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I dreamed last nigcht that Shakespeare's ghost
Sat for a Civil Service post,

The English paper of ths year

Contained a question on Xing Lear,

Yhich Shskeepeare answered very badly
Because he had not read hies Bradley,

-~Guy 3oas, gquoted by I. J.
Semper in Hamlet Without
Tears (Dubuque, Iowa, 1946),
P .
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A, C, Bradley's most famous work, Shakespearean Tragedy,

first appeared in 1904, Now, more than fifty years later, this
book, together with some of Bradley!s other works, is still
talked about and argued about in college classrooms and learned
and eritical journals, In view of this continuineg interest in
Bradley's criticism, it 18 surprisineg that no full-length examinad
tion of the subject has ever been made, It is the intention of
the present study to confine itself to certain definite aspects
of Bradley's criticism of Shakespearsan tragedy, and even in this
relatively restricted field, which precludes detalled discussion
of many of Bradiey's writings (exoebt, of course, as they besar
upon the subject in hand), there have bsen no full studies, IHr,
Thomas Charbeneau, S.J., wrote a master's thesis for Loyola Uni-
versity, Chieago, in 1954, "Bradley's Theory of Tragedy: Analysis
and Critique," in which he states that his specific purpose is
"to analyze Bradley's theory of tragedy, especially as he applies
1t to Othello, and then to criticize his theory in the light of
Scholastic-Aristotelian principles," His major conclusion is

that Bradley's theory of tragedy is false, because it logically
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leads to a denlal of free w11l,1 The purpose, subject matter, and
general apnroach of the present study differ very ruech from Mr,
Charbeneau's, nor can thls writer agree with some of Mr, Charben-
eau's premises and oanclusions.z

It 18 the purpose of this dissertation to Investigate A, C,
Bradley!s theory of Shakespearean tragedy and his method of crit-
icizing a particular tragedy; to note and discuss what the more
important crities =ince Bradley havse sald on his treatment of
these two subjects; and to suggest a possible judgment as to Brade
lay's value as a c¢ritic of SBhakespearean tragedy. The emphasis
throughout will be on making Bradley'!s own 1deas and practices as
clear as possible, especially throuzh close attention to his varia
ous writings,

In this introductory chapter we shall sketch briefly Brad-
ley's career and the general view which eritics have taken of his

“

work,

Andrew Cecil Bradley was born in 1851 to a notable clerical
family.3 He took hils degree at Oxford, where, after a short inter

val, he was elected a Fellow of Balliol in 1874, He remained

1Pp. 9+10 of the unpubllished thesis at Loyola University,
Chicago.

2The particulars of the disagreement will bs considered lat@rr

3For blooraphical details on Bradley see J. W, Mackail, "An-
drew Cecil Bradley, 1851~1935," Procesdings of the British Academy
XXI (1935), 385-292; M, Roy Ridley, "Andrew Cecll Bradley," ONB
Supplement, 1931-15L0 (London, 1939). pPPe 98«100,
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there for nine years, lecturing and tutoring in English, first,
then in moral philosophy and Aristotle's Politics. In 1882 he
was named as first occupant of a chalr of Eneglish studies at Unl=
versity College, Liverpool; then Glasgow University, elght years
later, called him to a similar chalr. In 1901 Oxford named him
to the Important post of Professor of Poetry, and from 13901 to
1906 Bradley delivered there several of his best-known and most
influential lectures, According to the University's statutes,
Bradley could not be reappointed to his post {or a second flve-
yoar term, Gambridre offersd him a chalr, but he preferresd to
spend the rect of his 1ife in London working at his own studles,
In 1906 he played an important part in founding the English Asso-
ciation, and in 1907 he delivared the Gifford lectures (on reli-
zion) at Glasgow,

By this time he had begun to publish, His most important

works were Shakespearean Tragedy (190&, 1905), Oxford Lectures on

Poetry (1909), The Uses of Pestry (1912; an English Association
pamphlet), A Commentary on Tennyson's "In Memoriam" (3rd edition,

1915), A Miscellany (1929), and, posthumously, Ideals of Religlon
(1940) .44 The First World Was was a great strain on Bradley, and

thereafter he became increasingly inactive, For many years he

uFor detalls of publication concerning thess works and for a
number of lesser works not included above, sse the Bibliography;
several of the indlvidual essays which make up such volumss as A
Miscsllany were first published separately elsewhere, but only
those essays are llsted separately in ths Bibliography which wers
nsver collected,




gradually declined until his death in 1935,

While Professor Bradley was at the helcht of his powsrs, he
was evidently a most attractive lacturer., Dr. Hereward Price, now
professor emerlitus of English litarature at Michigan University,
was at Oxford during part of the time that Bradley hasld the Poetry
chalr, and he has told the pressnt writer what an unforgettable
experience 1t was to hear Bradley speak, He was a slight man, ac-
cording to Dr, Price, but he had a tremendous présence when lece
turing; ons sansed hls kindliness as well as his zreat knowledge,
Dr. Price resmembers being present at Bradley's famous lecture on
Falstaff, It began in the late afternoon and continued into the
dusk, and his audience had only one fesr, that he would stop. Dr,
Pri&e also tells how, on an sarller occasion in Glasgow, hls uni-
verslty audience was so moved that they threw down their pens and
gimply listened to him In awe, so remarkable was his lecture,

The review of Shakespearean Tragedy which appeared in the

Times Literary Supplement for February 10, 1905, confirms these

impressions with regard to the lectures which comprise that book.
vinlle Mr, Bradlsy was still eoiving this serles, states the review,
word of the very unusual impression they were making in Oxford

spread beyond unlversity cireles, and those who had not been able

to hear the lecturss were eager to read them,5

S5This review may conveniently be found in collected form in
John Bailey, Poets and Poetry: Being Articles Reprinted from the
Literary Supplement‘gg'wﬁﬁe Times" (London, 1911), pp. 55-62.
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This TLS review may sevve us as a point de départ for a rapld

glance at what has been the general opinlon among eritics, from
1905 to the present, of Andrew Bradley as a eritic of Shakespear-
pan tracedy, The word "poneral" should be emphasized, since par-
ticular roints of ceriticism will be dlscussed later, What we want
at present 1ls 2 general picture of the eritical reaction to Brad-
ley.

It may be sald at once that any blacke-and-white charting of
Bradley'!s weputatlon among critics would bs so over-simplified as
to be false, There 1s a temptation to ses =n initial period of
ahgnrlute enthusiasm for Bradley's i1deas, followed by a sharp re-
action against Bradley, culminating in a plensantly Hegelian syn-
thesls whersin everyone agress that Bradley had some good and some
bad points, Thus G, B, Harrison and Kenneth Mulr slichtly over-
state the unanimlty of critical approbation for Bradley in the
years immediately following 1904, Professor Harrison says that
Bradley's lectures, when they appeared in print, "were regarded

as thse last and final word, the highest pltch of Shakespearean

oriticism";é and Mair says that Shakespearean Tragedy was "to be

for a whole generation the truest and most profound book ever
written on Shakespaare,"7 Thess remarks are not wrong in thelr

general drift, or on a popular level, for Shakespearean Tragedy

6&akespeare's Tragedies (London, 1951), p. 9,._

TRty Years of Shakespeare Criticlsm: 1900-1950," Shake-
8Speare Survey, IV (1951), 3,
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was very well received, but to speak of its belng regarded as "the
1ast and final word" "for a whole generation" 1s to obscure the
fact that almost at ones there was some outrlght opposition to
Bradley!'s methods of criticlism, while some of Bradley's earllest
admirers dis not hesslitate to point out weaknessesg in his work,

The TLE review of 1905, for exam le, says that Shakespearcan Trage
’ P srag

edy 18 a great achlevement and adds many other hlahly laudatory
remarks, but it disagrees on csrtain speclific points with Bradley,
and it e2lls hls apparent deslre to make all of Shatespeare!s dew
talls fit togethoer exactly "a vain occupation."8

Bradley'!s critical fortunesg may bo lndicated most readily by
a chronological listing, which will also givs us the chance to see
if there is any rigld pattern discernible., Only the most lmport
ant or significant discussions are noted,?

1905-~the TLS review already summarized.

«

1906--C, H, Hanford reviews Shakespearean Tragedy most

favorably, with a very few reservations,

1907--%Walter Raleigh (w!lthout naming Bradley) rejects
the phllosophical approach to Shakespeare and says that attempts
to find a theoretic basls for Shakespsarean trazedy have all bsen

fruitless,

8Batley, pp. 55, 59.

9For publication detaills on these works, see the Bibliography g
whers there 1s a slight discrepancy in dates, the date given in
this list 1s that of ths flrst appearance of the article or book.
Most of thess eritical works will be taken up in some detall latar4
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1907--4A, B, YWalkley agrees that Bradley 1s Coleridge's

pest succescor, but feels that all through Shakespesarean Iragedy

thers mmns & mistaken critical method--that of assuming that the
characteras ars to be argued about as real persons.

1509~=Charles Johnson gives a completely favorable re-
port on Bradley, sesing his work as the peak of Shakospsare crit-
icism,

1910~--E, B, Stoll, in a violent sssay, demands the use
of the hlstorical method in Shakespears criticism; hs has some
kind remarks for Bradley but completsly rejects many of hls meth-
ods,

1916--D., N, Smith seos Shakespearean Tragedy as the last

of 1ts kind,
1919-~Schiicking insists on the use of the historical

apnroach to Shaksspeare; he thinks Shakespearean Tragedy an excel-

lent book but deplores some of Bradléy?s methods, !

1920~-7, S, klict, in an erticle on Swinburne, lmplies
that Bradley was not so much interested in his nominal subject
matter as he was in matters not quite to the point,

1923«.C, H, Herford sees a compromise in sirsht between
Bradleyan eritics and the "historical” party.

1927--E, B, Stoll contlnues to detail his general and
particnlar objections to Bradley's criticism,

1928~~Broekington, in the Shakespsare Review, proclaims

Bradley a sreat critie, greater even than Coleridge,

1928~=-G, Wilson Knignt sets forth his principles of
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Sshakespeare interpretation; he asks that Bradley's method in Shaked
gpearean Iragedy be extended to all the plays of Shakespeare,.

(1928-<Legouls attacks Stoll as an extremist.,)

(1930--Lascelles Abercromble, in an address to the Brit-
{1 sh Academy, says that anti-Romantic Shakespeare criticism has re
sulted in errors worse than those of the Romantics,)

1931=--Babecoeck says that one of his purposes in Genesis

of Shakespeare Idolatry 1s to support Bradley's views on Morgann's

greatness as a oritiec of Bhakespeare,
1932~-Ralll says that Bradley is the greatest living
Shakespeare ceritic and one of the very greatest in history.,
1933«-L., C, Knights makes a famous attack on Bradleyan
eriticlsm,

1933--Logan Pearsall Smith says that, of all the wlsse

books about Shakespeare, he would first choose Shakespearsan Trag-

edys it 1s a masterplece of English cniticism.

1934~-J, Isaacs, in A Companion to Shakespeare Studles,

calls Bradley's criticiaom magnificent and dangerously side=
tracking.

1935-~C, Spurgeon says that the images of evil in the
plays support and reinforce Bradley's statement about good and evil
in Shakespsearean tragedy,

1937--F, R, Leavlig delivers a scathing attack on SBradley

In Serutiny.
1947-«L, B, Campbell says some nice things about Shake-

Lepsarean Tragedy, then rigorously attacks several points in the




f1rst chapter,
19 8-~Charlton proclaims himself a devout Bradleyite,
1948~~Paul Siegel writes "In Defence of Bradley" against
various crities,
1949-«L, B, Gamﬁball makes another attack on Shakespearw-

ean Tragedy,

1949~~John Middleton Murry publishes a remarkable panoe

gyric on Bradley; he ealls Shakespearsan Tragedy the greatest

single work of criticism in the English languags,

1951-~TLS editorial, on the occasion of the one-hundredt:
anniversary of Bradley's birth, says that Bradley's star has prettﬁ
well faded, though he ecan still offer us much on the msaning of
postry,

1951 ««Koenneth Malr sees a swine back towards Bradley.

1953 (date of Enclish edition)--Henri Fluchére, ienoring
Bradley altogether, says that Shakasééére eriticism made rio gerie
ous progress from Colaridee's time to that of the new "evaluation”
centered at Cambridge,

1955.-Herbert Welsinger says that Bradley's apnroach
8t111 seems the most frultful for the understandine of tragedy.

1956--D, Traversl feels that Bradley's type of criticlam
1s played out, but he somplalns that modern Shakespsare criticlsm
1s fragmentary and incomplete compared to Bradley's work,

1958.«P, B, Halliday, in the revised edition of Shake-

Speare and Hisg Criticsg,says there 1s a swing back towards Bradley;
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he feels that a synthesis of the old and the new in Shakespears
eriticliem 1= needed,

195%«aBarbara Hardy seeks to prove that Coleridse i1s the
father not of Bradlsy but of Stoll, L. C. Knichts, etc.; Bradley
tells us about human character, but Coleridge tells us about the
play,

1959--L, ¢, Knignts, in 5 letter to this writer and in a
published ezsay, se=2z soms good polnts about 3Bradley's work but
continues to assert that 1t 1s often mislezdling i» emphaslsg and

direction and 1s inadequate in its methodolegy,

Three facts should be clear from the foregoing. Flrst, there
18 no hard-and-fast pattern in the sequence of critical opinion on
Bradley, Crities in 1923, 1951, and 1958 have thought that they
could see a general movement in Bradley's direction, but each time
new attacks, or at least statements of fundamental disagr?ement,
have followed, Second, there is stili no agreement among critics
as to the value of Bradley's criticism, Third, Bradley's import-
ance as a Shakespeare critie (which says nothing of his value) is
signified as much by the continuing controversies as by explicit
acknowledgment, although as a matter of fact few even of Bradley's
adversaries deny his importance,

It 18 in the hope of throwing some licht on these controverted

matters that the following chapters are presented,




CHAPTER II
SOME FUNDAMHENTAL CRITICAL TENETS

In the Introductlion to Critics and Criticlsm, Professor Ho-

nald Crane aroues convineingly that the only satisfactory approach
to the miltiplicity of critics and critical systems 1s to recoge
nize that there are many distinet valid or partially valid criti-
ecal methods and to insist, consequently, upon "ascertaining, in
methodologlcal terms, what a given eritic 1s doing, and why, bee
fore attempting elthser to state the meaning or judme the truth or
falgity of his conclusions or to compars his doctrines with those
of other eritics.”"10 It follows that before entaring into the
particulars of Bradlev's criticlsm we should examine his gnswers
to those fundamental uestions which sﬁggest themgelves concerning
any c¢ritiec--What does he think a poem 18?7 What is his idea of the
function of eriticism? How does he think a eritic oucht best to
proceed? The complete answer to these queries can only be in tanmi
of the detalled study which will constitute Chapters III and IV,
but Dr, Bradley does wive us some direct information which will

gzrre as a useful preliminary,

10¢p1ties and Criticism, ed, R, S. Crans (Chieago, 1952), p. 4

11
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A poem, he believes, is not one fixed thing, It probably
never was 80 even to the poet, and now that he 1s dead there are
as many poems as readers, Pocetry 1s a process or activity of the
mind or soul,ll An actual poem is the succession of experiences--
sound, images, thoushts, emotlons~.through which we pass when we
are reading as poetically as possible, and this Imarinative ex-
perience will obviously dlffer with every reader and every read-
1ng.12'

Poatry 1s an ond in itself and also a means, It has its own
intrinsic value, & wvalue 1t would have even if 1t were quite use-
less,. The primary purposs of poetry 1s nothing but 1tselfl, and a
poem's postic value is this intrinsic worth alone.l3 But a poem
also may serve as a means to other ends, Poetry is only one of
the activities of the soul, to which 1t contributes in two ways:
it contributes itself (uwith its own intrinsic worth) and 1t may
contribute to other activities of théﬁsouln-the virtues, Yeligion,
philosophy, e.g.l4 Poetry will achieve its own aim, however,

most surely when 1t seeks its end without delibserately attempting

1llmhe Uses of Poetry (London, 1912), p. 3.

12 poetry for Poetry's Sake," Oxford L

, xford Lectures on Poetry, 2nd
ed, (London, 1909), p, L; Bradley adds & nocte (p. 28) that h; di1d
not intend this as a formal or complete dsefinition of poetry,

13yses of Poetry, p. 2; "Poatry for Poetry's Saks," Oxford
Lectures, p. 4.

Wyses of Poetry, p. 43 "Poatry for Foetry's Saks," Oxford
Lectures, pp. -5.
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to reach to the attainment of philosophic truth or moral progress,
This belief 1s held the more firmly because of the further belilef
that the unity of human nature in its several activities is =0
intimate and pervasive that no one of them can opsratse without
trangmitting its influence to the rest., What the imarination
loves as poetry, reason may love as philosophy, and the pur=uit of
poetry for its own saks 18 also the pursuit of truth and good-
neas,ls

Since Bradley regards poetry as primarily an activity of the
soul, 1t 1s understandable that he places primary importance on
the impressions which the individual receives as he goes through
the experience of reading a poem, Agaln and again Bradley will
sesk to isolate the poetic experience Iin terms of the exact im-
pressions recelved,. Of course the reader must do his part, He
must be alert and attentive as he reads, and he mist do all he c¢an
to understand what the suthor's intention was, but it is, finally,

the experience which matters, Suppose, for example, that a par-

ticular problem arlses~~a gquestion, let us say, as to the nature
of the ultimate power in the traglc world of Shakespeare, Any

answer we may give must correspond with our imaginative and emo-
tional experience in reading the tragedies, We must do our best
by study and effort to make this experlience true to Shakespears,

but, after that is done, it ig the experience which is the matter

150% ford Lectures, pp. 394-395,
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to be interpreted, difficult though it often is to 1solate that
experience in its purlty, The experlence is also the test by
which the interpretation must be tried: does the explanation cor
respond with the imacinative impressions we recelve?ld

Thus the part of the reader 1s a very active and Important
one, Poetry cannot be recelvsd, merely; i1t must be re-created in
the astivity of the reader,l? who, as we have indleated, must put
forth a positive effort to make his experience trus to the author,
If, for example, a reader is Indifferent or hostils to the 1ldeas
of a poem, he ought to be able not merely to accept the bheauty of
the style but, for the time being, to adopt these 1deas and identify
himself with them, If he does not, he cannot bs said to have ap-
preciated the poem, or even, in the full sense, to have read 1t,18

The oritic's role will be to ald the reader in the activity
of re-ersation, Poétio activity varies according to poetie capa-
city,19 and the good eritic ¢an be of use to the reader in developd
ing in him an enriched, more adequate, and mors enjoyable roe-crea.

tion of the poem,20

1éshakesgaarean Tragedy, 2nd ed, (London, 1905), p. 2i; see
also, among many other instances, the note on p. 30, which con-
cludes, "The peader should examine himself closely on this matter,']

17Uses of Poetry, p. L.

18"The Reaction against Tennyson," A Miscellany (London, 1929}

p. 12,

19uses of Postry, p. L.

20shakespecrean Tragedy, p. 2.
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Most of Bradley!s remarks on the functlion and methodology of
the =ood critic ars made specifically in terms of Shakespearean
criticism, His strongest insistence 1s that the critic interpret
Shakespeare from within rather than according to some external
norm, On at least four qulte sseparate occasions he warns against
judging Shakespearse according to some standard elthser made by our-
selves or derived from dramas and a theater of qulte other kinds
than Shakespeare's, Bradley's admiration for Maurlce Mofgann is
based on the fact, as Bradley saw 1t, that Morgann dropped the
critical superstitions of the past which had resulted in Shaks-
speare's being judesed from the outside and being condemned for
things the intention of which the older critics had not even tried
to understand, Morgann substitutes for thilis the sympathetic imagl|
nation which follows Shakespeare into the minutest detalls of his
composition., Morgannts attempta to interpret the process of Shakeod
speare's Imazination from within weréﬂfollowed up by most ‘of the
Romantie critics, but some of the oriticism even of Coleridee and
Hazlitt, Bradley feels, 13 vitiated by the fact that they have not
on all occasions passged from thelr own minds into Shakespearet!s
mind, The Shakespeare critie must take care not to bs like the
sightseer who promenades a pilcture-callery, seeing in this pilcture
e likensess to a cousin or in that, the very imags of a place he
knows, We must, as critics, fizht against our tendenecy to sse the

work of art as simply a copy or remindsr of something already in

our heads, or at least as llttle removed as possible from the




16

throurzh the use of the sympathetic 1magination.21

Bradley believes that perhaps the chief difficulty in inter-
preting Shakespeare 1s to know when the dramatist has an intention
which we ouzht to bs able to divine and when, rather, he made a
slip, was hurried in adapting an old play and so did not make
averything conform to one conesption, or simply refused to bother
about minor details, The eritic can err in either direction: it 14
quite possibls to look for subtlety In the wrong places in Shake.
spears, but in the right places 1s is not possible to find too
mich,22 In general, Bradley seems to feel that there 1s a defie
nite answer to be found to the great guestions in Shakespeare
eriticlsm.~questions which are of central importance in a play.
His statement in regard to Iago 1s significant for the whole Brad-
ley's criticism, "The question Why? 1s the question about Iago,
just as the question Why did Hamlet délay? 183 the question about
Hamlet.," Iago and Hamlst do not theﬁselves glve the answér, "But
Shakespeare knew the answer, and 1f these echaracters are great
creations and not blunders we ought to be able to find it too,"23

These, after all, are important juestions, but why should the

critic troubls himself about lesser puzzles whoase solution would

21"?ostry for Poetry's Sake," Oxford Lectures, p. 10; Shake-

spearean Trapgedy, p. 57; "The Rejection of Palstaff,” Oxford Lec-
tures, pp. 275-275; "Eighteenth Century Estimates of Shakesspears,"

Scottish Historical Review, I (1904), 294-295,

228hakespearean Tragedy, pp. 77-78.
23Ip1d,, p. 222.
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bring little postical profit? To go no further, some people are
pbothered by puzzles in a poem they love and eannot be content to
let them go unexplored, The critic should be satisfled if his
attentiong to such matters help them to read the poem without a
check or save them the difficulties he himsslf has gonse through.au

The Shakespeare c¢ritic wlll find the many studies in literary
history, biography, and the like, more or less necessary depending
on what his aim is in a particular plece of criticism., They will
certalinly be useful, and some thinge are indispensabls-~familiari
with the literature of Shakespeare's time, for 1natancea5-nbut

where, as In Shakespearean Tragedy, ths critic's central interest
is to increase the understanding end enjoyment of Shakespeare's
tragedies as dramas and to so apprehend the action and characters
that they will in the reader's imagination be more like what they
were in Shakespeare!s, then the most indispensable tools for both
eritic and reader will be close famiimrity with the plays,
strength and justice of perception, and the hablt of reading with
an eager mind, The richt way to read the dramatlist Shakespearae 1s
to read a play more or less as 1f one were an actor who had to
study all the parts, desiring to reallze fully and saxactly what

inner movements produes these particular words and deeds at this

2&& Commentary on Tennyson's "In Memoriam,” 3rd ed. (London,
1915), p. xiii,

) iS"Eighteenth Century Estimates," Scottish Historieal Review,
I, 293.
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particular moment, The prime requisite for such a reading, there-
fors, 12 a vivid and intent imagination, though that alone is
scarcely adequate; it 1s necessary, especially to a proper cone
ception of the whole, also to analyze and disseet and compare,

But when the eritic does thls, when, for exammle, he separates
actlon from the characters or styie from versification, he mist
koeep always In mind the one poetie experience of which they are
but aspects, for the trus critié is always aiming at a richer,
truer, more intense repetition of that iIndivisible experien@e.aé

Most of those critics who have commented on these fundamental

ideas of Bradley'as have done so in terms of concrete instances
which have occurred in his theoretical and practical eriticism.

Wo #hall thersfore reservs thelr comments and our own until later,

26" poetry for Postry's Sake," Oxford Lectures, pp. 15-17;
Shakespearean Tragedy, pp. 1-2. \




CHAPTER III
BRADLEY'S THEORY OF SHAKESPEAREAN TRAGEDY

It will already have bscoms apnarent that Professor Bradley's
eriticism of Shakespearean tragedy is not ccnflned to his best-

mown volume, Shakespearean Tragedy. The tragedies arse the csen-

tral thems in four other works: the little known bocklet, The Na-

ture of Tragedy: With Special deference to Shaksspoars (Warrington]

1889);27 the lacture-egssays delivered at OXford in 1902 and 1905,
"Hegel's Theory of Tragedy" and "Shakespeare's Antony and Cloo-

patra,” both published in Oxford Lectures on Postry; and "forio-

lanus,” which was given before the British Academy in 1912 and

later collected in A Miscellany. In addition, in some elighteen of
Bradley's many other books and essaysgﬁay be found elther remarks
explicitly on Shakespearsan tragedy or remarks which h3lp us to
understand Bradley's e¢riticism of that subject.

