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TEVITTR I
INTRIDUNTION

"onsult your 'dradley',” is the advice that Fnglish
orofessors have been givine thelir students for almost fifty years.

These words refer, of course, to Shakespearean Tragedy, & set of

léctures written by Andrew Cecll sradley when he waa professor of
Poetry at Oxford in 1504.1 Perhaps no other work of Shakespearean
criticism i3 so widely used even today by professors and students
las this careful analysis of the master's tregedies, The words of
lan early reviewer have proved to have been prophetic: "It i1s prob-
jJable that this volurme will atts!in a permanence for which critieal
literature generally cannot hope."?

Though severely attacked in recent years, sSradley's crit-
ical work 13 generally thought to stand at the beginning of ﬁoderh
Shakespearean scholarship. With z00d reasson his book received

jananimous pralse from the 1904 London Times, Punch, and Tablet.5

It was a breath of fresh air after the stifling moralistic end Ai~

1 A. C. Bradley, 3hakespearesn Tragedy, London, 1950.

Z Tovid , ecited from Athenaeum behind the index.

3 Ivid., from same advertlsement behind index.
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gactie wark‘%urned out by such Victorians as Dowdgnh and Moulton.?
Jne reviewer no doubt had this in minéd when he called Bradley's
work "the rest Shakespearean criticism since noleridge."6

In many reapects, 1ndaéd, dradley continued the methods
of Coleridge, Mazllitt, and Lemb; eapecially 1s th1a true of his
Jmethad ot charagter portreyal.  Fach of the characters in a given
play 13 trested aseparately, almoat as though he were a real person,
This method hes long since béen abandoned by modern critics he-~
cause it tends to dlstort a view of the play sas a whole. Most of
the sdverse coriticlism sgainst Bradley hes been directed ageinat
this "charscter extraction," as i1t 1s omlled.

%#1th such oriticism in vogue, it might be objeocted that
one should not trouble to write a whole thesis on & gritic whose
work is now passe. The supposition in this objection is false.

Despite 30 much adverse oriticlsm, 3hakeapearesn Tragedy survives

a8 the most thorough treatment of the great tragedies.! There are
even signs today of 2 "back-to-Bradley” movement. H. B. Charlton

of the Universaity of Manchester has recently stated that he 1s a

i ¥dward Dowden, 3Shakeaspeare, New York, 1875.

5 Ricghard G. ¥oulton, 3hakespeare as & Crematioc Artist,
Oxford, 1963, -

6 Shakespearean Tragedy, cited in an edvertisement from
the Spectator, behind the Index.

, 7 2 Literary 'iistory of "ngland, A. C. Baugh, ed., New
York, 19i4f, 5%5, In the section on Shakespeare, by Tucker Brooke.
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confirmed Bradleyite.C In 1947 Paul N. Siegel of C. C. N. Y. de-
fended Bradley in College English, affirming the great value of

Shakespearean Tragedy. "The Shakespearean critic of the future

will profit by thg labor of all his predecessors. One of the most
rewarding of these he will find to be A. C. Bradley."?

A more cogent reason for a study of Bradley's critical
work i1s the fact that the most important bbéae of 1t--his theory
of tragedy--has been alﬁost entirely neglected, Usually critioes
willvrefer to Bradley elther to agree or disasgree with some inter-
pretation of a particular Shakespearean tragedy. In the past ten
years two articles on Bredley have appeared, one by Lily B. Camp-
bell of the University of California against Bradley's method of
character extraction,lo the other by Paul N. 3iegal, mentioned
sbove. But neither of these considers the general theory of trag-
edy behind Bradley's oritical work.

Furthermore, the philosophy behind Shakespesarean Tragedy

i1s undoubtedly the main resson for the enduring quality of the
work. No other reason can be assigned; certainly not Bradley's

style, though his writing 1s readable enough; nor merely his thor-

8 H. B. Charlton, Shakespearian Tragedy, Cambridge,

1948, L.

9 Paul N. Siegal, "In Defense of Bradley," College
English, IX, 256.

‘ 10 Lily B. Campbell, "Bradley Revisited: Forty Years
After,” Studies in Philology, XLIV, 1947, 17h-19L.
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ough knowledge of the text of the plays. ¥any orities have pos~
seased both of these gualities, vet thelr works are short-lived
b&cauée they lack & deep aporecistion of man's neature. ~ssically,
the enduring cuality of 8 work of eriticlsm depends upon the gnz-
losophy behind 1t. This exglaina wry Aristotle’s foetloes has some
down to us, deapite its very oryptis style. 3imilarly, Sradley
rests his oriticlsm upon an ingaﬁiaus gystem of thought, the phi-
logsophy of Heg@i. and has explicitly admitted nhis dependence upon
the German yhiloacpher.ll

Finally, 1t can be seid thet Bradley's general theory
of tragedy Influences hie interpretation of esch of Shakespeare's
grest tragedlies. Henge, 1f one 13 %o evaluate sradley's work
eorrectly, he must analyze and oriticize this theory ss such.
Jther evaluations of Bredley wnioh attack nia method of gharacter
portrayal are well taken, perhaps; but they 4o not strike to the
heart of the matter., Literary criticlam 1s besed upon principles,
To determine the vesl value of a work of oriticlism one must test
its -rineliples. Thus far uo one has applied such & %test to

dradley's Shakesperaresn Tragedy.

ug why should there be sueh & vold in Shekespesrean
scholaranip? Ferheps the maln reason 13 ¢ at wost modern oritios

have & rsther confused philosophical background, a confuases ildea

11 4. T. Bradley, "Hegel's Theory of 1ragedy.” Qxford
L.eotures on “oetry, aowdmn. 1950, 69-95.




