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RECmroiLIATIOH, TRAGEDT, AMD TRAGIC? HERO

This thesis proposes to apply to certain of Shake- 
speare1s plays tbs theory of reconciliation found in Profes­
sor Bradley*s lecture on “Hegel’s Theory of Tragedy." A

The theory Involves a conception of the nature of the 
universe. According to It, the universe is so constituted 
as to be essentially good; therefore, when evil arises, 
from whatever cause, the universe must endeavor to throw 
it off , somewhat as the human body attempts to throw off 
poison. When this endeavor has reached a successful end, 
even though the process Involve suffering, loss, and death, 
the universe Is restored to equilibrium. The universe, thus 
conceived, Bradley designates by a term borrowed from Hegel—  
“ethical substance." His Idea that the universe necessarily 
throws off evil In order to resume equilibrium Is, roughly 
speaking, the theory which this thesis designates as the 
theory of reconciliation.

Professor Bradley states that in tragedy the catastrophe 
has, in addition to a negative aspect, an affirmative aspect, 
which Is the source of our feeling of reconciliation to the

I

1 A. C. Bradley: Oxford Lectures on Poetry, pp. 69-99.
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last two cases touehes the limit of legitimate 
pathos? This exultation appears to be connected 
with our sense that the hero'has never shown him­
self so great or noble as in the death which seals 
his failure. A rush of passionate admiration and 
a glory in the greatness of the soul mingle with 
our grief; and the coming of death, so far from 
destroying these feelings, appears to leave them 
untouched, or even to be entirely in harmony with 
them* If , In such dramas, we may be said to feel 
that the ultimate power is no mere fate, but j£ 
spiritual power, then we also feel that the hero 
was never so m a r  to this power as In the moment when it required his life.“ 1
Bradley*s conception of reconciliation leads him to be­

lieve that tragi® motion portrays a division of self or a 
conflict of the spirit, and that the catastrophe, with Its 
negative and affirmative aspects, shows the nviolent 
annulling® 8 of this division mp oonfllct by a power, 
superior to the conflicting agents, which overcomes all that 
Is Incompatible with It and restores the divided spiritual 
unity— the ^ethical substance"—  of which the conflicting 
agents are a part. Unless a catastrophe affoots us in a 
manner correspondIng with this aspect, it is not truly tragic.

Bradley describes the catastrophe as the "violent self­
rest itut Ion of the divided spiritual unity." 1 2 3

The necessity which acts and negates In It, that is 
to say, la yet of one suMtane® with W t h  the (con - 
fllotlng) agents. It is divided against Itself In 
them; they are its conflicting forces; and in re­
storing its unity through negation it affirms them, 
so far as they are cos^iatlble. The qualification 
is essential, since the hero, for all his affinity 
with that power, is as the living man we see before 
us, not so compatible. He must die, and his union

1 Bradley: Oxford Lectures, pp. 83-84.
2 Ibid., pp.“90-91. ‘
3 Ibid., pp. 90-91.
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On fch® eoaferary, those povtara, end with them the 
only thing for which the combatants care, are af­
firmed . What Is denied la the exclual^e and there­
fore wrongful asaertlonoftheIr right. 1
Bradley agrees with authorities In general that tragedy

Is a story of unhappiness, ending In death. However, It is
not merely a story of misfortune, such as that of a man dying
of starvation or disease or poverty, but rather a story of
the kind of suffering which springs from a particular action
because of the presence of a tragic trait in the character
of the hero.

Pity for mere misfortune, like fear of It, is not 
tragic pity or fear. Those arc duo to the spec­
tacle of the conflict and Its attendant suffering, 
which do not appeal simply to our senslb11Itles or 
our Instinct of self-preservation, but also to our 
deeper mind and spirit. 1 2 .
In Shakespearean tragedy there is no fatalism. Man Is 

responsible for his own actions; his deeds are characteristic. 
fcHls actions Issue from his own character, or his character 
Issues from his actions. The hero In a Shakespearean 
tragedy la not destroyed by alien forces but rather by a 
tragic trait In his own character which forces the particu­
lar action or actions which are the cause of his death or 
failure.

Shakespearean tragedy Is primarily the story of the

1 Bradley: Oxford lectures, p. 73.
2 Ibid.. . p. 71 .
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exceptional calamity of one person— or at the moat two, a 
hero and a heroin®. Only In Romeo and Joliet and In Anthony 
and Cleopatra la the heroine aa Important aa the hero. Even 
Macbeth is a alnglo storied tragedy. According to Bradley, 
tMn, Shakespe^ean tra^dy la the story of exceptismal 
calamity brought on by characteristic actions and leading 
to the death of a man In high estate.

To summarise Bradley's idea of reconciliation In 
tragedy. It Is the attempt of the "ethical substance" to 
harmonise the opposing claims of conflicting agents. Sueh 
harmony may end in the denial of the one-sided claim of the 
tragic hero and may lead to his death; but. In the process, 
the equilibrium of the "ethical substance" is restored.
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recent; critic, puts Its
So character in the entire range of literature has 
provoked more controversy than Hamlet the Dane.
Tills is not difficult to understand, since tho critics have been accustomed to analyze and psycho­
analyse him from different points of view, each 
one attempting to make one quality or another the 
outstanding trait of his personality. Indeed, it 
may bo said that in creating the character of 
Hamlet, Shakespeare has made a serious mistake; 
ho has presented every crank, every critic, every 
faddist in the world with a golden opportunity.
Hamlet is the only satisfactory hare in Shako- 
apeare, the only one at any rate that will give 
the commentators a run for their money, so the 
whole critical pack are In full cry after thin ex­
tremely Illusive and extraordinary creature. >
Because Hamlet la the most disputed play, it will be 

treated at greater length than any of tho other plays in 
an effort to arrive at an accurate understanding ©f Bradley*3 
conception of the melancholy Dane.

Bradley does not agree with the school of thought which 
attributes Hamlet*s delay to external difficulties— tho dif­
ficulty of overcoming the obstacle of the guard protecting 
the King; the difficulty of not merely killing tho King but • 
also of seewlng public justice for the wrong done his 
father. Bradley disclaims this theory by evidence from the 
text. Hamlet never makes a reference to external difficulties. 
He asserts that he can obey the ghost.

Sith I havo cause and will and strength and means To do *t• 1 2

1 William John Tucker: College Shakespeare, p. 212.
2 Hamlet, IV, iv, 45-46.
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Hamlet does not once talk of bringing the King to public 
justice.

Assuming that Hamlet’s delay was caused by Internal 
difficulties, Bradley discards the theory that he was re­
strained by conscience, or a moral scruple,; or repulsion 
for the deed, because a study of the text shows nothing to 
support this theory and much that disproves it.

Bradley next rejects what.ho calls the "sentimental 
view of H a m l e t w h i c h  conceives of Hamlet "as a lovely, 
pure and most sioml nature, without the strength and nerve 
which forms a hero,” who ”sinks beneath a burden which It 
cannot boar and must cast away.” 1

Ho admits that this conception is not without Its basis’ 
In certain beautiful traits In Hamlet’s character, but a 
study of the text proves it untrue because it Is unjust to 
Hamlet and turns tragedy into pathos.

Finally ho attacks the viow of HamLot which,-ho says, 
might bo named after Sehlegel and Coleridge.

