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1. Elizabethan and Jacobean period
In considering literary works, it is necessary 6ol at the economic, political and
cultural aspects of each period: speaking aboutvibeplaysRichard 11l and Macbeth these

areas of the sixteenth and seventeenth centurybeiltonsidered. These areas will not be
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analysed thoroughly however: the only aspects atuc emphasise are cultural changes
during each period, namely theatre staging, styte structure, and also some of the authors

writing in the above-mentioned periods.

1.1. Elizabethan and Jacobean playhouses
1.1.1. Development of professional companies in Bagd

Generally, the Elizabethan and Jacobean periods literarywise extremely fruitful,
which, however, does not hold true in the case lifaBethan stage design: there was
basically no scenery, and actors tended to exptany things they were doing. Certainly, as
Micheal Hattway points out, "Elizabethan playhousesre not designed foillusions’
(2002:12). Moreover, although various plays hadnbgerformed for many generations, as
G.B.Harrison claims "'no permanent playhouse wastedein England until 1576 (1965:9).
The exactness of this assertion can be questidradyh, as in some chronologies the first
open theatre is claimed to be the Red Lion, alrepdyiding performances in 1566.
However, this variance makes no difference to #wt fthat, in Tudor England, groups of
strolling players toured the country performingyslan the courtyards of inns, and that some
temporary companies were attached to the housebblusblemen, so “there was no question
of constructing scenic likenesses of palace roofosnal gardens or fields for battle
(Michael Hattaway, 2002:12). Nonetheless, the guwent began to fear the strolling actors:
firstly, they could spread plague; and secondlypmgnthe most popular subjects of the plays
were stories such as Robin Hood, which the goventrverried would encourage people to
remonstrate against monarchy. As Alois Bejblik ok already “in 1533 the crown issued a
ban of all interludes concerning all controversoics. Some moralities satirized Luther and
some even cardinal Wolsey” (1979:134, my transijiti€ventually, the English government
stopped approving of strolling players; and, in 25Queen Elizabeth even passed a law
banning strolling companies fully, and actually rsagy in general. The ban, as Bejblik
suggests, "threatened detected vagabonds by whippih piercing of the right ear, in case of
repetition of the offence by death, loss of estaithholding of a priest and sanctified ground”
(1979:136, my translatioh)so eventually only companies with formal patgmaemained
viable. The consequent direct outgrowth of the amsed the change of amateur companies
into the professional ones; “since 1574 the aatiag mentioned in the official documents as
workmanship, profession and art” (Bejblik, 1979;14® translatior?) In the situation when
the company gained the formal patronage, the nadlenvhose support the actors had were

held responsible for the content of the plays; lagctally, it was strictly prohibited to include
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any material against the living monarch or the ¢gyrhowever, as the Tudors were such
great propagandists, the plays embellishing thene wertainly not banned, as will be shown
in the case of Queen Elizabeth. Concerning theogebans of the strolling companies,
exemplarily, the court itself accommodated to thewnestablishment, and the amateur
courtiers who originally performed the court plagsid masques were replaced by
professional companies and their plays. A sharemia of those companies - known as the
Lord Chamberlain’s company, and after the accessidames | to the English throne, as the
King’s Men, as the company was given the rulerssqreal patronage - was William
Shakespeare. Interestingly, even after the law pessed, the various dissensions between
actors and officials continued, and eventuallygratiie actors were basicaly banished from the
City, they strayed to the south of the Thames, wliee Mayor's of London authority did not
reach, and started building the first permanentimases. G.B.Harrison notes:

In the 1570°s the Lord Mayor and Aldermen of théy@f London and the players
were constantly at variance. As a result James d&arbthen the leader of the great
Earl of Leicester's players, decided that he woerdct a playhouse outside the
jurisdiction of the Lord Mayor, where the playerswd no longer be hindered by the
authorities. Accordingly in 1576 he built the Theain Shoreditch, at that time a
suburb of London. (1965:9)
As ‘the Theatre experiment proved to be succes§fldrrison, 1965:9), more playhouses
were open in the London area in the following yeamsluding the Curtain playhouse (in
1577), the Rose (in 1587), the Fortune Theatrd ®0) and also, the presently most famous,
certainly because it was built by the company incwiShakespeare, popular already at the

Elizabethan period, was a one tenth shareholdeiGtbobe (in 1599).

1.1.2. Playhouse building and staging
Although the theatre companies became professmaaial the newly constructed

Elizabethan playhouses still did not offer satigfag conditions for splendid stage design. It
is not difficult to imagine the reasons, as sketdfsee appendix 2) and pictures of the theatres
still exist, as does one of the theatres, at laast hypothetical reproduction. Although the
present Globe in London is only a copy, it resemlitee original Globe which was in use
until 1613 when the roof caught fire during ondleé performances and the building burned
to the ground. The news of Globe burning down stedan London and the event is possible
to trace from some period records. Sir Henry Waqtfon instance, portrayed it in a letter to

his cousin, remarking that:
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When King Henry entered the house of cardinal &plg..] a few cannons fired
fusillade, [and] one paper [...] was projected be thatched roof. At first it only
seemed as some harmless smoke and people kepingatich spectacle on the stage
with attention. Then the inner part cought fire @verything started up as a comet, so
the whole house burnt to the ground in less thdihamahour. (Bejblik, 1979:179, my
translation}

From the history retrieve, it is possible to shgttall the playhouses were usually
circular or hexagonal, with a place for musiciasiace songs and music were inseparable
elements of most plays. The whole yard was opdhédair, so that light would be allowed
in, which meant that, naturally, performances weekl in the afternoon, because there was
no artificial lighting. There was no curtain conlbeg the whole stage either, so all scenes
began with an entrance and ended with an exit@fctiaracters. As mentioned above, there
was no scenery, which may seem incomprehensilgbeetent viewers who are used to vast
change in scenery within a play, or sometimes eviinin separate acts and scenes. However,
the possibility of extensive scenery change fldwets only after the use of modern
technologies, and certainly use of artificial ligimg, which enables the quick scenery
transformation without disruptive interruption dfet play. None of these though were
available in the two considered periods, and sosttenery was limited. Nonetheless, this
situation appears advantageous in a way, as theréfe playwrights were not limitted by the
number of scenes. If the placement of the scenesaaehow important for the play, it was
evoked in dialogue. It is also unclear how actoesendressed, but “it seems most likely that
basic costumes were Elizabethan with some toketumes — long medieval shoes, for
example — to mark historical difference” (Michaelttay, 2002:12).

The little space for illusions though did not discage the audience; the interest in
theatre was truly enormous. Joy Hancox asserts that1595 over 15,000 people a week
were attending plays being performed in London ttlesa (internet source). Such an amount
of theatre goers meant a great need for space:tyeias not a problem in Elizabethan
London. There were enough playhouses in the Loratea, and each could hold several
thousand people; "due to de Witt's entry from 1886 Swan theatre could hold up to three
thousand seated spectatdB&ijblik, 1979:210, my translatioh)Most spectators though, who
viewed the performance standing for only a pennyission, surrounded the stage from
three sides. If the viewers had paid "“the amouwnrhfsix pence to one shilling” they could sit
down “either on the stage, or in galleries, thatewas a reminiscence of the original inns
divided into small rooms, and from that the predegé probably emerged” (André Maurois,

1993:226, my translatioh) It is evident that the same playhouse held teeple from
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different social background. Alexander Leggatt gssthat “public playhouses catered to a
mixed audience’, if nothing else, "‘the price stitetwould suggest” that (1992, internet
source). Despite the little staging the playhousese apparently suitable for the audience,
and however little space was used for illusionsnyreymbols conveying or illuminating the
meaning of the play were used. As Michael Hattawayes: “Courts were represented not
with painted scenery but by appropriate varietiegheatrical ritual: processions, music,
formal speech” (2002:12), which may ocassionalyabgt problematic for present theatre
goers, who are not aware of such rituals; trulynsaituals or even hidden religious or
political remarks are hardly understandable aaceable for a non-Elizabethan viewer.
Nonetheless, if the scene design was, as hasduggested, not greatly important in
the Elizabethan playhouses, this cannot be assertbd case of the Jacobean court. After the
accession of James | to the English throne, a gemeration of artists also appeared, a
generation partly formed because of James’s thehtaste. The most important of these
being Indigo Jones, an architect, sculptor, pajraexd in words of Martin Kowa eager
promoter of Italian cultural tradition [...] stoaxlit fully only after the accession of Stuarts’
(2001:52, my translatioh) English masques became very popular. As D.M.Bergerrites,
although “scattered examples of indeourt masqueexist in the Tudor era, masques truly
become a fixture in the Stuart cour0Q2:42). This interest in masques was also
caused partly because members of the court actibeiin. It is even said that “in 1609 Queen
Anne herself, accompanied by six countesses are rfigids, acted in the masque called
Masque of Queen(Kové, 2001:53, my translatioh) Partly because “masques included
dazzling technical effects, dance, and music (Berge2002:42), these performances,
contrary to the Elizabethan stage, required auttmise “concentrated mainly on the most
imaginative construction of the scene, stage spetind costumes” (Ko¥a2001:52, my
translationj. Ben Jonson, one of the most popular authors sfjmes, and his contemporaries
cooperated “with England’s most distinguished &chi Indigo Jones, in designing the
increasingly elaborate staging on which court spast sums of money” (Bergeron, 2002:42).
This certainly does not imply that Shakespeare ldaaccontemporaries lost their position in
the Jacobean theatre world: however, changes arelopenents in stage design influenced
some of their plays. Nonetheless, more influenti@n any of these technicalities of the

theatre was the changing form of the theatre ptagduced at that time.

1.2. Elizabethan and Jacobean playwriting

1.2.1. Influential theatre forms, rituals and symbds
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In general, Elizabethan as well as Jacobean pfayxnly those of Shakespeare, were
more or less influenced by the tradition from whittey had arisen, by the sources of
information on which they were based, and alsoH&y durrent political situation in which
they were written. While scholars have disagreeoutbhe direct influence of Seneca on
Elizabethan drama, Janis Lull points out that

certainly Elizabethan revenge tragedy shares nwamyentions with the plays of

Seneca, including, as James E. Ruoff lists thelng févenge theme, the ghosts, the

play-within-the play, the dumb show, the soliloqtlye declaration and bombast, the

emphasis on macabre brutalities, insanity and deiic{ 1999:8)

One can really trace all of these in Elizabethiayg elaborate speeches, violence and horror
onstage, characters who are dominated by a singkessive passion, or an interest in the
supernatural. Yet, prior English dramatic formsglsas mystery and morality plays, also
contributed their influence to the plays of thezBbethan period. The playwrights had to, at
least partly, adjust the plays to the expectatiohtheir audience that “"was used to places
changing and action onstage from the mystery yspléMichael Best, 1998, internet source).
At the same time, the leading and most popularadhar of most morality plays was Vice,
who played tricks on the Virtues and other VicakealVice took up most of the stage time,
and often ended by fighting with the other Vicesl aras banished to Hell at the end of the
play. According to Lull, Vice, in its changed foreould be seen onstage even in the plays of
Elizabethan authors. Lull explains that "to thegldlof spectators, the Vice would introduce
himself and his schemes directly” at the beginwihthe performance. The same can actually
be seen, for example, Richard Ill, where Richard in his first soliloquy explains ttme is
“determined to prove a villain”, then continueselaplaining his plans, and, of course, is then
“doomed to Hell” (1999:8) at the end of the play.

Other very common characters in Elizabethan pkxygs women able to prophesy.
Looking at the plays carefully, if the prophesyimgmen are present onstage, there is always
a group of three in some shape. According to Lthle prophesying women in the play have
links to characters in both classical and Englismh” (1999:9). The group of three women
either suggests the tradition of

the Ressurection plays, specifically the motif lnd three Marys — Mary Magdalene,
Mary Salome and Mary the mother of James — atdhdbtof Jesus. The three Marys
formed part of the native theatrical heritage fdaymrights and playgoers of
Shakespeare’s generation. (1999:9)

Or they can "be compared to (...) Helena, Andromamhd Hecuba in Senecal'soades’

(1999:9). Taking into accouichard I, there are three women - the Dutchess,
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Elizabeth and Anne - and three witches appedviagbeth.Moreover, the Elizabethan
period was influenced by Calvinism and its “emphash predestination’, so ‘these
associations must have suggested” that the propigesyomen in the play are not only on
the side of right, but also on the side of desthyill, 1999:10).

Besides that, some other symbols and rituals wsee, such as the colours: as stated
in Martin Kov&’'s Stuartovska Angliecolours were especially important for Jacobean
masques. Kowaasserts that “Jones and his colleagues paid gttesition to the choice of
colours” (2001:53, my translatidfl) and in his book continues by explaining the sylisbo
meaning of the colours that were used. Other syicdlomeanings were included in the
symbol of the sun or shadow, sounds coming fromnthnth side (believed to be the devil’s
side), the hooting of the owl, the demonic birdotrer animals, evoking various symbolism
such as “lambs evoking physical deformity, a bealpathsome symbol of savagery and
demonic forces, or a hog, a beast that standsnipuiity and lechery” (Besnault, Bitot,
2002:111-112). Characters were, in the words ofhilid Hattway, often depicted as “the
totally unscrupulous bogeymen” (2002:8) who wereedaon the Machiavelan tradition.
"Machiavel’, as Hattway claims further,

derives from Protestant writing against Italianatee rather than from any real
comprehension of the writings of Niccol6 Machiavetho lived well after the death
of Henry VI. (2002:8)
All these symbols, rituals and symbolic charasters of figures in the plays were certainly
employed, partly because of the theatre traditicated over the years, and as the way of
adjusting scenes in Elizabethan plays instead eheyy. It probably also indicated to the

audience the way in which they could expect the ghal the characters to develop.

1.2.2. History plays

However great the influence of Calvinism, and @asi symbols, Senecan tragedy was
also influential, as Hattway suggests: "The eaipi@ys owe as much to Seneca as to the
chronicles of English history” (2002:8). Indeed sty drama before the sixteenth century
often dramatized biblical stories or lives of #ants, and the battle between human’s virtues
and vices was at the centre of attention. Englistoties, which became very popular in the
Elizabethan period, were narratives usually cegtriaround the reign of a monarch, and
ending by their death. Clearly enough, the Elizadéethistories cannot be viewed from the
present perspective. Most of the people in theabkthan period were uneducated, or had

only a basic education from the “petty” schools fle end of the sixteenth century, about
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one third of the male population and only one tesftthe female, most originating from the
aristocracy or the arising middle class, could re@dichael Best, 1998, internet source).
Nonetheless, even if they were literate, it wasasgible for a common person to borrow a
history book from a private library, open it anddi exact historical dates, facts, or
personalities, which meant that the playwright dous Hattway certifies, “count on a
minimal knowledge of historical events in his autie and he represented these in various
ways”~ (2002:7). Although Hattway is probably cotren author’s benevolent changes of
history were more likely caused by the chronicleEmglish history that were available at that
time, and partly by playwright’s choice of the bratal topic and its careful handling, as none
wanted to fall into disgrace before the nobilityemen the monarch.

Indeed, handling the topic carefully was one of thost important skills for the
playwright. Historywise, deliberation was signifita as ‘the ban on portraying living
monarchs” (Hoenselaars, 2002:29) existed and tlee would certainly not tolerate any
assault of their family members or any predecessidber. However vigilant though, the
playwrights sometimes offended their ruler. In 16f04 example, even the King’s Men "had
come a cropper, when a play about the Gowry coaspinad given offence; but Gowry was
recent history, in which James had been persomaligived” (Peter Thomson, 1983:137).
Yet, in the same way, as including a living monaircta play was perilous, "not to perform
something in which” the monarch “might see his ogflection could have been viewed as a
sin of omission” (Thomson 1983:137). Theice was extremely problematic and that
is probably one of the reasons, for ShakespeaeLsidn to, “with the exeption d¢lenry
VIII, cover the history [that] invariably antedates 348Hoenselaars, 2002:29). Many of
Shakespeare’s contemporaries though “continuechtey@ end of the Wars of the Roses,
and they developed a wide variety of plays usingenels bearing on the more recent Tudor
era’ (Hoenselaars, 2002:29). Some of them, "astalpaonsequence of their readiness to
exploit Tudor history”, Hoeselaars writes furtheleveloped the biographical history plays’.
The biographical plays, as David Loades in hisckxti The Early Receptionéxplains,
“usually picked the life of ‘non-royal figure, dreng on John Foxe écts and Monuments,
popular collection of lives of those who died astyra” (internet source). In 1603, after the
death of Elizabeth I, Thomas Heywood produced apeud play about her life calldél You
Know Not Me, You Know Nobadyhe play offended none, as the Tudor dynasty was
replaced by the Stuarts and actually, as Hoensetdaims, the play ‘remained highly popular
on the London stage until the closing of the thesatin 1642° (2002:29). Other of many

Foxean plays was written by Thomas Drue in 1624t ane year before James I's death:
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however, contrary to the Heywood’s plays, this oritcized the monarch himself, although
it is not clear if it had offended hinutchess of Suffolkarrated the life of the Katherine of
Suffolk who was forced to leave England and waswad to return from exile only after
accession of Elizabeth I to the throne. Hoenselagpains that in this case

Tudor history really served as a veiled criticishiKang James’s prevaricating attitude

toward his own daughter, Elizabeth Stuart, whoetiogr with her husband, the Count

Palatine, was left to her own devices amids thatipal turmoil that engulfed

Germany and Bohemia. (2002:30)

However, not all the playwrights approved of thasher assaultive genre, and wrote, among
other things, the historical plays. Hoenselaaramdathat "with these varying biographical
forms Shakespeare seems to have had little sympHigyonly had a hand iBir Thomas
More, but a corective one” (2002:30).

Beside the difficulty with not offending the moohs, the problem of historical plays
was that the chronicles from which playwrights cbakquire information about English
history were limited and very often unreliable. l&.&rierson and Dominique Goy-Blanquet
consider about five main sources of English histthrgt could get to the hands of the
Elizabethan playwrights; Polydore VergiAsglica Historia(first version completed in 1513,
polished version in 1534), Edward Hallision of the Two Noble and lllustre Families of
York and Lancastef1548), Raphael HolinshedThe Chronicles of England, Scotland and
Ireland (1577), Geoffrey of Monmouth’blistoria Regum Britannia€1136), and Thomas
More’s unfinished biography of Richard Ill call@the History of King Richard Il{written
between 1513-1521). Although they all were widedgd as the source of history, with the
present knowledge it can be certainly said thay Hre often based only on a pure opinion of
they author, obedient to the Tudor dynasty that méing at the time when these chronicles
were written and as Grierson suggests, in somescas® only mythical but fictitious”
(1914:xiii). Historical truth was, in the Elizabeth period, not always a priority, but it is the
fact that history itself, truthful or untruthfultasted to be very important after the accession of
Tudors. Henry VII, the first Tudor monarch, wascading to Goy-Blanquet, “the first
English monarch who used history on a grand naltiscale to legitimise his accession to
power”. For his purpose, he used "a family treeiied by Geoffrey of Monmouth
(2002:62), the chronicles available at the timee Tdmily tree was vital for Henry VII, as "he
needed to substantiate his rightful entittiementtfa English crown” (Bejblik, 1979:65, my
translation}’. This was nothing exceptional though, many famili@ve their family trees
invented at the time and Henry VII has his treeutded beginning with King Arthur.

88



Also the whole forthcoming period of Tudor’s reigecame suitable for formation of
new chronicles. Henry VII, for example, deserved ke hailed as a father of Tudor
historiography” (D. Goy-Blanquet, 2002:62), becaaser using history as an evidence of his
right to the English throne, he also asked Vergilwrite new English chronicles. Goy-
Blanquet explains that the twenty-seven volume efgil’s chronicles, had, as they were
written by the Italian historian, the advantagebeing ‘less concerned by the recent partisan
guarrels [the Wars of Roses]” than the historiedtemr by Vergil’'s "English colleagues’
(2002:62). Also, as Vergil was a great historidwese chronicles, that were finished in 1534,
are “the first to use critical judgement, compavarses, and check the veracity of facts’
(2002:62). Nonetheless, the version also probabbre accessible to the Elizabethan
playwrights was the one written by Edward Hall. Kigrk, published in 1548, was “to a large
extent a wordy translation of Vergil's elegant batembellished with extracts from other
chronicles and spiced up with his own moral commueas (2002:63). Hall had a different
opinion on English history, as he was a firm Prateisand a devotee of Henry VIII, but as
claimed further,

He never quarrels with Vergil’s opinions — he siynpimits them when they disagree

with his own. He is also much less rigorous, seldambarrassed by the conflict of

sources or philosophical systems he appeals tofraqdently suits his ethics to hard

facts. (2002:63)

However, although all these sources were possiblase, the chronicles that “inspired the
vogue of the history play” (2002:63) were thosetemi by Raphael Holinshed, re-edited in
1587. Holinshed was influenced by many differenirses. The section on Scottish history
was based on the Hector Boecélstoriae Scotorumwhich waswritten in the Scotish
dialect: however, most of those were “only the nia of Boece and his predecessors
anxious to trace the descent of their king” (Gaers1914:xiii). For the other sections
Holinshed was “paraphrasing or copying Hall, ineothvords Vergil, on the York and
Lancaster reigns, with heavy cuts of their proviggrcomments” (Goy-Blanquet, 2002:63).
Not even More treated the War of Roses differemtiis The History of King Richard lll,
which blackened Richard by collecting “all the directitesnies he could find, usually from
Richard’s worst enemies, without the least effoitt truth from prejudice” (2002:62). Thus,
Hattway’s claim that the playwright could count aminimal historical knowledge in the
audience, and so represent it in various ways,atarmaccepted without objections. After all,
the facts show that even conception of the playwtsidhaving a slight prospect of creating

something historically accurate and politically fieeted, even if they wanted to, would be a
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misconception. They followed mostly the historiamgrks, and it is doubtful whether the

historians had much choice and desire to explatohiin an accurate way.

1.2.3. Elizabethan playwrights

Apparently, for Elizabethans all these problemseweot so problematic, since the
actors, plays and playwrights proliferated and widyng became a relatively profitable job,
as seen in Bejblik:

Edward Howes in the insertion to Stowksnalswrote: “Comedians and actors used to

be very poor and uncouth compared to the ones fsamtime. Now though they

became very rich and they are great actors inudlljests, so various aristocrats took

them for their servants(1979:143, my translatioff)
And Bejblik continues that playwrights “were eagseventimes to tentimes more than the
average craftsman (...) or well-situated teacheith wompleted university education
(1979:162, my translatioh) Writing apparently became a great craft, howewdth a great
number of playhouses and playwrights, and also thighpreference of some playwrights by
their monarchs, naturally competition appeared.ré@tveas a group of so called “university
wits”; and, although they certainly did not alwaysrk together, since they had aquired an
education at either Oxford or Cambridge they lookiedvn on their contemporaries who
lacked such an education. Even nowadays, as seggegt..B.Wright, the lack of university
education is used by the anti-Shakespeareans e pinat this “unlettered yokel without any
schooling” could not have written the plays. Fanththe playwright had to be “a noble lord
or the equivalent in background who had a very geddcation”. Nevertheless, it is known
that Shakespeare "had a very good education, adguithe Stratford Grammar School’, and
Wright ends his Shakespeare defence:

Most anti-Shakespeareans are naive and betraypwous snobbery. The author of
their favourite plays, they imply, must have hacbdege diploma framed and hung on
his study wall like the one in their dentist’s offi [...] They forget that genious has a
way of cropping up in unexpected places and thaerd the great writers [...] got his
inspiration in a college or university course. (Q9&xiii)
Moreover, since the Elizabethan and Jacobean eamxbeing considered here, neither this
intellectuality nor rivalry can be perceived framr present point of view, for education,
during the period, was no test of civility. The Gaidge graduate Christopher Marlowe, for
example, considered by some literarywise supeonourieducated Shakespeare, was killed

young in a tavern quarrel; Ben Jonson killed twdoldn a duel. Further, in spite of
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Shakespeare not having the university educatiompltidloom and most critics assert that
Shakespeare proved to be the best playwright dElizabethan period, perhaps of all times:

Are there personalities (in our sense) in the plafsany Shakespeare’s rivals?

Marlowe deliberately kept to cartoons, even in Bam|[...], and Ben Jonson as

deliberately confined himself to ideograms, eveVaipone [...]. | have a great taste

for John Webster, but his heroines and villainkealianish when juxtaposed to those

of Shakespeare. (1998:5)

Yet, for Bloom Shakespeare does not win the primaaly as the best Elizabethan
playwright, for him Shakespeare holds the pre-emiaen the whole history of human race.
He explains that all characters before Shakespgare basically unchanging, as they were
‘represented as ageing and dying, but not as amgnbecause their relationship to
themselves, rather than to the gods or God, hasgelda (1998:xvii). Bloom further claims
that it was the great Shakespeare who createdoritées, in our present sense, because “in
Shakespeare, characters develop rather than uafuddthey develop because they reconceive
themselves” (1998:xvii), Bloom even suggesting tiither characters since Shakespeare were
created "by an imitation of Shakespeare” (1998TBe eighteenth-century titan Samuel
Johnson supports this view by declaring that “we @lhakespeare everything”. Bloom adds
that it was Shakespeare who has taught us to uaddreuman nature. Some scholars might
oppose Bloom’s theory, a theory he practidadigrows from Johnson, however, if nothing
else, Shakespeare has proved to be exeptiondlyibgnmemaining onstage for more than four
hundred years, even at times when the enormoesesitin the theatre has decreased
exceedingly.

Shakespeare proved his brilliance even to his idiate contamporaries. In the
autumn of 1592, Robert Greene, the best knownepthbfessional writers, as he was dying,
wrote a letter to his fellow writers in which he nvad them against the ingratitude
of players in general, and in particular againstugstart crow” who “supposes he is as much
able to bombast out a blank verse as the best oof §nd being an absolute Johannes
Factotum is in his own conceit the only Shake-sdana country.” As confirmed by G. B.
Harrison, “this is the first reference to Shakespeand the whole passage suggests that he
had become suddenly famous as a playwright andréa@gnized as the greatest of English
dramatists by the summer of 1598 (1998:6). wds so popular that Francis Meres, in his
Palladis Tamia: Wits Treasuyyeferred to him in flattering terms as "mellifugoand honey-
tongued Shakespeare,” observing further that lagu® and Seneca are accounted the best
for comedy and tragedy among the Latins, so Shakespamong the English is the most

excellent in both kinds for the stage”. Meres codetl with the remark that "“the Muses would
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speak with Shakespeare’s fine filed phrase if theyld speak English.” Words of praise also
appear in the works of dramatists who may presdrglgonsidered Shakespeare’s rivals. For
example, supposedly his greatest rival, Ben Jonsoote a poem after Shakespeare’s death
calledTo the Memory of My Beloved Master William Shakaspand What He Hath Left Us,

in which he portrays Shakespeare as a great afgsivrites:

To draw no envy, SHAKSPEARE, on thy name,
Am | thus ample to thy book and fame ;
While | confess thy writings to be such,
As neither Man nor Muse can praise too much.

[..]

He was not of an age, but for all time !

[]

Sweet Swan of Avon ! what a sight it were

To see thee in our waters yet appear,

And make those flights upon the banks of Thames,
That so did take Eliza, and our James !

These words undoubtedly express the great apprargeand respect that William
Shakespeare gained during his life.

Nowadays, it may be surprising that a rival wrigegh appreciative words about
another; however, as mentioned above, authorsaatithe had a very different perception of
rivalry. Rivalry, for them, was not a competitioit, was actually a kind of “raillery’.
Playwrights did not try to be original in the pressense, but often took each other’s work
and tried to rewrite it in a different way. Thegaloften cooperated on various projects; or,
if employed as actors as well, acted in each athpréces. William Shakespeare, for
example, acted in Jonson’s second known jagry Man in His Humourwhich was
performed in Globe by the Lord Chamberlain’s Mea,  should not be surprising that
dramatists who are now considered rivals were,estityy, friends. Jonson’s poem, then,
shows a good example of this “rivalry friendshigs; a great dramatist, Ben Jonson,
praises another, in this case William Shakespeare.

As the great dramatist and an actor at that tiRleakespeare was not only
appreciated by his literary contemporaries, for ynainhis plays were performed in front of
the royal court, either for Queen Elizabeth or rater James |. Despite his obvious
popularity during Elizabethan and Jacobean timesret are still some who doubt that
Shakespeare is the author of the plays that beardme. Much has been written about this

issue, however,
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no credible evidence that would stand up in a colifaw has ever been adduced to

prove either that Shakespeare did not write hiysplar that anyone else wrote

them.(Wright, 1960:xvii)
Part of the Shakespeare an authorship argumennlibs fact that many of his plots, themes
and characters arise out of other writer's works; éxample, ShakespeareRéchard IlI
(dated probably 1593% based on Thomas More’s tragddthe History of King Richard the
Third, written between 1513-1521; yet, the Elizabethanogealso had, apart from a
different perception of rivalry, a completely difémt measure for what was regarded as
original. Novelty in a work was judged by its magtef its theme not by its unusualness. In
spite of being based on More’s work, still “"wiichard Il Shakespeare captured the
imagination of the Elizabethan audience, then eposty interested in historical plays’.
(Wright, 1960:xxiii)

Nonetheless, Shakespeare’s exceptionality als@ls&where. Michael Hattway asks
an unforeseen question, "Who else [than Shakegddesdenritten “history plays™? (2002:6).
The question seems to be answerable in a veryveagywith the increasing importance of
history and the theatre goers” enormous interesit, imne would suppose that every
playwright was writing history plays to satisfy theudience. However, the answer is
definitely not so simple and the question is byrma#tans worth contemplating. Even the
seemingly simple, distinction between a historymad a tragedy has always been difficult
to define, as is revealed by Hattaway: “For germmaratit was common to regard the union of
“history” and “tragedy” as an uneasy one” (200Bt&explains that

generic classification was bound to be difficulvesp that most of the English

histories centre their action on the reign of a aroh, the narrative ending with his

death. It was therefore inevitable that “historyayp were going to be closely

affiliated with “tragedy’. Some were initially ldhezl as such.”(2002:3)
Presently, for exampl®ichard Illis classfied as a history play; however, when t{ag pas
published as part of the First Folio (the firstleoled edition of Shakespeare’s plays
published after his death) the two editors, Johmidges and Henry Condell, released the
play under the titl&he Tragedy of Richard the Third: with the Landofgearl Richmond,
and the Battle at Bosworth FieltHattway, 2002:3), and the same actually happendbd
Quarto with another presently classified, as aohysplay, Richard Il. It can be doubted
though that anyone in the Elizabethan period thougich about the distinction between
these two genres, especially as they are very @dasethe distinction not really definite,
even nowadaydVacbethcan be seen as a good example of this discreplimtiike Richard

lll, and actually all the plays covering the discordhaf Lancastrians and the Yorkists that
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are labelled as history playMacbethis classified as a tragedy. Certaijacbeth has
nothing in common with the famous dispute of the tynasties; however, this play also
covers a part of the history - the Scotish histofythe eleventh century - and so, quite
logically, it should not really be labelled a trdgebut a history play. Hattway’s question is
indisputably legitimate; nonetheless, one shoulobably not ask "Who else had written
history plays’, but who else had written about \tar of the Roses. Even with the refined
guestion, though the answer remains the same, obrihe Elizabethan or Jacobean
playwrights had dramatized so many “chroniclesoants of the War of the Roses (...) and
to the persistent conflict between England and ¢&aduring the Hundred Years Was’
(Hattaway, 2002:7) as Shakespeare himself. RicHatderson agrees, claiming that beyond
doubt “Shakespeare did make a larger contributiadhdt genre than anyone else” (1977:25).
Thus, although many of Shakespeare’s plays aralpchased on the works of others, this
fact did not apparently lessen his craft in thesegethe Elizabethan and Jacobean viewer,
and it would also be very unlikely, as many othlaywrights at the time practised exactly
the same. Nonethess, not everyone was able ta sgéctators and readers an
opportunity to learn a significant part of Englisistory” (D.M.Bergeron, 2002:41).

Moreover, Shakespeare not only captured the ina#igim of the average viewer - in
the words of Wright, he also “gave a [historicalierpretation pleasing to the Tudors’
(1960:xxi), and subsequently to the Stuarts. As atfestrated above, Shakespeare was not
keen on biographical history plays, and evenchisice of topics and time period, he did
not use history succeeding the War of the Roses vedher vigilant. In spite of
Shakespeare’s circumspect choice of the time peslbthe material in the Elizabethan and
Jacobean period was necessary to treat cauti@sshistory could always be connected with
monarchs” predecessors, as in the casgabfard Ill, or legendary founders of the dynasties,
as inMacbeth.Shakespeare was certainly aware of this, as hetspaseeven changed the
chronicle material in order not to offend the mamarThere are some scholars Hattway who
claims that “Shakespeare may have provoked rdiharglease those who would control the
political culture of England” (2002:15). The baaigument lies in the letter that

on 12 November 1589 the Prive Council wrote toAhghbishop of Canterbury, the

Lord Mayor of London, and Edmund Tilney, MasteiR#vels, asking them each to
appoint someone to scrutinise all plays perfornmedrid about the City of London

because the players had taken “upon them, witlhdgement or decorum, to handle
matters of divinity and state”. Parts of the Hehfly plays reveal evidence of

censorship by Tilney — or of self-censorship bypleyers. (2002:15)
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Firstly, it might be true, howevelenry VI is one of Shakespeare’s early plays; and
secondly, this provocation certainly does not appeaither Richard Il or Macbeth.In
these two plays the situation is quite contrarg: itiaterial that was used for these two play

was chosen and adjusted so as not to provoke Iplease.

2. Richard IlI

Although being one of his earliest playgichard Il brought William Shakespeare
great success. This can be contributed to Shakespeamarkably good choice of the topic
and in the exceptionally good timinBichard 11l was written at the time when the Tudors
had been rulling the country for over a centuryjolvhbrought long-wished-for peace and
stability. The Tudor period may seem relativelyqedal and stable to a twenty-first century
person who cannot really judge ‘the outset of grflen reign and gradual material and
spiritual development” (8brny, 1965:8, my translatioff)that came with the Tudors” reign.
Certainly many parts of life had changed, one efgheatest being drama, which changed its
shape completely; and, owing to Shakespeare artbhtemporaries, became an inseperable
part of culture in the forthcoming centuridgnong all of Shakespeare’s plays written in the
Tudor periodRichard Il does not enchant many present scholars, who réiganalay to be
only a starting point in the development of Shakesp's subsequent greatness. Yet, by the
characterization of Richard Il in the play, Shakemre changed the character widely used
until the moment when this great antagonist appeafdthough pictured as a colossal
villain, Richard remains credibly human throughthg whole play; human, however, only
to an extent not to offend the members of the Tudgmasty, which, with a bit of
exaggeration, is the malefactor causing both Rad$ahe real and literary, to be viewed as

monstrous creatures.

2.1. The influence of the Tudor dynasty
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This chapter mainly covers the material that wasated in the Tudor period in
pursuit of stabilizing Henry VII on the English dme. Henry VII certainly needed to support
his claim to the crown, a claim which will be casrfited with the a situation similar to which
arose after the dethroning of Richard Il almoseatary before Henry VI killed Richard llI.
This chapter will also show Henry's incredible mgandistic skills, and their uses. Extra
space will be given to the histories that begabeavritten during his reign, leading namely
to Vergil's and More’s work, as they have beenjkanthe others, considered the most
credible evidence of the period preceding the Tudbis all is, of course, dealt with as

background for Shakespeare’s play.

