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, ABSTRACT

Throughout the twentieth century, literary critics

have largely undervalued the political element inherent

il’\ Willie Shakespeare's Richard II, preferring instead.
to emphasize its tragic 4ualities. HoWever, upon close
analysis of the text and’ the period in which it was written i

one finds that the play's- printed and performed popularity ik
- v

owed much to its polltical qqntent. -~ <

With an analbgy, existing between Oueen Elizabeth
Joa and Richard 17, writipq on the, subject of the latter monarch's
reign was both a daring and dangerous -thing to do in the

last decade .of the si y. Yet, e

was able to write his play with a great deal of current
poutical ccmmentary and political theorizing without any
extensive repercuuion - even after his play waJ performed
on the ‘eve of the Essex J.‘ebellicn in 1601, 'ghis contrasts
 starkly vith the fate of Dr. John Hayward, who was imprigoned-
- in 1599 until after the death of Elizabeth for: employi.ng
the analogy to cammant on the polltics of the«day in his
‘ prose hisf_oty Henry IIII.

] !t is the assertion herein, that Shakespeare was
able to dc 80 because he carefuuy balanced his play bet:ween
tragedy und political theory - a balance permitting Richard
1I to operace as a cau:ionary tale within the area of Eunctional

ambiguity..: ‘ ks <




unofficial form -- the former be'f

THE PREVAILING CRITICAL VIEWPOINTS _

. Unless the study of topicality, allusipn, and censorship

can in sgme way further the larger understanding of .a work of

literature, thwpu’rnuit of such q\.ﬁestlons bec

‘a pointless exercise in sc‘holatly ingenuity.

es self-serving;

owever, if the

pursuit’leads to increased understanding of the work as an

indepenaent pieca of uta:ature, thar\ the endeavour 1u undoubtadly

justified. Uiy .

A-number of areas must be explored to

socio-political environment in-which a text wa

for no author exists in a vacuum.

In a work d

historical subject, one must not only examine

psrspectiva in which it was' written, buc also

lunderstand the
s produced --

ealing with an
the historical

ths sources ¥

e
Eram which it was drawn, and the degree to which the author

deviates from those sou: es to create an origi

Throughout, one must attempt to determine the

to that text. Such reaction takp

and the latter being public react
This study of reaction be

, when dealing with the'drama.

s_both an off

3
ng censorship
ion to ‘the t

comes doubly

While the print.

provide evidence of topical allusion or: politi

nal work.
probable reaction
icial and an

of the text,

xt.

complicated

d text may well

ﬁ_l commentary,

)
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both the parfomancf and the agdiencel's probable reactigy\'"tg\
that performance must be considered as well as ‘the text <
itself. Just as a writer or a reader dogs n@t exist in a
vacuum, neither does am actor or an audience. Historically, {

- the question.of audience reaction becomes even more’ complicated .
when one is dealing with a ‘play performed at court, and in - *
£ront of the individual whose political status requires one '

to consider closely his probable reaction -~ the monarch: -

| . ... When.the King brought his players to court the 5 '
| nature of ‘the .audience changed, as often: did the . %
P function of the performance low there were, POPularl.y

- speaking, two audiendes and,;tWo spectacles.
¢ primary audience was the monarch, and. the perfomance .
was often&directed expucs.uy at him. ' Thus, early. in' . - -~
Queen Elizabeth's reign two political theorists gave
the .young Queen counsel thrcugh the dramatic example
of Gorboduc; and later; in The Arraignment of Pa
a poet created £Or her a cri 1 role in the mytho. ogy
of the commonwealth. uch performances what
the rest of the spectators watched was not a play but
- ' ‘the Queen at a play, and their, response would—have
been not simply to the drama,.but to the'relationship
between the drama and its primary audience, ‘the royal .

Hehce, to fully underst;nd a text one must fully unders€and
its context. -

In che Blizabeth era the. position of a dramatzat was =
hnrd].y oano be‘envied, particularly if he wished to maka

some form of tontroyersial commentary. Goverrment reprisal

was! 0ftén harsh but inconsistent. The degree of actual

| lstephen Orgel, The Illusion of ‘Power: Political Theatre -
in the English Renaissanc (Berkelay: University of California
.Press, 1§i5), P §‘ "

spectator. . it
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censorship fluctuated sigrilficantly in terms of the vigorousness |
with which it was employed and the topics against which it
e arbrn,

i Glynne Wickham, sin his Barly English Stages 1300 to

1600 (1963), has pointed to four different phases of government

control of ‘the stage during Shakeupeare s productive years.
The fifteen—seventies were marked by gcvernment suppression

of the re].itﬁous stage: the fifteen-eighties saw the City of |
Londen and the._ chutch reacting against the court's accretion
of licensing power, and the subsequent representatton of sach

of these bodies on a licensing commissi.cn, in the' .. ) .

-
fifteeﬁ-ninetxes, the .church withdrew ‘completely from any

attempts to ga_in control of the theatre; and the court and
city remained in conflick until the court finally took complete
control of -the plays and vplayers in the first decade of the
reign of James I.2
Desplte the different groups competing for control of
the stage -- and the consequent importance, or perceived

importance of the censbr —- no_amount of accumilated experience

or -increased bureaucratic mach].nery could eradicate

y
inconsistencies in the censcrship ‘of the drama. With, the

conflict between church, city,-and court combired with the
migmanagement of the Master of Revels office, éensorship was

2Glynne Wickham, Early English Stages 1300 to 1600
(Londonx Routledge and Kax_g_ﬂ'g')_‘_'m—qun Paul, 1 . p- 79. )

13




sporadic and often subjective, with regulations appearing
unexpectedly and fal‘ling rapidly into disuse.3
This inconsistency and confusion is perhaps more

readily understandable when one looks at the number of people
identified by V.C. Glldersleeve as being legally able to .
1nt,erf.ere with the drama: -

... the hierarchy of dramatic rulers ran -- Kin

Privy Council, Lord Chamberlain, Master of the Revels,
- and all the higher authorities xn/r.eLEered 4

e

With such a numl_:er of peoplle capable of detetmin%ng what was
permissible upon- the stage, it is:not surprising to find
considerable variations in the degrae and type of censorship
of .the texts of any group of plays in the betiud ~- such as
in tl _e\cese of either{of Shakespeare's history :ettalogiés.
Further," with censorship based on-what was currently ‘topical
rather than oh 2 consvis(v‘.ent set of restrictions, a playwright Lo
had to be careful not to offend any of these officials lest -
he be uubject to’' some form of Iegal @eprisal.

Accordinq to Lily B. Campbell s Shakesge'are s Histories:

b . Mirrors of E’liznbet‘.han Policz (1947), each DE Shakespeare. 8
B s history pﬂPys serves a special purpose in illumxnatinq a '’ Ve

H'

- s}

! s
5 3E.K. Chambers, Notes on the History of the Revels
(s O¥fice under the Tudor (New York: Burt Fra“nk'u"n. ~1967), p. 86. 7

"4pgnley H. ’rhorndike_,, Shakes care's Theatre (New, Ycrk'
The, Macmillan Company, 1900, p. 203.
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parnculaz political problem in the reign of Euzabeth.s f o ey
When one looks at the issues inherent in Richatd II, one > )

finds a number of significant and dangerous analodies and
comments which go ——— by -the censor. An interesting
contradiction immediately arises witl the juxtapasition of
audh assdrtions s Campbell's with E.K. cnaxgbérs' beltef that

"for topics of political’ controversy ... thete was no room Ln

the Elizabethan, theatre."6 Yer,——u’on close acrutiny, it will

‘be seen that much of Richard II's popularity was the reuult .

of ‘its relatiqg t:o currenc political conttoversy, and. not. M:s w 9

% distinctive theatrica; efiecth}en’eae as’a tragedy -- as will:’
2 .

be_ shcwn below L R \/

N A further dxfﬂculty wh:u:h arises-in lcokinq at any

sxngla play xh'\eithet of &akespear.e\a hisl‘.or:ical tec:alogied
ia determinig the degree to which it may be separated f;om T

" the plays’ preceding it and followi.ng it in these t%o grouplngt. o

The dlfflculty&ncreases when one notes the critical maxin\ 50, e
for the early part of the, twentieth’ century -- fnitiated by va oW
Bty Tillyard in his Shakéspeare's History, Plays {1944} w0

,and reinforced by Lily B. Campbefl ~= which depicthd b‘oth P J

4 , ~‘,,'71 3 ~

N

SLily B. Campbell, Shakespeare's Histories: 'Mirronh of 0
.. Elizabethan PDli.c k1947- tpt. Callfornia: The Huntingtyn Yig e
LIbrary, 19635 X = . e "

" 6E.K. Chambers, William ShakeSpeare: A Study of Facta ;
and Problems (Oxford. _The-Clarendon Press, 1 ¢ P .
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tetralogies as thematically urified in a recapitulation of

’rudor doceﬂne.

Hawever, such a view does not fully apknowledge the

that these two cycles were written in two different

i
political olimates, with "mach occurring between the first,
B it

znther ort‘nodox tetralogy. and the aecond, more questioning

tetralogy. -As Itving Ribner stated in "The Politxca% Problem

in Shakespeare's Lancgscrian Tetralogy" (1952):

But what scholars who would .emphasize Shakespeare's close
“adhererice -to this traditional view -- who would

regard Richard II and its followers as written to

£111 in"events needed to.complete the eurliervh%%qncal
series -- tend to,ignore is that' Shakespeare stories
are not, one ycln. They are two cycles written at
different ‘times, in different ways, and reflecting

_two different: perioﬂs of artistic and 1nt=llectua1 v

Vi maturity.7 ' ¥

P

. Between 1572, .when t_he first tetralogy was completed, °

and ca. t595. when the second was begun, the guestion of who

ahouwceed the aging virgin Queen had.become of paramount

political importance.’ It is to this question of succession

¥ Nat the_second tatralegy = particulafly Richaid IT -
3 i i Richard 11

": seem to addréss itself.®

- 'Lancastrian Tetralody
rpt. in
ed.’ Pau
): 1

would

7Irving Ribner, "The Political Problem in Shl(:keupeare s
9 (1952)

32, .

‘a 8Evelyn May Albright, "Shakespeare o Righard II and the
2 —

sex conapincy," PMLA, 42_(1927), .68

L2 ) 3
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"And it does.so, not in the orthodox and naive manner

df Edward Halle's The union of, the noble and illustre families
of Lancastre and Yorke '(1547) -- which the earlier tetraloqy‘

does -- but with a.newer ‘and bolder spirit. Neither
stylistically, hor ideologically is there a consistency of
datgn betugen the two oycles. The secsnd bw, in Teasif, a
tragedy of England in ‘which the fatal error is not the us\'xrputiop

of the cfown, but the actions of the weak and vacillating

monarch i!\ Richard II which provoke that ueu‘rpation. His
reign causes tHe hurly burly in the two parts of Henry IV,
which is only ended jin the period of reconclliation and

renewal found in'the triumphs of the King in Hemry V. As

Leonard F, Dean stated in his article "Richard The State

and the Image of the.Theatre" (1952):,

... the first play is a picture of a sick state in
which appearance and reality are at odds, and the
14st play is a picture of a healthy state in which
appearance and reality are unified.?

T
As.in Fhe tragedy Sf a single King, England moves from a
period oF self-delusion -- characterized by the misconceptions

‘of the monarch in Richard II -- to a period of self-knowledge

=- characterized.by the self-realization of the monarch in

Henry V.

I

e

o i
9Leonard F. Dean, "Richard IIi The State and the Image
of .the Theatre," PMLA, T
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Thus, if on a.thematic level the Lancastrian tetralogy
ends with Henry V, and not with Richard III, then Tillyard's
assertion of a necessary intrinsic order behind all of the
plays can certainly be questioneéd. As recently as 1982,

H.R. Coursen, in The Leasing Out of England: Shakespeare's

Second Henriad, argued:

... once the England of Gaunt's great sp®ech has been
ended by King.Richard's actions, the country becomes
increasingly dominated by a version of'Social'Darwinism.
The characters inhabiting the world of these plays

are no longer "placed" in an inherited social hierarchy,
but must compete with each other in a world drained .
of intrinsic value.10

—
©In sucf s 1ight ‘the sescnd tatEalégy can hardly ba
seén as a reqapitu‘lation of the Tudor myth of passive obedience

to an existent social hierarchy.- Fhrttré/n, if the' illness
inherent in that social hierarchy is‘depicted in the first
play of the series, then it follows that the first play
should contain the mo‘st striking examples considered tL)‘pical
in a political culture based on such a myth. '
This is not to assert that Shakespeare is so bold or
so radical as to attack the VTudor principles of higrarchy
directly. Rather, the order of the past is juxtaposed with

the political realities of the present; and nowhere in the
1

10y, R, Couraer%\(‘rha Leasing Out of England: Shakespeare's
Second Henriad (Washington: Un?versity Press of America, .
Inc., 1982), p. 4. . * g B

7
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canon is this more forcibly done than in Richard II, H.R. Coursen

noted that when one finds Tudor doctrine in the play:

... it is a moderate position between the extremities
of rebellion, and it is expressed by thoughtful N>
selfless men. We might be tempted to label it
Shakespeare's view, if we did not also perceive that
the doctrine is continually placed in ironic conflict
with harsh political realities.ll

Twentieth-century critics have, on the whole, underyalued

such poll_iical elements in the play, viewing it as something
of a flawed tragedy -- particularly by comparing it to

Shakespeare's later, more developed tragedies. Yet, while

p

-

many of their specific critiéisﬁnre valid, a pattern concerning

the overall interpretation of Richard II arises when one
notes their emphasis. .
Theirliest. and perhaps most dismissive cr_it;c of
the play was Dr. Johnson, who- felt that it could not "be said
much to affect the passions or enlarge the understanding."l2
Though less jmmediately dismissive of-the value of Richard

II, E.K. Chambers felt the play inferior to the other plays

of the mature tetralogy: "... there is much poor and bombastic

mattér, especially in Acts I and IV, which recalls the period
¢

llcours@n, p. 6.

. 12j0nn Palmer, Political' Characters of Shakespeare
(London: Macmillan Co. Ltd., 1961), p. 167.
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Of 2, 3 Henry Vi and Richard ITI."!3 He further emphasized

the play's similarities to traditional treatments of the story:
Shakespeare, completely uninterested in chronicle-history

as such, allowed himself to slip into a perfunctory

and traditional treatment of all that was not directly

concerned with the tragedy:14

And after a brief chronological account of the-Essex

situation, Chambers dismissed any possible current political

relevance in the play, cz;;:cluding:

That it was written with any seditious intent is of
course most unlikely, and indeed only an unreasonably
sensitive instinct of suspicion could regard the
deposition scene_in particular as encouraging resentment
against Richard. \ > °

. Perhaps the most influential critic of the history

‘plays, E.M.W. Tillyard, found much more to value in the play,

but only in so far as it was the first part of the tetralogy:

Richatd II is.imperfectly executed, and yet, that
In\perfect!on granted. perfectly planned as part of a

great structure ... [it] therefore betokens no relapse
but is an organic part’of one of Shakespeare's major
achievements.l o

13chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 351.
2 ¥ . 4
l4chambers, William Shakespeare, p:-352.

. 3
15chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 355.

. 16E,M.W. Tillyard, Shakespeare's History Plays (1944;
rpt. Harmondsworth: Penguln Bcloku, Pl 2.
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He, too, Eomd inadequacy in the play's verse, particularly

when comparediwith the other plays of the canon:
e -
4 A .
_But the imperfections are undoubted and fust be
""" faced. As a specific play Richard II lacks the
sustaified vitality of Richard III, being less interesting
and ‘les3 exacting-in structur# and containing a good R
deal of verse which by the best Shakespearian standards
. can only be called indifferént. Not that there is
anything wrong with the structure, which is that of 2
Henry VI, the riSe of one great man at the expense Of
another; but it is simple, as befits an exordium, and .
- does not. serve through the excitement of its complications
to make the utmost demand on the powers of the author.l

thap‘ly, whenever Tillyard reéers tbo'“ the play's topic;l

appeal, it is only in.terms of style and dress;18 he-does not
mention -any of the.play's.political ‘relevance to an Elizabeéhun
audience. ’ ¢ )

Tillyard's epnz_emporaéy, Lily B. t:ampbel'l, ;m‘ut be
applauded for her appreciation of the pc;li:tical applicability .
of the story; and yet she is influenced by Tillyard's emphasis
on the inseparability of the plays from the rest of the .
tetralogy. Indeed, the title of he:'chapur concerning

Richard II is "An Introduction into the Divisién between

Lancaster and York."l9 Further, while Campbell does discuss

the political applicability of the story, her jinphnu on the.

177i11yard, p. 245. i )
18pillyard, p. 255.

|
19campbell, p. 168. .



play's close adherence to Tudor doctrine causes her to conclude
that:’
In the play Shakespeare reiterated the charges against
Richard that had been so often laid at Queen Elizabeth's
door. He adjudged Richard guilty of sinful folly,
but Gaunt and Richard himself and Carlisle, all the
sympathetic characters, insist that "God's is the
quarrel,”_that a subject may not give sentence on
his king. 34 ) "

Undoubtedly' this helped ta influence John Dover

Wilson's 1951 introduction to thé play, where the political

element of Richard II is seen as only the backdrop for Richard's

personal tragedy: '

... the political situation that he dealt with was
merely the material for drama. He takes sides neither
with Richard nor Bolingbroke; he exhibits without
concealment the weakness of the king's character, but
_he spares no pains to evoke our whole-hearted pity
for him in his fall.

(ALl Of these critics value the play in varying degrees
for & number-of quite similar reasons.. Primarily -- and ’
perhaps this is because of the title of the 1597 Quarto -~
they see the play as avtragedy of Richard II: not on its own

highly political terms, but on the terms of Richard III and

the later, more mature tragedies.. While such comparisons are’

20campbell, p. 211. 5 3

21gohn Dover Wilsoh, ed., King Richard II, The New
Shakespeare (1939: rpt. Cambrldqux Cambridge Univeesity o
Press, 1951), p. XXXV S
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necessary in an evaluation of the play in terms of the rest
of the canon, in“twentieth-century criticism of Richard II
there is a reluctance to separate it from the other plays of
the second tetralogy, or the plays of the previous tetralogy.
Nowhere is this more evident than in Stanley Wells' 1969

introduction to the New Penguin edition, where he describes

the play as:
H

... a real starting point, for Richard was the last
King of England to rule by-direct and undisputed
succession from William the Conqueror.' Bolingbroke's
usurpation:of his throne set in motion the train of
events which was finally expiated by the union of the
houses of York and Lancaster celebrated in the last
_speech'of Richard III.22

Combining. this reluctance to separate.Richard II from :
the-;)‘l:her plays in the tetralogies with'the critical: maxim . ¢
discussed above-has led critics to undervalue the political *
discussions in the play as simply being part of an overall
recapitula‘tion of Tudor doctrine. The political element is
seen' as secondary,- as simply providing the material for ° ¥
character development; and consequently the play is referred
to as a tragedy also concerned with the deposition of a king.

And even this emphasis is incorrect. To see Richard

II as politically centering solely‘ around the sin of Bolingbroke's '
usurpation of thi throne, rather than exploring the possible
h

necessity of sucl tion, is to bypass Richard's miadéeds in

22gtanley Wells,’ ed., KL Richard II, The New Penguin
Shakespeare (Middlesex: ?n Books, 1969), p. .
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the first half of the play and concentrate on’the sympathy!

evoked by his poetic posturing in the second.

John Dover Wilson, though generally more cognisant
than the other critics of the political element inherent in

__ ' Richard IT, must ultimately be admitted as an example of this
overemphasis on the sin of Gsurpation and underem s on

the existing sickness of the land under Richard$

-+. the fall of Richard fascinated the late Medieval
and Elizabethan world as much by its magnitude and
f its unaccountableness as by its pathos and the sacrilege
“ - that brought it to pass:
' . + Down, down I-come, like glist'ring Phaethon,
" Wanting the-manage of unruly jades,
: are words which Shakespeare places in his mouth, and
3 some critics have taken as the key-note of the play.23

In this very same introduction, Wilson himself becomes one of
these "some critics" by stressing the point that: -- -

° . X .
t+ .. Shakespeare and his contemporaries, rejoicing'in
the Tudor peace’apd looking tack\with horror to the
period of civil strife, kpown as.lthe War of the

Roses, which preceded the accession-of Henry VII,

were haunted by fears of such anarchy, and found its.,
origin-in the last' few years of Riéhard II's rei

And rightly so; for the deposition and. murder o?ﬂ

- Richard not only shocked the cbnscience of Christendom,
they struck at the legalvbasis of the monarchical,
that is to say the whole constxtuticnal system of
England.24

23wilson, p. xix.

24wilson, pp. xxii, xxiii.

e o

Sz



If -such were the case, however, would it not be in
the interest of those supporting the Tudor doctrine (i.e. those
, in power) to promote the dramatization of the story? If, .sat
is commonly asserted, an Elizabethan audience would view in
Richard's depositigh-a.violent crime\against God that would °
veing SloUt Sne; Hanarsa vestE e EITLY strife, why thed would
the followers of the Earl of Essex have it staqed. on the eve
of the 1601 rebellion? ‘
Perhaps the modern critical attitude toward Richard _‘ =
LI may be better understood if éne recalls that upon first
viewing and reading the play one is inlleed fasdinated by the
figure of Rl.cha:d‘ in his decline. In ;ffecc. guch a simple =
and emotional story causes on.e to forgt‘?t that the setting is

. high politics. Yet upon cloge scrutiny, one finds that:
— . N
... the fact that Richard is a king not only enhances

the pathos of his fall, but sets him in a.political
environment in which the dramatist is not :eldom

interested for its own sake ... To

audience its political sigrificance was imnediate and )
+ . tremendous ....by far the most topical play of the . )

period.25 ;

As has been not‘sd, critics have tended to look ug/ the
political element of the play not in its own right, but As
iuun{inating two different character types. In such an
apolitxcal light, and in the reflection of the|other, less
poutical tragedies, one may well accept the < itical complaints

25Ribner, p. BO. |
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about "poor and bombastic matter," and "lack of sustainéd
vitality." But it will be seen that Richard II is not 5
tragedy in the traditional sense. The juxtaposing of Richard
and Bolingbroke -expresses antithetical approaches to a modern
political world: and aq{antithe‘sis which directly,relatw
political concerns at the time it was written and performed.