According to this, HamLot is the tragedy of reflection. 
The cause of the herb’s delay Is Irresolution and the 
cause of this irresolution is excess of the reflective 
or speculative habit of mind.
Bradley says that this Is the most widely received view 

of Hamlet. It answers In some respects to the Impression 1 2

1 Bradley$ Shakosperoan Tragedy, p. 101.
2 Ibid., p. 104.
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produoea "by the drama and It can be supported by the text, 
particularly by the soliloquies, nevertheless, the theory 
falls to satisfy as a whole. The Hamlet of this view is In­
ferior to Shakespeare’s man, for such an Interpretation de­
scribes a character who at any time and under any circumstances 
would be unequal to the teak assigned to him. Bradley affirms 
that Haralot Is

a man who at any other tlmo and in any other circum­
stances than those preeented would have^heen perfectly 
equal to his task; and It is. In fact, the very 
cruelty of hlo fate that the crisis of his life 
comes on him at the moment when he cannot meet it, 
and when his highest gifts, instead of helping him, 
conspire to paralyse him. This aspect of the tragedy 
the theory quite misses; and it does so because it 
mis conceives the cause of that irresolution which, 
on the whole, it truly describes. For the cause was 
not directly or mainly an habitual excess of reflective­
ness. The direct cause was a state of mind quite 
abnormal and induced by special olroumstancea, a 
state of profound melancholy. 3-
Perhaps Hamlet’s reflectiveness played a part in the 

production of his melancholy and so was an indirect cause of 
hie Irresolution. The melancholy, once established, showed, 
as one of its symptoms, an excessive reflection on the re­
quired deed. But excess of reflection was neither the direct 
cause nor the only indirect cause of the irresolution "and 
In the Hamlet of the last four acts it la to be considered 
rather a symptom of his state than a cause of it." ^ 1

1 Bradley$ Shakesperean Tragedy, pp. 107-108. 
^ ffl. i.d * , p .
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If wq study tho toxfc In an effort to discover the Hamlet 
©f the period before the play opona* ,^ find that ho was not 
one-gIdedly reflective and indisposed to notion. Ho was re­
spected and a favorite of the people; he was fond of fencing 
as well as acting. He wan frank, courteous and kindly, but 
not timid nor deferential. Bo v/ns sensitive and perhaps 
inclined to nervous Instability and to extreme changes of 
feeling and mood. So Shakespeare has given to Samlet what 
to the Elisabethana was a melancholy temperament which under 
unduo strain would develop into dangerous melancholia.
Samlet ©f the earlier days possessed an "exquisite sonslb1- 
lity," as shcmm In his ecstatic language, his adoration 
of his father, his lack of suspicion of his mother, his ten­
dency to see only what Is good unless he is forced to see 
the reverse. The Hamlet of the earlier days as well as of 
the period of the play, evidenced intellectual genius aa 
shown in him unusual quickness of perception and his agility 
in shifting his mental attitude. Hamlet when he is not wary 
sees through people and masters them, and at such times no 
one can be much less like the helpless dreamer than Hamlet.
His intellect shows itself In his wit and humor. In his 
soliloquies, in his meditating philosophy. If there is danger 
In this kind of Intellect, If there Is danger that this kind

1 Bradley: Shakeaperean Tragedy, p. 110.



of spooulatlvo mind may bo c o m  too reflective, Bradloy aaya 
that what produces the danger la a sudden demand for a dif­
ficult and doeisivo action such aa that made on Hamlet at a 
time when h® waa grieving for his father and ̂ disillusioned V 
by his mother's actions. It was a desolating, shocking, 
and bewildering revelation, particularly to a man of Hamlet's 
temperament 5 and It left him weary of life and longing for 
death.

The crisis of Hamlet's lifo--tho.demand on him to
rise and act— cornea at this hour of utterroat weariness with
the revelation of his mother's adultery and his father's
murder. ■; . ■ ■" "

And for a raorant, though his brain reels and totters, 
his soul leaps up In possession to answer this demand.
But It comes too late, it does but strike - home the^ 
last rivet In the melancholy whleh holds him bound. J‘
Bradley, tWrefoM, believes that melancholy, not de­

ject Ion nor insanity, accounts for Hamlet's inaetlen* His 
disgust at life and his yearning for death, caused immediately 
by melancholia, do not contribute to a desire for action. 
Melancholy accounts for

Hamlet's energy as well as for.his lassitude; those 
quick decided actions of hla being the outcome of a 
nature normally far from passive, now suddenly stimu­
lated. . . .  It accemts for the evidently keen satis­
faction which some of these actions give him. 2

15

1 Bradley: Shakesperean Tragedy, p. 120.



16

It acoountQ for his Irritability, his so If-absorption, his
. - -

Insensibility to the feelings ofothera. It accounts for
his apathy or ^lethargy1* and his dissatisfaction with his

'1 . ' ■"dullness.n x It accounts for his own inability to iia3®r«tani
why he delays.

Bradley traces the course of the action of the play In 
an attempt to illustrate, the character of Hamlet as hei
conceives It. At the close of the first act, within cm hour 
after ho has received the charge from the spirit of his 
father, he relapses into a state in which he is weary of 
life and longing for death, whidi Bradley calls the Im- 
medlate cause of his later Inaction.

Ho maintains this attitude toward life with occasional 
revivals of his farmer interests, such as his spontaneous 
joy upon the arrival of the players at court; but for the most 
part he Is continually excusing his delay In speeches which 
show hla longing for death. He eventually agrees to go to 
England and on his way meets the army of Fortlnbras on Its 
march to Poland.

The sight of these men going cheerfully to risk death 
"for an egg-shell" and "making mouths at the invisible 
event" strikes him with shame, as he remembers how he, 
with so much greater cause for action, "lets all sleep." 
He breaks into the soliloquy "How all occasions do 
inform against me i " 2 1 2

1 Bradley; Shakeaper#an Tragedy. p« 125.
2 Ibid., p. 130“
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Then Hamlet returns to Denmark partly beeauso of hla 
own action and partly because of accident. There Is a change 
In him when he returns. There appears to bo a consciousness 
of power. From this point to the end of the play there is 
no direct expression of his weariness of life and longing 
for death. There are no .soliloquies In the fifth act.
Bradley says:

I Incline to think that Shakespeare means to show In 
the Hamlet of the fifth act a slight thinning of 
the dark aloud of melancholy, and means us to fool 
It tragic that this change cosms too late.l
Bradley does not agree that those changes In character

Indicate any material difference In his condition or "the
formation of any effective resolution to fulfil the appointed
duty.” 2 He says they express religious resignation— *
fatal Ism— rather than faith In Providence,

because it Is not united to any determination to do 
what Is believed to be the will of Providence. In 
place of this determination, the Hamlet of the fifth 
act shows a kind of sad or Indifferent self-abandonment, 
as if he secretly despaired of forcing himself to 
action, and wero ready to leave hla duty to some 
other power than his own. This Is really the main 
change which appears in him after his return to Den­
mark . • . this, and not audeterminatIon to act, 
nor even an anxiety to do so.-
Bradley bases this thought on Eamlot *s apparent IndIf- 1

1 Bradley: Shakeoperean Tragedy, p. 144.
2 Ibid., p. 13%:
3 Ibid., p. 145.
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fere nee to his perilous situation.
What la required of him, thoroforo. If ho la not to 
perish with his duty undone Is the utmost 'vrarlnoaa 
and the swiftest resolution.!

He criticises Hamlet1a delay at Ophelia’s grave. He asserts 
that hla acceptance of the challenge to fence with Laertes, 
contrived "by hla enemy, the King, is an indication that ho 
has no planned notion for the fulf illment of his duty— that 
he is careless of the necessity of tho accomplishment of his 
task. But, Bradley continues. In spite of this "ho Is not 
left in utter defeat because his task Is accomplished" and 
Shakespeare lets his hero show "In his latest hour all tbs 
glorious power and all the nobility and sweetness of hla 
nature" In hla forgiveness of Laertes, in his farewell to his 
mother. In his thoughts of the future; in hla reaching at 
last "the haven of alienee where he would be." ^

Bradley, it seems to mo, has lost here an opportunity 
to apply to tho full hla conception of reconciliation. As 
everyone knows, there is a wldo divergence of opinion and 
authority on the cause of Hamlet’s delay. There are the 
theories of "Internal" ® and "external" “ difficulties. There 
are the arguments for Inefficiency, for conscience, and for 
repugnance for the deed. Yet while they present conflicting 1

1 Bradley: Shakesperean Tragedy, p. 145.
2 Ibid., p. 147.
3 Such as the theories of Coleridge and Sehlegel.
4 Such aa that of Warder.
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evidence aa to why Hamlet hesitates, they all agree that 
there was a delays a delay which was not In harmony with the 
character of Hamlet, as shown by numerous speeches by the

i ■ . ■hero In the early part of the play.
When the Ghost admonishes Hamlet to remember him, Hamlet 

replies strongly and with resolution:
Remember thee I

Yea, from the table of my memory
I'll wipe away all trivial fond records.
All saws of books, all forms, all pressures past.
That youth and observation copied there.
And thy cewnandment all alone shall live 
Within the book and volume of my brain,
Unmixed with baser matter .2
Hamlet'a words: .
The time la out of joint;— 0 cursed spite 
That ever I was born to sot it right I 3

show that he recognises the obligation plmeed upon him by the
Ghost. Hamlet's soliloquy In Act II, after Roaeneranta
leaves him, shows that the do lay la repugnant to him and that
the only way In which he can satisfy the duty put upon him Is
by action.' 1 2 3 4