2.1.1. RichardlIl - dating and choice of material

Richard 11l was written during the reign of the fifth monarmhthe Tudor dynasty,
Queen Elizabeth; and, by this play, the whole histb cycle, beginning with the trilogy
Henry VI,was completed. At the time the play was put onestite Tudor dynasty looked
anything but secure. An ageing, unmarried femal@march ruled the country, and many
people certainly believed that it was only a matietime before the absence of an heir
would once again cause confusion in assession.eSphakre hardly could have chosen a
better time to write his play picturing Richard, keuof Gloucester, who butchers his way to
the throne, murdering everyone standing in his wagluding his own brother, wife, and
even young nephews, and whose evil plots are dt@adnonly by Henry VII, who, by his
triumphant victory, establishes the Tudor dynasty.

The date of the play is uncertain: however, adabepart of the tetralogy, it probably
followed the preceding parts quite closely. LouisVixight claims that the play "dates from
somewhere between the end of 1592 and the begimiii§95; perhaps 1593 is about as
close as we can come to its first performance” @li®6that was probably at The Theatre, as
it was being used by the Lord Chamberlain’s MerakBbpeare’s company) at that time.
Although various sources daRdchard Il differently, it is certain that the play existed in
1597, as Anthony Hammond in Arden’s editiorRathard Il asserts: it "was entered on the
Stationers” Register by Andrew Wise on 20 Octol&71 (2002:1). Nonetheless, the exact
date is not vital, as the play certainly emergednduthe reign of Queen Elizabeth I, and so
the influence of the period and the Tudor dynattstt can be uncovered in the play, would
not change within a few years and neither woulgdpularity, which was partly caused by
Shakespeare’s choice of a recent history topiough not recent enough to violate the ban

on portraying living monarchs. Hazarding “chancyatenial including Elizabeth and her
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contemporaries was unnecessary, as the Wars oERaesal especially murderous career of
Richard Ill - provided an inexhaustible supply ohaterial that would probably always
please the Tudor rulers, since Henry VII, had ‘wed¢ England from the evil Plantagent at
Bosworth Field in 1485.

2.1.2. Accusation and defence of Richard il
Richard.O monstrous fault, to harbor such a thought! .i(l1l164)

This exclamation excellently formulates the mis@apion about Richard IlI’s nature, at
least as some have seen it. Like Richard in thd trart of Henry VI, some scholars seem to
scream, "What a nonsense! Richard and evil?” - henyvét seems that nothing can help
blackened Richard Il to regain an unbesmirchedutaon, because, as Josephine Tey
claims, “you cannot fight Shakespeare and win et source) However, is only
Shakespeare to blame for the monstrous picturaabfaRd 111? Shakespeare certainly wrote
a play vilifying Richard lll: however, his play gnktands at the top of the "“pyramid” that
began at the accession of Henry VII, who had maatves for blackening his predecessor.
Though, voices defending Richard could have beemdhalthough not in vast number, as
early as soon as the beginning of the seventeeetfiury. As Anthony Hammond
clarifies:"the first author to express hostilityMards Shakespeare’s interpretation of the last
Plantagenet was Sir William Cornwallis” (2002:6)his Essayes of Certain Paradoxes
1617,which initiated a long running argument betweereddérs of Richard Il (for whom
the arch-villain is, of course, King Henry VII) ankeir opponents. Luis B. Wright, one of
the current scholars defending Richard’s reputatiims that "Henry Tudor had reason to
want to blacken Richard’s name and damage the <lafrall rivals to the throne: his claim
was none too strong” (1960:xxvi). Seemingly, "Hevilyhad no stronger claim to the throne
than Bolingbroke” (Tony Tanner, 1994:xvii) almostundred years before.

In 1399, when Richard Il was dethroned, problenth wuccession had arisen, as it
was ‘the first time after the death of Richard thenheart that the English king stopped
reigning without having a son and heir’” (Ralph Aifihs, 1999:177, my translatiot)
Established custom rightful since 1216 warranted tihe succession preference of the oldest
male, although it might have meant a child-malegkias in case of Richard Il himself.
However, there was no common rule establishedisfahe failed. In 1399, the choice was
laid between two blood-line descendants, and thimge-year-old Bolingbroke became the
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one who gained - or more precisely, seized - tioeverthen. An almost identical situation
arose after the death of Richard lll, who died dle#s, as his only legitimate son and heir
(Richard Il also had two illegitimate children)edi before the Battle of Bosworth. Henry
VIl though had according to Tony Tanner two greshtaamtages:
He was the only one of the fifteenth century uewspto kill his childless
predecessors in battle. And most importantly, he stgpported by the Yorkists who
had become disillusioned with the increasingly isgble Richard. (1994:xviii)
It has to be add here, that not all the Yorkistgpsuted the new king; a great part of the
north part of the country, for example, was dis$&d with the new monarch and the way he
seized the English crown. Nevertheless, even whith dpparent advantages Henry had,
contrary to his forerunners, and with the fact tiatvas so ingenious "to declare himself the
king with the effect from the day preceding the @&yhe battle” (John Guy, 1999:211, my
translation}®. Still, his claim remained feeble. Louis B. Wriglescribes the situation:

He was the son of Edmund Tudor and Margaret Begufoth of whom were of
royal blood. [...] Henry was the grandson of Owen diyd Welsh adventurer who
sang his way into the favor of [...] the widow of HerV/. Katherine bore him three
sons, of whom Henry's father was the second, bfdriumately they were all born
without benefit of clergy. On his mother’s sidegnfly Tudor was the great-great
grandson of John of Gaunt, brother of Edward IHd &Katherine Swynford, his
entrancing mistress. Though Richard Il long agomade all this legitimate by royal
decree and had given the family the name Beauftatiry Tudor nevertheless felt
uneasy in his pretensions. (1960:xxvi)
To “legitimize” his claim and secure the positiontiis own heirs, Henry VII, descendant of
Lancasters, married the daughter of King Edward BE\izabeth of York, and by this act
“linked the two royal families, white and red rosdjose dispute had been destroying the
country for previous thirty years™ (Bejblik, 1976;6my translatior!y. Not only did Henry,
by this marriage, connect the two families, butale® “gave the opportunity to the Yorkists,
who joined him in the fight against Richard, to tifys their renegadion” (John Guy,
1999:211, my translatiotf) Identically, in the last speech Rfchard Il Richmond declares:

Proclaim a pardon to the soldiers fled

That in submission will return to us;

And then, as we have ta’en the sacrament,

We will unite the white rose and the redM\16-19)
Besides, Kovik asserts that "Henry VII was an ambitious ansbnal monarch” (2003:401,
my translatiom®: so, although he made all those precautions, aed éough, after his
marriage to Elizabeth, a successor was born, nbtigose steps seemed to prevent all the

possible assaults from prospective candidatesat&tiglish throne. Henry wanted to support
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his title to the throne by some written contributias he probably did not share the view of
Shakespeare’s Prince Edward:

But say, my lord, it were not register’d,

Methinks the truth should live from age to age,

As “twere retail’d to all posterity,

Even to the general all-ending day. (1L.1ii.-78)

2.1.3. The written evidence

Actually, Henry VII might have agreed that thetlrumight only be transmitted
orally, and he surely spread various truths, halthks, and lies from which he benefitted.
However, it certainly holds true that, once writtenformation gains a totally different
dimension. Henry VII definitely did not underminket power of the written form and
“employed” historians to “upgrade” the period ofh@rd IlI’s reign. Domimique Goy-
Blanquet emphasizes that “it is now well known tlegiresentations of the last Plantagenet
were deliberately distorted by propaganda. It watsemough for a conquering Richmond to
inherit the Lancaster claim” (2002:61). His histos were required to do two things: to
vilify Richard and to sustain Henry’s claim by anfly tree tracing his origins back to the
legendary king of the Brits, King Arthur, who wasgarded, according to Alois Bejblik, as
“the archetype of knighthood and one of nine titang, who came to the world as the
incarnation of Christ” (1979:66, my translatithiSome authors even claim that the family
tree was traced back as far as the Celtic kings,bayond them to the first Trojan settlers.
The great family tree was invented; however, theatgst invention of Henry VII, and
consequently also Henry VIII, was the creation af@nster figure, Richard IIl.

Nowadays, a majority of authors writing historayd would consult many primary
and secondary sources, and do detailed researcheudo, the approach in the sixteenth
century was very different. The aim of sixteentitoey authors™ was not to account history
events and personalities accurately: “the realifstignce”, as Martin Hilsky claims, “lay in
giving a model of how to live, and in the kingsseaiow to rule the country” (2004:135, my
translationj*. In Richard’s case, the aim was clear: a monstroisshapen king would
never lead his country into stability and peaced, aquite logically, this would show the
importance of the new monarch and provide Henryhvdbme extra possibilities for
stabilizing his own position on the throne, at teaghe eyes of English citizens, which was
very important. Correspondingly, Richard IlI"’s mtosity was so shrewdly invented and so
greatly "nourished” that the evil picture has mesi among the public for centuries, even
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though historians and scholars have fought to wvatdi Richard’s reputation. Their
defending voices though remain feeble comparedaovbices of the “blackeners” whose
history glorifying the Tudors created the generalgcepted view of the fifteenth and
sixteenth century. The greatest merit of this siturais attributed to Shakespeare; but, it
should be remembered that, in R&hard Ill, he simply used the available sources (see
chapter 1.3.2), which, as suggested in the intrmiygart, cannot be considered reliable
sources of history. John Julius Norwich insinudkeg Polydore Vergil, who was invited to
write new English histories in 1501, and who amdive England only in 1502, “tells us that
he personally interviewed "every elderly man painteit to [him] as having once held an
important position in public life" (1999:357). Assdly, he could have heard stories of a
cruel, pitiless monarch, as his “villainous pottfai.] had been developing since Richard’s
own time”; nonetheless, it can only be speculatiedre/the truth ended and gradually gained
“characteristics that critics would later associaiid the Tudor Myth” (Janis Lull, 1999:6),
since Vergil began writing his histories only abowenty years after Richard’s defeat. The
same applies for Thomas More, who witnessed tlgnref Richard Il himself (which has
always been the main reason why his work has beem guch wide acceptance), and who
demolished Richard in hiFhe History of King Richard IJlthe history that inspired
Shakespeare’s play. However, there are some fathtatsprobably influenced More’s
blackening work. It has to be remembered that mewgup in the household of Cardinal
John Morton, one of the councillors of Henry Vlidaa sworn enemy of Richard IlI” (Sharon
D. Michalove, 1995); furthermore, More was onlyeewyears old at the time of the battle of
Bosworth field. Hence, his period evidence was dased on interviews with Richard’s
contemporaries, not on his own experience. It abdlieved though that "he certainly knew
many [of Richard’s contemporaries]”. Moreover, .ddNbrwich continues, his “own father, a
leading London lawyer, would have been able to giwve first-hand evidence in plenty of
what had really occurred in that short and disastreign” (1999:357). Clearly, More’s
evidence came from the second hand just as Ver@ésides, these histories were written
during the Tudor period, so no one wanted to fath idisgrace; and, most importantly, since
the priority was not real history, but a kind ofeason, the memories of the fearful years of
the War of Roses, and the hope that Henry VII haadight meant that no one, probably had
difficulties to write or believe these assaultstba preceding period - and so, on the last
ruling monarch, Richard Il

Basically it would be possible to continue in ga&me way with all the sources used

by Shakespeare to writichard Ill; and generally, Tudors history is nhowadays viewed as
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based mainly on various legends, myths and runibatswere at least partly influenced by
the initiation of histography during the Tudor peliand also due to their political
propaganda, not necessarily caused by the hatredetdast Plantagenet (maybe by the
hatred of the interwied witnesses), but by the s&itg of the situation in which Henry VII
appeared. And, as explained, who would be easieilitp than the last monarch of a long
war-period ruining the country? Nevertheless, viéwe a historical context, Richard Il
seems to be quite the opposite of the theatre ctearavhich again questions the truthfulness
of the witnesses, and consequently the chronibl@sgever this topic should be dealt with in

detail later.

2.2. Elizabethan influence in the play

As Elizabethan staging has specific qualities, fire# chapter once again mentions
the design and staging that were used in the peniodever, the main purpose is to show
how Shakespeare was influenced by the originattbdarms — specifically in staging, use
of properties, and choice of characters. The sepamtlis devoted to Queen Elizabeth, as
Richard Il was written and performed during her reign. Attemtis aimed at her role of the
female-illegitimate but still brilliant Tudor monar, who was able to enhance her country

and enable the boom in various aspects, specificaltural, of the English people.

2.2.1. Staging and Elizabethan theatre groups

All Shakespeare’s early plays were designed tcebfenmed in inns, courtyards, and
mostly in public playhouses that could hold largdiance. As stated heretofore, the openair
playhouses were not adapted for splendid staggmesid “only the sorts of properties the
actors themselves could carry on and off the stdball, 1999:102) were used. The
advantage, of course, was that the lack of stagmadpled Shakespeare to shift the play from
one location to another very flexibly, so to geinfr the king's palace to the Tower or the
battle field in just two scenes caused no probldfizsvever, it was necessary then to allude
to the change in the dialogue. In the third scenRiohard IlI, for example, Buckingham
welcomes Prince Edward by the words: "Welcome, sviRFnce, to London, to your
chamber.” (11l.i.1) to evoke the place of their i@ and so evidently the properties and
staging were not really necessary. Besides, Ludigsests that Elizabethan audience was
used to ‘the generalised settings and fast-pacadgdie”, and so all this "was very well

received” (2002:103/4). This is not surprising sinonly a century before no playhouses
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existed at all, and people were used to perfornrganog only in inns and courtyards but
even, for example, on waggons. Hence, they ceytaliol not expect great stage setting. In
addition to that, Elizabethan authors and viewkke aegarded theatre as similar to real life:
for them, the action proceeding on the stage didemresent only the pure illusion bolstered
by the staging, properties, and costumes, for tfmaliethans the stage imitated real life, as
Bejblik asserts:

In life, literature and the whole drama of the I&speare period alike, the conception

of similarity between theatre and life was firmistablished; this conception became

a part of period language and thinking. Theatren&gocosmos in macrocosmos

appeared as something logical and natural. (1939rhg translatiorff
Logically, in real life the placement and clothee asually not as important as the action
itself, and this simply held true in the case & Hlizabethan theatre.

As with the staging, the theatrical forms in tHed&bethan period continued in the
tradition created by the companies of strollingypta that were discussed earlier. The main
structure of the most folk plays formed singingnck and, as Bejblik asserts, also
something ‘that was even at the Shakespeare peatidd “mumming’, which was
performing in masks” (1979:129, my translatfdnThese plays were the first experiece that
people often had with theatre; but, as Bejblik tads, "the real school of the theatre art
became the religious, biblical plays” (1979:130, trayslationj*. Those plays usually took a
few days and some of them had as many as "thregréairactors in five hundred roles’
(1979:131, my translatioff) The theatre companies then, if one can actuakytbe word
“company’, had only a few actors in the stablé odsach group, the other parts were
usually acted by various servants from the regaynpne actor acted in more roles in one
play. In 1473 Sir John Paston wrote a letter sayiag "he sustained a servant because he
had proved worth in roles of saint George, RobirodHoand also sheriff of Nottingham’
(1979:132, my translatioff) and makes apparent how extremely disappointesiasewhen
this servant left his residence.

Shakespeare was certainly influenced by traditidoems, so it should not be
surprising thaRichard Il is one of the longest of Shakespeare’s plays, alittost 3,600
dialogue lines and a vast number of actors neeflecconfirmed by Hammond, the play
‘must inevitably have been difficult to cast. (...hefe are altogether fifty-two speaking
parts, three more named but mute parts, and arfinitdenumber of supernumeraries

required” (2002:62). However, as he further suggdbkere is a likely possibility that the
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roles would be doubled, as even the largest Elibalbecompany would have had problems
to cast all the roles:
We can probably assume that the players of RichaddBuckingham would not have
doubled: their parts are too long, and they arentaoh in the audience’s eye to do so
convincingly. (2002:63)
Hammond argues further that, “while [the play] ¥pensive in terms of manpower, it is
otherwise suitable for a touring production, [d8} bnly necessary properties seem to be a
pair of tents” (2002:65). Shakespeare certainlyingjgished between things that were
possible and impossible to realize, and Rishard Ill, as one of his earliest plays; clearly
follows the influence of the preceeding theatriiwains, and probably also the influence of

his monarch is probably also traceable in it.

2.2.2. Queen Elizabeth
Margaret: | had rather be a country servant maid,
Than a great queen, with this condition,
To be so baited, scorn’d, and stormed at:
Small joy have | in being England’s quetiii.(107-110)

It is not clear if Queen Elizabeth would have ctaimed in the same way as Queen
Margaret in Richard Ill; however, she definitely did not have an easy, ldé@d so
Shakespeare might have included this line intgtag intentionally for her ears.

When the Queen ascended to the throne in 1558qusikkly realized that she had
inherited a poor country quite devastated by thigioeis unstability of the previous years.
The Queen’s own status appeared equally disheagtdviich of Europe regarded her as the
illegitimate child of King Henry VIl and his secdrwife, Anne Boleyn, since the Pope had
not sanctioned Henry’s divorce from his first wif@atherine of Aragon. As a "bastard",
Elizabeth had no right to ascend the English thrdme same situation had actually arisen
after the death of Richard Ill, as his two illegitite children remained alive. However,
Henry VII, aware of the situation, married off R&atd’s daughter and imprisoned his son.
Although the son, or someone who claimed to be &ils son, appeared and was
subsequently crowned in Ireland, Henry continuedédoure his and his heirs” positions.

"Elizabeth, of course, was confident that it was &ino ruled”, and she claimed that "God,
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he only, had [..] made her Queen” (Oxford Dictrgha Nonetheless, Elizabeth
“illegitimacy” proved not to be the only problem.mdore serious problem was posed by her
gender.

A woman’s role in the sixteenth century was qdiinct: they got married, and
their main responsibility was “to manage househdidsthey were excluded from the public
offices” (Oxford Dictionary). They, moreover, haaol mght to inherit after their fathers — this,
logically, did not hold true in the case of thewnp yet women were not usually considered
full-bodied rulers: "The Scottish reformer John Krasserted that the “imbecility” of their
sex rendered women unfit to bear rule” (Oxford Diwry).Thus,

it was not only Knox who believed a female ruler lie, if not an unnatural
monstrosity, an unusual and in principle undesgadtception to the regular rule
governing human affairs. Apart from any other cdesations, it was not clear that a
woman could exercise the oldest function of a mamdeading her forces into battle.
Nor could she, in any station or walk of life, ordrily exercise the kind of authority
associated with the mental powers of a man. (Oxibctionary)

Evidently, Elizabeth was not respected automaticalhe had to secure her position, not

only as a Tudor, but also as a woman who did ncoracwith the stereotype of women as

"brainless". Maurois asserts that

William Cecil displayed great distrust towardsz&aheth after her accession to the

throne, as he had only a little respect for a womanthority. He dared to rebuke an

emissary, who turned to her. (1993:206, my traiwsi)t’
On another occasion, Cecil was upset ‘'when a mgssediscussed with the queen
ambassadorial dispatch, it being too much for a am knowledge” (Oxford Dictionary).
However, Elizabeth was quite aware of her positasishe was "a man and a woman alike”
(Maurois, 1993:207, my translatidfl) Since had also inherited great intellect, shesdier
confessed, “ | know | have the body of a weak a®ble woman’, yet in the same breath
added, "but | have the heart and stomach of a Kiritbury speech, 1588)nheriting not only
intellect, but also the great Tudor skill at propada and politics, she gradually stablised her
position, even though the situation became moreptioated, especially since she had
decided not to get married.

"Decided” might be perceived as too strong a whaiyever, Brenda Ralph Lewis
claims that “"when she [Elizabeth] and Robert Dudiesrl of Leicester, were both about nine
years old, she had told him she would never taiesdand” (2003:3), which could have been
seen as a childish caprice; however, it becaméygeahd some present authors argue about
the reason for the decision. Of course, it mightehlaeen the result of her father’s attitute and
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behaviour to his wives (she clearly had to view niage as a certain danger, as her mother
was executed after being accused of adultery aresin The others clarify that she did not

want to fall under the power of her future husbasihe would have been given the power,
and she would have to be subservient to his wdllaadership. As B. R. Lewis confirms:

After she became Queen, the dangers of marriaggedo another aspect. A
husband would not have occupied a secondary posilike Prince Albert, Queen
Victoria's husband, or Prince Philip, who marribd second Elizabeth in 1947. At the
time of Elizabeth I, the husband of a reigning Quemuld claim the Crown
Matrimonial and rule as King during her lifetimen the case of a foreign
husband, this meant the one thing Elizabeth's stshjaost hated: foreign influence in
English affairs. If, on the other hand, she optedharry an English noble, she would
make him an “overmighty subject” with more powemrthany subject ought to
possess. (2003:3)
Naturally, Elizabeth understood that her decisiooult influence the whole country -
however, so did the parliament, who primarily wanker to bear a future monarch, and so
occasionally intervened by asking Elizabeth torgatried. Nevertheless, Elizabeth’s decision
was unchangable; and, on one occasion, she answérbdve already joined myself in
marrige to a husband, namely the kingdom of Englahkis remained her answer throughout
her reign, so it became clear that once she dmeedcountry would once be without a direct
heir, either male or female. However, as Elizalketéw how much bad blood was drawn by
the absence of the heir in the past, she namesliceessor, although at the very last moment.
Whatever her successes, a woman in the lead was)dny, still unacceptable. Even
Richard in Shakespeare’s play gives a sigh and says

Why, this it is, when men are rul"d by women:

[..]

We are not safe, Clarence, we are not safel. 62-70)

Nevertheless, Elizabeth knew though how to usewwmnanhood as a tool, as B.R.Lewis
asserts:

Elizabeth took blatant advantage of the fact tetenemies expected a woman to be

indecisive [...], on the outside was a monarch wHerefl hope and then backtracked,

gave half a promise and then denied it. (2003:2)

Although the monarch was a woman, the Tudors” dktdl circulated in her veins,
and she counted on public opinion to assist hes; rededed favourable press and the right
image of as monarch, as Tarnya Cooper explainst fidblic profile had to attest to her
unigue status as a woman apart from her sex’, becas an unmarried woman and a
monarch, she had "'more to prove and more to logeeimg portrayed than most European

rulers” (2003, internet source). To support hemprdially fragile position, Elizabeth started
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creating her own publicity: “she herself was theéefcluthor of this persona” (B.R.Lewis,
2003:2). She “distributed” herself basically evdrgre during the so-called  "re-coinage"
that proceeded between 1558-1561.

The Queen’s profile on the newly minted coins stwba crowned young woman with
her hair loosely flowing to stress her status asnaiden, and [...] this was
accompanied by the Tudor rose to emphasize cottiand her right to rule. (Cooper,
2003, internet source)
She herself later invented the image of the divihesen, an image that persisted without
much effort on her part. Simply, her propagandakedmerfectly:

Poets, playwrights, painters, [...] propagandipeanphleteers, and ballad-makers all
conspired to intensify the image of Elizabeth a$ot@na,” the Virgin Queen or the
“Faerie Queene”. Artists promoted Elizabeth in &lér bejewelled glamour,
surrounded by a glittering court full of lusty yaumen whose dauntless deeds she
inspired. (B.R.Lewis, 2003:2)
The Queen, though, was not glorified only in wagtior painting, but also various festivities
were arranged to appeal to “Good Queen Bess’. iBejbltes that "Elizabeth was, in the
literature of Shakespeare’s time, connected wihethpress of all life on the earth and in the
ocean” and her maidhood was compared to "the maidabLuna and made her empress of
sublunar sphere, and that was a considerable ho(@#9:67, my translatioft) This tribute
was paid to Elizabeth mostly during feasts thatewerganized by the nobility during
Elizabeth’s visits at their residences. Bejbik dbss one of these festivities prepared at
Elvetham by the earl of Hertford. The Queen wascamed by fusillade and poetry
recitation, the main part of the festivity procegde a pond that was purposedly dug in the
shape of the half moon — a symbol of the virgimitg power of the empress. From this pond,
representing the sea, the gods, Neptune and Ocearruse and respectfully bowed before
Elizabeth, their empress. Eventually Envy, disglidhg all the respect expressed to the
Queen, appeared and obstructed the way separdtinghtone and the rest of the land;
however, courtiers and citizens removed the baraied other gods came to bow to Elizabeth.
Undoubtedly, this all expressed the great respettwas paid to Elizabeth. She became truly
popular (1979:67-68).

This is not surprising since, even as ‘only” a waojrElizabeth was able to stabilize
the country: "Elizabeth's reign was during one e more constructive periods in English
history” (B.R.Lewis, 2003:4). Her ’“country grew he” (Maurois, 1993:224, my
translationy’, literature bloomed, fashion and education caméx¢ofore: all of this because
of Elizabeth's interest in knowledge, courtly babav and extravagant dress. She also
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managed to keep England’s enemies away from thetrgourhis is surprising since her
enemies “enjoyed far greater wealth, influence, miidary might’, such that "England had
little chance of resisting” (B.R.Lewis, 2003:2)dase of an attack. The explanation for "how
she was able to do this”, has already been answaoectver, it should also be remembered
that, except for being a great politician and pggmalist, her greatest advantage probably lay
in the fact that most people underrated her asraamp so she always astonished her advicers
and visitors alike, by her abilities — she certaimhd intelligence.

A French Ambassador, surprised by her linguigtitss once praised her for her great
faculty of speech; but, the Queen, used to sitnatike this, placidly replied: “There is no
marvel in a woman learning to speak, but there dde in teaching her to hold her tongue”.
Quite a long sentence for someone who was considerbe totally "brainless”. Without a
doubt, Elizabeth was forced to fight for her pasiti Without a doubt, she succeded — at least

in the eyes of her people.

2.3. The play

This chapter will try to explore the Tudor (and gglly Elizabethan) influence on
the play, as well as the Tudor’s possible presentiee play and the fashioning employed
because of it.

Richard Il is one of the Shakespeare’s earliest plays, armlasshoften argue that
the play was written to flatter the Tudors. The sjiom though is: who should have been
flattered by this play? At the time Shakespearetevhis play, the country was ruled by the
last Tudor (as explained in the previous chaptensy, a Tudor ascending the throne after
this Queen was not hoped for; hence it could oalyehbeen Elizabeth who was flattered by
the monstrosity of Richard Ill. Nonetheless, Richdrad been blackened long before
Shakespeare even thought about moving to Londonwaiiohg for the court: Richard’s
"legend" was created directly after the Tudors pedrthe throne. As explained before,
Henry VIl procured the villainous myth, and Shalese only tinged Richard’s reputation
with a dramatic flourish. So, how would Shakespdaage complimented the Queen by
material that came into existence almost a hungeads before, material that she knew very
well?

One of the possibilities involves Shakespeareésofishe notoriously known material
at an exceptionally good time. Although the coum@s more or less stabilized, the danger
of future disorder remained, especially since th@ak succession was not solved. Notice that

the same problem actually arose in the play, sialteough the country was saved by a great
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Tudor, the villainious Richard died without a helihe play ended with an expression of
great hope: "the lesson taught” then was thatpwadin the situation may appear dramatic, it
still may end well. The play probably served asirad kof reassurance. Nevertheless, this
certainly should not serve as the only explana@srthere is much more to the play.
Shakespeare probably chose this topic for itedogenuinely safe: knowing the
Queen and the plays she has enjoyed, he simplgwrptay that would be heartwarming for
the audience, especially the Queen, though nolyraahing to flatter as, for example, he
does inMacbeth Such flattery was not necessary in Elizabeth&g ddacbethcontrasts to
Richard IIl in surely being written to flatter; however, th#uation arising from the
accession of James | was incomparable with thatsitu within the Elizabethan period. As
the King of the Scots and son of the executed Ma3ayes needed flattery to stabilise his
identity as English monarch: Elizabeth did not.c8iishakespeare did not need to flatter his
Queen, pleasing seems a more acceptable expland&anthis purpose, he used the
traditional form of the play, with all its symbatis as well as newly accommodated, at that
time very popular, Italian influence. But Shakespea&as never the type only to repeat and
rewrite dully: in spite of following the traditiome, of course, created something that would
become influencial and fascinating for generatibtmscome, a play which will now be

examined in terms of its Elizabethan background.

2.3.1 The real Richard and his theatre counterpart

The Tudors created a distorted myth about Hentlypvdecessor, at least as it to
present historians: it actually seems that Richaag never "the evil one"; and Richard’s
monstrosity was denied even, as mentioned aboveadg the seventeenth century, by
William Cornwallis in hisThe Praise of King Richard the Thir@ornwallis purges Richard
of this distortion, citing the words of an anonyre@uthor:

Never was he noted all the life of King Edwardthast after the kingdom; never
denied he any commandment of his prince, but pmedr all his employments
discreetly, valiantly, successfully. [...] Then how dur chroniclers report for truth,
were not their malice greater than either truthtleir judgement? But they are
historians, and must be believed.
While historians should be believed, to a lessegreater extent, this is not true with the
history-mythologizers of the sixteenth century.should be emphasized that Richard
developed in one of the most chaotic periods ofliEmdistory, and chaos often distorts

historical truths or can give excuse to such ditos.
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Richard’s brother, apparently handsome and talematgcended the throne in 1461.
However, he is said to have two fateful weakneskesness and the love of luxury, two
"vices" that one can easily cultivate if one isiad< Moreover, instead of marrying someone
of royal birth, as was expected, he brought tocbisrt Elizabeth Woodville, the widow of
one of his enemies, and along with her the Wooelfdimily, a family that hungered for
power. In this case, Richard, surprisingly justhis real-life counterpart, had no love for
these “upstarts’, as is clearly seen from a spfeahn a dialogue involving Richard, the
King's wife and her relatives:

Richard. | cannot tell; the world is grown so bad

That wrens make prey where eagles dare mohpe

Since every Jack became a gentleman

There’s many a gentle person made a jack. iii. {0-73)
The Woodvilles certainly wanted to get as much poagepossible; however, in the legend,
Richard was said to hunger for power and to hatebrother heartily. However, there is no
evidence that Richard violently longed for the cnoar hated his brother, but quite the
contrary, as Louis B. Wright claims:

He Richard showed his love and loyalty throughout his lilde wanted him
[Edward to be a great king. And his disappointment wasnae when Edward let
pleasures and idleness come between himself agd(d@60:xix)

The reason Edward neglected his Kingly duties wmelhis mistress Jane Shore, who is
again mentioned, in a play, by Edward’s brotheh&id, who comments:

We say that Shore’s wife hath a pretty foot,
A cherry lip, a bonny eye, a passing pleasimgue.
[...]

Naught with Mistress Shore? | tell theelofel
He that doth naught witlr (excepting one)

Were best to do it secretly, alone. (I3-190)
This is a complex sexual pun which, especially waeted for the popular stage and not the
Royal court, would have used hand-gestures to ntakeoint. Edward "doth naught with
her” - "doth naught[iness]” (Elizabethan slangJagina). The last comment would have
been even funier, Richard suggesting that the Kongd/ould be better off if his brother just
masturbated in his room instead: "He [...] were lesto it secretly, alone’. Richard’s
playfulness is irreverent; but, as political advioeEdward’s case, sound advice a virgin
gueen might well have seconded. Regardless of Richaisappointment at his brother’s
“failure”, he seems to have remained loyal, as asfproved himself to be “one of the ablest

generals the Yorkists had produced” (Wright, 196).xHe led Edward’s armies and, as
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mentioned in the play, fought with Prince Edwaroi ®f Henry VI. However, there is no
evidence that Richard slew him, as the play sugg@stsides, it also seems that Richard did
not Kill his brother George, Duke of Clarenceslsaid that George was legally executed for
treason, as Wright confirms: "He had betrayed they n more than one occasion and was
utterly irresponsible and unstable” (1960:xxii).idt also doubted that Richard had his
nephews killed, or that he killed his wife. The Wwhevooing scene is a pure creation: he
really married Anne; however, the reality was muwbre ordinary than the dramatized
version. L.B.Wright explains the situation:

Richard and Anne had known each other since thexg whildren. Richard, it should
be remembered, had spent several years in theimdsaf Anne’s father, the Earl of
Warwick, at Middleham in Yorkshire. Richard appdhgmvas genuinely in love with
her and won her consent to marriage in the wint@d@2. (1960:xxi)
In its simplist reading, Richard, Duke of Gloucestmight well have been, instead of
a monster, only a helpful brother who rightfullyngplains about his brother:

| was a pack-horse in his great affairs;

A weeder-out of his proud adversaries;

A liberal rewarder of his friends;

To royalize his blood, | spent my own. (1.liR2-126)
He might even have been a great uncle and a Iduiispand hurt by the death of his only
legitimate son. It is even possible that he hadendwsted for the English throne, as, he
proposes, in a cynical way, in a dialogue with LBiders:

Rivers.We follow"d then our lord, our sovereign king:
So should we you, if you should be our king.
Richard.If I should be? | had rather be a pedlar!
Far be it from my heart, the thought thereof.
Scholars and historians may argue about Richaedilsnature; nevertheless, even if it was
the truth that Richard killed all the victims aded to his monstrosity, it should be
remembered that, at that time, "violence was a efdife. The crown of England belonged
to him who could seize it and keep a head upomstnsiders to wear it” (Wright, 1960:xvi).
Whatever the truth about Richard, it is clear thatmanaged, as king of England, only to

keep his head upon his shoulders for two shortsyear

3.3.2. Structure of the play
It was stated that the play is highly influencgttiie theatrical forms of the Medieval
Period; however, some scholars argue that the tsteuof the play is purely Senecan.

Anthony Hammond asserts that "the structure opthg is highly organized and formal, in a
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way that reveals its depth to its Senecan mod2@02:97). This argument can be supported
by the play, as shown in Hammond:

Shakespeare uses a most regular ‘rising actideabwith [...] the ensuing epitasis

as Richard progressively surmounts the obstacléssipath. These are chiefly the

existence of his brothers and their children, dmel presence of a powerful party

under Queen Elizabeth. [...] The climax, however,uoscat the elimination of a

relatively unimportant third party. [...] The catastaconsists of Richard’s actual

gaining of the throne. [...] The catastrophe is spréasurely upon the field of

Bosworth. (2002:97/8)

This certainly holds true; however, this contrasith the claim by some scholars who
present Shakespeare as an uneducated creatureonilea who Seneca was, and probably
unable to use such a structure consciously anyWMays, as seen in the play, the structure
resembles the Senecan one, and the question iShakespeare acquired that structure.

In contrast with what has been said by some schokhakespeare received a proper
education at an Elizabethan "grammar school”, agwclaims: ‘'many cultivated men of
the day received all their formal education in grammar school” (1960:xxxv). Although
not a university graduate, "[Shakespeare] wouldehasquired a familiarity with Latin and
[...] some Greek. He would have read Latin authoid la@come acquainted with the plays
of Plautus and Terence” (1960:xxxv). Neverthelessn with this formal education and his
“curiosity that sent him in search of informati@kVright, 1960:xxxv), it is doubtful that he
would have become familiar enough with Seneca taldbe to write a play in this structured
way. On the other hand, the “co-operation” betwataywrights of the period has been much
discussed, and it is presumed that some of hiseogrdrary “university wits” such as
Christopher Marlowe made use of this form, thatkespeare noticed the structure at some
of their plays, and that he eventually started gigiras well. At the same time, Shakespeare
was clearly influenced by Medieval theatrical formghich will now be explored more

explicitly.