Thus, Richard II is not simply a subordirate’ unit to the
other hu'cqry plays, nor ‘the tragedy of 4 wayward king, but

rather a’ discursive "political" tragedy which deals with the

" very political fabric of England herself.




CHAPTER II

e THE PLAY IN ELX LITERARY VE

gky of Richard's downfall was quite popular

to the'Elizabethan ,;/;ier and play-goer throughout the last A

decade of the sixteenth century would seem co be evbdenced

< by the proliferation of texts by different authcrs concerning__ —
the subject. The general twentieth century critical
‘interpretation of this is onte again greatly influenced

;‘\b vby E.M.W. ’l‘illyard, who viewed the Elizabethan mind - and 3

contemporary minds abroad - as unﬁ/erstandi.ng the figure

and reign of Richard II in mystical terms:

... In an age that was both passionately admiring
of royal magnificence and far more retentive of
tradition than our own, the glories of Richard's
court must have persisted as legend.l

__As.recently as 1961, John Palmer, in his Political
Characters of Shakespeare, continued this line of ~L.nvterpratation
by emphasizing that not only in the glory of his reign,
but also in the tx"aqedy of his fall did Richard epitomise .

a figure of royal self-indulgence and martyrdom:

> - His deposition had acquired a mystical significance.
For over two centuries he had stood to poets and

hd +
lrillyard, e- 255. . -



historians, both in England and in France, for :

supreme example of that tragic fall of .princes which

* ” appealed so strongly to the imagination and the
conscience of the post-mediaeval world.?2

H9wever,4 while one may ais_sg:k that -the story itself
vas to the popular taste, it would seem rather extreme to
accepr_ that metely the "mystical proportions” of a two century
old story explains why it was re}old. printed and performed
50 Often near the end of Elizabeth's reign. Indeed, much o .
of the twentieth Century criticism of the. subject seems 7
clouded by- t;he 1mposition of a loyali&t—apirit upon, the

X Elizabethan mind; and anhere does this seem more prevalent o

than i,ﬂ “Wilson's introductlon to ‘the New shakespe;are edition:

. P " . P
5 he stood in the eyes of the later middle ages .
. as Bhe type,and exemplar: of foyal martyrdom; of -
. a king not slain in battle,‘not defeated and killed
. by a foreign adversary, not- even deposed owing to
weakness or tyranny in favour of his heir, hut thrust
R from the throne in his may of youth by a mere usurper,
= under colour of process at law utterly illegal,
and then foully murdered.3 . °

Perhaps the popularity of the subject is more kreaﬂi’ly
unde’rstandable.when one takes into account the analcgy between
Queen Elizabeth and Richard II -'an analogy wh).ch had existed ! ®
.———long before Shakespeare wrote his work; and which. wouLa,

X grow in topicality and subsequent importance thereafter\. o

2palmer, p. 120. .
. e
3wilson, p. xvi. . ! £ : /




In her article "Shakespeare's Richard 11 and the Essex -
Conspiracy” (1927), Evelyn May Aimighe' noted that, as early ’
as 1578, one finds a reference to the analogy in a letter
£r®m Sir Francis Knclly's‘ - a relative and ccun_s’el?r to the

-

Queen - to her secretary:
'

for who woll persiste in gyvinge of safe counsayle, -
of her Majestie woll persiste in mislyking, ofl safe
counsayle? Nay who wol]l not rather shrynkingly -
(that I may say no worsé) play for the partes of LA
King Richard the Sécond's men, then to ehter, into - ., '
the .odious office of crossing of her Majesties wylle? .

‘ .

If the Bish‘o}p of Canterbury be deprived; o
ol

._then up startes the pryde and practise of the
. ‘papistes, and downe @eclyneth the comforte and.strengthe
—-of her Majesties safety. And then King Richard
: the Second"s men woll flock into courte apage, and
woll show themselves in theyre true colors. From . -
which companye’ the.Lord blesse her Majestie, and
the thynking thereon doth so abhorre me, that I *
am more fytt“to dye in a.pryvate lyfe, than to 'live,
a courtier. N

: : - .

- . .
Whether the secretary madé the letter known to the Queen,
&

Tas Knollys ‘rkquested, remains uncertain; howeverr¥this reference
< ® i S

to "King R prd the Second's men" is repeated before 1588 by

=
Henry Carey,{Lord Hunsdon. Although the Queen's nearest
kirsman, he ladked advancement to the earldom to which he

1 (. g . Y
thought himself entitled and r_eferre'd to his want of influenge "

i Yoo .
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! ) 3
at court as being caused by the fact that "I was never one of
Richard II's men,"5 ) — ’

- Thus, as Albright points out, by 1590 the.grandfather

of the Earl of Essex - Sir Francis Knollys‘. as well as his

le - Lord (who was also a patron of Shakespeare's

g
company), had unfavourably ack;'lwledqed the analogy. (Rfchard

§:m’pson, it should be noted, stated in 1874 that b\y 1590 the
‘Queen was so sensitive to palitical allusion that she ordered
Holinshed's Chroniclés (1577) suppressed.6) '
‘ - While, aon\‘5 criti‘cu = notably Ray Haffnez in his. article
wricten in reapcnse to Miu Albrj.ght s entitled “Shakespeare, 3
) Hnyward, and Essex" (1930) - see such teferences as "nothing
more’ than - coincidanca - it ;yust. 80 happened that the - nami- .
- camg togethet."’ the majority have udmitf.ed the existence of
__)be analpgy. Howsver. even this qnucu acceptance seems
t[nqad by uomething of a faynlist spirit which softens the
edge of such referaqcen. Perhaps the earliest and most
influential expression of such a spirit is found in E.K. Chambers'

William Shakespeare: A Study of Facts and Problems (1930):

o -

Salbright, p. 691.

iy 6Richard Simpson, in The Life and Death/of King Richard
the Second, The Variorum akespeare, e atthew W. Blacl
(Eondum J.B. Lippincott Cc;npapy, 1_255«)/[:. 583. " ‘

R Hefﬁnef, "Shakengeara, Hayward, and Essex. "PMLA,
45 (1930) 768. "
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- ... AM~these allusions are of course in perfect -

-~ loyalty, the utterances of devoted, if critical, < .
& . officiaks ... In 1598 a disgruntled Essex drifted

into an attitude of political opposition, and the
government became or professed to become aware of
anfunfriendly parallel drawn between Elizabeth herself’
and the deposed Richard. . 5

Whether or not Elizabeth knew of the analogy before
the government professed c@b;come aware of it in 1598 is
uncertain, but as has been seen.the analogy had beer noted,

& and it is uniikely to be coincidental that 1598 not only
witndedsd Ehe actlons of 4 ALSGEUAELE Basex) But ETe6 saw
tv;ro quarto editions of Shakespeare's Richard IT pub];iaahad
- a rate of p‘umicagion the playwrigh‘z would only equal

with Pericles?® (?1608). Lawrence Samuel Friadn\an, in his

article "Kingship and Polxtu:s 1n Shakespeare's.Richard =~ | .

I1" (1967) stated that._

Elizabethan England inherited not. only the “Tudor
*  mytH," but also the traditional English respect
for natural law and the rights of sfibjects. In
seizing the throne Boungbtcke pays‘lip service
. to-the notion' of popular sovereignty: John Fortescue,
the most prominent English Jurist of the fifteenth
century, consistently relies on.Aquinas in ahowing
2 : that men owe ultimate allegiance to God: and John .
! Ponet, one of .the most vociferous Marian exiles,
. goes further and argues that regicide is permissable
N J 3 h 2

- BChambers, William Shakespeare, p. 353.

9petér Ure, ed., King Richard II, The Arden Edition
of .the Works of Willian Shakespesrs (1961; rpt. London:
Methuen, 1982), p. xiv.

s ‘\\




if the ruler's commands are contrary to those of
God.

This is not, of course, to make the absurd assumption
that the officials employing the analogy were dangerous
rebels filled with seditious intent: rather, the inclusion
of this information is meant to emphasize that when modern
critics (such as E.K. Chambers) superimpose their loyalist
views upon these references, it is often at the expense of
what these references imply ‘in terms of the analogy.

Certainly it must bu/aflmitted that much of the printed
material dealing with thi’; particularly popular story would .
hardly be considered generous to the- politics and character
of Richard II. . It is true too, however, that while the
analogy between Richard and Elizabeth'may well have been -
present and known, it does not seem to grow sufficiently
in topicality until after 1597 to make it a highly censorable
question’ for the authorities - that is to say it is not
taken by the official censor as censorable material; particularly’
when mnn; of thov early works pres;nt.the story critically,
but in a Tudbr tradition of concern for the good of England
rather than any individual.

As early as 1561, Gorboduc - which contains such -

political crosscurrents as those mentioned by Friedman -

10payrence Samuel Friedman, "Kingship and Politics
in Shakespeare's Richard II," DA, 27 (1967), 3007A.
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. ends not on a note of rebellion, but on a note which has
been described as an “"allegorical plea”ll for Elizabeth
to avoid futufe disaster by fixing the succession to her

throne:

Eubulus.
Lo, here the end of Brutus' royal line,
And lo, the entry to the woeful wreck
L] And utter ruin of this noble realm.

The royal king and eke his sons are slain;
No ruler rests within the regal seat: 8
The heir, to whom the scepter 'longs, unknown;
That to each force of foreign prince's power,
Whom vantage of our wretched state may move
By sudden arms to gain so rich a realm,
And to the proud and greedy mind at home
Whom blinded lust to reign leads to aspire,
Lo, Britain realm is left an open pre¥

* A present spoil by conquest to’ ensue. 2

: v, ii, 180-192)

This question of the sucéession hdd been raised publicly

by the Commons in 1559, and received the following response

from Elizabeth:

For I assure you - what credit my assurance may
have with yoy I canndt tell, but what credit I shall
deserve to have the sequence shall declare - I will'
never in that matter conclude anything that shall
be prejudicial to the realm, for the well, good,

- and safety whereof I will never shun to spend my
life. And whomsoever my chance shall be to light
upan, I trust he shall be as careful for the realm
andyou - I will not say as myself, because I cannot
8o certainly determine of any other: but at the

1ffriedman, p. 3007A.

. 127homas Sackville and Thomas’ Norton, Gorboduc or Ferrex
& and Porrex, ed. Irving B. Cauthen, Jr. (Lincoln: Unlversity
: of Nebraska Press, 1970), pp. 70-71.



least ways, by my good will and desire he shall
be such as shall be as.careful for the preservation
of the realm and you as myself.

_—
And albeit it might please Almighty God to continue

me still in this mind to live out of the state of
marriage, yet it is not to be feared but He will

80 work in my heart and in your wisdoms as good
provision by His help may be made in convenient ,
time, whereby the realm shall not remain destitute

of an heir that may be a fit governor, and peradventure
more beneficial to the realm than such offspring

as may come of me.l3

An element.of political scepticism - or at least realism
= must be admltte%‘?/ some degree in all of the works dealing
with Richard: and ‘it is expressing concern not only in terms
of the succession. In this ‘same time period, 1559-1563, The .
Mirror for Magistrates treats the story in a fashion that can
hardly be labeled sympat.hetic."‘“ The first five of the 'sundry '
unfortunate Englishe men' who deliver their laments are
Richard and those around him:

I am a kyng that ruled all by lust,

That finced not of vertue, ryght, or lawe,
But always put. false Flatterers most in trust,
Ensving svch as covld my vices clawe: -_—
By faythful covnsayle passing not a strawe,
‘What pleasvre pryckt, that I to be ivst.

I set my minde, to feede, to spoyle, to lust,
Three meales a day could skarce content my mawe,

13queen Elizabeth I, "The Reply of Elizabeth to the
House of Commons Touching the Succession," in Thomas Sackville
and Thomas Norton, Gorboduc or Ferrex and Porrex, ed. Irvipng
B. Cauthen, Jr. (Lincoln: unIve:s{ty of Nebraska Press, ,
1970), p. 76. : 5 )

' -

l4yilson, p. xviii. >
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And all to avgment my lecherovs minde that mvst
To Venus pleasvres always be in awe.

For mayntenavnce whereof, my realme I polde

Through subsidies, sore fines, loanes, many a prest

Blanke charters, othes, and shifts not known of old,

For whych,my Subijectes did me sore detest

I also made away the towne of Brest,

My fallt wherein because mine vncle tolde

(For Prynces vyces may not be controlde) _

I found the meanes his bowels to Vnbrest.

The. piers and Lords that did his cause vpholde

With death, exile, or grieuous fines opprest-lg
Tragedy 5: 31-50

A similarly unflattering portrait of Richard is painted

in the anonymous play Thomas of Woodstock (?1591), in'which

the king ‘_shows every disregard for England':;nd the crown, and

.gives himself up to 'wild and a;\tlc- labels': “'falling prey to
Elattere;‘s; aéinq foreign manners, farming 'the fortunes of -

the ‘fe 1m, and pursuing his own self-indulgence. S. Schoenb: um.’

in "Richard II and the Realities of Powel'v" (1975) noted that N

the pejorative most frequently attached to him in Woodstock

is and he 1ly "wanton tyrant".16"
Friedman goes so far as to see it as fully condoning the '
spectacle of rebellion:

.+« After an exhaustive account Qf the sins of Richard
II and his followers and of the kkng's lack of concern

L4

15The Mirror for Magistrates, ed. Lily B. CampHell
(Cambria_gex_i_—g'i_—ﬂcambr dge University Press, 1938), pp. 113-114. §

. /it
16s.. Schoenbaum, "Richard II and the Realities of Power,"
Shakespeare Studies, 18 1975), p. 55. > \

-
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for England, the reader is convinced of the_rightness
and e of the 1 rebellion.l

Jack Straw (1593) deals in a far more loyalist spirit
with the subject of r-ob.cllion - however, it is with the
revolt of 1381 and not the deposition of Richard that it
concerns itself. The rebéls are depictgd as ignorant and
misguided and Richard - although admittedly influenced by
his favourites - is presented as “the gladsome sunne-shine & -
in a winter's day" magnanimously lproviding pardon to all

. .
but the leaders of traitorous rebellion:18
A .

Usher. .

o True Madam, for your Graces sonne the King, . - .
Is so well ruled by divers of his Pieres, coe o
/ N As that I thinke the prowdest foe he hath, 2 e
> Shall find moe worke than he will take in hand, " .
“That seeks the downfall of his Maiestie:
- I hope the Councell are too wise for that, .
To suffer Rebels in aspiring pride,
That purpose treason to the Prince and Statél9
(1, iv, 326-333)

Such orthodox Tudor attitudes toward rebellion were s
undoubtedly greatly influenced by the primary historical

source of the period, Raphael Holinshed's Chronicles of
§ ————

Bnglnnii, Scotland and Ireland (1577). While provldingLa b

17priedman, p. 15.
1B8schoenbaum, p. 54.

197he Life and Death of Jack Straw, ed. Kenneth Muir
(Ox!ord Oxford University Press, 1957),

rd =
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lucid and fairly objective view of ruc’rind'- wrongs and
deposition, Holinshed provides the following statement at

the end of his account of Richard II's reign:

But if I may boldlie saie what I thinke: he was

a prince the most vnthankfullie vsed of his subiects,

of any one of whom ye shall lightlie read. For although
(through the frailtie of youth) he demeaned himselfe
more dissolutelie than seemed conuenient for his
roiall estate, and made choise of such councellors
as were not fauored of the people, whereby he was -
the lesBe fauored himselfe: yet in no kings daies
were the commons in greater wealth, if they could
have perceiued their happie state: neither in any
other time were the.nobles and gentlemen more cherished,
: nor churchmen.lesse wronged. But such was their ¥
‘ingratitude towards their bountifull and loving
sqvereigne, that +those whom he had cheeflie advanced,:
‘ ‘were readiest to controll him; for that they might

not rule all things at their will, and remooue from

B * him such as they misliked, and place in their roomes
whom they thought good, and that rather by strong
hand® than By gentle and courteous meanes, which
stirred such malice betwixt him and them, till at
length it could not be asswaged without-perill of .
destruction t-.o them both.

The duke of Gloceut.er cheefe instrument of this
mischeefe, to what end he came ye haue heard. And
although his nephue the duke of Hereford tooke vpon
him'to revenge his death, yet wanted he moderation *
and lojaltie in his dooings, for the which both
'himselfe and his lineall race were scourged" nﬂ.ervnrd-,
4s a due punishment'vnto rebellious subiects; so as
deserued vengeance seemed not to staie long for his - -
ambitioug crueltie; that thought it not inough to %
f driue King Richard to resigne his crowne and regall
dignitie ouer vnto him, except he also should take
from him his guiltlesse life. What vnnaturalnesse, .
or rather what tigerlike crueltie was this, not to be
content with his principalitie? not_to be content
with his treasure? not to be content with his
depriuation? not to be content with his imprisonment?
but being so neerelie knit in. consanguinitie, which '
ought to have moued'them like lambs to have: loued ¢
each-.other, wooluishlie to lie in wait for the distressed
creatures life, and rauenouslie to thirst after his
bloud, the spilling whereof should haue touched hisj .
conscience so, as.that death ought rather to haue

P ¢ .
7
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beene aduentured for his safetie, than so sauagelie
to haue sought his life after the losse of his roialtie.20 *

Samuel Daniel's The C.

Wars (1595) would also seem

. to follow in such a vein of thought; the first edition of the

> work is dedicated in all-fealty to the Queen:
— <

HEre sacred Soveraigne, glorious Queene of Peace,
The tumults of -disordered times I sing,

To glorifie thy Raigne, and to increase ~

The wonder of those blessings thou doost bring
Vpon thy Land, which ioyes th' intire release

. From bloud and sorrowes by thy gouerning,

That through affliction we do see our ioyes,
And blesse the glory of Elizaes dayes.21

Yet, even-within a work such as this, one finds a degree
of Qolitical realism imparted - and imparted, perhaps, in

b « not so wholly 1nr‘|ocen€ a spirit as'one would.initially suspect:

1And Courts were neuer barren yet of those
Which could with subtile traine, and apt aduice,
Worke on the Princes weakenesse, and dispose
. Of feeble frailtie, easie to entice. .
. And such, no doubt, about this King arose,
Whose flatterie (the dangerous nurse of vice)
¥ Got hand vpon his youth, to pleasures bent:
v Which, led by them, did others discontent.22
4 (Book I, verse 31)

, .

20Raphael Holinshed, Chronicles of England, Scotland
and Ireland, II (1577; rpt. New York: AMS Press, Inc.,
T p. 869.

2lgamuel Daniel, The Civil Wars, ed. Laurence Michel
5 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1958), p. 65.

22paniel, The Civil Wars, p. 79.
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Albright goes so far as to state that Daniel was a known

Essex ;sympathizer, basing her assertion on.the trouble caused

when the poet published his play Philotus in 1605.23 Daniel

rather hotly denied any connection with the escapades of the
Earl, writing in a letter as late as 1604 to the Earl of

Devonshire that:

first I tolde the-Lordes I had written 3 Actes of
this tragedie the Christmas before my L. of Essex
troubles, as diuers in the cittie could witnes. ,
I saide the maister of the Revells had p'Vsed it.
I said I had read some part of it to yot hg: .and
this I said having none els of powre to grace mee
now in Corte & hoping yt yo! out of ydT kngwledge

of bookes, or favor of letters & mee, igh answere
that there ig nothing in it dihagreein} anything,
as I protest there is not, but out of Lha_ niuversall
notions of ambition and_envie, the p'petuail argumts
of bookes.or ‘tragedies.24 [

Daniel must have been taken at his word, for the State

Papers und'et "January 31, 1604" indicate that he h_ad be:

previously appointed in some fashion to the lic¢ensing of plays:

Grant to Edward Kirkham, Alexander Hawkins, Thos. Kendall
nd Robert Payne, of l'icense to train up children,

o be called 'Children of thegRevels to the Queen,’

and to exercise them in playing within the\Blackftiar-

in London, or elsewhare: all plays to be allowed

by Sam. Danyell.25 .

23a1bright, p. 713.

. 245amuel Daniel, The Complete Works in Velse and Prose,
ed. A.B. Grosart (New ?orEx guuaﬂ and Russell, 19637,
p. xxiii.

25Dan1o1, Complete Works, p. xxiv.

e~
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That the diFficulties over Philotas and the Essex
situation were not professionally deleterious to the poet is
evidenced by the entry under "July ‘10, 1615":
/ . .Sir Geo. Buck to John Packer, Secretary to-the Lord
Chamberlain' Somerset. -The King has been pleased
at the mediation of the Queen on behalf of Sam. Danyell,

to appoint a company of youths to perform.comedies
and tragedies at Bristol, under the name of the -

Youths of Her Majesty' s {Royal Chamber of Bristol. ~/

Has consented to it as being without prejudice to
the rights of his office.26 .