In seeking to determine, specifically, Bradley's theory of

Shakespearean tragedy, we might expect to find it complete in The

27" ppinted for the Warrington Literary and Philosophical So-
ciety. A Paper Read Before the Soclety on the 19th February,
1889." There is a copy at the Folger Library, but I have coms
across no other copies, nor have I ever seen it referred to in
print.

19
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Nature of Tragedy, but this early pamphlet is a relatively brief

treatment of the subjeect considered later in the first chapter of

Shakespearean Tragedy, which chapter, In its turn, ig incomplete

unless closely correlated with the rest of the hook, But there 1s

good evldence that Shalkespearean Tragedy 1tself 4id not satisfy

Bradley as a statement of his ideas on tracic theory, In 1905,
when a second printing of the boock was needad, Bradley made some
changes through the body of the book and added a preliminary "Note
to Second and Subsequent Impressions,” to the effeet that though
he has correcsted a few ocutricht mistakes he has confined himself
otherwlse to indicating in bracksts here and there "my desire to
modi fy or develop at some future time statements which seem to me
doubtful or open to misunderstanding,” This modification or de-
velopment was never accomplished, One of the most important of
these bracketed notes, for one sesking to dstermine Bradley's
theory of Shakespearesn tragedy, owcﬁné at the end of the first
chapter, It ealls attention to the fact that the aunthor, for
various reasons, has not treated fully the guestion of why we feel
not only pain but also reconciliation and sometimes even exulta-
tion at the desth of the trasgic hero, Now this was an important
matter to Bradley and a part of his theory of tragedy, but he
"eannot at present make zood this defect," and thersfore directs
the reader to particularized examples of the feeling of reconcili-
ation through the rest of Shakespearean Tragedy and to his treat-

ment of the subject in "Hegel's Theory of Tragady." Bradley him-
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self, then, dlu not regard the first chapter of Shakespearean

Iragedy, or even the work as a whole, as a completaly satisfactory
statement of his ideas on a basie theory of Shakespsearean tragedy.
Since Dr, Bradley's works are so numerous, and since he did
not regard any ons of them as a final, altogethser complete pre-
sentation of his opinions, the present writer believes that Brad.
ley's theory of Shakespsarean tragedy may most profitably be ape-
proached through a study of the theory's several elements as they
occur through the corpus of Bradley's work, We shall investigats
these components and whether they are derived from earlisr crite
iecism, woe shall ask whether they form a eocherent theory of Shake-
spearean tragedy, and we shall at least begin to consider whether

the theory (consistent or not) is true to Shakespears,
Bradley!s Alm and Method

The theoretician must first state for himself his aim in

theorizing, In The Nature of Tragedy Bradley says that he is try-

ing to find the answer to a guestion which he puts in a double
form: "What general fact is 1t that in the varying stories of
Hamlet, Othello, and the rest Shakespeare reprossnts? What is the
aspect of nature to which in these plays he holds up the mirrop,
and whieh, when we see it in his mirror, produces in us that pecu-
liar and unmistakable impression which we call the tragical fesle

1ng?"28 In Shakespearean Tragedy he attempts to state the same

28p, L, The refepences to the mirror ars an echo from Brad-
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aim in yet different words: "What 1s the substance of a Shake-
spearean tragedy, taken in abstraction both from its form and from
the dilfferences in point of substance between one tragedy and
another?’ "Vhat is the nature of the tragle aspect of lile a3z re-
presented by Shakespesre?” 4And he says it is =t11l the same gquesw
tion 1f we ask, "What is Shaksspeare's tragic conception, or con-
ception of tragedy?'29 FPerhaps, Bradley says, Shakespeare himself
never asked such a guestlon, and 1t is even less liksely that he
formulated a precise tragic theory, yet in writing tragedy, Shake-
spears did represent one aspect of life in a certain way, and a
thorough examination of his plays ought to enable us to deescribe
what he has represented and how. You may call sueh a deseription,
indifferently, an account of the substance of Shakespearean trag-
edy or of Shakespears's view of tragedy or the tragle fact,30

How do we go about answering the question? Bradley proposes

in Shakespearean Tragedy that we simply begin to collect facts

from the tragedies themselves, thus gradually bulldineg up an idea

of the more abstract comeept, "Shakespearean tragedy."3l This

ley's definition, on p. 3, of the end of drama In goneral; he
quotes Hamlet on "the end of playing" and says that the dramatist
has reached his objeet when he has faithfully represented some as-
pect of the world as 1t i1s, only more clearly than we usually see
1t and with sharper lights and shadows.

29shakespearean Tragedy, p. 5.

30Ivid,, pve 5-6.
31£§£Q~’ Pe 7o
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1s stralghtforward enocugh, but it ought to be compared to The

Nature of Tragmedy. The questions by which the author states his

alm are almost the same in the two books, and I have no doubt that
Bradley looked upon them as all different ways of putting one
question, He did not, howevsr, repeat in the juestions of the
later work anything about "that peculiar and unmistakable impres-
sion which we call the tragical feeling.," In The Nature of Tragz-
edy he nses that expression and follows 1t up by an analysis of
what he means by 1t, We hardly mean by "tragedy," he says, what
the newspapers mean when they use the word, The tragic impres:ion
i1s unique, It is "the highest and best worth having of all the
feelings that poetrvy, whether in 1ife or in art, can give"; a thing
18 not really tragle, in the proper sense of the word, unless
there 1s awakened in us "that complex feeling which at once thrillg
and soclemnizes, and which Shakespeare 1eaves us with 1f we have
understood him as we read." "Let us ﬁurn to Shake@peare'; trag.
edles and ask what he regards as traglcal, and what it is that
while we read him stirs in us this unique feeling.“32 And Bradley
proceeds to conduct the remainder of the discussion, through the
rest of the hooklet, in terms bf the elements of the traglcal fesle
ing: that is an essential of tragedy which gives rise to fear and
pilty, awe, or solemnity and aequiescence, which together consti-

tute the tragle impression.

32Nature of Tragedy, pp. li-6.
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Bradley's preoccupation with the impression, the imaginative
and emotlonal experience, has already been noted as one of his
basle eritical attitudes, The fact that the tragic fesling is not

glven the same inlitial prominence In Shakespearean Tragedy as 1t

was in The Nature of Tragedy should not mlslead us, for there are

several appeals made to it throuch the rest of the book, some 1in
the first chapter., The most telling example has besn c¢lted--the
flat statement that the experisnce is the matter to be interpret-
0d33umbut another exesllent Lllustration is that the fourth and
fifth sections of the first chapter (pp. 2ii-39) are altogether
built around the problem of what 18 or is not true to our imprese
slons in reading Shakespearean tragedy, Several Instances also
occur in the sessay on Hegel's theory of tragsdy, primarily in the
sections in which Bradley adds his own thoughts to those of Hegel..:m
The precise philosophlical origin of this point of view might
be disputed, Hegel alludes ones to 1ﬁpfessions of reconciliation
at the end of traqedy,35 but he does not at all develop the matter
of the experience or Impression as such, Bradley's point of view
sugrests a Cartesian~Kantlian origin, in gensral, bescause of the
inwardly-directed epistemological standpoint, 1In the fleld of

Shakespears oriticism, at all events, 1t seems plain that 1t 1is

338ee pp. 13-1l above,
3loxford Lectures, pp. 82-85, 88, 91 (e.g.).

35Tha Philosophy of Fine Art, tr. Osmaston (London, 1920),
IV’ 300 »
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Maurice Morgann who first spoke out about the slgnificance to be
attached to the impression received in resading Shakespsare's playsd

In his very important Essay on the Jramatlec Character of Sir John

Falstaff (London, 1777) Morgann attempts to show that Falstaff is
not really a coward, He reasons that, "In Dramatic composition
the Impression 18 the Fact . . + « I presume to declare it, as my
opinion, the Cowardice is not the Impression, which the whole
character of Falstaff 1s calculated to make on the minds of an une
prejudiced audience; tho'! there be, I confess, a great deal of
something in the composition likely enough to puzzle, and oconse-
quently to mislead the Understanding,--The reader will percelve

that I distinsuish between mental Impressions, and the Understande-

ing." Morgann insists he wishes to avoid anything that looks like
subtlety, The distinction is one we are all familiar with, he
says. There are none who have not besn conscious of certain feel-

ings or sensations of mind whieh do not sseem to have paaséd throug

-

the understanding, He speculates briefly on how this comes about
but comes to no conclusion, and at any rats it 1s only the fact
that he is concerned with, and "the faet is undoubtedly so," It
is equally a fact, which all muat admit, that these feelings and
the understanding are frequently at variance, Thse fselings, or
impression, "often arise from the most minute eircumstances, and
frequently from such asg the Understanding eannot estimate, or even
recognize; whereas the Understanding deligchts In abstraction, and

in general propositions; which, however true considersd as such,
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are very seldom, I had like to have sald never, perfectly appllca-
ble to any particular case, And hence, among othsr causss, it 1s,
that we often condemm or applaud characters and actions on the
credit of some losical process, while our hearts revolt, and would
fain lead us to a very differsnt conclusion,” The understanding
tends to take note of actlions only, and from them to infer motives
and character, but the spsclal ;enée of which we have been speak-
ing apprehends certain first prineiples of character and judges
actions from them, The imprassion as such is incommunicable, but
such was Shakespeare!s genius, Morgann suggests, that he has con-
trived to make secret impressions upon us of Falstaff'!s courage in
spite of certain actions on Falstaff's part which the understanding
censures as cowardly. The truth of the matter will bs found in
the impression, 36

Bradley nowhere mentions Morgang in connection with the im-
portance of the impression, but he adnlired Morgann very m&ch and
declared that "there 1s no better plese of Shakespearian eriticism
in the world" than the essay on Falstaff,37 D, N, Smith has said
that Morgann's belief that "the impression is the fact" 1s the

36Pp. 3.7, 9. Morgann's statements about apnrehending cer-
tain first princlples of character are clossly connected with the
"asympathetie" philosophy of the eighteenth century critics, which
wa shall consider when we come to treat of Bradley's attitude to-
ward the characters in the traczediles,

37"E1ghteenth Century Estimates," Scottish ilistorical Review,
I, 291.
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keynote of Morgannt's criticism,38 and we ecannot be far wrong in
concluding that Bradley's thinking on this subject was strongly
influenced by Morgann's position,

Stoll and Schiicking have been the critics who have most
strongly objected to Bradleyt!'s stand, Mr. Stoll has more than
once censured Bradley for taking as his "supreme authority" in

Shakespearsean Tragedy the reader's experience, This practice of

calline upon the reader to examine hls owm impression to determine

the truth of the matter leads, according to Mr, Stoll, to conclu-
sions on Bradley's part about Shakespeare's tracedies which are
incorrect in a double way--they are neglectful of the practical
and conventional aspects of the Elizabethan dramaturcy and they
overwhalm Shakespasare's concrete, duallstle way of thinking with
diffsrent modern concepts and ways of thought, "The eritics have
examined themselves, and only their genius has made thelr irrele-
vant report worth the making.“39 Leviﬁ Sehiicking also objects to

the argument that a play makes a distinet impression, and the im.

pression 1s the play; the Impression will vary from reader to reads

er, he says, and only subjective ¢riticism can result.uo Both

38D. Nichol Smith, Elchteenth Century Essays on Shakespcare
(Glasgow, 1903), p. xxxviii,

39E. %, Stoll, "Anachronism in Shakespeare Criticism," MP,
VII (1910), 558. See also the same author's Shakespeare Studies
(N.Y., 1927), p. 259.

uOGharacter Problems in Shakespeare '3;_' Plays (N.Y,, 1922), p.
7. The first German edition appeared in 1919,
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Stoll and Schiicking advocate the sole use of the higtorical
method. The only way to discover the truth about a Shakespearean
play, they maintain, is to find out, as nearly as possible, what
the anthor and his contemporarles would have thought about any
particular question, "To eriticize," says Mr, Stoll, "is not
merely or primarily to analyze one's own impression of a work of
art, as the impressionistic eritics aver, but to ascertain, if
possible, ths authorts intention, and to gauge and measure the
forces and tendencies of his time."4l "ue can arrive at that,"
says Mpr, Schiisking, referring to the most probably true interpre-
tation of Shakespeare, "only by asking ourselves: What was the
probable attitude of Shakespeare's contemporaries to such quese
tions?"l2

Besides those who have objested to certain aspects of the
Stoll-Schieking school of Shakespeare eriticism, or to soms of its
conclusions,u3 there have been critiés‘who have defended in par-
ticular Bradley's high regard for the aesthetic impression, John
Middleton Murry praises him because "for one quality at least--and

that quality the rarest and most essential in literary oriticlsme.

L1" Anachronism," MP, VII, 557,
quohﬁoking, p. 8.

h3Among many, S56e 6sD, fmi1e Legouls, "La Réaction contre la
Critique romantigue de Shakespeare,” Essays and Studies, XIII
(1928), 74-87; Lascelles Abercrombie, "A Plea for the Liberty of
Interpreting,d Aspects of Shakespeare: Belng British Academy Lec-
tures (London, 1933), pp. 227-25l; Robert Ornstein, "Historical
Criticism and the Interpretation of Shakespeare," 5Q, X (1959),

3"90
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Bradley was indeed pre-eminent, That quality 1s the capacity for
a total experience of the work ecriticised, and for retalning that
experience throuchcut the subssquent work of analysls and éompari-
gon, In this respect, all other English critics without exception
aprear in comparison with Bradley fragmentary, or partial, or

casual, or capricious."uu In a recent number of the Shakespeare

Quarterly Hobert Ormstein, while he does not mention Bradley and
would probably not eonsider himself one of Bradley's followers,
sugzests that scholarship can maks the interpretation of Shake-
spearse more sxact but 1t cannot make it a sclence bassed upon facw
tual information, "The dichotomy of scholarly foct and assthetic
impression 13 finally misleading beeausse the refine@, disciplined
aesthetic imprescion 1s the fact upon which the interpretation of
Shakespearse must ultimately rest; that is to say, all scholarly
evidence outslde the text of a play 18 related to 1t by inferences
which must themselves be supported b%~éesthetic impressioﬁs."us
The attempt of the historieal eritics to recapture Shakespeare'!s
own artistic intention, so far as 1t 1s possible, should be the
goal of any responsible oriticism, but that Iintention 1s fully re-

alized only in the play, "A study of Renaissonce thourht may suildg

Ll gndrew Bradley," Katherine Mansfisld and Other Literary
Portraits (London, 1943), p. 111,

45941 gtortcal Criticism and tae Interprotation of Shake-
spears,” 85Q, X (1959), 8,

L61p1d,, pp. B-9.
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us to what 1s central in Shakesgpearets drama; 1t may tell us why
Shakespeare's vision of 1ife 1s what it 1s, But we can apprehend
his vision only as aesthetic experienca."u6 This 1s exactly Brade
ley's position. As we have seen, he belleved in historical studw
1es in so far as they helped us to know Shakespeare's mind, for hef
wanted the reader *to enter intec Shakespeare's own e¢reative intul-~
tion of the plays as deeply as possible, but in the end it is the
impression, the aesthatic experience, which 1s the matter to be

interpreted and to which the reader and critic must remaln true,
The Tragic Hero and the Relationship of Character to Action

As Bradley begins to colleet hils facts towards a theory, he
deals first with the person of the tragilc hero,lU7 A.Shakespeareaﬂ
tragedy, he says, is primarily the story of one person, the hero,
a man of high estate who endurss suffaring and calamity of a
strikking kind which ends in his death$. The adversities are usuals
1y in strong contrast wlth previous happiness or glory, and the
contrast 1s emphasized by the fact that the hero falls from such 4
high position in 1ife, Each of Shakespeare's traglc heroces is a
figure of state, and his fate affects a whole nation, VWe might bé
talking thus far about the medieval concept of tragedy, and Shakow
spéara's 1dea of the traglic fact does Include the medieval idea

while golnc beyond it, The medieval tragedy, or fall fromg reat-

L7We nhave here taken the order which Bradley follows in
Shakespearsan Tragedy.
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ness, is largely a passive affair and 1s not "tragle" in the best
sense of the word, Bradley believes, because the calamities are
sent by a superior power or they Just happen. Job's sufferings
are terrible, but they are not tragie, In Shakespearean tragedy,
vhich 18 trus tragedy, the calamities proceed mainly from human
actions, especlally the actions of tho hero, who always contributep
In some degres to the disaster in which he perishes.ua

This aspect of tragedy shows men asg agents, A Shakespearsan
tragedy!s "story" or "aciion" does not consist of human actions
alone, but they are the predominating factor. And these dseds
are, for the most part, actions in the full sense of the wordw
characteristic deeds: acts or omlssions fully expressive of the
doer, "The centre of the tragedy, therefore, may be sald with
equal truth to lle In action issulng from character, or in char-
acter issulng in action,"t9 Or, as Bradley expressed 1t once when
comparing Shakespears and Browning, éhékaspeare's subject "1s not
a soul, nor evan souls: 1t 1s the action of souls, or souls coming
into action,"50

It 18 in such a composite subject, Bradley believss, that

UBsha espearsean Tragedy, pp. 7-12; ses also Nature of Trage-
04y, P. 1.

thhagesgearean Tracedy, p. 12.

50t e Long Poem in the Age of Wordsworth," Oxford Lectures,
p. 1993 the date of the original lecture was 1905, Bradley goes
to say that, actually, Shakespeare's subject is even more, 1% is
the clash of souls In conflict; we shall shortly consider this
matter of "econflicet" separately,
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Shakespeare's maln interest lay, It is a2 creat mistake to say
that Shakespeare was primarily conecerned with mers character or
with psychology, for he was par excellence a dramatist, You might
argus, Bradley concedes, that here and there he plays on characten
in order to indulre his own love of poetry or general reflections,
but it woﬁld he very difficult, sspecially in the later tragedies,
to polnt out passages where he lets such character-intersst exist
apart from the action, He has still less use for mere plot, for

the kind of interest which you gst in The Woman in White, You

rarely feel in any :reat strength the excitement of following in-
genious complications, for plot-interest as such, while it is not
absent from Shakespeare's plays, 1s subordinated to other elements
in sueh a way that we are rarely conscilous of it apart, "What we
do feel strongly, as a tragedy advances to its close, 1= that the
calamlties and catastrophe follow inevitably from the deeds of
men, and that the maln source of thess deeds 1s character:“ To
say that in Shakespeare's tragedies "character is destiny" 1s an
exageasration, and such a dictum can be misleading; "but 1t 1s the
exazgeration of & vital truth,"51 |
What 18 the distinction between "plot" and "action" as Brad-
ley uses the terms in the above discussion? When he begins to

speak about Shakespearet!s Interest iIn plot alone as opposed to

character alone, he starts off by saying, "But for the opposite

51Shakespearesn Traged s PP. 12-13; sse Oxford Lsesctures, p.
82, for an earlier view,
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extrems, for the abstraction of mere 'plot! (which 1s a very difw
ferent thing from the traglc 'astion') . . . ."52 Therafore Brad-
ley Intends to distinguish betwsen the two, clearly enough, but he
explains himself no further, It is unfortunate that he does not,
since thls element In Bradley's theory of Shakespearean trazedye-
the question of the relationship betwesn character and actionew
has been a point of lively controversy, If we Inquire into the
possible orisins of Bradley's 1deas on this larger subject of sc-
tion and character, we may be batter able to form an opinion on thﬂ
more particular problem of Bradley's terminology,

Aristotle's, of course, is the first asignificant discussion
of gsoms of the points that Bradley has covered, Aristotle holds
that the objescts of imitation in poetry are men in action (II),53
while eple poetry and tragedy alilkte are imitations in verse of
characters of a hicher typse (V), The famous definition of tragedy
(VI) opens with the statement that tragedy 1s "an imitation of an
action that 1s serious, complete, and of a certaln mapnitude," and
in the same chapter the philosopher draws csrtain initlal deduce
tions from this first part of his definition, Tragedy 1s the

imitatlion of an action, but an action implies personal agents who

have distinetive qualities both of character and the ."Eg&;gu;}t
Qﬁﬂ S L 3 ::- ;ﬁl’;\"";i
N LavaLA
UHIVERSITY

521h1d., p. 12.

53The Roman numerals refer to the classical ¢ 3 ions
in Aristotlets Poetlcs, The translation 18 that contained in S, H|
Butcher's)Ariato@ig's Theory of Poetry and Fine Art, lLth ed. (Lon-
don, 1911).
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is by these that we qualify actions themselves, and thess--thought
and character-~are the two natural causes from which actions
spring, and on actions azain all success or failure depends," HNow
follow some terminological definitions: plot 1s defined as the
arrangement of the incidents; character is that "in virtue of which
we aseribs sertaln qualities to the agents"3 thought is required
whenever a statement 1s proved or general truth enunciated, Every
tragsedy has slx parts, the most important of which 1s the structurg
of ths incidents.-i,s,, the plot, Tragedy is not an imltation of
men as such but of action and of life, Lifa consists in action
and its end 1is a mode of action, not a quality, If character is
that in virtuse of which we azcribe gqualities to an agent, if it is
that which determines ment's qualities, then it cannot, in a trag-
edy, be anything but subordinate to plot, for tragedy imitates
action, not men or thelir qualities, vAnother consicoeration leading
to the same conclusioun 1s that you oénhot have a tragedy,’ Aris-
totle says, without action; there coula be a tragedy without char-
acter, "The Plot, then, 1s the first principle and, as it were,
the soul of a tragedy; Character holds the second place, ., . .
Thus Tragedy 31s the imitation of an action, and of the agents
mainly with a view to the aection,"(VI)

It 1s S. H. Butcher's opinlon that the word "action" in the
Poetics must be understood in a wilde meaning. The plot contalns
the kernel of the action whiech tragedy must represent, but that

actlion includes the mental processes and the motives whilch under-

lie and result in the deeds, incidents, and situations which con.
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stitute the outward events, Butcher alsc belleves that Aristotle
intends to present two aspects of the relatlion of action to char
acter., The flrst, whlch Aristotls stresses, is that character is
defined and revealed through the action of the drama; ths plot as
a whole woght to be present to the dramatiast first, so that the
characters will grow out of the dramatic situation in conformity
with the end of the whole, The sacond, which Butcher says is
"lightly touched" by Aristotle, is that it is only action which
arises directly from character and reflects character which satis-
fies the higher dramatic conditions, 3utcher himself believes the
relationship to be very close, and goes so far as to cite Hera-
clitus to the effect that "man's character 1s his destiny.”" "To
thls vital relation bstween action and character,” Butcher econ-
eludes, "1s due the artistlically compacted plot, the central unity
of a tragedy."54 .

The first adition of Butcher's notable work appearedmin 1895,
and the present writer mggests that Bradley was influeneced by

Buteher as well as by Aristotle, Bradley's Nature of Tragedy

(1889) contains no discussion of connections bestween action and
character, while, as we have noted, such discussions do ogcur in

Shakegpearean Tragedy (1904) and "The Long Poem in the Age of Words

worth" (1905), It may not be a mere coincidence, either, that

Sthid., PP. 337, 352-355; the reader 1s referrad to ths chape
ter, "Plot and Character in Trapedy," of which these pages are a
part,




Bradley also mentiong the dictum of Heraclitus.55

Hegel says little on the subject, beyond endorsing Aris-
totlets argument thet, although opinion and character are the
sources of traglc action, what is more important is the end, and
1t cannot be sald that individusls act in ordsr to display thelr
divserse characters as such.s6

Since the Romantic eritics have so much to say about Shakew
speare's characters, it might be supposed that many of them would
have discussed action and charaster, There apnear to be only a
very few cases, however., Thomas Whately, conscious that he was
writing what would probably have been ths first book to study
several of Shakespsare's characters in detail,57 attempts in his
Introduction to show that the characters deserve far more critical
attention than they have hitherto received, One of hls arguments
18 that without distinction and preservation of character, a play
is only a tale, not an action. You ﬁay (whether you ought' or not)
dispense with the unities, but wariety and truth of character are

essential, If you consider drama as a representation, the most

SSShakaspearean Tragedy, p. 13.

56philosophy of Fine Art, IV, 275.

