xiv + 292. 

It's not often that the academic reader is 
tempted to call up friends and read 

them passages from a scholarly work 
over the phone; but then, how often do 
we run across a passage like this one?
" Remedies that were not necessarily 
painful may simply have been perceived 
as uncomfortable. People were urged to 
drink concoctions made of rancid milk left 
to steep for weeks, place fresh warm dog 
excrement against sore throats, bind 
dead pigeons to the soles of their feet, 
and sip broths composed of animal flesh 
that had been buried for days, exhumed, 
and ground into cullises or jellies" (171 ). 
In revivifying the everyday labor of early 
modern English housewives to keep their 
charges fed, healthy, and well-behaved, 
Wendy Wall's finely-wrought sentences 
coordinate the delights of a grade-school 
gross-out to those of a handsome analytic 
style, demonstrating in themselves how the 
"household stuff'' of early modem domes
ticity can be at once familiarly comfortable 
and exhiliratingly, luridly strange. 

But comfortable to whom, and strange 
to whom? It's Wall's thesis that the historical 
alienation that provokes the fascinated 
discomfort of twenty-first century readers 
encountering this material was to some 
degree paralleled by a contemporary, psy
chological alienation experienced by men 
attempting to think about female labor in 
their own homes, and perhaps at moments 
by housewives themselves. The book's con
ceptual apparatus, as Wall delineates it in 
her introduction, is an assimilative one, in 
which an insistence on the remoteness of 
historical detail can give rise to vivid psy
choanaly-tic readings (rather than pre
cluding such insight by defining historical 
distance and difference); and WaD's rhetori
cal method pushes her readers to inhabit the 

conditions of early modem female labor as 
our own "fantasy," most vividly in the pas
sage introducing the argument of her first 
chapter, which tells a typical day in the life 
of a London housewife in the second per
son, present tense-a surprising and effec
tive interpolation. 

"Fantasy" is the category through 
which Wall coordinates literary readings to 
historicized context and thus to a larger 
cultural imaginary from which "English 
identity," a fantasy position, can be gener
ated. Her first focus is on sixteenth-centu
ry housekeeping manuals written by men 
who attempt-often uncomfortably-to 
represent women's labor. These pioneer
ing texts, which attempt to define the 
nature of the English home, as well as later 
manuals by both men and women that 
follow their example, tend to bifurcate 
into two contradictory accounts of what 
housekeeping should accomplish: one, 
prizing thrift and independent production, 
cleaves to a highly nostalgic account of a 
self-contained household that makes all it 
consumes, while the other is alive to the 
delights and the advantages of consump
tion, providing recipes for confections so 
delicate and displays so spectacular as 
to elevate the household's status in the 
eyes of neighbors and even grand socie
ty. Both, however, adopt an intimate style 
in addressing the reader as if from the 
author's experience, and both attempt to 
reconcile the familiarity of the domestic 
environment with the real foreignness of 
the material-since, after all, if it really 
were familiar, it wouldn't need to be told; 
the thrifty account is remote in time from 
real conditions, extracted from the intimacy 
of childhood memories, while the status
minded account trades on novelty and the 
exoticism of a glimpse into the kitchens of 
one's betters. Both are fantasies attempt
ing to resolve real, historical contradictions 
through manipulations of distance and 
presence into pleasure; and their solutions 
are themselves contradictory. 

Even as represented in male fantasy, 
however, the housewife of WaD's reconstruc-
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tion is a marvelously knowledgeable, active, 
and authoritative subject, accustomed not 
only to mastery of the bizarre copia of her 
~~household stuff'' and its use in a multitude 
of 11receiptsu for food or medicine, but also to 
mastery of the household's other bodies, 
whom she routinely feeds, teaches, birches, 
or purges, as appropriate. This placement 
of the wife in a position of control over both 
household subordinates and everyday 
events supports the current interest in reval
uating the opportunities for agency in the 
~~practice of everyday life,'' suggested 
almost two decades ago by Michel de 
Certeau but only more recently applied to 
early modem studies, as in the 1999 vol
ume edited by Patricia Fumerton and 
Simon Hunt, Renaissance Culture and the 
Everyday. But, naturally enough, Wall's 
argument for the wife's centrality to the 
domestic order is also intended as a correc
tive to prior feminist scholarship, which has 
almost exclusively viewed wives in the con
text of the marriage bond, their subordina
tion to husbands by custom, law, and force, 
thereby both assuming and reaffirming 
wives to be victims before they can be sub
jects. Wall considers that account of single.: 
minded oppression to be one-sided and 
even anachronistic: ''Staging Domesticity 
works to unbury domesticity from the 
residue of 1970s family studies, a body of 
work designed primarily to critique the mod
em division of labor in a capitalist regime. 
When the family unit was the nerve center 
of economic production, domesticity was 
more than the domain of 'proper woman
hood~~~ (9). Not the Other of the recognized 
productive order but a presence at its core, 
the wife is a figure whose threatening and 
exhilirating agency within the everyday Wall 
urges us to see anew. 