Thus, when one returns to The Civil Wars of 1595, and reads

the epistle and occa‘uional areas of political philosophizing.,
it is rather difficult for one to determine 1t§ degree of
topicality. Tt mast be notéd, howéver, that the epistle
_of'the 1595 edftion - written before the death of Elizabeth
- differs significa;ltly-in its.concern over the succession
from the ep}stle of the 1609 edition - written after her )

death: —
And, whereas this Arguement was long since vndertaken
(in a time which was not.so well secur'd.of =

future, as God be blessed now it is) with a purpose,

to showe the deformities of Ciuile Dissension, and .
the miserable euents of Rebellions, Conspiracies,

and bloudy Revengements, which followed (as in a

circle) vpoh that breach of the due course of Succession,
by the Vsurpation of Hen. 4; and thereby to make

the blessings of Peace, and the happinesse of an
established’Government (in a direct Line) the better

to appeare: I trust I shall doo a gratefull worke

to my Countrie, to continue the same, vnto the ;lorious

-_
26paniel, Complete Works, p. xxiv.
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Vnion of Hen.7: from whence is descended our present
Happinesse.
. In 1595, Daniel could not be so bbld about the succesgion,
and one is left only conjecture concerning his possible

sympathies with the Earl of Essex. What is certain is that

by the time of e's irst Richard 11 quarto in 1597
quite a number of recent works had presented the reign with a
degree of political realisn‘n.

And that his presentation of the subject was popular
is certainly evidenced by the publication of two morg quartos i
in 1598, one 'in.1608, and another in 1615. It would:seem
that by 1597 the dapo;ing of Richard - or Aat least of a‘
monarch & was considered a-;iangerous subject, for the deposition
scene is absent from the quartos pubuuhed during Elizabeth'
life, and is present in the ones theraafter. A Pollard
has asserted that thig episode is' likely to have been performed
on the stage, but was cut from ‘the manuucr’lpt V!l sent to
"_:he printer, probably because the political climate in-1597
was such as to make dethronement a semsitive subject.28

Whether it was cut by Shakeupeareﬂr the censoi remainn

uncertain.29

274ilson, pp. xxvii-xxviii.

28yre, p. xiv.

Y “
2%atthew W. Black, ed., The Life and Death of King
Richard the Second, The Variorum Shakespeare (London: J.B.
Lippincott and Company, 1955), pp. 369-376.
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It is incuehting that.Daniel's 1595 edition of
The Civil Wars did contain a deposition; and it is a deposition

. scene not unlike Shakespeare's: E

a 110.

There, he his Subiectes all (in, generall)
Assoyles and quites of oath and fealtie
Renounces interest, title, right and all

- That appertained to kingly dignitie:
Subscribes thereto, and doth to witnesse call
Both heauen and’ earth, and God, & Saints on/hie,
To testifie his act, and doth professe
To do the same with most free wilunqnessz .

T 1.
: Tis said, with his<owne hands he. gaue the Crowné .
To Lancaster, and wisht to.God-he might Es
Haue better ioy theréof than he had kpowne"
And that his power might make it his By right: . £
And furthermore he crav'd, of all his owne, \
But life, to.live apart a private wight; : il
& The vanity of Greatness heé had tri“d, ¢
—_— And how vnsurely stands the foote of pride.30 :
e (Books 2, “Verses 110, 111)

—_

It would seem that between 1595, when Daniel could 'publiihA
such a scsne,\\a\;{d 1597 _w'hen Shakespeare did not publish his, -
the deposing 'o:\a_'@azch grew in sensitivity to such a

degree that it could .n . be describéd in published form. It

.15 not until 1599, with the publication of Dr. John Ha arq':;
Hepry. IIII that one.finds a direct description of* th’e'ét of

t : '
deposition; Hayward has Richard speak the following words: -

£ - N ¥

« R
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...I willingly yeeld to yovr desires, and am heere
come to dispossesse 'my selfe of all pvblike authoritie
and title, and to make it free and lawfvll for yov

to create for your King, Henrie, Dvke of Lancaster

my covsin germaine, whom I know to bee as worthie

to take that place, as I see yov willing to giue

it to him.3l -

L4 ' : 4 .
Given the popularity of Hayward's work - some 500-600 .
copies sold in three weeks32 - as well as the trouble he
was to find himself in both for the dedication of his work ¥

.
and his manipulation of history to comment on the current

political situation (as will he seen below), it would certainly )

“seem that the subject of Richar@ II had increaseg in topicality’ " * g

by 1599. While undoubtédly this topicality owed fuch to the
overt actions of, Essex, thé analogy had béqn & place for
some time before Shakespeare's work was published; and much
would have to be written; published, and performed before .
Queen Elizabeth would reportedly cry out in 1601, “I am '

Richard II, know'ye not that?"33 . o

313ohn Hayward,
of Henrie IIII (1599
n.d.), pp. 87-88.

.
The First Part of the Life and Raigne .
rpt. London: . Huntington brary,

32a1bright, -p. 701. - ¥
. N

33placky p. 643.



CHAPTER 111
. “THE DATE AND ORIGINALITY.OP COMPOSITION
With. ¢ presence of a 1595 deposition scene in

Daniel, and the abuence of one in Shakespeare s Eu-st Quurto

of 1597. the queub&crr/of the date of enmposicion and. earliest

perfomance of Richard II becomes a persinem: area of inquiry.,
Both Hardin Craig in his 1nt:oduction to The. Complete Works

' of Shakespeare [T951) and pavid Eevingtoh in his revised-

adicion (1973) agree that on. stylistic grounds the play §

may well date £xom 1595, SreaELEEE
*. : ) e i -
The play has a disproportionately large amount ‘of .y
thymufor a date-so late as 1595: - This may possibly
for on the that rhyn\e, being
a connciou! feature of composition, may be due to
reaction or to sdme passing literary influence.
By Rhyme militates against the speech-ending ‘test' and,
in somg measure, against ,fen),inine endings. Richard
L¥'is accordingly not high in either of these respects:
en the other hand, it has a full number of extra
syllables in the mid-line position. .There is also
a good deal of the ,Fhetorical type of blank verse,
- many verbal conceifs; puns and apigramﬂ. qualities
which are chug(lcteriatic of Shakespeare's early
work. But ‘Sfakespeare puts this kind of language
mainly into the mouths of Richard and of Gaunt|,
as if for the purpose of marking them off from other =

characto\t‘ev —-
N WG L . ,
0
' lHarain ‘Craig, ed., The Comy lete Works of Shakespeare
(19511‘1’:. Chicago: Scott; Foresman and Company, 1961)
64




There is admittedly a certain lack of precision
in dating a play on stylistic grounds: and one must turn
to external evidence for a more definitive reply to an inquiry
concerning the da.te of composition unéthc subsequent date
of earue.at perfomnce‘. One particular piece of ev‘denca,

first available in printed form as early as 1894,2 but not

referred to critically until Chambers used it in The Elilaythun
s age:’ (1923) is a 1595 letter: from Sir Edward Ho' to Sir
Robert Cecil (son of William Cecili” Guardian of Essex):

c~
sir, findinge that you wer not convenientlie ‘to 2
.be at London to morrow night I am bold .to send to
knowe whether Téusdaie <9 Dec.> ‘may ‘'be anie more
. in your grace to visit poore Ch&nnon rowe where
as late as it shal please you a gate for your supper. %
“ghal be,open: & K. Richard present him selfe to -
your vewe. Pardon my boldnes that ever love be ~
‘ honored with your presence nether do I importune . 3
‘more then your occasions may willingly assent unto,. )
in the meanetime & ever resting At your command
Edw. Hoby. [Endorse] 7 Dec. 1595 [and) readile.4

Noted twentieth cen:ury critics Kannoth MuirS and
John Dover ‘Wilson® habe endorsed. the letter as a means of =
dating the play, with H'ilson going so” far as to state:

2pavid M. Bergeren, 'l'he Hoby Letter and Richard -
S P shakesgeura Quarterly, 26 (1975), 477. .
\,

* N ' 3E.K. Chambers, The Elizabethan Stage (1945, rpt. oxford:
The Clarendon Press, 19717_fr§1—9‘

o 4yre, Pe XXX

SMuir,

{ “xxdd. g . *
Gwil¥son, p. ix.
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Robert Cecil, already associdted with his father
Burghley as Secretary of State, accepted the invitation
ke . and witnessed the performance of what cannot, therefore,
dt that date have been considered treasonable drama.
Notice too, in passing, the picture which Hoby calls
* up, of cooks and players (inclUJINF no doubt Shakespeare)
all agog for the great man's entertainment, waiting
N into the night for the porter's word of his arrival
at the gate. .

A group of less eminent (and doubtless less romantic)
critics have seen the reference in a more ambiguous light,
claiming that it cannot in any way p‘:ova a performance of
Shake;peara'u Richard II. As G.L. Kitteridge first pointed

out in 19361 "

. ; If Hoby was referring to a dramatic entertainment
. (as may or may not be the case) nothing proves.that
e . he had Shakespeare's play in mind, for there were
: other dramas in existence .dealing with the same
reign; nor is it certain t at some Richard III was
i - not the plecn in question.B®
. Although apparently without knowledge of this aueruqn?
by Kitteridge,? C.A. Greef in his articie "The Date of Richard -

1110 (1950), and I.A. Shapiro in his article "Richard II

! or Richard ITI or ...2"11 (1958) also pointed to the ambiguity

7wu-on. p..ix.

. 'G.L. Kitteridge, The Complete Works of Shakespeare -
(Bo-tom Ginn, 1936), p. 479. o Sakespears

: 9Bereron, p. 477.
- 10c,A. Greer, "The Date of. Richard L1, " Notes and ..
Queries, 195 (1950), 402-404. L

. ; 117.A. Shapiro, "Richard II or Richard III or o

Shakespeare Quarterly, 9 T 204-206. ¢
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of the Hoby reference. Further, vhi!a accepting the Hoby
letter as evidence in the 1956 _edit’icn of the Arden Shakespeare,
Peter Ure admits in the 1961 edition that it may well have
been referring to Richard III, Woodstock, Jack Straw or
some other play containing a King Richard.l2

A.N. Kincaid, in his article "Sir Edward Hoby and
K. Richard: Shakespeare Play or Morton Tract?" (1981) goes
so far as to assert the impossibility of any full length
perf.omance on the grounds that a formal banquet is incongruous
with the circumstances. He claims.that because the entertainment
was to be';erldi at Hoby's town house (not at the Busham Estate
where he recei\;ad the Queen), because of P.h.j _uncertainty

of Cecil's and the of a time of arrival,

.
and because of the short notice (two days), Hoby was probably

providing a private, informal supper. Kincaid suggests &
that it is therefore more likely that the reference to " — 5
Richard" concerns a portrait (which Hoby collected), a work {

Hoby hiMiself may have written on eh.her of the K. Rfchardl,

or‘e non—eltam: but often referred to pamphlet. by Dr. John .

Morton, Bishop of Ely, which reputedly provided tha basis ’

for his pupil, Sir Thomas More, to write his History of

Richara 111,13 1/
L3

12yre, p. xxx:

& .

13a.N. kincaid, "Sir Edward Hoby and K. Richard:
Shakespeare Play or Morton Tract?" Notes and Queries, 226
(1981), 124.
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While the possibilities of this final point may
be debated, thg ambiguity of the Hoby reference ca‘nnot ve *
denied. It should here bé noted, that in emphasizing the
existence of the Morton Tract, Kincaid points to the closely

aknit circle concerned with Uteruture in Elizabethan England:

«.. In 1596, a few months after writing to Cecil

of 'K. Richard,' Hoby embarked on the Cadiz expeditl.on.
With him in the Ark/Raleigh was George Buck, Master

of Revels, author of several minor literary and
considerable historical works. Buck, another Cecil
adherent was at some stage a member of Hoby's learned

circle .., and the two had many Eriends among antiquarian
; scholars.14 | .

- . -

A similar insistence\on t)fe smallness of this circle

is made by Evelyn May Albright.in her previously mentioned

article “Shakespeare's Richard II and the Essex Conspiracy" -

(1927). 1In attemMing to prove the 1595 date of composition

she admits the Hoby letter to be "a bit cryptic" but goes

on to state that according to one of Hoby's arch:enemies,

Dean Howell of Paul's®"the closest friends of Hoby were

- the Loxg, Treasurer, the Lord Admiral, and the Lord Chamberlain:
She suggests that friendship with the Lord Chamberlain may .
well imply that 'the “K. Richard" is actually Shakespeare's

Richard II; and she implies that Hoby had a particular interest

in topical drama: N CN R
’
sl voE

f . Hoby 8 interest .h plays of contemporary political
application is squeated by a 1etter he wrote to

l4kincaid, p. 125.



Sir Thomas Edmondes March 7, 1605, concerning the
committing of several to Bridewell for political
offense in Day's Isle of Gulls, where."from the
highest to the lowest all men's parts were acted
of two diverse nations."”

-
While this is a decade after the 1595 date, a letter

which Albright notes from Sir Walter Raleigh to Cecil dated
, .
July 6. 1597, draws the literary circle far fighter and

makes its references far more allusive:

Wee have all written for supply, without it we can .
do little or nothing and we shall not be abell to
retch the place of our greatest hopes. I acquainted
my Lord Genrall [Essex, then.in command over Raleigh
on the expedition] with your letter to'mee, and
your kind acceptance of your entertaynment. He

_ - was also wpnderfull merry at your.consayt of Richard
II. I hqpe it shall never alter, and whereof I
shalbe most gladd if it is the trew way to all our <t
good, quiet; and advancement, and most of all for

., her sake whose affairs shall truelg fynd better

. progression I will ever be yours.l

'\ While the of the of "it" and
"her" may be open to donjecture, the allusive applicability
of the subject of Richard II is certalnly implied. It is
noteworthy that ev'én this reference is dismissed by Chambers
in much the same fashionjas he did with the "devoted, if

L4
v %
critical officials," Knollys and Hunsdon, by simply stating

N

15a1bright, pp. 697-698.
1éa1bright E 698.



40
that in 1597 Cecil, Raleigh, and Essex were, for onc.e. on
friendly terms.l7 23 . '

Yet, here as with the Hoby letter, one finds the
poasibli:y of a reference to Shakespeare's play; and i
is a reference from an aristocracy perhaps not so
one-dimensionally loyal as some criti;s would have them,
an aristocracy which may well have had an influence on the
" populatity of Shakespeare's play, and an aristocracy which
may well have believed in the ability of thé drama to move
the populace on a political level. X .

Another pie;enof external evidence taken by Chambers
to provide a date of 1595 concerns the publication of Daniel's.
Civil Wars: )

appeared in 1595, and the second of these contains
parallels to Richard II, which are not in the first. =
Obviously both might have preceded the play, bup

®m:. on the whole it seems more ulicely, especially on
the analogy of Daniel's handling of his Cleopatra
(c.f. Antony and Cleopatra), that he made these
alterations after seeing it.l8

. (\ This.wad registered on 11 October 1594. Two editions

This question of borrowing Daniel and

as a means of dating Richard II has been an étea‘o‘f controversy

for some time. Charles Knight first pointed to the similarit)les

3 B
in his Pictorial Edition of Shakespeare (1838-44), emphasizing

:
17chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 353.
18chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 351.

e



- U 4

the debt to be Shakespeare's.'l!?®

In 1859, however, R.G. White's
Works claimed Daniel the debtor by comparing the first and
second 1595 editions - the view first promulgated in the
twentieth century by E.K. Chambers.20
Yet by 1939, John Dover Wilson had proven thht there
was no second egition of Daniel's poem in 1595, but merely
a second printing differing from the first only in-its title
page. The differences noted by White, and reaffirmed by
Chambers, did not appear until the 1609 edition.2l since
Wilson's discovery the majorfity of critics - including M.W.
Black, Peter Ure, and Dpurence Michel22 have noted the parallels,
and viewed the debt as being on Shakespeare's side. ' )
Perhaps the most definitive study of the problem
is George M. Lngan s article "Lucan-Daniel-Shakespeare:
New Light on the Relationship Between The Civil Wars and

Richard II" (1976), which traces the influence of Lucan's

Pharsalia through both Daniel and Shakespeare, and concludes:

19Charles Knight, in George Logan, .
“Lucan-Daniel-Shakespeare: New Light on the“Relation A\
Between The Civil Wars and Richard II," Shakespeare

Studies,” 9 (1976), 121.

20R.G. White, in George Logan. “Lucan-Daniel-
Shakespeare: new Light on the Relation Between The Civil
Wars and Richard II," Shakespeare Studies, 9 (1976), 121.

2lgeorge Logan, - "Lucan-Daniel-Shakespeare:, New Light
on the Relation Between The Civil Wars and icﬂatd II,"
Shakespeare Studies, 9 (I978), 12I.

2210gan, p. 121.
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The only passages of Richard II that include Lucanic
reminiscences come at places where Shakespeare is
. close to Daniel, and there is nothing in these passages
to suggest that Shakespeare is drawing from Lucan
srather than Daniel. The conclusion is that in these
passages Daniel is following Lucan and Shakespeare
is following Daniel.23

While this may put the aefyd‘b "s‘\émp of a 'terminus a
quo' date of late 1594 or arly 1595 on Shakespeare's Richard
II (the 'terminus ad q‘uem' being 1597 with the publication
of the ‘first quarto), it also raises the question of
Shakespeare's proximity to his sources. o
When dealing. with the question of)‘ ;c"’.cau:y, one
must needs look at the de‘g?ee to which a Vilt;rk is dependent .
u‘p‘un its sources. If the particular piece relies heavily
on a speci¥iic source then certainly the originality of its
social and political commentary may be refuted. Alr_ernatively.
if the piece draws from a variety of sources and_ presents
the ma:e‘rlal in a hitherto unprecedented fashion - and if
this subsequent compilation has an, immediate topical -
applicability - then an originality of social and political
consciousness is assertable.
FQr- Shakesepare'srluchard II, no less than seven
principal sources have been vario‘haly suggested and accepted:
'(1) H::linahed's Chronicles of England, Scotland, and Ireland

(1586-7); (2) Samuel Daniel's The First Fowre Bookes of

the Civile Warres (1595); (3) the anonymous play Woodstock

23p0gan, p. 121. . )
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(?1595); (4) Lord Berners' translation of Froissart's Chronicles

(1523-5); (5) Edward Hall's The union of the two noble and

illustre families of lancastre and Yorke (first edition, &

1548); (6) a version of the anonymous French manuscript

La Chronigue de la Traison et Mort de Richart Deux Roy £ (‘

Dengleterre (c. 1400); (7) and Jeap-Creton's Histoire du

Roy d' Angleterre Richard24 (1400) .

Two further source suggestions which have created
some controversy in this century are Evelyn May Albright's
assertion that Shakespea‘re was borrowing from the unpublished
BAGUSGELGE OF :Dr TokA Hayward!s Henry IIII (1599),25 and
John Dover Wilson's hypothesis of .a non-extant ‘Durce play ) e
- having a rejationship much like that of The Tz‘oublesome -

Raigne to Shakespeare's King John.?26 ‘
Perhaps the only point of general agreement concerning

sources among twentieth century,critics [i.e. CHambers,27
Craig,28 and Muir2%] is that the basic structural model

for the play is Christopher Marlowe's Edward II'(?1591).

Even here, however, one cannot emphasize enough the care

24yre, p. xxX. P

25A1bright, p. 706.

26Muir, p. xxii.

27chambers, William Shagsgeatu, p. 351,
28craig, Complete Works, p. 644.

29%uir, p. xxii.
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With Which one must proceed in analysing Shakespeare's dependence
ion his sources. It would sometimes seem quite possiblF,
when one notes the degree to which a literary work is/dependent
upon its prececessors, to dismiss its own invention &nd
then-current applicability entirely. Perhaps a clear example
of this counsel#df despair is Charles Lemb's opinion of
the relationship between the two p1ays:3} .
The reluctant pangs of abdicating Royalty in Edward
furnished hints which Shakespeare scarcely improved
in his Richard II; and the death-scene of Marlowe's
King moves pity a; terror beyond any scene, ancient [
or ‘modern, with w&cn I am acquainted.3
f : I ) L
A While it is true that Shakespeare's is. the debt
in terms of dramatic treatment of mcnarchical deposition
and downfall, one must bear in mind that he had already
used an historical figure as the hero of a tragl.c plot 1n

Richard III.,6 By the time of Richatd 11, Marlowe's mcde]. =

is taken ‘a step further, to the point where deposition becomes

: . .
a_ more central issue to-the drama than had hitherto been.

ptuyr\ced. As Hardin Craig stated in 1951:

The judgement of critics has been warped by their
habit/ of interpreting Richard II in terms of that

¥ . remorse of conscience for the dethronement and murder
of a King which appears -ifi the later, plays of the
series; namely in I and 2 Henry IV and Hedry V; -
also in the horrid significance of the event as

Qhurles Lamb, in, Glynne Wickham "Shakespeare s King

Richur‘ﬁ and Marlowe's King Edwlrd II," in Irving Ribner,
ed., Christopher Marlowe!s "Edward I1'": Text and Criticism
(New York: thewodyssey Press, 1970), p. 199. A
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the first cause of the Civil Wars of the roses depicted
in the Henry VI plays and Richard III. By looking
at Richard II within its own Jorders, however, one
sees that it is a u—ggedy,l an ‘a history with

Indeed, what is important in terms of topicality
is the degree to which a work differs from its sources.