1 Charlton M. Lewis In The Genoa la of Hamlot states that we 
owe a debt to Warder for poInting out the fact that Hamlet 
does not dolay very long. Things that suggest lapses of 
time are the affairs of other persons. Tho play covers a 
period of two months, and Ophelia says In tho early part 
of the play that It is Htwice two months” since the death 
of Hamlet' s father. Lewis says that the matter was a grave 
one and could not bo decided off-handi

2 Hamlet. I, v, 97-104.3 Ibid., I, v, 189-190.
4 Ibid., II, 11, 675-634.
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Later, Hamlet meet® FortInbras and has his encounter* '
with the pirates;. and from that time on there are not only 
no soliloquies and no comments about his weariness of life— * 
as Bradley has pointed out, ̂  but there arc definite state­
ments of determination to aooomplish his ptepposo. Tho op­
portunity to kill Claudius presents Itself and would be seized 
by Hamlet but for tho fact that the King is at prayer.®
The letter Hamlet writes to Claudius announcing his return 
to Denmark bespeaks a change of attitude on his part which 
portends hie future actions.®

When Hamlet leaps into Ophelia’s grave and Laertes 
grapples with him, he exclaims i

I prithee, take thy fingers from my throat.
For, though I am not splenttlve and rash.
Yet X have something in mo dangerous, A
Which let thy vileness four. Away thy hand l i

These last words, as well as the preceding lines, show that
Hamlet Intends to procrastinate no longer and that ho has
changed to a man of decided action.

Bradley states that Hamlet, because of his delay at tho
grave of Ophelia, shows that he has not determined on action;
and yet, as has been soon, he describes Hamlet as possessing
an ”exquisite sensibility8— 5 a temperament that was capable

1 -
2

Supra, p. 17. 
Hamlet. 17. Iv. 74-96.

3 Ibid., IV, vli. ^-48.
4 Ibid., V, 1, 2^-S86.
5 Supra. P* 14.
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of losing interest in the activities of this life if he wore 
confronted with a aItuatIon which would upset him emotionally. 
Surely, the death of Ophelia, whether or not ho still loved 
her, would divert, for a time, his determination to accomplish 
his purpose. Hamlet was not a Laertes, whoso grief becomes 
anger and who acts quickly; he was not a Fort inhras whose 
grief is guided by reason. On the contrary, the sensitive

lDane suffers a shock which dulls his perceptions momentarily.
But be readily, accepts the challenge of Laertes "— perhaps 

this readiness is on indication of his determined desire for 
action— and in the duel, fulfills the injunction of the Ghost 
in hla murder of Claudius. He has not failed even though it 
has cost his life.

His (Hamletrs) story is the history of purposes 
adhered to and of the end which compassed them.
The man who, living consecrated to a purpose, ac­
complishes that purpose before he dies, is not 
ordinarily held to be a failure. Infirm of resolu­
tion, weak and listless of his purpose
Hamlet's reconciliation— his unity with the “ethical

substance”— Is achieved by him own aetivity, which satisfies
his sense of duty to his murdered father. He dies but he
soars above death; be has acted in accordance with the duty
laid on him, and relinquishes life peacefully in the word®. 1 2

1 I am Indebted to Lily Bess Campbell: Shakespeare Ta Tragic
Heroes, p. 114, for the contrast between the temperaments 
of Hamlet, Laertes, and Fortinbras.

2 Tucker, op. alt., p. 198.
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nT3ie rest in a lienee ett 1

Although the heroes in Othello and Hamlet are vastly 
different, both plays deal with noble and trustful men who 

b/ receive a great dlaillusionmont.
Bradley says that, not even excepting Lear, Othello is 

the “moot painfully exciting and the most terrible* ® of the 
four great tragodloo, because it is essentially modern in 
its depletion of human actions; because the subject of sexual 
jealousy holds a universal interest; because Desdemona's 
suffering is passive, not brought on by her own actions; and 
because lego's intrigue on Othello's tragic trait is one of 
consummate wickedness. Because of the subject and because of 
some of the scenes, particularly those in which Othello abuses, 
even strikes, Desdemona, the play is exceedingly depressing 
to many people, in spite of the reconciliation which Shake­
speare achieves at the end.

Othello Is the most romantic of Shakespeare's heroes.
He has led a life of war and adventure. Be has won Desdemona 
partly by means of the tales of his wanderings. Ho is not 
meditative like Hamlet; he is poetic, as he shows by many of 
his speeches. He is imaginative; his "lovo Is steeped in 
imagination.* 3 1

1 Hamlet. V, 11, 369.
2 Bradley: Shakesperean Tragedy, p. 176.
3 Ibid., p. 187.
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His love for Dsademonn is the whole of him; therefore 
when Jealousy comes to him. It usurps his nature. And yet 
the jealousy of Othello, as a lover, is not the only thing 
which possesses him; he la consumed by his loss of faith in 
the one ho loves. He thinks not of the murder of Deadomdna 
but of her death as a sacrifice to save her honor. When 
Ludovico asks him;

What shall be said of theo? *
Othello answerst

Why anything
An honourable murder or, if you will; ,
For naught I did In hate, but all In honour.
His world becomes chaotic, and he kills Desdemona only 

to find out that his suspicions are unfounded and that Des­
demona has loved him so much that she even seeks his protoc 
tlon in her dying words to Emilia who has asked,

0, who hath don® this deed? 2 
and Desdemona replies,

Bobody; I myself. Parewo11! s
Commend me to my kind lord. 0, farewell!
Othello*s faith in Desdemona is restored, but he asks;

- 4But why should honour outlive honestyf 1 2 3 4

1 Othello. V, 11, 292-5.
2 Ibid., 7, 11, 123.
3 TOT., V, 11, 124-6.
4 TOT., V, 11, 245.
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To lago tio says:
I’d have thoo llvoj 1Fo p , in my sense, *tis happiuBsa to die.
A W  them In M s  last speeches. In his memories of the 

service he has done the state, he reverts to his former self, 
the brave,.romantic adventurer, free from scurrilous suspi­
cion and murderous Intent* He dies with his farewell to 
Desdemona: - ' ' ' ' ;■ • . • ; . -

I kiss’d thee ere I kill’d thee5 no.way but this. 
Killing myself, to die upon a kiss*2
Bradley says of this scenei
Pity Itself vanishes and love and admiration alone 
remain, in the majestic dignity and sovereign as­
cendency of the close. Chaos has come and gonej and 
the Othello of the council chamber and the quay of 
Cyprus has returned, or a greater and nobler Othello 
still* And ho speaks those final words In which all 
the glory and agony of his life . . * aoem to pass 
before us, like the pictures that flash before the 
eyes of a drowning man, a triumphant scorn for the 
fetters of the flesh and the littleness of all the 
lives that must survive him swoops our griof away, 
and when he dies upon a kiss the most painful of all 
tragedies leaves us for the moment free from pain, 
and exulting,,In tho power of “love and man’s unconquer­able mind.” 5
Emilia, the dull, somewhat stupid, and mneuaplolouB 

wife of lago, becomos a changed woman at the end of the play 
and utters for ua tho words of indignation necessary to ex­
press our violent emotions. Some of her outbursts against 1 2 3

1 Othello. ¥.11. 290*
2 Ibid--,,, V. 11, SS8-9.
3 Bradley: Shakeaperean Tragedy, pp. 197-8.
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Othollo ondangor her life. She cries to him:
Thou hast not half that power to do me harm 
As I h a w  to bo hurt. . . .