5

of the nature of man, the central figure in 3hakespeere's trage-
dies. Glven such a hackground, critlcs tend tc shy sway from an
analysls of %aslec critical tenets. Nodern philosophy tein:z what
1t is, critics easily despair at arriving st a coherent ides of
man's nature, upon which literature s besed. A briefl review of
the orogress and changing directions of Shakespearean criticism
from Zradley's time %o the praaant will confirm these remarka.

In the firat decade of the twentlieth century, Zradley's
interpretation of 3hekespeare was generally sccepted. The great
tragedies were looked upon as real, apiritual conflicts within
the hero's soul; and character portraysl was used to analyze these
conflicts, 1In the second degcade, a reacgtion set in, inaugurated
by F. T. 8toll of the University of Minnesota.l? Stoll ridiculed
dradley's method of charaster portraysl because 1t considered the
charascters as though they were real persons. In hia analysls of

Jthello, Stoll tried to prove that the characters in thias play are

pyschologically improbable. Tragedy is merely a situstion cre-
ated by the clever use of stage devices. It gives s first im-
pression of reality and probebility; but on further, msture in-
vestigation, the caunszl cornnections from reginning to end are geer
to disappear. Moreover, 3toll excludes snv interpretation which

sseks for sub-gonscious mesnings. Only tre explicit intention of

12 ¥. %, 3Stoll, An Historical and Somperative Study of
Othéllo, Xinneapolis, 1515,
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the author should be considered.l? Tnia would rule out "symbolic"
meanings which a number of the new coritics try to dlscover in
Shakespeare. Stoll's theory of trazedy implies & Crocean aesthe-
tic, acocording to which art ia ennsiﬁered to be entirely separate
fram the real world. Art belongs to the world of the poet's sub~-
jeotive 4magination, and is not to he Judged by the psychology or
ethics which applies to real peaple.lu

Such & theory would seem t0 destroy literature as a
representation of human nature; all it leaves ia 2 bundle of stage
conventions and other devices. Indeed, under 3Stoll's leadership
lesser oritics have carried the theory to 1ta logloal conclualon
by spending all thelr energy in studies of Elizabethan stage ocon-
ventions and other tr;vialities. L. L. Schucking 1s a perfeet
e:nmple. e has labored to show how dependent Shakespeare was on
his source material; and frequently the implication seema to bhe
that 3hakeapeare distorted rather thsn improved his mater1a1.15
Schucking's work has aptiy been desoribed aa "the historical
method run mad." Somewhet related to the work of Stoll, Schuck-

ing, end the obJectiviat approach 1s the work of Harley Granville-

12 E., E. Stoll, "Intentions and Instinet,"” Modern
Langusge Quarterly, XIV, 1953, 375-412.

1l Benedetto Croce, A ¥odern Book of Esthetics, an
anthology ed. by M. M. Rader, 159<17H, New York, 19353 a8lso

Philosoggies 2£ Beauty, selections, E. F. Cerritt, ed., London,
» -

L

15 Levin L. Schucking, Character Problems in Sheke~

sgenr@'a Plaza, London, 1919,
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sarker, who inslsts thst Shakeaspeare's plays lack meaning unless
considered from the polnt of view of staging.l16 Thoush he has
made some valuable contributions to Shakespearean scholarship,

nis position meems to he extreme.

Contrary to this objeoctivist approsoh to Shakespeare

and all other literature, & reaction began to set in around 1925.
I. A. Richards and T. 3. Eliot turned toward a more symbolic,
humenistic approach to literature and away from the destructive
influence of scientism. Righards' position closely resembled the
work of Hatthew Arnold; hé made art the supreme value, independent
of solence, and the source of what 1s worthwhile in religion.l7
Fliot carefully separated art from religion while stressing the
need of spiritual values in literature. The loss of a spiritusl
order and of integrity in the modern consciousness 1s the basic
premise in Fllot's oritical work.l® Along with Ficherds and Fliot,

the "New Critics" have adapted s similar spproach today.ld

16 Harley Grenville-Sarker, Prefaces to Shakespeare,
London, 1948, ix-xix.

17 I. A. Richards, Principles of Literarx Criticism,
New York, 1924,

18 T. 8. Fliot, The Use of Poetry and the Use of
Criticism, London, 1933, 12T-T,7"

15 Robert W. Stallman, "The New Critics," Critiques and
[faseys in Criticism, Stallmen, ed., New York, 194,9. ZXmong the

ore notable of this school are Paul Valery, F. P, Leavis, Yvor
é}nzfrs, R. P. Blsckmur, Cleanth 3rooks, Allan Tate, and Xenneth
Burke.,
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In Shakespearesn aoriticism 1tself this same new approach
cen e seen., J. Dover Wilson, the Cambridge oritic, has endesv~
ored to correlate the chronological sequence of plays wlth Shake-
speare’'a perscnal 1life, and in 30 doing has sdded to our under-
stendinz of the lest plays.?0 G. Wilson Xnight has atudied the
imagery of the plays and their symbolic meaning.2l H. B. Charlton
mentioned above, takes Bradley's approsch to the tragedies. F.
R. Leavis of Cesmbridge aeems also to atress the symbolic meaning;
hils Interpretation of the tragedies i3 half way between Stoll and
Brecdley, bescause he stresses the ocsusal sequence of sction and .
the responaibllity of the hero for hils action.®? Another symbol=-
1st, ¥aud Boduin, making use of the psychology of Freud and Jung,
hes sought to discover the sub-consolous meaning of the plays and
sub~-conscious motives of the characters.2)