A succession of close readings of pro
scriptive domestic texts in conjunction with 
play-texts enacts this retrospective empow
erment in the chapters that follow. The most 
privileged bastions of homosocial male 
authority felt their disadvantage in compet
ing against mother and nurse for influence 
in shaping the speech and the minds of 
boys, Wall's second chapter argues. She 

reads the exaggerated rusticity of the early 
Cambridge comedy Gammer Gurton's 
Needle as university humanism stooping to 
a still-uncertain conquest of low and femi
nized speech practice: a conquest as 
gamely resisted forty years later, when 
Shakespeare's merry Mistresses Page and 
Ford fight off intrusions both courtly and 
Latinate to define a fantasized community
an Englishness--of vernacular domesticity. 
Capitalizing on the denigration of fairy-lore 
by humanist pedagogues as the instance of 
feminine, wlgar, vernacular foolishness, the 
third chapter, "Why Does Puck Sweep?" 
examines the peculiarly English notion of 
fairies performing household work as a fan
tasy of lost community-a nostalgia for 
what everyone used to believe. This nostal
gia is put to very different uses in Drea~ 
where domesticity is a double horizon for 
the audience, with Bottom's infantilization 
by Titania at one extreme and the fairies' 
inauguration of the new royal household on 
the other-from those Shakespeare finds 
for it in Merry Wives, where domesticity is 
so central: here fairylore not only validates 
the normative tasks of the housewife 
against male suspicion, but also serves to 
attnbute blame, both to men who, though 
householders, don, believe in the morality 
of domesticity (Ford) and to men who, 
despite their aristocratic origins, do believe 
in fairies (Falstaff). But both plays use the 
class and gender relations implicit in fairy
lore to articulate a fantasy of how those rela
tions might link household economies to 
national agendas. The fourth chapter, con
versely, examines how domesticity and the 
exigencies of the state might instead be 
understood to conflict Here Wall reads the 
eroticized chore of milking in Greene's Friar 
Bacon and Friar Bungay, in which the 
Prince of Wales nearly throws over a dynas
tic union with Spain in favor of an English 
milkmaid's beauty, as a site where national 
ambition finds itself in thrall to its domestic 
origins at the nurse's breast; and Ark's fan
tasy of an army of foodstuffs marching to 
LeadenhaJI in The Shoemaker's Holiday, a 
play much concemed with the impact of the 
nation's wars upon the individual house-
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hold, exposes the dependence of the state's 
purposes upon domestic production. 

The star tum of the book, though, 
comes in chapter five, .. Queer Physic, .. in 
which the openness of the household's 
other bodies to the housewife, in her role as 
medical practicioner-of which the passage 
quoted above is just the tip of a very intru
sive iceberg-makes available a multiplicity 
of erotics, such as dominance, anality, and 
masochism, which effectively queer the fig
ure at the very center of the patriarchal rela
tion; Wall demonstrates the fantasized 
repercussions of this woman-on-top in a 
suitably exuberant reading of Nell, the citi
zen wife who emerges from the audience 
with her indulgent husband to seize com
mand of the stage action of The Knight of 
the Burning Pestle. The whole company at 
Blackfriars become Nell's "boys," as she at 
once flirts with them, eggs them on to fight, 
and names cures and purges for them, 
regardless of the characters' age or sta
tion-since, after all, the company are all 
boys, and Nell's unwitting manipulation of 
stage convention into household structure 
engages the audience with her in her fan
tasies of mastery and subjection. 