In the case of Richard II, such differences are found in

structure, theme, and ovérall manipulation of historical
informSQ\on. On the topic of departures from the primary
structural source, the most comprehensive work 1s Glynne

Wickham's' "Shakespeare's King Richard It and Marlowe's King

Edward n"y(wse). which states that:’ 4 Dot
++. a simple rebetition of Edward's fate in terms &
of Richard's reign would have held little appeal 4

either to the Lord Chamberlain's company of actors

or to their patrons. Thus, if Richard'II does represent
. a borrowing there is a good reason to suppose that

the difference of treatment is as notable as the

original borrowing.32

He notes a number of interesting differences between

the two plays which help to support such a statement. * The
antagonists find different.ends, with Mortimer being executed
and Bolingﬁroko being made King Henry~IV. While admltffng
this to be historically true, Wickham argues that "it may

3lcraig, Complete Works, p. 644. . .
% 1 ¢ .
32G1ynne Wickham, "Shakespeaa's King Richard II and
Marlowe's King Edward II," in Irving Ribner, ed Eﬂr[!toghar
Marlows Edward I1": Text and Critic (New York: e \
Odyssey Press 7P B
’ = S )




46
catss tnalbats & ALECEEONCE E MOERL And AEELAELC PUEDOSE
8T8 both dramatists, felt freq to alter g{he ordering of
historical events if it puited them and their: actors to
do s0."33 Furthermore, a difference exists in the cause
of conflict in each of the two plays. In Shakespeare's play
Richard banishes Bolingbroke, and then cgnfiscates his lands’
arid plate. “This cregtes R personal, animosity between

" the king and his rival which helps to indpire the rebellion
of the nobles. Contra;;tingly, it is Edwﬂ‘rd‘s“ r‘evocati.on °
of Gavestor's banighment’(fr‘om the previa‘{us reign) which
ﬂnt. creates an arena of gevneral d&scont;nt .and brings

about -the need for an individual antagonist. Wickham concludes:
H 3 - ;

..+ The question of consequence to the dramatic
development of Edward II is'"who will fill this
role?" and the answer 1s young Mortimer. This is
never'a question of consequence in Richard II, since
it is obvious from the outset that Bolingbroke is
. the offended adversary: the question there is whether )
he can find sufficiént support to claim compensation
or revenge. The one point that both plays have
in common is the personal contribution made by Edward
and Richard respectively towards answering these -
questions fh amanner that invites their own destruction.34 -

Thus, one must avoid the misconception that parallels
on‘:"struccural level ‘imply a similarity of emphasis. Such
is true_too, of parallels on an historical level. This is
not, of course, meant to deny the importance of such historical

33wickhan, "Shakespeare's King Richagd IT," p. 200.
T

34wickham, "Shakespeare's King Richard II," p. 200.

' !
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parallels, but attempts to put them into perspective: thegeby

avoiding such views as those expressed by Dr. Johnson in-. .

1765: : ) .

... the play is ex&acted from the chronicle of

Holinshed, in which many passages may be found which
- Shakespeare has, with very little alteration transplanted

into his scenes: particularly a speech by the Bishop ¢ &

of Carlisle in defence of King Richard’s unalienable

right and immunity from human jurisdiction.

It is important that one realize the extremity of
~

" such a view, partiéhlarly when dealing with the question ®
of topicality, since it has persisted into the twenyieth .
Icentury, bringing 1nto question the crlginality of Shakespeare's i
work. As recently as 1969, Stanley Kel.ls i.ntroduced the -
§ o
play in the following fashion: .
... the play raises many general llsue\‘bqth political
and personal. But Shakespeare does not specifically -
relate them to the situation at.the time he was _
writing. Nor does he twist the facts so as to force
his audience into an awareness of relationships
X with contemporary politics. This play is closer & o
to history as Shakespeare knew it than most of his ,
plays about English hxst.ory. S e
d Certainly it must be adnut\EGXa: when deaung LI
with a subject groun'ded in history, an author must rely
o Ab-least to.a degree on historical sources. And in Richard
- . m—— B
923 Shukespeare reuu more heavily inshed's Chronicles .
3 \ *
35pr. Johnson, in Wilson, p. viii.
<)

36yells, p. 14.
s

. ‘ 2 ) -




- specifically thg.second edition of 1587, since II,

iv,

8 uses a passage not in that of 157737 - than any other

hi

storical source.

a
However, one mustfhote.that Shakespeare

is not simply dramatizing Holinshed, for/he has omitted

and added to the story in order to create a cohesive stage

" dr.

ama.

— Specifially, Richard II omits Holinshed's long account

of bcth Richard's Itiah campalgn and Northumberland's ‘leading

* of him into the ambush between Conway and Flint, as well . \__\

as the full texts of various documentd - such-as the Archbishop

of

the chreonologicalsequence of ‘events '(nocur'u.Qn v, i),

an

Cantérbury's.seérmon on the deposition. Further,

d 'ig rather liberal with time'- i.e.

he alters

between evehts -

B 4
and age - such as the unhﬂs}orical: youthfulness of Hotspur.38

Peter' Ure, in his 1ktgedbcti.on‘ to the Arden edition

(1961), notes some sevén additions not found in ‘the Chronicles,

including tﬁe character and behavior of John of Gaunt: the

Du

al

ard her wnmanly behavior (in Halinshed as in histnry, she

chess of Gloucester's meeting wi(ﬁ Gaunt in

» ii; nearly

L of Isabel's Bart: her grief, her partind¥with Richard,

was a chxxd of eleven): “the eharucter and behavior of the

.Du

che

of York in Act V; the »garden scene (III, iv): much

of the character-and behadior of Richard - espetially in

N ;
37Chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 356.
38yre, p. xxxii. 4

e



the last two aets; and the part played in the tragedy by

Northumberland.39 It should here be noted that while one

s o
may attribute more than half of these points to various
possible sources; the areas of deviation concerninghe ;
Duchess of York, Notf.}l;:lmberland, and the garden scene are ’
. attributable only to éhakespeare;- and it is these points, . )
_too, that will be ‘seen.to provide important parts in the d
political thrust of Richard Ii. ¢ L

i ~
Shakespeare's unhistorical account of Gaunt (Holinshed

depicts him as § turbulent and self-seeking magnate) has
P been attributed by John Dover Wilson to Berners' translation

gof Froissart's Chronicte.4® It is only this source which

provides information about Gaunt's sickness, his last ciuya
of life, and the-joy Richard shows A his death. Further,
;
it is Frygissart who first pifeseni:(ﬂi Gaunt as not attempting %

to aveénge Gloucester's deatlh; éven with the knowledge of
.. :
® | Richard's many wrongs:4l .
PE

The duke of Lancauﬁg was sore dysplease:w?%is

¢ mynde to se the kynde his nephewe mysse ymselfe
in dyvers thynges as he dyd. He consydred the tyme
t& come lyke a sage prince, and somtyme sayd to
suche as he trusted best: Our nephue the kynge
of Englande wyll shame all or he cease: he beleveth
to lyghtly yvell counsayle who ghall distroy hym:
‘and symply, if he'lyve longe, he wyll lese his ‘realme,
and that hath beery géten with moche coste and travayle

g 3%re, pp. xxxil, xxxiii.  * 5
40yre, p. xxxiv.
& « 4lyre, p. xxxiv. - : .
L ;
—
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by our predecessours and by us; he suffreth to engendre
in this realme bytwene the noble men hate and dyscorde,
by whom he shulde be served and honoured, and this

lande kept and doubted ...42 .
-

Yet, Shakespeare need not have consulted Froissart
to find a prince sick before dying, and Richard's reaction
to his death is certainly implicit in his action of seizing
Bolingbroke's lands and title - an action well-documented
in other sources. Further, it is Shakespeare who’places

is on Gaunt's sation of Richard's "farming" the

‘tealm - an.accusation,ndt found in Proissart. Such points

as theu‘e. as well as the absence o{ uny‘;ve:bal echoes?3

or any other aﬂmilavr.gti'ea in. the two accounts.- Froissart's

ove.ral']. plot bearing little resemblance to Sh’akaupeate'a

- must cause one to regard any influence as. questionable. \
The 1nfluenqer‘s of the anonymous chtonigue'de la

Traison et Mort de Richart Deux and Jean Creton's Histoire

du _Roy d'Angleterre Richard are open to similar scepticism.

While both were used by such contemporary literary figures

as Stowe, Holinshed, and Hall, these highly sympathetic
accounts of Richard's fall wera available to Shakespeare
only in manuscéript.#4 Paul Reyher and John Dover Wilson ,:
have asserted their value as sources for Richard II on thg
42Ure, pp. xxxiv, xxxv. “
43ure, p. xxxv. —

44yre, p. xlx.

- " . 5 . \ .
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basis of yerbal echoes, the transmission of historical details

otherwise unavailable, and supposed general resemblances

in theme - particularly the treatment of Richa.rd (in the

last two acts) in a more sympathetic light than Holinshed.45
One must remain careful in identifying them as sources,

for even Reyher and Wilson only go so far as to see them

as providing -suggestions for e's play. That is

to say, they represent the possible "germ" of an idea -

spch as for a far more sympathetic ending for Richard (a
point, it will be noted below, which is more readily understood
in terms of dramatic ne\ceuslty). Further, such assertions

are always arguable on the grounds of Shakeapenre'é own
invention; and the use of these particular Frsnéh sources

in such a fashion requires, as Peter Ure stated, thutr

Shakespeare:

.+« searched well below the surface of Holinshed
for primary sources which took the form of
privately-owned manuscripts 'in fifteenth century
French. We may not refuse to believe this ... provided
the links between the manuecripts and the play are
demonstrably—firm. In this case, at least, a mere
chain of ingenious probabilities will not serve,
although one verbal echo which. cannot be ascribed
to coincidence or the intervention of another source,
or the internal logic of the drama, or one historical
fact of the same kind, will be quite sufficient. .
I do not think this has been forthcoming so far.46 -

. T . R S

45ure, p. xixi. "W J

46yre, p. xlvi.
.
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Another historical source, Edward Hall's The union

of the noble and llluatre famelies of Lancastre and Yorke,
!

has been noted on even less specific grounds. E.M.W. Tillyard

and John Dover Wilson have claimed that: -

The most striking parallel between Hall and [Richard .
II1] ... is the fact that both begin at the same

point [the appeals of Mowbray and Bolingbroke] and

that in a sense Hall furnished the frame and stretched
the canvas for the whole Sh;kespearian cycle, Richard
II to Richard III.47

-

Despite the possibility that Hall may provide a .
“frame" for the entire tetralogy, there is very little evidence
connecting Richard II and Hall on the basis Jf ﬁor;ation )
Eound in The Union and not in Holinshed 48  Indeed, Shakespeare's'
use of source material of an historical nature can ha:d].y
be seen as mere recapitulation - he does not borrow specxﬂ.cally
from one historical source for the entirety of his work,
nor does he 1auzg££ormation that he does borrw’untouched
by hia.:reativ; will. '
Ll 'Nh‘l of course, is true in varying degrees for
all authors\ﬂealinq with an historical source; paéticularly 4
when that author is atcempcing to create a lessshistorical,
more dragatic poem or play. HaVL‘ng already noted that the

debt between The Civil Wars and Richard II lies on Shakespeare's

4
side, the points upon which they coincide and differ - o

S
47yre, p. xlix. )
48yre, p. xlix.

-.
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particularly .in terms of infornn\uti.on not found in the historical
sources - become an essential area of inquiry, \

In perhaps the most detailed study of 'this question,

Laurence Michel, in his introduction to the 1958 edition

of The Civil Wars calls it:

++. the most illuminating background reading yet

found for full appreciation of Richard II, and a

companion piece not unworthy to stand beside it - ~
in its own right.49

. : -~
He identifies some five specific points upon which the two *

works agree, and yet differ from their chronicle sources: the

presentation-of Isabel as a mature woman, and not as her
historical eleven year old self; Bolingbroke's and Richard's
entrance into‘ London tandem style - the former in triumph
and the.latter in defeat; Richard's actual handing of the
crown to Bolingbroke; the hints of King Henry IV, upon which
Sir Piers of Exton murdédrs Richardi and Richard's last poetic
spee.Ch -.4ust before a servant r“usheu in to warn him of
the arrival of Exton and the assassins.50 .
Certainly, these np?ciﬂic similarities must be admitted.
Thematically, however, kichard's dethronement is treated
quite differently in The Civil Wars and Richard II. Michel's

introduction relies on Tulyard'i maxim concerning Shakgspeare's

A

49aurence Michel, ®q., The Civil'Wars (Ney Haven:
_Yale University Press, 1958),%p. 21, Sb 2

50Michel, pp 11-13.
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4
_adherence to Tudor doctrine, and subsequently he links the

two works in the following thematic fashion:

Both poets ... begin at the same point in the reign
of Richard II, and in political philosophy they

are identical, showing the evils of civil dissension
and the curse of rebellion. -

As a whole, this would defmitely seem to be the
ar.titude with which Daniel presents the events of Richard's

downfall in his Civil Wars:
L 4

And, Lancaster, indeed I would thy cause

Had had as lawfull ard as sure a ground,

As had thy vertues, and thy noble hart,

Ordaind, and borne for an imperial part. . . -

116. . .
Then had not that confus'd succeeddfi\Age
Our fieldes ingrayn'd with bloud,{ our s dy'd
With purple - streaming wounds off our owne rage, v
Nor seene our Princes alaughcerad Peeres destroyed, -
Then hadst not -thou, deata caunr.r;\. com'n to wage
Warre with thy selfe, nor those afflications try'd
Of all consuming discorde here so lgng:
Too mightie now, against thy selfe too strong,

(I, 115-116)

Yet it will be argued below that, in the context

of Richard II, Shakespeare avoids such sermonizing, presenting

" the necessity of Bolingbroke's Machiavellian usurpation

in juxtaposition with the inertia of Richard's reigni ‘"
" v . e 8

.. --.Gaunt.— Methinks I am a prophet new inspir'd,
And thus expiring do foretell of him:
His rash fierce blaze of riot cannot last.
For violent fires soon burn out themselves;

SlMichel, p. 18. . ~
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Small showers last long, but sudden storms are short:
He tires betimes that spurs too fast betimes;
With eager feeding food doth choke the feeder:
Light vanity, insatiate cormorant,
Consuming means, soon preys upon itself.
\ (11, i, 31-39)

v
This question of reliance on sources becomes even
more pertinept when one is dealing with the borrowing of
material hé‘ other dramatic Works. If Shakespeare is relying
heavily on a recently printed or performed play one could
certainly assert that his Richard II contains little original
topical material. In his William Shakespeare (1930), E.K.

Chambers noted:

.
It is quite possible that he had an older source-play
before him, and conceivably he preserved rather
more of a predecessor's phrasing than he did in
the almost contemporary King John. If so, it probably
dealt, perhaps in a first part, with the murder
of Thomas, Duke of Gloucester, a knowledge of which
seéms assumed in.the play as it stands.>

'

Given that Jack Straw (?1591) deals with the revolt

of 1381, and not Glouqester's. death or Richard's deposition,

as well as its presentation of Richard as a noble, if misguided
King, generously providing pardons for all but the leaders

Q£ rebellion, one can safely dismids it as a primary source

for Shakespeare's Richard II. The case for the.anonymous’

Thomas of Woodstock (?1595) however, is neither as direct

nor as simple. »

52Chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 352.




In his 1946 introduction to Woodstock: a Moral
History, A.P. Rossiter stated:

... The writer who uses the 'general idea' or a
'recurrent theme' in an earlier play tends unwittingly
to collect his ‘'echoes' into the place or places
where an idea or theme is treated. In Richard II
we find little or nothing of Woodstock echoed after
the beginning of\A¢t III: Shakespeare has used

# his recollection and (with the King going out of
all compass for the smaller play®s cgnception) goes
his way. \&n

i
But deterfnining on whose side lies the debt is far more

* complicated than Rossiter would )\ava it. As Peter Ure noted:
N 4

+++ but we do not know whether or not the writing

of Woodstock preceded that of Richard II. Since

it was first printed by Halliwell from MS Egerton ~
1844 in 1870, Woodstock has had three different
editors. The manuscript "bears marks of having ,

been in long and constant use as a prompt copy.

while the marginal entries in different hands suggest
that it underwent several reviva@s." As to the

date of composition and first pdrformance, the evidence
of the manuscript itself points in conflicting directions.

Certainly there are quite a number of verbal echoes

in the first two Acts of Richard II which cannot be ignored;

and Shakespeare's unhistorical conception of a loyal John
.
of Gaunt is quite similar to Woodstock's unhistorical Glouster.

Further, when Gloucester is referred to in Richard II, it .

is in the same unhistorical "plain Thomas" fashion as presented

53a.P. RGesiter, ed., Woodstock: A Moral Histor
(London: Chatto, and Windus, 1946), p. 50.

< . S4ure, pp. xxxvii-xxxviii.
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only in the anonymous work. _However, %o conclude that
Shakespeare's Gaunt is the anonymous playwright's Gloucester
remade is merely a conjectural possibility: particularly

since Shakespeare's character may have been similarly germinated

by Froissart's Gaunt.55

Further, Rossiter's insistence that Richard II is '
dependent upon Woodstock for knowledge congernlhg the murder
of Gloucester, the financial .farming of the realm, and the _
actions of the favourites is réfutable within the| context
> o

of Shakespeare's play. While Gaunt's reference tp "My brother
Gloucester, plain, well-meaning soul" (II, i, 128) is undoubtedly
on echo of Woodstock, Rossiter overemphasized such echoes
. .
when he stated: 4

... the whole matter of the death of Gloucester,

with the king's complicity and Mowbray's part, must .

have equally been involved in difficulty - from

which readers of Shakespeare depend on editorial

notes from History books to relieve them.

¢+ This is to ignore the implications of the very first

- 7
reference to thegmurder by Bolingbroke. Its presentation
as the third accusation is a deliberate move to heighten
its dramatic effect; giving it the emphasis of 'a trudp card:
| .
That M;wbt'uy hath receiv'd eight thousand nobles .

In name of lendings for your Highness' soldiers,
The which he hath detain'd for lewd 1mp1}oym.entu,

Y N -
55ure, p. x1. ¥ /

56Rossiter, p. 47. {
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° Like a false traitor,® and injurious villain;
- Besides I say, and will in battle prove,
Or here, or elsewhere to the fuYtthest verge
That ever was survey'd by English eye,
THat all the treasons for these eighteen years
Complotted and contrived in this land
Fetch from false Mowbray their first head and spring:
Further I say, and further will maintain
Upon his bad life to make all this good,
That he did ,plot the Duke of Gloucester's dedth,

is elieving ries,

And consequently, like a traitor coward,
Sluic'd out his innocent soul through streams of blpod,
Which blood, like sacrificing Abel's, cries
Even from the tongueless caverns bf the earth
To me for justice and rough,chastisement;
And, by the glorious worth of iy descent,
This afm shall do it, or this life be spent.

(1, i, 88-108) “\\

G . 1

»

—

Against the first twq accusations Mowbray readily

defends himself, but to the third - the murder of Gloucester

- he provides a curious response:

«++ For Gloucester's death,
I slew him not, but to my own disgrace
Neglected my sworn duty in that case."
(1, i, 132-134)

z . : b
John Dover Wilson has called this an “émbarrassed apd ambiguous

adding that the "iasue ... i left quite obacure."57

speech. .

ha
one finds a plausible explanation.

Upon closer eXahination of e's text, .

» The person to whom Mowbray immediately appeals after

this speech, and to whom his dﬁty is permanently sworn, "

is Richard. In the eyes of the audience, the question of

57Rossiter, p-.. 48.
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who actuall: led Gloucester is left unanswered after

the first scere, yet the appeal to the king becomes significant -
in the scene immediately following where Gaunt sefuses to

avenge his brother's death: - . .

God's is the quarrel - for God's substitute,
His<deputy anointed in His_sight,

Hath caus“d his death; the which if wrongfully,
Let heaven revenge, for I may never lift,

An angry arm against His minister.

7 (1, ii, 37-41)

1t is in the very nemt scene that Richard ra_t.)‘_xer:‘

dramatically removes the entire problem by banishing both

& Bolinghroke and Mowbrsy t the latter for a nonbly 1onger
period cf time.. Two uceneu later,. ‘Iork almost dlrectly
accuses Richar of/the murder in his comparison between

him and the late King Edward:

But when he frown'd it  was against the.French,
And not against his friends:; his noble hand
Did win what he did spend, and spent not that
3 What his triumphant father's hand had won,

His hands were guilty of no kindred blood, ¢
But bloody with the enemies of his kin.

e O Richardl York is too far gone with grief,
Or else he never would compare between -

(I1,'i, 178-185)

The Bishop of Carlisle's upeech in Act IV on the

~

noble dea‘th of Mowbray serves, in’a sense,-as an exoneration '

for him = thus leaving Rlcha‘rd alone to bear the blame:

Many a time hath banish'd Norfolk fought

For Jesu Christ in rious: Christian f.

b Streaming the ‘ensi ©f the Christian cross .
Against black Pagans, Turks, and Sagacens; e »

.



And, toil'd with works of war, retir'd himself
To Italy: and there at Venice gave.
His body to that pleasant country's earth,
And his pure soul unto his captain Christ
Under whose colours he had fought so long.
(v, i, 91-100) "

It is noteworthy, too, that immediately following this speech

York informs us that Richard will regign the crown to

Bolingbroke. . 5

In -an article entitled "Richard II and the Woodstock.