3.3.3. Richard’s physical deformity and moral vice

The Medieval influence - of course, transformedthy Elizabethan period — can be
seen clearly in the character of Richard. His deéa body, which is important from the
very first soliloquy, is surely not based only e fTudor "myth":

Richard.Cheated of feature by dissembling Nature,
Deform’d, unfinish"d, sent before my time
Into this breathing world scarce half made up-
And that so lamely and unfashionable
That dogs bark at me, as | halt by them- 1Bi23)
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"Deform”d”, “unfinish’d, and “unfashionable” - lystsoliloquy, Richard starts his game of
butchery which should guide him to his dreamedanfet: becoming King of England. As
with his violent nature, Richard’s deformed bodsoalvas - from what is known today - only
the creation of the Tudors. It surely suited theell vgince the Elizabethans had “a concept of
harmony in Nature [that expressed] fithess and emstrto the divine plan” (Hammond,
2002:126). Based on Hammond’s assertion, if theeaod saw someone ugly, misshapen,
someone with a disproportionate body, they woultinadly believe it was an outer sign of
the person’s spirit; hence they would expect Ritharbe a monster with devilish plans.
Queen Margaret expresses these Elizabethan bielieés dialogue with Richard:

O, let them keep it till thy sins be ripe,
And then hurl down their indignation
On thee, the troubler of the poor world aqee

[..]

Thou elvish-mark’d, abortive, rooting hog,

Thou that wast seal’d in thy nativity

The slave of Nature, and the son of hell; (l.iii. 219-230)
This "legend" is nowadays outdated, and it seesd,ANorwich asserts, that Richard was "a
man of perfectly normal physique” (1999:356). Oa tther hand, Martin Hilsky adds that
Richard could have, “as a consequence of a congdickelivery, one shoulder blade highter,
but no period portrait [...] proves that he had adiuand a withered arm” (2004:134, my
translationf™. It might hold true; nonetheless, Richard's deforrieatures in the play and, as
such, must be considered as “an outward and visiguheof his inward spiritual gracelessness’
(Hammond, 2002:105). Richard’s deformity is usethio different ways: Richard uses it “as
an excuse” (2002:105) for acting or not acting inequired or desirable way. When the
citizens come to ask him to ascend the throne, &ithmodestly reminds them of his
imperfections:

Yet so much is my poverty of spirit,
So mighty and so many my defects,
That | would rather hide me from my greatness
Being a bark to brook no mighty sea- (IIL\ib8-161)
Richard is such an innocent, but his “peculiaris/repeatedly criticized by his enemies.
Although criticizing his appearance, they refertite evil within him” (Hammond, 2002:105).
Rather than to "inner ugliness”, as can be se€uien Margret’s lines above (l.iii. 219-230).
Moreover, in the course of the play, "Richard beesitine physical representation not only of

a monster but of a deformed body politic” (Besnaiitot, 2002:110). Richard, who aims at
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the English crown, eventually reaches his targad, ia asked to rule the country that "wants
her proper limbs”. Ironically, Buckingham pleads tiee deformed Richard before the Mayor
and Citizens:
The noble isle doth want her proper limbs;
Her face defac’d with scars of infamy
Her royal stock graft with ignoble pta.  (lll.vii. 124-126)

Yet, Richard does not represent a humpbacked lwretm awakens into a situation
where he is asked to sit on the throne by luckyncbaQuite to the contrary, he consiously
plots his way to the throne - and apparently enjoigsbloody fun during the process. His
body may be "weak’, but this “defect” is well-bakthby a sharp mind that keeps him a step
ahead of his oponents, wins him the audience’s ahwgpand “attracts their attention, both by
embodying its own destructive and anti-authoriapuises, and by engaging the audience in a
conspiratorial relationship with him” (Hammond, 20100). The audience knows Richard’s
plans from the very first soliloquy, since he Ibts ideas emerge from the depths of his mind
to the surface:

Plots have I laid, inductions dangerous,

By drunken prophecies, libels, and dreams,

To set my brother Clarence and the King

In deadly hate, the one against the otheri:32+35)
Here Shakespeare certainly employs an aspect ofati@heritage: “Shakespeare rejected the
obvious choice of respresenting [Richard] merelyaasnting tyrant” -Anthony Hammond
explaining futher that “the part developed frone tmorality play Vice” (2002:99-100).
Richard himself appraises himself as being Vicging on:

| say, without characters fame lives long.
Thus, like the formal Vice, Iniquity,
I moralize two meanings in one word. (1.1.-83)

Shakespeare grew up in a period when new thelafdoas were being applied; but
still, Vice was often assigned a part, as it Hhadposition of a main character in traditional
morality plays. So, there are basically two expltems for Shakespeare’s choice: firstly, he
might have remembered the character, or might hrasladed it unconsciously; or he might
have expected that his audience was used to aiparently liked it, so he used it purposely.
In either case, the choice proved excellent. Hanthasserts that “clearly, the Vice offered
opportunities for the actor on a much broader staa did the characterization of most
Tudor plays” (2002:100), and it allowed Shakespdarereate a character dominating the

whole play. Tony Tanner gives evidence claiming tighard
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appears in fourteen out of twenty-five scenes, amedn when he is not actually
present, his shadow hangs over everything. He speaadarly a third of lines — i.e.
about one thousand out of some three thousandhwidred. This is a completely
Richard’s play (1994:lvii)
- and certainly formal Vice's play. Founding hisdhy on the sixty-odd characteristics of the
Vice, Hammond explores the similarities betweeneVand Richard, and comes to the
conclusion that Richard, like formal Vice, uses

asides, discussion of plans with the audienceyuie, long avoidance, but ultimate
suffering of punishment, moral commentary, [...] s®tplanation in soliloquy,
satirical functions which include an attack on wormand various signs of depravity
such as boasting and conceit, enjoyment of powmemadral sexuality. Of the Vice's
familiar modes of expression we find impertinenogjc-chopping, use of oaths and
proverbs, and the self-betraying slip of the tond@602:101)

There are certainly a lot of similarities; yetcRard is evidently an absolute master of
disguise, as is seen, out of innumerable examplebe scene where Richard seduces Lady
Anne, whose husband was killed by Richard, and wlav accompanies the funeral
procession of another “virtuous Lancaster’, Henry Ner father-in-law. Richard has
obviously killed the King as well; nevertheless,determines to seduce her. Although, “as a
project, it sounds not only deeply distatesful, btierly impossible” (Tanner, 1994:Ixii), he
really wins her over, and sends her to his paladg, for him so typical, a hidden disguise:

Richard.That it may please ydeave these sad designs

To him that hath most cause to be a mourner,

And presently repair to Crosby Place,

Where, after | have solemnly interr"d

At Chertsey Monastery this noble King,

And wet his grave with my repentant tears,

I will with all expedient duty see you. (l.ii. 214-220)
After this act of bravura, Richard, now impressathwimself, continues after Anne’s exit in
Vice’s tradition, revealing to the audience, wittident joy, his horrible history of slaying her
husband and father-in-law, and ends in praisingrasliness arrogantly:

| do mistake my person all this while!

Upon my life, she finds — although | cannot —

Myself to be a marvellous proper man. I.(@57-259)
This scene surely shows Shakespeare’s brilliangethia breathtaking scene is all his
invention. It is undoubtedly a masterpiece: Richaronpressed with himself, the audience is
impressed by both the monster, who despite hiamde will supposedly be doomed to Hell

(as will Vice), and the author of the monster.
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The observations concerning the similarity withc&/iare true; but, as Hammond
observes, ‘they do not describe the wholly irralamspect of Richard’s behaviour: the evil
that the other characters react to in varying degref fright and horror” (2002:102).
Apparently formal Vice played evil tricks on thehet characters in a play, and was doomed
to Hell; yet, it did not evoke the feeling of harrélammond finds a solution and suggests that
into “a mixture derived from medieval models is edida more modern ingredient: the
Machiavel” (2002:104). This however does not mé®at the two characters would simply
complement each other:

Their essential qualities [actually] coincidedelic [Machiavel] was ambitious, cruel,

morally depraved to the point of seeing immoraly something virtuous, sinister,

treacherous, guileful, anti-religious, criminalrinachoice. (Hammond, 2002:104)

To sum up, Richard is a persona created by the ioatndn of his deformity (which
predetermined him to be a monster), wit, and petspeof Vice, as well as his Machiavelan
brutality, which brought onto the stage terror aodelerating horror. Well, not literally "on
stage”, as all the murders happen "off stage”, xaee, as Tanner notes: "The only person,

who actually dies on stage is Richard himself” dLBA).

3.3.4. Symbols of Richard’s cruelty, rise and fall

Although the evil role of Richard is recognizableorh the very beginning,
Shakespeare still emphasizes Richard’s monstrogityarious symbols that were often used
in Elizabethan literary works. Richard is frequgrdbmpared to various animals symbolizing
“savagery, demonic forces, [...] impurity and lechdBesnault, Bitot, 2002:111). Clarence,
for instance “dream the boar did raze his helmi\l182). When Richmond addresses his
army, he calls Richard

The wretched, bloody, and usurping boar,

That spoil"d your summer fields and fruitfuhes,

Swills your warm blood like wash, and makesthough

In your embowell’d bosoms — this foul swine(V.ii. 7-10)
Another important symbol appearing in the play he symbol of the sun and shadow.
Norwich says that the sun has traditionally beesyrabol of the king. Richard, on the other
hand, is compared to a shadow throughout the pegm the very beginning Richard is
“overshadowing” the throne of England, his onhapiee is "to spy [his] shadow in the sun”
(1.i. 26), and the shadow imagery continues asakest over the throne. Clearly, he appears in
the play as an arch-villian - the shadow, thughasking. He should “accept” the sun (the sun

usually functioning as a symbol of kings); howeves is unable to take up this role, so his
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sun is only “'weary’, refusing to rise on the dayhe battle. Here the "weary’sun can only

symbolize the "weary” villain-king who has just veokup to the last morning of his life.

2.3.5. Richard’s downfall

Richard’s downfall though starts much earlier: ltlagtle with its "weary monarch” is
only the last stage of quite a long process. Sey Bod why Richard collapses is a very
important question to answer. It seems, from whes 8aid previously, that this monster, who
is basically only pulling the strings of the othmrppets in the play, until everything is under
his control, who masters every situation with algjrand “is cool as could be” (1994:Ixi), and
who is disturbingly unpredictible as his bright whikeeps him way ahead of everyone, would
never collapse. There appears to be no reasohdgras there is no single charater in the play
who would be able to react to his deeds in any @ateqway. "He is always icily in control,
[...] elegant, mannered, even fastidious — you wélVer find a drop of blood on his hands’
(Tony Tanner, 1994:Ixi); however, the minute hezegithe crown, the mode of the play
changes completely.

Well, to dampen this claim a bit, there is actpalhe character Richard is unable to
silence. Tanner maintains that "the voice Richaml reever silence’, a voice that "haunts him
throughout the play” (1994:Ixiii), belongs to oldi€gn Margaret. Her very presence is quite
fanciful, as, firstly, Margaret could have nevepaared in the play, since she died in 1482 -
in fact, she never returned to England after béagished years before. Secondly, she was
only a woman (just as above discussed Queen Ettzabieterestingly, Shakespeare’s women
are quite often pictured as, in a way powerful gatuliar, although “as many modern
scholars assume, male spectators in Shakespeane svould have responded with anxious
hostility to representation of women’s power anthaomy” (Phyllis Rackin, 2002:77). Could
Queen Margaret use her power to flatter Queen lagita who was herself certainly difficult
to silence? This question is not to be answereglginas, of course, we have no access to
Shakespeare’s thoughts and cannot predict the Queeaction, if actually realized that
Margaret was placed in the play for her. Henceplsely support for this idea is merely
speculative. The only thing that can be remarkezhuyere is that the female characters of the
period seem “either womanly or warlike. They careliber virtuous or powerful but never
both” (Rackin, 2002:79). Certainly the female cheres are, even presently, quite difficult to
handle on stage, which is hardly surprising if saeollects the position of women in the
sixteenth century and realizes that all the fenrales were, firstly, acted by boys, and

secondly, were not given the same attention amie roles.

116



If Margaret did not appear specifically for Quédglizabeth, then, since she had died
some years before the time in which the play is ské could have been in some way
presented as ‘the voice of the past — of all teactiery and pitiless cruelty and bloody
butchery of the long years of civil war” (Tanne®94:Ixx) To silence iniquity and injustice
committed in the past would be impossible; henoad® of guilt are easily traceble in the
play. It is also necessary to remember that, bghieg the crown, Richard became an
“upstart” - he was not predestined to become g kinigforced his position by butchering his
way there. So, in the Elizabethan perception ofwbdd, he had to be punished for breaking
“the rules”, and Queen Margaret then, accomparnjdgdebother women in the play, , became
“the voice of destiny” as a reminder of traditioRassurection plays, or as some scholars
claim, the women function as a chorus from the Medl plays. Lull looks at the
Ressurection play though and explains this in Hetai

Each of the surviving Resurrection plays portrélysee fundamental actions: the
lamentation of the three Marys, the women’s approaa¢he tomb — where they learn
of the Resurrection from an angel or angels — amally their testimony about what
they have learned. The three female-group scen&scimard Il — all composed of
triads or quasi-triads of women — echo these thraditional elements of the
Resurrection plays. (1999:9-10)
In the same way, iRichard Il the three women (actually there are three, but tleeer seem
to meet on stage) first lament for Richard’s vistithen approach the tomb — the Tower in
this case - where they discover that Richard hasrhe King — and in IV.iv., they finally
testify their experience, and more importantly,ifyinto curse Richard. The curse at the end
is pronounced by Richard’s own mother, the Ducbé&stork, whose womb is to blame for
his appearance, and who ends her prophesy:

My prayers on the adverse pary fight;

And there the little souls of Edward’s chilre

Whisper the spirits of thine enemies

And promise them success and victory.

Bloody thou art; bloody will be thy end. (IV.iv. 191-195)

Still, this mere factor did not cause Richard svdfall. It began when his shadow
should have turned to the sun, when he reachelbigslonged for target and became king.
He was perfectly secure in plotting his way to tin@ne; however, not predestined, he could
never really make a successful king. Even if Shad@se had thought of making Richard a
good king - which would be absolutely tedious -csirthe play was written in the Tudor
period and the aim was not to offend but, at laas¢ntertain, the audience would never have

accepted it. As a great plotter though before negcthe throne, Richard managed to empty
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his world completely: he loses his wit and calmnesal starts to make fatal mistakes under
the pressure of his seized position. Tony Tannartioes the first two “unmistakable signs
that he [Richard] has hit his limit" (1994:Ixvi b very short, but extremely important, scene,
a Scrivener comes onto stage and comments aboufatbe accusations against Lord
Hastings, whom Richard has had beheaded. The &eriataims:

Here’s a good world the while! Who is so gross

That cannot see this palpable device?

Yet who's so bold but says he sees it not?

Bad is the world, and all will come to natigh

When such ill-dealing must be seen in thougHl.vi. 10-14)
According to Tanner "the moral outrage of anonynsrrsants at the cruel [...] doing of their
"superiors" is very important in Shakespeare, flasjwhole world is beginning to see through
Richard” (1994:Ixvii). Truly, the whole world, &tis point, sees Richard’s true nature. In the
next scene Buckingham comes and reports to Richled citizens” reaction to the
announcement that he will be the new king.

God help me: they spake not a word,
But like dumb statues or breathing stones
Star’d each on other, and look’d deadly pdld.vii. 24-26)
At this point Richard starts to became aware tlaimil never really become a legitimate
king, since none can ascend the throne successfitlyut "the acclaim of the people of
London” (Tanner, 1994:Ixvii).

Richard also begins to lose his prudence. WherkiBgham, the person who helped
him to the throne, demands a promised estate, Richefuses, and moreover, asks
Buckingham to kill the two princes, a request whighcourse, Buckingham does not want to
fulfil. Richard, Tanner asserts, ‘immediately, [pmsanely, sets down Buckingham in his
mind as an enemy” (1994:Ixvii). Richard loses hemqe, however, he is a fighter, and is
unprepared to resign. If he cannot become theinegi¢ king himself, he is prepared to
accomplish his plan by marrying Elizabeth’s daughteough the scene is nothing like the
wooving of Anne. Richard asks Elizabeth for herghaar’s hand, but is unusually uneasy. He
does not command, but pleads.

Richard.Infer fair England’s peace by this alliance.

Elizabeth.Which she shall purchase with still-lasting war.

Richard.Tell her the King, that may command, entreatglV.iv. 343-345)
Richard himself realizes that he has changed astcls good spirit.

Give me a bowl of wine.
| have not that alacrity of spirit
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Nor cheer of mind that | was wont to havéV.iii. 72-74)

The last part of the play, concerning the baftleglizes Richard’s downfall, and at
the same time “gives’ the final delight and greggento the Tudors. If Queen Margaret served
as ‘the voice of past’, then Richmond becomes theevof future. Nevertheless, Tanner
comments on this strange situation:

Although [Richmond] notionally overcomes Richank see no battle, and Richmond

can hardly be said to "defeat” Richard who, indeisds and falls all by himself. We

see nothing of Richmond as a soldier or general, imdeed, he is hardly individuated
at all. He is curiously transparent figure — mkela principle of Good than a man of

action. (1994:Ixxi)

Tanner really observes a very interesting veritpwidver, thinking about Richmond being
more of a principle — the voice of future - thareal person seems quite a sensible decision.
In this play, Shakespeare created a monstrousstilltreathtaking character. Trying to
characterize Richmond, he would never achieve éa#nthe success of Richard; moreover,
he accomplished what he wanted. He wrote a playwbald be pleasing to the Tudors, based
on the Elizabethan traditions and principles; thpstart” was punished, the audience was
taught their moral lesson, and Richmond, Henry W¥Bcame the "hero”, even without the
necessity of characterization, and Shakespearesg@ravbrilliand playwright. What more to
add — a work of a bright mind keeping Shakespeatemahead of his contemporaries, well,

at least in the eyes of some.

3. Macbeth
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If Richard Il was written to entertain Queen Elizabeth — anthetsame time, to pay
tribute to her Tudor ancestorsdMacbethwas certainly created to flatter the succeeding kin
of England, James |. This is actually seen mordi@ttp than in the case of the earlier play.
The explicitness of the adjustments that were maddacbethshould not be surprising, as
the play emerged in very distinct circumstances.sfsged above, when Shakespeare was
writing the play for Queen Elizabeth, it was quitear what types of plays she enjoyed and
what would please her — the length of her reigurass such an understanding among the
artists of her day. However, the situation thatsarwith the accession of James | was quite
different. It became obvious that, if one wantededtain the favour of the crown, one had to
alter the style of plays, to make all necessaryraments to flatter the new monarch, and
also to convince him that the play was written #p=dly for him, not for his predecessor.
Despite the differences in audience and that agdisrexpectations, these two plays are quite
similar in basic structure, they are also veryatdéht, especially in regard to style, which does
not mean that Shakespeare would not have had Hisrgall the scenes of the latter play,
even ifMacbethcertainlyincludes some scenes untypical for Shakespeare.

3.1. Dating of an un-Shakespearian spectacle

It is commonly believed — and Kenneth Muir suppahis assumption — that the first
performance ofMacbethtook place ‘at Hampton Court on 7 August 1606 beféling
Christian of Denmark and James I’ (2004:xxiii); as J. G. McManaway argues, it was ‘the
first performance of Shakespeare’s abbreviatedior@rg1949:149). As withRichard I,
there is a long-running dispute between scholaositalive exact dating of the play — not only
its performance, but also its ‘birth’. Kenneth Muirites that

the play was [...] written, we may assume, betwe@®3land 1606. The allusions to
equivocation and to the hanging of traitors werespmably written after the trial of
Father Garnet (28 March 1606) for complicity in thenpowder Plot. The words ‘yet
could not equivocate to heaven’ imply that the shesas written after 3 May, when
Garnet was hanged. (2004:xx)
This dating would be quite logical, since, in 1608mes | became King of England after the
death of Elizabeth, and the necessity arose ttefl#te new King with a play, andacbeth
was certainly intended to flatter the new monahivertheless, there are some scholars who
claim that Shakespeare had already written the qilayng the reign of Queen Elizabeth, and
this version was only later adjusted for the newrqma Arthur Melville Clark suggests an
even earlier dating, asserting that ‘the play wastem in 1601’, his main reason for claiming

this being that ‘the play contained some allusiohshe Gowry conspiracy’ that took place
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the previous year (1982:109-13). However, Muir aggsothis theory, because, for him, ‘none
of these allusions is convincing’ and, moreoverhasontinues, these allusions ‘could have
been derived from the anonymous pl&owrie performed by Shakespeare’s company in
1604’ (2004:xviii). Still, some scholars date theégm of the play as far back as 1599, their
main argument being that ‘Shakespeare would noe ltared to write a play which gave
approval to a rebellion against a reigning monaafter he had learned of James’s strong
views on the matter (Kenneth Muir, 2004:xviii-xix)Shakespeare certainly knew his
monarchs well, and would never have wanted to dftkem, but such an early dating of the
play seems to be quite vulnerable to claim, siifcEhakespeare had really written the play
and later realized that its main plot was basedaterial which would be offensive for King
James, he could have simply created a brand neyy\wkach would probably be easier than
adjusting such unsuitable material. Nevertheldss,dating, as in the case Richard Ill, is
not vital: the important thing is tha¥lacbeth was well received, and that surely was
Shakespeare’s aim when he started writing it.

Not only dating the play causes discrepancies atvgeholars: the main problem lies
in the Shakespearian atypicality of some scenethdse spurious cases where people have
doubted that Shakespeare is the author of his, dlégsbethis especially discussed in terms
of authorship. H. J. C. Grierson asserts that ‘sgaws of the play [...] are certainly un-
Shakespearian. All those namely, in which Hecapears and the witches are made to dance
and sing’ (1914:xi). Grierson, however, adds thath the exception of the Hecate interludes,
no parts of the play can be safely detached aaioBrinot Shakespearian. His hands touched
everything’ (1914: xiii). It might hold true thath8kespeare did not write the Hecate scene
himself; nonetheless, some scholars even argu¢hihacene was not included in the original
play at all. As the manuscript of the play did satvive, scholars and historians have drawn
the play from the First Folio (originating in 1628)d also from the diaries of Shakespeare’s
contemporary theatre goers, one of them being Sikmwman, who wrote abolacbethin
his Book of Playsin which he noted all the plays he had seen. é&grPThompson writes:
‘Had Hecate been included in the cast of the 161db& performance, Forman would
probably have remembered her. This scene is notifiiitgis not theatrically impressive’
(1983:152). It seems very improbable though thatdbene was added after Shakespeare’s
death, since, biylacbeth he certainly wanted to impress his new monarch, widoubtedly
enjoyed the style of such scenes.

Shakespeare has certainly been proven a maskastobning; while writing his plays,

he always bore in mind the preferences and unigseathis monarchs. Since King James
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was fond of masques, a hypothetical explanatiortferHecate scenes being written, or at
least being supervised and consequently inscriltedthe play, by Shakespeare himself, may
be found. Although masques were not really typioalShakespeare’s existing style, there is
not a single reason why he would not incorporaie nlewly appreciated ‘literary style’ into
his play, in an attempt to enliven the play withmasque-like scene (the Hecate scene)
designed explicitly to please King James, who lowealsques not only because of their
colourful costumes and grand entertainment. He edatized that literature, and especially
drama, could be used for “a shrewd sense of gemgi’ (John Butler, 2003, internet
source), understanding very well that

books, masques, sermons, and plays could all béogatpin his service, that they
were the media which could best disseminate hiwwigf kingship and impress upon
a large number of people its power and majesty. dhet masque, expensive and
elaborate, baroque and ritualistic, symbolized pgmatver and majesty, and the king’s
physical place as the focal point of the entert@nireinforced it further. Thus
James and Queen Anne patronized Ben Jonson aral Joiges, the great architect
and designer of the sets for Jonson’s masquede(BRO03, internet source)
King James | also gave his patronage to the compamshich Shakespeare was a
shareholder; therefore, Shakespeare’s plays must lbeen enjoyable for James, enough so
to patronize the company. Besides there were otbdil the role: James also employed the
masters of the masque, Ben Jonson and Indigo Johese was no reason for James to
become the royal patron of someone whose playsdutdwiot consider spectacular — and

James was surely a fastidious spectator.

3.2.  James | and his influence on the play

Writing the play for James | required a great defltact, for he was rather a
controversial ruler and very unlike Queen Elizabéie ascended to the throne only eight
hours after the death of Queen Elizabeth; andpatth she later became known as ‘Good
Queen Bess’, it certainly was not caused by helygailgn but by her successor proving to
be so bad. However, as Martin Kévw&lates, ‘in the spring of 1603, only a few peoiple
England were mourning the death of Elizabet2001:9, my translatior}. This should not
be surprising, since Elizabeth’s unwillingness & married — or at least to designate her
successor — played a great part in the last paiduer reign, and consequently led to an
insecurity among all the social classes. For te@son and others, James was welcomed
warmly in England; however, he later proved to beckless ruler, which was, for many,
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quite a disappointing discovery. Due to his congrgial nature, he was also a difficult ruler
for a playwright to write for. Such a playwrighadhto have much tact in writing a play for

James.

3.2.1. James’s succession and reign

At the time of his succession, James was not tilg candidate for the English
throne, as Martin Kovaasserts, ‘James’s right [...] was weakened by Haftys will,
which excluded from the succession all the progehyMargaret Tudor, Henry VII's
daughter, and James IV Stuart's wife’ (2001:9, manslation)>. Moreover, he was a
foreigner, a Scot despised by many. Robert Ceolbginly believed that James would make
a good king, since, as Kavécontinues, ‘by patient manoeuvring2001:10, my
translationj*, he had already secured his position while Eligabeas still living. This was
presumably due to the fact that, during his reigrKimg of Scotland, James, ‘a shrewd and
flexible diplomat’ (Thomas Babington Macaulay, tharly Victorian Wig historian), had
shown “great skill in balancing opposing and paédigt dangerous political forces in
Scotland” (George P. Landow, internet source). d&ssi he also had two sons and a
daughter, which was a great advantage after theegiregy period of succession insecurity.
However, as King of Britain, though he succeededrnifiying the thrones, he was a failure,
‘taking little trouble to understand English waysdecustoms’ (Landow, internet source). It
is true that he inherited from Elizabeth some foiahproblems; but still, when arriving to
England, James was bedazzled ‘by the magnificehtieedate Elizabethan world [...] that
was incomparable’ (Kowa2001:11, my translatior)with what he had known in Scotland.
James was so impressed by his new home that helateswriting about his arrival to
England as if writing about the entering of the rRiseed Land’(Kovéf, 2001:11, my
translationj®. For him, England really became the land of hadipjt since he had at his
disposal many more financial sources than in himé¢land, and he is said to have spent all
the money he was given. André Maurois claims thiEmes’s] woman-like affection for
jewels costs him up to thirty-seven thousand poumgear, while he spends only twenty-
seven thousand on the army’ (1993:241, my tramsijti

James passed most of his time hunting. He was ewaonured to be a sadist, one
who not only enjoyed hunting but really loved kitli animals. Kov& describes James’s
peculiar habit:

When the hunt of a deer ended successfully [...uhgped down from his horse, cut
the throat of the hunted animal, put his handsiistentrails, and smeared with warm
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blood the faces of the courtiers who had accomparhen. (2001:17, my

translationj®
But, not only animals: James also enjoyed torturpepple. In 1591, he personally
supervised the torture of poor wretches caughtnuiheé witchcraft trials of Scotland, with
James even suggesting new forms of torture to nlgeisitors (Stephen Butters, 1999,
internet source). It is suggested though thatdus lof torture can be attributed to his tutor,
George Buchanan, for whom ‘beating was not justasten of discipline but of satisfaction.
At the end of his life the king still had nightmarabout [Buchanan] (Oxford Dictionary).
James’s childhood certainly was not an easy onejeter, growing up he was ‘highly

educated’, which he himself recognized.

3.2.2. The great scholar

James considered himself a great scholar, whiciiddoe one of the reasons why
writing a play for him was such a complicated nmmatkée often remarked that ‘they gar me
speik Latin ar | could speik Scotis’ (G. F. Warrard J. P. Gilson, 1921:xxviii). Scottish
though was vital for James, as he saw himself agngortant part of Scottish history; as
confirmed by Wright: ‘Certainly Shakespeare intethde flatter King James | by his
characterization of his ancestor, Banquo’ (1960;xwho was believed, at the tinvdacbeth
was written, to be the founder of the Stuart dynaatso, the belief in ‘the divine right of
kings’ — the belief that, since a king’'s power cainoen God, the king had to answer to none
but God — was voiced with equal vehemence by James:

While Shakespeare arguably indirectly inserted d@beves into his fiction, King
James wrote directly about his convictions in bbtie Basilicon Doron(1599) and
The True Law of Free Monarchi€$598). The books of King James undoubtedly
enhanced and reaffirmed Shakespeare’s already apeeklideas on kingship,
specifically, that the usurpation or regicide ofighteously titled ruler was wrong
without exception” (Amanda Mabillard, 2000, interaeurce).

Kenneth Muir asserts that ‘James | would not hpm@ed of an unflattering portrait of his
reputed ancestor’ (2004:1vi); yet, he would not évapproved of the faintest breath of any
supporting voice of ‘rebellion even against mariifggants’ (Kenneth Muir, 2004:1vi). As he

says inThe Trew Law of Free Monarchies

The wickednesse therefore of the King can neuerentiaégm that are ordained to be
iudged by him, to become his ludges ... Next, in @laaf relieuing the
commonwealth out of distresse (which is their oretguse and colour) they shall
heape double distresse and desolation vpon itsariteir rebellion shall procure the
contrary effects that they pretend it for. (Kennitihir, 2004:Ivi-ii)
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For him, even a ‘bad king’ was a ‘needed kinghi€ tcountry was to be ruled, and only God
could judge the deeds of a king. No other livingature had the right to do so. James had
strong opinions on many subjects and wrote manyksyanany of them considered to have
been written in a very quality style. His impact d&nglish literature is certainly
considerable, not least because of his encourageshand participation in the translation of
the Bible into English. Nevertheless, this new station of the Bible was probably realized
simply because the marginal notes in the Genevée Biad annoyed James: ‘It did not
conform to his strong belief in “the divine right$ kings”™ (Michael H. Brown, 1988,
internet source).

Although a scholar, James did not escape a halidfe supernatural; however, this
belief was probably not as unequivocal as has lassamed. Supposedly, James ‘met a
notorious witch when he was in Aberdeen in 158t the witch ‘seemed to hold much
terror or even interest for him’. However, the attan changed ‘overnight, with the
spectacular discovery of a coven at North Berwitkclw was purportedly in league with the
devil to destroy the king, his greatest enemy orihegOxford Dictionary). It is quite
surprising that, even after this revelation, Jamemained quite sceptical about the
supernatural. However, his view changed quite a viditen one of the witches, in
conversation with James, retold him the dialogueveen himself and his wife Anne on
their wedding night in Oslo. After his conversatwith the Berwich witch and his book on
the subject, James turned ‘into the royal demonsiog nevertheless, ‘it is a much
exaggerated reputation’ (Oxford Dictionary). leigen suggested that

when Shakespeare used Macbeth’'s witches, as recbunyt the early sixteenth

century scholar Hector Boece, to flatter the nemgki he wrote a magnificent play;

but he mistook his target. (Oxford Dictionary)
Some scholars certainly do not agree with this viBeter Thomson, for example, argues
differently, claiming that ‘Shakespeare may noténaug so far into witchcraft as James |,
but he does nothing iMacbethto contradict the superstitious’ (1983:141). Isigely hard
to judge whether or not Shakespeare really intenodédtter King James by the inclusion of
the witches, or if James even picked up the alhssaf such in the play and enjoyed them;
but, it holds true that he saw the play and neitekasleep nor complained. So, if mistook,
the target could not have been overly missed.

3.2.3. James’s historical representation
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James was not just a scholar expressing his oEraod belief on various topics: he
sometimes contradicted what he believed in or ewbat he did. James, for example,
preferred young boys to women, although he wasiathand fathered five children. Despite
laws against homosexual acts at that time, it waqarlgbably be misleading to think of
homosexuals in the period as oppressed, simplyusecdhey would not have seen
themselves as a group, or as having rights. ‘Thauglas a well-kept secret, rumours of
James’s homosexual tendencies abounded; ironi¢elyyrote sternly against its practice in
one of his own worksBasilicon Doron (Best, 1998, internet source). André Maurois
describes one of James’s most notorious affaie, with George Villiers, who made an
incredibly swift career. Maurois claims that notipimore interesting to read exists than the
letters between James and his lover and his saon their secret journey to Spain. The
‘boys’ apparently started the letters Bear Dad and Gossi@nd close them byYour baby
and dog (1993:244).

There is much more to be said about James; howiwer what has been said, it is
clear that James was an extremely unconventiormbpesblematic monarch. His belief in all
that ‘Rex est Leéxcould be extended to mean proved a very good twagign ... but only in
Scotland. In England, the Parliament was offendethls attitude, and it caused some great
disputes between James and the government. Henals@an exceptional scholar with an
exquisite literary style; but, on the other hand,regated his own words in areas such as
‘homosexuality’ by keeping male lovers of his owRut simply, King James saw being
King as being above the laws applicable to his extibj Also, the historical evidence
preserved till now appears to be quite inconsisteimce some spoke about James in
flattering and some in very unflattering terms. Eoquotes Sir Anthony Weldone, who
describes James as fearful, with a tongue too dighfs mouth and a sparse beard — a
description which sounds very negative. Howevestdhare also very flattering descriptions
such as that by Arthur Wilson, who remembers thaanth to be ‘rather tall than short, well
built although a bit corpulent, but healthy’ andal‘very attractive, jolly, and kind’
(2001:12-13)°. Writing a play for a ruler who had such contréidics and inconsistencies
was certainly an extremely complex task; howevenisually, Shakespeare mastered it and

pleased his new monarch.

3.3. The play
Contrary toRichard 1ll, which was created simply to entertain Queen Bé#a I,

Macbethwas written to flatter the new monarch James is & evident in the fact that
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Macbethis full of direct compliments paid to James, whileere are basically no direct
compliments to be found iRichard lll. This is hardly surprising after what has beenl sai
about both monarchs. From this point of view, tleyp are rather different; however, as has
been said before, the basic structure of the pkysry similar, althougiMacbethis one of
Shakespeare’s shortest plays, which is probablytdudames’s history of falling asleep
during many previous performances’ that were toglMichael Best, internet source).