In summary, then, the two meln currents of criticism
are th- objectivists (3toll, et ceters) and the "new eritics" or
symbolists. The ot jesctiviats seem to lose the true value of
Shakespeare's tragedies es representations of human nature in con-

fliect; the "new critics" have recovered this idea, but without

20 J. Dover Wilson, The Fssential Shekespeare, Cem-
foridge, 1937.

21 F. R. Leavis, The Common Pursuit, London, 1952.

22 G. Wilson Knight, The Wheel of Fire, London, 19LG.

2% Maud Bodkin, Archetypal Patterns in Poetry, London,

1948.
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grriving st 8 clear idea of the nature of man. WNowhere does one
find &8s firm a philosophical basis a3 in Bradley's work, 3hake~

gpearean Tragedy. Nelther does one find a penetrating analysis

of Brsdley's criticel tenets, an analysis which this present study
hopes to supply.

The specific purpose of thiz thesis is to snalyze
Bradley's theory of tragedy, especially as he applies it to
Jthello, and then to oriticigze his theory in the light of Scho-
lastic~Aristotelian principles. To carry out this purpose 1t will
be necessary, first, to dlscuss Bradley's Hegellan background in
go far ag determinism of man's will is involved; secondly, to ex-
plain Bradley's theory of Shakespearean tragedy especlally as it
applies to Jthello; thirdly, to oriticige the theory and 1lts sp-
plication; and finally, to summsrize the results of this study.
Bpadley's theory w!ll be analyzed atep by step with its épplica-
tion to Othello, This ghould render the expoalition more concrete
and thus more intereating. Othello has been chodgen over the other
tragedies becauae the asttacks of Shallzh and Leavis?? against
Bradley besr direoctly upon his interpretation of this play.

Fesearch and snalysis on this subject have reveasled to

2y F. E. Stoll, Art and Artifice in Shakespesre, New
York, 1951; also An Historical and Lomparative Study g{ Jthello.

25 F. R. Leavis, "Diabolic Intellect and the Noble
Hero," The Common Pursuit, London, 1950, 136-159.
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the suthor certain conelusions which can be gummerized beforehsnd

g8 the thesis itself: Bradley's theory of tragedy, especially a3

applied to Othello, 1s fslse In so fsr a8 1t leads logicslily %o &

deniml of free will snd true resvonsibility of the hero for his

tragle action. The proof for this theals 1s rendered especislly

difficult because Bradley never explicitly treats of the problem
of free will. ¥ie position hes tb re inferred irom & careful

snalysis of the introductory chapter in Shakespeerean Tregedy, and

of hia lecture, "Eegel's Theory of Tragedy,” in Oxford Lectures on

Foetry. Such 13 the work of the following chapters.




CEAPTFR II

BRADLEY'S HFGFLIAN BACKGROUND
Tvery critic approsches a work of literature with a cer-
tain view of life; and this viewpoint will permeate -is critical
remaerks either impliclitly or openly. A. C. ﬁradlgy 13 no exoep-
tion to this common puyehalogleal phenomenon. His college years
were spent st Oxford under the tutelage of older men who had re-
ceived thelr philosophicsl inspiration from the writings of Kant
and Fegel., The impress of Cermsn ideslism can be seen in much of
Bradley's oriticsl work, espeoially in hls theory of tragedy. The
present chapter 1neendsvto trace this phllosophicsl influence.
" Andrew Cecil Bradloyl wag born at Cheltenham, England on
Maroh 26, 1851, the fourth snd youngest son of Charles Bradley, a

|distingulshed oleric sand notable prescher. Thus an early rell-

Eioua atmosphere inclined Bradley to see the spiritusl side of
an, an influenge that remained In later life. After his early

educetion at Cheltenhsm, he was sent to B5alliol College, Oxford,

jgnd in 1R73% was swarded "first class" in literme humeniores. After

1 Roy M. Ridley, "Andrew Ceoil Bradley,” Dictionsry of
gationnl Biography: 1221—12%3, London, 1949, 98-100." The follow-

ng facts Aare taken 1rom this biographical article.

1l
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belng elected to a fellowshlp &% Balliol, hie was sppointed leo~
turer in 1376, at first in *nglish, and then, until 1821, in
Phllosophy. During this period he was in olose contact with
Thomas Fill Green, an Fnglish Hegelian, "and like all w*ho came
within the orblt of that wlse and selfless tescher and had the

temper to estimate him rightly, Bradley was deeply influenged."?

That t-1s influence was Hegelisn end Eantisn can be sscertained
from a short synopsis of Green's philosophy given by one of his

blographers.

e (?rsenﬂ developed the philosophical idens, congenial %o
him from the first, 'by a sywpathetic study of Kant and
Hegel.' . . . His central conception is . . . that 'the
Unlverse 1s a single eternal esctivity of energy, of which
it 18 the essence to be self-gonsclous, that is, to be
itself and not-itself in one.' Hia religious philosophy
i3 8 oconstant reprodustion of 'the i1des that the whole
world of human experience 1s the uelfwoommunigation or
revelation of the eternal and absolute being.