Murder" (1971), A.L. French stated that:

Far from being what Dover Wilson called it, a“minor

strand in the texturé of the piege, it is.actually

the mainspring of the dramatic action in the first

third of the play (that is, up to the end of II,

. i) - dominating the exposition; in one way or another
it is behind everything that goes on - not-only .
the’ quarrel between Bolingbroke and Mowbray (which v
. leads ‘to the banishment), but also Richard's seizure
of Gaunt's estates, Bolingbroke's return, and Richard's
consequent downfall. To ignore the woodstoclg murder ;
is, therefore, to make nonsense of the play. «

Indeed, throughout the play, thg murder of Glouce:t}"
qu an ever-;_:rauant. instigating force for Bolingbroke's action:
and the blame for the murder ulhately rests on the should“s
of Richard. This' emphasis on the king's own instigation
of his downfall provides the response to Rossiter's assertion
‘of the play's dependence on Woostock for references toytne
farming of the realm, and the role played by'.the favcuri:tesx

«++ Even more is ‘this so with the blank charters
and the farming of t‘hs realm. Unless we know Woodstock,

3
58A.L. French, "mchua II and-the Woodstock Murder,'s.

Shhkesgqare Quarterly, . 337.
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or are edified from without in some other way, the
references to the former abuses are barely graspable.

= To take but one example, the line "Thy state of °
law is bondslave to the law" is hopelessly obscure
unless we remember how Tresiliar, the lawyer, has L
provided the?ocument by which Richard becomes "Landlord
of England . «++. In a similar way,
though Greene is killed in Woodstock but alive in
Richard II,.the latter play gives the favourites
50 Iittle introduction or development as to make

< it a natural supposition that Shakespeare took them

"as read."59

. . B

This is to ignore that when one meets the favourites at

the end of the first‘act of Richard II, and Greene advises
that something.must be done about the rebels in:.Ireland, e :

Richard replies: L
i | . e
We will ourself in person to this war;
And for our coffers, with too great a court .
) And liberall largess, are grown somewhat light, - 5
- We are imforc'd to farm our royal realm, p.
The revenue whereof shall furnish us
For our affairs in hand. If titat come short,
Our substitutes at hope shall have blank charters, i
Whereto, when they shall know what men are rich, ~ "
N °  They shall subscribe them for layge sums of gold, .
Ry, And send theh after to supply Bur wants: & L
For we will make for Ireland presently. \
(1, iv, 42-52) . o0 s

Less than ten lines later, when the favourite Bushy brings

news of York's impending death, Richard continues:

~Now put it, God, in the physician's mind .
To help him to his graye immédiately! -~ S
The lining of his cofffirs shall make coats - N E

# To deck our soldiers for these Irish Wars.

— s o .
e et By

“ 59Rossiter, p, 45. . -




Come, gentlemen, let's all go visit him,
Pray God we may make haste and come too latel
< (1, iv, 59-64)

62/

In these two early sectlonu of the play one finds

ample reference: by Richurd to hlslfinancial misdealings;

and furgLr, they help to point to, a uanificantly different

treatment of the king s downfall. Here the favourites are

portruyed as frivolous yes-men, pgreeing to and encouraging.

his indulgences. With\no active‘\ Tresilian to blame,

Richard

. o
becomes the cause of his own' political destruction; and

the result is that in Shakespeare's play:ohe has a balanged

juxtnp{’:sltion of Richgd .and BolingBroke both as ‘characfer -

types and as embodiments of political ggilosophies.

This differs matkedly from ‘the active role played

-by the favouriteu in woodsr.ock- ‘The play ope:\s with

atiempt to poinon %the nobles in oppoaic!on the. Kinq 8
“ 4

an

favourital - and notably that opposition exonerates the

king from ({w wrongdoing:

4To your loved » and good
That not: King Riclard but his flatterers
Sir Henry Greene, joined with Sir Edward Bagot
And that sly machiaevel Tresilian,
’,y (Whom now the king elects fcr Lord Chief Justice)
. Had all gx‘eu: hands in thi’s cons, Iracy.
(r, i, 59— 6 51

L &k q

~ Tis certainly made /known, my reverend‘rds,

¥

Indaad, thi pur@na of the uction- of Woodstqck

and the other noblu 1: to "Dastroy those ﬁatteran

+e++ and
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them.” (I, i, 170-171).. It is these flatterers who are
seen as ‘ruinating’ the kingdom as they activé}gﬁrm the
realm with Tresilian's blank charters, With Richard in

\a subsequently less }vil role he is able to come to a Jdegree
of self-realization before his crown is in danger;i-this )
is evident in Act IV, when he attempts to prevent the murder

of Gloucester:

Send post to Galais and bid Lapoole forbear
On pain of Life, to act our sad decree.
Fo® heavn's love, go, _prejent the tragedy.
WEe have too much provoked the powers divine .
* &nd here repent thy wrongs, good uncle Woodstock:
The thought whereof cénfoundd my memor
If men might die when they wpuld point tha time,
The-time is now King Richard would be gone; »
“For as a fearful thunder - clap doth strgce
The soundest bedy of the tallest:oak 2
Yet harmless leaves the outware” bprk untouched, -
_So is King Richard struck.. Come; come lets go::
My wounds are inward. Inward burhs my woe. ~* .
S . (1Iv, iii, 170-182) i
: ~
- ™y - 1
4 such a degrae c»fJ self-evaluation and self-Wnowledge °

.

doas not - and arguably. with Richard s _more active role

in the decay of the)kingdom, could not = occut in Richard

AL g.lm:i.l the King's very crown is removedy certalnly it -
cannot be denied that Shakespeare makes far less use of

the favourites than does the anonxmous'playwright of Woodstock,

but within the ‘context of Richard II it would seem to be

‘read»llyuum_ieutanduble, and quite necessary for its dramatic
:success. Ms Paul Gaudet, in his article "The Parasitical

Counselors inLShakespeate's Richard II" (19822: noted:
" > ) L .
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Shakespeare has deliberately modified the traditional
characterization of the favourites to Yeinforce
the play's ambivalent mode of expdrience, with its
emphasis on the ‘intricacies, deceptions and follies
of human politics. The oblique rendering of Bushy,
Bagot, and Green in Richard II should not be dismissed
.as carelessness, nor as a reliance on audience

' expectations; it 19 rather an indication of Shakeapeare s

evolving artistic control in the adaptation of histortcal
materials for the stage. It shows, in particular,

his growth in the handling of charafter with subtlety
and allusiveness and his ability to orchestrate

all the elements of a play to sustain a central

dramatic im‘prsusﬂon.

>
Thus, as with his other dramatic and historical

sources, e is not but indep in

his use of thematic and factual susggestion. It is true

that he may well have found the "germs" for certain characters,

passagesy or treatw’mnts in a variety qaf sources, but he

is not specifically relying on any single extant work for .

the treatment of his subject. \ . o
Such a conclusion is not so easily reuched when

ont; looks- at,r.he pcsslbility of Shakupea;e borrowing heavily

from a non-exr.nnc‘ source. E.K. f.’hambeu chose to lend some

credence to s'uc.h a source bé‘xng mentioned in Simon Forman's

report of the King's men having a Ri»chard II otherethan

Shakespeare's inil6ll:

4.

i ) @ ¥ "

(1982), 154.

Richard !!," Shakespeare Quarterly,

B X .

€0paul’ Gaudet? “‘mg nrulcicgl Counseldrs in Shakespaa’re'n
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+.. Perhaps it is even more likely than Thomas of
Woodstock to, represent the first part of a source
play used by Shakespeare.6l

N

Y/ Yet any dependence would seem to be denied by the
description of the play as covering Straw's riot, the death

of Gloucester, and a plog by John of Gaunt to make his son
King.%2 Given the lack of any further referance: to_the

play, and the uncertainty of its covering Richard's deposition,
one may move on to other source suggestions.

Even more precarious is John Dgver Wilson's assertion
/ .

of Richard II's d a on a non: it play by the anonynous
.playwright of The ‘l’rolublesoma Raigne. The primary arguments .
concern the presence of details in Shakespeare's play whch' * .
. px:e-suppoua knowledge on the part of the audience: the, pre;enes

of "fossil" rhymes in some of the blank verse -;perhapl

indicating that speeches were originally in rhy;ned form; -

the poorness of certain scenes (i.?. v, iii) - fhich Sha)‘:‘elpaura,
xlt is supposed, borrowed from the source play; and the use

in Richard II of information only in the previously mentioned
French chronicles.63

The fourth point has already been treated. The

third point is based on the invalid assumption that a "great” '
playwright always writes " reatly. The uecond point 1qno:al
=~
Slcm:mbex'a, William Shakespeare, p. 351. ~
% _ S2Chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 352. *
63Muir, pp. xxiii, xxiv. ¢
* ' ' ) '
s
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* \:. the pcusihllit){ that Shakespeare may be rewriting his own
chymed verse. One is left with the first assertion - that
features in Shakespeare's play are obscure because :hey

are copied from another work and are not explained as they (
were in that text. b

This is primarily based Hn the single reference
.in the play r.o' “the prevention of ‘pgor_Boungbrook / \about
his marriage” (II, i, 67-68) and Bolingbroke's charge against

Bushy and Greene that: .

You have in manner, with your sinful hours,

Made a divorce betwixt his queen and him, *

Broke the pol ,gion of . a réyal bed,

And stain'd the“beauty of a fair queen's cMeeks

With tears drawn from her eyes by your foul wrongs;
—-  (III, i. 11-15)

. v &
Of the figst point, wWilson claimed that:

++«+ We have here a loose thread, the presence of .
which indicates that more was made of the matter
- inf the original play - it was a strong point in
favour of Boli .= and that sing
the motive in revision so as to lengthen the scales
i in Richard's favour, overlooked the casual mention
of it in York 8 speech.

This ignores the rather lengthy reference to the prevention

of Bolingbroke's marriage found in Holinshed: .
This was a pestilent kind of- proceeding against-
that nobleman then being in a forren countrie, hauing
B beene so honorablie receiued as he yas at his entrance
into France, and vpon view and good Wliking of his
g f 4y X

64yilson, pe lxvi.
’ ™ *
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behauior there, so forward in marriage with a ladie
of noble linage. So sharpe, so severe, & 8o heinous
an accusation, brought to a strange king from a
naturall prince, against his subiect after punishment
inflicted (f6r he was banished) was inough to have
made the French kipg his fatall fo, & vpon suspicion
of assaieng the like trecherie against him, to haue
throwne him out of yhe limits of his land.65

Rather than some otherwise unknown play, Holinshed therefore

seeris a more plausibletand sufficient source for this
underdeveloped detail. . .

1‘he‘ Tq‘uesticq of "breaking th’possessicn of the
‘royal bed" ;s certainly-more difficult to ex’y\uin. Given
the unhistorical Bresentagiun‘:af an adult Isabel, and the
speming inexplicabilty of the remark in the context of
Shak‘espeare'e play, ‘the possibility that Shakespeare is
e_h.h;r borrowing from another source or fall;ng to explain
his own invention certainly exists. However, determining

be impobsible; 4s Petef Ure stateds .
'

““that it comes from a non-extant source play would seem to{ "

«-. but it is hard to conceive any "old play" contaln&ng

© any expansion of this elemept which yet retained

® sKetches for the “Isabel" and. 'Richard" of Shakeupeara.
and harder still to  see wh¥ “Shakspeare's unkno
predecessor, soaked in the history of England” (Wilscn,
p- lxxx) shoild so .wilfully depart from history.66

.

GSHounahad. p.. 848, . s

6l"um, p- 9. ;
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He \anxnues on to list five other possible explanations
for £he line (including echoes of Edward II and Woodstock67),
and concludes:
+3+. the favourites are merely "flatterers," those /
who, according to 16th century moralia, weaken a
monarch's power to rule by encouraging his vices.
Handbooks for princes such as those by Machiavelli

Erasmus, or Castiglione, castigate flattery, which
keeps'the prince ignorant of the world and himself.68 ,

s ' With the ‘une possibly being inspired by a variety
of sources, and sbrving only to heighten the flaws of the
. favourites, rather than changing the dramatic action, one
can safely ayandon any uugge?tion of its being evidam;e_
for the existence of a non-extant source play by t;e anonymdus .,
; : author of The Troublesome Raigne. ' '
’ In terms of both topicality and censorability, the
‘most interesting ‘oﬁ_,au alleged non_-ext‘ant sources is the _
manuscript of John‘Hayward's Henry IIII (1597). In her g
“© . previously mentioned article “Sakespeare's Richard II and
the Essex ‘Conspincj;_ (1927), valyn May Albright noted
v that despite the fact.that Hayward's publication date was
some two years after t‘l;e first quarto.cf Richard II, his
trial testimony reports th;t he ha:i contémpl;ﬁgd tréating
7y . the subject a dozen years before. This enables Albright *

to suggest that Hayward had actually written the work some

15.7}_1_;0, p. 91. . .
68yre, p. 91.
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years prior to publication and allowed Shakespeare to use

it for historical details. She states:

At any rate, the resemblances are close enough to
require some explanation. And they occur chiefly
in connection wjth what the Queen's lawyers said
were attempts tp picture Elizabeth's times under
. the guise of Richard's: the accounts of base favourites,

. unjust taxation, costly and mistaken Irish policies,
the unhistorical conception of Henry IV as a "popular"”
hero (a conception not in the Henry plays that followed), *
and making the deposition seem inevitable ...
think it likely that Shakespeare used both Holinshed
and Hayward as sources, but he finds in Hayward
points not in Holinshed.69

.

E.K. Chanbers quite properly dumtuaeu‘the theory
' of Hayward's unpublished manuucript as "perverse" in light
Oof the relativa dates.of pubucauon of the works in qua-tlon,
d Haywara's subsequent testiwy—thne had acquainted
no-one wi&himeﬁj—lta/ﬂnq only begun tﬁe work a) year
‘previously. Yet Chambers would seem -t.o have been underestimating
the importance of the parallels between the two works e

'he simply stated: ¢ .
+««There are paral.l.a].l, but they may best be
expla:.ned thraugh use by the historian of the plny-
/

. .
simiﬁrly, the most exacting .a’nd preciu attack on Albright's

article, fay s " y nnd_ Essex"

(1930), completely denies any possible political analogy

69%1bright, p. 706.
70chambers, William Shakespeare, p. 356..



on the part of Shakespeare's—piay; or the story of Richard
Al
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Certain it is that Hayward's book was called in
question not because it dealt with any acceptably
“dangerous subject" nor because Elizabeth recognized
herself as Richard II, but because it came out at

a critical time and was dedicated to Essex in such

a way that he considered it daQaging to his chances
with the QuUeen. There is not & single point in

the evidence to show that Elizabeth recognized any
allusion,to herself, much less that she was nicknamed
“Richard "1 y

~

While one .wculd ha,ve to- Agree with Heffner's attack
on Albright's dating of the works, as well as acknowledge
the Yact ‘that with Essex's overt activity Hayward's dedication
became even more blatantly topical, in light of the information
l';ihhertu.p;‘eaented one Woyld have to disagree with Heffner's
= emphasiu on Elizabeth's ignorance of any analogy between
herself and Richard II. ” ’
__—An interesting paradox occurs when one juxtaposes
these views with those of Ernest P. Kuhl who, in his article’

w'Shakespeare and Hayward" (1928) emphasizedlt'.he Hossibility

* that Hayward both borrowed ‘from Richard II, and protected

Shakespeare in his trial testimony:

* ~ ‘ As for the rds spoken by King Richard II, that
princes mua:oggb’t rule without qlimitation, and C .
affirms that to be a true opinion if rightly understoo‘ﬂ:
did not intend it to be taken generally, but that
princes wére to be limited by the law Divine and




n

the law of nature only; had this from a book written
three years since, but cannot remember the author.’2

Noting that in 1598 two quartos of Shakespeare's
Richard II were printed, and that those unhistorical points
of Hayward's work which brought him into disrepute were
also found in them, Kuhl gquestions why the authdr of Henry
IIII did not mention Shakespeare when he defended himself
for his unhistorically popular conc;ption of Bolingbroke
By stating that he "found in Hall and others that he was

of popular behavior, but for the particulars he took the
w13 .

It does seem quite curious that Hayward, an obviously

best writers. r
well-read classicist in his book and_i_n his t:stimony. could
Sk Eechil & MaJor Lhres; yearicifl souFces o wa!Aunaﬁ'e

‘to name the best writers to whom he refarred. pué"eh_eq,.
whi.’le one'may or may not agree that Hayward was possibly

p}otecting ,Shakespa?ke. one must at least acknowledge the

au\ggeat:l}(enesu of the question Kuhl raises as to why Shakespeare
PR

was ‘not also "under fire" from the authorities.’4

It ore incr ingly important to this
inquiry into the political Eignlﬂcance of Richard II to
look at those historical d;lants and perlonautui.el which

£ .

72Ernest P. Kuhl, "Shakespeare and Hayward," Studies

in Philology, 25 (1928), 313. = " . * B
73Kuhl, p. 314.
> 74gun1, p. 314.

Y
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may have been considered aralogous to events and’peruon_éiities

of the period of ition and per ; as well as
those goints which may p40ve linked with Hayward's Henry

IIII and the rebellion of the Earl of Essex.
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CHAPTER IV

- THE TOPICALITY OF RICHARD XI

™ Peitisps e weee detailed work on  the subject of
topical reference inherent in Richard !I is the Evelyn May
Albright article "Shakespeare's Richard II and f.:l’le Esaex
Conspiracy” (1927) so often mentioned above. An exalple
of the contemporafy references she finds in the play comes
in II, i where York pictures King Rxcbud as bqi.nq—ho aff'uetad‘
by the: - e : 3
) Y4
Report of fashions in proud Italy,

Whose manners still our tardy apish nation
me. after in base imitation. -

(11, )., 21-23) ‘ %

By stressing the improbability of Shakespeare's
not knowing that u’u foreign mo:ial of 'Richard'u time was
Fr’ance and not the Reanalnncé Italian nod’el of Elizabethan
England,! Albright begins the process of illuminating Richard
II as a play highly reflective ofgthe loc_lal and political
fabric of the 1590‘s. This is but the starting' point, however,
for the significance of the allusions pointed to goes . far

beyond a commentary on social mimiory to a lucid critique

1K1bright, p. 692. . N




. R % o2 S
of the political anxieties facing Elizabethans in the final

avendis, seENG sEeat osfEy.

B . In this very same act, Albright focuses on three

» “consecutive speeches by Northumberland, Ross, and Willoughby
~ which refer to the reign of favourites, exaction of benevolences;
& and unjust taxation: 4 A
v North. Now afore God 'tis shame such Wrongs .are borne
‘In him, a royal prince, and many mo ‘(\/ .
Of noble blood in this degclining 1land;’ ™ | . v

The king is not himself, but basely led
* . By flatterers; “and what they will inform, .
’ Merely (in hate, ‘'gainst any of us ‘all,
‘That will the king' severely prosecute
‘Gainut us, our uves, our children, and our heirs. . ¥
’? : Rof The commons hath e piu. a v/ith gri‘vcus taxes‘ .
"And’ quite lost their hearts. The nobles hath he fin'd
F‘or ancienc quartals -dnd ‘quite: lost their hearta.

P WL ‘Ana dadly new éxictions are devis'd s g . i
As blanks, benevolences, and I'¥ot not what =
4 But what a God s’ .name’ doth - become: .of thi’s? "
e e B ! (n, i, 238-251) R .

“To these one may add the fauo»}ing five shoft speeches by

the same’ figur which Albright neglects: .

2 g . s ! ‘ i
3 North. -Wars hath not vasted it, for warr'd he hath rnot,
' But basely yielded upon compromise Y
That which his ancestors aghiev'd with blows: : 4 - - 4

’ 2 +More hath he spent in peace thian t:‘hay in wars.

Ross.  The Earl of Wiltshire hatH .the realm in farm.

Will. The King 8 grown bankraut lika a bmken man. . .

North. Reproach and: diuo).ution hangath over ‘him.
! . Ross. He hith no money -for these Irish wars.. =
: His burthenous taxes_notwithstandin
+ But by the robbing of the banish'd buke -’
: (n, i 252- 261) -




Such criticisms as these not only bcre a direct g
appucabiuey to the politics of 1595, + bug woyld grow in
relevant:e and 5ensitiv1ty as the cent:ury drew to a close L s <

e 8

= 2
much as in the case of Jonson's Sejanus (1603). Indsed, .
_ throughout her reign, Elizabeth remained scandalously susceptible

to the praises and influence of such flattering young men
" as.Robert Dudley, Earl of#Leicester and Robert Devereux, . e

Earl.of Essex: ' * 2 o .

h " ’ '

bTD be noticed and talked to was very heaven. Some .
invested a fortun® with tailors to be turned out . . .. 2
® as court dandies that they might penchance catrh * g
her Majesty's eye as a meins of setting a‘foot on- .
the lowest .fung of the ladder of preferment; others 0w -
less ambitious for themselves wanted no fore. than 3 -
“to' bave the twinklinq of one beam of the splendifarous 1 %

planet.' e

A > | That the exaotion-of bénevolencés - Which had dated

from 1475 and waa employed in Ell_labeth s time - was a sore s v

point for ~&he pd‘lxtical adminhtratiun is hxgh 1ghted by

’ T its being orle of-the chief pieces' of evidence used against
Hayward to prove that he meant Elizabeth's day when he epoke ~
: ' of Richard in his Henry IIII. 4 . ; E o
v In fact, the years 1592 and 1593 were noted’ .
- opprg}si\{e tax‘ation:k apd Francis, é'a';:on lost face in the .
9 \ '2Pettersgn, p. 50. . ’ - Y
3Neville @uuams, The Life and Times ' of Elizabeth,
/ -5 (New York: Doubleday and Company, 72)7 -
i 4Alpright, p. 692. - . e ¢



P latter years of the decade for chastising parliament abouyt
the large rtjlbet of u’buidiea granted in so shart a period.5

By the turn)pf the century the irpoverishment of the royal

treasury would reach unheard of depths: as B. R, Outhwaite

uipuv:}x 1 , . n ’
Tre "1 ¥ - - o . ’,‘

PA A {
The gpown was deep in 4:1-3\::‘:%J Elizabeth owed the - -
. i Corporation [of London] 80,000 pounds,<and had failed .
J t§ pay the-interest charges on the last 'loan, and = ' -
-a further 120,000 pounds was outstanding in privy.’
. seal loang. Crown lands were being-sold on an |
. unprecedented- scale and the proceeds. were being R
used, not to repay these debts, but to keep the™ - ..
crown's head above the contihuously high level of -
expenditure. Moreover the Queen was old, thefe .
were doubts about the succession, and thereswas
‘. "% +° never any that her’ would honor
her*debts. . These.factors combined td produce a
situation in which Elizabeth's credit would reach *

" \ " . ite madir. * i . L ¥
¢ S N - L S
. R s
.- ! e e . P
.. . Inexorably linked with the question of finance wére .-
i) s i : P LR Y

o . the 9quuh exploits in Irelam}i." As Jeville Williams has

written.in The Life and Times of Elizabeth I (1978

7 .
freland had remained an insoluble problem for Ellzﬁbeth,
as for later sovereigns, ‘and campajgns against-a

serids of rebels cost haY\/aat sums, whille q;e fighting
proved a'graveyard, for military -reputations. .

s B g 9

i T £ 5 (]
‘SAlbright, ‘p. 692. £ -~
: FRREE ot .
Coursen, The L®asing Out '
ashington: " 5

T p.-28.