Both protagonists, Richard and Macbeth, are ubtdully pictured as villains,
although Richard presents himself as a monster fileenvery beginning, while Macbeth
reaches the track of villainy rather gradually.idtalso noteworthy that Richard speaks
almost one-third of the lines in his play, and sa@ne holds true for Macbeth. The lines in
Macbethwere counted for the purpose of this diploma papkich revealed that Macbeth
also speaks almost one-third of the lines, alm86t dut of some 2,300 lines. It is obvious
then that both characters hold the same importanteir plays, although neither of them
fully directs the plot. They both also suffer frdaelings of guilt (especially after killing the
children of their enemies), and are subsequentiblento sleep peacefully. They both
gradually lose all the people around themselvesstkiegy care for, and their lives are ended at
the point of absolute isolation. They both die al@m the battlefield — though, in the case of
Macbeth, it might be more properly said that théléditerally came to him. In the same
way, both plays end with a picture of a better fefuas the villains and usurpers are
dispatched, and the new ruler brings new hope&ihgland in the first and for Scotland in
the latter play. It is really quite interesting thiae two plays resemble each other in so many
points, especially since they were written for twery different monarchs. However,
Shakespeare apparently knew what he was doingotaspbays were well accepted by the

monarchs and audiences alike.

3.3.1. The choice of the topic
To write a play for James | which would not offdmat please was a truly demanding

task, as all his eccentricities and preferencestbade remembered; yet, it was also not
advisable to include material in which James | hadn personally involved. Shakespeare’s
company had earlier experienced a situation in wvthey unintentionally offended the new

monarch with a play, when, as Peter Thompson assgrey had come a cropper in 1604
with the play about the Gowry conspiracy’ (1983:133iven the Act that banned depictions

of living monarchs, it seems strange that Shakes{se@ompany chose material closely

connected with James; however, the situation wase momplicated, since, as Thomson
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continues, ‘not to perform something in which Jameght see his own reflection could
have been viewed as a sin of omission’ (1983:138d).in writing Macbeth Shakespeare
chose his material carefully: picturing eleventimcey Scotland was surely a good choice.
After the experiences associated with bringing tBewry conspiracy to the stage,
Shakespeare ‘made assurance doubly sure by editfigshed’ (1983:137) — one of his
main sources for writing the play — to ascertairatwliould flatter his new patron.

One of the major changes Macbethis the role and character of Banquo, which
differs considerably from the description in Holes’sChronicles It is not difficult to find
the reason, as Banquo was one of the charactdrkatido be treated with closest attention,
as he was, in the Jacobean period, believed taimes] I's distant ancestor. James was a
Stuart, and it was believed that he ‘was descefided a Norman named Walter Fitz Alan,
who was a steward to King David | of Scotland’ (Bamna Fitzsenry, 2001, internet source).
The first Stuart King of Scotland, Robert I, waslescendant from the old Scottish royal
family through his mother. As it was a bit embasmag that the great King and scholar
descended from a steward, a different myth aresealing that the Stuarts were, in fact, the
successors of Banquo, a Thane of Lochaber accordinglolinshed. In both texts —
Shakespeare’s play and Holinshe@lsronicles— Banquo is initially a noble soldier fighting
at Macbeth’s side. The Captain in the play, whezakmg about Macbeth and Banquo, uses
fairly flattering words:

As sparrows eagles, or the hare the lion.
If I say sooth, | must report they were
As cannons overcharg'd with double cracks. ii.35-37)
Holinshed reports that Banquo later became an galomerin the murder of King Duncan:

At length therefore, communicating his purposeténh with his trustie friends,

amongst whome Banquo was the chiefest, vpon cardalef their promised aid, he

slue the King. Chronicles 269)
Shakespeare, in contrast, presents Banquo as mobleblameless throughout the play,
unaware of the bloody deeds of Macbeth and his, wiéely Macbeth. As Peter Thomson
says: ‘Shakespeare muffles any hint of Banquo'&abotation in the killing of the king’
(1983:142). Such muffling was necessary, since &jadare and his company could hardly
have benefited from portraying James’s ancestoarasaccomplice in the murder of a
Scottish king: thus, all blame was laid upon Mahbéts Kenneth Muir also asserts, King

Duncan is, in Holinshed'€hronicles ‘younger than in the play, and he is depictedaas
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feeble ruler'. By the editing of this, Muir conties, Shakespeare ‘deliberately blackened the
guilt of Macbeth’ (2004:xxxvi).

Shakespeare suppressed other things as well. Yanpde, the statement from
Holinshed praising King Makbeth for ten years ofbdorule, during which he felt safe
enough in his position to undergo a pilgrimage torie, to leave his well-led country for a
few months without fear:

If he had atteined therevnto by rightfull meansg a@ontinued in vprightnesse of

iustice as he began, till the end of his reignenhight well have beene numbered

amongest the most noble princes that anie wheredigided. Chronicles 270)

In the Chronicles relating to King Makbeth, Holinshed also providessection about
Makbeth’s wife. Shakespeare, according to Muir, Mduave read that ‘[Makbeth’s] wife
lay sore upon him to attempt the thing, as sheweag ambitious, burning in unquenchable
desire to beare the name of a queene’ (2004:xxAxbitious Lady Macbeth was not
Shakespeare’s creation either: he was re-workingnsteed. However, there are some
motives that Shakespeare adopted only partiallgngimg them to better suit his play; there
are some created fully by Shakespeare, in the saaye as inRichard lll, for purely

dramatic purposes.

3.3.2. ‘Women’ in the play

By the first scene, Shakespeare seems to estahkskrue nature of the play. In
Richard lll, he points out his monstrous machiavellian figurd #&oretells the consequent
bloody deeds of the play; Macbeth he opens with the image of three witches, whiaigesi
people were confused and scared by the supernapradably evoked in the public the
feeling of ominous evil, certainly supernatural aledilish: so, they probably expected some
kind of treason or ‘dirtiness’ from the beginning.

The witches though were also employed becausaméd, who was said to be ‘the
royal demonologist’, although a bit unrightfully.oNetheless, there is clear evidence for
Shakespeare employing the witches because of himntio. The scene describes an act of
vengeance directed against the sailor-husbandwdraan who refused to give the witch
some of the chestnuts she was shelling. The vengeaas completed by the husband’s
drowning:

1 Witch.Here | have a pilot’s thumb,
Wrack’'d, as homeward he did come. (1.ii1.28-29)
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According to Thomson, Shakespeare made here ‘sdslique reference to James I's
adventures with the North Berwick witches during twinter 1589-90° (1983:143). He
explains further that there was a storm that tleresd James’s ship and one of the witches,
accused of having raised the storm, confessedttiegt had sailed out to sea in a sieve to
drown a cat’ (1983:143). James had taken part énstibsequent examination and would
definitely have picked up any allusions of thatMacbeth However, even without picking
up these allusions, it should be remembered tleahtimber of the weird sisters was quite an
important matter. As had already been seeRichard Ill, the number three was, for the
audience, a sign that the womenRichard Ill (who are analogous to the witches in this
play) have the ability to prophesy. As was showe, prophecy was crucial Richard I,
and is so as well iMacbeth as he drawn by the prophecy to do things that wgainst his
initial qualities as a soldier, a subject, and ama

The nature of the witches remains unclear. SchoReter Thomson claims, have
‘sought to distinguish between witches, fairiesmpys, weird sisters, even the classical
Furies and the Scandinavian Norns’ (1983:140). Barftelps to solve the problem of their
looks by his description of them:

Banquo.That look not like th’ inhabitants o’th’earth,

And yet are on’t? Live you? Or are you aught

That man may question? You seem to understend

By each at once her choppy finger laying

Upon her skinny lips: you should be women,

And yet your beard forbid me to interpret

That you are so. (1.1i1.40-47)
However, more problematic than their looks is whetthese weird sisters actually ‘planted
the seeds of evil in Macbeth’ (Muir, 2004:xxxv), whether he had decided to kill the King
long before. Kenneth Muir asserts that Macbeth teadecide about the murder himself,
because ‘they have no power over the innocent’420@v). However, looking at the actual
play, it seems that, contrary to the from-the-fgsliloquy-a-monster Richard, Macbeth
really is innocent, having initially been introddcas a noble hero and a brave warrior, who
is tempted to reach the crown only after his taithwhe witches — or, to be more specific,
after the first prophecy is fulfilled. Until theiMacbeth thinks that he does not have to do
anything to become the King:

[Asidg If Chance will have me King, why, Chance
may crown me,
Without my stir. (1.iii.142-144)
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These words certainly do not evoke a person whddwvioave ambitions like Richard Il

had, to slaughter his way to the throne. Such locweginue to appear even after Macbeth’s
first meeting with the witches. It is true, howevéhat just a scene later, the situation
changes, when Macbeth asks stars to ‘hide thes fitest the heavens see his dark thoughts:

Macbeth.Let not light see my black and deep desires;

The eye wink at the hand; yet let that be,

Which the eye fears, when it is done, to see.(l.iv.51-53)
Clearly enough, Macbeth, at this point, wishesdodme the King — which stands in contrast
to the claims of some scholars that the main datis only made by Lady Macbeth, who
pressures her husband into killing King Duncan.

It surely holds true that Lady Macbeth appearsalon stage in the first indoor scene
of the play, as the first character emphasizing ihmgrortance in the play. However, the
importance may not reside in her pushing the colyavthcbeth into becoming a murderer.
She seems to appear in the play more as Macbeth&ience. At the beginning of the play,
when Macbeth seems uncertain of whether he realytsvor can perform the murder, she,
reading the letter containing this news, wishes toncome swiftly so that se can transmit
some of her spirit to him:

Lady Macbeth. Hie thee hither,

That | may pour my spirits in thine ear. (15-26)
These can be just the words of an ambitious wifst #s when she soothes Macbeth, who,
after committing the murder, is starting to be lednby feelings of guilt. She though stays
cool-headed and absolutely in control, advising:

These deeds must not be thought

After these ways: so, it will make us mad. ii(B82-33)
It can be seen that his conscience is still fightinth the decision to reach the throne in this
way; however, when he gets into the situation whkying on the throne means killing
many more people, including his friend Banquo, wias promised to father future Kings,
Macbeth feels his guilt so strongly that his coesce starts to suffer. However, there is no
way back, as ‘blood will have blood’ (lll.iv.121Macbeth gradually separates from his wife
completely: it seems that he has enough to solwsdif to have his guilty conscience with
him. Lady Macbeth keeps languishing; and, at thes eiinen Macbeth spends his final fight
trying to look brave but seems to shiver with uteiety, Seyton comes to announce the

death of Lady Macbeth. Macbeth’s reaction to tkigther surprising: he does not react as a
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loving husband, but more like a person furious ower loss of something vital for his
situation:

She should have died hereafter:

There would have been a time for such a wafd.v.17-18)
Losing his guilty conscience seems like somethiogitive; however, it seems to be one of
the last things that a person can lose, and mighkeethe tragic end of the tragic hero that is

to come very soon.

3.3.3. The mirror impressions

Even if, as is argued by some scholars, Shakespearvalued the importance of the
witches and their impact on James, he certainljdex] a greatly flattering scene in the play
involving a mirror. This act of flattery appearstire scene which is often argued as coming
directly from the quill of Shakespeare himself -wewer, there seems to be reasons for
guestioning this. The Hecate scene fits into trey perfectly; and, as Shakespeare really
was a master of impressing, he would certainly wanhclude a masque-like scene for a
monarch who loved this kind of dramatization.

After having Banquo murdered, Macbeth visits theind/ Sisters again in their cave,
as he wants to make sure that his position is nowonger endangered. At first, he is
soothed; however, at the end a display of eighg&iappears, the first being Banquo, and
the last with a glass in his hand. Macbeth cries:

And yet the eighth appears, who bears a glass,

Which shows me many more; and some | see,

That two-fold balls and tremble sceptres carry.

Horrible sight! (IV.i.119-2
It might have been a horrible sight for Macbetht fuseems to have been a great
compliment paid to James |, as Peter Thomson exglai

An effect that is visible only to the actors id a0 effect at all. There is a fascinating
possibility that, in the Hampton Court performamdel 606, the silent presenter of
the eighth king held the mirror in front of Jamdsrhself, the latest guarantee of the
continuing Stuart line. (1983:154)
As a proud descendant of the Stuart Dynasty, Jame&d certainly have appreciated this
scene. Shakespeare though does not end here aimliesrwith other symbols flattering the

King, symbols James would surely not miss.

3.3.4. Other symbols

132



With Macbeth Shakespeare created one of his darkest plays;eraf bourse, again
employs ‘the contrast between light and darknebat]tsymbolizes a general contrast
between good and evil, devils and angels, hellraven’ (Muir, 2004:xliv). As in most of
his plays, he also includes comic relief, as in sbhene with the Porter, which follows the
scene of the murder of King Duncan, and in whiolgermphasize the bloody deeds, ‘the owl,
demonic bird, hoots, from the north, the devil'slesi(Thomson, 1983:147). The Porter
appears on the stage after someone begins knoekitlte castle gate, with the knocking
coming from ‘the south entry, the God’s side’ (198%). The whole Porter’s scene is quite
short; and, although it should have served as coatief, Thomson asserts that ‘the Porter’s
language invited the Jacobean audience to remethbearld pageants of the harrowing of
Hell, and the knocking at Hell-gate that presageavenly judgement’ (1983:147). Many
general symbolic meanings could be uncovered irptag;, however, there are some more
that were probably included purely because of tleegnce of James | in the audience.

As mention before, colours became an inseparablé @f court masques, and
Shakespeare again did not fail to use them. Imihikary scene of Act Five, he used the
flags of the countries where, as Macbeth ‘has weifcottish colours, Malcolm may have
borrowed the English’ — according to Thomson, tiagied ‘a point about the uniting of the
countries under James VI and I’ which James suvebyld not miss” (1983:156). Not only
colour carried important symbolic meaning in thistAln the scene, where the crown is
placed on Malcolm’s head, Macduff greets the nemgiaith following:

Macduff.Hail King! for so thou art. Behold, where stands
Th’ usurper’s cursed head: the time is free.
| see thee compass’d with thy kingdom’s pearl
That speak my salutation in their minds;
Whose voices | desire aloud with mine, —
Hail, King of Scotland!
All. Hail, King of Scotland! (V.ix.20-26)
Thomson finds this scene very important, as he csggpthat ‘the actor who played Macduff
[...] would have known how, by graceful gesture,rolude both the king on the stage and
the King in the audience’ (1983:159-60). Hences thias a great scene and an even greater
compliment paid to the King. Again, just &chard Il ends with Henry VII's rescue of
England from a bloody monstdvlacbethends with the rightful defeat of the usurper who
wanted to prevent the Stuarts from ascending then#é) an act which was deservedly
punished. Since he King's beliefs were supportedth®y play, both the author and the

monarch must have left the theatre completely feadis
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4. Conclusion

Richard.l shall despair. There is no creature loves me,
And if I die, no soul will pity me —
And wherefore should they, since that | myself
Find in myself no pity to myself?
Me thought the souls of all that | had murder’
Came to my tent, and every one did threat
Tomorrow’s vengeance on the head of Richai.ii.(201-207)

Richard should certainly despaire, since at thetpafi the delivery of these words, he

is completely lonesome, already fully aware of lhischery deeds, and most importantly, he
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is scared, which is remarkable for his personaktitgywever, he appears not to be the only one
caught in such situation.

Macbeth.Though Birnam wood be come to Dunsinane,

And thou oppos’d, being of no woman born,

Yet | will try the last: before my body

| throw my warlike shield: lay on, Macduff:

And damn’d be him that first cries, "Holdpagh!” (V.ix. 30-34)
Macbeth is trying the last; clearly, alike Richaktiacbeth despairs. The prophecies, made by
witches, turned against him, there is no one tophatize with him, his wife was announced
to be dead, and he, just as Richard, was hauntédsbyictims. Nevertheless, the pitiful end,
full, and quilty concience, is not the only part which the two playsRichard Il and
Macbeth are similar.

One of the most striking similarities appears eatlre amount of the lines that the two
protagonists speak. Whikichard Il is one of Shakespeare’s longest plays,Madbethhis
shortest one, both protagonists alike speak omé diiall the lines in the plays. This though
can be one of the evidence that although, betw&8& and 1603, when the two plays were
written, Shakespeare moved from the Medieval to édodconcept of the character, with
"Macbeth [Shakespeare] revisits the issue of the villaireh#drat [he] first addressed in
Richard III" (Janis Lull, 1999:16).

Richard’s "mediavelity” lies in his similarity t¥ice from morality plays; he
communicates with the audience, most of the tineaking about himself as about the third
person, as Martin Hilsky asserts: "Richard spe&ksiahimself, as if he got out of himself
and was telling to the viewer, what he sees” (Ifil€004:137, my translatiof?) He unfolds
all his bloody plans openly from the very beginnihg sees himself as a villain and is also
“determined to prove a villain”. This Richard semion thrieves, as he surely proves an
unmistakable villian, who belives (alike majorityf dlizabethans) that being bodily
misshapen, he is as well mentaly misshapen, whiagsdiim no other chance than to plot his
way to the happiness, which, for him, means to tmecthe King. As a great warrior and a
villain, who has

no delight to pass away the time,

unless to spy [his] shadow in the sun (.i. 25;26)
he controls all the situations in which he appelrs.ability to control all the situations might
probably be attributed to his preparation for thesnce he personally plots and prepares
them, as his sharp mind keeps him ahead of everyotiee play. However, the minute he

achieves the role that surely was not predestioedlim, when he becomes the King, Richard
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gradually fails to control forthcoming siuationgidanot being use to such a plight, in which
he acts only as a puppet, not as a puppeteer,ses he solid ground under his feet, and
consequently ends lonesome, and finaly defeated.

Macbeth, also a great warrior, is in essence aemmocharacter; he does not speak to
the audience but to himself, “his soliloquies ateospective” (Martin Hilsky, 2004:137, my
translation§*. He is not “determined to prove a villain” eithee; seems to be a heroic captain
fighting for his King, however, later is promised become the Thane of Cawdor, and
consequently the King, which turns him into thedalp deeds. His transformation is not
immediate though. He, at first, hopes that “if Gleawill have [him] King, why, Chance may
crown [him], without [his] stir” (1.iii.143-4), busoon after becoming the Thane of Cawdor,
the promised kinghood lies heavy in his mind, aedstarts pleading stars to “hide [their]
fires” not to “see [his] black and deep desires/. 30-1). Macbeth’s ambition grows quickly,
and after encouragement from his wife, he kills klveg, and the loyal hero finally turns into
a villain. There are some schlars though who dtubtgradual change and assert that the evil
lay in Macbeth long before the prophecy. The trighthat witches have always been
considered evil spirits, and if Macbeth was an orisd hero, he would not probably believed
such prophesy originating from "the evil", and evioelieved it, he certainly would not turn
into evil villain so easily, and certainly would tkill. Nevertheless, if he was evil in heart
before the prophesy and the change only came tacgyror if he really was a hero and turned
the villain only after the prophesy, is not as impot as the act of change itself, since this
gradual, in a way psychological, change recedesbbthcfrom the Medieval concept, and
makes Macbeth the modern character. The concepgheoftwo characters, Richard and
Macbeth, appears quite different, but still, theyglin general remain fairly similar.

Clearing their way to the crown, and conseques#guring it, both, Richard and
Macbeth soak themselves deep into blood, sinceliheg to dispose of their rivals. However,
reaching their target, that gradually starts disaping, they also slay the innocent ones - they
both end up having the children of their enemidieki Having this done though, they both
realize that their situation is unbearable. At foent Richard contemplates:

Uncertain way of gain! But | am in

So far in blood that sin will pluck on sin.V(ii. 63-64)
As Janis Lull asserts "Macbeth, contemplating theders of Banquo and Fleance, repeats
and expands Richard’s figure” (1999:16):

All causes shall give way: | am in blood
Stepp’d in so far, that, should | wade noemor
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Returning were as tedious as go o’er. (I113b-7)

Not only do they contemplate their situation, tloieyn never get any rest, since their bloody
deeds prevent them from the peaceful sleep. Theseeatainly sufficient evidence that in
MacbethShakespeare “echoes, revises, and dedpiehard III" (Janis Lull, 1999:16). This
has been long recognized, however, the questioVly these plays are so similar’. Was the
similarity of the plays Shakespeare’s aim or a roenmecidence?

The plays were written for two very dissimilar naochs, Queen Elizabeth | and James
| in two different periods, Elizabethan and Jacobdaramawise though these two periods
varied mostly in the concept of character, conoafpsstaging that started to play more
significant role in the Jacobean period, and atsmclusion of masques. Audience did not
change much during the time when the plays forabkth and James were written, neither
did their thinking, basic principles of the tima, the authors; basically, the only thing that
changed obviously, were the monarchs, and manygesawere applied because of them.
With the accession of James | on the English thrtihveenew generation of authors had arisen,
hence, if the old ones wanted to stay on the “sugidg” they had to adjust to the newly
favoured trends. Shakespeare always knew his arelemd monarchs well, and although he
might have not liked the changes, he made themwasdable to flatter both, Elizabeth and
James. The other reason for Shakespeare to beéoaplease both monarchs may lie in the
assumption that although dissimilar, both, Elizabahd James, were equally controversial,
although in different ways. Elizabeth decided roiget married, which, after the period of
stability brought to England the feeling of uncertg James, even a bit more controversial,
considered himself to be a great scholar, his paitsbfe was quite stormy, and most
importantly, he came from Scotland, which was ohthe reasons for disputes between him
and the parliament.

Based on this assumption, it seems logical thaesparts of the plays remained more
or less the same in both plays. Apart from the twain "villain” characters, also "the
recurring female-triad scenes Bichard IIl are echoed iMacbethby the highly dramatic
appearance of the three witches. In both playswibreen are associated with the destiny and
supernatural. IrRichard 11l old Queen Margaret is able to curse, and the otloenen later
unify, to aquire the ability as well, iMacbeth Shakespeare uses the three witches; in
Shakespeare’s audience these threesomes with atypalnabilities certainly evoked the

suspition of some evil deeds, even if nothing haagpened.
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The women have clear influence on the developroéiihe play, however, Richard
and Macbeth surely are the characters in centegtention, and they decide about their lives.
Their decision causes though that in the end, betb-villains remain alone, scared in a way,
but still brave warriors fighting for their placa the world. Neither of the endings though
stands as a pitiful end of two characters, by trers#ing Shakespeare mainly paid a great
compliment to his monarchs. Richard Il Shakespeare complimented Queen Elizabeth, as
the latest of the Tudor monarchs. In the dreamioh&d and Richmond, the ghosts of the
murdered princes predict that Richmond will surviie battle “and beget a happy race of
kings™ (V.iii.158), one of them, of course, Queandelf. The greatest compliment to James |
is paid a bit earlier in the play, in a mirror marhé the Hecate scene, in which the witches
show Macbeth a line of future kings, who will sgrifrom Banquo, mythical founder of the
Stuarts. Despite their difference, the two monanvksge in a way so similar that they both
would appreciate most the same compliment. It coalgrobably stated that both plays are
similar to the extent to which were similar bothmaachs.

Writing two plays flattering for two monarchs corgi from two different dynasties
appears to be quite a simple task, however, toraplish the task successfully surely required
a genious. Hence, Shakespeare should certainlpimdered a genious playwright, not only
because he was a master of fashioning, and sddyis were appreciated by the audience in
his time, but also because his plays survived ceEstand still have the power to bedazzle
and address the present audience, although th&ingirand the way of life changed

considerably.
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2. Elizabethan and Jacobean period

In considering literary works, it is necessary eoK at the economic, political and
cultural aspects of each period: speaking aboutwbeplaysRichard 11l and Macbeth these
areas of the sixteenth and seventeenth centurybeiltonsidered. These areas will not be
analysed thoroughly however: the only aspects atuc emphasise are cultural changes
during each period, namely theatre staging, styte structure, and also some of the authors

writing in the above-mentioned periods.

1.1. Elizabethan and Jacobean playhouses
1.1.1. Development of professional companies in Bagd

Generally, the Elizabethan and Jacobean periods literarywise extremely fruitful,
which, however, does not hold true in the case lifaBethan stage design: there was
basically no scenery, and actors tended to exphany things they were doing. Certainly, as
Micheal Hattway points out, "Elizabethan playhousesre not designed foillusions’
(2002:12). Moreover, although various plays hadnbgerformed for many generations, as
G.B.Harrison claims "'no permanent playhouse wastedein England until 1576 (1965:9).
The exactness of this assertion can be questidradyh, as in some chronologies the first
open theatre is claimed to be the Red Lion, alrepdyiding performances in 1566.
However, this variance makes no difference to #wt fthat, in Tudor England, groups of
strolling players toured the country performingyslan the courtyards of inns, and that some
temporary companies were attached to the housebblusblemen, so “there was no question

of constructing scenic likenesses of palace roofosnal gardens or fields for battle”
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(Michael Hattaway, 2002:12). Nonetheless, the guwent began to fear the strolling actors:
firstly, they could spread plague; and secondlyprgnthe most popular subjects of the plays
were stories such as Robin Hood, which the goventnverried would encourage people to
remonstrate against monarchy. As Alois Bejblikraki already “in 1533 the crown issued a
ban of all interludes concerning all controversoics. Some moralities satirized Luther and
some even cardinal Wolsey” (1979:134, my transijtti&€ventually, the English government
stopped approving of strolling players; and, in 25Queen Elizabeth even passed a law
banning strolling companies fully, and actually reagy in general. The ban, as Bejblik
suggests, "threatened detected vagabonds by whippuh piercing of the right ear, in case of
repetition of the offence by death, loss of estatthholding of a priest and sanctified ground”
(1979:136, my translatioh)so eventually only companies with formal patgmaemained
viable. The consequent direct outgrowth of the lamsed the change of amateur companies
into the professional ones; “since 1574 the aatiag mentioned in the official documents as
workmanship, profession and art” (Bejblik, 1979;14® translatior?) In the situation when
the company gained the formal patronage, the nadlenvhose support the actors had were
held responsible for the content of the plays; lagctally, it was strictly prohibited to include
any material against the living monarch or the ¢gyrhowever, as the Tudors were such
great propagandists, the plays embellishing thene wertainly not banned, as will be shown
in the case of Queen Elizabeth. Concerning theogebans of the strolling companies,
exemplarily, the court itself accommodated to thewnestablishment, and the amateur
courtiers who originally performed the court plagsid masques were replaced by
professional companies and their plays. A sharemia of those companies - known as the
Lord Chamberlain’s company, and after the accessidames | to the English throne, as the
King’s Men, as the company was given the rulerssqreal patronage - was William
Shakespeare. Interestingly, even after the law pessed, the various dissensions between
actors and officials continued, and eventuallygratiie actors were basicaly banished from the
City, they strayed to the south of the Thames, wliee Mayor's of London authority did not
reach, and started building the first permanentimases. G.B.Harrison notes:

In the 1570°s the Lord Mayor and Aldermen of théy@f London and the players

were constantly at variance. As a result James d&arbthen the leader of the great
Earl of Leicester's players, decided that he woerdct a playhouse outside the
jurisdiction of the Lord Mayor, where the playerswd no longer be hindered by the
authorities. Accordingly in 1576 he built the Theain Shoreditch, at that time a
suburb of London. (1965:9)
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As ‘the Theatre experiment proved to be succes§fldrrison, 1965:9), more playhouses
were open in the London area in the following yeamsluding the Curtain playhouse (in
1577), the Rose (in 1587), the Fortune Theatrd§®0) and also, the presently most famous,
certainly because it was built by the company incWiShakespeare, popular already at the
Elizabethan period, was a one tenth shareholdeiGtabe (in 1599).

1.1.2. Playhouse building and staging

Although the theatre companies became professiaaial the newly constructed
Elizabethan playhouses still did not offer satigfag conditions for splendid stage design. It
is not difficult to imagine the reasons, as sketdfsee appendix 2) and pictures of the theatres
still exist, as does one of the theatres, at laast hypothetical reproduction. Although the
present Globe in London is only a copy, it resemitlee original Globe which was in use
until 1613 when the roof caught fire during onelté performances and the building burned
to the ground. The news of Globe burning down stedan London and the event is possible
to trace from some period records. Sir Henry Watfon instance, portrayed it in a letter to
his cousin, remarking that:

When King Henry entered the house of cardinal &plg..] a few cannons fired

fusillade, [and] one paper [...] was projected be thatched roof. At first it only

seemed as some harmless smoke and people kepingatich spectacle on the stage
with attention. Then the inner part cought fire averything started up as a comet, so
the whole house burnt to the ground in less thdihamahour. (Bejblik, 1979:179, my
translation}

From the history retrieve, it is possible to shwttall the playhouses were usually
circular or hexagonal, with a place for musiciasisice songs and music were inseparable
elements of most plays. The whole yard was opehdair, so that light would be allowed
in, which meant that, naturally, performances weekl in the afternoon, because there was
no artificial lighting. There was no curtain conlbeg the whole stage either, so all scenes
began with an entrance and ended with an exit@fctiaracters. As mentioned above, there
was no scenery, which may seem incomprehensilgbeetgent viewers who are used to vast
change in scenery within a play, or sometimes eviinin separate acts and scenes. However,
the possibility of extensive scenery change fldwets only after the use of modern
technologies, and certainly use of artificial ligimg, which enables the quick scenery
transformation without disruptive interruption dfet play. None of these though were
available in the two considered periods, and sostenery was limited. Nonetheless, this

situation appears advantageous in a way, as thertéfe playwrights were not limitted by the
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number of scenes. If the placement of the scenesaaehow important for the play, it was

evoked in dialogue. It is also unclear how actoesendressed, but ‘it seems most likely that
basic costumes were Elizabethan with some toketumes — long medieval shoes, for

example — to mark historical difference” (Michaelttway, 2002:12).

The little space for illusions though did not discage the audience; the interest in
theatre was truly enormous. Joy Hancox asserts that1595 over 15,000 people a week
were attending plays being performed in London ttlesa (internet source). Such an amount
of theatre goers meant a great need for space:tyeias not a problem in Elizabethan
London. There were enough playhouses in the Loratea, and each could hold several
thousand people; "due to de Witt's entry from 1886 Swan theatre could hold up to three
thousand seated spectatdB&ijblik, 1979:210, my translatioh)Most spectators though, who
viewed the performance standing for only a penngission, surrounded the stage from
three sides. If the viewers had paid "the amouwnhfsix pence to one shilling” they could sit
down “either on the stage, or in galleries, thatewas a reminiscence of the original inns
divided into small rooms, and from that the predegé probably emerged” (André Maurois,
1993:226, my translatioh) It is evident that the same playhouse held teepfe from
different social background. Alexander Leggatt essthat “public playhouses catered to a
mixed audience’, if nothing else, "the price stitetwould suggest” that (1992, internet
source). Despite the little staging the playhousese apparently suitable for the audience,
and however little space was used for illusionsnyreymbols conveying or illuminating the
meaning of the play were used. As Michael Hattawayes: “Courts were represented not
with painted scenery but by appropriate varietiegheatrical ritual: processions, music,
formal speech” (2002:12), which may ocassionalyabgt problematic for present theatre
goers, who are not aware of such rituals; trulynsaituals or even hidden religious or
political remarks are hardly understandable aaceable for a non-Elizabethan viewer.

Nonetheless, if the scene design was, as hasduggrested, not greatly important in
the Elizabethan playhouses, this cannot be assertbd case of the Jacobean court. After the
accession of James | to the English throne, a gemeration of artists also appeared, a
generation partly formed because of James’s thehtaste. The most important of these
being Indigo Jones, an architect, sculptor, pajraexd in words of Martin Kowa eager
promoter of Italian cultural tradition [...] stoaxlit fully only after the accession of Stuarts’
(2001:52, my translatioh) English masques became very popular. As D.M.Bergerrites,
although “scattered examples of indeourt masqueexist in the Tudor era, masques truly

become a fixture in the Stuart courDQ2:42). This interest in masques was also
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caused partly because members of the court actib@iin. It is even said that “in 1609 Queen
Anne herself, accompanied by six countesses aral rigids, acted in the masque called
Masque of Queen{Kovér, 2001:53, my translatioh) Partly because ‘masques included
dazzling technical effects, dance, and music (Berge2002:42), these performances,
contrary to the Elizabethan stage, required auttmise “concentrated mainly on the most
imaginative construction of the scene, stage spetiind costumes” (Ko¥a2001:52, my

translationy. Ben Jonson, one of the most popular authors sfjmes, and his contemporaries
cooperated “with England’s most distinguished #chi Indigo Jones, in designing the
increasingly elaborate staging on which court spast sums of money” (Bergeron, 2002:42).
This certainly does not imply that Shakespeare laaccontemporaries lost their position in
the Jacobean theatre world: however, changes arelogenents in stage design influenced
some of their plays. Nonetheless, more influenti@n any of these technicalities of the

theatre was the changing form of the theatre ptagduced at that time.

1.2. Elizabethan and Jacobean playwriting
1.2.1. Influential theatre forms, rituals and symbds
In general, Elizabethan as well as Jacobean pfayxnly those of Shakespeare, were
more or less influenced by the tradition from whittey had arisen, by the sources of
information on which they were based, and alsoHhgy durrent political situation in which
they were written. While scholars have disagreegutilthe direct influence of Seneca on
Elizabethan drama, Janis Lull points out that
certainly Elizabethan revenge tragedy shares nwamyentions with the plays of
Seneca, including, as James E. Ruoff lists thelne févenge theme, the ghosts, the
play-within-the play, the dumb show, the soliloqtiye declaration and bombast, the
emphasis on macabre brutalities, insanity and deiic{ 1999:8)
One can really trace all of these in Elizabethiay$ elaborate speeches, violence and horror
onstage, characters who are dominated by a singkessive passion, or an interest in the
supernatural. Yet, prior English dramatic formsglsas mystery and morality plays, also
contributed their influence to the plays of thezBbethan period. The playwrights had to, at
least partly, adjust the plays to the expectatiohtheir audience that “was used to places
changing and action onstage from the mystery yspléMichael Best, 1998, internet source).
At the same time, the leading and most popularacter of most morality plays was Vice,
who played tricks on the Virtues and other VicakealVice took up most of the stage time,
and often ended by fighting with the other Vicesd aras banished to Hell at the end of the
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play. According to Lull, Vice, in its changed foreould be seen onstage even in the plays of
Elizabethan authors. Lull explains that "to thegldlof spectators, the Vice would introduce
himself and his schemes directly” at the beginwihthe performance. The same can actually
be seen, for example, Richard Ill, where Richard in his first soliloquy explains ttme is
“determined to prove a villain”, then continueselaplaining his plans, and, of course, is then
“doomed to Hell” (1999:8) at the end of the play.

Other very common characters in Elizabethan pkgs women able to prophesy.
Looking at the plays carefully, if the prophesyimgmen are present onstage, there is always
a group of three in some shape. According to Lthle prophesying women in the play have
links to characters in both classical and Englismh” (1999:9). The group of three women
either suggests the tradition of

the Ressurection plays, specifically the motif lnd three Marys — Mary Magdalene,

Mary Salome and Mary the mother of James — atdhw tof Jesus. The three Marys

formed part of the native theatrical heritage fdaywrights and playgoers of

Shakespeare’s generation. (1999:9)

Or they can "be compared to (...) Helena, Andromaahd Hecuba in Senecalsoades’
(1999:9). Taking into accouiichard Ill, there are three women - the Dutchess,
Elizabeth and Anne - and three witches appedviagbeth.Moreover, the Elizabethan
period was influenced by Calvinism and its "'emphasn predestination”, so "these
associations must have suggested” that the propigesyomen in the play are not only on
the side of right, but also on the side of destiiyill, 1999:10).