This same spiritual panthefsm will be seen latar (Chapter Three)
in Bradley's theory of 3hakespearean tragedy; It suffices for the
present to note the fact of such an influence upon Bradley's mind.
In 1982 Bradley left Balliol to besome the first ocou-
pant of the ohalir of Literature an® History et University College,
Livernool., At this period of his 1life, he edited T. H. Green's

2 Ibid., 98; 1talics not in the original.

3 Robert E, Graves, "T. H., Green,” Dictionary of
National Biography, (from earliest times to 1900), Viil, London,

1937-C, L55.
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Prolecomena o Fthiosh with en analysis, and also delivered s set

of lectures which were later (1901) published ss the Commentary

on Ternyson's 'In ¥emoriam'.? In 1290 he was elected to the chalr

of Fnrlish Literature st Glasapow University, where he edited, with

a bidgraph&oal sketch, the first volume of the Philosophleoal Lec~

tures and Remains of Richard I. Hettleshlp.é Nettleship had heen

a gloae friesnd and aasoclate of Bradley's; s perusel of the shove-
mentioned volume indicates that hoth men shared the aamerﬂegalian
ideas, and no doubt influenced each other,

| Aradlsy regeived s new honor in 1901 when he was elected
to the chair of Poatry at Oxford. In 1604 his now famous leg-

tures, Shakespearesn Tragedy, were published; later, in 1509, his

Oxford Lestures on Poetry, a miscellaneous volume containing his
lecture on Hegel's theory of tragedy, were also puhlished. In
1507 Bradlay was 1nvited +0 deliver the important 81fford Lectures
at Glasgow University. These were published posthumously in 1940
under the title, Ideals of Religioni’ These lectures exhihit the

same spiritusl monism and pantheism aa were noted as typical of

i T. H. Green, Prolegomens to Fthies, A. C. Bradley,
ed-’ Qxforﬁ. 1890-

A. C. Bradley, A Commentary on Tennyson's 'In Memori-
am,! London, 1901.

6. Riochard Lewls Nettleship, The Philosophicsl Legtures
land Remains of Righard L. Nettleship, AT C. Bradley, ed., London,

1857

7. A. C. Bradley, Ideals of Religion, London, 1940.
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T. H. Oreen.” Bradley's laat work 13 a set of lestures on various

2
Fnzlish suthors, published in 1929 as Milscellany.~ 3But by this

time the Cire was dyling out; snd on September 2, 1925, he dled st
the aze of eishty. Although his blographer mskes no mention of
the possidle influenge of his brother, Franglis H., 1t 13 note-
worthy that he was also & Tegellan, perhaps the most Iimportant of
all the Fnglish i1dealists.”

An understanding of Hegel's theory of tragedy i1s neces-
sary before we oan dlsouss Bradley’s axpliolt adaptation of 1t%.
Unfortunately, the scope of this study will permit only a brief
gketch of the main points of this thaary~~dn extremely difficult
task because of the obscurlty of Hegel's thinking. (It 1s well-
known that the Germans read Hegel in French translation beosuse
of the obscurity of the original,)

Hegel's theory of tragedy 1s an agplibatlcn of his more
genaral philoscph1¢a1 principles to the field of litersture. The

baslc Tegellsn principle is the famous lex mentis est lex entiu.lo

This means thst. everything in the world, though apparently enjoy-
ing independent existence, is basleslly made up of thougnt snd is

2 part or expression of some all-emhracing mind. To dlscover the

8 A. C. Bradley, Miscellany, London, 1%29.

9 J. R, H, Weaver, "F ¥, Bradley,” Distionary of
National Biogrsphy 1922-1930, London, 1937, 103-1T%.

10 Murel R, Vogel, S. J., Theologla Naturalis, unpub-
lished notes, Weat Baden College Library, IsEB, I0I-10%.
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creation or evolution of the world, all one has to do 1a to dls-
gover the first and 1ndeharm1nuté idea, and then deduce from 1t
the whole world, according to the dialectiocsl law of thesis, an-
tithesis, synthesis: being, non~-being. becoming, eto. The evolu~
tion of the world falls into three stagest: Loglis, Nature, and
3pirit. These three taken as a whole are the Absolute Mind or God
The whole process takes place with rigid, loglcsl necessity; free
causality is excluded.

Art in Hegel's system belongs to the division called
So2irit, along with religion and phileaophy.ll Art i3 8 stage of
the dinlectiosl process by which the Absolute ¥ind adequstely ex-
presses 1tself in sensuous form. There 13 an antithesis, Hegel
tells us, between the inner reslm of spirit and the outer reslm
of sensuous phenomena which entangles the spirit. %The truth lies
in the reconcilistion of these two opposites. The purpose of art
is to represent this reconcilistion. "Art has the vocation of re-
vealing the truth in the form of sensuous artistio shape, of rep-
resenting the reconoiled antithesis just desoribed, and therefore,
has its purpose in itself, in this representation and revela~-
tion."12