Outhwai
K
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7
And the "doubt about the succesion” mentioned by Oushwaite < »
went®beyond honoring Elizabeth's debts to a.very real anxiety
over who wmlxld in fact replacé her. Tnd‘que'an"a godson,; 1

- -
Sir .‘qhn! Harrington - who served with Essex in Ireland and

. 2 5 A

was comfgnder of horse to Sowthampton - described -in his -
Pract on the Succession (1602) what ‘he called a “secret .
of state": , g g "

The Queene's Majestie that.ngw is being soone after ot
hir entrance to hir reigne L?;ubl.ed with gome rumars
and perhaps.causelesse feares suggested torhir concerning
' * quarrels made to hir title, and namely because the, . .
Queen of Scots being married'into France quartered .
the Armes of Englﬂg. as ‘Buchanan testifieth in
/.the place before ledged. A strong impression °
remained in hey mynde, that if she should allow -
and permitt men to examine, discusse, and publishe
yhose title was the best title after hirs, some
would be ready to affirme that title tb be good
afore hirs;, Now, as our countriman, Mr. }nniql,
© writes - ; v
B That still the greatest wrongs that ever were
~ Have then been wrought wh?o Kings were put in feare.

. -

'For these ﬁruplel and the Bull%of Pius Quintus<
(in this Pills Impius) first she utterly supprest .
the thlke of an heire apparent, saieing she would _*
. not*have RIr wynding sheet sett up afore hir f;:c.a ‘
. ' L3 &/ -
storically one finds that Elizabeth's fears wgre
% ncit/un{r' nded. " .Sir Thonu-/wunun, a contemporary lawyer,

.
rote i 600 that* no féwer than twelve different "competitors

+ ga ‘for the death of that good old princess, the now .
|

& Queen."9 And further, that such knw‘edg!,wn widespread,
« "—'———"y =2t )
. BAlbright, p. 694.
9wilson, p. xxiv. . . . E
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" the right°to the throne of England by 'fair sequehce and.:

" 78
and caused a qood deal of anxiety, is («imuQed by ‘the fact
that as late as 1611, the authorized version of the Bible
would cnntain in its address of the. translatiuﬂo Hls Majesty
the foucmng passage - a passage which, .as John Dover Wilson
noted, is not all Elactury:.

7 * : .

For whereas it was the expectation of many, who
wished not well unto our Sion, that vpon,the setting
of that bright "Occidentall Starre" Queen Elizabeth
or most happy memory, some thicke and palpable cloudes
of darkenesse would so have ouershadowed this land,

-~ that men should haue bene in doubt which way they
were to walke, and that it should hardly be knowen,
who was to direct the WMmettled Staté: the appeararnce

. of 'your, Maiestie, as of the '"Sunne" in his gtrength,

© instantly dispelled those supposed and surmised \
mists, and gaue unto all that were well affected,
dxceeding cause of comfort; especially when we beheld
the gouernment established in your Highnesse, and’

r hopefull Seed, by an vndoubted Title, this
algo accompanied with Reace and tranquilitie, at (W
horte and abroad. 1l

~

5 In II, i of Shakespeare's Richard II, York directly

. s
attack¥ the King for his attitude toward thg pripciple of .

&ccauion'x !

Take Herfdrd's rights away, and take from té}e ‘
‘ His charters, and his customary rights: .
Let not to-morrow then ensue-to-dayt 2
Be not thyself. For how art thou a King . ‘
But. by faip sequence and succession?
Now afore dod - god forbid I say txuel - .
If you do wrongfully seize Herford's rights,
Call in the letters patents that he hath

10wi1g0n, p. xxviii. i
1lwy1son, B xxviid, ' - *

B Y



By his attorneys-general to sue,
His livery, ard deny his off'red homage,
You pluck a thousand dangers on your head,
‘ You lose a thousand well-disposed hearts,
And prick my tender patience to those thoughts
Which honour and allegiance cannot think.
‘II, i, 195-208)
>

- -
This passage would bear an immediate applicability

in 1595 to the Earl of Essex, for in that year he was in
some diugtace over ‘a book u‘r“sten by the pseudonymous Ih Dolemarr,
A’ entit].ed A Confgr@hce About Succession To thu Crown of England.

Dedicated to- Eulex and’ uusarting the cl.ulm ofy;ha Infanta

of Spain as a de-candant of John of Gaunt, the book was

- according to Essex's biographer, W.B. Devereux = written -

<o bring him into disrepute: o 8
. £ ¥ It
f/mm— e-pacial.l.y as his own claim as a descendent
of Thomas of Duke of Gl » sixth
+ son of EQward III had baun }'x:ought forward by some +

persons not long before.l

) Thus, Glouc

er's murderer, Richard (analogously

Elizabeth), is the anihilator of the ancestor through which
L Eluax claimed his right to the crown by. fair sequence and
-\ccen’lnn. In the context of Richurd II this is dramatically

emphuized by shakupeau s unhistorical references to Glouce

o ‘B_l a kind, good; and grievously wronged ‘{ndividual. It
‘has been readily admittéd that Thomas of Woodstock is an

earlidr play which presents him as-a "plain well-meaning

. i % . . » 2

. lﬁubug;[. . 696. &= r ‘

|
\
g :



soul,"” but that work seems nlolta the "germ" for Shakespeare's

—_. references to a martyred and heroic dividu)l. whose murderer
. ‘<, &

Sfuic'd ot his innocent soul through streams of blood,

Which-blood, like sacrificing Abel's, cries

Even from the tongueless caverns of the earth

To me for juutice and rough chastisement;

; . x. i103-106) 3 -

Segh i 3 . ) i
and who was "hack'd down, ‘?nd,hia summer leaves all. faded,

/ By, envy s and murder's bloody axe" (I, ii, 20-21)(.‘ .
In Egct, a number .of startling simuaritieu appear .
when one éxamines the entirety of York's spe_ech' in cpmpa;iuon ¥

with the history of -Elizabeth's relationship with the Eari

[N —

. # wno hopea to one day possess her crown:

. York. How long shall I be patient? ah, how long
Shall tender ﬂuty make me suffer wrong?
+ -~ " Not Gloucester's death, nor Herford's banishment,
. Nor Gaunt's rebukes, nor England's private wrongs,
Nor the prevention of Poor, Bolingbroke
. About his marriage, nor my own disgrace, - ]
* Have ever -made¥ me sour My patient cheek, Y
K] ' (II, i, 163 169) . N 5

- ‘ ! _ i .
Albright has asserted that Essex's 1599 appointmerﬁt ST

to Ireland wa- in fact baniuhyent. and supplieu his own 4

letter of Septamber 14, 1596 written to his lntimata friend

¥ Antonio Perez, the Porteguese ptatendar. Essex is referring-

to himself in the umca persont. " : i~ 3

"He was returned," sfy they, "sunburnt, bearded, v
¥nd devoted to business of state. He has made.his

N friend and unfle Comptroller and Privy Councillor.
Then let him joe banished under the appearance Qf ¢
- giving him m{litary ‘command. Let Ireland be entrusted L‘/

to him, .an a: y auignc 0 him. If he will but
¥

= s ¢ .
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depart let him make his own conditions."’ But he

foresees ir trigks, asks advice of the Queen,«

offers hi& serviceg, but yet reveals to her Majesty

with what, intent hds enemies thus burden him_with

praises, and wou:? fain send him on that errand. L
The upshot .is, he/ is retained at home.l3 g e

- -y

e 15!{“1:3:. pe 4.t

It would appear that the Earl was correct in his uua’(clona..

-~ for-Joseph: Allen Matter reports in his My Lords and Lady

of Esse:

Their State Trails (1969) ‘that Essex was not &,

permitted e.o return from Ireland of his own volition:
?

He requested sealed petmissjon from Elizabeth to
return at will after a year, and Chamberlain wrote >+
» Carleton on March 15, 1599, that although the Earl
- had all his demands, the Queen showing herself very
gracious and willing to content him, the clause
of liberty to return at pleuyu-e was not inserted"
1n the patent.l4 X

. ,
Essex's rash return from Ireianﬂ'{ his ineptness

in hendling the rebel Tyrone, and his extravagances in knighting
many of his friends (’thua leadir.\g Elizabeth to believe he ~
was trying tosfguild up adherents for an»attempt uqaif»st
hei ‘government) all’combined tolead to his initial arrest.lS
Mn.tter"slso ré;?ortu that Ess‘ex was extremely popular with

. the common people, to the point wh'erB-El.izubeth E:onrt;d’hlmls

13A1br1ghc’, p. 69.

- 1470seph Allen Matter, My Lords and of Essex:
Their st-.ate Trials (chicagox Henry Regnery gompany, ™

PP- = "
3 1

4 15Matter, P l12.

Moy
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- nr:d it should here be e ed that e's Boli

T, - is unhistorically popular.

" It should be noted too, that William Sanders wrote /

- " at the time Thn. he had seen letters between Essex and Francis
Knollys, "by which there appears, 'av_len from.the beginning i e X
of thatg employmaﬁt, a very plain and’ intentional resclution i
in Eu-ax to make .himself master of his own ambition, and

5 oy this Hay' and means to efféect it.*l7 .7 Bk &\

-J-

K Since these letters are t Tand' the r ,. e “ g
of them was ltronqu éro--uverelgn - parhnp‘u‘ thus feeling
"a need to be anti-Essex - the point. ramalnu open to conjecture.
'Yet no ma\ter if it was 'hin brash ret:urn from the disastrous
Irish campaign, or his perceived thréat to the throne that
" landed him in difficulties, he cgrti}nly must have learned
that a wo(d/or sentence from the Queen determined h‘ia very -

future! - -

Bol. How long a time lies in one little wordl

Four lagging Hintgl and four wanton springs .
End in a word: h is the breath of Kings. g
(/ . 4ii, 213-215) 1 ’ F
‘Y B F ) 5
-  ¥hile York's line "Nor the prevention of poor Bolingbroke
R ' .
- / about his marriage ..." may well be an _grror on the s

playwright's part - simply recnlling Holinshed but' failing ,*

—
to uuuidne the ’nint, as, was -uggncad above - ubrith. S

hal emphal!.nd its applicability to E-ux 8 marriage of

— . 17Matter, p. 12. @

e TR . .
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1590.18 However, it would seeh more likely that if it was
etaken as a current reference it would be as a general comment

upoh Buzabech s propensity to refuse marriage to her familiars, =~ _.

¥ nthur than her -pecific relauonl with ;he Earl.
) ) In 1561 she had éefused the rlght. of Walter, Viscount
.Hereford, to marry Lettice Knollys (the widow of -the first?

Earl E!ser) because she had been a ‘iady' of her court and \
Hereford her counaenor’-g and in t}:u._-ma year uh‘e managed

to ha,vel Lady qano Grey's marriage to the Ba‘rl of Hertford *

\'  declared invalid as she pérceived it a'political threat. 20 -
R4

lronicaﬁy\}:y 1590, Eu:'bsth was angered, but was not -
upset for any extended périod of time over Euux 8 le&nb

marriage to the widow of F'Bir Philip sidnayx

- < The Queen stamped and raged. and roared when she
- heard of Essex'® marriage. Yet by her own standards
her fury was curiously short lived. Aftgr a fortnight
of petulance she welcomed the Earl of Essex to her *
side again, and even went so far as to acknowledge
. his new wife - a énnceuuion Leicester had never o
. wrung from her.21 -
. .

This greatly contrasts with Sir Walter Raleigh's

imprisonment iny1595 for secretly marrying one of Elizabeth’s
; ) S

.
.

18p1bright, pp. 695-696. oo
191bright, p. 696.

20Mandell Creighton, Ouaun ‘Elizabeth (New York: Thomas
Y. Crowell Company, 1956), P

2’-Robe:t Lacey, Robert, Earl of Ei An E#aboehan
~ Icarus (Londont Weidenfe. an colson v Pe . B ’
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‘maids Of honour,2? and the similar fate which befell the

Earl df#Southampton (who served With Essex in Ireland, and

who was his closest adherent(in the rebellion of 1601) for

secretly marrying her lady-in-Yaiting in 1599.23 B

Another point-in York’s speech which may have been

perceived as critical 1izabeth occurs in the following
: 9 .

lines: 5

His hands were guilty of no kindred ‘blood,

But bloody with: the enemies of his kin. - -~
. (11, i, 182-184) .
Albrléht felt that this was probably a reminder of the execution
of Mary Queen of seoes.24 Since she had been dead eighf_
~
yeura it would seem more likely that this accusation is =
meatit: solely to emphasize the murder gf Gl‘oucester; which -
ocaur} before Richard II opens and whic)\f. as has been seen,
iu thc mainspring behind the dramatic action of the play.
A more general area of eriticism. if not’ advice
. directed at the (ueen, occurs in the "garden’ scéne" of III,
ive S " :
) - .
. Go ®du, and like an executioner
o Cut off the ‘heads of too fast growing sprdys,
That look too lofty in.our commonwealth:
All-must be even in our government. i
5o e (111, iv, 33-36) .- 2
" 22Lacey) p. 97- X 2 . - oo %
. » ¥ 4 .y . g
* « flacey, p. 217., T v b
T<24A1bright, pi.696. .
A ght. P 5 o 3
& » o ’ 7 L
a ‘. . ¢ .
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; ... Superfluous branches
We lop away, that bearing boughs may live:
Had he done so, himself had borne the crown,
Which waste of idle hours hath quite thrown down.
¥ (111, iv, 63-66)
Neglected by Albright, these passages could obvjously
be deemed advice for the monarch of 1595, concexning her
@:elat:.onshxp with Essen. This is heightened by the fact x
‘that the entite scene - germ and all - belongs so}ely to”
Shakespeare's invention.2® It is ironic that by the time
of Essex's execution on February '25th, 1601, Elizabeth would .
doubtless find such a passage”instructive in a play which
the Earl's supporters thought to be politically' volatile,

but which ultimately provided the correct advice for quelling

‘their ambition.
That by 1599 the subject of Richard II'was openly

perceived as a vehicle for a( critique of current politics

is evidenced both hy‘the'imprisonment of Hayward, and the’ -
previously mentioned popularity of his work. . (G.B. Harrison, *

in The Life and Death of Robert Devereux Earl of Essex (1937),

notes that "The book was far too popular, and although

* . ®

T ' Rl
45R, Levitsky #m of the Garden Of Scene

. —
o nnothg.r}( 2
. of Rithard IT?" Shake&are Qfarterly, 24 [(1975), 467. - L
. g =¥ 4 :




supprened. a surreptitious edition had been printed and ~
many copies were abroad-“ze) ' ,
Despite the title of Henry IIII, the book undenxably/
focuses on the reign of Richard II, with 97 of 149 pages .
concerning Richard. That the purpose of the book was to !
commént on cur;'e{nt politics is ewidenced both by itd dedication-

to Essex: ) . [ .

Great thou art ln hope, grea¥er Ln the expectation "
of Euture time.2

and by the. introduction to the work, signed by an’anonymous

writer initialling himself “A.P

+

1
- Among all sortes of humane wrxtet‘a here is none
that haue done more profit, or deseMied greater
prayse, then they who haue committed to faithfull
recordes of Histories, eyther the gouvernment of &
e mighty states,;or the liues and actes of famous
men: for by describing the order and passages of
these two, and what euents hath followed what ccunsuiles
. they haue set foorth vnto''vs, not only precepts,
but liuely patterns, both for priuate directions ~
b e and affayres of state: wheréby in shorte tyme young
men may be gnatrueted: and ould men more fullie
furnished with exgerience then the longest age of
man can affoorde.28

.

)

26G,B. ‘Harrison, The Life and Death of Robert Deveraux.
Earl of Essex (New York: ~Henry Holt and Company, ' X
P.- 5 |

27Hu£fnsr, p. 758.
B g 28jayward, p. A3. |
f Ay ; ; y
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present (

162922 )- when

trial, 'Attorney General Coke noted:

. 87

t is notable that neither of these statements was .

would ‘be officially required to be present until

e book was ‘licensed:30

‘The Cdincil were still unsatisfied, and next the
Attorney [Attorney Generil Coke] turned on the Rev.
Samuel Harsnett, Chaplain to the Bishop of London, B
for Hayward had defended imuelf;g/\;gyi,ng that
Harsnett officially’allowed the ok. Harsnett

acted for the Bishop, who was partly resporisible

for the censorship of the press, and had been slack

in his duty, .for ‘the book was brought to him rather
casually, without'its prefatory matter.and he passed
it without trcubling\j read it. The wretched chaplain

was greatly distressed ~.

However, it was not only because of the prefatory

remarks that Hayward was ultimately imprisoned. At his

... that the Doctor selected a story 200 years old,

and published it last year, intending the ’u«ppu‘casion

of it to this ‘time, the plot bé&gﬁ that. of a King

who is taxed for, misgovernment, d his council

for corrupt and covetous dealings for private ends;

the King is cénsured for conferring benefits on

hated favourites, the nobles become discontepted,

and the commons groan under contigual taxation, N
whereupon the king is deposed, and iffthe end murdered. 32

Clearly this synoposis bears a resemblance to

. Shakespeare's play. However, there is no evidence that'\

2%patterson, p. 48.
s LN
30a1bright, p. 700.
+ 3lHarrison, p. 267.
.
32a1bright, p. 703. )

N . ‘ ,
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the Queen or her cm:rglellorﬂ connected Hayward's work with '
Richard II (which. appedred in Quarto’version that very same
year). 'rhlfb«;om.l increasingly curious when one takes

into account the Ec-l.).owing conve:uation noted by Daphne

DuMaurier ln her Golden Lads: A Study of Anthonx Bacon,

Francis and Thli! Friends (1975):.
e ; N ~
THe Queen: - It hath some mischevous'author, other

than he whose name is'upon it. I will have him _
racked to produce the .real author..

Prancis: Nay, Madam, he is a doctor, never rack

his person, but rack 8 style; let him have pen,
ink, and paper, and help of books, d be- enjoined
to continue the story where it breaketh off, and

I will undertake by collecting the lt.y).es to--judge
ylhether hn>wara the author or no#3

Hhile a:on did not folluw through on ‘his Jocular
proniae, and no othar person was ever implicated, there
exist a numh{r of paral.lelu between Hayward's and §hakesp‘eure'-
works which have largely been igriored or dismissed b twentieth
century critics in much the fashion of :jgarat Dowling
-
is Life of Hen:
1" (1931): B : "
- .
* T %
It.is, of course, very possible that the poet and ¥
.the historian had each treated the same subject

with imagination, and that the results .were similar.
But, it is pleasant to think that the pages of Hayward,

in her "Sir John Hayward's Troubles Ove:

. -, :
33paphne DuMaurier, Golden. La A Study of Anthon
Bacon, Francis and Thekr Friends (Lond Victor Gollancz
LEd., 19750s p. 225. i

§ o "



the' adorer of ancient wuthoriiens were perhaph . '
! . enlivened by a memory oOf lines by shakespea:e.34
- . 3 B .

While not fully agre¥ing with the conclusions drawn by Al¥right, R
Peter Ure is one of the few crxticu to nor.e what he calls ’
'a number of raauonably ,gao!i parallels [i,ncluding I‘;- o
113, 246, 250, II. iii; 119,21, IV.d, 130, V. ii, 1a, v. v,
: 77-80,.V. vi, 34; 38]. He concludes: \ » e

But when all is said, and bearing in mind the ‘evidence /
L ] .for the prionty in date of Shakespeare's play - %
which had enjoyed two reprints in 1698, the year %
when Hayward, according to Coke's account of what 7, W
he said, began to compose %ais Henry IV - it sebms
reasonable to conclude that the play was a source
for that¥troublesome little work. This was the
conclusion that Chambers reached, though without
going into the details. Hayward and his 'cause :
celebre’ must therefore be regarded, from, our poix\r.
of view, as’ﬁhrt of the histor! £ Shak!‘speara s - - Fe
reputatidfi at thé turn of the céntury. ; 5 i

g

r
4 . THe link between, the play, Hayward's book1 and the
rebellion of the Eark of Esséx becomes ave&strorn;er when

one considers what was ap}:arently a per of E d

,“,\' Richard II on'the eve of the Essex rebelliog in ;iol.\ The

first critic to note any relationﬁhlp between the t.wo works © .

and the rebels was Richard simpson, Wwho, in 1858, statedx % »
\ S -
'

¢ ' ... The supporters of Essex, to avoid suspicion, P R
' held their,.deliberatiohs at Drury Houge, the re‘!idance %
of Lord SWuthampton, Shakespeare's putron- spme »

N . w ‘ ¥ -~
4Margr:et Dowling, "Sir John Hayward's ’l‘roublel over.