Besides that, some other symbols and rituals wsee, such as the colours: as stated
in Martin Kov&’'s Stuartovska Angliecolours were especially important for Jacobean
masques. Kowaasserts that “Jones and his colleagues paid gttesition to the choice of
colours” (2001:53, my translatidfl) and in his book continues by explaining the syiicbo
meaning of the colours that were used. Other syicdlomeanings were included in the
symbol of the sun or shadow, sounds coming fromnthrth side (believed to be the devil’s
side), the hooting of the owl, the demonic birdotrer animals, evoking various symbolism
such as “lambs evoking physical deformity, a baalpathsome symbol of savagery and
demonic forces, or a hog, a beast that standsnipuiity and lechery” (Besnault, Bitot,
2002:111-112). Characters were, in the words ofhelid Hattway, often depicted as “the
totally unscrupulous bogeymen” (2002:8) who wergedaon the Machiavelan tradition.

"Machiavel’, as Hattway claims further,
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derives from Protestant writing against Italianatee rather than from any real
comprehension of the writings of Niccol6 Machiavetho lived well after the death
of Henry VI. (2002:8)
All these symbols, rituals and symbolic charasters of figures in the plays were certainly
employed, partly because of the theatre traditicated over the years, and as the way of
adjusting scenes in Elizabethan plays instead ehexy. It probably also indicated to the

audience the way in which they could expect the ghal the characters to develop.

1.2.2. History plays

However great the influence of Calvinism, and @asi symbols, Senecan tragedy was
also influential, as Hattway suggests: "The eaiiarys owe as much to Seneca as to the
chronicles of English history” (2002:8). Indeed sty drama before the sixteenth century
often dramatized biblical stories or lives of #ants, and the battle between human’s virtues
and vices was at the centre of attention. Englistoties, which became very popular in the
Elizabethan period, were narratives usually cegtriaround the reign of a monarch, and
ending by their death. Clearly enough, the Elizadéethistories cannot be viewed from the
present perspective. Most of the people in theabkthan period were uneducated, or had
only a basic education from the “petty” schools i end of the sixteenth century, about
one third of the male population and only one tesftthe female, most originating from the
aristocracy or the arising middle class, could re@dichael Best, 1998, internet source).
Nonetheless, even if they were literate, it wasasgible for a common person to borrow a
history book from a private library, open it anddi exact historical dates, facts, or
personalities, which meant that the playwright dous Hattway certifies, “count on a
minimal knowledge of historical events in his audtie and he represented these in various
ways” (2002:7). Although Hattway is probably cotren author’s benevolent changes of
history were more likely caused by the chronicleBmglish history that were available at that
time, and partly by playwright’s choice of the bratal topic and its careful handling, as none
wanted to fall into disgrace before the nobilityemen the monarch.

Indeed, handling the topic carefully was one of thost important skills for the
playwright. Historywise, deliberation was signifita as "the ban on portraying living
monarchs” (Hoenselaars, 2002:29) existed and tlee would certainly not tolerate any
assault of their family members or any predecesedlger. However vigilant though, the
playwrights sometimes offended their ruler. In 16fo4 example, even the King’s Men "had

come a cropper, when a play about the Gowry coaspinad given offence; but Gowry was
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recent history, in which James had been persomaligived” (Peter Thomson, 1983:137).
Yet, in the same way, as including a living monaircta play was perilous, "not to perform
something in which” the monarch “might see his ogflection could have been viewed as a
sin of omission” (Thomson 1983:137). Theice was extremely problematic and that
is probably one of the reasons, for ShakespeaeLsidn to, “with the exeption d¢lenry
VIII, cover the history [that] invariably antedates 348Hoenselaars, 2002:29). Many of
Shakespeare’s contemporaries though “continuechtey@ end of the Wars of the Roses,
and they developed a wide variety of plays usingenels bearing on the more recent Tudor
era’ (Hoenselaars, 2002:29). Some of them, "astalpaonsequence of their readiness to
exploit Tudor history”, Hoeselaars writes furtheleveloped the biographical history plays’.
The biographical plays, as David Loades in hisckxti The Early Receptionéxplains,
“usually picked the life of ‘non-royal figure, dreng on John Foxe écts and Monuments,
popular collection of lives of those who died astyra” (internet source). In 1603, after the
death of Elizabeth I, Thomas Heywood produced apearb play about her life calldél You
Know Not Me, You Know Nobadyhe play offended none, as the Tudor dynasty was
replaced by the Stuarts and actually, as Hoensetdams, the play "‘remained highly popular
on the London stage until the closing of the thesatin 1642° (2002:29). Other of many
Foxean plays was written by Thomas Drue in 1624t ane year before James I's death:
however, contrary to the Heywood’s plays, this oniicized the monarch himself, although
it is not clear if it had offended hinRutchess of Suffolkarrated the life of the Katherine of
Suffolk who was forced to leave England and wasvad to return from exile only after
accession of Elizabeth I to the throne. Hoenselagptains that in this case

Tudor history really served as a veiled criticishKang James’s prevaricating attitude

toward his own daughter, Elizabeth Stuart, whoetogr with her husband, the Count

Palatine, was left to her own devices amids thatipal turmoil that engulfed

Germany and Bohemia. (2002:30)

However, not all the playwrights approved of thasher assaultive genre, and wrote, among
other things, the historical plays. Hoenselaarémdathat “with these varying biographical
forms Shakespeare seems to have had little sympHigynly had a hand iBir Thomas
More, but a corective one” (2002:30).

Beside the difficulty with not offending the monohs, the problem of historical plays
was that the chronicles from which playwrights cbakquire information about English
history were limited and very often unreliable. l&.&rierson and Dominique Goy-Blanquet
consider about five main sources of English histthrgt could get to the hands of the
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Elizabethan playwrights; Polydore VergilAsiglica Historia(first version completed in 1513,
polished version in 1534), Edward Hallision of the Two Noble and lllustre Families of
York and Lancastef1548), Raphael HolinshedThe Chronicles of England, Scotland and
Ireland (1577), Geoffrey of Monmouth’Blistoria Regum Britannia¢1136), and Thomas
More’s unfinished biography of Richard Il call@the History of King Richard II{written
between 1513-1521). Although they all were widebgd as the source of history, with the
present knowledge it can be certainly said thay tre often based only on a pure opinion of
they author, obedient to the Tudor dynasty that méiag at the time when these chronicles
were written and as Grierson suggests, in somescas® only mythical but fictitious”
(1914:xiii). Historical truth was, in the Elizabeth period, not always a priority, but it is the
fact that history itself, truthful or untruthfultested to be very important after the accession of
Tudors. Henry VII, the first Tudor monarch, wascading to Goy-Blanquet, “the first
English monarch who used history on a grand naltiscale to legitimise his accession to
power”. For his purpose, he used “a family tregiiad by Geoffrey of Monmouth
(2002:62), the chronicles available at the timee Tdmily tree was vital for Henry VII, as "he
needed to substantiate his rightful entittementtf@a English crown” (Bejblik, 1979:65, my
translation}®. This was nothing exceptional though, many famili@ve their family trees
invented at the time and Henry VII has his treeutded beginning with King Arthur.

Also the whole forthcoming period of Tudor’s eigecame suitable for formation of
new chronicles. Henry VII, for example, deserved ke hailed as a father of Tudor
historiography” (D. Goy-Blanquet, 2002:62), becaa$er using history as an evidence of his
right to the English throne, he also asked Vergilwrite new English chronicles. Goy-
Blanquet explains that the twenty-seven volume efgi’s chronicles, had, as they were
written by the Italian historian, the advantagebeing ‘less concerned by the recent partisan
qguarrels [the Wars of Roses]” than the historiedtewr by Vergil’'s "English colleagues’
(2002:62). Also, as Vergil was a great historidwese chronicles, that were finished in 1534,
are ‘the first to use critical judgement, compaoarses, and check the veracity of facts’
(2002:62). Nonetheless, the version also probabbre accessible to the Elizabethan
playwrights was the one written by Edward Hall. Wisrk, published in 1548, was "to a large
extent a wordy translation of Vergil’s elegant hatembellished with extracts from other
chronicles and spiced up with his own moral commesas (2002:63). Hall had a different
opinion on English history, as he was a firm Prateisand a devotee of Henry VIII, but as

claimed further,
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He never quarrels with Vergil’s opinions — he siynpimits them when they disagree
with his own. He is also much less rigorous, seldambarrassed by the conflict of
sources or philosophical systems he appeals tofraqdently suits his ethics to hard
facts. (2002:63)
However, although all these sources were possiblase, the chronicles that “inspired the
vogue of the history play” (2002:63) were thosetemi by Raphael Holinshed,  re-edited in
1587. Holinshed was influenced by many differenirses. The section on Scottish history
was based on the Hector Boecélistoriae Scotorumwhich waswritten in the Scotish
dialect: however, most of those were “only the nia of Boece and his predecessors
anxious to trace the descent of their king”~ (Gders1914:xiii). For the other sections
Holinshed was “paraphrasing or copying Hall, ineothvords Vergil, on the York and
Lancaster reigns, with heavy cuts of their providggrcomments” (Goy-Blanquet, 2002:63).
Not even More treated the War of Roses differemtiis The History of King Richard lll,
which blackened Richard by collecting “all the directitasnies he could find, usually from
Richard’s worst enemies, without the least effoitt truth from prejudice” (2002:62). Thus,
Hattway’s claim that the playwright could count @aminimal historical knowledge in the
audience, and so represent it in various ways,atamnaccepted without objections. After all,
the facts show that even conception of the playwtsidhaving a slight prospect of creating
something historically accurate and politically fieeted, even if they wanted to, would be a
misconception. They followed mostly the historiamgirks, and it is doubtful whether the
historians had much choice and desire to explatohiin  an accurate way.

1.2.3. Elizabethan playwrights

Apparently, for Elizabethans all these problemsewmeot so problematic, since the
actors, plays and playwrights proliferated and ywiityng became a relatively profitable job,
as seen in Bejblik:

Edward Howes in the insertion to Stowksnalswrote: “Comedians and actors used to
be very poor and uncouth compared to the ones fsamtime. Now though they
became very rich and they are great actors inudlljests, so various aristocrats took
them for their servants(1979:143, my translatioff)
And Bejblik continues that playwrights “were eamseventimes to tentimes more than the
average craftsman (...) or well-situated teacheith wompleted university education
(1979:162, my translatioh) Writing apparently became a great craft, howewdth a great
number of playhouses and playwrights, and also thighpreference of some playwrights by

their monarchs, naturally competition appeared.ré@tveas a group of so called “university
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wits”; and, although they certainly did not alwaysrk together, since they had aquired an
education at either Oxford or Cambridge they lookiedvn on their contemporaries who
lacked such an education. Even nowadays, as seggegt_.B.Wright, the lack of university
education is used by the anti-Shakespeareans te phat this "unlettered yokel without any
schooling” could not have written the plays. Fanththe playwright had to be “a noble lord
or the equivalent in background who had a very geddcation”. Nevertheless, it is known
that Shakespeare "had a very good education, acguithe Stratford Grammar School’, and
Wright ends his Shakespeare defence:

Most anti-Shakespeareans are naive and betraywdnus snobbery. The author of
their favourite plays, they imply, must have hacbdege diploma framed and hung on
his study wall like the one in their dentist’s offi [...] They forget that genious has a
way of cropping up in unexpected places and thaeru the great writers [...] got his
inspiration in a college or university course. (Q9&xiii)
Moreover, since the Elizabethan and Jacobean eabeing considered here, neither this
intellectuality nor rivalry can be perceived framr present point of view, for education,
during the period, was no test of civility. The Gardge graduate Christopher Marlowe, for
example, considered by some literarywise supeoourieducated Shakespeare, was killed
young in a tavern quarrel; Ben Jonson killed twdomadn a duel. Further, in spite of
Shakespeare not having the university educationpltid@8loom and most critics assert that
Shakespeare proved to be the best playwright dElizabethan period, perhaps of all times:

Are there personalities (in our sense) in the plafsany Shakespeare’s rivals?
Marlowe deliberately kept to cartoons, even in Bam|[...], and Ben Jonson as
deliberately confined himself to ideograms, evewaipone [...]. | have a great taste
for John Webster, but his heroines and villainkealianish when juxtaposed to those
of Shakespeare. (1998:5)
Yet, for Bloom Shakespeare does not win the primaaly as the best Elizabethan
playwright, for him Shakespeare holds the pre-emiaen the whole history of human race.
He explains that all characters before Shakespeare basically unchanging, as they were
‘represented as ageing and dying, but not as amgnbgecause their relationship to
themselves, rather than to the gods or God, hasgelda (1998:xvii). Bloom further claims
that it was the great Shakespeare who createdoritées, in our present sense, because “in
Shakespeare, characters develop rather than uafuddthey develop because they reconceive
themselves” (1998:xvii), Bloom even suggesting tiither characters since Shakespeare were
created "by an imitation of Shakespeare” (1998 eighteenth-century titan Samuel
Johnson supports this view by declaring that “we @lhakespeare everything”. Bloom adds

that it was Shakespeare who has taught us to uaddreuman nature. Some scholars might
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oppose Bloom’s theory, a theory he practidadigrows from Johnson, however, if nothing
else, Shakespeare has proved to be exeptiondlyibgnmemaining onstage for more than four
hundred years, even at times when the enormoesesitin the theatre has decreased
exceedingly.

Shakespeare proved his brilliance even to his idiate contamporaries. In the
autumn of 1592, Robert Greene, the best knownepthbfessional writers, as he was dying,
wrote a letter to his fellow writers in which he nvad them against the ingratitude
of players in general, and in particular againstugstart crow” who “supposes he is as much
able to bombast out a blank verse asthe best oof §nd being an absolute Johannes
Factotum is in his own conceit the only Shake-sdaena country.” As confirmed by G. B.
Harrison, “this is the first reference to Shakespeand the whole passage suggests that he
had become suddenly famous as a playwright andréagnized as the greatest of English
dramatists by the summer of 1598 (1998:6). wadse so popular that Francis Meres, in his
Palladis Tamia: Wits Treasuyyeferred to him in flattering terms as “mellifugoand honey-
tongued Shakespeare,” observing further that lagu® and Seneca are accounted the best
for comedy and tragedy among the Latins, so Shakespamong the English is the most
excellent in both kinds for the stage”. Meres codetl with the remark that "“the Muses would
speak with Shakespeare’s fine filed phrase if theyld speak English.” Words of praise also
appear in the works of dramatists who may presdrglgonsidered Shakespeare’s rivals. For
example, supposedly his greatest rival, Ben Jonsaote a poem after Shakespeare’s death
calledTo the Memory of My Beloved Master William Shakaspand What He Hath Left Us,
in which he portrays Shakespeare as a great afgsirites:

To draw no envy, SHAKSPEARE, on thy name,
Am | thus ample to thy book and fame ;
While | confess thy writings to be such,
As neither Man nor Muse can praise too much.

[..]

He was not of an age, but for all time !

[.]

Sweet Swan of Avon ! what a sight it were

To see thee in our waters yet appear,

And make those flights upon the banks of Thames,
That so did take Eliza, and our James !

These words undoubtedly express the great apprargeand respect that William
Shakespeare gained during his life.

Nowadays, it may be surprising that a rival wrigegh appreciative words about
another; however, as mentioned above, authorsaatithe had a very different perception of
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rivalry. Rivalry, for them, was not a competitioit, was actually a kind of “raillery’.
Playwrights did not try to be original in the pressense, but often took each other’s work
and tried to rewrite it in a different way. Thegaloften cooperated on various projects; or,
if employed as actors as well, acted in each athpréces. William Shakespeare, for
example, acted in Jonson’s second known agry Man in His Humourwhich was
performed in Globe by the Lord Chamberlain’s Mea, B should not be surprising that
dramatists who are now considered rivals were,eailityy, friends. Jonson’s poem, then,
shows a good example of this “rivalry friendshias; a great dramatist, Ben Jonson,
praises another, in this case William Shakespeare.

As the great dramatist and an actor at that tiRleakespeare was not only
appreciated by his literary contemporaries, for ynahhis plays were performed in front of
the royal court, either for Queen Elizabeth or rlater James |. Despite his obvious
popularity during Elizabethan and Jacobean timlesret are still some who doubt that
Shakespeare is the author of the plays that beardme. Much has been written about this
issue, however,

no credible evidence that would stand up in a colifaw has ever been adduced to

prove either that Shakespeare did not write hiysplar that anyone else wrote

them.(Wright, 1960:xvii)

Part of the Shakespeare an authorship argumennlibs fact that many of his plots, themes
and characters arise out of other writer's works; &xample, ShakespeareRschard 1l
(dated probably 1593% based on Thomas More’s tragddthe History of King Richard the
Third, written between 1513-1521; yet, the Elizabethanopgealso had, apart from a
different perception of rivalry, a completely difémt measure for what was regarded as
original. Novelty in a work was judged by its magtef its theme not by its unusualness. In
spite of being based on More’s work, still “"wiichard Il Shakespeare captured the
imagination of the Elizabethan audience, then eposty interested in historical plays’.
(Wright, 1960:xxiii)

Nonetheless, Shakespeare’s exceptionality als@léewhere. Michael Hattway asks
an unforeseen question, "Who else [than Shakegddesdenritten “history plays™? (2002:6).
The guestion seems to be answerable in a veryveagywith the increasing importance of
history and the theatre goers” enormous interesit,imne would suppose that every
playwright was writing history plays to satisfy theudience. However, the answer is
definitely not so simple and the question is byra#tans worth contemplating. Even the

seemingly simple, distinction between a historymad a tragedy has always been difficult
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to define, as is revealed by Hattaway: “"For germmratit was common to regard the union of
“history” and “tragedy” as an uneasy one” (200Bt&explains that
generic classification was bound to be difficulve; that most of the English
histories centre their action on the reign of a aroh, the narrative ending with his
death. It was therefore inevitable that “historyayp were going to be closely
affiliated with “tragedy’. Some were initially ldhezl as such.”(2002:3)
Presently, for exampl®ichard Il is classfied as a history play; however, when thg pas
published as part of the First Folio (the firstleoled edition of Shakespeare’s plays
published after his death) the two editors, Johmidges and Henry Condell, released the
play under the titlefhe Tragedy of Richard the Third: with the Landofgzarl Richmond,
and the Battle at Bosworth FieltHattway, 2002:3), and the same actually happendbd
Quarto with another presently classified, as aohysplay, Richard IlI. It can be doubted
though that anyone in the Elizabethan period thougich about the distinction between
these two genres, especially as they are very @dasethe distinction not really definite,
even nowadaydVacbethcan be seen as a good example of this discreplimtiike Richard
lll, and actually all the plays covering the discordhaf Lancastrians and the Yorkists that
are labelled as history playMacbethis classified as a tragedy. Certairjacbeth has
nothing in common with the famous dispute of the ynasties; however, this play also
covers a part of the history - the Scotish histofythe eleventh century - and so, quite
logically, it should not really be labelled a trdgebut a history play. Hattway's question is
indisputably legitimate; nonetheless, one shoulobably not ask "Who else had written
history plays”, but who else had written about \tYier of the Roses. Even with the refined
guestion, though the answer remains the same, obnthe Elizabethan or Jacobean
playwrights had dramatized so many “chroniclesoants of the War of the Roses (...) and
to the persistent conflict between England and ¢eaduring the Hundred Years Was’
(Hattaway, 2002:7) as Shakespeare himself. RicHatderson agrees, claiming that beyond
doubt “Shakespeare did make a larger contributidhat genre than anyone else” (1977:25).
Thus, although many of Shakespeare’s plays aralpchased on the works of others, this
fact did not apparently lessen his craft in thesegkthe Elizabethan and Jacobean viewer,
and it would also be very unlikely, as many othiaywrights at the time practised exactly
the same. Nonethess, not everyone was able ta sgéetators and readers an
opportunity to learn a significant part of Englisistory” (D.M.Bergeron, 2002:41).
Moreover, Shakespeare not only captured the inatigim of the average viewer - in
the words of Wright, he also “gave a [historicalierpretation pleasing to the Tudors’
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(1960:xxi), and subsequently to the Stuarts. Asalestrated above, Shakespeare was not
keen on biographical history plays, and evenchisice of topics and time period, he did
not use history succeeding the War of the Roses vesher vigilant. In spite of
Shakespeare’s circumspect choice of the time pesibthe material in the Elizabethan and
Jacobean period was necessary to treat cauti@sshjistory could always be connected with
monarchs” predecessors, as in the casaabfard Ill, or legendary founders of the dynasties,
as inMacbeth.Shakespeare was certainly aware of this, as hetsnasgeeven changed the
chronicle material in order not to offend the mamarThere are some scholars Hattway who
claims that “Shakespeare may have provoked rdtharplease those who would control the
political culture of England” (2002:15). The baaigument lies in the letter that

on 12 November 1589 the Prive Council wrote toAhehbishop of Canterbury, the
Lord Mayor of London, and Edmund Tilney, MasteR#&vels, asking them each to
appoint someone to scrutinise all plays perfornmednd about the City of London
because the players had taken “upon them, withhdgement or decorum, to handle
matters of divinity and state’. Parts of the HeNfly plays reveal evidence of
censorship by Tilney — or of self-censorship byplayers. (2002:15)

Firstly, it might be true, howevelenry VI is one of Shakespeare’s early plays; and

secondly, this provocation certainly does not appeaither Richard Il or Macbeth.In

these two plays the situation is quite contrarg: itimaterial that was used for these two play

was chosen and adjusted so as not to provoke Iplease.

2. Richard IlI

Although being one of his earliest playgichard Il brought William Shakespeare
great success. This can be contributed to Shakespeamarkably good choice of the topic
and in the exceptionally good timinBichard 11l was written at the time when the Tudors
had been rulling the country for over a centuryjolvhbrought long-wished-for peace and
stability. The Tudor period may seem relativelyqedal and stable to a twenty-first century

person who cannot really judge ‘the outset of grfien reign and gradual material and
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spiritual development” (8brny, 1965:8, my translatiof{)that came with the Tudors” reign.
Certainly many parts of life had changed, one efgheatest being drama, which changed its
shape completely; and, owing to Shakespeare artbhtemporaries, became an inseperable
part of culture in the forthcoming centuridsnong all of Shakespeare’s plays written in the
Tudor periodRichard Il does not enchant many present scholars, who réiganalay to be
only a starting point in the development of Shakesp's subsequent greatness. Yet, by the
characterization of Richard Il in the play, Shakemre changed the character widely used
until the moment when this great antagonist appkeafdthough pictured as a colossal
villain, Richard remains credibly human throughthg whole play; human, however, only
to an extent not to offend the members of the Tudgmasty, which, with a bit of
exaggeration, is the malefactor causing both Ra$)ahe real and literary, to be viewed as

monstrous creatures.

2.2. The influence of the Tudor dynasty

This chapter mainly covers the material that wasated in the Tudor period in
pursuit of stabilizing Henry VII on the English tire. Henry VII certainly needed to support
his claim to the crown, a claim which will be camfited with the a situation similar to which
arose after the dethroning of Richard Il almoseatery before Henry VII killed Richard .
This chapter will also show Henry's incredible mgandistic skills, and their uses. Extra
space will be given to the histories that begabeavritten during his reign, leading namely
to Vergil’'s and More’s work, as they have beenjkanthe others, considered the most
credible evidence of the period preceding the Tudbis all is, of course, dealt with as
background for Shakespeare’s play.

2.1.1. RichardlIl - dating and choice of material

Richard 11l was written during the reign of the fifth monarmhthe Tudor dynasty,
Queen Elizabeth; and, by this play, the whole hisab cycle, beginning with the trilogy
Henry VI,was completed. At the time the play was put onestéige Tudor dynasty looked
anything but secure. An ageing, unmarried femal@arch ruled the country, and many
people certainly believed that it was only a matietime before the absence of an heir
would once again cause confusion in assession.eShalre hardly could have chosen a
better time to write his play picturing Richard, keuof Gloucester, who butchers his way to

the throne, murdering everyone standing in his viagluding his own brother, wife, and
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even young nephews, and whose evil plots are dt@dnonly by Henry VII, who, by his
triumphant victory, establishes the Tudor dynasty.

The date of the play is uncertain: however, adabepart of the tetralogy, it probably
followed the preceding parts quite closely. LouisV®ight claims that the play "dates from
somewhere between the end of 1592 and the begimiii§95; perhaps 1593 is about as
close as we can come to its first performance” @liQbthat was probably at The Theatre, as
it was being used by the Lord Chamberlain’s MerakBbhpeare’s company) at that time.
Although various sources daRichard Il differently, it is certain that the play existed in
1597, as Anthony Hammond in Arden’s editiorRa¢hard Il asserts: it "was entered on the
Stationers” Register by Andrew Wise on 20 Octot71 (2002:1). Nonetheless, the exact
date is not vital, as the play certainly emergednduthe reign of Queen Elizabeth I, and so
the influence of the period and the Tudor dynatstgt can be uncovered in the play, would
not change within a few years and neither woulgdpularity, which was partly caused by
Shakespeare’s choice of a recent history topiough not recent enough to violate the ban
on portraying living monarchs. Hazarding "chancyatenial including Elizabeth and her
contemporaries was unnecessary, as the Wars oERaesal especially murderous career of
Richard Ill - provided an inexhaustible supply ahaterial that would probably always
please the Tudor rulers, since Henry VII, had ‘wed¢ England from the evil Plantagent at
Bosworth Field in 1485.

2.1.2. Accusation and defence of Richard Ill
Richard.O monstrous fault, to harbor such a thought! .i(I[L64)

This exclamation excellently formulates the misapton about Richard IlI's nature, at
least as some have seen it. Like Richard in thd trart of Henry VI, some scholars seem to
scream, "What a nonsense! Richard and evil?” - heryét seems that nothing can help
blackened Richard Il to regain an unbesmirchedutaon, because, as Josephine Tey
claims, “you cannot fight Shakespeare and win efivdt source) However, is only
Shakespeare to blame for the monstrous picturaabfard 111? Shakespeare certainly wrote
a play vilifying Richard Ill: however, his play gnktands at the top of the “pyramid” that
began at the accession of Henry VII, who had maagives for blackening his predecessor.
Though, voices defending Richard could have beamdhalthough not in vast number, as
early as soon as the beginning of the seventeeeattiunry. As Anthony Hammond
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clarifies:"the first author to express hostilityMards Shakespeare’s interpretation of the last
Plantagenet was Sir William Cornwallis” (2002:6)his Essayes of Certain Paradoxes
1617,which initiated a long running argument betweereddérs of Richard Il (for whom
the arch-villain is, of course, King Henry VII) ankeir opponents. Luis B. Wright, one of
the current scholars defending Richard’s reputati@ms that "Henry Tudor had reason to
want to blacken Richard’s name and damage the <lafrall rivals to the throne: his claim
was none too strong” (1960:xxvi). Seemingly, "Hevilyhad no stronger claim to the throne
than Bolingbroke” (Tony Tanner, 1994:xvii) almostundred years before.

In 1399, when Richard Il was dethroned, problenth wuccession had arisen, as it
was ‘the first time after the death of Richard thenheart that the English king stopped
reigning without having a son and heir’” (Ralph Aifiths, 1999:177, my translatiot)
Established custom rightful since 1216 warranted tihe succession preference of the oldest
male, although it might have meant a child-malegkias in case of Richard Il himself.
However, there was no common rule establishedisfahe failed. In 1399, the choice was
laid between two blood-line descendants, and thimge-year-old Bolingbroke became the
one who gained - or more precisely, seized - tieverthen. An almost identical situation
arose after the death of Richard Ill, who died die#s, as his only legitimate son and heir
(Richard Il also had two illegitimate children)edi before the Battle of Bosworth. Henry
VIl though had according to Tony Tanner two grehtamtages:

He was the only one of the fifteenth century uewspto kill his childless
predecessors in battle. And most importantly, he stgpported by the Yorkists who
had become disillusioned with the increasingly isgble Richard. (1994:xviii)

It has to be add here, that not all the Yorkistgpsuted the new king; a great part of the
north part of the country, for example, was dis$@il with the new monarch and the way he
seized the English crown. Nevertheless, even whth dpparent advantages Henry had,
contrary to his forerunners, and with the fact tiatvas so ingenious “to declare himself the
king with the effect from the day preceding the @&yhe battle” (John Guy, 1999:211, my

translation}®. Still, his claim remained feeble. Louis B. Wriglescribes the situation:

He was the son of Edmund Tudor and Margaret Beguboth of whom were of

royal blood. [...] Henry was the grandson of Owen diyd Welsh adventurer who
sang his way into the favor of [...] the widow of HerV. Katherine bore him three

sons, of whom Henry's father was the second, bidgruwmately they were all born

without benefit of clergy. On his mother’s sideenifly Tudor was the great-great
grandson of John of Gaunt, brother of Edward IHid &Katherine Swynford, his

entrancing mistress. Though Richard Il long agoimade all this legitimate by royal
decree and had given the family the name Beauftehry Tudor nevertheless felt
uneasy in his pretensions. (1960:xxvi)
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To “legitimize” his claim and secure the positiontiis own heirs, Henry VII, descendant of
Lancasters, married the daughter of King Edward BE\izabeth of York, and by this act
“linked the two royal families, white and red rosdjose dispute had been destroying the
country for previous thirty years™ (Bejblik, 1976;6my translatiorfy. Not only did Henry,

by this marriage, connect the two families, buale® “gave the opportunity to the Yorkists,
who joined him in the fight against Richard, to tifys their renegadion” (John Guy,
1999:211, my translatiotf) Identically, in the last speech Rfchard Il Richmond declares:

Proclaim a pardon to the soldiers fled

That in submission will return to us;

And then, as we have ta’en the sacrament,

We will unite the white rose and the red\16-19)
Besides, Kovik asserts that "Henry VIl was an ambitious anbnal monarch” (2003:401,
my translatiom®: so, although he made all those precautions, aed éough, after his
marriage to Elizabeth, a successor was born, nbtigose steps seemed to prevent all the
possible assaults from prospective candidatesat&tiglish throne. Henry wanted to support
his title to the throne by some written contribatias he probably did not share the view of
Shakespeare’s Prince Edward:

But say, my lord, it were not register’d,

Methinks the truth should live from age to age,

As “twere retail’d to all posterity,

Even to the general all-ending day. (1L.1ii.-78)

2.1.3. The written evidence

Actually, Henry VII might have agreed that thetlrumight only be transmitted
orally, and he surely spread various truths, hralas, and lies from which he benefitted.
However, it certainly holds true that, once writtenformation gains a totally different
dimension. Henry VII definitely did not underminbket power of the written form and
“employed” historians to “upgrade” the period ofh@rd IlI’s reign. Domimique Goy-
Blanquet emphasizes that it is now well known tiegiresentations of the last Plantagenet
were deliberately distorted by propaganda. It watsemough for a conquering Richmond to
inherit the Lancaster claim” (2002:61). His hisdos were required to do two things: to
vilify Richard and to sustain Henry’s claim by anfly tree tracing his origins back to the
legendary king of the Brits, King Arthur, who wasgarded, according to Alois Bejblik, as
‘the archetype of knighthood and one of nine titang, who came to the world as the
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incarnation of Christ” (1979:66, my translatithiSome authors even claim that the family
tree was traced back as far as the Celtic kings,bayond them to the first Trojan settlers.
The great family tree was invented; however, theatgst invention of Henry VII, and
consequently also Henry VIII, was the creation af@nster figure, Richard IIl.

Nowadays, a majority of authors writing historgys would consult many primary
and secondary sources, and do detailed researcheudo, the approach in the sixteenth
century was very different. The aim of sixteentintoey authors” was not to account history
events and personalities accurately: “the realifstignce’, as Martin Hilsky claims, “lay in
giving a model of how to live, and in the kingsseaow to rule the country” (2004:135, my
translationj*. In Richard’s case, the aim was clear: a monstroisshapen king would
never lead his country into stability and peace, ajuite logically, this would show the
importance of the new monarch and provide Henryhvdbme extra possibilities for
stabilizing his own position on the throne, at teaghe eyes of English citizens, which was
very important. Correspondingly, Richard IlI’s mtyosity was so shrewdly invented and so
greatly "nourished” that the evil picture has esi among the public for centuries, even
though historians and scholars have fought to wvatdi Richard’s reputation. Their
defending voices though remain feeble comparedeéovbices of the “blackeners” whose
history glorifying the Tudors created the generalgcepted view of the fifteenth and
sixteenth century. The greatest merit of this situmais attributed to Shakespeare; but, it
should be remembered that, in R&hard Ill, he simply used the available sources (see
chapter 1.3.2), which, as suggested in the intrmdy@art, cannot be considered reliable
sources of history. John Julius Norwich insinudkeg Polydore Vergil, who was invited to
write new English histories in 1501, and who amlive England only in 1502, “tells us that
he personally interviewed "every elderly man painteit to [him] as having once held an
important position in public life" (1999:357). Assdly, he could have heard stories of a
cruel, pitiless monarch, as his “villainous pottfai.] had been developing since Richard’s
own time”; nonetheless, it can only be speculatiedra/the truth ended and gradually gained
“characteristics that critics would later associaiid the Tudor Myth” (Janis Lull, 1999:6),
since Vergil began writing his histories only abbwenty years after Richard’s defeat. The
same applies for Thomas More, who witnessed tlgnref Richard Il himself (which has
always been the main reason why his work has be®m guch wide acceptance), and who
demolished Richard in hiFhe History of King Richard IJlthe history that inspired
Shakespeare’s play. However, there are some fatitatsprobably influenced More’s

blackening work. It has to be remembered that mewgup in the household of Cardinal
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John Morton, one of the councillors of Henry Vlidaa sworn enemy of Richard IlI" (Sharon
D. Michalove, 1995); furthermore, More was only esewears old at the time of the battle of
Bosworth field. Hence, his period evidence was dased on interviews with Richard’s
contemporaries, not on his own experience. It @abdlieved though that "he certainly knew
many [of Richard’s contemporaries]”. Moreover, .d\brwich continues, his “own father, a
leading London lawyer, would have been able to diwve first-hand evidence in plenty of
what had really occurred in that short and disastreign” (1999:357). Clearly, More’s
evidence came from the second hand just as Ver@i€sides, these histories were written
during the Tudor period, so no one wanted to fath idisgrace; and, most importantly, since
the priority was not real history, but a kind ofeason, the memories of the fearful years of
the War of Roses, and the hope that Henry VII hadight meant that no one, probably had
difficulties to write or believe these assaultstbe preceding period - and so, on the last
ruling monarch, Richard IIl.

Basically it would be possible to continue in gane way with all the sources used
by Shakespeare to writichard Ill; and generally, Tudors history is nhowadays viewed as
based mainly on various legends, myths and runibatswere at least partly influenced by
the initiation of histography during the Tudor petiand also due to their political
propaganda, not necessarily caused by the hatrédetdast Plantagenet (maybe by the
hatred of the interwied witnesses), but by the s&itg of the situation in which Henry VII
appeared. And, as explained, who would be easieilitp than the last monarch of a long
war-period ruining the country? Nevertheless, vievie a historical context, Richard Il
seems to be quite the opposite of the theatre ctearavhich again questions the truthfulness
of the witnesses, and consequently the chronibl@sgver this topic should be dealt with in

detail later.