Following these four readings of come
dies, which depict domestic fantasy as ded
icated to communal pleasure (in spite of the 
internal fissures she so ably lays open in 
their ideological strata), Wall's final account 
of the fantasies of disaster likewise evoked 
by female autonomy within the household 
has the feel of a coda; though it's clear from 
her premises, and from hints of danger in 
earlier chapters, how these two polarities of 
domestic fantasy are complementary-if not 
indeed inextricable-she might do more to 
articulate this transition. That said, her analy
sis of Heywood's A Woman Killed with 
Kindness and the playwright's later The 
English Traveller stands up ably on its own: 
Wall reads the plays in the light of the daily 
butchery the housewife and her servants 
pelformed, as outlined in great and often 
gleeful detail by cookbook writers, and finds 
that domestic violence cannot be contained 
in the kitchen. Competing versions of the 
domestic relation-among husband and 
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wife, master and servant, host and guest, 
patron and protege-are all present in the 
same space of the household but share 
nothing save aggression and appetite, bent 
on consuming each other. 

I would have liked more of a conclusion 
to the book, not only because this last chap
ter needs to be compared more directly to 
those that precede it, but because Staging 
Domesticity as a whole offers an opportuni
ty to think generally about our strategies for 
representing the past Wall's rapid alterna
tion between alienation and intimacy in rep
resenting her housewife to her readers is so 
effective as a rhetorical strategy that it can 
be difficult to evaluate its success as theory; 
I'm not sure the book's method would be 
imitable by a less practiced stylist, and I 
would like to hear her thoughts about how 
the manipulation of her reader's fantasy 
interacts with her argument about fantasies 
in early modem culture. This reservation is 
not, of course, d'15praise; I speak here as a 
junior scholar on the lookout for new mod
els and means for shaping my own criticism, 
a counterintuitive enterprise which makes 
my own reading pleasure an obstacle (and 
one which Wall has no intention of overcom
ing). /4s a resource, Staging Domesticity 
wins my full enthusiasm: it lucidly presents 
an unfamiliar cultural context; it revalues that 
context for our understanding of the larger 
culture; it persuasively demonstrates that 
understanding in several registers through 
cogent readings of play-texts; and it's 
delightful from beginning to end. 

-David Landreth 
New York University 

Pamela Allen-Brown. Better a Shrew Than a 
Sheep: Women, Drama, and the Culture 
of Jest in Early Modem England. Ithaca, 
NY: Comell UP, 2003. Pp. xi + 263. lllus. 

Pamela Allen Brown's rather unconven
tional title emphasizes the sheep-shrew 

binary into which early modem women were 
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dMded. Conventional wisdom holds that in 
early modem England, the most highly 
esteemed women were "sheepa: chaste, 
silent, and obedient. Most viflfied was the 
.. shre~: those women who rebelled against 
the period's social, religious, and political 
ideologies that established and attempted to 
regulate gender behavior. Brown explodes 
the conventional view that early modem cul
ture preferred sheepish women by examin
ing humor to establish the value earty mod
em English cutture placed on shrews and 
strong women. 

In the first chapter, BI'OMl lays the 
groundwork for her argument by examining 
the importance of the neighborhood as a 
localized community. She asserts that the 
public nature of the neighborhood acts as a 
stage, providing a space for women to air 
their grievances and to shame their men, 
thus exerting some control over men who 
have absolute legal authority over them. 
Since neighborhood opinion and/or mock
ery could serve as a restraint and/or punish
ment for men, a woman's ability to woo the 
crowd served as a survival skill: by acting, 
joking, and making speeches, a woman 
could create and maintain her reputation. 
Even more important than her acting ability, 
however, was a woman's ability to fonn 
alliances with other women. 

Reading Shakespeare's Merry Wives 
of Windsor through the lens of female 
alliances, Brown examines how the plays 
female heroines, Alice Ford and Margaret 
Page, call upon their community alliances 
and their acting skills to thwart unwanted 
and dangerous male attention. ''The play 
goes out of its way to demonstrate the value 
of good alliances and performance skills for 
women who were faced with sexual aggres
sors and unwanted suitorsa (44), Brown 
concludes. Alliances, mockery and jest were 
the tools early modem women used on the 
stage of public opinion in their attempts to 
control jealous, "hom-mad'' husbands. 

A key setting for this neighborhood 
stage, Brown argues in her second chapter, 
was the alehouse. Long considered the 
purview of men, Brown insists that alehous
es were just as important for early modem 

women; in this atmosphere, women could 
mingle, tell stories and jokes, and, crucially, 
fonn alliances. It is in such locations that 
community gossips could exchange news 
of wife-beating husbands and plan their 
defenses. Brown contends that the large 
amount of criticism and satire directed 
towards these alewives iUustrate the fear the 
male authorities had of empowered women. 