I1!! make thee known 
Though I lost twenty lives .-1
And again:

Hay, lay thee down and roar5 
For thou hast kill'd the sweetest Innocent 
That e ’er did lift up eye.2
When lag© tries to silence her, she says to Othello:
0 murderous coxcomb I What should a fool 
Do with so. good a wife? 3
Then lag© kills his wife, and her last wish is that

she bo laid by the side of her mistress. .. .
Ho o t, she was chaste5 she lov’d thee, cruel Moor;
So coma my soul to bliss, as I apeak true;
So speaking as X think, alas,; I dlo*-

'• Her words, ‘ - % - ' ''  ̂ ̂ '
She was too fc«»d of her most filthy bargain,®
lift the,overwhelming weight of calamity that oppresses 
us, and Wing us an extraordinary lightening of the 
heart. Terror and pity are here too much to bear; wo 
long to be allowed to feel also Indignation, if not 

: rage; and Emilia lots us feel them and gives them words
She brings us too the relief of joy and admiration—  
a joy that Is not lessened by her death. Why should 
she live? If she lived forever she never could soar 
a higher pltch. and nothing In her life became her like 
the losing it. 6

Othello. V, 11, 162-166.
Ibid., V, 11, 199-200.
TOT., V, 11, 232-233.
TOT., V, 11, 249-251.
TOT., V, 11, 157.
Bradley: Shakespeyp^p. %&gsdy, p. 241.





Virtue shall at last succeed.” 1
Bradley hellevea that we may not he right In condemning

the feeling which prompted these alterations. Many of ua may
desire to flee Lear and Cordelia escape and to live on in
aecurlty and happiness. But, he continues, all the host
authority is against such an outcome. He quotes Lambs

A happy ending I— as If the living martyrdom that Lear 
had gone through, the flaying of hla feelings alive, 
did not make a fair dismissal from the stage of life the only decorous thing for him.2
Bradley asserts that Lear does not leave a pessimist 1®,

depressed impression, as is said.
King Lear, though the moot terrible of these works 
(ihs four great tragedies), does not differ in essence 
from the rest* Its keynote Is surely to bo heard 
neither in the words wrung from Gloat or in his 
anguish, nor in Edgar's words ”the gods are just*n 
Its final and total result is one In which pity, and 
terror, carried perhaps to the extreme limits of art, 
are so blended with a sense of law and beauty that we 
feel at last, not depression and much less despair, 
but a comelousnesa of greatoess In pain, and of a 
solemnity in the mystery we cannot fathom.3

’ Because laar has been pas# ive toward the end and has 
not unduly assarted his authority except in the first act, 
there is danger of our forgetting that M  is responsible for 
the catastrophe tliat befalls him. Even In hls paaslveness, 
during hle sane moments, ho becomes autocratic and forgets 
human limitations. But In the end, suffering revives hla

1 Bradley: Shakesuerean Tragedy, pp. 851-2.
2 Ibid., p. 254. .
5 Bradley: Shakesperean Tragedy, p. 279.



greatness and s\7oetness. It restores his original strength
and unites It with repentance and loro for Cordelias

And,finally* though ho (Lear) la killed by an agony 
of pain, the agony In which he actually dies is one 
not of pain but of ecstasy •, Suddenly» with a cry 
represented in the oldest text by a four times re­
peated ”0n* ho exclaims;
V - Bid you see this? Lock on her,

- look, her lips,
Book thoro, look there 1 3-

Those are the last words of Bear; He is sure, at 
l«st, that she lives; and what had he said when he 
was st ill in deuBET" 1 ; v V- - ; .

Sho lives I if It be so
It Is a ehanco which does redeem all sorrows 
That over I have felt! 8

T o ,us, perhaps,. the knowledge that he is deceived may 
bring a culmination of painj but if it brings only 
that, I believe wo are false to Shakespeare, and it 
seems, almost beyond question that any actor is false 
to the text who .does not attempt to express, In Beards _ 
last aeeenta and gestures and look, an unbearable joy* 3
Johnson describes Boar as a tragedy in which the wicked

prosper, but Bradley does not agree with him, as is natural
for Bradley In his tiwwy of recone Illation; Evil exists on
foundations laid by its opposite; It Is self-destructive,
as well as destructive of the entity* - Five of the wicked
characters in Bear die; The outburst of their evil Is fatal
to them. Bae world In which evil appears is unfriendly to It
Good is the principle of life in the world* and evil is Its

I  : v3 Bradley: Shakeoperean Tragedy, p. 291*
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This Is not railing at Ilfo, as one ©rltie Ima eall®4
l ./ : ' ' ' 'it. Rather it is a opoech of res IgnatIon to a power' who##'

function Is to hamonlze and unify humanity. 1

1 See footnote, supra, p. 32, on. Lily Bess Campbell.



Ill

ROMEO AMD JULIET, JTJLIUS CAESAR, TIMOR OP ATHENS 
AUTHOR! AMD CUBOPATRA, AED OORIOLAHUS.

As has been stated, and as shown by the foregoing sum­
mary, Professor Bradley has covered completely his theory 
of reconciliation in tho four great tragedies. The tempta­
tion he offers to consider his theory of reconciliation with 
regard to the other tragedies and to certain other of 
Shakespeare’s plays, is not easy to resist.

From the slx remaining dramas of Shakespeare’s which 
are usually classified as tragedies, Titus Andronlcus is 
here omitted as a play to which any such theory might be
applicable. It has none of the essential characteristics of

1tragedy, as Bradley conceives of them, and probably is best 
classified by the comparatively modern term, melodrama.

The remaining tragedies are Romeo and Juliet, Julius 
Caesar, Tlmon of Athens, Anthony and Cleopatra, and Corlolanus .

The tragedy of Romeo and Juliet has been called "not 
one of character but of fate." The lines in the Prologue 
substantiate this contention: 1

1 Supra, p. 8.
2 Raymond Macdonald Alden: Master Spirits of Literature— : 

Shakespeare, p. 244.
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From forth the fatal loins of those two foes ,
A pair of star-crossed lovers toko thoir lifo.
Tragic predestination runs through the drama. Romoo,

sent Imontal and not in sympathy with the feud between the two
families, early in the play expresses this fatalistic fooling:

My mind misgives '
Bom# eeneequencoo yet hanging in tho stars 
Shall bitterly begin his fearful date 
With this night’s revels, and expire the term 
Of a despised life clos'd In my breast 0 
By some vile forfeit of untimely death.
When Benvollo tolls Romeo of the death of Morcutlo,

Romeo exclaims:
This day's black fate on woo days doth depend;
This but begins the woo others must end*3
Through the entire play there runs a thought of fate.

Romeo and Jullot is conceded to be one of Shakespeare's early
tragedies; and it seems to me that because it is an immature
work, Shakespeare had not yet conceived of that enlarged

4 ■ - ■ 'fate which Bradley calls unity with the "ethical substance."
And yet, even in this immature play reconciliation begins to 1 2 3 4

1 Romeo and Jullot, Prologue, v-vJL
2 ibid., I, v, 106-111.
3 T B m , 111, 1, 124-5.
4 This' does , not mean that Shalcospoare consciously included a 

definite Idea of reconciliation in his plays, but rather that 
as ho matured, his natural gonius produced such an under­
standing of the universe. "It is as a dramatic poet and a 
dramatic poet only that Shakespeare deals with lifo; he is
a moralist and a thoosophlst indirectly and by virtue of 
the subtlety, profundity, and comprehensiveness of his 
dramatic insight" -Collins, J. Churton: Studies in
snoaro. p. 179.
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emerge. The love of Romeo for Juliet pitted agalnat the feud
between the homoea of Montaquo and Capulet and the Insistence
of these conflicting forces upon the rightful claims of each
produce unbalance in the entire scheme of the world. One
claim must be denied— one side destroyed— In order to athlete
harmony. Romeo and Juliet are the victims of the power which
controls the universe. But there is reconciliation, oven
though it is somewhat trite.1 Wo do not feel crushed at the
end of Romeo and Juliet, because wo see lovo is triumphant
even In the fat® of death. At Juliet’s tomb Romeo exclaimss

How oft when men are at the point of death 
Have they been merry! which their keepers call 
A lightening before death. 0 how may I 
Call this a lightening? 0 my lovo ! my wife!
Thou art not conquer'd. . . .