2.2. Elizabethan influence in the play

As Elizabethan staging has specific qualities, fite# chapter once again mentions
the design and staging that were used in the peniodever, the main purpose is to show
how Shakespeare was influenced by the originalttadarms — specifically in staging, use
of properties, and choice of characters. The sepamtlis devoted to Queen Elizabeth, as
Richard Il was written and performed during her reign. Attemtis aimed at her role of the
female-illegitimate but still brilliant Tudor monar, who was able to enhance her country

and enable the boom in various aspects, specificaltural, of the English people.
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2.2.1. Staging and Elizabethan theatre groups

All Shakespeare’s early plays were designed tcebfenmed in inns, courtyards, and
mostly in public playhouses that could hold largdiance. As stated heretofore, the openair
playhouses were not adapted for splendid staggmesid “only the sorts of properties the
actors themselves could carry on and off the stdball, 1999:102) were used. The
advantage, of course, was that the lack of stagmadpled Shakespeare to shift the play from
one location to another very flexibly, so to geinfr the king’s palace to the Tower or the
battle field in just two scenes caused no probldfizsvever, it was necessary then to allude
to the change in the dialogue. In the third scehRiohard IlI, for example, Buckingham
welcomes Prince Edward by the words: "Welcome, sviRgence, to London, to your
chamber.” (11l.i.1) to evoke the place of their itreg, and so evidently the properties and
staging were not really necessary. Besides, Lugigsests that Elizabethan audience was
used to ‘the generalised settings and fast-pacadgdie”, and so all this "was very well
received” (2002:103/4). This is not surprising sinonly a century before no playhouses
existed at all, and people were used to perfornsance only in inns and courtyards but
even, for example, on waggons. Hence, they ceytalial not expect great stage setting. In
addition to that, Elizabethan authors and viewkke aegarded theatre as similar to real life:
for them, the action proceeding on the stage dideqresent only the pure illusion bolstered
by the staging, properties, and costumes, for tlmlkethans the stage imitated real life, as
Bejblik asserts:

In life, literature and the whole drama of the ISkspeare period alike, the conception

of similarity between theatre and life was firmistablished; this conception became

a part of period language and thinking. Theatren&socosmos in macrocosmos

appeared as something logical and natural. (19%9rhg translatiorff
Logically, in real life the placement and clothee asually not as important as the action
itself, and this simply held true in the case & Hlizabethan theatre.

As with the staging, the theatrical forms in tHe&bethan period continued in the
tradition created by the companies of strollingypla that were discussed earlier. The main
structure of the most folk plays formed singingnck and, as Bejblik asserts, also
something ‘that was even at the Shakespeare peatidd “mumming’, which was
performing in masks” (1979:129, my translatidnThese plays were the first experiece that
people often had with theatre; but, as Bejblik targs, "the real school of the theatre art
became the religious, biblical plays” (1979:130, trapslation}®. Those plays usually took a
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few days and some of them had as many as “thredrddimctors in five hundred roles’
(1979:131, my translatioff) The theatre companies then, if one can actuakytbe word
“company’, had only a few actors in the stablé odsach group, the other parts were
usually acted by various servants from the regaynpne actor acted in more roles in one
play. In 1473 Sir John Paston wrote a letter sayivag "he sustained a servant because he
had proved worth in roles of saint George, RobirodHoand also sheriff of Nottingham’
(1979:132, my translatioff) and makes apparent how extremely disappointesiasewhen
this servant left his residence.

Shakespeare was certainly influenced by traditidoems, so it should not be
surprising thaRichard Il is one of the longest of Shakespeare’s plays, alittost 3,600
dialogue lines and a vast number of actors neeflecconfirmed by Hammond, the play
‘must inevitably have been difficult to cast. (...hefe are altogether fifty-two speaking
parts, three more named but mute parts, and arfinitdenumber of supernumeraries
required” (2002:62). However, as he further suggdbkere is a likely possibility that the
roles would be doubled, as even the largest Elihalnecompany would have had problems
to cast all the roles:

We can probably assume that the players of RicaaddBuckingham would not have

doubled: their parts are too long, and they arentaoh in the audience’s eye to do so

convincingly. (2002:63)

Hammond argues further that, “while [the play] xpensive in terms of manpower, it is
otherwise suitable for a touring production, [d8} bnly necessary properties seem to be a
pair of tents” (2002:65). Shakespeare certainlyindjsished between things that were
possible and impossible to realize, and Rishard Ill, as one of his earliest plays; clearly
follows the influence of the preceeding theatriwains, and probably also the influence of

his monarch is probably also traceable in it.

2.2.2. Queen Elizabeth

Margaret: | had rather be a country servant maid,
Than a great queen, with this condition,
To be so baited, scorn’d, and stormed at:
Small joy have | in being England’s queéiii.(107-110)
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It is not clear if Queen Elizabeth would have ctaimed in the same way as Queen
Margaret in Richard Ill; however, she definitely did not have an easy, lé@d so
Shakespeare might have included this line intgthg intentionally for her ears.

When the Queen ascended to the throne in 1558¢skly realized that she had
inherited a poor country quite devastated by thigiogis unstability of the previous years.
The Queen’s own status appeared equally disheagteviuch of Europe regarded her as the
illegitimate child of King Henry VIl and his secdrwife, Anne Boleyn, since the Pope had
not sanctioned Henry’s divorce from his first wi@atherine of Aragon. As a "bastard",
Elizabeth had no right to ascend the English thrdme same situation had actually arisen
after the death of Richard Ill, as his two illegitite children remained alive. However,
Henry VII, aware of the situation, married off R&ctd’s daughter and imprisoned his son.
Although the son, or someone who claimed to be &ils son, appeared and was
subsequently crowned in Ireland, Henry continuedédoure his and his heirs” positions.
"Elizabeth, of course, was confident that it was alno ruled”, and she claimed that "God,
he only, had [..] made her Queen” (Oxford Dictrgha Nonetheless, Elizabeth
“illegitimacy” proved not to be the only problem.dore serious problem was posed by her
gender.

A woman’s role in the sixteenth century was qdiinct: they got married, and
their main responsibility was "to manage househdidsthey were excluded from the public
offices” (Oxford Dictionary). They, moreover, haaol mght to inherit after their fathers — this,
logically, did not hold true in the case of thewnp yet women were not usually considered
full-bodied rulers: "The Scottish reformer John Krasserted that the “imbecility” of their
sex rendered women unfit to bear rule” (Oxford Diwry).Thus,

it was not only Knox who believed a female ruler lhe, if not an unnatural

monstrosity, an unusual and in principle undesgadtception to the regular rule
governing human affairs. Apart from any other cdesations, it was not clear that a
woman could exercise the oldest function of a mamdeading her forces into battle.
Nor could she, in any station or walk of life, ordrily exercise the kind of authority
associated with the mental powers of a man. (Oxibctionary)

Evidently, Elizabeth was not respected automaticalhe had to secure her position, not
only as a Tudor, but also as a woman who did ncoracwith the stereotype of women as

"prainless". Maurois asserts that

William Cecil displayed great distrust towardszaheth after her accession to the
throne, as he had only a little respect for a womanthority. He dared to rebuke an
emissary, who turned to her. (1993:206, my traiwsi)t’
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On another occasion, Cecil was upset ‘'when a mgssediscussed with the queen
ambassadorial dispatch, it being too much for a am knowledge” (Oxford Dictionary).
However, Elizabeth was quite aware of her positas1she was "a man and a woman alike”
(Maurois, 1993:207, my translatidfl) Since had also inherited great intellect, shesdier
confessed, “ | know | have the body of a weak a®ble woman’, yet in the same breath
added, "but | have the heart and stomach of a Kiritbury speech, 1588)nheriting not only
intellect, but also the great Tudor skill at propada and politics, she gradually stablised her
position, even though the situation became moreptioated, especially since she had
decided not to get married.

"Decided” might be perceived as too strong a whaiyever, Brenda Ralph Lewis
claims that “"when she [Elizabeth] and Robert Dudiesrl of Leicester, were both about nine
years old, she had told him she would never taesband” (2003:3), which could have been
seen as a childish caprice; however, it becaméygeahd some present authors argue about
the reason for the decision. Of course, it mighiehaeen the result of her father’s attitute and
behaviour to his wives (she clearly had to view niage as a certain danger, as her mother
was executed after being accused of adultery aresin The others clarify that she did not
want to fall under the power of her future husbaasihe would have been given the power,
and she would have to be subservient to his wdllaadership. As B. R. Lewis confirms:

After she became Queen, the dangers of marriaggedo another aspect. A
husband would not have occupied a secondary posilike Prince Albert, Queen
Victoria's husband, or Prince Philip, who marribd second Elizabeth in 1947. At the
time of Elizabeth I, the husband of a reigning Quemuld claim the Crown
Matrimonial and rule as King during her lifetimen the case of a foreign
husband, this meant the one thing Elizabeth's stshjaost hated: foreign influence in
English affairs. If, on the other hand, she optedharry an English noble, she would
make him an “overmighty subject” with more powemrthany subject ought to
possess. (2003:3)
Naturally, Elizabeth understood that her decisiooult influence the whole country -
however, so did the parliament, who primarily wanker to bear a future monarch, and so
occasionally intervened by asking Elizabeth torgatried. Nevertheless, Elizabeth’s decision
was unchangable; and, on one occasion, she answérbdve already joined myself in
marrige to a husband, namely the kingdom of Englahis remained her answer throughout
her reign, so it became clear that once she dmedcountry would once be without a direct
heir, either male or female. However, as Elizalketéw how much bad blood was drawn by

the absence of the heir in the past, she namesluiceessor, although at the very last moment.
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Whatever her successes, a woman in the lead was)dny, still unacceptable. Even
Richard in Shakespeare’s play gives a sigh and says

Why, this it is, when men are rul"d by women:

£Ne] are not safe, Clarence, we are not safel. 62-70)
Nevertheless, Elizabeth knew though how to usewwmnanhood as a tool, as B.R.Lewis
asserts:

Elizabeth took blatant advantage of the fact tietenemies expected a woman to be

indecisive [...], on the outside was a monarch wHerefl hope and then backtracked,

gave half a promise and then denied it. (2003:2)

Although the monarch was a woman, the Tudors” dktdl circulated in her veins,
and she counted on public opinion to assist hes; rededed favourable press and the right
image of as monarch, as Tarnya Cooper explainst fidblic profile had to attest to her
unique status as a woman apart from her sex’, becas an unmarried woman and a
monarch, she had "'more to prove and more to logeeimg portrayed than most European
rulers” (2003, internet source). To support hemprdially fragile position, Elizabeth started
creating her own publicity: “she herself was théfchuthor of this persona” (B.R.Lewis,
2003:2). She “distributed” herself basically evdrgre during the so-called  "re-coinage"
that proceeded between 1558-1561.

The Queen’s profile on the newly minted coins steba crowned young woman with
her hair loosely flowing to stress her status asnaden, and [...] this was
accompanied by the Tudor rose to emphasize cottiand her right to rule. (Cooper,
2003, internet source)
She herself later invented the image of the divihesen, an image that persisted without
much effort on her part. Simply, her propagandakedmerfectly:

Poets, playwrights, painters, [...] propagandipeanphleteers, and ballad-makers all
conspired to intensify the image of Elizabeth asoffana,” the Virgin Queen or the
“Faerie Queene”. Artists promoted Elizabeth in &kér bejewelled glamour,
surrounded by a glittering court full of lusty yaumen whose dauntless deeds she
inspired. (B.R.Lewis, 2003:2)
The Queen, though, was not glorified only in wagtior painting, but also various festivities
were arranged to appeal to “Good Queen Bess'. iBejbltes that "Elizabeth was, in the
literature of Shakespeare’s time, connected wihethpress of all life on the earth and in the
ocean” and her maidhood was compared to "the maddbbLuna and made her empress of
sublunar sphere, and that was a considerable ho(@#9:67, my translatioft) This tribute

was paid to Elizabeth mostly during feasts thatewerganized by the nobility during
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Elizabeth’s visits at their residences. Bejbik dbss one of these festivities prepared at
Elvetham by the earl of Hertford. The Queen wascamed by fusillade and poetry
recitation, the main part of the festivity procegde a pond that was purposedly dug in the
shape of the half moon — a symbol of the virgimitg power of the empress. From this pond,
representing the sea, the gods, Neptune and Ocearuse and respectfully bowed before
Elizabeth, their empress. Eventually Envy, disglidhg all the respect expressed to the
Queen, appeared and obstructed the way separ&nghtone and the rest of the land;
however, courtiers and citizens removed the baraed other gods came to bow to Elizabeth.
Undoubtedly, this all expressed the great respettvwas paid to Elizabeth. She became truly
popular (1979:67-68).

This is not surprising since, even as ‘only” a wnpElizabeth was able to stabilize
the country: "Elizabeth's reign was during onela more constructive periods in English
history” (B.R.Lewis, 2003:4). Her ’“country grew he” (Maurois, 1993:224, my
translation}’, literature bloomed, fashion and education caméxé¢ofore: all of this because
of Elizabeth's interest in knowledge, courtly babav and extravagant dress. She also
managed to keep England’s enemies away from thetrgourhis is surprising since her
enemies “enjoyed far greater wealth, influence, milidary might”, such that "England had
little chance of resisting” (B.R.Lewis, 2003:2)dase of an attack. The explanation for "how
she was able to do this", has already been answeoedtver, it should also be remembered
that, except for being a great politician and pggmalist, her greatest advantage probably lay
in the fact that most people underrated her asraamo so she always astonished her advicers
and visitors alike, by her abilities — she certaimhd intelligence.

A French Ambassador, surprised by her linguidtiiss once praised her for her great
faculty of speech; but, the Queen, used to sitnatike this, placidly replied: “There is no
marvel in a woman learning to speak, but there dia in teaching her to hold her tongue”.
Quite a long sentence for someone who was considerbe totally "brainless”. Without a
doubt, Elizabeth was forced to fight for her pasiti Without a doubt, she succeded — at least

in the eyes of her people.

2.3. The play
This chapter will try to explore the Tudor (and ggmily Elizabethan) influence on
the play, as well as the Tudor’s possible presantiee play and the fashioning employed

because of it.
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Richard Il is one of the Shakespeare’s earliest plays, amulasshoften argue that
the play was written to flatter the Tudors. The i though is: who should have been
flattered by this play? At the time Shakespearetevhis play, the country was ruled by the
last Tudor (as explained in the previous chaptensyl a Tudor ascending the throne after
this Queen was not hoped for; hence it could oalyehbeen Elizabeth who was flattered by
the monstrosity of Richard Ill. Nonetheless, Richdrad been blackened long before
Shakespeare even thought about moving to Londonwaitihg for the court: Richard’s
"legend” was created directly after the Tudors pedrthe throne. As explained before,
Henry VIl procured the villainous myth, and Shaless@ only tinged Richard’s reputation
with a dramatic flourish. So, how would Shakespdasge complimented the Queen by
material that came into existence almost a hungeads before, material that she knew very
well?

One of the possibilities involves Shakespeareésafishe notoriously known material
at an exceptionally good time. Although the coum@as more or less stabilized, the danger
of future disorder remained, especially since thaksuccession was not solved. Notice that
the same problem actually arose in the play, sialteough the country was saved by a great
Tudor, the villainious Richard died without a helihe play ended with an expression of
great hope: "the lesson taught” then was thatpwdn the situation may appear dramatic, it
still may end well. The play probably served asirad kof reassurance. Nevertheless, this
certainly should not serve as the only explana@srthere is much more to the play.

Shakespeare probably chose this topic for itedogenuinely safe: knowing the
Queen and the plays she has enjoyed, he simplgwrptay that would be heartwarming for
the audience, especially the Queen, though nolyraahing to flatter as, for example, he
does inMacbeth Such flattery was not necessary in Elizabeth&g ddacbethcontrasts to
Richard IIl in surely being written to flatter; however, th#uation arising from the
accession of James | was incomparable with thatsitu within the Elizabethan period. As
the King of the Scots and son of the executed M3ayes needed flattery to stabilise his
identity as English monarch: Elizabeth did not.c8iishakespeare did not need to flatter his
Queen, pleasing seems a more acceptable expland&@nthis purpose, he used the
traditional form of the play, with all its symbatis as well as newly accommodated, at that
time very popular, Italian influence. But Shakespea&as never the type only to repeat and
rewrite dully: in spite of following the traditiome, of course, created something that would
become influencial and fascinating for generatibtmscome, a play which will now be

examined in terms of its Elizabethan background.
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2.3.1 The real Richard and his theatre counterpart

The Tudors created a distorted myth about Hendypwdecessor, at least as it to
present historians: it actually seems that Richwad never "the evil one"; and Richard’s
monstrosity was denied even, as mentioned aboveadg the seventeenth century, by
William Cornwallis in hisThe Praise of King Richard the Thir@ornwallis purges Richard
of this distortion, citing the words of an anonyre@uthor:

Never was he noted all the life of King Edwardthast after the kingdom; never

denied he any commandment of his prince, but peddr all his employments

discreetly, valiantly, successfully. [...] Then how dur chroniclers report for truth,
were not their malice greater than either truthtteeir judgement? But they are
historians, and must be believed.
While historians should be believed, to a lessegreater extent, this is not true with the
history-mythologizers of the sixteenth century.should be emphasized that Richard
developed in one of the most chaotic periods ofliEndistory, and chaos often distorts
historical truths or can give excuse to such ditos.

Richard’s brother, apparently handsome and talematgcended the throne in 1461.
However, he is said to have two fateful weakneskesness and the love of luxury, two
"vices" that one can easily cultivate if one isiad< Moreover, instead of marrying someone
of royal birth, as was expected, he brought tocbisrt Elizabeth Woodville, the widow of
one of his enemies, and along with her the Wooelfdimily, a family that hungered for
power. In this case, Richard, surprisingly justhis real-life counterpart, had no love for
these “upstarts’, as is clearly seen from a spfeahn a dialogue involving Richard, the
King's wife and her relatives:

Richard. | cannot tell; the world is grown so bad

That wrens make prey where eagles dare mohpe

Since every Jack became a gentleman

There’s many a gentle person made a jack. iii. {0-73)
The Woodvilles certainly wanted to get as much poagepossible; however, in the legend,
Richard was said to hunger for power and to hatebtother heartily. However, there is no
evidence that Richard violently longed for the cnoar hated his brother, but quite the
contrary, as Louis B. Wright claims:

He Richard showed his love and loyalty throughout his lilde wanted him
[Edward to be a great king. And his disappointment wasnae when Edward let
pleasures and idleness come between himself agd(d@60:xix)
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The reason Edward neglected his Kingly duties welhis mistress Jane Shore, who is
again mentioned, in a play, by Edward’s brotheh&id, who comments:

We say that Shore’s wife hath a pretty foot,
A cherry lip, a bonny eye, a passing pleasimgue.
[...]

Naught with Mistress Shore? | tell theelofel
He that doth naught wilr (excepting one)
Were best to do it secretly, alone. (I3-190)

This is a complex sexual pun which, especially waeted for the popular stage and not the
Royal court, would have used hand-gestures to rnfakeoint. Edward "doth naught with
her” - "doth naught[iness]” (Elizabethan slangJagina). The last comment would have
been even funier, Richard suggesting that the Kongd/ould be better off if his brother just
masturbated in his room instead: "He [...] were lesto it secretly, alone’. Richard’s
playfulness is irreverent; but, as political advioeEdward’s case, sound advice a virgin
gueen might well have seconded. Regardless of Richaisappointment at his brother’s
“failure”, he seems to have remained loyal, as agfproved himself to be “one of the ablest
generals the Yorkists had produced” (Wright, 196).xHe led Edward’s armies and, as
mentioned in the play, fought with Prince Edwaroin ®f Henry VI. However, there is no
evidence that Richard slew him, as the play sugg8ssides, it also seems that Richard did
not Kill his brother George, Duke of Clarenceslsaid that George was legally executed for
treason, as Wright confirms: "He had betrayed they n more than one occasion and was
utterly irresponsible and unstable” (1960:xxii).idt also doubted that Richard had his
nephews killed, or that he killed his wife. The Whaevooing scene is a pure creation: he
really married Anne; however, the reality was muwbre ordinary than the dramatized
version. L.B.Wright explains the situation:

Richard and Anne had known each other since thexg whildren. Richard, it should
be remembered, had spent several years in theimdsaf Anne’s father, the Earl of
Warwick, at Middleham in Yorkshire. Richard appdhgmvas genuinely in love with
her and won her consent to marriage in the wirnt@d@2. (1960:xxi)

In its simplist reading, Richard, Duke of Gloucestmight well have been, instead of

a monster, only a helpful brother who rightfullyngplains about his brother:

| was a pack-horse in his great affairs;

A weeder-out of his proud adversaries;

A liberal rewarder of his friends;

To royalize his blood, | spent my own. (1.iR22-126)
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He might even have been a great uncle and a Idviispand hurt by the death of his only
legitimate son. It is even possible that he hadendwsted for the English throne, as, he
proposes, in a cynical way, in a dialogue with LBiders:

Rivers.We follow"d then our lord, our sovereign king:
So should we you, if you should be our king.
Richard.If | should be? | had rather be a pedlar!
Far be it from my heart, the thought thereof.
Scholars and historians may argue about Richaedilsmature; nevertheless, even if it was
the truth that Richard killed all the victims adad to his monstrosity, it should be
remembered that, at that time, "violence was a e¥dife. The crown of England belonged
to him who could seize it and keep a head upostsiiders to wear it” (Wright, 1960:xvi).
Whatever the truth about Richard, it is clear th@tmanaged, as king of England, only to

keep his head upon his shoulders for two shortsyear

3.3.5. Structure of the play

It was stated that the play is highly influencgttiie theatrical forms of the Medieval
Period; however, some scholars argue that the tsteiof the play is purely Senecan.
Anthony Hammond asserts that "the structure opthg is highly organized and formal, in a
way that reveals its depth to its Senecan mod2@02:97). This argument can be supported
by the play, as shown in Hammond:

Shakespeare uses a most regular ‘rising actidedabwith [...] the ensuing epitasis
as Richard progressively surmounts the obstacléssipath. These are chiefly the
existence of his brothers and their children, dmel presence of a powerful party
under Queen Elizabeth. [...] The climax, however,uoscat the elimination of a
relatively unimportant third party. [...] The catastaconsists of Richard’s actual
gaining of the throne. [...] The catastrophe is spréasurely upon the field of
Bosworth. (2002:97/8)
This certainly holds true; however, this contrasith the claim by some scholars who
present Shakespeare as an uneducated creatureonilea who Seneca was, and probably
unable to use such a structure consciously anyWays, as seen in the play, the structure
resembles the Senecan one, and the question iShakespeare acquired that structure.

In contrast with what has been said by some schokhakespeare received a proper
education at an Elizabethan "grammar school", agWrclaims: “‘many cultivated men of
the day received all their formal education in grammar school” (1960:xxxv). Although
not a university graduate, "[Shakespeare] woulcehasquired a familiarity with Latin and

[...] some Greek. He would have read Latin authoid la@come acquainted with the plays
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of Plautus and Terence” (1960:xxxv). Neverthelessn with this formal education and his
“curiosity that sent him in search of informati@kVright, 1960:xxxv), it is doubtful that he
would have become familiar enough with Seneca taldbe to write a play in this structured
way. On the other hand, the “co-operation” betwet@ywrights of the period has been much
discussed, and it is presumed that some of hiseogrdrary “university wits” such as
Christopher Marlowe made use of this form, thatkespeare noticed the structure at some
of their plays, and that he eventually started gigiras well. At the same time, Shakespeare
was clearly influenced by Medieval theatrical formghich will now be explored more

explicitly.

3.3.6. Richard’s physical deformity and moral vice
The Medieval influence - of course, transformedty Elizabethan period — can be
seen clearly in the character of Richard. His deéa body, which is important from the
very first soliloquy, is surely not based only &we fTudor "myth™:
Richard.Cheated of feature by dissembling Nature,
Deform’d, unfinish’d, sent before my time
Into this breathing world scarce half made up-
And that so lamely and unfashionable
That dogs bark at me, as | halt by them- 1Bi23)
"Deform”d”, “unfinish’d, and “unfashionable” - lystsoliloquy, Richard starts his game of
butchery which should guide him to his dreamedanfet: becoming King of England. As
with his violent nature, Richard’s deformed bodsoalvas - from what is known today - only
the creation of the Tudors. It surely suited theell vgince the Elizabethans had “a concept of
harmony in Nature [that expressed] fithess and emstrto the divine plan” (Hammond,
2002:126). Based on Hammond’s assertion, if theeaod saw someone ugly, misshapen,
someone with a disproportionate body, they woultinadly believe it was an outer sign of
the person’s spirit; hence they would expect Ritharbe a monster with devilish plans.
Queen Margaret expresses these Elizabethan bielieés dialogue with Richard:

O, let them keep it till thy sins be ripe,
And then hurl down their indignation
On thee, the troubler of the poor world aqee
[...]
Thou elvish-mark’d, abortive, rooting hog,
Thou that wast seal’d in thy nativity
The slave of Nature, and the son of hell; (l.iii. 219-230)
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This "legend" is nowadays outdated, and it seesd,ANorwich asserts, that Richard was "a
man of perfectly normal physique” (1999:356). Oa tther hand, Martin Hilsky adds that
Richard could have, “as a consequence of a congdickelivery, one shoulder blade highter,
but no period portrait [...] proves that he had adiuand a withered arm” (2004:134, my
translationf™. It might hold true; nonetheless, Richard’s deforrieatures in the play and, as
such, must be considered as “an outward and visigpheof his inward spiritual gracelessness’
(Hammond, 2002:105). Richard’s deformity is usethio different ways: Richard uses it “as
an excuse” (2002:105) for acting or not acting irequired or desirable way. When the
citizens come to ask him to ascend the throne, &ithmodestly reminds them of his
imperfections:

Yet so much is my poverty of spirit,

So mighty and so many my defects,

That | would rather hide me from my greatness

Being a bark to brook no mighty sea- (1L \ib8-161)
Richard is such an innocent, but his “peculiaris/repeatedly criticized by his enemies.
Although criticizing his appearance, they refertfte evil within him” (Hammond, 2002:105).
Rather than to "inner ugliness", as can be se€uien Margret’s lines above (l.iii. 219-230).
Moreover, in the course of the play, "Richard beesmthe physical representation not only of
a monster but of a deformed body politic” (Besndgiitot, 2002:110). Richard, who aims at
the English crown, eventually reaches his targad, ia asked to rule the country that “wants
her proper limbs”. Ironically, Buckingham pleads tiee deformed Richard before the Mayor
and Citizens:
The noble isle doth want her proper limbs;
Her face defac’d with scars of infamy
Her royal stock graft with ignoble pta.  (lll.vii. 124-126)

Yet, Richard does not represent a humpbacked lwretm awakens into a situation
where he is asked to sit on the throne by luckyncbaQuite to the contrary, he consiously
plots his way to the throne - and apparently enjoigsbloody fun during the process. His
body may be “weak”, but this “defect” is well-bakohby a sharp mind that keeps him a step
ahead of his oponents, wins him the audience’s ahngpand “attracts their attention, both by
embodying its own destructive and anti-authoriapuises, and by engaging the audience in a
conspiratorial relationship with him” (Hammond, 20100). The audience knows Richard’s
plans from the very first soliloquy, since he Ibits ideas emerge from the depths of his mind
to the surface:

Plots have I laid, inductions dangerous,
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By drunken prophecies, libels, and dreams,

To set my brother Clarence and the King

In deadly hate, the one against the otheii:32k35)
Here Shakespeare certainly employs an aspect ofadi@heritage: “Shakespeare rejected the
obvious choice of respresenting [Richard] merelyaasnting tyrant” -Anthony Hammond
explaining futher that “the part developed frone tmorality play Vice” (2002:99-100).
Richard himself appraises himself as being Vicging on:

| say, without characters fame lives long.

Thus, like the formal Vice, Iniquity,

| moralize two meanings in one word. (1.1-83)

Shakespeare grew up in a period when new thelatomas were being applied; but
still, Vice was often assigned a part, as it Hadposition of a main character in traditional
morality plays. So, there are basically two exptems for Shakespeare’s choice: firstly, he
might have remembered the character, or might aladed it unconsciously; or he might
have expected that his audience was used to agipparently liked it, so he used it purposely.
In either case, the choice proved excellent. Hanthasserts that “clearly, the Vice offered
opportunities for the actor on a much broader stlade did the characterization of most
Tudor plays” (2002:100), and it allowed Shakespdarereate a character dominating the
whole play. Tony Tanner gives evidence claiming Riahard

appears in fourteen out of twenty-five scenes, amdn when he is not actually
present, his shadow hangs over everything. He spaadarly a third of lines — i.e.
about one thousand out of some three thousandhwidred. This is a completely
Richard’s play (1994:lvii)
- and certainly formal Vice's play. Founding higdhy on the sixty-odd characteristics of the
Vice, Hammond explores the similarities betweeneVand Richard, and comes to the
conclusion that Richard, like formal Vice, uses

asides, discussion of plans with the audienceyuie, long avoidance, but ultimate
suffering of punishment, moral commentary, [...] s®tplanation in soliloquy,
satirical functions which include an attack on wormand various signs of depravity
such as boasting and conceit, enjoyment of powmemadral sexuality. Of the Vice's
familiar modes of expression we find impertinenogjic-chopping, use of oaths and
proverbs, and the self-betraying slip of the tond@602:101)
There are certainly a lot of similarities; yetcRard is evidently an absolute master of
disguise, as is seen, out of innumerable examplebe scene where Richard seduces Lady
Anne, whose husband was killed by Richard, and wlay accompanies the funeral

procession of another “virtuous Lancaster’, Henry Ner father-in-law. Richard has
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obviously killed the King as well; nevertheless,determines to seduce her. Although, “as a
project, it sounds not only deeply distatesful, btierly impossible” (Tanner, 1994:Ixii), he
really wins her over, and sends her to his paladg, for him so typical, a hidden disguise:

Richard.That it may please ydeave these sad designs

To him that hath most cause to be a mourner,

And presently repair to Crosby Place,

Where, after | have solemnly interr"d

At Chertsey Monastery this noble King,

And wet his grave with my repentant tears,

I will with all expedient duty see you. (lii. 214-220)
After this act of bravura, Richard, now impresseathwimself, continues after Anne’s exit in
Vice’s tradition, revealing to the audience, wittident joy, his horrible history of slaying her
husband and father-in-law, and ends in praisingrasliness arrogantly:

| do mistake my person all this while!

Upon my life, she finds — although | cannot —

Myself to be a marvellous proper man. I.(@57-259)
This scene surely shows Shakespeare’s brilliangethia breathtaking scene is all his
invention. It is undoubtedly a masterpiece: Richarionpressed with himself, the audience is
impressed by both the monster, who despite hikamde will supposedly be doomed to Hell
(as will Vice), and the author of the monster.

The observations concerning the similarity withc&/iare true; but, as Hammond
observes, ‘they do not describe the wholly irralamspect of Richard’s behaviour: the evil
that the other characters react to in varying degref fright and horror” (2002:102).
Apparently formal Vice played evil tricks on thehet characters in a play, and was doomed
to Hell; yet, it did not evoke the feeling of harrélammond finds a solution and suggests that
into “a mixture derived from medieval models is edidca more modern ingredient: the
Machiavel” (2002:104). This however does not mdet the two characters would simply
complement each other:

Their essential qualities [actually] coincidedelic [Machiavel] was ambitious, cruel,

morally depraved to the point of seeing immoraly something virtuous, sinister,

treacherous, guileful, anti-religious, criminalrimachoice. (Hammond, 2002:104)

To sum up, Richard is a persona created by the ioatndn of his deformity (which
predetermined him to be a monster), wit, and petspeof Vice, as well as his Machiavelan
brutality, which brought onto the stage terror aadelerating horror. Well, not literally "on
stage”, as all the murders happen "off stage”, xaee, as Tanner notes: "The only person,

who actually dies on stage is Richard himself” @:B3).
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3.3.7. Symbols of Richard’s cruelty, rise and fall
Although the evil role of Richard is recognizableorh the very beginning,

Shakespeare still emphasizes Richard’s monstrogityarious symbols that were often used
in Elizabethan literary works. Richard is frequgrdbmpared to various animals symbolizing
“savagery, demonic forces, [...] impurity and lechdBesnault, Bitot, 2002:111). Clarence,
for instance “dream the boar did raze his helm’i\l182). When Richmond addresses his
army, he calls Richard

The wretched, bloody, and usurping boar,

That spoil’d your summer fields and fruitfuhes,

Swills your warm blood like wash, and makesthough

In your embowell"d bosoms — this foul swine(V.ii. 7-10)
Another important symbol appearing in the play he symbol of the sun and shadow.
Norwich says that the sun has traditionally beesyrabol of the king. Richard, on the other
hand, is compared to a shadow throughout the pegm the very beginning Richard is
“overshadowing” the throne of England, his onhagpiee is "to spy [his] shadow in the sun”
(l.i. 26), and the shadow imagery continues asakest over the throne. Clearly, he appears in
the play as an arch-villian - the shadow, thughasking. He should “accept” the sun (the sun
usually functioning as a symbol of kings); howeves is unable to take up this role, so his
sun is only “'weary’, refusing to rise on the dayha battle. Here the "“weary sun can only
symbolize the "weary” villain-king who has just veokup to the last morning of his life.

3.3.5. Richard’s downfall

Richard’s downfall though starts much earlier: iblagtle with its “"weary monarch” is
only the last stage of quite a long process. Sey Aod why Richard collapses is a very
important question to answer. It seems, from whes 8aid previously, that this monster, who
is basically only pulling the strings of the othmrppets in the play, until everything is under
his control, who masters every situation with alsyrand “is cool as could be” (1994:Ixi), and
who is disturbingly unpredictible as his bright whikeeps him way ahead of everyone, would
never collapse. There appears to be no reasohdgras there is no single charater in the play
who would be able to react to his deeds in any @ateqway. "He is always icily in control,
[...] elegant, mannered, even fastidious — you wélVer find a drop of blood on his hands’
(Tony Tanner, 1994:Ixi); however, the minute hezegithe crown, the mode of the play

changes completely.
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Well, to dampen this claim a bit, there is actpalhe character Richard is unable to
silence. Tanner maintains that "the voice Richaml reever silence’, a voice that "haunts him
throughout the play” (1994:Ixiii), belongs to oldi€gn Margaret. Her very presence is quite
fanciful, as, firstly, Margaret could have nevepaared in the play, since she died in 1482 -
in fact, she never returned to England after béagished years before. Secondly, she was
only a woman (just as above discussed Queen Ettzaheterestingly, Shakespeare’s women
are quite often pictured as, in a way powerful gatuliar, although “as many modern
scholars assume, male spectators in Shakespeane svould have responded with anxious
hostility to representation of women’s power anthaomy” (Phyllis Rackin, 2002:77). Could
Queen Margaret use her power to flatter Queen Ilagditta who was herself certainly difficult
to silence? This question is not to be answereglginas, of course, we have no access to
Shakespeare’s thoughts and cannot predict the Queeaction, if actually realized that
Margaret was placed in the play for her. Henceplscly support for this idea is merely
speculative. The only thing that can be remarkexzhupere is that the female characters of the
period seem “either womanly or warlike. They carelteer virtuous or powerful but never
both” (Rackin, 2002:79). Certainly the female chtees are, even presently, quite difficult to
handle on stage, which is hardly surprising if @eeollects the position of women in the
sixteenth century and realizes that all the femrales were, firstly, acted by boys, and
secondly, were not given the same attention amtile roles.