Of all forms of art, poetry 1s the highest, the mosat

11 G. F. W, Hegel, The Introduction tolﬁugel's Philos~

ophy of Fine Art, 3. Bossncuet, tr., London, i . synopsis of
RE¥ 1Y THOS Y OF ant 18 taken from this on, 1905 ¥y synop

12 Ibid., 141.

R
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spiritual representation of truth; snd of all forms of poetry, the
greatest 1s tragedy. Tragedy reconciles two opposites, the eple,
in which fate mercileasly controls the deatihy of men, and the
lyric, in whigh the humsn spiriﬁ asserts its independence. Con-
sidered in itself, tragedy is a moral action proceeding from &
living will which 1s drawn into collision with other wills. The
motives for this collislion are ail legitimate, universal vslues
such as duty to family and to the state.lD

Hegel's famous example 18 the Antigone. Here, (Creon
represents the right of the state; and the heroine represents the
right of the family, devotion to her brother. Both Creon and

Antigone are subjectively in the right (this is essentiel to Hegaﬁf

theory). They identify themselves with this right, attempt to
translete 1t into action, and in so doing clash~--from sheer dia-
lectical necessity. In the eatastrbphe the conflioct is resolved;
Antigone dles and Creon i3 humbled. Thus & certain repose or
reoconciliation is achieved at the end. The forces which have been
in conflioct~~duty to family versus duty to state--return to their
essentiel harmony. Hegel gives sn excellent summary of his theory
which may he quoted here at length.

« +» « these same moral powers existing in different

intensity in individual souls, and results of human

action beling perceived with different degrees of clear-
ness, collisions become posasible. Of two personages in

13 0. F, W. Hegel, Hegel's Aeathetics, a oritioal ex-
position by John S. Kedney, Chlcego, 1885, 28/-300.
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the true tragedy, each is represented as (subjectively)
in the right. But not bteing able to reslize what seems
to hlm To be such without violation of snother power,
will, and end, equally just--the hero notwithstanding
his morallity, or rather on acccunt of it, is drawn to
commlt faults. This contradiction must be destroyed,
and a solution of this conflict be brought about;
eternal justice must be exercised, snd moral unity re-
eatablished by the destruction, if need be, of what hsas
troubled 1ts repose. Thus the real combat is not so
much between particulsr Interests, as between the moral
reason in 1ts pure Idea, on the one hand, and on the
other, its conscrete manifestations in the resl world,
and in human activity. This Idee 1s the harmonizing
principle, snd whatever has exclusive partiocularity must
he accommodated to it. But the tragic personage, not
being able to renounce his projects, finds himself con-
demned to total ruin, or at lesst i3 foroed to resign
himself, as he can, to hils destiny.ll

Since the hero is "in the right" in the tragic eonflict,
the treagic emotions sroused differ from those described by Aris-
totle. The pity felt 1s not for the suffering of the fallen hero
but is rather a recognition and admiration of the justice of his
cause, his moral rectitude., The fear aroused is not that the hero
i1s bringing upon himself this calamity, nor that the spectators
could dring such suffering upon themselves, but rather a fear of
the moral principle, eternal Justice, who will destroy the hero,
and in whom slone reason can find satisfaction. To exclite these
emotions ’

the trasglc ocharacter . . . must have right aims, even

though issuing in misteken judgments. And the true

traglo interest is sustained and satisfied only when we

are allowed to see the Fternal Justice harmonizing, even
destructively, theae moral powers. Thus the substantial

1 Ibid., 290.




18
principle of the universe apvears victorlous in its in-
ner harmony. It deatroys . . . the exclusive slde of
these 1ndifidunla, but brinﬁa thelr profound snd essen-
tial relstions into accord.l5

For Hegel, then, tragedy 1s itself a dialectical pro-
cesi. The thesis 1s some universsl ethiosl velue represented by
the protagonist. The sntitheslis is an opposing ethical value
represented by the antagonist., In the cataatrophe of the play the
exgcesses of both personages In pursuing these ends are negated by
eternal Jjustice, and thus is brought about a synthesla or harmony
of the conflicting foreces. Throughout the whole tragedy there is
no subjeotive guilt involved, no free will, beosuse all sotions
ocouyr acéarding to & rigid Adlalectical law.

In large part Bradley scoepted this Hegellan ooncept of
the trﬁgiu.16 However, he nad to modify it 3o as to apply more
easily to 3hakeapanre and modern tragedy. Hegel had seen in the
traglo oconfliot only the universsl ethicsl values. These vslues
predominate in Greek tragedy, which was Hegel's main interest; but

such 13 not the gase in Shakespesrean tragedy in which the motive

force of the conflict 1s usuelly & personal pession or ambition,

making the confllct 1tself one of personalities. For this reason
Bradley modified Hegel's theory somewhat, but of course retained
the determiniatic view of man's will.