573ut he died in 1772 with only two essays complsted; these
were not published till 1785, by which time Richardson's essays
had appeared (Morgann's also, but he wrote only on ths ons char-
acter),
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aszgential part of the drama is the characterization‘SB Coleridge
goes much further, He deeclares that 1t 18 one of (.2 character-
istics of Shakespeare's dramas that the dramatic interest in indew
pendent of the plot, "The interest in the plot is always in fact

on account of the characters, not vice versa, as in almost all

other writers; the plot 1s a mere canvas and no more," Take away

from Much Ado About Nothing, for example, all that is not indisge

pensabls to the plot and you will have 1little that is worth whils
remaining,59 Gustav Freoytag teaches that the progress of the hu-
man race since the time of the Grseks ls shown more distinectly by
the advances which the Germanic peoples (and of course he includes
Shakespeare in this category!) have made in the fashioning of
dramatlic charactsrs than in the constructiocn of dramatic action,
He holds that if the characters are well donse, there is hops for a
play, aven if the plotting is poor, but when there is only a small
capability for sharp defining of oharaétev, 8 work may bemcreated,

but never one of any signifionnce.éO Freytag also bslieves that

58Remarks on Some of the Characters of Shakesveare, 3rd ed,,
ed. Richard Whately (London, 1539), pp. 17-20, 25, By "drama as a
representation" (p, 25) Whately probably means "as a representation
of 1ife,"

59%otes and Lectures on Shakspere, ed, T. Ashe {London, 1893)
pp. 239-2L0, This 18 the edition Bradley used and indicates the
Coleridge criticism with which he was familiar,

60Technique of the Drama, tr. E. J. MacEwan (Chiecago, 1895),
pr. 2L6-2L7 %raﬁib?rgbknoulédges indebtedness to Freytag for par{
of the analysis in Chapter II of Shakespsearean Tragedy and recom-
mends his book highly (see the first footnote in that chapter).
Professor Hereward Price, who sat under Bradley at Oxford, has
auggpstad to me that Freytag was a major Influence on Bpradley,
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the Gerranie poets often work successfllv from characters to agw’
tion. The poet concelves of the characters in various relations
with other men, so, really, he is working at once wlth character
and action (thoush the actlion is not yet the final and fully con-
nec ted actimn).él

or these‘sevaral crities 1t would ap@ear that Bradlsy follows
most closely Aristotle and Butecher!s interpretation of Aristotle,
Bradley thinks of plot as the story alons, and he opposss "mere
plot" to "mere character," But when he tallkts about "action" in th?
context of the relation of churacter to action, he seems to in-
clude in the term an impliclt reference to character, Aristotle
looks on plot as the arrangement of the Incidents, and one of his
romarks about action 1is that 1t sprinzs from character and thought
("oharacter and thourht" here more or less equal "character" as
modern oritiecs use the term), Buteher says that "action"wdefi—
nitely includes the mental processes and motives which underlie
the action, and these sertalinly, we may add, pertain to character,
then Bradley says that the center of the tragedy may be said to
lie equally 1in action 1ssuing from character or in character is-
suing in action, one may not be sure that he 1ls reflecting Aris-
totlets intention, but he 1s védry close to Butcher'!s understanding
of Aristotle, VWhat Bradley certainly does not reflect 1s Ari se
totlet's insistence on the primacy of the plot, The statement abouﬁ

action and character does not say anything about plot (and this

L —8lioid,sev—266-267,
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should be remembered in view of subsequent criticism of Bradley),
for action and plot are differentlated in botn 3Bradley and aApris-
totle, but Bradley does feel that, if you must tsallk - about mers
plot or msre character, Shakespsare i1s evon less Interested in
dealing with the former than the latter, If Bradley does not fol-
low Aristotls in favoring plot, neither can he be sald to follow
Whately or Coleridge or Freytag in their championship of characten1
He has no intention of calling Shakespeare's plots "mere canvas,”
The farthest he goes In champloning character on the thesoretical
level (as opposed to whatever may be his practice in asctually
eritieizing a play) 18 his statement that "character is destiny,"
while an exaggeration, 18 the exaggeration of a vital truth, But
this 18 not a statement for charactsr and against plot; 1t is a
projection of his feeling that Snakespeare's main interest was in
charactepristie deeds whioh inevitably lead to the calamities and
catastrophe of tragedy. w

0f the critics who have commented upon Bradley'!s treatment of]
character and aetlon, some appear to be more Influenced by what
they take to be hls practice than by anything dsafinite that they
can point to in his theory, C. J. Sisson says that it 1s strange
that Bradley "of all men, steeped as he was in the Greeks and in
Aristotle, should have so far exalted character abovs plot and

actien,“62 Sisson makes this remark in a ccntext which has to do

528haka§paare (London, 1955), p. 21,
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with Bradley's tendency to attribute reality to the characters
beyond the plays; he does not indicate that Bradley's theoretical
position 1s somewhat different, nor that Bradley's theoretical
position 1s, 1n 1tself, not so completely divorced from Aristotle
as Slsson seems to think Bradley's practical criticism is, Stoll
too does not directly comment on Bradley's theoretical statements,
He argues quite strongly that Shakespeare put plot over character
in importance, but he defines plot, in this sense, as situation,
"and a situation is a character in contrast, and perhups also in
confliot, with other characters or with circumstances,"®3 This 1s
not far from Bradley'!s understanding of the close inter-connection
between character and action., Agaln, it 1s Bradley's practical
eriticlsm that Stoll 1s really objecting to when he talks about
ml stakenly over-emphasizing character,

b. C, Enights is the best lmown of the critics who take issue
with Bradley on the theoretical level, In 1933 he publisged How
Many Chilldren Had Lady Masbeth?, a monograph which became famous
for its attack on the more conservative "vested interests" of
Shakespeare criticism,®l Since ho felt that it was largely Brad-

ley's influence that he was combatting, he took care to disagree

634rt and Artifice in Shakaspeara (London, 1933), p. 1; the
discussion contirmas on pp. 2 and

éuPPOfBQQO” Kniehts first gave this as a papsr before the
Shakespears Association in 1932, He has recently recalled some of]
the circumstances in "The Question of Character In Shakespeare,"
More Talking of Shakesvaare, ed, John Garrett (London, 1959), pp.
5;“69 .
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with Bradley on several points, most of thuoa eentsred on what he
took to be the prims srrcre~ths criticism of the characters as
though they wers real people, Of particular intsreast at the mo-
ment 1s his statement that "It is assumed throughout the book

[ Shakespearsan Tragedy] that the most profitable disenssion of

Shakaspeare'!s tragedies 1s in terms of the characters of which
they are composed--tThe centre of the tragedy may be sald with
equal truth to lle in action issuilng from character, or in char-
acter lssuing in action, '"55 Knights has taken thies latter state-
ment as proof that all Bradley 1s really concerned with is chare
acter, ‘e may say that, at the least, such was certalnly not
Bradley's own understanding of this statement, Knirhts goss on to
complain that "In the mass of Shakespeare criticism there is not
one hiqt that 'characteptw-like 'plot,! ¥rhythm,! ‘construction?
and all our other eritical counters.-lis merely an abstraction from
the total response in the mind of thévreader or Spectator:

brought into being by written or spoken words, an< that our duty
as critics 1s to examine first the words of which the play is com-
possd, then the total effect which this combination of words pro-
duces in our mind, (The two are of course 1nseparable.)“66 Is
thlis not in reality very close to Bradley's own 1deas? We have

ssen that Bradley too is deeply concerned with the impression

65How Many Children (London, 1933), p. 5. This essay has
been reprinted by Knichts in his Explorations (N.Y., 1947).

661h1d,, pp. 6-7.
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which the plays produce in our mind, and we remember his inslste
snece that the critic mst at all times kXeep In mind ths whole, the
one, poetic expariencs.67 In regard to thils latter point, thers
is something in his "Postry for Poetry'!s Sake" which 1s very much
to the point: "To consider separately the actlon or the characters
of a play, and separately its style or versification, 1a both
legitimate and valuable, 80 long as we remember what we are doing,
But tha true eritic in speaking of these apart does not really
think of them apart; the whole, the postiec expericence, of which
they are but aspects, is always in his mind; and he is always aime
ing at a richer, truer, more intense repetition of that experiw.
ence," VWhen certain questions come up, Bradley continues, you
mist think of these components individually, and the great danger
for the critic then is to imagine that what he retalns of the
characters or the actlon (to take an instance) is the poem itself,
This heresy 1s seldom put into words;;Bradley says, but hé Imaa
gines 1t as being put thus: "'Surely the action and t he charac-
ters of Hamlet are in the play; and surely I can retaln these,
thouch I have forgotten all the words, I admit that I do not pos-
sess the whole poem, but I possess a part, and the mcst important
part,!'" And Bradley says he would reply that, provided we are
concerned with no question of principle, he can accept what has
been sald except for the last phrase, which doss ralse such a

question, If we are speaking locsely, he can agree that the ac-

L 67sce shove, pp. 1310, 18
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tion and eharacters, as the speaker conceives them, are in the
poen, togsther with much mors,

Zven then, howevsr, you must not clalm to possess all of
this kind that is in the poem; for in forgstiing the
words you mast have lost innumerable detalls of the ace
tlon and the characters, and, whien th: question of wvalus
is ralsed, I must insist that the action and characters,
as you conceive them, are not in Hamlet at all, I thoy
are, point them out., You cannot do it. what you find

at any moment of thabt succession ol expsriences called
Hamlet 18 words, In theose words, to spealr loosely again,
the action and characters (more of them than you can con-
celve apart) are focussed; but your experience 1a not a
combination of them, as ideas, on ths one slde, with cer-
taln sounds on the other; 1t is an experience of some-
thing in which the two are indissolubly fused. I you
deny this, to be sure I can make no answer, or can only
answer that I have reason to belleve that you cammot rvad
poeatically, or else are misinterpreting your experlence,
But 1f you do not deny this, then you will admit that the
action and ths sharacters of thes posem, as you separately
imagins them, are no part of 1t, but a produect of it in
vour reflectlive imacination, a falnt analogus of onso ase
rect of 1t taken 1in detachment from tho whols,

In a poem as long as Hamlet, however, Bradley admits ("I
would even insist") that you must interrupt the postic exwerisnce
now and then to form one of these "products" which 1s outside the
poem, and even to dwell on the product, iIn order to snrich the
poetlic experience itself., But the critic should be conscious of
what he is doing.68

Are not most of these ideas very close to thoss of which
Knights complains there is "not a hint" in Shakespsare criticlsm?
In hila 1959 essay, "The Question of Character in Shakespears,"

Professor Enights does not express his opvosition to Bradley in

080xford Lectures, pp. 16-18.




L

the strong lanmuage he had used earlier, but he does fesel that

Shakespearean Traczedy endorsed a character-criticism that got out

of hand., (One may suspsect that just here is tho basis of his dis-
like of Bradley!s theoretical as well as practical criticism,) OF
the character-in.action forrmula, Knizhts says in this later essay
that 1t 1s at 1ts best a narrowly focused approach to the trage
edies and one that 1s likely to lead the ceritic to isnore soms
important matters that are there in the plays. "In short, Shakew
spearian tragedy, any Shakespearian tragedy, 18 saylng so much
more than can be expressed in Bradleyan terms,"®9 This is one of
the questions the reader should have in mind when we examine some
of Bradley's eriticism of particular tragedies in the following
chapter,

Another question that should be kept in mind in suggested by
Huntineton Brown, In an attempt to summarize the character-action
dispute, he sets up two contrasting groups, those who beliave that
action 1s everywhere the expression and msasure of character in
the tragediss and those who hold that actlion and character ars
often in contrast in Shakespeare,’C This greatly over-simplifies
the nature of the quarrel and the positions on elther side, for we

have seen that the controversy has been entered into for various

69More Talking of Shakespeare, pp. 57-58.

T0"Enter the Shakespearsan Tragic Hero," Bssays in Criticism,
ITI (1953), 301.
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reasons and has been discussed in different ways, But Mr, Brownts
statement of the anti-Bradleyan position serves to remind us that
those who accept Bradley's theoretical stand must beware of a
temptation which lles in wait for them when they come to inter-
pret a particular play, Bradley says that he has arrived at his
ideas on Shakespearean tragie theory from the plays themselves,
Having, then,arrived at this action-character formula (though
"formula" 18 not a term expressive of Bradley's intention) from an{
observation of the whole of Shakespearean tragedy, there may be a
temptation, when 1t is necessary to deal with a particular case,
to insist on a close inter-relationship between character and
action whers, for one reason or another, the case does not follow
the usual pattern, Whether thls ever happens will be a problem

for us in Chapter IV,
Some HElements of the Actlon which are Other than Charactsristic

Bradley urgeé that the 1deas which we have formed about the
central importance of deeds flowing from character will be more
elearly seen as true if we ask "what elements are to be found in
the tstory! or taction,! occcaslonally or frequently, beside the
charascteristic deeds, and the sufferings and eircumsatances, of the
persons," 7l Such an inquiry would indicate some of the qualifi-
cations which need to be made in the pgeneral character-action

theory.

| Tlshakespearean Tragedy, p. 13.
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There are three of these additional slements which Bradley
points out for discussion: abnormal conditions of mind, the super-
natural element, chance or accident. Do we have reason to alter
any conclusions we have resched because of the presence of such
"uneharacteristie" elements in the action? In regard to the first
of these factors, abnormal conditions of mind, Bradley finds no
difficulty, Deeds 1ssulng from Insanity, somnambulism, and the
l1ike are not deeds in the proper sense--desds expresslve of char-
acter; but Shakespeare never represents these abnormal states as
the origin of deeds of any dramatic importance, The word "origin”

18 to be stressed (in The Nature of Tragedy 1t 1s underlined),

for 4t 18 Bradley's point that Lear's madness and Lady Macbetn's
sleep-walking (to take two of the examples Bradley uses) are the
results of actions and conflicts that were characteristic deedg--
deads springing from responsible human agency; thse madness and the
sleep~-walking are not in themselves the sources of any fu;ther
deads of moment., The traglc econflict as such always arises from
sane, aware human nature, since that alone 1s capable of action

in the full sense of the word.72

In The Hature of Tragedy Bradley usss much the same argument

in regard to the question of supernatural agency. He argues that
Shakespears never represents the element of the supernatural as

the cause of the traglec action, 73 In Shakespearean Tragedy he

T2Nature of Tracedy, r. 83 Shakespearean Tragedy, vp. 13-1l.

| 73Nature of Iragedy, P 9.
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modifles his statement; the supernatural does contribute to the
action and 1s in some instances an indlspensable part of 1t, so
that to e¢laim that the sole motivating forece 1in Shakespearels
tracie world is human character, with circumstances, would be a
serious error, But it 1s lmportant, he says, tc realize that the
supernatural always i1s placed by Shakespeare in the closest relaw
tionship with character and that its influence 1s never compul-
sive, We never feel that the visitation of ghosts or witches
takes away from the hero his capacity or responsibility for deal-
ing with his problem,Tl

Finally, there 1g the matter of chance or accident, Bradley
defines this as "any occurrence (not supernatural, of courss)
which enters ths dramatiec sequence nelther from the agency of a
charaeter, nor from the obvious surrounding circumstances,” A4nd
he adds in a footnote that he thinks’ha would even include under
"acoldent" the deed of a very minor person whose character had
not been indicated.75 In most of Shakespeare!s tragedies, Brad-
ley asrserts, chance or acocldent is permitted a recognlzable in-
fluence at soms point in the action, Any very large admission of
chance would tend to weaken or destroy the causnsl connection of
character, deed, and catastrophe, but to exelude them altogether
from tragedy would be untrue to life; accident or chance 18 a

prominent faet of human 1ife, and it 1s a traglec fact that men

Th1vtd,., pp. 9-10.

| 7583akaggearean Tragedy, pp. 14-15.
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cannot foresee or control the chain of svents which they theme
selves start, Three considerations must enter into the discussiony
Shakespeare uses the slement of accident very sparingly. Further,
1t is often possible to see the dramatic Intention of the accident
and to ses that there 1s some comnection between accident and a
particular character, which means that thls 1s not an acclident in
the full sense of the word, (Thus 1t 1s 1n Romso's character that
he should act without consideration and with fatal haste.7®)
Lagtly, almost all of the important accldents occur only after the
action is well on its way and the impression of the causal se-
quence firmly established,’’

Bradley draws the general conclusion that all three of the
elements--abnormal conditions of mind, the supernatural, and acci-
dent or chance-~are part of the aetlon but are subordinated to the
one dominant factor, deeds which issue from character,78 Moat of
this section 1s origlinal with Bradlaj,uto the extent at least that
within Shakespearean eriticlsm no ons before him seems to have
grouped ths seversl problems togsther into the one general ques-
tion which is posed in connection with the action-character dis-
cussion, Bradley has of course been Influenced in his sclution,
sspealally in regard to the matter of abnormal condltions of mind,

by a commonplace of Aristotelian and Thomlstic thought--the ldea

763radlay usges this 1llustration in Nature of Tragedy, p. 10.
771v1d,3 Shakespearean Tragedy, pp. lLh-16.

783hakesgearean Tragody, P. 16,
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that only those actlons may properly be called human which procsed
from free willl, so that if you do something when you are sleep-
walking, or insane, you are not performing a human act and are not
responsible,’9 Bradley feels that such situation simply are not
tragic; "tha action in trasedy must spring from human agsney; or,
if we 1like to uso that ambiguous word, it must arise from human
freedom," 80

A vigorous attack on Bradley's ideas about the "additional
factors" has been made by Lily B, Campbell, who charses Bradley
with errors concerning each of the three factors and with arguing
in a eircle throughout his analysis, She stresses the latter
point at the end of her essay: "I must in e¢losing again point out
that Bradley constantly arcues in a cirecle that thess condltions
could not have determined the actions of the traglic heroces because
then they would not be tragic characters acscording to his premised
definition,"8l Look at the first instanse, Miss Campbsll ‘says,
Bradley sets up his own definition of tragedy as centering In ac-

tion 1ssuing from character or character issuing in astion, He

79Artstotle, Nis. Eth., III, 1; St, Thomas, S. T., I.II, 1, 1§
80Nature of Tragedy, pP. 9.

Blshg§a§geara's Tragic Heroes . « » with Appendices on Brade
ley's Interorstation of Shakespearean Tragedy, irevisea ed, ],
IO L

1952), p. 26b. 1[he material we are studying first appeared
as "Bradley Revlisited: Forty Years After," SP, XLIV (1947), 17i-
1943 but page references in this paper are to the revised edition
of Shakespeare's Tragic Heross, where 1t is reprinted as Appendix
A, Despite the title of tne article, the investigation in this
particeular essay 1s confined to Bradley's treatment of the "addi-
tional factors,"
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defines such action (again the definition is his own) as deeds
expressive of character, excluding all deeds done when in an abe
normal state of mind, After having lald down these premlses by
definition, h» proves that Hamlet (for example) was not mad bew
cause then he would cease to be a tragic character, "In other
words, he by definition makes a traglie hero set the tragie ecircle
in motion while he 1s morally responsible and then proves that hs
mist have been morally responsible when he set the forces of dew~
struction at work or else he could not have been a tragic hero,"82

We might observe that Mr, Bradley does not intend to lay down
a definitlion of tragsdy. He 1s collecting facts and impressions,
and then eomparing them wlth other facts to see 1f the conclusions
reached about one smet of facts or Impressions must be modifled in
regard to the new set of facts, He reaches a general conclusion
about the intererelationship of action and character and goes on
to test the conslusion by bringing iﬁ.the new considerations about
abnormal conditions of mind, etc, As a matter of fact, as we have
seen, the new factg do modify our previous statement to a sertain
extent, though not fundamentally, As for the statement that Brad-
ley, all through his arguments on the three additional factors,
"sonstantly argues in a cirele that these conditions could not
not have determined the actions of the traglc heroes because then
they would not be traglc characters according to his premised

definition," we suggest that Bradley, in all three instances,

BZIbido, PDs 21‘-5"'2”-6«
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offers particular examples from which he has drawn his genearal
statements, If he says that certain conditlons are not treated
as the sources of real tragic action, then presumably he believes
that this was the way Shakespesars's mind worked, It 13 a question
not sc mich of losle as of faets, for Bradley 1s presenting a
series of facts from which he draws certaln conclusions:; he is not
really proceaeding in the formal fashion that Miss Campbsll suge
pestas, The case of Hamlet is a particular one, and the readsr
mast judge whether Bradley does not observe the faets correctly,
whether he makes incorrect conclusions from the facts, or whether
(more basically) his i1deas about traglc responsibility are not
those of Shakespeare, In her particular rsmarks on abnormal con-
ditions of mind, Miss Campbell says that it is "a prime 1llustra-
tion of a nineteenth-century mind imposinz a moral pattern upon
the work of a sixteenth-century mind" that Bradley chooses to dis-
cuss problems of moral rssponsibility rather than the “ali-
important reasons which made thess abnormal mental conditlions an
essential part of the moral pattern of tragedy."83 The question
i1s, perhaps, whether Shakespsare may be suprosed to have been
working wlth the same Aristotellian-Secholastlic ideas on moral re.
sponsibility with which Bradley is working, If he was, then Brad-
ley's discussions ought not to be dismissed as beside the point,
Whether Bradiey should algb have discussed Miss Campbell's topic,
the place of madness, etc,, in the Elizabethan tragedy, is another

question whieh is part of the larger question as to what degree of

o
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completeness Bpradley's criticlasm of Shakespearean tracedy may
¢laim to have, Miss Campbsell would answsr that a systen which
would argue agalnst including Lady Macbeth's sleepwalking or
Leart's Insanlty as a part of the moral pattern of the tragedies 1is
too narraw.ah

The other arguments which Miss Carpbell adduces are largely
a matter of particular cases in which she feels that Bradley's
csonclusions ara either incorrect or else not adequatsy he main
complaint 1s that Bradley 1s ignorant of or ignores Elizabethan
attitudes (particularly on the popular level) toward ghosts, ree.
venge, halluecinations, ete,, and here, of course, she makes cOme
mon cause wlith the large number of Bradley's critics who are une
happy about his attitude or praetice wlth regard to the facts of
Shakespeare's milieu,85

Action as Conflict 3

Before leaving the problem of the "actlon" in a Shakespearean
tragedy, Bradley asks whether i1t would help us to understand 1t
st111 batter by talking of it In terms of a conflict, To make the

gquestion a precise one (for Shakespearean tragedy 1s obviously

8i1b1d,, p. 245,

85For two very brief discusslions of Miss Campbell's arsuments
against Bradley, see Paul Siegel, "In Defence of Bradley," CE, IX
(1948), 253 n, and Herbert Welsinger, "The Study of Shakespearean
Tragedy sinee Bradley," 8Q, VI (1955), 390. The roader i1s again
referred to Ornstein's article, "Historieal Critieism and the Ine
terpretation of Shakespeare," for a discussion of methodology.




full of conflict), we shall ask, "Who are the combatants in a
Shakespearean tragady?”86 H
The obviocus answer 18 to divide the characters of any cne
tragedy into two antagonistic groups, the horo and his parly vere

sus thelr adversarles, You will not have any great dirficulty
doing this with most of the tragedies, but, Bradley suggests, in
some important cases it seems a mersly external way of looking at
things, Hamlet and the Xing are in conflict with each other, but
at least equelly engrossing 1s the conflict within Hamlet, 4nd so
for most of Shakespeare's tragedies, "The truth is, that the type

of tragedy in which ths hero opposes to a hostlls force an undi-

vided soul, 1s not the Shakespearean type.” It is fregquently just
in connection with thils inner conflict of the hero that Shake-

gpeare shows his greatness, and 1t is in the later and most mature
tragedies that he smphasiges inner contention, Bradley connects
the 1dea of conflict in tragedy withvhis earller 1ldeas on charsce
ter and action in a brilliant synthesizing eonclusion: "[Tlhe
notion of tragedy as a conflict emphaslses the fact that action 1s
the ¢entre of the story, while the concentration of interest, In

the greater plays, on the inward struggle emphasises the fact that

8ésg§gesgearean Tragedy, ps 16. Ve continue to follow the ord
der of topics in the flirst chapter of Shakespearean Tracedy,

Bradley's discusslons of the matters we now enter upon--conflict,

waste, satastrophe, etoj..are arr:iaged according to diffsrent plan
in Nature of Tragedy, "Hegel's Thoory of Tragedy,” and Shakesgaarg;n
Trarody, .nere possible we follow the plan of the first chapter

of Shakegpearean Tragedy, since that is the fullest and latest of

the three,
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this action is essentially the expression of character."87

Bradley himself suggests that when a modern eritic talks of
tragedy in terms of "eonflict" he is probably doing so, ultimatelyl]
bacause of the prominence which Hegel gives to that concept 4in his
thaory of tragedy. The debt is acknowledged by Bradley, but it is
important to notiee also that he feels obliged to depart from
Hegel in certain respects, or to adapt or add to his theory, bo-
cause Hegel's theory is rooted in ths Gresk tragedy and does not
perfectly apply to Shakespearsan trazedy in all raapacts.88 Brade
ley takes the same attitude in hls lecture, "Hegel'!s Theory of
Tragedy.“89 However much he admlirses Hegel's 1deas on tragedy (and|
he thinks them the most important since Aristotle!s?0), he defi-
nitely regards them as imperfect, This should be remembered, beow
cause some eritics, aware of the stong Hegelian influence which
appears in Bradley's writings, tand to overlook the originalilty
with which Bradley treats Hegel's sonsepts., Thus J, Isaacs speaks
slightingly of "Bradley's magnificent, influential and dangerously
glde-tracking studles, wiitten, as it were, in the margin of

Hepgsl,"91 We have alrsady seen an outstanding example of an

871p1d., pp. 17-19,
881b14d,, p. 16.
890§fard Lectures, esp. pp. 81, 85«86, 92,

901p1d., p. 69; Shakespearsan Tragedy, p. 16.
91"shakespearian Criticism: From Coleridge to the Present

Day," A Go§2ag%cn to Shakespeare Studies, edd, Granville-Barker
and’ G.” B, Hars son (Cambridge, Eng,, TQE&), p. 302,




original application of a Hegelian idea 1n Bradley's connection of
econflict with the relatlonship of action and character.