0, here
Will I set up my everlasting rest.
And shako the yoke of inconspicuous stars 
From this world-wearled flesh.2
There Is further feeling of reconciliation in the know­

ledge that because of the settlement of the feud the lovers 
have not died In vain. The final speeches In the play 
strengthen this feelings When Capulet offers Montague his 
hand, Montague says:

Bit 1 tan give thee more;
For I will raise hor statute In pure gold 
That whiles Verona by that name Is known.
There shall no figure at such rate bo set 
Aa that of true and faithful Juliet.3 1 2 3

1 This very triteness is evidence of the Immaturity of Shake­
speare’s Idea of the relation of man to the general eeheme
of life.

2 Romeo and Juliet, V, ill, 88-112.3 Ibid., V, ill, 298-302.
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And Gapulet anawera:
As rich shall Bomoo’o by hia lady1 a lie.
Poor sacrifices of our onmlty.1
Th@ conoltiding speech of the Prince Includes the wordst 
Some shall be pardon*d and some punished.2

As wo turn to Julius Caesar, it is Interesting to ob­
serve that Shakespeare presenta little reconciliation In any 
of his plays dealing with political conflicts. He seems to 
realize the inevitability of history— that the "history of 
a nation marches over the heads of its men.1’3

The idea which Shakespeare desires to convoy in Julius 
Caesar is that no man, even though ho wore as mighty as 
Caesar or as noble aa Brutus, la great enough to guide history 
to hls own will. Ho gives us a pompous, superstitious Caesar, 
spoiled by victory, seemingly Indifferent to flatterers but 
actually desirous of their prosonco, and cunningly ambitious 
for the crown* Be presents Brutus, the Idealist, acting 
upon hls own ideas rather than the facts around him; who, 
because of what he believes to be right, is forced by hls 
belief to kill Caesar; too absorbingly patriotic, but high 
minded and brave. Caesar with hls ambition for the crown and

1 Borneo and Juliet. V. Ill, 503-304.2 Tsmr.v..m rsos.3 Ulrici, Herman: Shakespeare’s Dramatic Art, p. 195.
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Brutus In his efforts to save Rome by continuing the republic
are unsuccessful; while Anthony, Octavius, and Lepldus do
not attempt to make history but rather to follow Its natural
course and so are successful.

This is a drama of political ideas— a conflict between
types of political thinking. "The blind and selfish mob,"
and "the selfish but far from blind politicians* ^ are the
claimants for what they think Is right. The claims are
pushed too far until right becomes wrong and a catastrophe
is imminent. Why does not the catastrophe sadden us?

Here Is no mystery of fate; thoro is but little effort 
to touch the sympathies with profoundly moving pain or 
pity. The judgment is satisfied that all happened as 
It must have happened. Hone of those who failed could 
have succeeded; history rarely reveals itself as more 
Intelligible, even If Ironic in Its progress* We 
may mourn for Caesar, If the glamour of his greatness 
has touched us appealingly; we can scarcely fall to 
mourn for Brutus, though it has hardly been possible 
for us to acquire for him any passionate regard. Thus 
intelligence, rather than the capacity to suffer. Is 
demanded of the spectator of this tragedy; and one 
sees why It may be called as nearly perfect as any 
Shakespeare made, yet at the same time is one of the 
least powerful.2
Shakespeare has no final word on a conflict of political

ideas. As has been pointed out and as is true off all Shake-
3speare,s truly noble characters — those who do not possess 

some human crack or weakness— we aro not entirely sympathetic 1 2 3

1 Alden, op. alt., pp. 251-2.
2 Ibid., pp." S>l-2.
3 Such characters as BolInbroke In Richard II; Ulysses In 

Trollus and Cress Ida; and Octavius In Anthony and Cleo­
patra.
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with Brutus, the unifying force in the play. Consequently," 
his death produces In us no profound sadness; and oven 
though Brutus Is not taken alive, even though Anthony calls 
him "the noblest Roman of them all0'** there Is no great feel­
ing of pity or of exultation such as that which Is felt at 
the death of Hamlet or of Othello.

The political aspects of the play, in short, have 
weakened our sense of reconciliation.

Tlmon of Athens has been described as the only play 
of Shakespeare’s "in which spleen Is the predominant fooling 
of the mind." ®

Othello has been called dramatIcally the most perfect 
of the tragedies, while Tlmon la "weak, ill-constructed,
and confused; and though care might have made it clear, no

3mere care could make it really dramatic."
Lear and Tlmon both deal
with the tragic effects of ingratitude. In both the 
victim is exceptionally unsuspicious, soft-hearted, and 
vehement. In both, he is completely overwhelmed, 
passing through fury to madness in one case, to 
suicide In the other. Famous passages In both plays 
are curses. The misanthropy of Tlmon pours Itself 
out in a torrent of maledictions on the .wholo race 
of man; and these at once recall, alike by their 
form and theIr substance, the most powerful speeches 1 2 3

1 Julius Caesar, V, v, 88.
2 William &slltt; Characters of Shakespeare’s Plays, p. 47.
3 Bradley: Shakeaperean Tragedy, p. 245.
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1uttered by Lear in hla madness."■
Alden contends that the plot of Tlmon Is a matter of

comedy and that Shakespeare treats It as satiric comedy al-
- 2most throughout. He uses the banquet scene os an illus­

tration of the fact that much of the action Is that of farce. 
But the action ends with tragedy In Tlmon1s death. This 
tragic ending reverses in an interesting way the cases of 
Measure for Measure and All1a Well, in which the stories 
are treated with much seriousness and are brought to sup­
posedly cheerful conclusions.

It is difficult to agree with Alden as to the farcical 
treatment of Tlmon. A study of the play convinces me that 
there is a paucity of the comic strain in Tlmon of Athena. 
Tlmon'a tragic trait makes him bitter towards his fellow 
men when he discovers that they admire him only because of 
his gifts and wealth.

It is difficult to find any element of farce in the
words which Tlmon utters at tho banquet:

May you a better feast never behold.
You knot of mouth-friends ! Smoko and lukewarm water 
Is your perfection. This is Tlmon1s last;
Who struck and spangled you with flatteries.
Washes it off, and sprinkles in your faces 
Your reeking villainy.

(Throwing the water in their faces) 
Live loath’d and long. 1 2

1 Bradley: Shakeaperean Tragedy, p. 246.
2 Alden, op. cit., pp. 304-67
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Moat smiling, smooth, detested parasites.
Courteous destroyers, affable wolves, meek ‘boars.
You fools of fortune, trencher-friends, time files, 
Cap-and-knee slaves, vapours, and minute-jacks !
Of man and beast the Infinite malady 
Crust you quite o ’er I What, dost thou go?
Soft I take thy physic first— thou too— and thou; —
Stay, I will lend thee money, borrow none.

(Throws dishes at them and drives them out) 
What, all In motion? Henceforth be no feast.
Whereat a villain’s not a welcome guest.
Burn, house ! sink, Athens i henceforth hated be 
Of Tlmon, man and all humanity l 1
This long invective shows the beginning of Tlmon’a 

bitterness. He becomes more and more depraved In his hatred 
of humanity as the play progresses. In the opening lines 
of Act IV, he curses Athens and all its Inhabitants. Whon 
he Inadvertently digs up the gold, he rants against mankind 
for Its love of the glittering metal. When Alo lb lades tells 
him he Is warring against Athens, Tlmon again shows his 
almost insane bitterness by encouraging him in his efforts 
to destroy the city. Even In his grudging kindness to his 
faithful Flavius, Tlmon shows suspicion, lack of trust of 
his one real friend. In his words to the senators who have 
come to seek his aid for Athens ho continues his unforgiving 
attitude, and his miserable life ends with a fitting In­
scription on his grave-stone:

Here lies a wretched corse, of wretched soul bereft.
Seek not my name: a plague consume you wicked caitiffs left i 
Here lie I, Tlmon; who, alivo all living men did hate.
Pass by and curse thy fill, but pass and stay not here p

thy gait. 1 2

1 Tlmon of Athens, III, vi, 98-115.
2 Ibid., V, lv. 70-74.
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In Tiraon of Athena there is no reconciliation according 
to Bradley’s theory. Timon’o folly in demanding loyalty in 
return for his lavish generosity and his subsequent disillu­
sionment as to his proteges change him into a malicious 
misanthope who remains bitter and vindictive toward all man­
kind even after his death. There is no harmony here, no 
unity with the controlling power in the universe * The only 
consistent way to end this play is to annihilate Timon.