If we omit all reference to ethical . « « powers and

15. Inid., 292.
16 “Hegel's Theory of Tragedy," d Lectures, 69-38.
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interests . . . we have the mdre general idea . . .
that tragedy portrays & self-division and self-waste
of spirit, or a division of apirit involving conflict
gnd waste. It 13 implied in this that on both sides
in the conflict there 1s a spiritual value. The ssme
{dea may te expressed . . . by saying that the traglc
conflict 1s one not merely of good with evil, but also,
and more essentially, of good with good. Only, in say-
ing this, we must be careful to observe thet 'good' here
meana anything that has spiritual value, not moral pood=-
ness alone, and that 'evil'! has & similarly wide sense.l7
This 1dea of confliot anéd waste of aplrit covers the
whole ranse of tragedy, olassicel and modern. The tragic emotions
will be experienced, Bradley maintains, 8s long as the forces in
conflict are of grest value. Hence, any spiritusl conflict, el then
of universal sthical forces, or of purely personsl pasaions and
ambitions, willl be tragle. Zven in Macbeth where the conflict ap-
pears st first to be bétween pure good (those loyal to Duncan)
and pure evil (Macbeth), we can find upon closer anslysis that the
hero himeelf poascesses good qualities. These are his natural
abilitlies: skill in fighting, bravery, vivid imaginstion, tre-
mendous ambition, unflinching determination. Thus the gonflict
here 13 really between two forces both of which have apiritual
value (in the “road sense in which Bradley uses the word spirit-

ual).

This conflict between good and good may take place with~
in the hero'a scul, as well as between the hero and the antago-

nist. To maintain Bradley's position, an externsl conflict would

17 Ibid., 86.
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suffice, but'a traly great tragedy should slso have an inner con=-
flict. T¢ 138 here espeoially‘that the tregedlian shows his great-
est power snd knowledge of human nature.

Turning to the oause»of the conflict, Bradley emphasizes
very strongly the work of fete or external forcea. The hero's
suffering 13 obviously more then he deserves; hence human sgency
cannot explain it. Yet the hero's action, llke hilas antagonist's,
prooeeds from his charscter; thus human agency 2lso seems to cause
the conflict and suffering. At this point Brsdley is undecided
about thils dual causelity; we shsll see below how he finslly as-
a3lgns but one eauée-~the moral order of the univerase.

Adapting Hegel's i1deas on the catastrophe, 3radley
would exclude any reference to ethiesl or universal purposes, or
to the work of "justice” in resolving the conflict. This leaves
a very simple and general description: ", . . as the tragic action
portrays a self-division or intestinal oonflict of spirit, so the
patastrophe displays the violent annulling of this division or
canflist.“18 But since thias does not represent the gggg,part of
Hegel's thought on the subject, Rradley goes on to explain that
there are twd aspects to the catastrophe, negative and affirmative.
Negatlively, the gatastrophe isa

the aot of a power Immesasursbly suparior to that of the

gonflicting agents, a powsr which 13 irresiastible and
unegcapable, and which overbears and negates whatever

18 Ibido I} 90"91'
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13 incomPatible with i¢t. So far, 1t mey be called, in

relation $0 the conflioting agents, necesality or fate;

gnd unless a catastrophe affects us in ways correspond-
ing with this aspect, it is not truly tragile.l?

To avold any feeling of depression or rebellion st the outecome of
the tragedy, the catastrophe must aslso have an affirmative aspeot,
g feeling or sense of reconcilistion.

And this will be taken into account 1f we describe the
catastrophe a3 the violent self-restitution of the di-
vided spiritual unity. The negessalty which acts and .
negates it . . . 18 yet of one substence with both
agents., It 1s divided against itaelf in them-~they are
1t8 conflToting forces; and in restoring its unity through
negation 1t affirme them, 30 fer as they are compatible
with that unity. [This] qualification i1s necessary,
since the hero, for all his affinity with that power [of
the one substance], is, as the living man we see before
us, not so asompatible. He must die, and his union.with
‘eternal justice'! . . . must 1tself be 'eternal' or ideal
« » + He 81ea . . . and yet his death matters nothing

to us, or we even exult. He is dead; and he has no more
to do with death than ghe power which killed him and

with whigh he is one.?

In these remarks we see what is behind Bradley's theory
of tragedy. The ultimate power of his tregic world--fate, eternal
Justice, the morsl order, God, agll 1t‘whaﬁ you will--1a of one
substance with the gonfliocting characters. This one subatance is
divided agrinst itself in the charactera so that they are 1ts ex-
pressions, parts, products. Aoting from a necessity, this panthe~
istic subatance causes through the characters both their good and

evil aotions. Like Fegel's Absoclute Mind, this ultimete substan-

19 1Ibild., 51.
20 Ibid., 91, #alies not in the original,
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tial power 13 of its very nature self-gontradictory, causing good
and evil, ziving birth to 8 conflict of oppoaiteg scoording to the
rigis dlelectioal law of theslis, antithesia, and synthesis. Since
the oharsoters are only parts of this process, they are entirely
subject to 1ts necessity. Hence free will activity (snd true re-
sponsibility for their actions) would logically seem to be ruled
out. In thils respect Bradley has not changed Hegel's theory at
all.




CHAPTT® TIT
BRADLFEY'S THFORY OF SFEAKYSPFAREAN TRAGFDY

The aim of the present chapter is to explain Bradley's
general theory of Shakespearean tragedy, especially as he applies
1t to Othello. Besides the application to Othello there 1is
another important difference between this and the preceding chap-
ter. There it was shown how Bradley espoused Hegel's theory of
tragedy as a theory, on the a priorl level. Here it will be seen
how Bradley induces the same theory with its deterministic impli-

cations from sn snalysis of Shakespeare, an 8 posterior! approach.

The introductory words of the first leoture in shakeapiarean Trag-

edy 2120 indicate this difference and will serve as a fitfing in-
troduction o0 the present matter.