If Margaret did not appear specifically for Quédglizabeth, then, since she had died
some years before the time in which the play is ské could have been in some way
presented as ‘the voice of the past — of all teactiery and pitiless cruelty and bloody
butchery of the long years of civil war” (Tanne®94:Ixx) To silence iniquity and injustice
committed in the past would be impossible; henocard® of guilt are easily traceble in the
play. It is also necessary to remember that, bghieg the crown, Richard became an
“upstart” - he was not predestined to become g kinigforced his position by butchering his
way there. So, in the Elizabethan perception ofvtbdd, he had to be punished for breaking
“the rules”, and Queen Margaret then, accomparnjd¢debother women in the play, , became
“the voice of destiny” as a reminder of traditioRassurection plays, or as some scholars
claim, the women function as a chorus from the Medl plays. Lull looks at the
Ressurection play though and explains this in Qetai

Each of the surviving Resurrection plays portrélysee fundamental actions: the
lamentation of the three Marys, the women’s appraadhe tomb — where they learn
of the Resurrection from an angel or angels — amally their testimony about what
they have learned. The three female-group scen&scimard 11l — all composed of
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triads or quasi-triads of women — echo these thraditional elements of the

Resurrection plays. (1999:9-10)

In the same way, iRichard Il the three women (actually there are three, but tleeer seem
to meet on stage) first lament for Richard’s vistithen approach the tomb — the Tower in
this case - where they discover that Richard hasrhe King — and in IV.iv., they finally
testify their experience, and more importantly,ifyinto curse Richard. The curse at the end
is pronounced by Richard’s own mother, the Ducbé&stork, whose womb is to blame for
his appearance, and who ends her prophesy:

My prayers on the adverse pary fight;

And there the little souls of Edward’s chilre

Whisper the spirits of thine enemies

And promise them success and victory.

Bloody thou art; bloody will be thy end. (IV.iv. 191-195)

Still, this mere factor did not cause Richard svdfall. It began when his shadow
should have turned to the sun, when he reachelbigslonged for target and became king.
He was perfectly secure in plotting his way to tin@ne; however, not predestined, he could
never really make a successful king. Even if Shadase had thought of making Richard a
good king - which would be absolutely tedious -csirthe play was written in the Tudor
period and the aim was not to offend but, at Iedasentertain, the audience would never have
accepted it. As a great plotter though before negcthe throne, Richard managed to empty
his world completely: he loses his wit and calmnesal starts to make fatal mistakes under
the pressure of his seized position. Tony Tannartioes the first two “unmistakable signs
that he [Richard] has hit his limit" (1994:Ixvip b very short, but extremely important, scene,
a Scrivener comes onto stage and comments aboufatbe accusations against Lord
Hastings, whom Richard has had beheaded. The &eriataims:

Here’s a good world the while! Who is so gross

That cannot see this palpable device?

Yet who's so bold but says he sees it not?

Bad is the world, and all will come to natigh

When such ill-dealing must be seen in thougHl.vi. 10-14)
According to Tanner "the moral outrage of anonynsmrsants at the cruel [...] doing of their
"superiors" is very important in Shakespeare, flasjwhole world is beginning to see through
Richard” (1994:Ixvii). Truly, the whole world, &tis point, sees Richard’s true nature. In the
next scene Buckingham comes and reports to Richled citizens” reaction to the
announcement that he will be the new king.

God help me: they spake not a word,
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But like dumb statues or breathing stones

Star’d each on other, and look’d deadly pdld.vii. 24-26)
At this point Richard starts to became aware tlaimil never really become a legitimate
king, since none can ascend the throne successfitlyut "the acclaim of the people of
London” (Tanner, 1994:Ixvii).

Richard also begins to lose his prudence. WherkiBgham, the person who helped
him to the throne, demands a promised estate, Richefuses, and moreover, asks
Buckingham to kill the two princes, a request whighcourse, Buckingham does not want to
fulfil. Richard, Tanner asserts, ‘immediately, [pmtsanely, sets down Buckingham in his
mind as an enemy” (1994:Ixvii). Richard loses hemqe, however, he is a fighter, and is
unprepared to resign. If he cannot become theinegi¢ king himself, he is prepared to
accomplish his plan by marrying Elizabeth’s daughteough the scene is nothing like the
wooving of Anne. Richard asks Elizabeth for herghaar’s hand, but is unusually uneasy. He
does not command, but pleads.

Richard.Infer fair England’s peace by this alliance.

Elizabeth.Which she shall purchase with still-lasting war.

Richard.Tell her the King, that may command, entreatglV.iv. 343-345)
Richard himself realizes that he has changed astcle good spirit.

Give me a bowl of wine.
| have not that alacrity of spirit
Nor cheer of mind that | was wont to havéV.iii. 72-74)

The last part of the play, concerning the baftleglizes Richard’s downfall, and at
the same time “gives” the final delight and greggento the Tudors. If Queen Margaret served
as ‘the voice of past’, then Richmond becomes theevof future. Nevertheless, Tanner
comments on this strange situation:

Although [Richmond] notionally overcomes Richan see no battle, and Richmond
can hardly be said to "defeat” Richard who, indeisds and falls all by himself. We
see nothing of Richmond as a soldier or general, imdeed, he is hardly individuated
at all. He is curiously transparent figure — mkela principle of Good than a man of
action. (1994:Ixxi)
Tanner really observes a very interesting veritpwidver, thinking about Richmond being
more of a principle — the voice of future - thareal person seems quite a sensible decision.
In this play, Shakespeare created a monstrousstilloreathtaking character. Trying to
characterize Richmond, he would never achieve &éadnthe success of Richard; moreover,

he accomplished what he wanted. He wrote a playtbald be pleasing to the Tudors, based
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on the Elizabethan traditions and principles; tapstart” was punished, the audience was
taught their moral lesson, and Richmond, Henry W¥Bcame the "hero”, even without the
necessity of characterization, and Shakespearesg@ravbrilliand playwright. What more to

add — a work of a bright mind keeping Shakespeatemahead of his contemporaries, well,

at least in the eyes of some.

4. Macbeth

If Richard Il was written to entertain Queen Elizabeth — anthetsame time, to pay
tribute to her Tudor ancestorsMacbethwas certainly created to flatter the succeeding kin
of England, James |. This is actually seen mordi@ttp than in the case of the earlier play.
The explicitness of the adjustments that were maddacbethshould not be surprising, as
the play emerged in very distinct circumstances.sfsged above, when Shakespeare was
writing the play for Queen Elizabeth, it was quitear what types of plays she enjoyed and
what would please her — the length of her reigurass such an understanding among the
artists of her day. However, the situation thatsarwith the accession of James | was quite
different. It became obvious that, if one wantededtain the favour of the crown, one had to
alter the style of plays, to make all necessaryraments to flatter the new monarch, and
also to convince him that the play was written #jmadly for him, not for his predecessor.
Despite the differences in audience and that acdisrexpectations, these two plays are quite
similar in basic structure, they are also veryat#ht, especially in regard to style, which does
not mean that Shakespeare would not have had Hisrgall the scenes of the latter play,

even ifMacbethcertainlyincludes some scenes untypical for Shakespeare.
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3.4. Dating of an un-Shakespearian spectacle

It is commonly believed — and Kenneth Muir suppahis assumption — that the first
performance ofMacbethtook place ‘at Hampton Court on 7 August 1606 beféing
Christian of Denmark and James I’ (2004:xxiii); as J. G. McManaway argues, it was ‘the
first performance of Shakespeare’'s abbreviatedior@rg1949:149). As withRichard I,
there is a long-running dispute between scholassitalive exact dating of the play — not only
its performance, but also its ‘birth’. Kenneth Muirites that

the play was [...] written, we may assume, betwe@®3land 1606. The allusions to

equivocation and to the hanging of traitors werespmably written after the trial of

Father Garnet (28 March 1606) for complicity in thenpowder Plot. The words ‘yet

could not equivocate to heaven’ imply that the shegas written after 3 May, when

Garnet was hanged. (2004:xx)
This dating would be quite logical, since, in 1608mes | became King of England after the
death of Elizabeth, and the necessity arose ttefl#te new King with a play, andacbeth
was certainly intended to flatter the new monahl#vertheless, there are some scholars who
claim that Shakespeare had already written the glaiyng the reign of Queen Elizabeth, and
this version was only later adjusted for the newrgra Arthur Melville Clark suggests an
even earlier dating, asserting that ‘the play wagewn in 1601’, his main reason for claiming
this being that ‘the play contained some allusiohshe Gowry conspiracy’ that took place
the previous year (1982:109-13). However, Muir aggsothis theory, because, for him, ‘none
of these allusions is convincing’ and, moreoverhasontinues, these allusions ‘could have
been derived from the anonymous pl&owrie performed by Shakespeare’s company in
1604’ (2004:xviii). Still, some scholars date thegm of the play as far back as 1599, their
main argument being that ‘Shakespeare would noe ltared to write a play which gave
approval to a rebellion against a reigning monaafter he had learned of James’s strong
views on the matter (Kenneth Muir, 2004:xviii-xix)Shakespeare certainly knew his
monarchs well, and would never have wanted to dftlem, but such an early dating of the
play seems to be quite vulnerable to claim, siifcEBhakespeare had really written the play
and later realized that its main plot was basedaterial which would be offensive for King
James, he could have simply created a brand newy wlach would probably be easier than
adjusting such unsuitable material. Nevertheldss,dating, as in the case Richard 1l is
not vital: the important thing is tha¥lacbeth was well received, and that surely was

Shakespeare’s aim when he started writing it.

179



Not only dating the play causes discrepancies katvgeholars: the main problem lies
in the Shakespearian atypicality of some scenethdse spurious cases where people have
doubted that Shakespeare is the author of his dlégsbethis especially discussed in terms
of authorship. H. J. C. Grierson asserts that ‘sgaws of the play [...] are certainly un-
Shakespearian. All those namely, in which Hecapgeags and the witches are made to dance
and sing’ (1914:xi). Grierson, however, adds thath the exception of the Hecate interludes,
no parts of the play can be safely detached aainBrinot Shakespearian. His hands touched
everything’ (1914: xiii). It might hold true thath8kespeare did not write the Hecate scene
himself; nonetheless, some scholars even argue¢hhacene was not included in the original
play at all. As the manuscript of the play did satvive, scholars and historians have drawn
the play from the First Folio (originating in 1628)d also from the diaries of Shakespeare’s
contemporary theatre goers, one of them being SiRmvman, who wrote abolacbethin
his Book of Playsin which he noted all the plays he had seen. égrPThompson writes:
‘Had Hecate been included in the cast of the 161db& performance, Forman would
probably have remembered her. This scene is notifirtgis not theatrically impressive’
(1983:152). It seems very improbable though thatdbene was added after Shakespeare’s
death, since, biMacbeth he certainly wanted to impress his new monarch, wiaboubtedly
enjoyed the style of such scenes.

Shakespeare has certainly been proven a madtastodning; while writing his plays,
he always bore in mind the preferences and unigseathis monarchs. Since King James
was fond of masques, a hypothetical explanatiortiferHecate scenes being written, or at
least being supervised and consequently inscriltedthe play, by Shakespeare himself, may
be found. Although masques were not really typioalShakespeare’s existing style, there is
not a single reason why he would not incorporaie nlewly appreciated ‘literary style’ into
his play, in an attempt to enliven the play withmasque-like scene (the Hecate scene)
designed explicitly to please King James, who lowealsques not only because of their
colourful costumes and grand entertainment. He edatized that literature, and especially
drama, could be used for “a shrewd sense of gemgi’ (John Butler, 2003, internet
source), understanding very well that

books, masques, sermons, and plays could all béogatpin his service, that they
were the media which could best disseminate hiwwigf kingship and impress upon
a large number of people its power and majesty. dhet masque, expensive and
elaborate, baroque and ritualistic, symbolized pgmatver and majesty, and the king’s
physical place as the focal point of the entertanireinforced it further. Thus

James and Queen Anne patronized Ben Jonson ara Jorges, the great architect
and designer of the sets for Jonson’s masquede(BR003, internet source)
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King James | also gave his patronage to the compamshich Shakespeare was a
shareholder; therefore, Shakespeare’s plays must len enjoyable for James, enough so
to patronize the company. Besides there were otbdil the role: James also employed the
masters of the masque, Ben Jonson and Indigo Johese was no reason for James to
become the royal patron of someone whose playsdutdwiot consider spectacular — and

James was surely a fastidious spectator.

3.5. James | and his influence on the play

Writing the play for James | required a great defltact, for he was rather a
controversial ruler and very unlike Queen Elizabéie ascended to the throne only eight
hours after the death of Queen Elizabeth; andpagth she later became known as ‘Good
Queen Bess’, it certainly was not caused by helygailgn but by her successor proving to
be so bad. However, as Martin Kéu&lates, ‘in the spring of 1603, only a few peoiple
England were mourning the death of Elizabet2001:9, my translatior}. This should not
be surprising, since Elizabeth’s unwillingness & married — or at least to designate her
successor — played a great part in the last peridaer reign, and consequently led to an
insecurity among all the social classes. For tb@son and others, James was welcomed
warmly in England; however, he later proved to beckless ruler, which was, for many,
quite a disappointing discovery. Due to his congrsial nature, he was also a difficult ruler
for a playwright to write for. Such a playwrighdhto have much tact in writing a play for

James.

3.2.1. James’s succession and reign

At the time of his succession, James was not tilg candidate for the English
throne, as Martin Kovaasserts, ‘James’s right [...] was weakened by HaAtys will,
which excluded from the succession all the progehyMargaret Tudor, Henry VII's
daughter, and James IV Stuart's wife’ (2001:9, manslationJ>. Moreover, he was a
foreigner, a Scot despised by many. Robert Ceolbginly believed that James would make
a good king, since, as Kavécontinues, ‘by patient manoeuvring2001:10, my
translationj*, he had already secured his position while Eligabeas still living. This was
presumably due to the fact that, during his reigrKimg of Scotland, James, ‘a shrewd and

flexible diplomat’ (Thomas Babington Macaulay, tharly Victorian Wig historian), had
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shown “great skill in balancing opposing and pa#digt dangerous political forces in
Scotland” (George P. Landow, internet source). d&ssi he also had two sons and a
daughter, which was a great advantage after theegmeg period of succession insecurity.
However, as King of Britain, though he succeededriifying the thrones, he was a failure,
‘taking little trouble to understand English waysdacustoms’ (Landow, internet source). It
is true that he inherited from Elizabeth some feiahproblems; but still, when arriving to
England, James was bedazzled ‘by the magnificehtieedate Elizabethan world [...] that
was incomparable’ (Kowa2001:11, my translatiof)with what he had known in Scotland.
James was so impressed by his new home that helatexswriting about his arrival to
England as if writing about the entering of the rRised Land’(Kové:, 2001:11, my
translationj°. For him, England really became the land of hadipjt since he had at his
disposal many more financial sources than in hredland, and he is said to have spent all
the money he was given. André Maurois claims thEmes’s] woman-like affection for
jewels costs him up to thirty-seven thousand poumgear, while he spends only twenty-
seven thousand on the army’ (1993:241, my tramsij}fi

James passed most of his time hunting. He was ewanured to be a sadist, one
who not only enjoyed hunting but really loved killi animals. Kové& describes James’s
peculiar habit:

When the hunt of a deer ended successfully [...uhged down from his horse, cut

the throat of the hunted animal, put his handsiistentrails, and smeared with warm

blood the faces of the courtiers who had accomparhen. (2001:17, my

translationj®
But, not only animals: James also enjoyed torturpepple. In 1591, he personally
supervised the torture of poor wretches caughtnuine witchcraft trials of Scotland, with
James even suggesting new forms of torture to nigeisitors (Stephen Butters, 1999,
internet source). It is suggested though thatdus lof torture can be attributed to his tutor,
George Buchanan, for whom ‘beating was not justasten of discipline but of satisfaction.
At the end of his life the king still had nightmarabout [Buchanan]' (Oxford Dictionary).
James’s childhood certainly was not an easy oneeher, growing up he was ‘highly

educated’, which he himself recognized.
3.2.2. The great scholar

James considered himself a great scholar, whiciiddoe one of the reasons why
writing a play for him was such a complicated nratkée often remarked that ‘they gar me
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speik Latin ar | could speik Scotis’ (G. F. Warraard J. P. Gilson, 1921:xxviii). Scottish
though was vital for James, as he saw himself asngortant part of Scottish history; as
confirmed by Wright: ‘Certainly Shakespeare inteshde flatter King James | by his
characterization of his ancestor, Banquo’ (1960;xwho was believed, at the tindacbeth
was written, to be the founder of the Stuart dynaatso, the belief in ‘the divine right of
kings’ — the belief that, since a king’'s power cainoen God, the king had to answer to none
but God — was voiced with equal vehemence by James:

While Shakespeare arguably indirectly inserted d@leves into his fiction, King
James wrote directly about his convictions in bbtie Basilicon Doron(1599) and
The True Law of Free Monarchi€$598). The books of King James undoubtedly
enhanced and reaffirmed Shakespeare’s already apecklideas on kingship,
specifically, that the usurpation or regicide ofighteously titled ruler was wrong
without exception” (Amanda Mabillard, 2000, intereeurce).
Kenneth Muir asserts that ‘James | would not hp@@ved of an unflattering portrait of his
reputed ancestor’ (2004:1vi); yet, he would not éapproved of the faintest breath of any
supporting voice of ‘rebellion even against mariifggants’ (Kenneth Muir, 2004:1vi). As he
says inThe Trew Law of Free Monarchies

The wickednesse therefore of the King can neuerentladm that are ordained to be

iudged by him, to become his ludges ... Next, in @laaf relieuing the

commonwealth out of distresse (which is their or@tguse and colour) they shall

heape double distresse and desolation vpon itsariteir rebellion shall procure the

contrary effects that they pretend it for. (Kennitihir, 2004:Ivi-ii)
For him, even a ‘bad king’ was a ‘needed kinghi& tcountry was to be ruled, and only God
could judge the deeds of a king. No other livingature had the right to do so. James had
strong opinions on many subjects and wrote manyksyanany of them considered to have
been written in a very quality style. His impact d&nglish literature is certainly
considerable, not least because of his encourageshand participation in the translation of
the Bible into English. Nevertheless, this new station of the Bible was probably realized
simply because the marginal notes in the Genevée Biad annoyed James: ‘It did not
conform to his strong belief in “the divine right$ kings™ (Michael H. Brown, 1988,
internet source).

Although a scholar, James did not escape a halidfe supernatural, however, this
belief was probably not as unequivocal as has lassamed. Supposedly, James ‘met a
notorious witch when he was in Aberdeen in 1589 the witch ‘seemed to hold much
terror or even interest for him’. However, the atian changed ‘overnight, with the

spectacular discovery of a coven at North Berwitkclw was purportedly in league with the
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devil to destroy the king, his greatest enemy orthedOxford Dictionary). It is quite
surprising that, even after this revelation, Jamemained quite sceptical about the
supernatural. However, his view changed quite a vitien one of the witches, in
conversation with James, retold him the dialogueveen himself and his wife Anne on
their wedding night in Oslo. After his conversatwith the Berwich witch and his book on
the subject, James turned ‘into the royal demonsiog nevertheless, ‘it is a much
exaggerated reputation’ (Oxford Dictionary). leigen suggested that
when Shakespeare used Macbeth’'s witches, as recbunyt the early sixteenth
century scholar Hector Boece, to flatter the nemgki he wrote a magnificent play;
but he mistook his target. (Oxford Dictionary)
Some scholars certainly do not agree with this viBeter Thomson, for example, argues
differently, claiming that ‘Shakespeare may notéhawug so far into witchcraft as James |,
but he does nothing iMacbethto contradict the superstitious’ (1983:141). Isigely hard
to judge whether or not Shakespeare really intenadédtter King James by the inclusion of
the witches, or if James even picked up the alhssaf such in the play and enjoyed them;
but, it holds true that he saw the play and neitekasleep nor complained. So, if mistook,

the target could not have been overly missed.

3.2.3. James’s historical representation

James was not just a scholar expressing his oEraod belief on various topics: he
sometimes contradicted what he believed in or ewbat he did. James, for example,
preferred young boys to women, although he wasiathand fathered five children. Despite
laws against homosexual acts at that time, it waqarlgbably be misleading to think of
homosexuals in the period as oppressed, simplyusecdhey would not have seen
themselves as a group, or as having rights. ‘Thauglas a well-kept secret, rumours of
James’s homosexual tendencies abounded; ironi¢elyyrote sternly against its practice in
one of his own worksBasilicon Doron (Best, 1998, internet source). André Maurois
describes one of James’s most notorious affaiet, with George Villiers, who made an
incredibly swift career. Maurois claims that notipimore interesting to read exists than the
letters between James and his lover and his son their secret journey to Spain. The
‘boys’ apparently started the letters IBear Dad and Gossi@and close them byYour baby
and dog (1993:244).

There is much more to be said about James; howiwer what has been said, it is

clear that James was an extremely unconventiormbpesblematic monarch. His belief in all
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that ‘Rex est Lexcould be extended to mean proved a very good tewagign ... but only in
Scotland. In England, the Parliament was offendethls attitude, and it caused some great
disputes between James and the government. Henalsan exceptional scholar with an
exquisite literary style; but, on the other hand,regated his own words in areas such as
‘homosexuality’ by keeping male lovers of his owRut simply, King James saw being
King as being above the laws applicable to his extibj Also, the historical evidence
preserved till now appears to be quite inconsisteimce some spoke about James in
flattering and some in very unflattering terms. Eoguotes Sir Anthony Weldone, who
describes James as fearful, with a tongue too dighfs mouth and a sparse beard — a
description which sounds very negative. Howevestdhare also very flattering descriptions
such as that by Arthur Wilson, who remembers thaanth to be ‘rather tall than short, well
built although a bit corpulent, but healthy’ andal‘very attractive, jolly, and kind’
(2001:12-13)°. Writing a play for a ruler who had such contréidics and inconsistencies
was certainly an extremely complex task; howevenisually, Shakespeare mastered it and

pleased his new monarch.

3.6. The play

Contrary toRichard Ill, which was created simply to entertain Queen Bé#a I,
Macbethwas written to flatter the new monarch James Isi& evident in the fact that
Macbethis full of direct compliments paid to James, whileere are basically no direct
compliments to be found iRichard Ill. This is hardly surprising after what has beel sai
about both monarchs. From this point of view, tleyp are rather different; however, as has
been said before, the basic structure of the pkaysry similar, althougiMacbethis one of
Shakespeare’s shortest plays, which is probablytdudames’s history of falling asleep
during many previous performances’ that were togl@Michael Best, internet source).

Both protagonists, Richard and Macbeth, are ubtdully pictured as villains,
although Richard presents himself as a monster fimenvery beginning, while Macbeth
reaches the track of villainy rather gradually.idtalso noteworthy that Richard speaks
almost one-third of the lines in his play, and saene holds true for Macbeth. The lines in
Macbethwere counted for the purpose of this diploma paphich revealed that Macbeth
also speaks almost one-third of the lines, alm86t dut of some 2,300 lines. It is obvious
then that both characters hold the same importanteeir plays, although neither of them
fully directs the plot. They both also suffer frdaelings of guilt (especially after killing the

children of their enemies), and are subsequentBblento sleep peacefully. They both
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gradually lose all the people around themselvesstkiegy care for, and their lives are ended at
the point of absolute isolation. They both die alam the battlefield — though, in the case of
Macbeth, it might be more properly said that théléditerally came to him. In the same
way, both plays end with a picture of a better fefuas the villains and usurpers are
dispatched, and the new ruler brings new hope&ihgland in the first and for Scotland in
the latter play. It is really quite interesting thiae two plays resemble each other in so many
points, especially since they were written for twery different monarchs. However,
Shakespeare apparently knew what he was doingotasptays were well accepted by the

monarchs and audiences alike.

3.6.1. The choice of the topic

To write a play for James | which would not offdmat please was a truly demanding
task, as all his eccentricities and preferencestbaoe remembered; yet, it was also not
advisable to include material in which James | hadn personally involved. Shakespeare’s
company had earlier experienced a situation in lvthey unintentionally offended the new
monarch with a play, when, as Peter Thompson assgrey had come a cropper in 1604
with the play about the Gowry conspiracy’ (1983:133iven the Act that banned depictions
of living monarchs, it seems strange that Shakes{saompany chose material closely
connected with James; however, the situation wase momplicated, since, as Thomson
continues, ‘not to perform something in which Jameght see his own reflection could
have been viewed as a sin of omission’ (1983:13@).in writing Macbeth Shakespeare
chose his material carefully: picturing eleventimcey Scotland was surely a good choice.
After the experiences associated with bringing tBewry conspiracy to the stage,
Shakespeare ‘made assurance doubly sure by editfigshed’ (1983:137) — one of his
main sources for writing the play — to ascertairatwlould flatter his new patron.

One of the major changes Macbethis the role and character of Banquo, which
differs considerably from the description in Hohesl’'sChronicles It is not difficult to find
the reason, as Banquo was one of the charactdrkatido be treated with closest attention,
as he was, in the Jacobean period, believed taimes) I's distant ancestor. James was a
Stuart, and it was believed that he ‘was descefidad a Norman named Walter Fitz Alan,
who was a steward to King David | of Scotland’ (Bama Fitzsenry, 2001, internet source).
The first Stuart King of Scotland, Robert I, wasl@scendant from the old Scottish royal
family through his mother. As it was a bit embasiag that the great King and scholar

descended from a steward, a different myth aresealing that the Stuarts were, in fact, the
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successors of Banquo, a Thane of Lochaber accordinglolinshed. In both texts —
Shakespeare’s play and Holinshe@lsronicles— Banquo is initially a noble soldier fighting
at Macbeth’s side. The Captain in the play, whezakmg about Macbeth and Banquo, uses
fairly flattering words:

As sparrows eagles, or the hare the lion.
If I say sooth, | must report they were
As cannons overcharg’d with double cracks. ii.35-37)
Holinshed reports that Banquo later became an aalomerin the murder of King Duncan:

At length therefore, communicating his purposeténh with his trustie friends,

amongst whome Banquo was the chiefest, vpon cardelef their promised aid, he

slue the King. Chronicles 269)

Shakespeare, in contrast, presents Banquo as maobleblameless throughout the play,
unaware of the bloody deeds of Macbeth and his, Wiéely Macbeth. As Peter Thomson
says: ‘Shakespeare muffles any hint of Banquo’&abotation in the killing of the king’
(1983:142). Such muffling was necessary, since &jadare and his company could hardly
have benefited from portraying James’s ancestoarasaccomplice in the murder of a
Scottish king: thus, all blame was laid upon Mahbéts Kenneth Muir also asserts, King
Duncan is, in Holinshed’'€hronicles ‘younger than in the play, and he is depictechas
feeble ruler'. By the editing of this, Muir conties, Shakespeare ‘deliberately blackened the
guilt of Macbeth’ (2004:xxxvi).

Shakespeare suppressed other things as well. Yanpde, the statement from
Holinshed praising King Makbeth for ten years ofbdorule, during which he felt safe
enough in his position to undergo a pilgrimage torie, to leave his well-led country for a
few months without fear:

If he had atteined therevnto by rightfull meansg a@ontinued in vprightnesse of

iustice as he began, till the end of his reignenhight well have beene numbered

amongest the most noble princes that anie wheredigied. Chronicles 270)

In the Chroniclesrelating to King Makbeth, Holinshed also providessection about
Makbeth’'s wife. Shakespeare, according to Muir, Mduave read that ‘[Makbeth’s] wife
lay sore upon him to attempt the thing, as sheweag ambitious, burning in unquenchable
desire to beare the name of a queene’ (2004:xxAmbitious Lady Macbeth was not
Shakespeare’s creation either: he was re-workingnsteed. However, there are some
motives that Shakespeare adopted only partiallgngimg them to better suit his play; there
are some created fully by Shakespeare, in the saaye as inRichard lll, for purely

dramatic purposes.
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3.3.2. ‘Women’ in the play

By the first scene, Shakespeare seems to estahkskrue nature of the play. In
Richard IlIl, he points out his monstrous machiavellian figurd &oretells the consequent
bloody deeds of the play; Macbeth he opens with the image of three witches, whiahgesi
people were confused and scared by the supernaprcddably evoked in the public the
feeling of ominous evil, certainly supernatural aeyilish: so, they probably expected some
kind of treason or ‘dirtiness’ from the beginning.

The witches though were also employed becausaroésg, who was said to be ‘the
royal demonologist’, although a bit unrightfully.oNetheless, there is clear evidence for
Shakespeare employing the witches because of hiantio. The scene describes an act of
vengeance directed against the sailor-husbandwedraan who refused to give the witch
some of the chestnuts she was shelling. The vengeaas completed by the husband’s
drowning:

1 Witch.Here | have a pilot’s thumb,

Wrack’d, as homeward he did come. (1.1ii.28-29)
According to Thomson, Shakespeare made here ‘sdnlique reference to James I's
adventures with the North Berwick witches during twinter 1589-90° (1983:143). He
explains further that there was a storm that tleresd James’s ship and one of the witches,
accused of having raised the storm, confessedttiegt had sailed out to sea in a sieve to
drown a cat’ (1983:143). James had taken part énstibsequent examination and would
definitely have picked up any allusions of thatMacbeth However, even without picking
up these allusions, it should be remembered tleahtimber of the weird sisters was quite an
important matter. As had already been seeRichard Ill, the number three was, for the
audience, a sign that the womenRithard Ill (who are analogous to the witches in this
play) have the ability to prophesy. As was shovwe, prophecy was crucial Richard I,
and is so as well iMacbeth as he drawn by the prophecy to do things that wgainst his
initial qualities as a soldier, a subject, and ama

The nature of the witches remains unclear. SchoReter Thomson claims, have
‘sought to distinguish between witches, fairiesmpys, weird sisters, even the classical
Furies and the Scandinavian Norns’ (1983:140). Barftgelps to solve the problem of their
looks by his description of them:

Banquo.That look not like th’ inhabitants o’th’earth,
And yet are on’t? Live you? Or are you aught
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That man may question? You seem to understend

By each at once her choppy finger laying

Upon her skinny lips: you should be women,

And yet your beard forbid me to interpret

That you are so. (1.1ii.40-47)
However, more problematic than their looks is whetthese weird sisters actually ‘planted
the seeds of evil in Macbeth’ (Muir, 2004:xxxv), whether he had decided to kill the King
long before. Kenneth Muir asserts that Macbeth teadecide about the murder himself,
because ‘they have no power over the innocent’420@v). However, looking at the actual
play, it seems that, contrary to the from-the-fgsliloquy-a-monster Richard, Macbeth
really is innocent, having initially been introddcas a noble hero and a brave warrior, who
is tempted to reach the crown only after his taithwhe witches — or, to be more specific,
after the first prophecy is fulfilled. Until theiMacbeth thinks that he does not have to do
anything to become the King:

[Asidg If Chance will have me King, why, Chance

may crown me,

Without my stir. (1ii.142-144)
These words certainly do not evoke a person whddwvoave ambitions like Richard Il
had, to slaughter his way to the throne. Such lowginue to appear even after Macbeth’s
first meeting with the witches. It is true, howevénat just a scene later, the situation
changes, when Macbeth asks stars to ‘hide thes’fitest the heavens see his dark thoughts:

Macbeth.Let not light see my black and deep desires;
The eye wink at the hand; yet let that be,
Which the eye fears, when it is done, to see.(l.iv.51-53)
Clearly enough, Macbeth, at this point, wishesdodme the King — which stands in contrast
to the claims of some scholars that the main datis only made by Lady Macbeth, who
pressures her husband into killing King Duncan.

It surely holds true that Lady Macbeth appearsalon stage in the first indoor scene
of the play, as the first character emphasizing ihmgrortance in the play. However, the
importance may not reside in her pushing the colyavthcbeth into becoming a murderer.
She seems to appear in the play more as Macbaeth&ience. At the beginning of the play,
when Macbeth seems uncertain of whether he realytsvor can perform the murder, she,
reading the letter containing this news, wishes toncome swiftly so that se can transmit
some of her spirit to him:

Lady Macbeth. Hie thee hither,
That | may pour my spirits in thine ear. (15-26)
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These can be just the words of an ambitious wifet as when she soothes Macbeth, who,
after committing the murder, is starting to be leanby feelings of guilt. She though stays
cool-headed and absolutely in control, advising:
These deeds must not be thought
After these ways: so, it will make us mad. ii(B82-33)
It can be seen that his conscience is still fightiith the decision to reach the throne in this
way; however, when he gets into the situation whkiying on the throne means killing
many more people, including his friend Banquo, was promised to father future Kings,
Macbeth feels his guilt so strongly that his coesce starts to suffer. However, there is no
way back, as ‘blood will have blood’ (lll.iv.121Macbeth gradually separates from his wife
completely: it seems that he has enough to solvsdif to have his guilty conscience with
him. Lady Macbeth keeps languishing; and, at thes eiinen Macbeth spends his final fight
trying to look brave but seems to shiver with uteety, Seyton comes to announce the
death of Lady Macbeth. Macbeth’s reaction to tkigther surprising: he does not react as a
loving husband, but more like a person furious ower loss of something vital for his
situation:
She should have died hereafter:
There would have been a time for such a wafd.v.17-18)
Losing his guilty conscience seems like somethiogitive; however, it seems to be one of
the last things that a person can lose, and mighkeethe tragic end of the tragic hero that is

to come very soon.

4.3.3. The mirror impressions

Even if, as is argued by some scholars, Shakespearvalued the importance of the
witches and their impact on James, he certainljdex! a greatly flattering scene in the play
involving a mirror. This act of flattery appearstire scene which is often argued as coming
directly from the quill of Shakespeare himself -wewer, there seems to be reasons for
guestioning this. The Hecate scene fits into trey perfectly; and, as Shakespeare really
was a master of impressing, he would certainly wanthclude a masque-like scene for a
monarch who loved this kind of dramatization.

After having Banquo murdered, Macbeth visits theind/ Sisters again in their cave,

as he wants to make sure that his position is nowonger endangered. At first, he is
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soothed; however, at the end a display of eighg&iappears, the first being Banquo, and
the last with a glass in his hand. Macbeth cries:

And yet the eighth appears, who bears a glass,

Which shows me many more; and some | see,

That two-fold balls and tremble sceptres carry.

Horrible sight! (IV.i.119-2p
It might have been a horrible sight for Macbetht luseems to have been a great
compliment paid to James |, as Peter Thomson exlai

An effect that is visible only to the actors id a0 effect at all. There is a fascinating
possibility that, in the Hampton Court performarafel606, the silent presenter of
the eighth king held the mirror in front of Jamdsrhself, the latest guarantee of the
continuing Stuart line. (1983:154)
As a proud descendant of the Stuart Dynasty, Jamesd certainly have appreciated this
scene. Shakespeare though does not end here aimliesrwith other symbols flattering the

King, symbols James would surely not miss.

4.3.4. Other symbols

With Macbeth Shakespeare created one of his darkest plays;eraf bourse, again
employs ‘the contrast between light and darknebat]tsymbolizes a general contrast
between good and evil, devils and angels, hellf@aven’ (Muir, 2004:xliv). As in most of
his plays, he also includes comic relief, as in sbhene with the Porter, which follows the
scene of the murder of King Duncan, and in whiohgrmphasize the bloody deeds, ‘the owl,
demonic bird, hoots, from the north, the devil'slesi(Thomson, 1983:147). The Porter
appears on the stage after someone begins knoekitite castle gate, with the knocking
coming from ‘the south entry, the God’s side’ (198%). The whole Porter’s scene is quite
short; and, although it should have served as coatief, Thomson asserts that ‘the Porter’s
language invited the Jacobean audience to remethbearld pageants of the harrowing of
Hell, and the knocking at Hell-gate that presageavinly judgement’ (1983:147). Many
general symbolic meanings could be uncovered irptag;, however, there are some more
that were probably included purely because of tiesgnce of James | in the audience.