In Anthony and Cleopatra the conflict is obviously be­
tween Anthony’s struggle for control of a third of the world 
and his all-consuming love of Cleopatra. With the elimina­
tion of Lapidus, the struggle for power is concentrated in 
two men— Anthony and Octavius. Octavius has a singleness 
of aim which is not found in Anthony. Yet power, while de­
sirable to Anthony, is not to him the most Important thing 
in the world*

At the beginning he is risking it for love; at the 
end he has lost his half tho world, and lost his 
life, and Octavius rules alone.I.
Because of the voluptuous love story Shakoopeare pre­

sents, we eventually Ignore the political struggle in the 
play and turn to the two lovers 11 who seem to us to find in

1 Bradley: Oxford Lectures, p. 288.
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death something better than their victor’s life.""*" Our
sympathies are focussed on the inward fall of Anthony and the
Inward recovery which succeeds It.

The greatness of Anthony and Cleopatra In tholr fall 
Is so notch heightened by contrast with the world they 
lose and the conqueror who wins it that the positive 
element In the final tragic impression, tho element of reconciliation. Is strongly emphasised. 2
The final act of the play entitles it to be called 

All for Love and the World Ytoll Lost.
Anthony is unscrupulous in his treatment of Octavla, 

but In spite of this flaw Shakespeare has given us a charac­
ter with whom we are In sympathy. Anthony not only wants 
power, but his ambition is subservient to his passion and 
so he makes no great fight against the enchantment of Cleo­
patra. Hla love for her la his ruin. His descent begins 
with his return to her, after his marriage to Octavla; he 
turns hla back on hla faithful soldiers In battle and follows 
her when she leaves. Then his inward redemption starts. 
Shakespeare depicts this redemption first In Anthony’s 
overpowering sense of shame for his actions and then In 
the display of the glory of his leadership In the last 
battle. Anthony bellevos Cleopatra has betrayed him to his 
enemy, and yet when ha hears she Is dead, ho kills himself. 
Before he dies, he discovers that she still lives, that she 1

1 Bradley: Oxford Lectures, p. 291.
2 Ibid., p7 2&2. "
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has dec©Ived him; but there Is no word of reproach for her 
but rather words of advice for her days to come. He con­
soles her with:

Peace,
Hot Caesar's valour hath o'orthrown Anthony,
But Anthony's hath triumph'd on Itself A
There Is reconciliation here. Anthony has lost his 

power, his share of the world, his Ilfo, but he has pre­
served the thing he valued most In the world— his love for 
Cleopatra. His Insistence on his right to both power and 
the passion which exalted him, was not In unity with the 
“ethical substance.n One was denied, negated; and with it, 
went his life.

This is one of few plays in which we have to consider 
reconciliation In relation not only to the hero but 
equally In relation to the heroine. The sincerity of 
Cleopatra's love for Anthony has been questioned because 
of her delay in taking her own life. However, Immediately 
after Anthony's death she says:

We have no friend 2
But resolution and the briefest end.
Her first speech In the last act mentions her Inten­

tion to take her life.
It Is great _

To do that thing that ends all other deeds. 1

1 Anthony and Cleopatra, TV, xv, 14-15.
2 lbId., TV, xv, Oo-^l.
3 TOT., V, 11, 4-5.
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Sh© fences with Octavius, but her determination to 
cheat him of his victory never leaves her mind. She Is 
wily and clever In her methods to gain time to accomplish 
her dramatic end. Her death loaves us with admiration and 
sympathy. To the asp, she says:

0, coulds *t thou speak.
That I might hear the© call great CaesarAss impel 1c led .3-
She has foiled Octavius, and we exult in her death 

which joins her with Anthony. The height of passion in 
this play reaches oostaey, and we should be Inhuman If it 
did not carry us along with it.

Cleopatra’s tragedy Is in the last act, because hero 
for the first time she truly loves, even though the fulfill­
ment of this love Is beyond her earthly reach. It Is only 
In this last act that her complex nature yields to the 
power of true love.

In Corlolanus there is nothing base in the pride and 
self-will of the noble hero; and yet these qualities destroy 
him. The Interest toward the end of the play Is centered 
on the question of whether or not Corlolanus will burn Rome 
or whether his better nature will overpower his resentment 
and pride. Through the Influence of Volumnla, his mother. 1

1 Anthony and Cleopatra, V, 11, 309-11.
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he lays aside his pride and self-will, which are Incompat­
ible with "the ethical substance," and preserves his native 
city.

We know he will lose his life, but he has saved his 
soul. There is reconciliation here but in a form not so 
deep as that found in Othello, for instance. This lack of 
depth is perhaps accounted for by tho fact that Shakespeare 
was following historical material as a source. The play 
might be called a drama of a political strugglej and, as

Ihas been said, Shakespeare has no final word of reconcilia­
tion in his political plays.

It has been suggested that the end of the play would 
have been more truly tragio— although not so noble— had 
Corlolanus, amid the flaming ruins of Rome, suddenly awakened 
to the enormity of his deed and taken his life. Had this 
happened, Corlolanus would havo found reconelliation only 
In the deed of vengeance on himself. 1

1 Supra, p. 40 and p. 42.
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THE CHRONICLE PLAYS

A consideration of Bradley’s theory of reconciliation 
In relation to Shakespeare's chronicle plays leads me to 
believe that there Is an absence of the element of recon­
ciliation In these dramas.

It has been contended that from the beginning the 
chronicle play as a distinct dramatic form was doomed to 
f a i l u r e T h e  limitations of historical fact prevent a 
dramatist from depleting actions as resulting from character 
or character as issuing from actions. The natural evolutIon 
of the chronicle play was a development Into the comedy of 
manners. Into tragedy, or into mere romance, depending 
upon the emphasis of the dramatist In his treatment of 
the plot* It is sometimes wondered why of all the historical 
plays Richard III is the most frequently acted. The rest 
of the chronicle plays lack one essential of drama— unity.
An audience is unsatisfied unless a definite unified Im­
press Ion Is left. Richard, In this play. Is the dominating 
figure who binds together the crowding Incidents of history. 
Richard III thus possesses the elements of tragedy more 1

1 George Pierce Baker% The Development of Shakespeare as 
a Dramatic Artist - Chapter IV. - ""
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than any of the other chronicle plays* Richard, full of 
ambition for the throne, cuts a ruthless path to his goal 
and sweeps aside all who stand In his way until he is slain 
by Henry, Earl of Richmond.

It follows naturally, then, that In this one of the 
chronicle plays, which might have been tragedy, there Is 
an inkling of reconciliation. After the ghosts of Richardre 
victims visit him in his tent, he begins to realise the 
enormity of his crimes and to think of himself as the con­
summate villain ho is. In a long soliloquy, ho says in 
part:

Cold fearful drops stand on my trembling flesh.
What i do I fear ^fself ? There1 s none else by.
Richard loves Richard; that is I am I.
Is there a murderer here? Ho, Yes I am.
Then fly. What, from myself? Groat reason why.
Lest I revenge. What, myself upon myeelft 
Alack, I love myself. Wherefore? For any good 
That I myself have done upon myself?
0, no i alas, I rather hate myself.
For hateful deeds committed by mysolf I 
I am a villain! Yet I lie, I am not.
Fool, of thyself speak well; fool, do not flatter.
My conscience hath a thousand several tongues;
And every tongue brings In a several tale.
And every tale condemns me for a villain,
. . . crying all. Guilty! guilty I 
I shall despair. There is no creature loves me;
And If I die, no soul shall pity me.l
This is not the expression of a crafty enjoyment of

wickedness, such as he conveys in other speeches in the
play, but It is rather genuine understand ing of his brutality; 1

1 Richard III. V. Hi, 181-201.
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and with this realization he senses a power mightier than 
himself by which his death and failure are shortly accom­
plished.

By way of contrast with Richard III, Richard II might 
be termed a tragedy of futility,and Shakespeare with his 
universal interest in human beings portrayed in Richard II 
a man who was uncommon in his own day and whose death ended 
In futility. But In Richard III, In spite of his wicked­
ness, there is a hint of a possible recognition by the hero 
of an all-controlling power In the universe.