Early modem men especially feared 
being 11homed," a fear Brown examines in 
her third chapter. Homing was not only a 
deadly insult but also a source of humor in 
plays and street theatre. Brown maintains 
that too much attention has been paid to the 
effect cuckolding jokes had on men while 
critics have largely ignored the role women 
played in leveling and inciting such jests: 
men are mocked for their inability to satisfy 
and control their women, yet the women 
escape censure for their affairs. Brown ex
tends her e)C81Tlination of cuckoldry to fairs 
by examining the prevalence of homing 
emblems at certain 11hOm fairs" where a car
nivalesque reversal gives women power 
over men. At these fairs, women create and 
share songs, plays, and jests depicting and 
mocking the powerlessness of homed men. 
Often these jests had a seemingly adoles
cent fixation on body humor: a cuckold cov
ered in feces, a fool forced to kiss a woman's 
''tail," or a husband mocked for a short, weak 
penis. Brown asserts that women took a 
"special delight in hacking away at [the] 
phallic pretensionsa (114) of their husbands, 
a delight clearty seen in A Talk of Ten 
Wyves on Their Husbands Ware in which 
wives humorously mock their husbands• 
bedroom performances. 

In the fourth chapter, Brown looks at 
how women band together in protection 
of one another to combat the masculine 
threats which government and Church laws 
support. The threat of being mocked by the 
neighborhood women sometimes curbed 
male violence, but this threat worked only if 
women stuck together, sheepish and obedi
ent women, therefore, angered other early 
modem women for their lack of community 
spirit Yet female alliances had their limits: 
women who were abusive to other women 
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were not welcomed into female networ1<s; 
thus, extreme shrews were left out of such 
protective alliances. Shakespeare's Kate in 
The Taming of the Shrew is one such 
woman whose alienation of other women 
disrupts her ability to form female alliances, 
and Brown exposes how Kate's exclusion 
from female networ1<s enable the plays 
other women to acquiesce when Petruchio 
kidnaps Kate. Brown compares the fate of 
Shakespeare's Kate to her counterpart in 
John Aetcher's The Woman's Prize, in 
which Petruchio remarries after Kate's sus
picious death. Petruchio's second wife 
refuses to be tamed like Kate for fear of suc
cumbing to Kate's fate and instead draws 
upon her female alliances in an ultimately 
victorious struggle for control of the house
hold. Brown claims that such jests/plays are 
not evidence of a unified opposition to male 
domination, but serve as materials for every
day women to use in their struggles/jests. 

To illustrate the power of public humili
ation, Brown, in chapter five, examines the 
history of DoD Philips, a notorious woman who 
is reported to have tricked and '~rimmed" a 
wealthy widow and robbed a successful 
Hampshire farmer. This areal" Doll Philips 
inspired many plays and pamphlets in 
which women use their cunning rather than 
their sexuality to trick fools. Brown's reading 
of these writings pays special attention to 
title page illustrations that play on the ideas 
and concomitant fears of "woman on top" 
imagery. Brown then connects Doll Philips 
with Ben Jonson's Doll Common in The 
Alchemist, arguing that both Dolls use the 
fear of public humiliation to control their 
dupes. 

These strong independent women 
contrast sharply with the well-known legend 
of female patience: the legend of Griselda 
Brown argues that modem readers recoil 
from Griselda's absolute submission to a 
man, but that early modem women faulted 
Griselda for "her approval of tyranny, her 
complicity in infanticide, and her latent 
heresy" (189). Griselda does not try to save 
her children from what she has been told is 
their certain death, nor does she attempt to 
rebel against an obvious tyrant-a rebellion 
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which would be justified in both political and 
religious terms. Brown notes that 
Shakespeare reacts against the Griselda 
model of women in his The Winter's Tale 
and contends that many common English 
proverbs note the economic value of 
shrewish wives over that of sheepish 
Griseldas. Brown asserts that reactions 
against the Griselda model of women weak
ened as the early modem English house
hold contracted to the nuclear family com
posed of husband, wife, and children; this 
new family structure placed a premium not 
on community interaction but on privacy 
and the creation of incfJVidual wealth. 