Critics in general have not discussed Bradley!s Initlal re-
marks on confliet, but we should note one observation made in a
dootoral dissertation by Dr, Ligela Gallagher, She complains that
Bradlesy, having separated the "inner" and the "outward" conflict,
does not put them together again.-that 1a, he falls to indleate
their inter-comnection and the fact that the struegle 18 a unity,
She foeels that thls is a further indication of Bradley's tendency
to divorce the individual from his socliety in a way that Shake-
speare did not intend,92 Such a eriticism is related to the chargs
that Bradley too often falls to appreciate the ideas of the Elizaw

bethan age,
The Traglc Hero and Hls Confliet: The Tragedy of Waste

Action in a Shakespearean tragedy, then, may profitaély be
considered as conflict, and Bradley enters now into an(investiga~
tion of the conflict of the tragic hero, He asks rirst\whether
the central figures of the action, or confliet, have any common
qualitises which ssem to be necessary to the tragic effsct, We
have already seen that a Shakespearean hero 1s exceptional in the
sense that he Is of high estate and publie importance, and his

sufferings and deeds are well out of the ordinary, But in addie

92" Shakespeare snd the Aristotelian Ethical Tradition," Une
published Dostoral Dissertation (Stanford University, Palo Alte,

[1026), pe 3137,
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tion we may say that his nature is exceptional and in some way
ralses him above the ordinary man, The hero is made o the same
atuff as ourselves-.-he 18 not an eccentric or a paragone-but he
18 ralsed, by an intensification of the 1ife he shares with us,
far above us, Somse of the heroes have genius, some are built on
a grand scale in which passion or desire or will attains a tere
rible forge, Almost all of them exhibit what Bradley says is, for
Shakespeare, the fundamental traszic tralt: "a marked one-sidedness,
a predisposition in some particular direction; a total incapaecity,
In sertain eircumstances, of resistine the force which draws in
thlis direction; a fatal tendency to ldentlfy the whole being with
one interest, object, passion, or hablt of mind."93 This one-
sidedness, or single.mindedness, 1s fatal to the hero but 1t
ecarries with it, at the same time, "a touch of greatness,” so that
1f you add to 1t "nobility of mind, or genius, or immense force,
we reallise the full power and reach of- thse soul,"94 The fact that
the tragie confliet ariges from and involves human ageney makes us
feel sympathy and pity, and perhaps fear, but it is a realization
of the masnitude of the conflict and the splendor of the soulg who
wage 1t that adds to the tragle effect the element of awe,95

In the traglie confliset the hero's tragic tralt, which is also

93shakespearean Tragedy, p. 20.
9 1bid,

95Natgre of Tragedy, pp. 5, 11~12; Shakespearsan Tragedy, P.

20,
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his greatnsss, 1s fatal to the hero because he meets certain cire
cumstances vhich require something he camnot give, though a lesser
man might, "He errs, by action or omission; and his error, join.
ing with other causes, bringas on him ruin, This 1s always so with
Shakaspeare,"9® The imperfection or error of the hero is of difw
fersnt kinds, ranging from Romeo's excess and precipitanay to
Richard III's villainy. In The Naturse of Iragedy Bradley suggests
that one might even speak of two types of Shakespearean tragedy,
depsnding on whether the origin of thse conflict lies in a defect

or in a erime, In the case of the former thses traglc fesling of

pity is much greater,97 In Shakespearean Tragedy Bradley does not
make such a sharp distinction, but he does say that it is import.
ant to renligze that Shakespsare admits such men as Richard III and
Magheth as heroes., The spectator desires their downfall, and this
i1s not s tragle emotion; ths playwright compansates for this in
Richardt's case by endowing the king wiﬁh astonishing poweﬁ and a
courage that arouses admiration, In Macbhbeth's case by showing in
him a similar though less exceptlonal greatness and 2 eonscience
which so fills the hero with torment that a feeling of sympathy
and awe 1s exceited in the spectators in & manner at least ec¢alcu-
lated to balance the desire for Macbeth's downfall,98

Shakespeare's traglic heroes meed not bs "good,” though they

95&Qakesgearean Tragedy, p. 21.
97Nature of Tragedy, pp. 22-25.

9ashakespeggean Tragady, p. 22.
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generally are, but they must have sufficlent greatness that in
their error and fall we are wade strikingly aware of the possibl.
1ities of human nature, That 1s why,‘Bradley says, a Shakespear-
san tragedy 1s never depressing--man may be shown as wratched and
his lot heartrending, but he is not shown in the tragedies as
small nor his lot as contemptible, It 1s also because of thils
greatness of the traglc hero that the center of the traglc impreos
slon 1s the feeling of waste, The beauty and greatness of the
hero are thrown away,

We seem to have before us a type of the mystery of the

whole world, the tragic fact which extends far beyond
the limits of tragedy, Bverywhere, from the ecrashed
rocks beneath our feet to ths soul of man, we see powsr,
intelligencs, life and glory, which astound us and seem
to eall for our worship, And everywhere we ses them per-
i1shing, devouring one another and destroying themselves,
often with dreadfal pain, as though they came inte being
for no other end, Tragedy i1s the typical form of this
mystery, becausse that greatness of soul which 1t exhibits
oppressed, conflicting and destroyed, 1s the highsst ex-
1stence In our view, It forees the mystery upon us, and
it makes us realise so vividly the worth of that which

is wasted that we cannot possibly sesk ecomfort in ths ra-
flection that all is vanity,99

Bradley felt strongly about these ideas and they are repesated
and expanded in several of his essavs and lsctures, UWe have noted
his belief that Shakespeare did not require "good" herces, The
quotation marks around "good" are Bradley!s own, and his meaning
is explained elsewhere: Shakespeare did not require morally socod

heroes, but he does show 1in all of his heroes some goodness which

99Ibid., pPp. 22-23.
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may be defined as "anything that has spiritual value,” Thus Mac-
beth may not be morally good, but he has much of goodness in this
wider sense--bravery, conscience, determination,l00 If all other
factors were egqual, we could say that the trasedy in which the
hero 1s also morally good is more tragic, because the more spirit-
ual value, the more tragedy in its waste; but the essentlal point,
we should realize, 1s not moral goodness or likeablensss in the
hero but power,101 The power may be intellectual or moral or
simply will power; the trasedy lies in 1ts waste,102

Bradley, we have scen, felt that Shakespearean tragedy is
never depressing because the heroes, though they fall, have suf-
ficient greatness to make us aware of the possibilities of human
nature. He explains in The Nature of Iragedy that we rmst see the
powers of man's nature for good or evil on the g¢grand scals--"the
fulness of human 11fe"--1f we are to feel the trasedy of human
1ife strongly. In the life of an average man or woman, wé would
not be aware of the sense of the sublime,l103 Lady Maebeth is

appalling to us, but she has greatness becausa of her courase and

forca of wlll; she 1s appalling but sublime.loh One of the rea-

100" Hegolts Theory of Tragedy," Oxford Lectures, pp. 86-88.
1011p14,, p. 893 Mature of Iragedy, pp. 13-1l,

102Natupe of Iragedy, Pe Ll

1031p14., p. 13,

lthhakespearean Tragedy, pr. 368, 371, 373.
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sons why Bradley showed such Interest in Falstaff and Falstaff-
criticism seems to have been his admiration of "Falstaflf's free-
dom of soul, a freedom 1llusory only in part, and attainable only
by a mind which recelved from Shakespearel's own the 1lnsxplicable
touch of infinity which he bestowed on Hamlet and Macbsth and
Cleopatra , o « o"105 In connection with a character's greatness,
then, Bradley has referred to the ldea of the sublime and the 1dsa
of the infinite, Ve mist come back to the latter agsin, but for
the present 1t is instructive to note a link between the two ideas*
in his essay, "The Sublime," Bradley dsfines sublimity as the imag&
of the boundlessness of the infinite,108 It does not matter to
the imagination that a character is good or bad in the usual sense|
Soerates and Satan are the same to the Imagination 1f they are
each treated sublimely, for then each becomes infinite, and the
imagination feels in each its own Infinity,107 ,

At the close of a lecture on the age of Hegel and Wordsworth,
Bradley glves some indication of why he attaches sc muich import-
ance to the 1ldea of belng made aware of man's possibllities and
greatnsess, Perhaps we nust admlt, he says, that Hegel and Words
worth over-estimated man's capacities, "And yet, if I may descend
to personal opinions, I belleve in that Age, Every time, no doubtg
has the defects of 1ts qualities; but those periods in which, and

105" The Rejection of Falstaff," Oxford Lectures, p. 273.

106" e Sublime," Oxford Lectures, p. 62.

1071h1d., p. 63.




61
those men in whom, the mind is strongly felt to be great, see more
and sse deepsr, I believe, than others, Thslr time was such a
period, and ours 1s not, And ihen the greatness of the mind is
strongly felt, 1t is great and works wonders, Thelr time did so,
and ours does not,"108 It is no wonder that Bradley, feeling
thus, concerned himself with simlilar ideas in Shakespearcan trag-
edy.

The reader will have besen aware that the predominant influ-
ence in Bradley's snalysis of the hero'!s exceptional nature and

greatness 1s that of Hegel, In The Philosophy of Fine Art we

find mention of strife and Injurious one-sidedness in the hero and
the 1dea that you must compensate for the criminal acts of some
modern "heroes" by emphasizing their unusual greatness and
power3l09 and of course the concept of the infinlte and the opti-
mistic attitude towards the possibllities of the human mind under-
1fe all of Hegel's thinking, as Bradley indicates, But mors ime
portant, in a way, than these similarities are the changes which
Bradley has made to fit Hegel's theory to Shakespearean tragedy,
Hegel 1s much more at home in dealing with the Greek tragedy,
sinoce 1t fits In better with his system; he analyzes 1t at length

and forms his theeory around 1t, Then when he comes to medern

108" EAg14 sh Poetry -nd German Philosophy in the Ags of Words-
worth," Miscsllany, pp. 137-138., BSee p. 119 of the same essay,
where he speaks aspecifically of Hegel; see also "Shalley and Are
nold's Critique of His Poetry," Misecellany, p. 160,

1091v, 298, 311,
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tragedy, he does not so mich theorizs as describe the differences
between it and anelent tragedy, usually to the dlsadvantage of the
modemmn,

The traglec confliet, says Hegel, is a confliet of the forces
which form the ethical substznece of man (family and state, love
and honor, ete,--all universal). Both sides in the confliet aro
"richt"--that 18, sach of the ethiecal powars represented has a
valid place in the universs-~but the right on one sids is pushed
80 far that 1t becomes a violation of the other leglitimate power.
It then falla under condemmation because it 1g out of harmony with
the universe, There is in the hero no halfeheartedness and little
or no inner conflisct (in the sense of a strugsle with his cone
sclence), for he acts with the force of the sthieal substantive
power, The confllet, and the tragedy, come to an end when the
ethisal whole msserts itsslf and the imbalance is removed, not
necessarily, in ancilent ¢tragedy at léast, with the death of the
hero, 110

In pointing out how this may be adapted to Shakespearean
tragedy, Bradley omlts references to ethical or substantive powers
and sagogests the more general idea that tragedy portr-ys a divi-
sion of spirit involving conflict and waste, There is spiritual
value on both sides, so that the trapgle conflict 1s one of rood

with good ("good" in the wide sense), Given the proper conditions}

1101bid,, IV, 295-301; "Hegoel's Theory of Tragedy," Oxford
Lectures, pp. 69- 7h and the Note on Pr. 93-95,




63
any spirlitual conflict involving spiritual waste 1s tragle, With
this wider theory, we have no difficulty in accounting for Macbeth
as the central ficure in a tragedy, for he too has spiritual
values which are wasted,lll

Is this feeling that the center of the tragle impression is
waste original with Bradley? Dowden speaks of Hamlet's wasting
himself,112 and F, H, Bradley, 4. C.'s famous brother, uses the
word "waste" on one occasion in connection with evil3ll3 but 4, C,
Bradley's use of the concept 1s, so far as the present writer can
tell, origlinal with him, As for the powser and forcefulness with
which the characters act, it 1s interesting to note that Freytag,
before Bradley, exclaims in awe at "the tremendous impelling force
which operates in his [Shakespeare's] chief characters, The power
with which they storm upward toward thelr fate, as far as the
6limax of the drama, 1is irresistiblef—in almost every one a vigor-
ous 1ife and strong energy of passion,ﬂllh The 1dea 1s an attrace
tive one to the Romantlc imaglnation,

Critios since Bradley have objected to both his doctrine of
waste and his talk of the greatness and power of the traglce hero,

G, R, Elliott objects that the idea of tragedy as the waste of

111vgegelts Theory of Tragedy," Oxford Lectures, pp. 85-90.

1128hakspera: A Critical Study of His Mnd and Art, 9th ed.
(London, iBqu, P. 130. - ’

113sppearance and Reality (London, 1899), p. 200.

1lirpeytag, p. 258,
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human wvalues is too vague and naive from the tlizabethan stand.
point, Bradley fails to =zee that "waste" 1s only supremely traglc
when 1t is due to pride; indeed, Professor Elllott thinks that
this defect 13 the fundamental one 1n Bradley's theory of tragedy,
and that any other defects follow from it, Bradley is understand-
ing the tragedies from a ninetesnth-century, humanitarian point of
view instead of from Shakespeare's Renalssance and Christlan
view,115 Harold S, Wilson, speaking specifiecally of Hamlet, says
that "waste" 1s not so much to the point--for Hamlet dles nobly
and even Gertrude and Laertes are raised somewhat in thelr deaths-¢
as is the suffering incident upon human wilfulness and blind-
ness, 116 Mp, Wilson's criticism is perhaps not very far from
Bradley's own, aspecially if we take into consideration Bradley's
ideas on reconeiliation, which we have not yet touched on,

As sarly rs 1906 C, H, Herford, reviewing Shakespearean Trag-

4

ady, noted that Bradley tends to treat characters as good who have

great power, He excuses this by saying that Bradley "is one of
those who aseape the 1llusions of the lowsr ethiss becauss they
are so completely penetrated and possessed by the higher."llT

Bpadley would have done well to have made his 1dea of "good" as

¢lear in Shakespearsan Tragedy as he did in hils lectures on Hegel'l

115Flaming Minister: A Study of "Othello" (vurham, N.C., 1953}
». xxii n,; Dramatic Providence 1n~WMacbeth" (Princetoﬁ, 195 é) %
. 19,

1160n the Design of Shakespearian Tpagedy (Toronto, 1957), p.

46.

117 1906 1
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thecory of tracedy. Even taking this into consideratlion, however,
would not answer some of Miss Campbell's objections., She says
that Bradleyt!s mroral world 1s moral chaos, a morality wlthout
morals, unacceptable to the Elizabsthans or to anyone slse, To
Bradley 1t 1s only the greatness, the heroilc size, of the tragle
character that is important, Bradley scoms to say, Miss Campbell
thinks, that the tragle flaw is really the source of the hero'!s
greatness, "but when the flaw itself 1s the source of greatness,
and when the character 1s judged by the sheor massiveness of the
flaw, then there 1s nothing but moral chaos,"118 pmpanxiin Dickey,
who studlied under Mlass Campbell, says that for the last fifty
years Shakespeare eritics have very often held the Hegellan or
Nietzschean idea that a great passlon transcends ordinary moral-
ity. He feels that Hegel's doctrines psrvade ascademic criticism
to a large extent,1l9 and, in the particular case of Bradley, re-
sult in the tacit asceptance of "Hegel's ethical poatulat; that’
fresdom of the will is achieved only taroush intense passion,'120
Perhaps Mr, Dickey has a true insight here, but 1t would be helf-
ful 1if he would give us an article In which he argues his point in

1181, B, Campbell, po, 27L4-275, 281, 285-286, This is part of
Appendix B, "Coneerning Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy," which
originally appeared In the Huntington Library Quarterly, XIII
(19,4-9"1950) ] 1"18 .

119Tn thie connection ses 0. J. Campbell's "Shakespeare and
the tNew! Critics," John Quiney Adams Memorial Studies, edd.
MeManaway ot al., zWasﬁington, D.C., 1987, pv. 81-95.

120Not Wisely But Too Well (San Marino, Calif,, 1957), p. L
Mr, Dlckey has since reaffirmed this conviction in a personal talk

L 4
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more detall,
The Ultimate Nature of the Tragic Vorld

In this tragic world of conflict and waste, where man is so
evidently not in final control, what is the nature of the ultimate
power? This is Bradley's final problem, snd it leads him, at the
same time, to an investigation of the conflict as 1t ends in cata.
strophe and of "feelings of reconciliation” as the tragedy eloses,
At this point, as we noted before,l2l Bradley insists on the ime
portancs of being true to the impressions we receive from the tragd
odles themselves, "Any answer we give to the jquestion proposed
ought to correspond with, or to represent in terms of the under-
standing, our imaginative an. smotional experience in reading the
tragedies,"122

We will agree, says Bradley, before going any further, that
Shakespeare does not deal with the problem in "religious"wtarms,
80 neither should we, 7The Eligabethan drama was almost entirely
secular, and althourh Shakespeare may have one or another of his
characters speak of God or the gods or hell or heavsan, these ldeas
do not influence his representagion of 1ife in the tragedies, nor
are they used to indicate any sort of solution to thse problem of

the ultimate power in the tragic world,l23 "[T]he special sig-

121383 PPe. 13—.1}_‘. above,
1223}1%;)6&?8833 Iragedy, p. 2.
1231b1d., p, 25.
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nificance of Shakespeare's tragedies in literary history lies in
this: that they contain the firat profound representation of life
in modern poetry which is independent of any set of religlous
ideas, . . » Shakespeare was the first great writer who painted
1life simply as it is seen on the earth, and yet gave 1t the same
tremendous significance that 4t has to religion, In deoing so he,
perhaps, did a greater thing than poetry had ever done before, and
he produeed the most universal of all modern poems; universal in
the sense that no set of rsliglous ideas forms a help or a hine
drance to the appropristion of his meaning," 12k

Any reader who 1s in touech with Shakespeare's mind will,
Bradley believes, grant two facts by way of a starting point in
our inquiry: Shakespeare reyresents the tragle fact as something
"piteous, fearful and mysterious,’ and, secondly, such & represen-
tation does not leave us rebellious or In despalr, It follows
from this that the two chief sxplanations of Shakespeare‘; tragle
world, that it is a "moral order' or that it is governed simply by
"fate," are not adequate, for either one, taken by itself, exag-
gerates aither the aspect of action or that of suffering in a
Shakespearean tragedy. Saying that the tragid world is simply a
moral order puts the emphasis on the close connection of charactery
will, deed, and catastrophe; it shows the hero as failing to cone

form to the moral order and so drawlng upon himself a just doom,

12LNaturs of Tragedy, pp. 25-26. See also "Shellsy'!s View of
Poetry," Oxford Lettures, p. 173: "Homer and Shakespeare show no

moral aim and no system of opinion."




To say that the traglc world is simply ruled by fate 1s to empha-
size, In isolation, acecident, forces from wlithout, circunstances,
and blind strugeling against doom, The two visws, says Bradley,
contradlict each other, so that no third view can unite them, but
by examining each of them, or rather the facts of the impressions
which give rise to each, we may hope to find a view which will to
some extent combine each onel!s true elements.l25

Bradley points out the several impressions which glve rise to
the 1dea of fatality. It ie an essential part of the full traszic
effect that we feel at times that the hero ls a doomed man, in
some sense, and that his fault 1s far from accounting for all he
suffers at the hands of a relentless power abovs him, Men and
women in the Shakespearean world act, but what they achieve 1s not
what they intended, Meaning well sometimes, they act in the dark
and in a pitiful ignorance of themselves and ths world around
them, They accomplish their own destruction, which is th; last
thing they intended, To this is added the impression that the
hero is sometimes terribly unlucky. Bven in Shakespeare there is
not a little of this feelinz, Again, the hero no doubt acts ace
cording to his character, but how 1s it that he must meet just
that set of circumstances which present him the one problem which
is fatal to him of all men? It seems, finally, that e man's very
virtues help to destroy him; his greatness 1s intertwined with his

tragic weakness or defect,

IQSSQakesEearean Tragedy, pp. 25-27.
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What Impressions of fate do we not find in the tragedies?
There is little or no trace, 3Bradley feels, of any erude fatalism,
There 1s no indieation that the sufferings and death of the hero
had all been arbltrarily fixed beforehand, nor is there any feel~
ing of spltefulness on the part of the superior vower, There are
no "famlly" tragedies in the Greek sense. If by "fate" you would
to so far as to mean to 1rply that the order of thlngs in the
tragiec world 1s a blank necessity, completely regardless of human
good and of the difference betwesn good and evil, then many resde
ers would not only reject such an 1dea, but, on the contrary,
would maintain that the impressions we receive indicate a moral
order and a moral necessity at work,l126

Bradley rejects at once the 1dea that "poetic justice" is
exhibited in Shakesmpearel!s tragedles; neither in 1life nor in the
plays 1s there any indleation that prospserity and adversity are
handed out by the ultimate power in proportlion to the merits of
the agents, But Bradlsy goss further: he dlsapproves of using
"justice" or "merit" or "desert" at all. In tragedy, ths conse-
quences of an action cannot be limited to what would be expected
to follow "justly" from them, To talk of Lear's "meriting" his
sufferings 1s to deo violence to what 18 meant by "merit." And,
in the second place, 1deas of justice and desert are untrue in
every case to our imaginative experiencs, VWhen we ars deep in a

tragedy, even that of Richard III, we feel horror, plty, repulsion

126Ibid., vp. 27-31,
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-~but we do not judge., That i1s something we dc later,

Setting aside, then, notions of justice and merit, let us
speak of good and evil, understood in a wide sense to include not
only moral good and evil (thoush that 1s the primary meaning) but
sverything élse in man which 1s considered exe¢ellent or not, VWhat
impressions arising from the plays glve cause for judging that the
ultimate powsr is "moral" in the sense of an order whnich shows 1t-
gself to be akin to zood and alien from evil? Most important is
the fact that the main source of the convulsion 1s always evil in
the fullest sense, Romso and Juliet go to thalr death not only
because of personal faults or flaws but because of the hatred be-
tween their houses, We can draw the obvious inference that 1f it
1s chiefly evlil which sets the world-order in commotion, then that
order 18 no more indifferent or friendly to evil than 1s the body
to polson, Indeed, 1t must be bent on nothing short of perfectionq
for the faults of even the comparatively innocent hero (Bﬁutus is

the example miven in The Nature of Tragedyl27) "contribute de-

cisively" to the conflict., Another factor to consider is that evi#
18 alwavs shown in the tragedies as something nezative, destruc.
tive, barren. %vhen the evil man becomes wholly evil, so that the
good qualities are destroyed, the man also is destroyed, Those
who are left may not be as great or brillian as the hero, but they
have won our confidence, Again the inference 1s clear: 1f exist-

ence In an order depends on good, then the soul of the order mist

127p, 20,
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be akin to good,128
It is impossible, Bradley says, to deny that there 1s wmich
truth in this view of the tragic world, yet it too must be modi-
fled 1 it 1s to include 2ll of the facts and to correspond com
pletely with the impressions they produce, If we are faithful to
the facts as presented in Shakespearetls tragedles, we must cone
clude that the evil and the traglc heroes are not outside the sys-
tem, they are a part of 1t, The moral order produces Iago as well
as Desdemona, and we have no warrent from the trapsdies to say that]
i1t 1s responsible for the good in Desdemona but not for the evil in
Iago. "It i1s not polsoned, it poisons 1tself," Similarly, it 1s
not true to our feselings to assert that Hamlet merely falls to
meet the demands of the moral order or that Antony merely sins
arainst 1t, for this i1s to resmard the traglec characters as outsids
the order and struesgling against 1t as agalnst something outside
themselvas,
What we feel corresponds quite as nmmch to the 1dea that
they are its parte, expressions, products; that in thelir
defect or evil 1t is untrue to its soul of zoodness, and
falls into confliet and collision with itself; that, in
making them suffer and waste themselves, 1t suffers and
sastea 1tself; and that when, to save its 1ife and regain
peace from this Iintestinal strusgle, 1t casts them out, 1t
has lost a part of its own substance,-~a part more danger—
ous and unquiet, but far more valuable and nearer to its
heart, than that which remains,--a Fortinbras, a Malecolm,
an Ootavius., There is no tragedy in 1ts expulsion of evil:
the tragedy is that this inwolves the waste of good.l29

Thus we are left, Bradley concludes, with an idea of the

128shakespearean Tracedy, pn. 31-34,

129700d.s 0. 37,
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ultimate power whose two slides we cannot separate or reconcile,
Shakespears zives us no answer, no final solution; he was wrlting
tragedy, "and tragedy would not be tragedy if 1t were not a paine
ful mystery., . . . We remain confronted with the inexplicable
fact, or the no less inexplicable appenrance, of a world travail-
ing for perfection, but bringing to birth, together with glorious
good, an evil which it 1s able to overcome only by self-torture
and self-waste, And this fact or appearance is trasedy,"130

Profesgsor Bradley, in a note added at the end of Lecture I in

the second edition of Shakesgpearean Tracedy, indlcates that thers

1s one element, feslings of reconciliation and aven emxultation,
which he has not dealt wlth adequately in this first lecture, and
he directs us elsswhere, Actually there 1s some pertinent matter
even in ths first lecture, for he refers to "faint and scattered
intimations" from the tragedies thatithe agony of the ehilef char-
acters "counts as nothing against th» heroism and love whiﬁh AP
pear in 1t ahd thrill our hearts,"13l 1In "Hepel's Theory of
Tragedy" Bradley polnts out, in his "restatement" of Hegelian
theory on the catastrophe, that a Shakespearean catastrophe has a

double aspsct, negative and affirmative., On the one hand we see

1301p1d., pp. 38-39. The Nature of Tragedy, pp. 15-21, takes
a different apprcash to the catastrophe, fate, ete. Most of the
conclusions are similar, but one imrortant difference is that
Bradley, in thils sarller dlscusslon of tragedy, i1s more ineclined
to favor the moral order as a satisfactory solution; there is
l1ittle talk of the moral order producing evil as well as mood,

1311wi4d,
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the violent annulling of the conflict by a power which is su-
perior, irresistible, overwhelming, a power which blots out what-
aver is incompatible with its nature, But we do not feel depres-
sion or rebellion (which are not tragic emotions); we are rather
awvare of feelingas of reconciliation in some form because of the
affirmative aspect of the catastfophe. We ought to describe the
catastrophe therefore as "the violent self-restitution of the
divided spiritual unity," The superlor powsr and the hero are of
one substance, They are its conflicting forees, "This is no oc-
casion to ask how in particular, and in what varlious ways in vari-
ous works, we feel the effect of this affirmative aspect in the
catastrophe, But it corresponds at least with that strange double
impression which is produced by the hero's death, He dies, and
our hearts die with him; and yet his death mattors nothing to us,
or wo even exult, He is dead; and he has no more to do wi?h death
than the power which killed him and with which he 1s one,"132

Or, as Bradley puts it in his analysis of Antony and Cleopatrs,

the elect spirit of a Shakespearean tragedy, even though in srror,
"rises by its greatness into i1deal union with the power that over-
whelms 1t,"133

The occasion "to ask how in particular" about the affirmative

1320xford Lecturesg, pp. 90-91, In Natura of Tragedy (pp. 5,
15) Bradley speaks of feellngs of "solemnity and acquiescence"
rather than feelings of "reconciliation and even sxultation."