As mention before, colours became an inseparablé @f court masques, and
Shakespeare again did not fail to use them. Imihikary scene of Act Five, he used the
flags of the countries where, as Macbeth ‘has weifcottish colours, Malcolm may have
borrowed the English’ — according to Thomson, tiagied ‘a point about the uniting of the

countries under James VI and I’ which James suvebyld not miss” (1983:156). Not only
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colour carried important symbolic meaning in thistAln the scene, where the crown is
placed on Malcolm’s head, Macduff greets the nemgiaith following:

Macduff.Hail King! for so thou art. Behold, where stands
Th’ usurper’s cursed head: the time is free.
| see thee compass’d with thy kingdom’s pearl
That speak my salutation in their minds;
Whose voices | desire aloud with mine, —
Hail, King of Scotland!
All. Hail, King of Scotland! (V.ix.20-26)
Thomson finds this scene very important, as he asggpthat ‘the actor who played Macduff
[...] would have known how, by graceful gesture,roliude both the king on the stage and
the King in the audience’ (1983:159-60). Hences thias a great scene and an even greater
compliment paid to the King. Again, just &chard Il ends with Henry VII's rescue of
England from a bloody monstdvlacbethends with the rightful defeat of the usurper who
wanted to prevent the Stuarts from ascending then#é) an act which was deservedly
punished. Since he King's beliefs were supportedth®y play, both the author and the

monarch must have left the theatre completelyfeadis
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5. Conclusion

Richard.l shall despair. There is no creature loves me,
And if | die, no soul will pity me —
And wherefore should they, since that | myself
Find in myself no pity to myself?
Me thought the souls of all that | had murder”
Came to my tent, and every one did threat
Tomorrow’s vengeance on the head of Richai.ii.(201-207)

Richard should certainly despaire, since at thetpafi the delivery of these words, he
is completely lonesome, already fully aware of iigchery deeds, and most importantly, he
is scared, which is remarkable for his personattywever, he appears not to be the only one
caught in such situation.

Macbeth.Though Birnam wood be come to Dunsinane,

And thou oppos’d, being of no woman born,

Yet | will try the last: before my body

| throw my warlike shield: lay on, Macduff:

And damn’d be him that first cries, "Holdpagh!” (V.ix. 30-34)
Macbeth is trying the last; clearly, alike Richakacbeth despairs. The prophecies, made by
witches, turned against him, there is no one tophatize with him, his wife was announced
to be dead, and he, just as Richard, was hauntédashyictims. Nevertheless, the pitiful end,
full, and quilty concience, is not the only part which the two playsRichard Il and
Macbeth are similar.

One of the most striking similarities appears eatlre amount of the lines that the two
protagonists speak. WhiRichard Il is one of Shakespeare’s longest plays,Madbethhis
shortest one, both protagonists alike speak omé diiall the lines in the plays. This though
can be one of the evidence that although, betw&82 and 1603, when the two plays were
written, Shakespeare moved from the Medieval to édodconcept of the character, with
"Macbeth [Shakespeare] revisits the issue of the villaireh#rat [he] first addressed in
Richard III" (Janis Lull, 1999:16).
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Richard’s "mediavelity” lies in his similarity t¥ice from morality plays; he
communicates with the audience, most of the tineaking about himself as about the third
person, as Martin Hilsky asserts: "Richard spe&kaitahimself, as if he got out of himself
and was telling to the viewer, what he sees” (Iil€004:137, my translatioff) He unfolds
all his bloody plans openly from the very beginnihg sees himself as a villain and is also
“determined to prove a villain". This Richard semtion thrieves, as he surely proves an
unmistakable villian, who belives (alike majorityf delizabethans) that being bodily
misshapen, he is as well mentaly misshapen, whiasdim no other chance than to plot his
way to the happiness, which, for him, means to imecthe King. As a great warrior and a
villain, who has

no delight to pass away the time,

unless to spy [his] shadow in the sun (Li. 25;26)
he controls all the situations in which he appeldrs.ability to control all the situations might
probably be attributed to his preparation for thesnce he personally plots and prepares
them, as his sharp mind keeps him ahead of evenyottee play. However, the minute he
achieves the role that surely was not predestioedlim, when he becomes the King, Richard
gradually fails to control forthcoming siuationsidanot being use to such a plight, in which
he acts only as a puppet, not as a puppeteer,ses be solid ground under his feet, and
consequently ends lonesome, and finaly defeated.

Macbeth, also a great warrior, is in essence aemmocharacter; he does not speak to
the audience but to himself, “his soliloquies ateospective” (Martin Hilsky, 2004:137, my
translation§*. He is not “determined to prove a villain” eithee; seems to be a heroic captain
fighting for his King, however, later is promised become the Thane of Cawdor, and
consequently the King, which turns him into thedalp deeds. His transformation is not
immediate though. He, at first, hopes that “if Gleawill have [him] King, why, Chance may
crown [him], without [his] stir” (1.iii.143-4), busoon after becoming the Thane of Cawdor,
the promised kinghood lies heavy in his mind, aedstarts pleading stars to “hide [their]
fires” not to “see [his] black and deep desire&/. 30-1). Macbeth’s ambition grows quickly,
and after encouragement from his wife, he kills lreg, and the loyal hero finally turns into
a villain. There are some schlars though who dthibtgradual change and assert that the evil
lay in Macbeth long before the prophecy. The trighthat witches have always been
considered evil spirits, and if Macbeth was an oried hero, he would not probably believed
such prophesy originating from "the evil", and evioelieved it, he certainly would not turn

into evil villain so easily, and certainly would tnkill. Nevertheless, if he was evil in heart
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before the prophesy and the change only came tacgyror if he really was a hero and turned
the villain only after the prophesy, is not as impot as the act of change itself, since this
gradual, in a way psychological, change recedesbbtacfrom the Medieval concept, and
makes Macbeth the modern character. The concepgheoftwo characters, Richard and
Macbeth, appears quite different, but still, thayslin general remain fairly similar.

Clearing their way to the crown, and conseques#yguring it, both, Richard and
Macbeth soak themselves deep into blood, sinceliheg to dispose of their rivals. However,
reaching their target, that gradually starts disapjng, they also slay the innocent ones - they
both end up having the children of their enemidiedki Having this done though, they both
realize that their situation is unbearable. At hoent Richard contemplates:

Uncertain way of gain! But | am in
So far in blood that sin will pluck on sin.V(ii. 63-64)
As Janis Lull asserts "Macbeth, contemplating theders of Banquo and Fleance, repeats
and expands Richard’s figure” (1999:16):
All causes shall give way: | am in blood
Stepp’d in so far, that, should | wade noenor
Returning were as tedious as go o’er. (I113b-7)
Not only do they contemplate their situation, tloeyn never get any rest, since their bloody
deeds prevent them from the peaceful sleep. Theseeatainly sufficient evidence that in
MacbethShakespeare “echoes, revises, and dedpiehard Il (Janis Lull, 1999:16). This
has been long recognized, however, the questioVlig these plays are so similar’. Was the
similarity of the plays Shakespeare’s aim or a roenecidence?

The plays were written for two very dissimilar naochs, Queen Elizabeth | and James
| in two different periods, Elizabethan and Jacobdaramawise though these two periods
varied mostly in the concept of character, conagfpstaging that started to play more
significant role in the Jacobean period, and atsinclusion of masques. Audience did not
change much during the time when the plays forabkth and James were written, neither
did their thinking, basic principles of the time, the authors; basically, the only thing that
changed obviously, were the monarchs, and manygesawere applied because of them.
With the accession of James | on the English thrtihveenew generation of authors had arisen,
hence, if the old ones wanted to stay on the “sugidg” they had to adjust to the newly
favoured trends. Shakespeare always knew his azglemd monarchs well, and although he
might have not liked the changes, he made themwasdable to flatter both, Elizabeth and

James. The other reason for Shakespeare to bacaplease both monarchs may lie in the
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assumption that although dissimilar, both, Elizabahd James, were equally controversial,
although in different ways. Elizabeth decided rwiget married, which, after the period of

stability brought to England the feeling of uncaertg James, even a bit more controversial,
considered himself to be a great scholar, his paitsbfe was quite stormy, and most

importantly, he came from Scotland, which was ohthe reasons for disputes between him
and the parliament.

Based on this assumption, it seems logical thaesparts of the plays remained more
or less the same in both plays. Apart from the twain "villain" characters, also "the
recurring female-triad scenes Bichard Ill are echoed iMacbethby the highly dramatic
appearance of the three witches. In both playswibreen are associated with the destiny and
supernatural. IrRichard 11l old Queen Margaret is able to curse, and the atloenen later
unify, to aquire the ability as well, iMacbeth Shakespeare uses the three witches; in
Shakespeare’s audience these threesomes with awypalnabilities certainly evoked the
suspition of some evil deeds, even if nothing haagpened.

The women have clear influence on the developroéhe play, however, Richard
and Macbeth surely are the characters in centegteftion, and they decide about their lives.
Their decision causes though that in the end, betb-villains remain alone, scared in a way,
but still brave warriors fighting for their placa the world. Neither of the endings though
stands as a pitiful end of two characters, by thers¢ing Shakespeare mainly paid a great
compliment to his monarchs. Richard Ill Shakespeare complimented Queen Elizabeth, as
the latest of the Tudor monarchs. In the dreamioh&d and Richmond, the ghosts of the
murdered princes predict that Richmond will surviie battle “and beget a happy race of
kings™ (V.iii.158), one of them, of course, Queanrdelf. The greatest compliment to James |
is paid a bit earlier in the play, in a mirror marhén the Hecate scene, in which the witches
show Macbeth a line of future kings, who will sgrifrom Banquo, mythical founder of the
Stuarts. Despite their difference, the two monangksge in a way so similar that they both
would appreciate most the same compliment. It ctalgprobably stated that both plays are
similar to the extent to which were similar bothmacchs.

Writing two plays flattering for two monarchs corgi from two different dynasties
appears to be quite a simple task, however, toraplish the task successfully surely required
a genious. Hence, Shakespeare should certainlpmmdered a genious playwright, not only
because he was a master of fashioning, and sddyis were appreciated by the audience in

his time, but also because his plays survived cEstand still have the power to bedazzle
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and address the present audience, although th&ingirand the way of life changed

considerably.

5. Resumé

Divadelni hryRichard Ill. a Macbethbyly napsany v alitinské a jakobinské dép
které byly dramaticky vSeobetnelmi plodné, &koli by se mohlo zdat, Ze pro rozvoj divadla
nebyly nejvhodyjsi podminky. Je pravda, Ze po nastupu idahé VII. na anglicky tiin se
za&tala situace v Anglii ekonomicky i politicky stalzitivat, jakkoli nejednoziaad se mze

tato stabilizace z dne3Sniho pohledu zdat. Pro dbistao p&atku 16. stoleni bylo oviem
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uklidnéni valky izi samo#ejme¢ obrovskou zranou k lepSimu, a tak iips problémy, zviast
politické, které mily piijit, byla vidda Tudorov& vkro¢enim do Upla nového seta. Tato
zmena nepiSla samoiejme okamzig; vyvoj byl velice pozvolny,coz se tyka i vyvojevddla.
Za vlady Jindicha VII. existovaly stale pouze &mvné herecké spalrosti, jejichz
herecké osazenstvo sestavalo pouzekmlika stalychclena (herectvi jakademeslo v té dab
jeS€ neexistovalo), ale protoze divadelni hry vyZadgwdisazeni a#itset roli, zapojovali se
do nich také ob3ejni femesinici¢i zemedélci. Traduje se, Ze dktefi Slechtici si dokonce
vydrzovali své nadeniky také proto, Ze seé¢d&Vi v n¢kterych divadelnich rolich. Kovné
spole&nosti nendly samozejm¢ ani stalou divadelni scénu a jejicliegstaveni se konala
v hostincich, na panskych dvore¢hdokonce na vozech, které slouzily jako podiuntolo
jasre vyplyva, Ze v takovych podminkach a bez stalé wo@mohla byt pouzivana vyprava a
kulisy, na které jsme zvykli néjlad v dnesSni dab Herci mohli pouzivat pouze kulisy a
rekvizity, které mohli snadno nainstalovat a un€ake jejich kostymy byvaly spiSe prosté.
Herectvi za&alo byt natolik oblibené a herecké sgolasti se z&aly rozfistat takovou
rychlosti, Ze se postupettasu ukazalo nezbytné omezit jejichépb Divodem k tomuto
omezeni se nestala jen rychlost, se kterou se keemasambly rozistaly, ale také strach,
ktery za&aly nahast jednak tim, Ze mohly roznasSet mor a jednak ozgma¥ematy, které se
objevovaly nejtive bsthem gFestavek a které se pa@jidstaly nangtem celych her. Jiz v roce
1533 byl vydan zakaz vSeclhtgplstaveni obsahujicich oZzehava témata, kteracseevala
postavy véejného Zivota. V roce 1572, za vlady kralovny A¥xbl., byl dokonce vydan
zakon, ktery uplé zakazoval potulku pod hrozbou propichnuti praveéicha, v pipad
opakovani proreSku hrozila tuldkm dokonce smrt a odggni kréze a postcené fidy. Tim
se ovSem radikathzkomplikovala situace potulnych sp&t@sti, herci se stahovali dosst a
zatali zakladat prvni divadlakika se, ze prvni divadlo "Red Lion” vzniklo jizace 1566,
ale to byla opravdu spiSe vyjimka. Prvni stala delai scéna v Londgnbyla vysta¥¢na
v roce 1576 — nazev této scény byl opravdu proyaiBkvadlo. Toto divadlo rélo veliky
Uspch, a tak se zaly sta¥t dalSi scény. Alzétinské divadlo bylo ovSem saniepmé
ovlivnéno predchozim vyvojem. Navvzniklé divadelni scény, které mohly pojmout velky
pocet divaki - coz bylo nezbytné, protozZe divadlo v té dolavstvovalo az 1500 Londyani
tydné - nentgly zasteSeni, aby mohlo doviiwnikat sw¥tlo, vyprava a kulisy i#staly velmi
prosté, coz byla spiSe vyhoda, protoZze dramatibylhdimitovani paitem scén a mohli se
pohybovat Wase i mist s nesmirnou lehkosti. Pproto pouZivali tehdejSi dramatici
mnohé naznakyasu a mista v dialozich svych postav a také mnoleglelni ritualy, které

pretrvaly z dob sedowké dramaticke tvorby.
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V hrach se tak objevovaly dlouhé monology, radgeno, nasili, ale i postavy, u
nichZ gevazovala jedina chorobna touha, kterécalto ginasely na scénu humorckteré
z téchto postav vychazely z publikem velice oblibendeNdt ze stedowkych her, ktera byla
¢asto hlavni postavou hry a jejimZz hlavnim poslabiyto tryznit ostatni postavy. OvSem
vzhledem k tomu, Ze kazda hra byla ve své patigtatenim jak Zit, byla Nieest na konci
hry samo#ejm¢ odsouzena k zahabDalsi dilezitou tradéni sowtasti her se staly Zeny, které
byly schopny prorokovat a podleresiowké tradice se v hrach objevovaly v jakési trojici.
Vyuzivany byly také symboly slunce a stinu, zvukigipazejici ze severnd;ablovi, strany a
duraz byl kladem samaejne také na “pedukeni’. Alzketinci totiz \&fili, Ze kazdyclovek je
predugen k ugitému mistu na tomto $t&, a pokud Bkdo prekrctil jakousi hranici a pokusil
se vydobyt si vySSi misto, nez mu byl@amo, musel byt nutnpotrestan. A protoze divadlo
bylo vice odrazem reality a tehdejSiho mySlenipm#ou fikci, “pedugeni” bylo vyuzivano
v mnohych hrach, ndjklad pra¥ v Richardovi Ill. a Macbethovi | Jakobinské divadlo
pouzivalo mnohé zéthto symbolik, ale doSlo i na zmy, a to pedevSim ve scénografii.
Jakobinské divadlo, na rozdil od Aé&timského, vyuzivalo finam¢ naranych kulis a
kostymi, ohiostroji, ale hlavi byly vyuzivany tzv. ‘masques’, jeZz se staly vedilibené,
zvla® po néastupu Jakuba 1. na anglickyinr Jakub miloval pompéznost, a protoZze mu
nedtlalo nejmensi problémy utratit penize za své pobiaveohly se ‘masques” za jeho viady
rozvinout vice nez za vlady jeho Setrféqrhidkyné  Alzbsty I.

Monarchové vSeobeé&novliviiovali hry, které vznikaly. Neni moznéct, Zze by se
jednalo o ®gjaky diktat, kterym by se museli atitaivadelnich he¥kidit; jejich vliv byl spise
negimy, ale zato vSudyftomny. Dramatici si museli davat obrovsky pozdry aezahrnuli
do svych her materiél, ktery by mohl jejich monarcinazit, jednak vzhledem k z&konu, ktery
zakazoval jakkoli hanobii zesngSihovat Zijici monarchy, a jednak proto, Ze napadnutim
svého krale nebo kralovny by jstztratili zastitu svych mecenaSpopipad samotného
majestatu. William Shakespeare byl jeden z dtkiery se svou divadelni spofesti ziskal
zastitu dvora, a jeho hry monarchy vzdy spiSé3igt Zdalo by se, Ze p&tit dva monarchy,
Alzbétu 1. a Jakuba I., kie byli velmi rozdilni, je prakticky nemozny ukol,véem
Shakespeare to dokazal,i@gto, Ze v jakobinské domusel do zngné miry gizpisobit svij
puvodni styl dobové chuti, dostal se dokonce poditzasamotného Jakuba I. Je ovSem
pravda, Ze rozdil mezi dma zmignymi monarchy nenidbec tak diametralni, jak by se na
prvni pohled mohlo zdat. AlZa byla Sefiva Zena, ktera zdlila tudorovsky smysl pro

ovliviiovani véejného migni, Jakub byl rozhazovay muz, ktery nebyl ochoten ustoupit ze
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svych zvyKi ani o pd’ a jehoZ miani ostatnich absolumezajimalo, ale ve své podstatli
oba stej umirgni a kontroverzni.

AlZzbéta se rozhodla, Ze se nikdy nevda,raspvSechny nabidky kiatku a prosby
parlamentu, aiesto, Ze ¥déla, Ze nezplozeni potomkatde @inést Anglii dalsi problémy
S nastupnictvim, trvala na svém az do konce zieot@okonce jmenovala svého nastupce
Jakuba takikajic v posledni mingt Najit ale material pro hru, ktera by A&hb potsila,
nebylo nijak slozité.Richard Ill. byla jis€ skwla volba, protoze tim, ze Jiich VII.,
Alzbétin dédetek, porazil na Boswortském poli Richarda 1ll., mejge dostal Tudorovce na
anglicky tiin, ale také pinesl zemi vytouzenou stabilitu. S jeho nastuperaléonebylo nijak
jednoduché, protoze jeho pravo néntnebylo vibec jednozngné. Korunu ale Jiriith VII.
ziskal a vzhledem k tomu, Ze Tudorovci byli dkypropagatdi, dali svym historikm “Ukol
prokazat, Zze Richard lll. byl opravdu jen kr«glé@ monstrum. Histografové dokazashem
nékolika let aernit Richarda Ill. takovym Zsobem, Ze opravdu vznikla legenda o
krvela&ném znetvéeném monstru, které vyvrazdilo vSechny, co mu stalgest za
kralovskou korunou, a které ne&ito celou Anglii jen proto, Ze ho zastavil odvaziindich
VIl. Z dnesniho pohledu je tato legenda naprostemysina, ale v deéb kdy Shakespeare
tvoril svou hru, nebylo pochyb o tom, Ze Richard byhd&d’abel, a tak ho Shakespeare, na
zaklad dostupnych kronik také vykreslil.

V Richardu lll. se jast odrazi stedowka tradice i vira a mysleni akinci. Richard
sam je zaloZzen na tradici isti; celé ke naprosto dominuje (mluvi celotetinu hry), od
samého z&atku hry a svého prvniho monologu rozjizdi svowekasnou hru, ve které ovlada
vSechny ostatni postavy. Richard je nesthivdhodlany dosahnout svého vytouZzeného cile,
ziskat anglickou korunu, aigsto, Zze na paétku hry vypada jeho zam naprosto
nerealisticky. Richard je znetteny (coz alzBtincim nazn&ovalo jehodabelskost, nelio
znetvdeni €la bylo jen vrjSim znakem znetweni duSe), ale diky svému odhodlani,
bystrosti a manipulativnosti svého cile dosahne.alle jasné, Ze s al&#inskou virou
v predugenost nerize na kralovskémiin¢ setrvat. Ve chvili, kdy Richard dostane korunu,
jeho s¥t se hrouti, on sdm ztracitgwadhled, z&ina ho pronasledovaerné sedomi za
¢iny, které spachal, a jehdquchozi klid mizi. Richardistava sam, pronasledovéernymi
mysSlenkami a na bitevnim poli umira rukou Richmarimladouciho Jinidich VII.

| Macbethbyl napsan s cilem ptit viadde, tentokrat Jakuba I. Stuarta. Jakub nebyl
dobrym manipulatorem vejného migni a vzhledem ktomu, Ze pochazel ze Skotska a
nerozundl ptilis dokre anglickym zvykm, nebyla |éta jeho vlady rozho#ltak Usgsna jako

léta vlady Alzlgty. Jakub si liboval v lovech, Spercich, za ktetéatil rocné vic nez za
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armadu, a také ve svym milencich, kterym dopomé&hatsokym funkcim jen diky jejich
péknému vzhledu. Ov8em Jakub byl také velmidlady, napsal &olik knih a zajimal se o
nadgirozeno, hlava pak ocarodjnictvi. | v jeho gipact sahl Shakespeare po historickém
materialu. Jakub se vibljako dilezita ¢ast skotské historie a vzhledem k tomu, Ze se v té
doke tradovalo, Ze stuartovska dynastie ma svierkp u zakladatele Banqua, Shakespeare
zkombinoval d¥ legendy 11. stoleti a napsal jednu ze svych niiata her (Jakub u
dlouhych pedstaveni usinalMacbetha

Presto, Zze se Shakespeare postavou Machéthaypl od sedowkeho pojeti postavy
z Richardak novodobému, je mezi nimi mnoho podobnosti (akk f@ako mezi podobnosti
kontroverze Alzbty a Jakuba). Stefnjako Richard i Macbeth mluvi adgietinu celé hry, i
Macbeth koxi na bitevnim poli zcela osamocen. Rozdil je ov3etom, Ze s posunem
k novodobému pojeti postavy Macbeth nenasledujdicirdNeresti, tudiz jeho monology
prestavaji byt zagfené k publiku, ale jsou naopak introspektivni, rétdpk jeho ambice
nejsou ¥ejmé od poatku hry, kdy vystupuje jako loajalni poddany, al®pukaji az po
zasahu trojice Zerdarodjnic (tady Shakespeard@istava u sedowké tradice), které slibuji
Macbethovi, Ze se stane kralem, ale bohuZel sldvigBovi, Ze on zplodi krale. Macbeth
chvili vaha, ale vidina koruny ho uUglreaslepi a s podporou své Zeny se opravdu stane
krdlem. OvSem ani on nebyl praitr preducen, a tak i on z4na ve chvili ndstupu nadin
kolabovat, je stihdn svym &lomim a stejé jako Richard vidi svou bezvychodnost v situaci,
ve které je nucen negitrzZite prolévat krev. | on umira osamocen.

Je tedy #ejmé, Ze &koli jsou olE hry napsany pro dvaizné monarchy dvouiznych
dynastii, jejich hrdinové, nebo spiSe zlodusi, jsdw mnohém podobni, st&jrtak jako
ostatni symboly pouzivané &hto hrach, saméejme¢ pokud odmyslime "masque’, ktera
byla vepsana pouze do druh&ehto her a ktera seipinila o to, Zze Shakespearovo autorstvi
této hry jecasto napadano, prayproto, Ze tento styl neni pro Shakespeara nijpkcky. Jak
bylo ale vys¥tleno, je pravépodobné, Ze pokud athitShakespeareistat v ffizni panovnika,
ktery ‘'masque” zbabval, bylo nutné bdito pfizpisobit swij styl a nebo spolupracovat
s rekym, kdo byl schopen "masque” napsat. Je velmiavefgpodobné, Ze by Shakespeare
sam nedohlédl na to, aby Jakub odchéazel z jehoshpgcitem maximalniho uspokojeni.
Shakespeare, ktery wimdokonale vystihnout pégbu své doby a monarghby jisg tzv.
"Hecate scene” do své hry zahrnul, abyégibt protoze Shakespeare bezpochybytipat
k nékolika géntim renesaéniho divadelnictvi.
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7.
8.

9.

Endnotes

Vroce 1533 vydala koruna zéakaz provozovani vSederludii pojednavajicich
jakkékoliv kontroverzni témata.dkteré morality totiz zesa$novaly Luthera (8které
pry kardinala Wolseyho).

Zakazoval potulku a Zebrotu, hrozitigizenym pobutim a Zebrakm bicovanim a
probodenim pravého ucha, figpad opakovaného festupku smrti, ztratou jni,
odegenim kréze a s¥cené fidy.

Pcatinaje rokem 1574 se o herectvicald v Gednich dokumentech mluvit jako o
dovednosti, profesi a uni.

Kdyz vSak krél Jinfich veSel do domu kardinala Wolseyho v doprovodisekaa
n¢kolik dél ptitom vypalilo salvu, jeden papir, nelsém byly hlavré ucpany, vylell

z ckla na doSkovou &tchu. Zprvu to vypadalo na neSkodny keulidé dal pozor&
sledovali podivanou na jevisti. Potom to v3ak dbytivnitt a rozjelo se to jako
kometa, takZe za necelotlpodinu cely dm lehl popelem.

Podle de Wittova zapisu z roku 1596 se veSlo dadladabur’ asi #i tisice sedicich
divaka.

Divaci platili za vstup penci, z&astku od Sesti penci do jednoho Silinku byla mista
k sezeni bdi ptimo na jevisti, nebo na galeriich, které byly jadamatka na jsodni
hostince rozélené na pokojik a z toho prasgbdobré vznikly dnesni l16Ze.

Génius Indiga Jonese ---- plmazdil az za vlady stuartovskych panovaik

V masce s nazvem Masque of Queen z roku 1609 wysalg dokonce krdlovna Anna
v doprovodu Sesti hrghek a gti dvornich dam.

Hlavni pozornost se sotistlila na co nejvynalézaéi konstrukci scény, vypravu a
obleteni dam.

10.Jones a jeho spolupracovni¢nevali mimdgadnou péi vybéru barev.
11.Aby déd kralovny AlzkEty jaknalezi zdvodnil swij jinak pochybny narok na

anglickou korunu [...].

12.Edward Howes v dodatcich k Stowovyanakim napsal: "Komedianti a herci byli v

VVVVVV

velmi bohatymi a jsou to znameniti herci ve vSebbrech, takze jeieni velci pani
prijali za své sluzebniky.

13.Shakespeare a jeho druhoveé v povolanickadli asi sedmkrat az desetkrat tolik nez

pramérni femesinici a Zivnostnici nebo ridgad dol¥e situovani titelé s ukodenym

vysokoskolskym vzé&lanim.

14.Vstup Jindicha VII na anglicky thin neznamenal jen skdeni valky “dvou wZi’, tj.

zhoubnych feudalnichaienic mezi kralovskym rodendervené #iZze lancasterské a
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Richardovy bilé ize yorské, nybrz znamenal Fighod pdadku, pevné viady a
postupného hmotného i duchovniho rozvoje.

15....poprvé od smrti Richarda Lviho Srdaestal anglicky kral viddnout, aniz zanechal
syna a ddice...

16....Jindich byl natolik divtipny, aby se prohlasil krdlem gianosti ode dne, jenZ bitv
predchazel...

17.....v jeho osob se uskuténilo spojeni pedstavitel dvou kralovskych roi bilé a
cervené RZe, jejichz svar hubil zemi po celydicet gredchozich let...

18.Timto siatkem pedevsim poskytl yorkigtn, kteti se s nim proti Richardovi spojili,
nezbytnou moznost, jak své odpadlictvi omluvii....

19.Jindfich v8ak byl cile¢domi a racionalni panovnik, kterému to n&gta

20.A tu se sahlo po legendarnim krali BrirtuSovi, pravzoru vSeho rystvi a jednom
z deviti velikari swta, ktei [...] prisli na s\t jako véleni samotného Krista.

21.Hodnota historickychibehi byla v tom, Ze davalyifklad jak Zit, v pipact kral jak
vladnout.

22....pra¥ tak jako v zZiveg, literatde a celém dramatu shakespearovskée doby, byla
pevre vkorergna gedstava o podobnosti divadla a zivota; tatedptava se stala
souwasti dbového jazykového vyjambani a mysleni. Divadlo jako mikrokosmos
v makrokosmu se jevilo vSem jakéo/dogicka a pirozena.

23.Hlavni jejich slozky tvaily tanec a togemu se jegtza Shakespearovydadi fikalo
“mumming’, tj. vystupovani v maskéach.

24. ...skuténou Skolou divadelniho wni se staly hry ndbozenské, biblické.

25.v téch nejvypravgjSich [vystupovalo] aZitsta heré v peti stech tlohach.

26....drzel si jednoho sluzebnika tivtomu, Zze se po dva roky asioval v lidovych
zimnich a letnich hrach jako sviiJh Robin Hood i jako Serif z Nottinghamu.

27.William Cecil. Fi nastupu kralovny Alz&ty na ttin projevoval w¢i ni velikou
nedivéru, protoZze 8l jenom malo Ucty k autotZzeny. Odvazil se pokarat vyslance,
kteti se obraceli na ni.

28. Alzbéta byla muZzem i Zenou zarave

29.Alzbétu v literatde Shakespearovi doby Smahem spojovali s viadkytiovZivota na
souSi i v mai, jeji panenskost srovnavali s panenskosti lungindi ji vladaikou
sublunarni sféry, coz byla nemala pocta, jak bydgzime.

30. Zenx stéle bohatla.

31.V dasledku obtizného porodu mohl mit jednu lopatkugkod vys, ale Zadny dobovy
portrét ani historicky dokument neprokazuje, Zei#y hrb a uschlou pazi.

32.Pravdou #stava, Ze na ja 1603 nad smrti Al&by 1. truchlil v Anglii malokdo.

33.Jakubovy néroky na in oslabovala | z&f Jindicha VIII., jez z néstupnictvi
vylu¢ovala vSechny potomky Markéty Tudorovny, dcery dotth VII. a manzelky
Jakuba IV.Stuarta.

34.Statni  sekreta vsadil svou karieru na stuartovské nastupnictvitrgélivym
manévrovanim se mu je pdda zajistit.

35. Nejvétsi dojem dinilo na nového anglického krale bohatstvi 2ejgejimz viadcem se
stal, oshujici nadhera pozaralzkitinského s¥ta. [...] Obrovské sdly, stropy, jez byly
v hornich patrech stejnvysoké jako v fizemi, a velkolepé portréty nac¢séch,
malované v proporcich, s jakymi se ve Skotsku nikélyetkal, mu doslova braly dech.

36.Kontrast s jeho severnim kralovstvim byl tak obkyyse Jakub pozji psal o svém
piijezdu do Anglie jako o vstupu do zaslibené &em

37.Jeho vyslovet Zenska zaliba ve Spercich ho mnohdy stojiti@étt sedm tisic liber
ro¢ng, zatimco na armadu vynaklada jenom dvacet sedolitsr.
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38.Zndma byla Jakubova Zarlivost na proslulého framkébo lovce de Vitryho i
porgkud “zvlastni chovani’, kteréamnve zvyku, kdyz lov na jelena G&ne skortil.
Tehdy panovnik seskib z korg, praizl ulovenému zveti hrdlo, vioZil ruce do jeho
utrob a pomazal tvé dvaani, kteri jej doprovazeli, teplou krvi.

39.Jakubovo vzeeni shledal “velmiiftazlivé”, panovnik byl podle& vesely, bodry az
Zovialni” [...]. Také podle Arthura Wilsona, ofiiiého historika Jakubovy vlady, byl
krél “stedni postavy, spiSe vysSi nez menSieaba¥ny, byt troSku obtloustly, ale
zdravy’.

40.Richard mluvi o safy jako by vystoupil ze sebe sama &ledal divakovi, co vidi.

41.Macbeth mluvi k soba jeho monology jsou introspekci.
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William Shakespeare in the famous Chandos portteit,is believed to depict him. The
portrait has been in the National Portrait Gall&gndon, since 1856.
(artist and authenticity uncorfirmed)
&
Shakespeare’s signature from his will

Appendix 2.
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} | %) /’ﬁfdﬂzﬁ'&;/ e areid 3
A 1596 sketch of a performance in progress on laégom of the Swan theatre.

As the playhouses were all alike, this sketch prissa good example
of the typical playhouse of the Elizabethan period.
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Appendix 3.

Arms of the Royal House of York
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15th century portrait of Richard I
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Richard Il
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Appendix 4.

Elizabet I's arms
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Appendix 5.
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Anne of Denmark, James VI's wife

James VI of Scotland and | of England
by Paulus van Somer (1603-13)

Original in the Museo del Prado,
Madrid
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Appendix 6.

Mary Stuart in captivity, c.1578

Charles I, James I's son.
Painted around 1635 by Sir Anthony
Van Dyck.

George Villier
1st Duke of Buckingham and James I's
lover. Painting by Rubens.

83



Appendix 7.

Tudors family tree
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Appendix 8.

Stuarts family tree

qI0 7 JOo RmpAR | (Fepuajarg Eumo g el
Angay PP SAlEYD
[ =8 mﬁ_u_m EWE ] Hreunsa ] Jo
5 a2r0an)
Fapuelasd pIo ey L) E7 ;
sourE | [ anry _ I ATey oo asanaais [ mwenmam
_ T EEnpog jo
[Fuspopoemepz) _ apAH v (] | st a0 g0 addmy [ #2uea0 o WAy | SUmEayE
: 7 _ ] ” 7 T
............................................................ _ Il saurer | EmeppEpepuey | AT | I saprey ) |
LBACUUBET F85 IURE] JO
. B [ BHATIS Y
AUTURTR J 0T8T " =
afomeparg [ » [ YlaqRIy [ 1sae) Amag
(peepoag o) | | rewmra ] Jo
H m.ﬂ———dﬁ. uw m.:..ﬂ#..
KaTure ] pao] PURT0OC J0 waatit) | eommI] Jo Sy
o ey iz | - R ety A 3 1 s1oTRIg (]
,E_Em asmLy) m__u stEp |
MATHR ] " ] :
5 PUENO0E J0 BuTy
JmEm ] i saurer O salm | IapURKal
PRaElD saUS Y [
faopnf zac) puslEug J0 Apatmia=] 9URT ()
SE[EN0(] L4 fRra g 3o FpEneg PURT00C J0 2T ploglemEm g (o
i R . I o . A T

85