The question we are to consider in this lecture msy be
stated In a variety of ways. We may put it thus: What
1s the substance of a Shakespesrean tragedy, taken in
ahatraction voth from its form and from the differenge
in point of substance between one tragedy and another?
Or thus: What i3 the nature of the tragloc aspect of
life as represented by Shakespeare? What ia the gen-
eral fact shown now in this trsgedy and now in that?

e e +» What 18 Shakcgpanre'a tragie conception, or con-
ception of tragedy? ,

1 Shakeamsraan Tregedy, Lecture I, "The Substance of

& Shakespesrean agedy, 5.
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Af%er this clear statement of the problem, Bradley re-
minds the resder that Shakespeare, while he never formulated a
theory of tragedy, nonetheless reveals in his dramas a certaln

way of looking at life, & Weltanschauung; and that by analyzing

these tragedies, one should be able to atate Shakespeare's view of
the tragiec in prepoéitian&l form. In doing this one must confine
the problem to Shakespeare's dramatic views, and not consider his
views outside of nis poetry--his opinion, oreed, or convictions on
ultimate questions, 1f indeed he hsd any.2 Nor should one simpli-
fy the analysis by referring to some well-known theory of trage~
dy.5 Bradley intends to start directly from the faects, and induce
graduslly Shakespeare's idea of the traglc. These faots are all
contained Iin the plays themaselves.

Bradley begins his analysls with the obvious statement
that the hero is the center of the action in all of Shakespeare's
tragedies. The Shakespearean hero 1s always s man of high estate,
of intensified and noble character traits. Hence, when he falls,
his guffering and calamity are exceptional.

His fate affects the welfare of a whole nation or em-
pire; and when he falls suddenly from the height of

earthly greatness to the dust, his fall produces a
sense of contrast, of the powerlessness of men, and

2 1Ivid., 6.

3 As a matter of fsot, Sradley does refer to a "well-
known theory of tragedy" later on in the same lecture where he
explicitly introduces Hegel's theory, ibid., 16.
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of the ohnipotence--perhaps the oaprice--of Fortune or
Fate, which no tale of private life can poasibly rival.h

The most important aspect of the hero 1s not hls being "of high
estate,” but rather his exceptional cgharscter traits. In him de~
sire, passion, and will stteln a terrible force. The fundsmental
tragic trait of ngbeth. Lear, Hamlet, and Dthello, 13 that they
are one-sided; they possess "a fatal iendanay to identify the
whole being with one interest, object, passion, or habit of mind.">
This fatal gift inspires sympathy and pity, terror, admirstion and
awe.

| Bradley's interpretation of Othello is perfectly con-
sistent with these genersl remsrks on the 3hakespearean hero.
Othello 43 "the most romentioc figure smong Shekespeare's heroces";
moreover, His very nature 1is romantic.é #la language shows that
he 13 a poet; one need only recall his famous speeches that begint
"Yer father loved me,"! "Never, Iago.“8 "It is the cause,"? ana

the closing speech, "Soft you, a word or two before you go.”lo

=
>

|

14., 10.
Toid., 20.
1d., Lecture V, "0Othello," 188-189,

‘m

g

i

7 W¥Williem Shakespeare, Sixteen Plays of Shakes eare,
3. L. Kitt!’&ﬁge; Qdo’ New Yark’ 19 he Q’ inld 700

5 Ivbia., IIT, 111, hﬁﬁ-héZ.
9 Ibido’ Vp 11, 1’220
10 Ibid., V, 11, 338356,
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This romantic, poetic hero 1s also "grave, self controlled,
steeled by the experience of countless perils"; he i1s "a great
man naturslly modest but fully conscious of hia worth, proud of
his services to the state."!l 1aa to this the fact thet he 1s
&lso of hizh estate In the striget sense, from roysl lineage.lz

Tike all of Shakespeare's heroes, says sradley, Othello
1s one-sided. His mind ia simple, unobaarvant. free from intro-
spection, and not given to reflection. For all his dignity and
oalm, "he is by nature full of the most vehement passion."1> He
is 8 men of action, too trustful in his own judgment. "Convinced,
he will aoct with the authority of a judge and the swiftneas of
a wan Iin mortal pain. Undeceived, he will do like execution on
himselr," b

Returning to 3redley's general theory, we c¢can now gon-
sider another orinciple whioh he draws out of Shakespeare. The
hero's suffering and gcalsmity do not merely happen bty ohence;
they proceed from his sections; the hero casuses his own sufferins.
In the beginning of the play he 1s plsced in certaln provoking

circumatancesa, then begins to resct. These actions beret 2 whole

11 Shekespearean Tragedy, 189.

12 "Othello," I, 11, 22.
13  Ipid., 130.

14 Ibid., 191.
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geries of 1£¥eroonnected deeds, leading ilnevitably to s catzs~

trophe.

The effect of such a series on the imagination 1s to
make us regard the sufferings which accompany 1t, and
the catastrophe in which 1t ends, not only or ochlefly
a3 something which heppens to the persons concerned,
hut equaliy as something which 13 caused by them.