BRADLEY'S THEORY COMPARED WITH SIMILAR CRITICISM* 
A STUDY OP SHAKESPEARE'S TRAGI-COMEDIES AS DRAMAS

OF REG OSCILIAT1011.

■ . ■ V '

Further elucidation of Bradley's theory may he obtained 
by comparing other critics more or less In lino with it. 
While It Is more complete than that of any similar inter­
pretation of Shakespeare *s attitude toward tragedy. It is 
significant that Bradley's theory Is not singular.

Of all the critics who treat the topic of reconc111a- 
^  tlon In Shakespeare, J. Churton Collins's conception^

is most In accord with Bradley's interpretation of Hegel. 
Collins says that Shakespeare severs theology from ethics.

Shakespeare'a Theology, then, may be said to resolve 
Itself into the recognition of Universal Law, divinely 
appointed, inimitable. Inexorable and ubiquitous; 
controlling the physical world, controlling the moral 
world; vindicating itself in the smallest facts of 
life as in the most stupendous conclusions of nature and society.2
It is, then, in the recognition of universal law, 
and in tracing the connexion of phenomena with that 
law; in the clear perception that as, in the tossing 
wastes of the wildest sea, not a wave gathers, not 
a bubble breaks but in obedlence to law; so in what 
appears to ho the anarchy of human life all is 
ordered— ordered not as in the physical world because 1

1 J. Churton Collins: Studios in Shakeeneare. no. 127-179.
2 Ibid., p. 152. “  ' “
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it was tho law in itself, but because it has the law 
within and for itself; it is in the clear recognition 
of this— in the recognition of the ubiquity of 
the law— in the vision of the “ever during calm sub­
sisting at the heart of endless agitation" that the 
Theology of Shakespeare mainly expresses itself.1

Collins continues that Shakespeare contemplates man 
in relation to himself, to duty and to society rather than 
in relation to the unseen. He subordinates theology to 
ethics.

2Moulton says that a moral system Involves the associa­
tion of character with fate and that retribution is a fun­
damental idea in morals. He discusses what lie calls the 
"Wrong and Retribution" drama, in which evil is punished, 
and the "Wrong and Restoration" play^ in which Shakespeare 
achieves the "redemption" of his characters. He uses 
Cymbellne as an illustration of the "Wrong and Restoration" 
type. This conception is, of course, vastly different

cfrom Bradley's theory.

While Miss Campbell has no distinct treatment of re­
conciliation, she, too, shows the need for some interpreta- 1

1 Collins, op. clt., p. 156.
2 Richard G. Moultons The Moral System of Shakespeare.
3 Ibid., Chapter IV.
4 Ibid., Chapter V.
5 This difference will bo shown more clearly in the dis­

cussion of Aldan's theory, ante, p. 56.
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tIon of evil In relation to Shakespeare's tragedies."*"
Miss Campbell states that tragedy and philosophy must 

always have much In common, as must tragedy and religion, 
because the problem of tragedy Is the problem of evil In 
tho world and the explanation of the reason for the evil.
She makes a study of tho philosophical thinking of Shake­
speare's day and of his Incorporation In his tragedies of 
the prevailing ideas of the humanists In regard to evil 
and controlling passions, upon which the tragedies are based. 
Her study results in an Interesting analysis of temperament 
in accordance with the Ideas of Shakespeare's tin®.

2Lounsbury states that Shakespeare In his practice of 
leaving the guilty unpunished and the innocent unrewarded 
has provoked sever® criticism of himself as a moral teacher. 
When Shakespeare considers the larger questions affecting 
human life and conduct we recognise his superiority as a 
guide.

We feel then . . . how complete Is his knowledge of 
the real rewards and punishments which wait on human 
action, not on tho fanciful ones which we In our _ 
shortsightedness would think proper to have bestowed.
Shakespeare rejected poetical justice. He rose superior

to any such arbitrary and unreal disposition of events— to 1

1 Lily Bess Campbell: Shakoapeare's Tragic Heroes.
2 Thomas P. Lounsbury: SHakeapearo as a Dramatist andMoralist.
3 Ibid., p. 401.
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depleting not what la true In life but what we should like
to have truo, Shakespeare’s success as a moralist Is due
to the fact that his moral Is not made obtrusive. Speaking.
of Macbeth and his final realization of the worthlessness
of his crime, Lounsbury says;

Upon him in the pride of power bad fallen already 
the penalty of violated law. It is this endorse­
ment of the genuine decrees which regulate the 
moral government of the universe; it Is his full 
acceptation and adequate representation of the far- 
reaching consequences which follow human action (whether 
It be due to frailty or to fault) . . .  it is his 
Insistence upon the actual rewards and penalties 
that wait upon conduct: these It Is that entitle 
Shakespeare to the position ho holds of the great 
moral poet of humanity.1
Lounsbury’s conception of Shakespeare as a moral 

toacher coincides In some degree with Bradley’s conception 
of reconciliation; but Bradley goes deeper than does Louns­
bury, with the result that his theory of reconciliation Is 
more universal and more satisfying.

For a detailed study of certain plays we turn to Alden,^ 
who conceives of reconciliation as pardon for wrong, accom­
panied by peace. He calls the plays of Shakespeare’s later 
period “tragic-comedies, romances, or dramas of recone 111a- 
tion, and Includes in his list of this typo of reconcllla- 1

1 Lounsbury, op. olt., p. 418.
2 Alden, op. clt., pp. 290-324. 
5 ibid., pr.aBTT
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fclon play the following: Trollua and Gres®Ida (which he
finds difficult to classify). Measure for Measure, All's

*1Well, TImon of Athonax (which ho says may also he classif ied 
as tragedy), Pericles, CymbalIne, The Winter * s Tale and 
The Tempest.

Aldan says:
Having sounded the depths of human evil and suffering, he 
(Shakespeare) could hardly do other than chose be­
tween a relapse into sombro silence and a growing 
consciousness of the forces of reconciliation.2
Alden continues that this tendency toward drama of re­

conciliation is natural in the maturing playwright. To
some this may seem merely an unwillingness to "face the 

.5facts" but to others it "implies an Insight Into that 
region where tragedy disappears because the whole course 
of the passions has done its perfect work, and the human 
spirit has come into Its own inheritance." *

This conception of reconciliation is entirely different 
from that of Bradley. 1

1 In this thesis, Tlmon of Athens has been considered as 
a tragedy. Supra, pp. 42-45.

2 Alden, op. cTt., p. 323.
3 Ibid., p. 3 M 7
4 Xb Id ., p. 324 •
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As Aldan has said, Troilua and CrassIda Is difficult 
to classify; hut certainly there Is no reconciliation (as 
Bradley conceives it) in this play. Thera seems to be 
abject futility in the ending— nothing is resolved. All 
the amorous intrigue, all the boasting and fighting bring 
no settled issue. The ’’Troilua-CressIda” plot or the "Aohll 
la a-Ajax-Hec tor” plot might have been brought to a far 
more conclusive end; if there were present the element of 
reconciliation. In spite of his vows of eternal love for 
Cress Ida, Troilua merely spurns her when he finds her 
unfaithful and leaves her in the midst of her love affair 
with Dlomedes. Achilles contrives the death of Hector by 
a base trick and in spite of his arrogance and inaction is 
left in triumph. Because there is no reconciliation—  
because there is no reaching for a unity with something 
higher than the bickerings of love and war— there is no 
cleansing of the close, unhealthy atmosphere of the play.

Measure for Measure "accumulates the materials for a 
tragedy, from which it is saved only by half legitimate 
means."^ 1

1

1 Shakespeare *a Problem Comodioa by William Witherlee 
Lawrence was extremely helpful in giving me a better 
understanding of Troilua and CressIda, Measure for 
Measure, All’s Well, and CymbollneT

2 Aldon, op. eIt., p. 299.



59

The drama la not one of reconciliation In Bradley‘s 
sense. There la no unity v/1th the “ethical substance .n 
There Is only superficial reconciliation. The Duke orders 
Angelo to marry Mariana; then sentences him to die. Mariana 
and Isabella persuade the Duke to allow him to live.
Claudio is freed from prison and marries Juliet. The Duke 
proposes marriage to Isabella. This Is no deep solution 
of the problem presented by the play. The Duke, a dilatory 
ruler, has no realization of his shortcomings; Angelo's 
wickedness Is not negated as It should be. Claudio, in 
spite of his willingness to sacrifice his sister, is allowed 
his freedom and his bride. Tho entire ending Is shoddy 
because of the lack of reconciliation.^

Just as Measure for Measure Is a misnomer, so Is All's 
Well That Ends Well an Inapproprlate title for the outcome 
of the play.