133" shakespeare!'s Antony and Cleopatra," Oxford Lectures, p.

292,
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agpect of the catastrophe was found by Bradley in his particular

studies of Hamlet and King Lear in Shakespearean Tragedy,13u but

they add little to the theoretlical position as we have stated 1t,
Most interesting of the lot is the statement (made in connection
with Cordelia's death) that the feeling of reconciliation which we
experience implies certain ideas which are not made explicit in thT
tragedy, It seems to imply, Bradley says, that the tragic world
1s not the final reallty, and that if we could see the tragic |
facts in thelr proper perspective in the whole, wse would find
them "not abolished, of course, but so transmuted that they had
ceagsed to be strictly traglc,-«find, perhaps, the sufferings and
the death counting for little or nothing, the greatnssa of the
goul for rmuch or all, and the herolec spirit, In spilte of fallure,
nearer to the heart of thines than the smaller, more clrcumspsct,
and perhaps even 'better' beings who survived the catastrOpha."135
Many of these 1deas on good and evil, suffering, and the in-
finite are found in Bradley's non-Shakespearean writings and are
evidently a part of his own pallosophy of 1life, He did not bew
lleve that we could ever explain why so much svil and pain exist
in the world,136 but he did hold that suffering and even wrong

have a place in the world. iis once compared war to tragedy: war

134shakespearean Tragedy, ppr. 171-174, 271-279, 303-30L4, 322-
330 (esp. 3 2?:326). 0f these pages cnly 171-174 have to do with
|iiamlet; the rest are concerned with Lear,

1351p1d., bn. 323-325,

136740a18 of Religion (London, 1940), p. 283.
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and traglc actions and sufferings would have to be called evil I1f
we had to elassify everything as good and evil, but "if ths dis-
appearance of either meant the disappearance, or sven a lowering,
of those noble and glorious energles of the soul which appear in
both and are in part the cause of both, the life of pervstual peacq
would be a poor thing, superficially less terrible perhaps thaon
the present 11fe, but much less great and =mood,"137 Bradley finds
in Hegel and Wordsworth an 1dsa whizh he sesems to endorse: "Withe
out evils, then, no moral goodness,"138 VWordsworth psrcelved, as
Shelley did not, that evil 18 not here for nothine and that, in
fact, "the greatness of the mind 1s seen most in its vower to win
zood out of evil,"13? Nor can there be the least doubt that Dr,
Bradley accepted perscnally the ideas of the infinite which he
used in his eritical writings, All through Ideals of Religion,
which 18 a very personal book, Bradley uses and dlscusses the
notion of the Infinite and 1ts all—inélusiveness, the 1deaqthat ond

mind 12 at the basis of all reality and that all things are manie

festations of that mind in different degrees;luo but it 1s a re-

137" International Morality," e Internstional Crisis, [ed,
not 1isted], (London, 1915), pp. 6li-65; the opinion is the moras
striking for its having been expressed durlng the First VWorld War,
See also Ideals of Religion, p. 285.

p %28"English Poetry and German Philosophy," Miseellany, pp.
135.136,

5§39"Shelley and Arnold's Critique of His Postry," Miscellany,
p. 155,

140See esp. the last three chapters, "Truth and Reallty,"
"Man as Finite Infinite," and "Good and Evil," See also "Inspira-
tion," Miseellany, ppr. 225-24l.




76
mark mads in passing which indicates how deasply rooted was his
accaptance of the Hegelian infinite., In the "Blozraphical Sketeh"
with which Bradley prefaced his edition of Richard Nettleship's

Philosophlical Remains, he tells of a letter from Nettleship (wlth

whom he had been very close), "The last of his letters to me was
written the night before he started for Switzerlasnd, never to ro-
turn; it was meant to bs read only if he chanced to be the first
to die; and almost 1ts final words were these: 'Don't bother about
death; it doesn't counc,! Hot for :'+, doubtliess, or for that
whicih includes both him and =11 who lovad him or felt his influ-
ence; but to them, and, as they believe, to others, his death
counts only too much."lul When a man uses a Hegellan concept to
express himself at such an Intimate moment, there can be 1little
doubt about the sincerity with which he holds it,

It would be i1dle to dispute the obvious, even fundamengal,
Hegellan influence running all through ﬁradley's treatment of the
catastrophs, reconciliation, and the nature of the ultimte power,
Again, however, as in the case of ths conflict, 1t would appear
that Bradley has made some slgnificant changes from pure iHegel-
1aniasm, Bradley himself says that Hegel puts too much strsss on
the aspect of reconciliation 1ln Greek tragedy and too llttle in

modern tragedy.lha But the present writer bslieves that thers is

1iiphilosophical Remains of Richard Lewis Nettleship, 2nd ed.
(London, 1901), pp, 1vii-iviii,

142" Hagel t g Theory of Tragedy," Oxford Lectures, pp. 82-38lL.
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a more fundamental difference: Bradley adds to the rather cold
Hegelian presentation of catastrophe and reconciliation a warmth
which results in a subtle change of tons, Hegel speaks of Eternal
Justice restoring the wholeness of the ethical substance through
the "downfall of the individuality which disturbs its repose, ., . d
That which 1s abrosated in the tracedy is merely the onesided pare
ticularity which w3s unable to asccommodate itself to this harmony
e o« « "3 "In tragedy then that waich 1s etsrnally substantive
15 triumphantly vindicated under the mode of reconciliation, It
simply removes from the contentions of personality the falss one=-
sldsdness, and exhlbits instead that which is the object of 1ts
volition, namely, positive reality, no longes: wndsr an asserted
mediation of opposed factors, but as the real support of con-
e1stency,"1t Bpradley doss not contradlet any of this, of courss,
but he talks about 1t in a humane mannép; so to speak, He men-

' of the hsro's "nesrness to the

tions feelings of "exultation,'
heart of thinge"; he emphasizes the i1dea that the whole is of one
substanee with the hero and that it also suffers and 1s torn in
the hero's confliet and catastrophe, DBradley intended to adapt
Hegel to fit Shakespeare, In doing so (and it would appear that

the sams was trus in his use of Hewgellan ideas in his private

11fe) he sesms to have altered the tone of Hegelian philosophy to

14 3Hepel, IV, 298,
1hh1ntd,, IV, 301; sse also 321,
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a warmer, more personal ona.luS
) In taking a philosophical approach to Shakespeare, Bradley
13 reflecting not only Hegel's ecriticism but that of many of the
German and English Shakespeare critics bsfore him, It was, so to
speak, in the air, Mrs, Montagu, Gervinus, and Ulrici, to name
only a dlsparate few, had concerned themselves with Shakespeare as
a great moral philosopher, and in Bradlsy's own day Moulton took
the position that "poetry is simply creative philosophy."1L6
Bpadley does not take the approach that these critics did--he does
not set out to dlescuss in specific terms Shakespeare's meral greats
ness or even to dlscover his "moral system"-~but he may well have
been influenced by their treatment of Shakespeare, A muech more
direst influencse 1s likely to have been that of Professor Dowden,
who taught that YTragedy as coneelved by Shakspere 1s concerned
with the ruin or the restoration of the soul, and of the 1life of
men, In other words 1ts subject is the struggle of zood agd evil

in the world,"l47 Dowden also believed that, altnough Shakespsare

S5rop a judgment on the fidellty of Bradley's explicit adape
tations to the system in which they are rooted, see Theodore 1,
Steele, "Hegel's Influence on Shakespearean Cr'- *uiqm,“ Unpube
1ished Dostoral Dissertation (Columbia University, N.Y., 1949).

Dr, Steele conecludes that Bradley's "modifications and extensions
of Hegel's thought are , ., ., based on a firm understanding of
Hegel's intent and econscepts” (pp. 177-178).

1uéﬂichard G, Moulton, Shakespe:v: as a Dramatic Thinker
(§N.Y., 1907), . 2. This is & pevisc. re-lssus of a book which
had appaared 1n 1903 under the title, The Moral System of Shake-

speare .,
14 7Dowden, Shakspers: 4 Critlcal Study, p. 22l.
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deals with evil extenslvely, he nowharse proposes to explain the
why of evil or why things are as they are in the world, "It is
and remains a mystery,"148 Bradley schoes both of these senti-
ments,

Critics since Bradley have divided In their reaction to the
final part of Bpradley's theory, A few have been enthusiastic abouf]
the genseral drift of Bradley's conclusions, Augustus Ralli, in

his History of Shakespearian Critieism, e¢laims that Bradley had,

by means of Shakespeare, "advanced one of the most practical
existing arpuments in favour of the moral government of the unie
verss," Shakesneare was the world's greatest genius, and Bradley
has f1lled us with hope by showing that Shakespeare believed in a
moral order.1u9 C. s Johnson says that the first chapter of

Shakegpearean Tragedy furnishes a reasonable philosophy of 1life to

the perplexed, The "profound conclusions" which Bradley resgches
may notvhave been consciously forrmlated by Shakespeare, but there
can be no doubt that they are deduclible from hils tragedies.150
Other critics who have endorsed Bradlsy's formlations have
been more particular, Willard Farnham and C, H., Herford agree that
Bradley 18 correct about the final impressions made on us by a
Shakespearean tragedy; 1t 1s just when he deals with thoe fseling of

exultation, says Herford, that Bradley seems to come so near to

1u8Ibta., p. 226,
149(London, 1932), I, 201-202.

150Shakespeare and His Critics (Boston, 1909), p. 323,
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Shakespeare.151 Caroline Spurgeon, in her important book on
imagery, finds that the plctures of evil shown by Shakespears's
images support and reinforce Bradley's "mastery sumary,” "In

the plctures of dirt and foulness, and most especlally of sicke
ness and diseass we ses thils same conception of something producsd
by the body itself, which is indeed in a senss part of it, agalinst
which, at the same time, if it is to survive, it has to struggle
and fizht; in which 'intestinal struggle', as Bradley rizhtly
calls 1t, it casts out, not only the poison or foulness which 1s
killing 1t, but also a precious part of 1ts own substance,"152
Maud Bodkin, in a most interesting application of Bradley's work,

draws from both Shakespearsan Tragedy and the Oxford Lectures

Braﬂleyfs 1deas on the =spirltual powser and 1ts relationship teo the
characsters, She then attempts to translate these ldeas into
paychologlcal terms and relate them to;Jung's collective uncon-
scious, archetypal patterns, and primitive ritual.153

The critics who have objected to Bradley's 1deas on the closs
of Shakespearean tragedy have sometimes denled Bradley's concept off

reconciliation, Stoll is the most important of this group, and

151Herford, rov, cf Sgakes%earean Tragedy, MLR, I, 131; Farne-
ham, The Medieval Herltags of lizabethan Tragedy, corrected ed.

(N. Y., 1956), pp. GUL-LLG.

1528hakespeare's Imagery and What It Tells Us (Cambrides
Eng., 19357 poo 1860187 ot = = o

153apchetypal Patterns in Poetry (London, 193.), pp. 20-21,
2802813 see also pp. 330=33%,. ' ‘
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the most bitingly articulate. He desecribes "the Hegellans, Proe
fessors Dowden and Bradley, who heard in King Lear and QOthello
a transcendental note of reconciliation and a faint far-off hymm

of triumph, a Stimme von Oben or chorus mysticus, so to speak, at

the end, So a play is interpretsd in the rebound or by 1ts
scho,"154 He sneers at the "misty transcendental world of Morgannl
Bradlsy, and Charlton"155 and completely denles that thers 1s any
congolation whatsnsyer at the snd of the tragsales, only sorrow
or resignation or despalr,150

But the chlef objection among critics to Bradley'!s plcture
of the tragie worldeordser has been that it leaves out Christianity
and the influencse of Christian ideas on Shakespsars, The reader
will remember that Or, Bradley, after posing the question of the
nature of the ultimate powser, stipulated that the answer must not
be given iIn religiocus lansuage because;God, heaven, hell, and such
concepts are only used by Shakespeare Incldentally, as it wérs,
and never enter into his representation of 1life or shed 1light on
the mysaterles of tragedy. Thls has been vigorously denied by many
eritics, G, R. Elllott says that Bradley 1s simply wrong in his
notion that Christian i1deas are no mors than "dramatic" 1n the

tragedies; on the contrary, the very casualness with which Hamlet

15LShakespeare Studies, p. 182.

155"Recent Shakespeare Criticism," Shakespsare-Jahrbuch,
LXXIV (1938), 58. -

1563hakeapears Studies, ppr. 182-183; Art and Artifice, p. 16&*
Shakespeare and Other Masters (Cambridgs, Mass., 1940), p. Sg.
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(for example) alludes to Christian beliefs testifies to thelr cur-
rency, and we find Christian concepts running all through HRenalsw
sance literaturs In general and Shakespsare in particular.157
Harold wilson says that Bradley's argument is not cogent, for it
may be readily granted that Elizabethan drama was almost wholly
secular without roinz to the extreme of denying Christian influ-
ence, Mr, Wilson would seem to think that he and Bradley are
using "secular® i1 the same way, but Bradley means by the term
that there was no Christian influencs, »r very little In any reale
1y meaningful way, while Mr, Wilson sesms to mean a theater which
doss not treat God or heaven or hell as part of the expliclt sub-
jeet matter, At any rate, Mr, Wilson goes on to say th2t Shake-
apeare'!s characteristic way of thought was Christian, and in Romso
and Jullet, Hamlet, Othello, and Macbeth the Christian point of
view profoundly influences the representation of life; Christian-
1ty "is of the essence of thelr purport and effect,"158 Paul
Slegel suggests four major alterations that must be made in Brad-

ley'a ploture of Shakespeare's trasic world, and he sums up the

to make the world-order explicitly Christian, "its laws ordainad
by God, the evil within it the consequence of man's fall constantly)

157Flaming Minister, pp. Xxvi-xxvil, Professor Elliott 1s a
strong champion of the importance of Christian i1deas in Shakow
spears and 13 currently engaged in bringing out a book on each of
the tragedies treated by Bradley In Shakespearean Tragedy, each
book to smphasize Christian influence and meanings,

158y, s, wilson, pp. 5-8,

four by saylng that, 1n other words, Bradley's view rmigst be altere#
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threatening to overthrow the entire nierarchy of nature,” Chris..
tian humanism is the very basls of Shakespearesan tragedy.159
There is no point 1n continuing to 1list critics who stress the
importance of Christian 1deas;y they are many, and they insist that
an interpretation of Shakespeare!s tragedlies whieh does not re-
cognize in them a basicec Christlian influencs must be seriously in

error,1060
Soma Coneluding Hamarks

We have discussed the derivation of each of the slements of
Bradley's theory and the extent to which each was modified by him,
The present writer suggecsts 1t as his own opinion that the theory
18 a unique combination of Aristotellan, Hegelian, and Romantic
ideas on tramedy in general and Shakespearean tragedy in particu-
lar, As 4 whole, it is a highly original plece of work,

But does it form a single coherent theory of tragedy? The
materials for an answer to this questlion have been set out for the

reader's judgment, The present writer bslieves that ths theory

1598hakes earsan Tragedy and the Zlizsabethan Compromise (N.Y.,
1957), pp. 8‘1-"%2“. ' A

160pop a zood survey of the various non-Christian approaches
to Shakespearean tragedy see the first three sections of Roy W,
Battenhouse, "Shakespearean Tragsdy: A Christian Interprstation,"”
The Tragic Vision and the Christian Faith, ed. N, A, Scott, Jr,
TN.¥., 19577, pp. 56-98. For a view of Shakespeara's trazedies
which 18 even more rigldly exclusive of Christian idsas than Brad-
ley's, see Santayana, "The Absenes of Rellzion in Shiiizspeare,"

Egsays in Literary Criticism of George Santayasna, e.. I. Singsr
(W.¥., 1958), po. 137-14B.
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does coherse 1f you are willling to accept Bradley's presuppositions
at certaln points--that 18, the theory flows from one slemsant to
the next with no inherent contradictions, but you must grant Brad-
ley his own terms in order for it to do 8o, Since one of the basiqg
premlses of the theory 1s that the experiencec or impression is the
thing interpreted and the test of any statemsnt, it follows that
you wust at several points allow Bradley's impression to be cor-
rect, Granted that, the theory is well-developed, logical, and a
whole,
If you do not grant that Bradley's impression is correct, you
ralse the question of whether, or to what extent, the theory 1is
true to Shakespsare, This 1s a question better left to be dis-
cussed as a part of the larger question of Bradley's over-all
value as a critic of Shakespearean tragedy, after we have examined
his practical eriticism., But we might glve it as a personal opine
ion that the theory goes badly astray when Bradley besins to fol-
low out his Impression that Christian ldeas cannot bs used to dis-
cuss the nature of the catastrophe and the ultimate power, That
one declsion determlnes the character of the whole final section
of the theory, the most important section, so that if Bradley's
impression 1s in thls case wrong, the whole last part of his
theory 1s seriously weakened., The ldeas he does use, almost cer-
talnly because he thought naturally in Hegslian tsrms, ars not
1deas that would have been familiar to Shakeaspeare at first glance,

Whether they ars neverthelsss morse appropriate to convay Shake-
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spearals theory of tragedy than Christian ideas rmst bs a matter
for the reader, with ths help of the historical critics, to de-
cide, but 1t should be pointsd out that the two concepts of the
world are incompatible, If Hegellian ldeas are adequate to express
Shakespearets thought, then Christian ideas are lnadequate for that

purpose; but the rsverse is also truse,




CHAPTER IV
BRADLEY'S METHOD OF CRITICIZING A PARTICULAR TRAGEDY

A study of A, C, Bradley's eriticism of Shakespearean trag-
oedy mast includs not only Bradley's theory of Shakespearean trage
ady but his method of eritieclzing a particular play, Esch of
thess 18 oclarified by an investigation of the other, No one will
doubt that the study which we have made of what Bradlsy took to
be Shakespears's basic idea of tragedy will help us better to
understand and evaluate Bradley's critieism of the particular
tracedy, Macheth, which we are roling to sxamine; but 1t 1s also
true that we shall understand some of the implications of Brad-
ley's theory better after seeing how he works with an individual
etample., Moreover, the topics 41 soussed by Bradley iIn his partic-
nlar eritiques are not always those covered by his statements on
theory, for the question, "What is Shakespeare's conception of
tragedy?", ean only account for nart of the matter to be commented
on with regard to a trasedy like Macbeth, We must now revert to

the larger view indicated in ths Introduction of Shakespearsan

Tragedy: "to inerease our understanding and enjoyment of these
works as dramas: to learn to apprehend the action and some of the

personages of each with a somewhat greatsr truth and intensity, so

86
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that they may assume in our imaginations a shape a little less
nnlike the shape they wore in the ima~ination of their ereator," 16l
Bradley's theory of Shakespearean trazedy is undoubtedly basie to
his commentary on Macbeth, but the two are by no means coterminous*

In our examination of Bradley's criticism of Macbeth we shall
be more Interested In methods and types of eriticism than in par-
ticulars--that 1s, to take an example, althouzh we shall certainly
discuss what Bradley says ahbont Maebeath and Lady Macbeth, there
will be no attempt to discuss or even to note every one of his
thoughts about them; we shall be more concerned with the general
trend of these thoughts, with the way in which he approaches the
two characters, and the extent to which he deals with them, Our
attention will be confined to those remarks about the play which

are made in Shakespearaean Tracgsdy, In that volume there arse thrse

places where Macbeth is the subject of criticism, and we shall
consider them in consecutive order: the first two chapters and the
first part of the third; the two lectures specifiecally on Macbeth,
which are the last two in the book; and the seven special Notes on
the play in the Appendix. Bradley's analyses of the other three

trapedies in Shakespearean Tragedy will be used for purposes of

comparison and clarification,

Magheth Material in the FPirst Part of Shaksspearean Tragedy

In the Preface to Shakespearean Tragedy Professor Bradley

161shakespearean Tragoedy, p. l.
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says that, while readers who prefer to bezin at once on the dis-
cussions of the individual plays may do so, "I should, of courss,
wish them [the lestures] to be read in their order, and a know-
ledes of the first two 18 assumed in the romainder," This is a
reminder from the author himself that the reader who turns only to
Lectures IX and X for an analysis of Magbeth will be missing much
that the author says about that play. Beslides the general and
very baslc discussions about Shakespeare's idea of trawedy, such a
readeor would mlss secattered specific applications to Macbeth in
the first lecture; in the second lecture he would mlss a valuable
discussion of the construction of Macbeth: and he would not be
aware of some remarks in the first part of the third chapter on th#
play!s place among the tracedies and its style and versification,
In other words, he would not have a true pleturse of Bradley's
oriticism of Mgebeth, |

The specifie references in the first lecture are, as we sald,
secattered, and we shall note only the mors iﬁportant. Bradley
puts Macheth among the plays in which, in the usual way of the
tragedles, the hero alone can be sald to have top billing, He
does not feel that Lady Masbeth shares our attentlon in the way
that Juliet and Cleopatra do (they of course are figures in love
tragedles, which explains the difference),162 In the discussion
of the "additional factors" in tragedy, Lady Macbeth's slespwalking

i1s used as an example of an action performsed in an abnormsl state

1621pt4,, p. 7.
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of mind whiech has no influence whatever on the action of ths play
which follows 1t, Similarly, in regard to the question of the ine
fluencs of the supernatural, it 1s noted that Macbeth is not
pushed into an act; the supernatural rather gives a distinet form
to forces already at work within him.163 When talking of action
ag conflict, Bradley stresses that even in a play like Macbeth
the interest of the outward conflict cannot be said to exceed that
of the confliect within the hero's soul, It 1s easy to see that
the play is a struggle between the hero and heroine on one side and
the representatives of Juncan on the other, but that is too exw
ternal a way of locking at 1t. It 1s a conflict of spiritual
forces, an immense ambition in Macbeth against loyalty and patri-
otism In Macduff and Malcolm, but these same powers or principles
equally collide within Macbeth himself, Nelther the inner or the
outward conflict by itself could make the tragedy which is Mac -~
beth.18lL In the latter part of the first chapter Bradley points
out that Shakespeare does have such characters as Macbeth in the
hero's role, which Aristotle apparently would not permit, To come
pensate for the spectatort!s desire for Macbeth's downfall, the
playwright must builld up emotions which are proper to tragedy, so
he makes Macbeth a hero built on the grand scale, a man drlven by
a consuming ambition and endowsd with a conscience which 1s tere

rifying, The case of Macbeth and Lady Maébeth is one which seems

1531b1d., pp. 13-1k.

léhlbidbﬁ PP. 17"’190
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to give a handle to those who believe that wo ousht to talk of the
tragedies in terms of "justice" and "merit," but Bradlsy believes
that even in a play like Macbeth we do not judge during our actual
exporience of the play, and the use of such terms is untrue to our
imaginative impressions, We do not judge Macheth during the play
and we do not think of him as simply attacking the moral order;
rather, we realize that he is a part of the whole which overwhelms
him,165

t

"Construction in Shakespeare's Tragedles,”" the sscond lecturs

in Shakespsarean Tragedy, 1s a detalled analysis of the structure

of the four great tragedies (with some references to the other
tragedies also), The Shakespearean tracedy, says Bradley, falls
roughly into three parts, the exposition, the growth and vielssi-
tudes of the confliet, and the issue of the conflict in catastro-
phe.léé Macbesth follows Shakespeare's usual plan in tragedy by
opening with an arresting scene full éf.action and interest that
is followed at once by a much quieter narrative, The contrast in
this play is very vold but quite successful, The first scene 1sg
only eleven lines long, but 1t captures the attention and imagina-
tion at onee and saecures for the next scene an attention it could
not hope to get by 1ltself. Shakespsare also utilizes the opening
scenes to make us at once consclous of some influsnee that is to

bring evil to the hero, In Macbeth the first thing we see are the

16%:p1d,, pp. 20, 22, 32-33, 37.
1661p1d,, pp. LO-il.