Brown concludes her study of ear1y 
modem women and jests with what seems 
almost like an apology for the value of 
studying humor, especially the low-brow 
humor she explores. It seems surprising 
that such a defense should be necessary, 
for humor, as Brown reminds us, is a form 
of resistance and it often serves as the 
greatest evidence for the mindset of a 
repressed minority. 

-Brandon Fralix 
Clemson University 

Natasha Korda. Shakespeare's Domes
tic Economies: Gender and Property in 
Early Modem England. Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2002. 
Pp. ix + 276. 

Natasha Korda's recent book is indeed, 
as she claims in her Introduction, "a 

book about stuff (2). This book is a valiant 
attempt to approach Shakespeare with 
fresh eyes, a challenging project after three 
hundred years of Shakespeare scholarship. 
In short, Korda ambitiously attempts to re
evaluate the relationship between women 
and commodities in Shakespeare by exam
ining the shifting definitions and symbolic 
values of household possessions and the 
terminology used concerning them. Building 
on Patricia Parker's work on the relationship 
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between rhetoric, gender, and property, and 
following the lead of Stallybrass, laurence, 
Jardine, and others, Korda examines 
Shakespeare in terms of objects and 
women's responsibilities and participation in 
the acquisition and maintenance of those 
objects, rather than simply as chattels them
selves. Korda makes interesting contribu
tions to both the interpretation of 
Shakespeare and to feminist histories by 
incorporating considerations of both linguis
tics and material culture into her readings of 
particular plays. 

Korda's concise study of ahousehold 
stu1f' in four plays of Shakespeare employs 
an unusual blend of concepts in methodolo
gy. Her aim is to examine domestic 
economies, or the relationships between 
members of a household and their produc
tion and consumption, in terms of both lin
guistic terminology and household goods 
(following in large part the strategies of 
William Empson and Raymond Williams). 
Rather than taking sides with either New 
Historicism or material culture studies, 
Korda situates her project between them: 
she ''weaves back and forth between lin
guistic and material economics and the 
transformation of household words and 
things they produced" (5), while simultane
ously attempting to broaden our conception 
of semantic shifts as well as our under
standing of what is considered to be primary 
source material. lv3 Henry Swinburne's 
1611 classifications of property indicate, 
definition was a difficult and pressing issue 
in seventeenth-century England. Korda 
interprets this to be a sign of the •linguistic 
instability" (3) of the time, an instability that 
finds its way into Shakespeare's work. Thus 
she examines the multiplicity of meanings 
of such evoMng and unstable terms in 
Shakespeare as cates (purchased delica
cies), discretion, and extravagant as well 
as the economics and roles of women as 
"keepers" of objects in Shakespeare's 
plays. By using phrases such as modes of 
production, reminiscent of Marx, Korda 
insists on considering Shakespeare in eco
nomic terms and not simply in literary terms, 
rightly resisting the long obsolete consider-

ation of Shakespeare's works as residing in 
the empyrean heights above material con
siderations. Korda sensibly chooses to 
examine the issue of household stuff from 
an economic perspective as well as a liter
ary one, referring to accounting documents 
and pamphlet literature on both the distribu
tion of possessions (Swinburne, Wills) and 
marriage (Coverdale, Smith, Vaves, 
Markham, Murrell, Gouge, and others). 

Clearly, this book has a feminist agen
da but not in the sense of the long common 
complaint that women are simply oppressed 
in Early Modem literature. Rather, this study 
strikes a surprisingly positive note: Korda 
attempts to prove that women actually had 
more power than is commonly thought and 
that this power can be discovered through a 
methodology that focuses on the econom
ics of the sixteenth-century household. Of 
course, this stance does invite objections to 
one-sidedness; what is considered here is 
almost solely women's roles and women's 
portrayal in Shakespeare. A further discus
sion of the economics of the family, includ
ing children, would be a useful addition. 