Can a marriage so arranged, an agreement between
husband and wife so fulfilled, end happily? &
Helena appeals to some readers as dignified and womanly, 

but I find little to admire in the extreme lengths to which 
she goes. Bertram Is a rascal, but an Insignificant one; 
he Is a liar, a cheat, and a seducer. He displays his 1

1 The marriage of Isabella and the Duke Is, perhaps, the 
real tragedy which Is unwritten.

2 Lawrence, ojk clt., p. 35.
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faults to within tha last fifty lines of the play. Then 
there occur a hasty whitewashing of this Ineffectual villain 
and a patched-up pardon by the king and forgiveness by 
Helena. It is almost needless to add that this is not re-

"iconciliation.

Alden calls Pericles tta pageant of adventure rather 
than a true drama. Such a tale requires no characterIzatIon

oto make It effective.” The Inner nature of the persons 
is not necessary to the action. Therefore, it Is only In 
Pericles’ daughter, Marina, that we find any attempt at 
reconciliation. She delivers herself from the brothel 
by force of her purity and courage. But nothing further 
grows out of this suggested development.

As In Pericles, the action in Cymbellno lo carried 
from place to place, but there Is much more unity In the 
latter play than there Is In the former. Imogen dominates 1

1 J. Dover Wilson In The Eaaentlal Shakespeare. p. 117,
makes the following comment on Measure for Measure and 
All's Well; "...those plays, above all others hy Shake­
speare, should be easiest for our own day to understand. 
Measure for Measure is written In much the same key as 
Point Counter Point and others of Mr. Aldous Huxley's 
novels. The hatred of sentimentalism and romance, the 
savage determination to tear aside all veils, to expose 
reality in its crudity and hideousness, the self-lacera­
tion, weariness, discord, cynicism, and disgust of our 
modern literature of negation' all belong to Shakespeare 
about 1603." .

2 Alden, op. clt., p. 307.
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tho play. She retains her purity and will In an evil world
but Shakespeare asks us "to rejoice over her union with a

1hero unworthy to link the dust at her foot."
This play, like those wo have just discussed, does not

fit Bradley,s definition of reconciliation. Posthumus,
guilty of the insulting wager on the virtue of his wife and
of an Intent to have her murdered, and the scheming lachimo
are pardoned by Cymbellne with,

2Pardon’s the word to all.
Such blanket forgiveness, while It may preserve a man’s 

life, robs him of part of his Inner being, and does not 
bring him Into permanent unity with the universe.

3As has been mentioned. The Winter’s Tale has the most 
superficial ending of all Shakespeare’s plays as far as 
reconciliation Is concerned. Loontea, whose unfounded 
jealousy Is the cause of the unhappy beginning of the play. 
Is rewarded In the end by the forgiveness of his wlfo, 
whose statuo comes to life. This la the best example of 
the make-shift reconciliation found In these plays.

Bradley says of Posthumus and Loontea that If they were 
put In true tragedies, the plays would not end tragically 
because neither of the heroes reaches tragic dimensions. 1

1 Alden, op. clt., p. 310.
2 Cymbellne, V, v, 422.
3 Supra, pT 2.
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For Instance, Othello would never have acted as Posthumua 
did; nor would Othello have continued to live if. Ilk© 
Leontos, he had discovered that his wife had been accused 
unjustly.

Do we not find In the absence from these plays of re­
conciliation of an ultimate nature the reason why the tragi­
comedies disappoint us and are rarely presented?

J. Dover Wilson"*- agrees with Alden In his belief that
Cymbellne, The Winter's Tale,:Pericles, and The Tempest
are Mtales of reconciliation and forgiveness." ^

Wilson describes the appearance of the living statue
In The Winter's Tale as a "reconciliation" scene.^ But
he continues that it did not content Shakespeare because.

Two separate worlds, the blessed world and the bitter 
world, even when reconclied in a finale, do not make 
either one world or one play. 2
The problem which confronted Shakespeare was to "attain 

a vision of the two worlds and his moods as a single 
harmonious whole, and express that vision In a play as 
perfect In its way as King Lear." ®

This, I think, Shakespeare achieved In The Tempest.
It la Interesting to observe that. In spite of their 1

1 J. Dover Wilson: The Essential Shakespeare.2 Ibid., p. 140. . ------ ---- ----
3 TETjaV, pp. 140-1.



@3

different views of reconciliation, all or It log— from Dowden 
to Wilson— who discuss The Tempest, treat It as a play 
which falls naturally Into Bradley * n conceptIon of reconcilia­
tion. I believe that at the time he wrote The Tempest 
Shakespeare ‘ s mind was not concentrated on the evil In 
the world and so he wrote a play which Is entirely one of 
reconciliation— entirely In harmony with all things In the 
universe.

Prosper© knows there Is evil In the world — perhaps that
It Is Inevitable— but he has learned to bear with It. He
realizes the transItorlneaa of all things material; that
man’s life may be looked at as an Illusion or a dream.

Our revels now are ended. These our actors.
As I foretold you, were all spirits, and 
Are melted into air. Into thin air;
And like the baseless fabric of this via Ion,
The cloud-capp’d towers, the gorgeous palaces.
The solemn temples, the great globe Itself,
Yea, all which It Inherit, shall dissolve 
And, like this Insubstantial pageant faded.
Leave not a rack behind. We are such stuff 
As dreams are made on, and our little life 
Is rounded with a sloop.1
But he knows also that, dissipating Illusion and dream, 

patlenoe and forgiveness bring harmony. In The Tempest, 
thoso who do wrong and those who are wronged are brought 
together, and their two worlds are harmonized at one spot 
and at one point of time— harmonized not through punlsh- 1

1 The Tempest. IV. 1. 148-157.
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m n t  and revenge, but by means of "forgiveness and recon- 
cIllation." •*"

In Lear, Shakespeare "showed Truth, at its bleakest 
and most terrifying, as Beauty; In The Tempest, ho succeeded 
In showing Beauty, at its severest, most magical and most 
blessed, as Truth." 2

Prospero’s harmonious and fully developed character Is 
the reconciling personality in The Tempest.

The student of reconciliation cannot fail to remember 
that The Tempest is the last play ascribed to the sole 
authorship of Shakespeare. 1

1, Wilson, op. cit., p. 141. 
2 Ibid., p. 14F7"
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CONCLUSION

An analysis of the plays Indloatea that Bradley’s 
theory of reconciliation Is more satisfactory than that of ^  
any other critic. He appears to have a true concept of 
Shakespeare’a tragedies.

According to this study, the plays which contain ele­
ments of reconclllation, as recone11iatIon is conceived by 
Bradley, are Hamlet, Othello, King Lear, Macbeth, Romeo 
and Juliet, Anthony and Cleopatra, Richard III, and The 
Tempest. Omitting the comedies, the plays included in 
this list are produced more frequently or read more generally 
than any of Shakespeare’s other dramas. As this thesis is 
being written, three of the plays— Hamlet, Richard III, and 
Romeo and Juliet— are in production on the New York stage, 
Othello was played in Colorado last summer, and others 
have been produced within the year. Their presentations 
cannot be called Shakespearean revivals. In fact, those 
plays have never been dead.

The explanation of their appeal is not far to seek.
They represent the eternal verities, which cannot be
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measured by time or place. Their constant appeal may be 
attributed to the unconscious recognition by audiences and 
by readers of the presence of reconciliation, as Bradley 
conceives It. In spite of tragic endings, which excite 
such pity and fear as to produce a catharsis of the emo­
tions, these dramas yet reveal that suffering and sorrow 
make us at one with the universe In the fulfillment of 
destiny. In tho establishing of the final order of all 
things.
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