91
Witches, and Maecbeth's first words, although he cannot realize it,
are an echo of the Witches'! "Faipr is foul, and foul is falr,” The
exposition in Macbeth i1s short because the situation from which
the conflict 1s to arise is relatively simple; in Hamlet, for
example, where the situation 13 more comnlax, the exposition 1s
longer,167

The outward conflict in Macbeth can be well defined, and the
hero himself, however influenced by others, suppliss the maln
drivine force of the astion throughout the play, The result 1s
that the play shows a yuch simpler constriectional plan than, for
instance, Othello or King Lear, The upward movement 1a extra-
ordinarily rapid and the erisis arrives early, then Macbeth's
leause turns slowly downward and finally hastens to ruin., Shakew
apeare's greatest problem in constructing Maebeth was, as in each
of the tragedles except Othsllo, to sustaln interest in the trou-
blosome time between the orisis and the final catastvophe.“ Some
of the greatest of the tragedlies have a tendency to drag at about
ths fourth aset, Bradley says, and there 1s a sort of pause in the
action, This is often signified by the fact that the hero is ab-
sant from the stacs for a considerable time while the counterw
action is rising., In Macbeth the hero 1s out for about four hun-

dred ard fifty lines, Julius Caesar never manages, even in the

catastrophe, to reach the heicght of interest of the greatest

scenes that came bsfore Act IV, and Bradley says that "perhaps"

1671btd., pp. L3, L5-L6.
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this 1s also our impression in regard to Macbeth,168

Shakespeare sees the difficulty and smploys various means to
overcome it, The pauss after the crislis in Macbeth 1s considere
ably defsrred by following up the crisls at once with the murder
of Banguo and the banquetesecene, and thig carries us through to
the snd of the third act desplte the relatively early crisis, At
this point, at the beginning of Act IV, the playwright employs a
device which he also uses in some of the other trasedies: he re-
minds us of the state of affairs in which the play vegan, In Mac-
bath we are shown the Witches once more, and thoy give the hero
a fresh set of prophecies., This serves to arouse our interest in
a new movement which we feel 1s besinning, and thers 1s the addiw
tional fact that thls scene in Macheth 18 stimulating from a pure-
ly theatrical point of view, Shakespeare 1s also likely to susw
tain interest at about this point by making clear certain inner
changes which have taken place in thevhero. As Macbeth's fortunes
begin to decline we are made aware of his increasing lrritability
and savagery, Two other expedlents, found in Macbeth in a single

scene, are to introduce some new emotion, usually pathetic, and to

Maeduff and her young son exemplifies each of these devices,169
In the catastrophe 1tself we often find a nattie, but in Mac-

heth we may suspect that Shakespeare has an intention bssides that

1681p1d,, pp. W7-48, 52, 56-58.
169Ib1d.’ pp- 59"62.

introduce some element of humor. The scene in Aet IV bstween Lady.




93
of pleasing his fellows (who evidently loved stage fishts), The
fact that Macbeth dles in battle gives to ths structure a sort of
final rise, and we are enabled to mingle sympathy and admiration
with a desire for his defeat, In his as’ual death we are helped
to regard Macbeth as a hero,l70

In theses remarks on the construction of Shakespsare's trag
edles Bradley acknowledges himself to be indebted to Gustav Frey-
tag,l7l This 1s most noticeably the case in regard to the dis-
Eussion of the problems Shakespeare sncountered between the elimax
and the catastrophe, Freytag notes the problem and some of Shake-
spaara'é éttempted solutlong, but Bradley's handling of the matter
18 more systematic and thorough than Freytag's and more interest-
ing,172
Before Bradley begins his main critique of the four plays,
hle dlscusses briefly, at the end of the second chapter and the
beglnning of the third, some of the defects in the tragadiés, the
place of the tragedies In Shakespeare's literary career, and
fchanges iIn style and versification from the earliier to the later
trapedies, In regard to the latter two subjscts we need do no
fmore than note that Bradley does discuss such matters, even if
quite briefly, but one of hils remarks about possible defects in

Shakespeare applles especlally to Magbeth and has been plcked up

1701b14,, pp. 62-63,
171Ib1d" p; u-o’ nt 10
172Fpoeytag, pp. 185189,
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by two later eritics, Bradley considers it a "real defect" for
Shakespears to strine togsether a number of scenes, soms quitse
short, in which the charaeters are frejuently changed, There are
axamples of this in the last act of Machbeth and In the middle part

of Antony and Cleopatra. Bradley believes that Shakespeare used

the method as the easiest way out of a difficulty, espeeially when
he had a lot of rather undramatie material that he wanted to work
in, and Bradley realigzes that Shakespeare's stage made such wrlt-
ing possible, "But, considered abstractly, 1t is a defective
mathod" 3 1t 1s too much 1liks a mere narrative, and too choppy a
narrative at that,173 F, E, Halliday says that Bradley's critic-
ism was "handicapped by the static spectacular method of producing
the plays at thls period, and this accounts for his complaint that
too often Shakespears strings together a number of short scoenes

e o « "7 and ¢, J, Stseon finds that Bradley wes "moving in a
world remote from the stage for which- Shakespeare wrote" ;hen he
calls the short seenes in Shakespeare a defect.175 A lack of
interest or lack of knowledge on Bradley's part toward things
Elizabethan does oftsn seem to explaln why Bradley takes a certaln
position, but the critiecal prroblem here 1s a different one, Brade

loy apvears to bs fully aware that Shakespeare's stage made such

17 3shakespearean Tragedy, rp. 71-72.

17hshakespears and His Crities, raev. ed, (London, 1953), pp.
30‘310

l7581sson, p. 21, Mpr, Sisson 1s also speaking of Bradley's
criticism of the soliloquies,
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writing possible, but he still feels that, "econsidered abstractly,"
such writing is defective, The problem is, perhaps, whether such
"abstract" eriticism is possible, The present writer fesls that
it 19, and that 1t 1s not a final stamp of approval on a practice
to show that "everybody was doine i1t then," Perhaps it is pOﬁSiblﬁ
to ask, "Should they have bsen?" Bradley stresses the impression
always, and the present writer has always felt in reading Antony

and Clsopatra, at least, that the construction is faulty. It is a

thought that obtrudes 1t=elf into the expserlencs of the play, no
matter how aware one may be of the differsences between Shake-

speare's stage and our own,
The Central Critique of Macbheth

Leotures IX and X in Shakespearean Tragedy are wholly desvoted

to Macbeth and form Bradley's oentral criticlism of that play. The
first of these lecturss opens wlth a”short introduction in which

Bradley makes some remarks on when the play was written, 1ts style,]
1ts popularity, and the speciflc impression it makes as compared
to the other tragedies., Bradley usually begins his criticism of

a tragedy (ineluding Antony and Cleopatra in Oxford Lestures and

Coriolanusg in A Miscellany) with some such preface as this, The

keynote is a serles of comparisons of the play which 18 to be dls-
cussed with some of the other Shakespearean tragedles in an attempt
to indicate to the reader, without any exhaustive analysls, some

of the ways in which this tragedy stands out from the others, It




1s an effective 2nd valuable intrcduction, Bradley often ends
these brief introductory passages with a "capsule comment" about
the play, Of Macbeth he says, after pointing out that it 1s the
shortest by far of the four great tragediss, "our experience in
traversing 1t is =0 crowded snd intense that 1t leaves an impres-
sion not of brevity but of spesd, It is the wmost vehement, the
most concentrated, perhaps we may say the most tremendous, of the
tragedies,”

Following this we have the first of the principal topics (set
off by Bradley with a "1"), atmosphers and irony in Macbeth., "A
Shakespearean tragedy, as a rule, has a special tone or atmosphere
of its own, quite perceptible, however difficult to describe, The
offect of this atmosphers 1s marked wlth unusual strength in Mac-
EQEQ'"176 Examining the several ingredients which make up ths
zeneral effect, Bradley distingulshes five in particular: dark-
ness and blacknsss; flashes of lighﬁyaﬁd color, especially the
color of blood; vivid, violent imagery; horror and supernatural
dread; and irony, Almost all of the scesnes which coms to mind
when we think of Macbeth take place at night or in some dark placeg
Bradley points out the numerous indications that this is so, but
he adds that the darkness is not the cold dim gloom of Lear; "it
is really the impression of a black night broken by flashes of
light and colour, sometimes vivid and even g¢laring.,” There are

thunderstorms, a vision of a glittering dacgger, torches and flames

1768hakaspearean Tpagedy, p. 333,




97
--and espscially the color-imagery of blood, Again and agaln
(and Bradley indicates just where) the image of blood is put be-
fore the spectator, not just by the events but by full descrip-
tions and the use of the word and its 1ldea in dlalogue and meta=-
phor, The imagery in general 1s almost throushout of a violence
and magnitude that 1s characteristic of the play.

All of thsese agencles combine with the appearances of the
Witehes and the Ghost to produce an effect of horrcr and super-
natural dread, and to thils effact contribute several other aspects
of the play which Bradley enumerates in detalle-the word-pictures
drawn by the Witches, Duncan's horses tearing at sach other in
frenzy, the voice which Macheth hears, Lady Macbeth's re-enactment
of the crime while she sleepwalks, and many other such instances,
The affect thus obtained 1s sirengthened by the use of irony; in
no other play, says Bradley, doss Shakespeare employ this device
so extensively. Macbeth unconsciously echoes the Witches; words
whan we first see him; Lady Macbsth says lightly that "A 1little
water clears us of this deed," but she comes to the sleepwalking
scene; Banquo 1s urgad by Macbeth, "Fall not our feast," as Banquo
rides away to his death, and the mardersd man keeps his pledge,
"My lord, I will not," by returning to the banquet as a ghost,
Bradley dlscusses these and other sxamples of Irony on the part of
the author and conecludes that 1t cannot be an accldent that Shake-
speare so oftan uses a device which emphasigzes an atmosphers of

supernatural dread and of hldden forces at work, Bradley adds in
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a footnote that the fact that some of these cases of irony would
ascape an audlencs ignorant of the story and watching the play for
the first time 1s ono mors indication that Shakespeare did not
write only with immedliate stage purposes in mind, 177

The interest which Bradlsy shows In the atmosphers of 2 play
18 not confinad to Machbsth, since 1t 18, after 211, very ruch in
accord with hils censral attempt to Isclate the unigque postic ex-
perience, In the chapters on Othello he discusses the atmosphers
of fatality and of oppre=sive confinement to a narrow world, 178
In the lechtures on King Lear occurs the analysis of why the play
conveys feelings of wvastness and universality.l79 In this latter,
the part in which Bradlsy touches on the monster and animal imagerﬁ
18 especially noteworthy.lao

Professor G, Wilson Knight says that 1t was Bradlay who "first
subjected the atmospheric, what I have called the tspatial,! quale
itles of the Shakespearian play to a cénsidered, 1t rudiméntary
comment,"18l T, ®, Stoll will have none of this sort of thingz,
No one, he says, 1s justified in receilving a "mass of vague sug-
cestion” from an opera of Mozart's, though if 1t were ons of Wag-

ner's, that would be a different matter, Critics 1like Swinburne

1771b1d., pp. 333-340 and n. 1 on p, 340,

1781bid., pp. 180-182, 185,

179Ib1d., pp. 261-270.

1801p1d., pp. 265-258.

181@_%1@_99_; of Fire, Lth ed, (London, 1949), p. v.
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Fnd Bradley, "who have the poet's zift," consistently cover the
"bold and rugged Elizabethan outlines" of Shakespeare's plays with
"atmosphere, and depth of light and shade., It is called interw
pretatione-it 1s assimilation, rather . . . ."182 The present
writer feels that 1s most unfair in this instanece to coupls Brad-
ley with Swinburns, If a eritic does not agree with Bradlsy's
romarks on the atmosphsre of the plays, he ought to consider that
Bradley bullds up his arguments 1ln sach ¢ase by a painstaking
series of references to the text, so that he deserves to be argued
against carefully and in some detail,

The second main sectlion of Lecture IX is a ten-page dsbate on
the proper interpretation to be given to the Witches and the Witchs
scenes, Bradley 1s conssrned to refute two oprosite errors, and
1t would appear that he takes up the matter at sugh length simply
because he cannot agres with what some critics had previously said,
It is a perversion of the truth, on éne hand, Bradley feels, to
hold that the Witehes are intended as goddesses or even as fates,
or that they eontrol what Macbeth does. There is no indication in
the play that the Witches are not human or that Macbeth 1s not a
free agent, On the other hand, Bradley fsels that it 1s inadequatg
to the truth to say, as soma do, that tha Witches are merely
symbolic representations of desires which have been hidden within
the hero's mind and now rlse into his consciousness, Thils is too

narrow and is manture to Shakespeare's presentation. Bradley

1825t011, "Anachronism," Mp, VII, 570,
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arguss in soms dotall against both of thess critical extremes, but
it 18 not surprising that he 1s more exercised over the first de-
viation and spends more time on it; we have seen in Chapter III
how consistently he argues that thsere 1s no case in the tragedies
in which ths hero 1s not responsible‘for his own actions, The
truth about the Witches lies in the middle, Bradley concludes,
What the Witches say 1s fatal to Maebeth only because there 1s
something in him which is eager to hear them, but at the same time
the Witehes slgnify forces constan%ly at work in the world sur-
rounding the hero which entangle him at once whan he surrsenders
to theilr volos,

The last sectlion of Lecture IX and the first part of Lecture
X are devoted to Macbeth and Lady Maobsth, and this is followed by
2 ssction on Banquo and by scattered remarks on a fsw of the minor
characters,183  There are other tcpics, which we shall consider
briefly later, but what we want to eﬁphasize now 1s that from this
point on in hls two chapters on Macheth Bradley is mostly con-
cerned with the characters, &kither one of the sections on the
Macbeths 18 by 1tself longer than the sections on other subjects,
and when the remarks on Banquo and the others are added to the
two maln character studies, 1t will be sesn that character-critic-
1sm ascounts for a zood proportion of Bradley's central critique,

This 18 also true of the six lectures (III throush VIII) which

183The reader should understand that the "sections" or "parts"
which are referred to are marked off with numbsrs by Bradley him-
self within each of the lectures,
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deal particularly with the other thres plays in Shakespearean

Tragedy. In fact, ons is less conscious of the amount of charac-
ter-criticism in Macbeth than in the other three, since Macbeth
has only two maln characters who are rsally important (a fact to
whieh Bradley calls our attantionlau), while In King Lear there
are twelve different characters whom Bradley talks ahout, The
lengthliest studies, each extending over several sections, are
those of Hamlet and Iago.

"Prom this murky background," begins the last section of
Lecture IX, "stand out the two great terribls figures, who dwarf
2ll the remaining characters of the drama, Both are sublims, and
both 1nspire, far more than the other tragle heroes, the feeling
of awe," The atmosphsere of the play surrounds them and, so to
speak, penetrates them,

The two are alike in some ways, 'They are both Cired with
ambitlion, they are proud, commanding;“even peremptory., They love
each other and suffer together, But they are alsc shown as unliks,]
and mueh of the play's action is bullt upon the contrast between
them, for thelr different ways of aporoaching the l1dea of the
marder and the different effects the deed has on them are drama-
tiecally signiflicant, After the desd Macbeth bscomes gradually morg
prominent, untlil he 1g unmistakeably the leading figure of the
play, and he 1s also shown throughout as having the more complex

personality of the two, He is brave, a sugtessful general, and

184 shakespsarean Tragedy, pp. 387-388.
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terribly ambitious, but what makes the character extraordinary is
his "one marked pecullarity, the true ap»rehension of which 1s the
key to Shakespeare's conception,” This bold man of action has,
within certain limits, the imagination of a poet, Because of 1t
he is 1iable to supernatural fears, and throuwzh 1t, especially,
are channeled promptings of consclence and honor, Instead of his
conscience speslking to him in terms of moral ideas and commands,
it presents him wlith alarming and horrifying thoughts and images,
His imagination is the best part of him, and it tries to stop him
from what hs 1s doing; it is his despest self speaking, but in
vain, We mst not, of course, exaggerate Macbeth's imagination
into an egqual with that of Hamlet; 1t 1s excltable and intense,
but narrow, Macbeth does not meditate on unlversals in the way
that Hamlet does, nor does he show any sign of unusual sensitivity
to slory or beauty in the world or in a soul. And as the play
progresses, hls imagination becomes ieas active, he becomes 1n-
creasingly brutal and domineering, and we feel for him less syme
pathy or admiration, althouch our attention is held by the very
change which takes place, Thils portralt of Maecbeth 1s perhaps the
most remarkable exhibition in Shakespeare of development of char-
acter,

Bradley devotes the first sectlion of Lecture X to Lady Mace
beth, whom he regards as one of the most awe-Inspiring flgures
that Shakespsare drew, at loast in the first part of the play.

What 1s remarkable about her is her amazing power of will, She
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determines that a thing will be and lets nothing stand in her way,
She is a simpler person than her huspband and thinks him weak (in
which she 1s mistaken); to her there 1s no separation between will
and deed, and she bdrushes aside all of her husband's qualms of
conscience and intimations of honor in her firm alm at the crown,
"Moral distinctions do not in this exultation exlst for her; or
rather they are inverted: 'good! means to her the crown and what-
ever 1s required to obtain 1t, tevil! whatever stands in the way
of i1ts attainment." Her courage and forece of will are her great
ness, and it 1s a mistake to regard har as especially Intellectual,
The limitations of her mind are most apparent in the area where
Macbeth 1s so strong, for she has little imacination., Thils qualitj,
or lack of it, which makes her strong for immediats action, 1is
fatal to her, for she has not been able to foresee what the con-
sequences of the murder must be to her husband and to hersslf,

She attalns the crown and finds 1t 1hsacure, and she discovers
that her husband 1g in misery and 1s likely teo betrawthsir secret
to the world. She shows the old strength of will in the banquaf
scena, but after that we se2 her azaln only in the sleepwalking
scene, where the terrible ravages of nature are shown--but note,
it 1e her nature, not her will, that eglves way, In Lady Macbeth's
misery there is no trace of contrition. "Doubtless she would have
glven the world to undo what she had done; and ths thought of 1t
killed herj but, regarding her from the trarlc point of view, we

may truly say that she was too great to repent,”
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In the character-criticism of Macbeth there are certain un-
usual elements which we have not yet noted and which ought to
command our attention, for they have heen widely discussed, Most
striking, perhaps, are the occasions when 3radley speculstaes on
matters which are not actually within the text of the play. He
not only says, for example, that Macbeth 18 exceedingly ambitious,
but he addes that he "rmsat have basen so by temper" and that this
tendency "must have been greatly strencthened by his marriage."las
He makes wvarlous suggestions as to what Macheth's "customary
demeanour" was outside of the extraordinary situations in which we
see him, and he wonders, in a simllar veln, about the "habitual
relations" between Macbeth and his wife.13® These examples (and
there are others) have to do with what we suppose things wore
like before the play began, but sometimes 3radley speculates on
avents within the play about which the text affords no real in.
formation, We are sure, he says, th§t Lady Masbath has never bow
trayed her husband or herself by the slightest word or look, save
in sleep +hen she could not help herself,187 Reasons are welghed
about why Macbeth doss not consult his Lady in the actual working
out of Banjquo's assassination; as time passses In the play, "we

Imagine the bond between them slackened, and Lady Maebeth left

1851ptd., p. 351.
1861p14,, po. 351, 377.
1871p14., p. 368.
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much alons, She sinks slowly dewnward."188 We are even, in a
sense, asked to think ahout what would have happened in the future
1f events had turned out otherwlise in ths play: Bradley says that
the defsaat ofbMacbeth's better feslings In thelr struszle with
ambition leaves the hero c-mpletely wretched, and he would have
remained so evsen 1f he had been successful in attaining a position
of external security; no possible experience could bring Macbhsth
to make his peace with evil.l189

Two other practices of Bradley's which are unusual are con-
nected with the above, He often compares the characters in Mac-
‘@ggg to those in other plays--Macbeth's love for his wife was
probably never unselfish, never the love of Brutus for Portial%0
~«and this ocecasionally takes the form of supposing what one char-
acter would have done in another's place, Toward the end of a
few remarks on Macduff!s boy, Bradley says, "Nor am I sure that,
1f the =on of Corlolanus had been rurdersed, his last words to his
mother would have been, 'Run away, I pray you,t"191 Bpradley also
gives the Impression at times, whlle criticizing Macbasth, that we
gsannot always quite trust what the characters tell us about them-
salves or about others, Lady Macbeth says to her husband that he

is too full of the milk of human kindness, but, besldes the fact

1881p1d,, p. 375.
189139_;_@_., pp. 352, 355,
1901b1d., p. 354, n. 1.
1911p8d., p. 395.
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that 1t 18 a remark made in impatience, we must taks into considerd
ation that she doés not fully understand him,192 Lady Macbeth oxe
plains that she herself would have murdsred Duncan 1f he had not
ressmbled her father; Bradley, however, adds that "in reality
[sic], quite apart from this recollestion of her father, she

lceould nsever have done the marder if hz2r husband had failad."193

An examination of the lectures on Hamlet, Othello, and King
|Lear shows that the particular elements of 3Bradley's character-
eriticism which we found astriking In Macbeth ars by no means lim.
ited to that play. Thers are several c¢lear examples of the crit-
icts going beyond the materlal provided him by the text, most
notably, perhapes (and certainly most lencthily), in the saveral
pagas which he spends cn the problsm of what Hamlet was llke bo-
fors his father's death.l9% We are treated to thoushts about Cor-
deliats youth and asked to wonder wiaether Edmund might not have
baen "a very diffsrent man" if he had besn whole brother to Hdgar
instead of a bastard and had been at homs durling the years when he
was "out.,"195 A good example of Bradley's way of roasoninz in
these matters is provided by his statement that probably ons of
the reasons why Hamlet delayed from the beginning was that he had

"a repugnance to ths idea of falling suddenly on a man who could

1921b1d,, p. 351.
1931b1d., p. 370.
19&;9;g., pp. 108-117.
1951b1d,, pp. 302, 317.
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not defend himself, This, so far as we can sse, was ths only plan
that Hamlet ever contemplated, There 1s no positive evidence in
the play that he ever regarded 1t with the aversion that any brave
and honourable man, ons misl suppose, would feel for it; but, as
Hamlat certainly was brave and honourable, ws may prosume that he
dtd so,"196

Instances of comparisons betweeh flonres in different plays
are also common, Desdemona and Cordslia are sach compared to a
host of other Shakespearean females, for example, and we are told
that "Edmund 1s apoarently a good deal younger than Iago,"197
Therse are conjectures about what Cordelia would have done 1ln Des-
demona's place about the lost handkerchief and in the final ori-
313.198 In commenting on the passages between Lear and Cordslia
in the opening scene, Bradley says, "Blank astonishment, anger,
wounded love, contend within him; but for the moment he resirains
himself and asks, ~

But goes thy heart with this?
Imagine Imogen's reply! But Cordelia answers , , , ."199 Nor are

examples lackling of the tendency not always to belleve what a

1961p14., p. 101.