. Hla Life o§ Henry IV," Thelibrar, 4th ser:\ll (1931)]

_'\‘ 35‘_,“,.‘,_ ,_“]L ~ ; T SalET L
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' means were, however, needéd to stir the popular = e
discontent and to familiarize ‘the public mind with o
the idea, if not of deposing Elizabeth, at least
. of making Essex practically supremes At that time
political were net by theories,
arguments on the rights of people, or abstract

. principles, but by precedents, privileges and chaghers. -

. An example was then required of how a tyrannical,

* usurping ;soveredgn might be‘coerced,.and this was

+ ~furnished by Shakespeare 8 play of Richard.Il.

Qr. Hayward had already ccmpoued. with the same
.end,"a history of the deposition of that moparch; !
and had dedicated it-to Essex, but iﬁ‘wau altogether.
too dry and prosaic for the stage. akespeare's
play gresents the Bame theme and. mcrul cast in dramatic -

: form. *

v It is interestirg to note that Simpéon linked Shakespeare
and Essex on gfounds of Catholicism - stating that the post's
mother, Mary Arden, was of o_ld Catholic sv.ock, and .through '

her he was conitectiéd with the Montagues (Browne) . Catesbys; S
and Throckmortons: ~ all leadj.ng datholic families, and distantly .
wich the Eagl of Southampton (his munificenf_ friend and

patrcn37). Upon the subject of the rebellion, Simpsori concludes:

The Ea\is\of Rutland, Month@le: sir John Davies, ’ *
* C. Danvers, C. Blount; Robert Catesby and William
-Green, both Warwickshire men: John Arden, t,ha poet's |
connection; John Wheeler, John Shakespeare's friend
and fellow-recusant, all Catholics, weré among those
» involved in the consequances of the conspiracy.3

e Fl —

35Richard Simpaon. The Religion of Shukas eare," ed. Henry
Sebastion Bowden (Londonx Burns ang Oates Hmites, 1899),
pp. 99-100.

37simpson, p. 6.
* 38simpson, p. 102.
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There may be some validity to this connection, for

- as Matter found in his My Lords and Lady of Essex:

An instance of official .doctoring of evidence appears
in a letter in the Essex papers in the State Paper
Office, written by\suretary Cecil to Coke, telling
him, in reading Blount's confession at the trial,
to omit certain words which-might have reflected
k: -, . unfavourably on the government. Again, in reading
Blount's confesgion at the trial, his answer to &
. the question whether Essex had not told him that e
- if Essex came to authority there should ha a toleration
N for.religion was read as saying that h should
have been to blame to have denied it." There was
_notread the remainder of ‘the sentence, in whic¢h
“was the explanation: -"for in the Earl's-usual talk
he was wont to say that he liked not that any man
should” be troubled for his religion" These words
had been marked for omission by Coke, and similar '
omissions were frequent.39

While such a link is ultim}te;y conjectutral, certain it
is that Shakespeare's company - the Lord Chamberlain's Men
- were requested by Buex'uA followers to-perform on_the
eve of the Essex rebellion. In the case against Sir Gilly
Merrick - one of the Earl's chief conspirators - the prosecutor

stated the following:

And the story.of Henry IV being set forth in a play
and in that play, there being set forth the killing
of the king upon a stage: the Priday before, Sir
* —Gilly and some of others of the Earl's ‘train having
an humour to see a play; they must needs have the L
. --play of Henry IV. The players told them that it
was.stale, they should get nothing Ex playing of » .
- that, but no play else would serve. % £

\ 3

\

I%Matter, p, 61. - '
40A1bright, p. 688.




With renumeration from Essex's followers (forty

shillings4!) the' play was perfbrmed: and that its focus

was the reign of Richard II is evidenced by the testimony .
+"  of the player called at Essex's trial, Augustine Phillips,
Who. referred to it as "the deposing and killing of Richard

II"42 (It should be noted that neither at the trial of Hayward,

nor the trials of EsaaxL is Shakeaﬁeare called to“give gglgance.). i

Sir Francis Bacon CoRfirmed Phillips’ testimony in his Practices
and Treasons Attempted.and Committed by Robelt, Earlof
Elux, ‘and His Comgllces (1601)~ "

It was given in evidence ... .that the .afternoon
' before the r¥ellion, Mer[rlick with a great company
¢ of others that afterwards were all in the action, °
had procured to be played -before them the play of
deposing Richard the Second. Neither was it casual, .
but a play bespoken by Mer[rlick. 2

While the subject matter of the performance may

be clear, whether or not it was Shakespeare's Richard II
has not been universally agreed upon. C.A. Greer in "The
Piay, Performed at .th. Globe on 7 February, 1601" (1952)
felt that a deposition which could not—‘be printed in 1595 -
certainly could not besperformed at the Globe im 1601; and .
therefore a different play must have been pu‘Eorme;l to suit

t:hq ends of the conuplrato}u He further argues that.Merrick's

4lyre, pe lvid. B S

42p1bright, p. 688:

43%1bright, p. 690,

L T
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-uyt;.g'ic was "of King Harryl the fo;:tth; and of the killing

' of King Richard II" emphasizés a Henry rathe than a Richard
pl;ay.» Even with the deposition scene, Greer felt the play

too much

\sympathy

for the king to suit the

rebels’ cn)ua.“ And he concluded: 4

Moreover, if the pl.ay performed on 7 February had
been e would have fared
no better than Hnywax'd. It would have been he -
instead of Hayward that would have beep called in—
3 to explain h{.ﬁconnectioﬂ with the Essex cause. .
w It would have'bden he instead of Hayward that would ' -=7
. . have been called into prison. ' But‘there is no evidence
5 whatsoever that he was involved in tho affair.

However, the general critical consensus is.that
- the deposition scene was performed at the Globe in 1601.46
_Further, the title page contains the lines "With new additions
of the Parlia- / ment Sceane, and the defosing / |of King
Richard, / Ag it hath been lately acted by the Kinges /

i B \
2 Maiesties seruantes, at the Globe"47 - though how- 'lately’

- is uncleu.» - |

- _ Merrick's statement’ that it was a play ‘oé King
Harry the fgurth. and of the killing of Kinq,lﬁchar& I

n - can hardly bu‘ u/ié to prove : Henry rather than a Richard

. ©44c,p, Gtaar, "The Play Per!nrmed at, .the Globe on :
T Pabrua:y, 1601," Notes and Queries, 497. (1952), 270.
45greer, p. 271. '
. 46ure, pe xiv.

g ‘7U=e, p. xiv.
N
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play ln‘ light of the evidence already presented concerning
the subject of the performance, and the fact that it was
indeed the very ruse attempted to disguise the nature of
‘Hayward's book. .

% . The question of why Richard 1 would be chosen by
Bu-ex 's men when it raises such sympathy tcr the depo-cd'
monutch is a critical problem often raised in" f.hh century.._
Lily B. Campbell. in her Shakespeare's Hhtotic (1941). s )
confessed, "I «do nct know the answer to the riddle" 48 gnd L
as recently as 1975, s. Schoenbaum stiited in "Richard II .

and the Realities of. Powet." "It seems an odd choice to

" rouse:the rabble."49 Certainly its perfcrmunca does not.
seem to have helped the rebellion. -
Yet such-critical responses i.gnorc—tha—toptcal*rtfernnce-—f%

. in the play - patdcularly those analogous to Elizabeth :

and B!uex. As A).bright noted as early as 1927: .

Those who ,object to t:he identificdtion of that play
‘[February 7th, 1601] with Shakespeare's Richard .
* II have pointed out that, while Richard Is portrayed
as a weak and faulty king and the deposition seems _
a fairly natural result of his shortcomings; yet
-, the dramatist shows sympathy for.him. But when » 4
we remember the charge made by the queen and her 3
lawyers that Hayward in describing' Richard's faults
and his reign.reflected upon' Elizabéth, then, T
. think, we must notice in Shakespeare lay a number
-of pasgages where: Elizabeth mighf. well/feel thut P
. she herself was being crttlctzad, by nnalogy, ¥ .

- 48campbell, Shakespeare's Histori
495choenbaum, p.' 2.

pp. 211-212.
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partlcul.ar].y when she recognized nuch an analogy
in Hayward s history.>Y

Shakespeare's Richard II might «certainly b

Augu-tlna Phillipl put it at Essex's trial in1 1601, o =
old and out of use that they should hava small or no company
WAt it But the players were neverthéless “content to: play ) S

“4€."51 While this was the same defenceWhat was unavailirigly

offarud’by y 1ing hiu Henry l(lu, the. players
\&eu of all tr e 1ntcnf.. While nat compl.etel.y
provnble._it seems reasonable to accept the general critical v b )

assumption that it was indeed’ Shakaspuarc ] pxay parfomed
on 7 Febmary 1601. 52 ' e N 5 e

It is lntoulting to nuta that 1n 1601 both Attornay

ngatal Coke and tho Queen. herself wou].d invoke tha dangerou-
analogy. 'l'he former wmrld do so at Esaex's trial in response
to Southampton's question of what the Attorney thought “the

rebels were planning to do when they reathed the Queen:

I.protest upon my soul, and in my conscience, I

do believe she should not have lived long after

she had been in your power. - Note but the precedents
of former ages: How long lived King Richard the
Second after he was surprised in the same manner?
The pretense there also was to remove certain
Councillors;-but-it shortly cost the king® his life.
Such is the unquenchable thirst of ambitiop, never
satisfied 80 long as any greatness is unnchieved.

5°A1br1qht. p. 692. ' &
Slyre, p. lviii. '
52yre, p. 1viid.



But I know this for certain, that to surprise the - .
‘ court or take the tower by way of defense from private
enemies, is plain treason.

-/
Elizabeth's use of the analogy would come shortly after

the trial, 'in a conversation.reported by Viilliam.banba.rdx.

That ‘which passed from the Excellent M‘aj\b-tie of
Queen ELIZABETH in her Privie Chamber at \East Greenwich,
4' Augusti 1601, 43' Reg. sui, towards WrLL AM !AHBARD
He presented her Majestie with his Pnndgc:n of ‘all i
her rolls, bundells, membranes, andcparcels that °
be reposed in her Majesties Tower at London; whereof
she 'had given to him the charge 2lst January last
past ... she proceeded to further pages, and asked
where she found' cpuse to stay “.. so her Majestie'
fell upon the reign of King Richard II. saying,
"I am Richard II. Know ye not that?"

3 : .
W.L. "Such a wicked:imagination was determined
and att.empted. by a most unkind Gent the most adorned

& e Majestie mad

Her Majestie. "He that will forgc: God, will al.so
Eorget his benefactors: this tragedy was glnyed
40"- € times in open streets and houses."

’

While some twentieth cent\;ry critics (such as ChambersS5)
have argued that this is a reference to-Shakespeare'g play.
others (such as He!tr.xe_rss) have argued in favour of a tragical .
rae‘.ltation’of ‘Hayward's Henry IIII. There is no concr

53Vatter.'p. 57.
S54yre, p. lix.
S5Chambers, William shaxugun. pp.  354-355.

56Heffner, p. 772.
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evidence pointing in either direction, and one must agree

with Peter Ure when #he notes:

— ~0f course, the Queen may have muddled this kind

of thing with the one perforflance at the Globe in

February, and included them/both in her anathema

- 'her phraseology is ambigjious enough to apply to

one or the other or both; /but there is no reasop

why the commentators shoyld follow her"example.57
N s . - B :

What the feference does provide are wWords £rom,

-Elizabeth's llips conﬂmiﬁg both the analogy betyeen her,

and: Richard II, and the subsequent’ bopilarity of the subject
of Richard's réign. It was an analogy which vreceived official
acknowledgement with the arrest of Hayward in 1599, and

_an analogy which ha:i doubtless provided Shakespeare's Richard

" I1I with much of it; printed success.. Given the argument
made by’l’!re that‘it was a source for Henry IIII, and the
ganex:al critical assumption that it was the .p}ay ‘performed -
on the eve of the Essex rebellion, the questi’lon of why Hayward

was arrested and remained in the Tower until after Elizabeth's®

death, while Sh arfd"his aped penalties, -

remains to be explaihed.




sl

As a means of explaining how Shakespeare's company
| ‘avuided repercussion, Albright's article ;Shakéupaareil— |
| Richard IT and thz\Easax Conspiracy" (1927), sinply offers |

rcn. the Chamberlai.n, was clavet enough

erhaps their pa
‘ to extricate them fx‘om their difficultiea" 1 and goes no \

J further. 1In his articla "shakespeare, Hayward and Essex", \\
| = C

(1930), Ray Heffner responds that -

... although the Lord Chamberlain's influence was
far-reaching, it was hardly powerful enough to obtain

a pardon for such habitual criminals as Elizabeth

imed to.think the playeru in question to be. .2 i

P certainly the Ch. lain, who was ohe of the’
commissioners at Essex's e 5, 1600 trial for errors in
Ireland,3 had a great deal of covfrr. influence at court;
and given that the .company bearing his name was once again

‘ playing at court a fortnight after the :eball;nn. its members

! could hardly have been perceived as "habitual cﬂyninal.l

/ 1albright, p. 690. !
I . 2Meffner, p. 772.7 ’ o g Y
3albright, p. 691.
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E.K. Chambers believed the\ Chamberlain's inﬂuence was much -

more far-reaching than Heffner allowed:

+++ the Lord Chamberlain was never far from the’
royal chair. The Hunsdons,- father and son, were
Elizabeth's nearest cousins and her. close personal
i adherents. Of all the cour lhey could least be
: suspected of|sympathy with se#itious tendencies:
It was easy enough to slip in a word to. save honest
men from the‘ conaequencss of their indiacretions.

—
A similar suggestion was more recently made by: W.
] < - ¥

Nicholas Knight {n his Shakespeare's Hidden Life '(1975)
and reaffirmed by S. Schoenbaum {n his "Richard II and the

\

\

_Realities of Power" (1975),

shakespeare and his fellows do not seem to have

got® ‘nto any trouble at all, which is odd if he \
was gp to mischief similar to that for which Hayward

was ed .., perhaps some neutral party, ﬁigh up,

intervened to get Shakespeare off the hook. Suc¢h

a party has lately been suggested in the person

of the keeper of the Rolls, the same William Lagbard =

to whom Eiizabeth made her: famous protestation.

x 2 5
Giver What has been seen as the smallness of the literary

and aristocratic saciety in Eltzaba;han Engl.and, the. argument
that some official such as the Chamberlain or Lambarde’ interceded

on the players' behalf is admissible: if conjectural. !

. R Aemore definitive answer comes from a closer analysis
of the texts of Hayward's Henry IIIT and Shakespeare's Richard
II. While bct\{l worka preuent similar concepts, Henry IIII

z Z
o .

e
Lo . 'Chambers, wiluam Shuk speare, 'p. 68.
' 55¢hoenbaum, p. 9.
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is: far more overtly critical of Richard and his reign than

is Richard II; and with its dedication and introduction
Hayward's book becomes a severe critique of current politics,
for. example, ‘it provides a direct explanation of the murder -

of Gloucester: - s
~—~ The Duke of Gloucester, was so greatly fauoured, <
that it was thought a point both of policie and
peace, notto bring him tb his gpen answere, but
to put him to death secreately: so he was strangled
vnder a fether bedde at Calice by the Earlé of Notingham,
being then Earle Marshall: which death, howsoeuer
he deserued; yet dying ‘as he did, not called, not
heard, he died as gniltlesse. . \
And.of the favourites: ' . s

These were then in all the credite and authoritie

with the King, and his chiefest School-masters both
-_ of crueltie and deceite: '‘they were proude, arrogant,
" and ambitious, and vppon confidence of the King's

fauoure, professed enemies tomen of auncient Nobility. 7

Not only does Hayward's printed text contain a deposition /

“scene (w}_\icﬁ, ‘it will be remembered, Shakespeare's quartos
before the death of Elizabeth did not), but it is one in

which Richard publicly reads thirty-one of his offences

(two more than even Holinshed presented®). It c ncludes: s
5 b N

I willingly yeeld to your desires, and am heere
come to dispossesse my selfe of all publike authority

Sﬂaward, p. 40. P
THayward, p. 39.
8Holinshed, pp..859-861.
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and title, and'to make it free and lawfull for you
to create for your King, Henrie Duke of Lancaster
my cousin germaine, whom I know to be as worthie
to take that place, as I see you willing to giue *
it to him.? - . e :

¢In contraaf:, Shakespeaz:e’s ciepositioh scene is far
more sympathetic to Richard, presenting the passing of the

ik ., aEowR; ipoR ‘e BEAge:dn theifollowing: Eashiohy

g e : w 8 &y
Bol. Are you contented:to resign tfe crown?

- T Rich. Ay, m no, ay; ‘for I must nothing be.-
L Therefore no "no", for I resign to thee. . P
Now, mark me how I will undo myself. & .- !
I.give- this heavy weight from off my -head, - &
i And this unwieldy sceptre from my hand, -
. The pride of kingly sway from out my hegrt;
. With mine own tears I wash away my balm,
With mine own hands' I give away my crown,
With mine own tongue deny my sacred state, &
With mine own breath releasedall duteous oaths; .
= All pomp and majesty I do forswear;. § |
® My manors, rents, revenues, -I forgo;~
" My acts) decrees, and statutes I deny. R
God pardon all oaths that.are broke to me
God keep all vows unbroke are made to theel -
Make me, that nothing have, with nothing griey'd, s
And .thou with all pleas'd, that hasthall achiev'd. i
= Long may'st thou live in Richard's seat to sit, i
. And soon lie Richard in an earthy pit. . - - . .
B God save King Henry, unking'd'Richard says, ° v
° ) And send him many years of sunshine daysl:~
What more remains? v adi®
w = (1v, i, 200-222) N

When pressed by Northumberland to read the list of accusations,

Richard refuses, and Bolingbroke urges it forgotten. ,While  °

this #s arguably for purely ‘drama'ti'c reasons - they wayld

be far too long for Shakespeare to lnclude ~-.the result | .| . '3

9Hayward, pp. 87-88.\ T ¢

& > s “
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N Ls that one fs present_ed with a far more sympathatic @onulon &

in Richard II~than i.n Hen!x IIII.

The most damaq“h(g section of Hayward's book is a <=
. lengthy dxalogue bétween’ the Axchbibhop of, Canterbury Aa
character not in Shakespeare's play) and Bo].ingbmke, in i 5 PN
which the Archbhhop complams of Richard's tyranny, and '

begs !:he young man to betthe champion af rebeluun;
. - (28

% ’ " ...And therafcra we'are now ccmpelled to shake off -ou
L2 shoulders this importable yoke, and submit our selves’ '’
. . to the squeraigntie af somé, more moderate and worthy . .

© person... But to whom should we complaine? what succoar,
3 whose ayde uhopld we desire? you are the only man,
i : °  who in right shou){, and in wisedome can, and in gccdnenue
will (we hope) relieue vs.l0 ¢
- J

is is followed. by an}thet speechrof the Archbishop's; ) 3
Qn which he cites a numhez of whouy justified and’ succe‘--ful

{ usurpthonu. Hayvard admitted to inventing theu conver-ationl,
“ but a:temp:ea to defend himself by add!.ng that 1aur in -

the nan:auve they were confuted by the as.hop of t:uuua.ll

~

. i Contrastingly, nowhere in Richard II h Bolingbxoke 5 .
actually asked to usurp the,throne - he mataly seems to ,
dJ so-through a necessary policical pragmatism. ,Puxther, N
chere is no justification of usurpation in termu of hiuaricu}
figures: :ather. he has Rh:hard say the to!.lowing abouc \\ i
his past: i 5 e T 0 5
« 5 i ® I

1°Hayward, p. 63. .

llgarrison, p, 266. . : : <




E T . 103 |

For God's sake let. us sit upon the ground N

And tell sad stories of the death of kirgs: -

How some have been d@pos'd, some slain in war,

Some haunted by the ghosts they have deposed,

Some poisprell by their wives, some sleeping kill'd,

All murthure@ - for within the hollow crown

That rounds the mortal temples of a king

Keeps Death his court, and there the antic sits,

Scoffing his state 'and grinning at his.pomp,

Allowing him' a breath, 'a littl'e scene, :

- ... To monarchize, be fear'd, and kill with looks ;
(III, ii, 155-165) 3 .

. .
It would seem that Shakespeare' 'a play contains a
far more balanced presentat.j.on of the ttagic and politlcal
elements of Richard s story.. And it. 1s because this balance
‘s 80 carefully achieved that the poet vas able to camment
on current politics; was a‘ble to have his play printed (albeit
without the deposition scane), and perfomed (perhaps with
the deffosition scene). from 1595 to 1601, In order f_o,‘have
his play prinied and performed at all, Shake;xpeare would, ~.
irdeed, have been required vby the authorities to achieve
such a balance. In a recent book entitled The Conditions
OF Wrlting and Reading in Sarly Woderd England (1984), Annabel
Patterson ‘stated: ¢ hd

i

...for what we find everywhere apparent and widely
understood, from the middle of the sixteenth centu:
in England, is a system of commynication.in which ambiguity
becomes™a creative and necessary instrument, a ‘social
xd cultural force of considerable consequence... It B

8 ‘been frequently pointed out that legislated control
of the press by such mechanisms as prepublication licensing
tends to be virtually impossible to enforce; given the
various stratagems to which writeu could resort to

evade the laws... But there is a'whole range of.publishing '

.in England that can be better accounted for by assuming |
some degree of cooperation and understanding on the
part of the authorities themselves, something that goes

' Py et
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beyond the recognition that uninforceable -laws were
better than none, that the occasional imprisonment,
however arbitrdry, had an exemplary force. Rather,
there were conventions that both sides accepted as to
how far a writer could go in explicit address to the
contentious issues of the day, how he could encode his
opinions so that 'nobody would be required to make an
example of him.l

L4 -
iith its dedication, its introduction, &nd its one-sided

. portrayal of thé reign of Richard II, Herry IIII was a work

which required that.the authorities make an example of Hayward.