The five chapters of this book begin 
with an introduction to the concept of house
hold stuff in the ear1y seventeenth-century 
and suggest that Shakespeare is drawing 
on common contemporary views of house
hold management in his depictions of 
domestic situations. Korda then moves to 
case studies of the importance of various 
household objects in The Taming of the 
Shrew, The Merry Wives of Windsor, 
Othello, and Measure for Measure (a seem
ingly random selection). These chapters are 
essentially close readings of these four plays 
in tenns of their depiction of household eco
nomics. These readings raise interesting 
points, particularly on terminology. In 
Chapter 2, Korda examines household 
commodities and explores the evolution of 
such household-related tenns as 11ShfeWl and 
11Cates. 11 According to Korda (and in another 
pointed allusion to Marx), "[w]hat differenti
ates The Taming of the Shrew from its pre
cursors [plays and ballads such as 'The 
Wife Wrapped in a Wether's Skin,' which 
depict shrews as 'reluctant producers' (53)] 
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is not so much a concern with domestic 
economy ... but rather a shift in modes of 
production and thus in the very terms 
through which domestic economy is con
ceived" (52). The third chapter claims that, 
unlike the economic control by the husband 
depicted in The Taming of the Shrew, "self
supervision" is the key factor in 
Shakespeare's portrayal of housewifery in 
The Merry WIVes of Windsor (76). Drawing 
on widely disparate (and sometimes seem
ingly randomly selected) late sixteenth-cen
tury and ear1y seventeenth-century treatises 
on household management such as those 
by Juan Luis VIVe, Robert Cleaver, and 
Dudley Fenner, as well as contemporary 
engravings, Korda asserts Shakespeare as 
a representative example of the rhetoric of 
women's property and responsibility in the 
household in Early Modem England. 

By contrast, the chapter devoted to 
Othello is devoted to the fetishism of the 
object. Korda attempts to reintroduce and 
expand upon Thomas Rymer's claim that 
Othello is a Tragedy of the Handkerchief 
(111). This chapter examines women's 
property as an item of European obsession, 
following Montaigne and Marees. By ending 
her study of incfiVidual plays with Measure 
for Measure, Korda demonstrates her com
mitment to forcing a re-examination of the 
rhetoric of domesticity by questioning what 
should be considered a "domestic play." By 
choosing a "problem play" (13), Korda is 
responding to studies such as Viviana 
Comensoli's, which attempt to define "domes
tic plays" as a genre rather than considering 
the tensions between different visions and 
silences concerning domesticity in Early 
Modem theater. The reader may wonder, 
however, whether Korda is merely trying to 
expand the genre enough to enable her to 
incorporate such an apparently unrelated 
play into her own work. 

This book ignores several important 
examples of Early Modem consumption, 
particular1y fashionableness, increases in 
trade in clothing, and economic considera
tions involved in the staging of 
Shakespeare's plays. For example, as Peter 
Stallybrass and Ann Rosalind Jones, Andrew 
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Gurr and others have suggested, the cost of 
clothing in this period far exceeded that of 
many other household expenses, and gifts 
of clothing were often considered accept
able in lieu of cash payment. Korda could 
usefully have addressed that fact, particu
larly in her second chapter, which examines 
The Taming of the Shrew, a play that quite 
blatantly focuses on the exchange of cloth
ing for proper domestic behavior. Though 
Korda recognizes the importance of cloth
ing in this play, she seems to ignore the pos
sibility that clothing is a type of payment for 
services rendered. 

Many of the problems in this study are 
a consequence of the author's failure to 
explain the logic of her choice of plays and 
selection of contextual materials. Obviously, 
any project of this size must be somewhat 
limited in scope. But the rationale behind 
the selection of these four plays out of 
Shakespeare's corpus is unclear. Korda's 
stated intention is to give "a nucleus of an 
argument and a method" (14), not to supply 
an exhaustive application of her method to 
every piece by Shakespeare. However, this 
cherry-picking would be less alarming if 
Korda simply claimed to be offering an illu
minating reading of four plays. In sum, 
though this book is not particularly innova
tive and seems arbitrarily selective, it also 
offers many interesting readings of Shake
speare that draw attention to economics, 
objects, and the role of women in the 
household. 

-Jennifer E. Singletary 
Pennsylvania State University 
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CALLFORPAPERS 

Shakespeare's Jests and Jesters 
The Upstart Crmv, Volume XXIV (2004) 

I n addition to submissions addressing any aspect of 
Shakespeare's works, we are requesting submissions for 
a theme-based issue, "Shakespeare's Jests and Jesters." 

Essays, notes, and poems may address the theme from 
diverse perspectives and approaches. All submissions should 
adhere to the standard requirements for submission of 
manuscripts. Submissions will be read as received; for Volume 
XXIV, priority will be given to those submissions received 
before December 15, 2004. 
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