1971vid., pp. 203-206, 300, 316, "With the tenderness of
Viola or Dessdemena she unites something of tho resolution, power,
and dignity of Hermione, and reminds us somstimes of Helsna, some-
timeas of Isabella, though she has none of the tralts which prevent
Isabella from winnineg our hearts" (p., 316).

1981b1d., pp. 205-206.
1991b1d., p. 320,
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character says, In Hamlet, Bradley doubts very much that the
Queen 1s tellinm the truth when she tells her usband that Hamloet
"weeps for what is done,"” after the killing of Polonius; he argues
at some length that Gertrude's statement "1s almost certainly un-
true though 1t may be to her emedit,"<00 In the commentary on
Othello Bradley warns the reader not to belisve "a gyllable that
Iago utters on any subject, including himself, untill one has
tested his statement by comparing it with known facts and with
other statemants of hias own or of other people, and by consldering
whether he had in the particular circumstances any reason for telle
ing a 1ie or for telling the truth,” Bradley applies thls especi
ally to ths s=oliloquies of Iago in which he talks of his motives
for his evil-doing.20l In Kinz Lear Bradley refuses to believe
Kentts statement that he is forty-eifght years old; after examining
211 the evidenes, ineluding the 1mpr§ssions which we recelve from
various incidents, the critic suggests "three-score and uﬁward" as
a likely answer,202

Why does Professor Bradley chooss to deal with the characters
at such length and in a way which, whether it is or is not acceptw
able eriticism, must be acknowledged to have something of the un=

usual about 1t at times? Part of the answer, at least, liles in

200Ibid,, p. 104, n. 1.
2011b1d,., pp. 211-213, 222-226, =234-235,
2021p1d., pp. 308-309.
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the troatment of thakoespeare's characters by critics before Brad-
ley,

It is difficult to say just when ~hakespeare ckitics began to
take a specilal Interest in the characters, Pope, for example,
cannot be said to have paid particular attention to them, but in
the Preface to his famous edition of the plays he doces sound a

note that is often echoed thersafter: "His Characters are so ruch

Naturs her self, that 'tis a sort of injury to call them by so
distant a name ac Coples of her, Those of other Poets have a con-
stant resemblance, whlch shews that they recelv'd them from one
another, and were but multiplyers of the same imame , , , . DBut

every single character in Shakespear is as mueh an Individual as

thoso In Life itself; 1t is as impossible to find any two alike

e s o «"203 This idea that Shakespeare's characters are absolutew
ly true to 1life (or true to Nature, as 1t was often axpressed) 1s
found all through the criticism of the sighteenth and nin;teenth
conturies, Samel Johnson admired Shaksspearels chief characters
because they are men, not the unlikely and exagcerated "heroes"

of other dramatists, and he summed up his estimate of Shake-
spearets truth to nature in a beautifully phrased pronouncement:

"This therefore is the praise of Shakespeare, that his drama is

the mirrour of life; that he who hasg mazed his imaaination, in

following the phantoms which other writers ralse up beafore him,

203"pporace to Zdition of Shakespsare, 1725," Eightsenth Cen-
tury issays on Shakespeare, ed., D, N. Smith (Glasgow, 1903), p. L8,
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may here be cured of his delirious extasies, by reading human ssne
timents in human language, by scenes from which i iormit may
estimate the transactiocns of the world, and a confescor predict
the prowress of the passions,"204 Mps, Montapgu, writing at about
the same time as Johnson, allows that Shakespearse has "many and
ore=t faults,” but characterization is not one of them; 1in the
delineation of character, she insists, Shaksspeare surpasses all
other playwrichts "and sven Homer himself," bscause Shakespeare 1is
able to give an air of reality to sverything by .iravineg his por-
traits directly from 1ife,205

But Pope was not content with sayine that the characters are
completely true to nature. This is so true, he added, and Shake-
speare has so far rendered each of the characters unique, that
"had all the Speeches bsen printed without the very names of the
Persons, I believe one might have apply'd them with certainty to
svery speaksr,"206 Johnson is not qﬁtte willing to go that far,
but he crants that 1t would be difficult to find any speecih that
could be properly transferred from ths character now speaking it
to another claimant,207 And Hazlitt has no ressrvations at all

about Pope's statement; he quotes at length from Pope on ths wone-

20LiFrom the 1765 Preface to the Edition of Shakespeare, John-
son on Shakespeare, ed. W. Ralelgh (London, 1925), pp. 11-1l,

ZOSAQ'Essa on the Writings and Genius of Shakespsar (London,
1769), pr. 17-18, 20-21.

206Pope, p. 48.

207Johnson, pp. 13-1L.,
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derful lifelikeness and uniqueness of Shakespeare's characters,
and, after comnleting hls quotation with Pope's assertion that he
could assien every spensch, says that it is his intention in the

book, Characters of thakespsar's Plays, to illustrate rope's re-

marks In a more particular manner by a refersnce to sach play.zoa

But eould one say that the characters are historically true

te 11fe? John Dennis, who wrote before Pope, bemoaned the fact
that Shakespeare, though a great natural genius, lacked learning
and poetical art, For want of these, he sald, "our Author has
sometimes made goross Mistakes In the Characters which he has drawn

from History." Dennis cites the case of Menenius in Coriolanus:

Shakespeare has made a Roman senator a buffoon, "which is a great
Absurdity."209 This was answered directly by Dr, Johnson with his
ugual good common sSensa some time later,210 and In the ninetsenth
century some critlics went quite far in thelr claims for the his-
torical authenticity of the charactefs. A, W, von Schlesel de-
clared that Shakespearels talent for characterization was so great
that he not only deplected with complets truthfulness kings and
beggars and wise men and idlots, but he was able to portray with
the greatest accuracy the spirit of the ancient Romans, the peo-~

ples of Southern Burope (in some of ths comedies), the cultivated

208 (London, 1817), pr. vit-viii,

209&3 Essay on the Genlus and Writlngs of Shakespear (London,
1712), pp. 3=,

210Johnson, p. 15,
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soclety of his own day and the barbarism of Norman times,2ll Gerw
vinus agrsed, Throuszh Shakespeare's plays, he sald, we got a
glimpse into the Roman aristocracy, the Roman republic, the world
of the Middle Ages, and England in sarlier and contemporary

times, 212

From saying that Shakespeare'!s characters are thoroughly true
to 11fe In every respect and emphagizing thelr number and diver-
sity, it 1s not mich of a jump to saying that we can learn a good
deal by studyine them, Mrg, Montasgu and Professor Gervinus em-
phasize that Shakespeare 18 not only a pgreat genlus but a great
moral philosopher,213 but other critics glve reasons for studying
Shakespeare which are more specifically concerned with the char-
acters themselwves, Thomas Whately savs that it is his desian, in
studying in detail the "masterly copies from naturs" that Shake-
speare has drawn, to help his readers to acquire a turn for ob-
serving character, for such a turn of mind is arreeable and h1se-
ful in forming our judgments of characters both in dramatlic repreo-
sentations and in reél 11fe.21h William Richardson proposes an
even more valuable good to be aimed at as the goal of such studies]

fle takes the position that man have always sought to study human

211psetures on Oramatic Art and Literatuwe, tr. J. Black, 2nd
ed, (London, 18386), p. 363,

2125nakespears Commentaries, tr. F. 5. Bunndtt, rev, ed,
(London, 1B875), D. 2.

2131b1d,., pp. 2-3; Montagu, pp. 20, 59.

2lhynately, pp. 25-26.
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nature, since we cannot improve ourselves without knowlng oure
sslves, but 1t is very difficult to pursue such an investigation
either »y reflection on our own feelings or observation of the
conduct of others, There are so many limitations involved, and
the operations of the mind and the passions are so complex, It
would be of zreat advantage, therefors, if the position of the
mind, iIn any eglven circumstanees, could bs fixed until 1t could
be carefully studled for philosophlical purposes, and the csauses,
opesrations, and effects iIn esach case ascertained with precilsion.
To accomplish these ends, dramatists and their works misht bs ox-
pected to be quite helpsul, since 1t is thnelr alm to execel in imi-
tating the passions, Shakespears has never besen surpasssd in thls
imitation, He "unites the two essential powers of dramatic in-
ventlion, that of forming characters; and that of imitating, in
their natural expressions, the passions and affectlons of whlch
they are composed,"” Whare Gorneillgr.for example, deseribes,
Shakespeare imitates directly from 1life, "It 1s, therefore, my
Iintention to examine some of his remarkable characters, and to
analyze their component parts, An exerclse no lsss adapted to ime
prove the heart, than to inform the understanding, My intention
18 to make poetry subssrvient to philosophy, and to employ it 1in

tracing the principles of human conduct,"215

215Essavs on Soma of Shakespeare's Oramatic Characters, 5th
ad, (London, 1797), pp. 1-33, 394-395; see esp. pp. 20, 30-31, 33,
394-395, This fifth edition is a cumlation of several essays,
the first group of which appeared in 1774 under the title of A
Philosophieal Analysis and Illustration of Some of Shakoespeare's
Dramatic Charactars,
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Mrs, Jameson indicates a similar intention in the Introduc-

tion to her Shakespsars's Heroines, This truly fascinating Intro-

duction 1s in the form of a dialogue bastwssn Alda, who really
speaks for Mrs, Jameson, and Medon, a gentleman friend. Alda re-
veals that her object in writing 1s "to 1llustrate the various
modi flcatlons of which the femals character 1s susceptible, with
thelr causes and results," Medon presses her to explain why she
has chosen to do this by wrliting of Shakespeare's herolnes rathsr
than by taklng examples from real 1ife or from history. Alda de-
velops her objectlons to both of these apparently more logical
courses and concludes with the statement that the riddles left
unsolved by other means she found solved in Shakespears, "All I
sought I found there; his characters combine history and real
life; they are complete individuals, whose hearts and souls are
1214 open befors us ., , . " You can do with these characters
what you cannot do with real people--unfold the whole cha;acter,
strip it of its pretensions and disgulses, and examine and anale-
vze 1t at lelsure, all without offense to anyone or pzain to your-
gself, Medon's approving reply to this arrument deserves to be
recorded: "In this respect they may be comparsd to those exquisite
anatomieal prevarations of wax, which those who could not without
disgust and horror dissect a real specimen, may study, and learn
ths mysterles of our frame, and all the internal workings of the

wondrous machine of 1ifs,"216

2162nd ed, (London, 1883), pp. 1-38, esp. L-5, 11-1L, Mrs,
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The critics whom we have been notlcine felt that they under-
stood the method by which Shakespeare had constructed thess com-
pletely 1ifeliks charactsrs so worthy of study. Aristotle had
said in the Poetics, Chaptser XVII, that the poot, in working out
his play, should place the scene before his eyes, loock 2t every-
thing with the utmost intsntness, and even ima~ine the gestures
which are to be used, This way he is most 1likely to avoid incon-
sistencies in his play and be convineing, "for those who feel
emotlon are most convinding throuch natural sympathy with the
characters they represent ., , . . Hence postry implies elther
a hapny 2ift of nature or a strailn of madness, In the one cass
a man can take the mould of any character; iIn the other, he 1s
11fted out of his proper self,” The critics in the latter part of
the elghteenth century and in the ninetesnth were very mich inter-
ested In and influenced by contemporary theories of sympathy and
psychologizing,217 and 1t 1s probable that Richardson 1s éeflecting
Hume and Adam Smith, not Aristotle, when he emphasizes the sympa-
thetic accord between Shakespeare and his characters. Perfect
imitation of nature can never be achieved, Richardson says, unless

the dramatic poet In some measure becomss the person to bz repreo-

Jameson's volume first appeared in 1832; note the subtitle, "Char-
acteristics of Women, Moral, Poetical, and Historical."

217Robert W, Babcock, The Genesls of Shaksspeare Idolatry
(Chapel H111, N.C., 1931), pp. 155-182; Sister Mary M, O'Donnell,
"The Genesis of a Fallacy in Romantic Shakespearean Criticism,”
Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation (St. Louls University, St, Louis,
YMo., 1940), entirs, but esp, xvexvi, 104.106; Robert Langbaum, The
Poetry of Experience (London, 1957), p. 158.
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sented, The poet must retire from himself and cloths his own per-
son in the character, Shakespeare did this to a marvelous sextent,
for his was an unlinited genius, He was able to =nter easlly Into
svery condition of human nature and reproduce it exactly in his
characters, '"Shaksspeare, Inventing the characters of Hamlet,
Macbeth, or Othello, actually felt the passions, and contending
emotions ascribed to them €18

The feesling that this was the way in which Shakespsare had
created his characters combined with the sympathetlc and psycho=-
logical tendsncies of the times to produce a criticism that at-
tempted to get inside the characters, to treat them as real peo-
ple, and whiech took it for granted that Shakespeare had drawn sach
of them as a complete and conslstent portralt. Thls led to variouq
roesults which differed among different crities, though there is
mach overlapoing and inter-connection, Several critics, empha-
8lzing the aspect of reality and completeness, took the at%itude
that 1if something In a character seems inconsistent or unreal or
simply very puzzling, it 1s bscause we have not looked closely
enough at the character or have falled to put oursslves in harmony
with Shakespeare. Maurice Morgann, as we have seen,219 said that
we must trust our mental lmpressions to gulde us to a true compro-
hansion of Shakespeare's intention; we must approach Falstaff

through our feelings rather than our understanding when the sols

218Richardson, pp. 20-22, 30-31,
219pp, 25-26 above,
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use of the latter would lesd us into difficulties; we st make a
detailed study, sometimes, to get at the truth of a single polnt
in ona of Shakespeare's characters,ZEO Coleridge says that Shako-
speare's characters, "lilke those in real 1ifs," ars very often mi s
understood, The reader st takse some pains to arrive at the
truth about a character, and until you welgh all of the statements
about a charactsr carefully, including the character's own remarks
about himaelf, vou cannot hope to have dlscovered the post's trus
i1dea,221 R, G, Moulton, to choose a critilec nearer Bradley's day,
healleved that the true Interpretation of a character 1z simply
that one which most fully includes all the detalls connected with
him, When a hypothatical iInterpretation msets unintelligiblse de-
taills, it must be enlarged to take them in, and unless a concep-
tion of the peorsonags has besn formed which takes In all the de-
talls, the character cannot bs sald to have been intsrpreted as
yat, Criticlsm allows 1tsslf to Speék of "inconsistencissd of
character" and "ineredible incidents” but that is because the in-
ductor has not been sufficlently patient or obssrvant, Mouliton
speaks in passing of the critic's "seeking to read into harmony"
what look to be inconsistencies,?22 Professor Moulton ssems to

take 1t for granted that everything in the charactsrs 1s deliberatg

220Morzann, pp. 4-6, 9, 12-13,
2211, actures and Notes, p. 241,

222"3ome Canons of Character-Interpretation,” Transactlions of
the New Shakspere Society, No, 11 (1887), 123-126,
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and therefore can bs worked out into a consistent explanation, Heﬁ
along with other critics in this catesory, do not seem to enterw
tain the possibllity of radical inconsistency in a Shakespearean
character.223

Many critics, amphasizing the rsality of the characters and
attemptine, so to spasak, to get inslde them in order fully to
understand them, ended up by treating the characters as though
they had lives outside the 1limits of ths text., Morsann, for
example, sugeests that Palstaffts wlt and humor probanhly led hinm
rery early into society and made him so acceptable thero that he
never felt the neesd to acquirse other virtuss, Morgann tends not
to bellsve Hal when he says that Falstaff's ring is copper, not
nold-~"the ring, I bellevs, was really gold: tho'! probably a lit-
tle too much alloyed wlth baser metal"--and ne has no doubt at all
about the arms on the ring: they arewgenuine and authentic proof
of an ancient gentility.zau Mrs, Jameson, writing on ShaéeSpeare'$
heroines, speculates on what the married 1life of Baatrice and
Benedlek willl be like and on the gualities in Hermlone's character
which would account for her sixtesn-ysar self-seclusion, "In
such a mind as hers, the sense of a cruel injury, inflicted by one

she had loved and trusted, without awaksening any violent anger or

223¢, H, Herford would include in this group the Ulriel-
Gervinus school who look for the "unifying idea" of each oharactarﬁ
A Sketeh of Recent Shakespsrean Invsstigation, 1893-1923 (London,
19237, p. L&,

224Morgann, pp. 17-18, 51-52.
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any desire of vencesnce, would sink deepw-almost incurably and
lastinely deep," And so forth, at soms length.225 Bdward Dowdsn
diseusses Hamlet before the play opens, "a pondersr on the things
of 1ife and death, who has never formed 2 resolution or sxacuted
a deed,"226 Moulton, who wants to make Zhakespeare criticlem
scientific, talls us that Ophelia 1s really endowsed with a moral
and intellectusl nature of a superior order, since she attracted
Hamlet, who 1s so towering in his intellectual power; ths reason
why Ophella leaves on soms readers an Impression of weakness or
nezativeness 13 becauss we only gst a chancs to ses her In unusual
eircumstances, situations in which she 1s forced to situltify her-
s81f,227  GQustav Freytag believes that Shakespeare's characters
are representative of a pecullarly Teutonic method of e¢reation,
The Germanic dramatist makes 2ach individaal in his play a master-
pleco of art, considering the entire 11fe of the fipgure, including
that part which 11es outside the play, and makling of the character
an esteemsad friend.zza»

This extra-textual 11fe of the character leads eventually to

a work like Mary Cowden Clarke's popular The Girlhood of Shake-

speara's Heroines, where the main interest is frankly outside the

225Jameson, pr. 87, 188-189, Mrs, Jameson is also much given
to comparing and contrastinzg the heroines,

226poyden, Shakspere: A Critical Study, pp. 132-133.
227Mou1ton, Transactions, No. 11, 129,

228ppegtag, pp. 254255,
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plays.229 Sueh a work, of course, 1s not subject to ths critic-
ism of the Shakespears scholar, since i1t 1s only intended as a
product of the imagination, but 1t 1= of Interest as the loglcal
culmination of a trend.

It 1s not difficult now to see that Bradley's charicter-
criticlism 18 to a large extent influenced by and explained by
these practices of his predecessors which we have been examlning.
The examples which we took from his lectures on Magcbhbsth and the
other thres tracedies230 indicate that his basic attitudes toward
Shakespears characters have boeen formed by his Romantic and pre=-
Romantic forebears, We are in a position also to understand why
Bradley spends so mmch time on the characters ond is so convinced
that there mmst be an answer to ths major problems, at lsast, of
character-interpretation.231

It 1s important, however, to point out what Bradley does not
do, or doss not aceept, He says thaﬁuit 1s "hopelessly un-
Shakespearean" to suppose that Shakespeare had an historical mind
and labored to make his Romans perfectly Roman or the characters
of Lear and Cymbeline authentic early Britons.232 The crowds in

Coriclanus are the Enclish mob which Shakespeare was familiar

229%ew ed,, 5 vols, (N.,Y., 1891},
23050 pp. 104+108 abovs,
231ses p, 156 nbove,

232shakespsarean Tragsdy, p. 187.
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with,233 He also deniss that all of the characters speak in a
way that is perfectly unique, On the one hand, he says, there are
passares in ths early plays and sven in Hamlet where the charac-
ters, we feol, speak as they do simply bscause Shakespeare wanted
to write beantiful poetry; on the other hand, therc are passages
and even whole characters which are not intensely imagined and
whose speeches are not distingulshable from the speeches of other
characters, 234 It is interesting to note that Bradley objects to
the fact that certain critics have presumed to describve Lady Mac-
beth's physical apoearance; such eritics know more than Shako
apeare, he says, for the author tells us nothing at all about such
matters.235 It seems safe to say that Bradley felt that his own
excursions outside the text wsre always founded on somsthing withe-
In the text 1tself,

Crities since Bradley have had a great deal to say about his
character-criticism and the methods ﬁe uged in it, In geheral,
comment has besen quite hostile, and when F, E, Halliday writes
that "Bradleyfsm was discreditied, almost a term of darision,“236
he 18 using "Bradleylsm," as some other crities do, to denote a
eriticism mistakenly concerned wlth the psycholoszical interprota-

tion of flesheand-blood characters, E, C, Pettet, for example,

233"coriolanus," Miscellany, p. Sh.

23lishakespearsan Tracedy, pp. 7L, 387-388.
235Tbid,., p. 379, n. 1.

236Ha111day, Shakespeare and His Critics, rev. ed., p. 36.




122
speaks of "the Bradleyan vice of tanterior'! speculation" and "the
Bradleian [slc] habit of detailed psychological interpretation,"23
There 1s no point in 1listing all of the critics who have attacked
Bradlev!s charactsr-miticism, but it is interesting to note a few
of the areas of attack. Some commentators, like L, C, Knights,
stress the fact that a preoccupation with the characters 1s harm-
ful to an understanding, or even a correct appreciation, of the
play as a whole.238 Others feel that Bradley solves all the dirf-
ficulties in a plaj or character in a way that 1s artistic but not
true to ShakeSpeare.239 Many, of course, note and object to the
discussions of events In the characters' lives outside ths play;
Sehiicking compares such criticism to looking under the frame of a
pileture for a continuation of the scene on the canvas, and A, 3,
Walkley says 1t is like the actor who thought the right way to
play Othelle was to black himself all over.gu@ Ralelgh, though
he nevser mentions Bradley by name, Oﬁjeets to asking 1dle ‘quese
tlons about the characters~-Why does Cordella answer her father as
she does In the first secens?=--and to asking what ons character

would have done in another's place,24l Some eritiecs objeet to

8 237Shakespeare and the Romance Tradition (London, 1949), pp.
7, 192,

238Kniohts, How Many Children, pp. 5-11,
239, 7. A. Waldock, Hamlet (Cambridge, En-., 1931), p. L9.

2hOSchﬁcking, p. 158, n, 1; Walkley, "Professor Bradlsy's
Hamlet," Drama and Life (London, 1907), p. 155.