In contrast, with its deposition scene absent from the printed
‘

quartos, and the text carefully balanced between the sympathetic
tragedy of Richard, and the political commentary of the

day, Richard II did not require an example to be made of

P shakeapeare .

That auch an understood system probably also existed
in terms of performance is evidenced by.the sporadic arrest
of playwrights throughout' the last decade.of the uix;eénth

century (including Thomas Kyd in 1593,13 and Ben Jonson

in 1597,14) However, Shakespeare's hlay was sufficiently e

well encoded to become what Patterson calls an exampie of

'noncensorship': !

. 12patterson, pp. 10-11. .
13virgina Crocheron Gildersleeve, Government Regulation,
of the Elizabethan Drama (1908. rpt. New York: Burt Franklln,
¢ p. 95 - X
l4patterson, p. 49.° .
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I see the prevailing codes of communication, the

implicit gocial contract between authors and authorities,
as being intaluq*ble to all parties at the time, as
being a fully deliberate and conscious arrangement.

This is the niqnlucam:a of those puzzling incidents

9f 'noncensorship’: Elifabeth I recognized the topical
meaning of a production of Richard II in 1601, the year
of Essex's rebellion and ¥wo years after she had imprisoned
Sir John Hayward for presuming to publish a prose history
. of Richard that appeared to encourage Essex; yet the
players, after questioning, went free.

However, twenthth'centuty critics have largely
undervalued the "topical meaning“ of Richurd II. As early

as 1908 .E.K. Chambaru noted:

It need hardly be said that the antitheui&.between
Richard and Bolingbroke goes much further than politics;
it rests upon one of the ultimate distinctions amongst
mankind, that of the practical and artistic temperaments,
the men of deeds and the men of dreams and fancies.

In such a light, Richard has been interpreted primarily .
as an exemplar of royal martyrdom, finding something of
a sacrificialwvictory in his death.l7 Lily B. Campbeil 2
g s being

emphasized Richard's "last desperate struggle"

"kingly:"18 H.B. Charlton felt that Shakespeare "restores

‘to Richard the full involuntary esteem of the audience with

15Pntteraon, pi: A%

E.K. Chamj bex;u, Shakeugeatm A Survey (New Yorkx
Hiu and wang, 1958'5’

TKarl F. 'l'hpmp-on, “Richurd II, Martyr." shakeugeare
unrtenx, 8 (1957), 159.

18campbell, . Shakespeare's Histories, p. 210.
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the traditional heroism of a tragid hero's death":19 ana
Hardin Craig found that "...in the last seconds of his life
Richard II strikes an honest blow in his own defense, and
we ‘somehow feel that our belief has been justified, that
somewhere in this vain and 4ine£feé€|.;a1(king there was hidden
the soul of a man".20 -

-However, to see-Richard merely as the embodiment.

‘of an ineffective poet-king given more to verse than command, |

and, finding a pallid victory in inactive martyrdom, is to
].oa.e oneself .in the sympathy evoked for him in the last
third of the play, and ignore his active misdeeds in the
first third. )

The importance ::f the murder of Gloucester as the
catalyst for the dramatic action in the first three acts
has already been noted. However, this is noé‘the only important
wrong emp‘vhaaized in the carly parts of the play. In.her

article. "Trial by Combat and Official Irresponsibility in

Richard II" (1975), Diane Bornstein claimed that in accordance
with contemporary literature, Richard is being crit:!.}cized‘

for allowing the trial by combat and then stopping it -

_thereby offending both "Ghristian service and true chivalry"

1%,.B. Charleton, Shakespearian Tragedy (Cambridge:
Cambridge University. Press, [§1§§‘ p. 46. A

204ardin éraig, An Interpretation of Shakespeare (New
York: n.p., 1948), p. 134, 2

-
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(11, i, 54).21 More importantly, there is the seizing of
Bolingbroke's lands and title in the same scene, an a.l:tion
by which Richard calls into question his own rights of .
primogeniture: "For how art thou a king/ But by fair sequence
and succession?" (II, i, 198-199).
Through his actions Richard is denying the very. .
concepts which have made him king; he has violated the principles -
of order and degree inherent if the Tudm: doctrine, and
chareby provides anentive for any contravening of that -
.docr.ri'ne. - even rabcll_ion. ' In "The State of Law in Richard =
11" (1983), Donna B. Hamilton nated;
Through this reminder that' the law makes Riehard
"xing, York is warning Richard that royal disregard for
the law gives license for subjects to disobey the law.
~Even worse, York says, Richard's disobedience puts him

in the pracarxou- position of a ruler acting in the
ing himself from that

any ity -
‘which givel him power in the first place."22

It is interesting, too, that A.L. French in "Richard II +

and the Woodstock Murder" (1971), thematically linked the
v . P
murder of Woodstock with the removal of Hereford's rights.

By ittenaing that it is in the speech immediately preceding

York's warning-concerning sion that he Richard

2lpjane Bornstein, "Trial by Combat and Official
{.rresponsibiu:y in Richard II, Shakespeare Studies, 8 (1975),
31. el J

22ponna B. Hamilton, "The State of Law in Richard
I1," Shakespeare Quarterly, 34, No. 1 (Spring 19837, 10-1l. .
= ?
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of having hands guilty 6f “kindred blood",'French was able

to conclude: -

’ -
The point York is making... is that Richard's confiscation
of Gaunt's estates is tantamount:to yet another murder .,

- the extirpation of the Lancastrian Branch of the Royal
family. The point is developed later (180f). Where

York makes it perfectly clear that far morg is at stake
than Bolingbroke's merely losing wealth...23

. Thus, while Rich'ardf y well retain the private
virtues of %vpoetic artist, he certuin].y‘ lacks the py‘blic
virtues of an efficient, or even law-abiding king. That
such a distinction was impoffant in Elizabethan England “—
is evidenced by Edmund Spenser's letter to Sir Walter Raleigh

prefixed to The Faerie Queene (1596):

...I have followed all the antique Poets historicall,
...and formed both parts in two persons, namely that
part which they in Philosophy call Ethice, or vertues
of a private man... By ensample of which excellente
Poets, I labour to pourtraict in Arthure, before he
was king, the image of a braue knight, perfected in
the twelue priuate morall vertues, the w:;ch is the

purpose of these .first twelue books: which if I finde
to be well accepted, I may be perhaps encouraged, to
frame the other part of polliticke uertues in his person,
after that hee came tq be king.24 .

thought has been critically underestimated25-went so far

23French, p. 341.

ed. Thomas P. Roche

24pdnmind Spenser, The Faerie Queene
p. 16-17.

(New Haven: Yale University Press, B

25Ribner, p. 34.
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ap to deny the relevance Of private virtues to the problems’ "!

of government, stressing in The Prince/f(lszs) the necessity

of at least upbearinq to be a capable and active leader:

‘ The prince must, as already stated, avoid those things
which will make him hated or despised; -and Whenever~
he succeeds in this, he will have done his part, and .
will £ind no danger in other vices. He will chiefly
become hated, as.I said, by being rapacious, ‘and usurping
the property and women of his subjects, which he must
abstain from doing; and whenever one does not attack
! ® the property or honour of the qenerality. of men, they '
will live contented; and one will only have to combat
. the ambition of a few, who can-be easily held in check
- ‘in many ways. He is rendered despicable by being thought
changeable, frivolous, effeminate, timid, and irresolute;
- which a prince must guard against as a4 rock of danger,
° and so contrive that his actions show grandeur, spirit,
gravity, and fortitude; and as to the government of
his subjects, let his sentence be irrevocable, and let
him adhere to his decisions sg_that no one may think
of deceiving or cozening: him.

When the time comes for Shgkespeare's Richard II
to act pub}icly - to be a viable political force upon his
return from Ireland, and in the face of Boungbfnke'u advances
+ = he vacillates becween inactive fear and a verbal reassertion
of hiu position as ki.ng. It is ironic that here Richard
moue clearly voices the commonplaces of Tudor Myth political
theorizing:
Not all the water in the roligh rude sea ’
Can wash the balm off from an anointed king;
The breath of worldly men cannot depose
’ The deputy elected by the Lord;

For every man that Bolingbroke hath press/d
To lift shrewd steel against our golden crown,

- 26Niccolo Machiavelli, The Prince and The Discourses,

ed. Max Lerner (New York:: ‘Random FHouse, 19507, PD. 66-67. !




God for his Richard hath in heavenly pay

A glorious angel: then, if angels fight,

Weak men must fall, for heaven still guards the right.
III, ii, 54-66)

However, even Richard must admit the helplessness of his .
situation when he receives the reports of Salisbury and

Scroop:

. ...throw away respect, . T
Tradition, form, and ceremonious duty;'
For you have but mistook me all this while. .
I live with bread--like you,. feel want, 5, 4
N Taste grief, Need friends - .subjected thus,
. How can you say to me, I am King?
. P _. (rrr, ii, 172-7)

Of this entire scene, Irving Ribner, in "The Political Problem

in Shakespeare's Lancastrian Tetralogy" (1952), has 'conclu(ied:

«+.The proclamation of the divinity which guards a King .
could not carry much conviction to an audience hearing

in it the futile remonstrances of a king whose cause

it knows is lost. The dramatic impact of the scene

is not a triumphant statement of the great truths of

the Tudors. If anything, the scéfe illustrates the
pathetic insufficiencies of these doctrines by themselves...
[yet] The orthodox expression of Tudor doctrine in the
lines of.the scene could not have offended the Elizabethan
censor. They apparently blinded him to the dramatic
‘impact of. the .scene as a whole, which certainly does

not lend support ;.o the doctrines so dear to Elizabeth
and her council.

In dramatic contrast to the ipactive and private Richard
is, of course, the active and public Bolingbroke. Slqnificant{y.

we rarely see the private characteristics of the latter -

27Ribner, p." 38.
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figure; he is a pragm‘atisc, not a doctrinaire, and to achieve
this character espeare leaves his motivation deliberately
obscur.e- B’o defines his stepa only as he takes-

them, and those: vely steps are defiped by Richard's acf.s.ons.iﬂ

s In --uP. Couain, Up, You Heart is Up, I Know" (1956) Brents

. . sStirling felt that:

Never in sixteenth-century drama were motives dlsclosed »
with such and under Tl
stage character with a moral contradiction usually exglaine
his flaw before, during, .and after the eveni:x-/a z
_ . at length. Until the short .chori¢ "confessi at- the
B very end of the play, Bolingbroke, however, shows his .
! deviousness at telling intervals and occurring in contexts
«.  which are effectively similar. , ]
-

-- Bolingbroke is the quintessential Machiavellian,
allowing to yg seen only that which he wi;hes to be seen,
and having others perform the dirty work. It is Northumberland,
j for ékample, who is sent.to bargain with Richard at Flint
castle, and who dpea not fall to his knees in front'of the
sovereign. It is Northumberland too, who has the Bishop

/ of Carlisle arrested for treason, and urges Richard to read

the list of his wrongs. Yet there can be no doubt as to

© who is in control of the rebel .forces, or indeed of the

entire political situation. (In fact, throughout the scene

A ] 28coursen, p. 77.

29%rents Stirling, "Up, -cousin, u
up, I know," in Unity in Shakespearean Tr.
Columbia University Press, rpt. in tieth Centur:
Interpretations of "Richard II", ed. Paul Cubeta (New
Jersey: .Prentlce-Hall, Inc., 1971), p. 96.

P : . - —

your heart is .
(New York: ¢
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P ®
Bﬁlingbroke adopts the royal "we" before he is crowned King.)
This inherent power of Bolingbroke goes back to III, iv,

where it is first ironically recognized by Richard himself:

Rich. Fair cousin, you debase your princely knee it
TS make the base earth proud with kissing it, ,
Me rather had my heart might feel your love, - <
Than my unpleased eye see your courtesy. “ /
Up,: cousin, up;, your heart is up, I know,

Thus high at least, although your knee be low '//

Well you deserve.- They well deserve to have/ /
| That know the stromng'st and surest way to geét.

Uncle, give me your hands! nay, dry'ydur/éges -
| Tears show their love, but want their remedies.
Cousin, I am too young to be your father,
Though you are' old enough to be my heir;
What "'you will have, I'll give, and willing too,
For do we must what force will have us do.
S Set on towards London, cousin, is it so?

Bol. Yea, my good Lord.

Rich. I must not say no.

Then
(111, iv, 190-195, 205-210)

Stirling sees the king's line "Set on towards London,

cousin it is 80?" an ironic statement exposing:

...a long course of equivocation which the rebels seem
to have concealed even from themselves. And in fact,
Bolingbroke is still trying to conceal it: his short

. answer is the minimum assertion of his motives, an
opportunistic spurious appeal to_what "must be" in order
to avoid a statement of purpose.30

In effect, coming after his statement of loyalty and subjection,

"Yea, my good lord" .provides a climactic expression and

sClarification of Bolingbroke's intent. As always, however,

30stirling, p. 97. °
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Bolingbroke is working with understatement rather than
statement. Throughout the play he is direct and to the perm

point; nowhere does he argueJ\is position. Indeed, to retain

hi.a' public image he backs down in the face of Richard s

moving rhetoric, "Urge ‘it no more, my lord Northumberland -

(1v, i, 271); and he further proyides Richard with his wish
to be awavy "from your sights" (IV, i, ;15).

It must be remembered that while Bolingbroke's~popularity:
is ‘an lunhlstorical'Shakespearean invention, Shakespeare
is careful not to leave the conflict completely- settled
in this new King's favour. Rather, Exton states that when
speaking of Richard, Henry sald "Have I no friend will rid
me of this living fear?" (V, iv, 2). This.story is then’
corroborated by the fact that ﬁenry spoke the words iwice,
with the servant to whom Exton is speak_i_ﬂg providi{g\the

verification:

Ser. These were his very words.

Exton. “"Have I no friend?” quoth he. He spake it twice,
And urg'd it twice together, did he not? )

Ser. He did. . P W

Instead of simply making Henry a hero, Shakespeare provides

him wii‘.h an explicit guilt at the -end of the play: a guilt

™
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which the playwright had taken pains to avoid'in the case

of Richard's involvemerit in Gloucester's death.3l

Thus, the conflict between Richard and Bolingbroke
is neither one-sided, nor‘simple. The first to emphasize

its imporfance was E.M.W. Tillyard, who stated that:

.although reputed so simple and homogeneous a play,

[it] is built on a contrast. The world of medieval

- refinement is. indeed the main object of presentation,
but ‘it is threatened and in the—end superseded by the
more familiar world of the present.

YéE, if one notes the political applicability of ‘the play,
and the fact that it is hardly the reassertion of Tudor
doctrine which Tillyard hglieved it was, it would seem tl;\a,t
Richard II goes beyond an illumination of separate historical
periods to a representation and critique of the exercise

of power in a modern political world. 'Sha)cespéare‘s play

is, in effect, an historical analysis of the movement from

™
L innocent Mediaeval politics to a modern Machiavellian

31H.M. Richmond, Shakespear Political Plays (New
York: Random House, In —rrev‘?‘—"T!r'—x_p. 5

32pillyard, p. 259.
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pragmatism,33 from rhetorical and traditional royalty—+G

a direct and power-oriented political Emrce.34

It is John of Gaunt who presents the ideal Medlaeval

political response - a response not unlike the one called

Shakespeare's Histories (1970), stated:

£or by the doctrines of Tudor passive obedience: -

Gaunt. God's is’the quartel - for ‘God's subscitute,

His deputy anointed in His sight,

Hath caus'd his death: and which if wrongfully,

Let heaven revenge, for I may never lift

An angry arm against. His minister. .
(1, i)., 37-41) . :

As Henry Kelly, in Divine Providence in the England of

In these words of Gaunt, Shakespeare would seem to
be setting up a code of morality by which subsequent W
events of the play are to.be judged, if we can infer
such a meaning from Gaunt's character which is unalloyed
with any unWorthy motives.35
z ! h -

Indeed, by the time Gaunt presents the ideal order

in which such a political response could effectively exist

(11, i, 40-68), it ha; become something of an era that is

371), p. 41.

33Richmond, p. 139. ol

34perek, Traversi, "Richard II," in his An_Approach

to Shakespeare (New York: Doubleday and Company'—r_L, nc., .

"T569): rpt. In Twentieth Century Interpretations of "Richard

II," ed. Paul M. Cubeta (New Jersey: Prenf.{ca-ﬂ;ll, Inc., X
g g \

o

35Henry Kelly, Divine Providence in the England of
hakespeare's Histories {Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1970], p. 204. .
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a paradise.lost. The "royal throne of Kings," the ";:thér

.Bden. demi-paradise, " has Vbeen “leas'd out" by Richard, *

“Like to a tenemént or pelting farm." Throughout the first

two Acts the actuality Of Richard's reign is directly concra-tad

with Gaunt's ideal,36.anq after Gaumt's speech 'the characters .

are no longer_ placed in a social hierarchy, but are left g =

in a new and competitive political fabric. : ’ :
It is Bolingbroka, with quick decisive actwn and " e

the manxpulacicn of public opinian, who becomes the champion )

of this new era - an era which has been seen to be very

much like -Elizabethan sngxanda id the last decade of the

sixtedhth century. Peghaps the finest example of Bolingbroke's .

ability occurs Ln V, iii, a scéne which most critics have ' P

wrongfully called extraneous, and which is almost allvuy; = < & :

omitted in performance.37 In it one finds Konry dealing o

with insurrection in the most poutiicully mature manner

presented in the [.;lay. With c\iuomary'dhpn:h the new

king pardons Aumuln and thgn pemit- the entrance of the

Duke and Duchesa of ‘!ork,_ whom he ul).awu. for public-relations

sake, to act our. their old-fashioned rite of pardon. 2
Here the Yorks clea{'ly aymbouzé the ubnurdi;y of o

. "
attempting to apply the Mediaeval political attitude in v

36Henninger, p. 319.

37Ribner, p. 35.
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a modern political world. The Duke is willing to have his
son put/to éeath for plotting against the monarch, just
as Gaunt was willing to accept his son's banishment in the
LSt AGE.. ‘However, WHat was noble in s Mediasyal politlcal
hierarchy Lu ab-urd 1n a political world based on t.he competition
for power. In effoct. Shake!peare is presenting his aud¥ence
with.an analysis Of the effective use of power in a political

.tah;ic ve'ry_ much’ like his own. But ﬂ-e .plaWriv;hc is once
again careiullto balance his play, for by the end o is
‘Act sympathy for Richard is at its heigk‘\‘t with his murder;

ahd Henry, although victorious, is’ left uneasy and guilty:

I'll make a voyage to the Holy Land,

To wash this blood off from my guilty hand.

March sadly after; grace my mournings here

In weeping after this untimely bier. @
(v, vi, 49-52) - ..

= And so it is throughout the entire playy In the
t_lrn_t two Acts Richard's vr..ongs are stressed to the point
of justification for Bolingbreks's right to usurp; and in
the last two Acts, as Henry's power grows, so does the aympar.hy
evoked for Richard. It is a delicate balance between a

declaration of the divine right of kin? and an- act of

usurpation, Y ic dy and modarn political
. ¢

necessity. Nowhere does Shakespeare tip the scales. *In - |,

~
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the terminology of Annabel Patterson, igard 1I is functlonally

amfiguous .38 - -
It is because of this functional ambiguity that

Shakespeare's ‘play has been ir.\terpreted in a variety of

ways. It was written in 1595 with a great deal of current

- political commentary, yet with tlie removal of the deposition

scene it contained enough Tudor doctrine and sympathy for

the deposed King to be passed by the authorities. Between

1595 and 1600,”with the increase in the sensitivity of the
analogy between Richard II and Elizabeth:.x. the pluﬁ could
grow in printed and péerformed popﬂ]{ax;ity ‘without being
suppressed. 1Its political commentary, and its unhistorical
presentation of Bolingbroke as a popular ‘hero explain why
the followers of Essex gaw in Richard II both a political
justification and inspiratipn for their-actions. Yet this
“old" and "out of date" play is so balanced between sympathetig
tragedy and necessary political action that even after its
performance on the eve of the Essexsrebellion in 1601 it
woﬁld not be viewed t;y the authorities ‘as an act of sedition

on the part_ of the’ Chambetlain 8 Men, or indeed, of Shakespeare

himself.

/ As late as 1680 Nahum Tate would attempt to rework

the play to make it applicable b cirrent politics =~ even -

going so far as to rename it The Sicuian Usurper in. order

38patterson, p. 18.
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‘to have it passed by the authorities. And that he was to
some degree successful is evidenced by its being banned
by the Lord Chamberlain on December 14, 1680.3% ”

As has been seen, however, twentieth centuty‘ critics_
hnv; generally underestimated the political element of the
play, preferring to emphasize its tragic qualities. Yet
this is to look at only ha.1f of a delicate balance between
tragedy and political theory - a balance perm!tting Richard -
11 to operate as a cautionary tale withjn the area of . functional

ambiguity. Having. achieved this artistic success, Shakespeare

was able to. without r i beth on current
politics and the nature-of successfully wield‘lng power in

a modern political world much like that ®f Elizabetkan England
Y. in the last decade of the sixteenth century.
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