2llssy walter Raleigh, Shakespeare (N.Y., 1907), pp. 135,
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Bradleyts occasionnl attemnts to play detective: John Jover Wilson
lci1tes Bradleyt's treatment of Banquo as accessory after the fact as
an example of Bradley at his weakest, treating Shakespeare as i1f he
were an historian and druwing deductions in a way not sulted to
Blizabsthan drama and never intended by the author.guz L. B.
|Campbell 1s one of geveral who attaeck Bradley for his not belisv-
Ing what the characters say of themselves when thare is no reason
apparent in the play for them to bs telling a 116.243 Mr, Leavis,
te close the bill of indletment, finds Bradley'!s critical remarks
on the characters of Othello particularly damning because they ars
constantly accompanied by references to the text--Bradley is not
merely wrong, he 1s psrversely wrong, bk

It would be incorresct to suppose that, although the majority
of eritics have objacted strongly to Bradleyt!s character~criticism,
there have not been thoss who have defended it, if only by impli-
cation, T. B. Tomlinson points out that Shakespseare, as an enquir
ing Renalssance Man, would be strongly interested in character,
and that in Hamlet and Macbeth he dwells on character in a way thafj

Aristotls would seem not to have condoned; and Granville-Barker

156, Raleich probably avoids naming Bradley in his book out of a
sansoe of delicacy; he was Bradley's immediate successor In some of
tha academic posts he hsld,

EuZJ‘ J. Wileon, ed, Macboth (Cambridge, Eng., 1947), p. xV.
23, B. Gampbsll, p. 269.
2Llimps nbolie Intellect and ths Noblo Hero," Serutiny, VI

(1937), p. 262, This article has since been collected by Leavis in
his The Comaon Pursnilt (N.Y., 1952), pp. 136-159,
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says that Othello and all of the later traredies are tragedies of
charactar.aﬁs Mary Lascelles, although she has har reservations
about Bradley, ingists that the gtudy of the characters Iin their
relations with one another is the rizht approach to an interprstae
tion of the plays because 1t 18 Shakespearet's chief concern; wa
should not allow ouraselves to be frightened away from the correct
apnroach just becanse some eritles have misussd 1£,246  some ap-
proval is a bit nalve, as when C. H, Herford says that Bradley's
eritielsm owes much of its mastery to his "gquick human sympathy"
with the characters, whom ha treats as men and women;2h7 and there
1s an occasional writer who bestows on Bradley's reputation the
k1ss of death: "Being a 'Bradleyite' , . . I think of Shake-
speare's characters as real people, , . . This approach has made
1t saem rsasonabls for me to write in imacinary scenes and conver-
sations that are not in the plays themselves."zua But support
comes from a much more sophisticated”sourca. T. S. Eliot"gives
respectful attention to Morgann's essay on Palstaff; to consider
not only the actions of characters within the play but to infer

from that bshavior what thelr general character is and how they

2L 5Tomlinson, "Action and Soliloguy in Macbeth,” Essays in
Criticism, VIIT (1958), 1L7; Granville-3arker, Prefacas to Shake-
spears, rourth Seriss iLondon, 1945), ». vi,

L 2h63hakesp®are's Measure for Measure (London, 1953), pp. 1lhl-
1h2,

2h7Reviow of Shakespearean Tragedy, MLR, I, 131,

2li831anche Coles, Shakespeare's Four Glants (Rindge, N.H.,
1957), p. 13.
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would act in other circumstances is, says Mr, Sliot, "a perfectly
legitimate form of eriticism, thoush liable to abusss; at 1ts best/]
i1t can add wvery much to our enjoyment of the moments of the char
acters! 1life which are glven in the scens, 1f we feel this rich-
ness of reality in them , . . ."2L9

The presenﬁ writsr 1s of the opinlon that miuch of the adverse
eriticism of Bradley's character-criticism is Justified and, ine
deed, necessary as a corrective to positive errors, particularly
of method; but thls writer cannot forget the genulne enlishtonment
which he found in Bradley's studies of ths characters, The polints
in the character-studles where Bradley takes a course considered
unacceptable by most modern critles are, after all, obvious to
most modern readsrs, and the flaws, though perhaps of a marked
nature, should not be permitted to obscure the frequent passagss
which contaln something of valus, The present writer, for sexampley
finds the lengthy discussions of H&mi@t's personallity tiring, but
he camnot deny that the study of Hamlet'!'s relationship with his
mother ssems to be gonulnely revealing of something which Shakew
spears has put into the play. It does not appear, sither, to be
necessarily a bad practice to compare characters from different
plays or to suppose‘them in one anothert's place, If this is donse
with restraint, it can point up aspsects of the character that

misht not otherwise bs noticed, Perhaps what many eritics find

249" snakespearian Criticism," A Companion to Shakespeare
Studies, edd., Granville-Barker and G. 3, Harrlison (Cambridge,
Enz,, 1934), p. 297.
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disturbing in Bradley's treatment of the characters, though they
do not say so, 1s a gertain ssntirontality which is now felt to
be rather embarrassing and out of vlace in a work of ascholarly

eriticianm,

When we esmbarked on our study of character-criticism in Mac-
beth and slsewhere in the tragedles, we sald that there were still
a few toples which we had not yet noted In Bradley's central
handling of Macbeth,250 1le have already referred to one of these,
and the lot nead be no more than i1temized in order to show what
Bradley did include in these two chapgers. In Lecture X the dis.
cussions of Lady Macbeth and of Banquo are followed by some re-
marks on Shakespeare's handling of the minor characters in this
play and why 1t is that they are not particularly individualized,
Next there 1s a consideration of the function within the whols of
three scenes which Bradley feels are of great importance in sow
curing varisty of tone and emotion: the Porter-scene, the conver-
gation between Lady Masduff and her boy, and the scene in which
Maeduff hears of the murder of his wife and children, Some criticq
or play-producers, Bradley notes, think that some or all of these
scenes are out of place or unworthy of Shakespeare, and 1t is
Bradleyts concern to point out the place they have according to
the anthort!s intention, Lastly, Bradley discussss the passagzes

In Macbeth which are in prose rather than verse; he expands thils

2505¢e p. 100 above,
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to inelude a partial survey of the pross passages in the other
traredlies and suggests that one of the Important uses of prose
in fhakespoare's tracedies 1s to indicate an abnormal state of

mind,
The Special Hotes on Macbeth

At the end of Shakespearean Tragedy there are nlnety-three

pages of special Notes, Notes A to FF, seven of which, Notes Z to
FF, are concerned with Macbeth, Some of thess, such ag the dls-
cussions on the date of Macbeth and on suspected interpclations

in the play, are the sort of thin that one would expect to see
handled in any really extendsd treatment of the play and are to

be found regularly, for example, 1n the notes of modern editors

of Magbeth, These discussions are often dull, and that is no
doubt one of the reasons why Bradley has put them Into the form of
separate Notes, Others of ths Noteé are less fortunate,IBSpaoial;
1y in their titles: "When was the rurder of Duncan first plotted?”
"Did Lady Macbeth really faint?"; and these are parallsled by sm%#
of the titles slsewhere: "Did Emilia suspect Iago?" and, most
notable perhaps, "VWhere was Hamlet at the time of his father's
death?" ("Where was Hamlet when the lights went out?' asks one
irreverent critic,251) As the titles suggest, these are often

excursions into super-subtlety or extra-tsxtual territory, but it

2517nis is reported, without an identification of the critic,
by Peter Alsxander, Hamlet Father and Son (London, 1955), p, L9.




128
should count for something that they are put at the back of the
book, It should be considered too that a few of theses problems
are brought on through taking the actorts point of viewe..how
should the actress portrayling Lady Maebeth play the passage in
which she gays she fesls faint? Is 1t the resl thing or should
she give soms indication that it 1s faked?

Thae best-known of the Notes 1s, In a sense, ons that does not
exist, In 1933 L, C, Knights published an essay which bocame well
known, How Many Children Had Lady Macbeth? In ths intervening

years the title-phrase has become connected with Bradley to the
extent that we find some competent Shakeapears c¢ritics speaking
ag though Bradley had actually asked this muestion in this form
and, foollishly, glven i1t serious attention, In response to an
Inquiry, Professor Knights reports (in a letter dated 17 March
1959) that the title-phrase is one that he pleked up from F, R,
Leavias, who used to use it when h» was making fun of current ir-
relevancles in Shakespeare criticism, such ss the solamm discuse

sion of the double tims scheme in Othello or Bradley's famous

question about Hamlet's whereabouts at the time of his father's

mirder, Knights was invited to address ths Shakespesre Assoclae
tion In 1932 and chose as the title of his speech the phrase of

Leavis!, "I am afrald," says Professor Knizhts, referring asain
to the title, "that Bradley was of course the main butt of our

jocularity,"252 But in the essay itself, though there are dis-

252papt of the information conveyed in this letter has since
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paraging remarks about Shakespsarsan Tragedy and 1ts liotes, therec

is no actual discussion of Lady HMaecbeth's children nor any state-
ment directly linking SBradley with the title-phrase, It is cloear
enough from ths essay iteelf, evsn without Professor Enights!
letter, that the title is a sprightly piecs of mockery which
¢leverly parcdies the type of Shakespeare eriticism Leavis and
Knighte objected to,

Subsequent critics have seen, of course, that the title-
phrase is aimed especlally at Bradley, and the phrase has come to
typify the sort of question that Bradley does sometimes take up,
Thus Pettet explains that by the term "the Bradleyan vice of 'ane
terior! speculation" he means to deseribe "the eritical game of
constructing a world outside the given material of the play--t!How
many ohildren had Lady Macbeth?'"253 Note that an uninformed
reader might suppose from this that Bradley himsslf had asked this
question, In a recent article in Eséaxs in Criticism, Barhera
Hardy begins by saying, "My thesis is a simple one: I believe that
Coleridge, contrary to the usual assumptions, would never have
asked, '"How Many Children Had Lady Macbeth?! He is really the
father not of Bradlsy but of Stoll, Wilson Knight, L, C, EKnights
. o o +"254 Again, the link between the phress and Bradley is

been rapoeated by Xnights at the beginning of his 1959 essay, "The
Question of Character In Shakespeare,"

253pettet, p. 192.

250111 Have a Smack of Hamlet!: Coleridgs and Shakespsare'ls
Characters,” EIC, VIII (1958), 238,
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made explicit, and again the uninformed reader misht be led into
thinking that Bradley 1s being, as it wore, quoted,

It 18 because a ™rther step exicsts that this subject is of
Interest. C. J. Sisson, in his booklet on Shakespeare for tne

Writers and Thelr Work seories, analyses some of the zood and bad

polints of Shakespsarean Tragedy, In general he thlnks it a clas=ziq.

"Nevertheless,"” he says, "to consider Cordelia in Dasdomona's
gituation, as Bradley does, 1s the nemation of truse dramatic crit-
icism, And it verges upon superstition to consider élosely tHow
many children had Lady Macbetht!, as L, C, Knights saw in his re-
bellious essay upon the same subject."255 Now it is still possibl
that Sisson 1s using the phrase In a general sense, realizing that
it 1s not literally Bradley's, but the general reader is hsre very
likely to be mlgled, since it is a fact that Bradley does conslder
Cordelia in Desdemonat's place, When we come to tha final example,
there 18 no longer any doubt but thatﬂthe eritic belleves Bradley
to have written a foolish note on Lady Macbeth: Kenneth Malr, in
his article, "Fifty Years of Shakespeare Criticism: 1900-1950,"
says that "the netoriocus note on 'Mow many children had Lady Mac-
beth?' 1s one of the examples of Bradley!s weaker side.“25§

It is nothing of the sort, We have seen that Bradley has
many weaknesses, but his lNote on the subject of Macbeth's children

1s not weak, nor would it bs "notorious" if critical confusion had

25551 sson, p. 2l.

256ghakespeare Survey, IV, 3,

@
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not arisen ln the manner indlecated, 1In point‘of fact, that part
of Note ZE which deals with the question 1s quite sane 1f some-
what pedestrian, and that is the only place whoare the subjsct
arises, Note EE is entitled "Duration of the action in Macbeth.
Macbeth's ags, 'He has no children,'" and 1t considers three
separate minor questions which sometimes arise about the play,

In the third section of the Note, the section entitled "'He has no
children,!" Bradley discussses matters which the edltors and com-
mentators before him had brousht up in regard to I,vii, 5l ("I

have given suck") and IV,111.216 ("He has no children"). Nothing
gsould bs more natural than that Bradley should choose to discuss
the question; it is still noted in fhe modern editlonsw-the New
Arden and the New Cambridge, for example,

Bradley begins by making the very definite statement, "Whethe
er Maebeth had children or (as seems unsually to be considered) had
none, is quite frmaterial."” It is aiear, he continues, that Mac-
beth plans to establish his own dynasty, but beyond that "nothing
slse matters," He mentions a few of the theories which earlier
writers had "gravely assumed”" and concludes, "It may be that Mace
beth had many children or that he had none, We cannot say, and 1t
does not concern the play," What could bs more proper as a crit-
1cal attitudse? There follows a more-or-less traditional discus-
sion of IV,111.216 which need not concern us, except that we
should bse aware that nearly every editor or close commsntator ac-

knowledges a problem here (to whom does Macduff refer when he says
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"he"?), Shakespsare certainly had a definite meaning in mind in
this case, and Bradley wonders whether there 1s enough evidence to
Indlcate what 1t 1is,

Bradley nowhere has a literal dlscussion of "How many ehild-
ren had Lady Macbeth?" On %ths contrary, he says that such a ques-
tion simply does not concern the play. Profsssor Knishts did not
intend by his famous title to suggest that Bradley had such an
actual discussion, nor does his essay make a direct connection
between the title~phrase and Bradley. Thls connection has been
made by later oritics, some correctly, one or two, at least, by

falling into the error we have pointed out,
Some Conciii~g Homarks

We have been at some palnsg in this chapter to set forth in
detall the subjects which Bradley covers in his eriticism of Mac-
beth and the prominence which he gives these several toples, It
should be elsar, for onc thing, that a false plcture of Bradley's
practical eriticism of a piay would be obtalned 1f only the two
central lectures ware read, In the last two lectures, on Macbeth,
Bradley discusses saveral matters other than that of the eharac-
ters--the Introductory remarks on the play as distinet from the
other plays, atmosphers and irony, the use and eoffect of the witche
scenes, the lack of individualization among the minor characters
and what may bs behind thls, the function of three particular

scenes In the play, and the use of prose in certain passages-~but
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the dlscussions of the characters are so rslatively prominent and
striking that they would dominate one's i1dea of Bradley's criticisn
of Macbeth i1f only the two lecturses were taken into consideration,
If in addltion to the matter of these two lectures 1t 18 reallized
that there are several specific references In Chapter I to Mac-

beth as a tragedy, a detalled analyslis of ths structure of the play]

in Chapter II, and several remarks on the mature style of the play
and gsome of its possible defects in the first section of Chapter
ITI, besldes the rather technisal problems discussed in some of
the Notes at the back of the book, then a much better impression
of the balance of Bradley's eriticism of a particular play should
be obtained, Bradloyt!s eritlicism of Macheth shows that he 1s far
more than a mere character-monger,

48 to the character-criticlsm itself, we have ssen that 1t
tends to get out of hand, and thls should perhaps cause us to re-
flect on the validity of Brad:..;'s thaory, discussed in Chapter
III, that the center of aVShakespearean trazedy may with equal
truth be said to lie in action issulng from character or in char-
acter issuing in action, If one takes thils position, 1s it ine-
svitable that one will talk about the lives of the characters oute
gide of the play or tend to sentimentalize them? Thlsg writer does
not think so, Bradley's idea of the close inter.ralationahip
of character and action is perhaps a temptation to him, rather, to
seek motives where none are made really oxplicit, as in the case |

of Cordelia's actions in Lear. The discussions of Hamlat-basfore-
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the~play or Cordelia-as-a-child appear to stem not from anything
in Bradley'!s theory of Shak --poarean tragedy but from that Roman-
tlc tradition of Shakespearsan criticism which 3radlsy for the

most part admired and which he brought to a culmination,




CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

In the previous chapters we have examined some of Andrew
Bradley's eritical foundations, his theory of Shaksspearean trage
edy, and the methods he uses in criticizing a particular play.
What can we say, as a result of this investigation, of Bradley's
Jovar-all valua as a eritle of Shakespearean trazedy?

At the beginning of Chapter II we had occasion to refer to
Professor Ronald Cranat's belief that there ars many dlstinct valid
or partlially valld eritical methods; but this 1s not to say, Pro-
fessor Crand continues, that all eritieclsm 1s of aqual valus,
There are critaéria b& whieh the relative value of af frerent orit-
leismg may be judged. Any eritie, for exampls, must havemsensi-
bllity and knowledge~~they are not enough by themselves, but they
are necessary, "'But tho criticism of eriticism can o farther than
this and , . +» ralse questions about the comparative efficacy of
methods themselves," Every eritical system will havs its charac-
teristic limitations and powers, and we can, furthsermore, distine
gulsh between a eriticism which allows us to take In a reasonable
number of the phenomena connscted with a plece of literature and a

eriticiam which forces ug to leave out of sccount some of the
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important aspects of the object balng examinad.257

We may say, first of all, that Dr, Bradley does have sensia
%ility and lkmowledge. Both are evidsnt in hls work, and the for-
mar 1s perhaps reflected in hls fine prose style, such a relief
after reading Moulton or Swinburns (to clte two stylistic ox-
tremes),258

The only lack of knowledge with which Bradley has been
lcharged may serve to Introduce a consideration of possible "char-
lacteristic limitations" 4in his criticism of Shakaspearean tragedy,
e have seen that several critics feel that Bradley does not pay
sufficiont attention to the facts of Shakespeare's milieu, and that
some of these critics belleve that this is due to a lack of know-
ledge., In some cases this may be true, Only since Bradley's time,
for example, has 1t come to be recogniged that the popular stage
for which Shakespeare wrote was in avstate of transition bstween
two radleally different dramatic conventions, and that, aé a ro=
sult, Shakespeare's plays often have within themselves a profound
Iheterogenaity.agg The present writer beliseves that a knowledgs of

such facts might well have caused Bradley to have revised, for

257Critics and Criticism, pp. 9-10; The Languages of Critic-
i sm and the Structure of Postry (Toronto, 1953), p. 140,

258Tn1s 18 not to say that Bradley does not occasionally

lapse into a purple passage--e.g,, his remarks on Hamlet-criticism
and the rise of Romanticism (3hakespearean Trazedy, p. 92).

259Bernard Spivack, Shakespeare and the Allezory of fvil (N.Y.]

%958), pp. vilevill, See also pp. 20 and Li51-;52 of this excellent
00K




137
instance, his discussion of Iago and the assumption that underlies
that discussion--the idea that there must be a consistent answer
to the problems concerning Iago, 1f only we look closely enough,
Bradley was nuite willing to admit inconsistencies in minor dee
talls, but we have seen that in what he thought to be erucilal
questlons-~Hamiet'!s delay or Iago's motives --he could not believe
that seeming inconsistencies or improbabilities migat be radical,

But for the most part it 1s not a laciz of knowledge that we
mist contend with in connection with sradley and history, but a
lack of attention, In'theorj Bradley provides for an inspsction
of the historical information which is necessary for a proper un-
derstanding of the author's mind, but even in his thsorsetical
gtatement and certainly in his practice he slights the importance
of a deep foundation in Shakespearets milieu., He is much mors
concerned with developing within the reader-critic the faculty
of the sympathatie imagination which’is to be exercised directly
on the play and the impression received from the play, He waﬁts
the Impression to be a correct one and trus to the author, granted]
and that 1s why he pays some attention to the milieu, but when we
find him assigning to Christian influence only a verbal or token
slgnificance in the plays, we must conclude that there has not beer
sufficient attention,

But, 1t might be objected, Bradley was trus to his impression
of the tragedies, and hs did not believe that Christianity was an

important factor In that impression, This, to the present writer,
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brings out the wealmess of too exclusive a reliance on the imprese
sion, It 1s Bradley's impression that the Shakespearsan tragloc
world 1s explicable (so far as it admits of explanation) in Hegel-
lan, not Christian, terms, E, 1, Stoll makes a very good point
when he gquotes Sainte~Bouve to the effact that one may ses in a
work something other than Qhat the author saw, something which he
put there uneonselously, but tiat is "1lte a different thing from
finding what the author himself whoula not havs understood 1f it
wers brought to hls noties,200 An example which fits Stoll's idea
is Bradlsy's statement that Lady Macbeth was "too great to re-
pant,"zél and examples might be multiplied., The present writer
belisves that Shaksspeare would not have understood the latter
part of Bradley!s explanation of the Shakespsarean tragic world,

Another charaeteristic limltation, of course, 1s to be found
in certain aspsects of Bradiey's character-criticism, It cannot
bas denied that Bradley often treats the characters as flesh-and-
blood people, In doing so he almost certainly thought himself
Justified by previous critical practices, b§ indicatlions within
the text itself, and by what hs may have believed about Shakso-
speare's methods of ereative composition., We have said that some
of the vamaries of the character-criticlism may be accounted for by

a lack of historical information\about the transitional nature of

Zéoshakesgeare and Other Masters, p. 150; the quotation is
identified by Stoll as being from the Causeries, 3rd ed,, XIII,

257.258,
261shakespearean Tragedy, P. 379.
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Shakespearets theater, but this does not cover the fact that Brad-
ley on the characters is sometimes verbose and sometimses annoyinge
1y sentimental,

What are the "characteristic powers" of Bradley's criticism?
One is, by way of paradox, his fidelity to the impression, He is
peculiarly apt at making sach of the great tragedies a unique ex-
pariencs, Partly by a constant comparing and contrasting of the
plays with each other, partly by a very close attention to the
text, partly by a sort of genius for the "feeling" of a play,
Bradley 1s abls to convey to the reader a sense of being within
the play, The readeyr never fssls the least doubt that Bradley had
thess experiences and that he is indeed being falthful to them,
He never shows the slightest awsr>~ness that his Hegellanism, so
mach a part of his own 1life and way of thoucght, may be shaping
his experiences in a way that 1s not trus to Shakespeare, but this
very sureness helps to generate in him a thrust and enthusiasm
for his subjeet which 1s a great help te him in his avowsd objec-
tive, to send the reader of his criticism back to the plays theme
| selves with a renewed interest, This writer feels stron:ly that
this 1is a cood thing in a c¢1tie. =2nd he aprees with Robert Langw
baum: "Bradley has the wvirtue of accounting for Shakespeare'!s
greatness and for our continued interest in him, (Stoll leaves me
wondering why in the world we still read Shakegpeare, unless 1t 1s

because we misread him,)"267

2629me Poatry of Experience, p. 167.
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Anothsr of the strengths of Bradley'!s criticism is its will-
ingness to handle theoretical and philosphical questions, This
particular approach to Shakespeare 1s not popular today, but 1t
is not a bad idea to ask what the tragedies have in comaon or
whether their author seems to have had certaln attitudes, in his
works, toward fundamental gquestions about life. The'latter part
of Bradley'!s trestment of these guestions may not be truoc to the
plays, but that does not exclude frequent valuable obgervations
made by the way, And the first part of the consideration of Shaio-
speare's theory of tragedy is succeszssful in two ways: it 1s large-
ly sucecessfl in 1ts treatment of Shakespeare's tragic heroes and
the relatlionshop that the playwrizht usually observes between ac-
tion and character; and it 1s, along 'with the latter part of the
theoretical eonsiderations, a fasclinating and unique combination
of Aristotelian, Hegelian, and Homantlic ideas, It 13 an absorbing
and highly original study in 1= ownwvight.

Bradley's interest in the characters is a further power of
his eriticism, for, although its excesses are annoying and a weak-
ness, it places an emphasis where, so the praesent writer belleves,
Shakespeare also placed an emphasis, Both Bradley and Shakespeare
ars fascinated by character, and very rmch of what Bradley has to
sy about the charactsrs seems to help us to smee things about them
which Shakespeare intended us to see,

This wlll remind us of what was sald at the end of Chapter

IV about the necesslty for seeing Bradley!s charsascter-criticism
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in a proper perspective as a part of his total criticism, and
that necessity, in its turn, leads us to one of the strongest of
Bradley's characteristics as a critie of Shakespearean tragedy.
Professor Crane suggests that we distingulsh bstween a criticlam
which permits "a reasonably many-sided or comprehensive discussion
of literary phenomena" and thoss eriticisms which "ocontent them-
selves with partial views, while pretending to omlt nothing es-
senttal,"263 L, ¢. Knichts, we pomember, felt that any Shake-
apearean tragedy says much more than ean be expressed In Bradleyan
torma, 26l He says this because of his conviction that Bradley's
eriticlsn 18 preoccupied with character, and Shakespeare, Knlghts
says, 1s "exploring the world and defining thse valuses by which
men live" in his greater plavs.aés But in actuality, as we have
attempted to show in Chapters III and IV, Bradley's theory of
Shakespearean tragedy does not, by itself, seem to lead to any
exelusive consentration on charactef or even to account for those
parts of Bradieyfs character-criticism which we most object. to;
and ths criticism of the particular plays, 1f one takes into acw
count all that 1g sald about any one play, 1s far from belng ex-
clusively a criticism of character, Taken as a whole, Bradley's

discussion of Shakespearean tragedy 1s surprisingly broad and

2630 r1t16s and Criticism, p. 10,
26lisee p. Ll abvove,

, 58265"The Question of Character in Shakespeare," More Talking,
'P' .
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varied, and this in spite of the fact that hls most notabls critw

icism, Shakespsarean Tracedy, deliberately omits a consideration

of the "poetry" of the tragediles, along with certain other topics,
in order to concentrate on the works as dramas, Mr, Charbeneau,

S«Js, says that "the philosophy behind Shakespearean Tragedy is

undoubtedly the main reason for the anduring quality of the work.
llo other reason can be assioned . . « «"206 The present writer
disagrees very strongly with this and suggests that it 1s not only
the individual parts of Bradley's Shakespearean criticism (and
these would include many elements other than the "philosophy")

but the varied sweep of the whole which is so attractive., Bradley
was a eritic who had thought out a philosophy of aesthetics and of
tragedy; he was concerned with structure as well as with characterJ
with significance of the parts as well as with the meaning of the
wholes he loved Shakespeare but discussed his faults, He does
omit certain considerations, and wevhave mentioned what they are,
but on the whole his criticism meets very well the test of signi-

ficant many-sldednsss,

2560harbeneau, P. 3. Mr, Charbeneau then goes on to attack
Bradlsy's philosophy because 1t "leads logically to a denial of
free will" (p, 10); Mr., Charbeneau may be correct about this if
he refers to the Hegelian background, but he fails to consider
Bradley's evidsent concern for the hero's responsibility. Ir,
Charbeneaw-is perhaps un’ortunate in his determination to criti-
cize Bradley's thecry "in the light of Scholastic-Aristotelian
orinciples’ (p. 9), for in practice this sometimes leads him to
adopt what appears to be an aprioristic anproach to Bradley's
work, He also faills to see in Bradley's theory any really ime
portant dilfferences from Hegel's criticism, nor does he take into
proper account the Aristotelion and Homantle elements in 1t,
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Various eritics have cttempted to "defend" Bradley, but the

present writer has bsen more impressed by the number of conteme
porary critics who, after finishing a survey of some aspect of
Shakespearsan criticism, whether the characters, or Hamlet, or
the tragedies as a whole, conclude by saying that no one since
Bradley has done as comprehensive a job on the topic.267 Modern
writers on Shakoespeare tend to be fragmentary in thelr approach to
the broader areas of 1Investigation, and while it would perhaps be
impossible today to hope for a work that would cover ths entire
field of Shakespearean studles in a comprehensive manner, we may
yot hope for a modern investigation of ths tragsdles or the come=
dies that will be as broad and as deep as was Bradley's eritioism

of Shakespearoan tragedy.

267Among others, see Clifford Leech, "Studies in Hamlet, 1901
1955," Shakespeare Survey, IX (1956), 3, Derek Traversi, 4n _gh
proach to Shaltespe. eara (Garden City, N.Y., 1956), p. 3; Muir, Shake-

SPOAre SUIVEY, » U3 Welsinger, p. 396,
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