- . The genter of trasgedy, therefore, may be sald
with equal truth tc 1le In action 1issuing from character
or in charsgter issulng Tﬁ action. Jhalkespesre's main
interest 1ay here,iv

By way of corollary to this statement, dradley points outl6 that
abnormal nctions such ss Lady Macreth's sleep-walking, or super-
natural manifeatations such as the ghost in Hamlet, or chance
happeninsa, such as the loss of the handkerchief in Othello=--
none of these are ever the true origin of the traglic conflict.
Here Bradley seems to he searching for a distinetlion which Szho-

lastio philosophers would mske bhetween agtus humanus and actus

hominis. Yet he never attained s true desoription of an agtus
humanus,. a conscious, deliberate act.

The gctions of the hero oroceed, then, from his char-
acter, a charsater which 1s terribly one~sided and possesses a
tragic flaw. Glven this tralt, the hero nrecipitates his down-
fall by some action or omission, some error which joins with
other osuses (fate) to bring about his catastrophe. ut this

error, according to Sradley, usually "involves no consecious

15 1Ibid., 1ll-12. The %1talios sre not in the originel.
16 Ibiad., 13-15.
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breagn of righte"?7 1In fect, Brutus and Othello commit their

errors with a full conviction of right. The moral evil in such
characters a3 Rilghard III and Macbeth, whioh seems to be con-
scious, would greatly diminish thelr stature 1f 1t were not for
the fact that 3hakeapeare endows esch one with astonishing power.
Thus 4f the hero 13 not good, st leest he hes "so much of greas-
ness that in his error snd fall we may see the ;ossibllitles
of human nature."18

At this point it will be well to consider how Bradley
applies sll of this to Othello~--the action 1ssuing from charscter
and involving no consecious breach of right. From the very te-
ginning of hie anelysis on this point, Zradley sets out to ex~
onerate Othello of all blame for his jJjealousy and tregic killing
of Pesdemona. First of all, Bradley objects to t hose aritics
who gonsider that Othello "waa easily Jesloua" and who "geem to
think that 1t was inexcusable in him to feel any suspiofon of
his wife at all,” snd who "blame him for never suspecting Tago
or asking him for evidence."19 |

Othello's trust in Isgo was blameless, says Sradley.

Iago was his companion In arma, a man Othello could trust in

17 Ibid., 22; the 1talics are not in the originsl.

18 1Ibid., 22; thls entire paragraph above is a summary
of ibia., 22.

19 1Ibid., 191.
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military matters and had no reason to suspect in other affairs.
That Othello's trust was misplaced was no sign of stupldity
(or vineible ignorance as Scholsstic philosophers would say).
Everyone else in the play thought Isgo was honest and could be
trusted. "This being so, even if Othello had not been trustful
and simple, it would have been quite unnatursl in him to be un-
moved by the warninga of 80 honest a friend, wernings offered
with extreme reluctance and . . . from a aense of & friend's
duty."20 Such being the ocase, any huaband would have been
troubled by these admonitions.

¥oreover, Othello and Desdemona were newly-weds.

Othello 414 not know his wife very well as yet; he was "conscious
of being under the spell of a feeling which can give glory to the
truth but can also give 1t to a dresm."?l He wag powerleas to
repel Iago's artful suggestions on the ground of knowledge of his
wife, or knowledge of the customary morality of Venetian women;
"and re had himselfl seen in Desdemons's deception of her father
how perfeot an actress ahe could be."24 Unable to refute Iago's
suggeations with facts, Othello in the third scene of the third

act abruptly dismisses his friend.25

20 1Inid., 192.
21 Ibid., 193.
22 Ibid., 193.
23 "Othello," IIT, 111, 239.
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Bra@ley malntains that up to this time in the play,
Jthello is not jealous. "His confidence is shaken, he %8s con-
fused and deeply troubled, he feels even horror; hut he 13 not
yet Jeelous 1nrtha proper sense of that wcrd.”ah Yven in the
sollloouy that followa,25 the deepest source of Othello's suf-
ferins i3 not jealousy but the wreock of hils faith and his love.
furthermore, up to this scene of the plsy "there is not &
syllsble to be said against Othello."26 He 1s blameless, and
Bradley refuses to consider whether the hero incurs sny bleme
from this point to the end of the play. The desth of lDesdemons
is no murder, but a ssorifice; and in performing 1t Othello 1s
nelther jealous nor angry, but scts from righteous 1nd£gnation.27
His error is scecompanied "by a full conviction of right."ze
Fven here, then, Othello is btlamelessa; he has committed no con-
sc’ous hresgh of right. Fe has merely acted in accordence with
hls charsoter; and 1t seems that his charscter hasg wholly de-
termined how he must aot.

Thus far in the dlacussion of Brsdley's theory of

2l; Shakespsareasn Trasedy, 194.
25 "Oghello," III, 111, 25%=277.

26 Shakespearean Tracedy, 194.
27 Ibld- '} 197""8:
273 1d4., 22.
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Shakespeareasn eragedy two of his principles and their ap:lica-
tion to Jthello have been considered; first, that the hern 1s
s man of noble character traits, yet is one-sided, possesses
some tragle flaw or wesknesas; secondly, that the sction of the
hero proceeds from his character in such & way as to Involve no
conseious breach of right.

Bradley introcduces a third consideration into his
lecture at this point, the Hegelisn idea of conflict.29 Can the
tragle action of a Shekespesrean play truly be celled s conflict?
Yes, he replies. There is slways 2 conflict, elther betwe=n
two groups in one of whish the hero is the leading figure; or
betwean two persons, the hero and his sntagonist. Fach of these
opposing persons or groups represents some passion, idea, prin-
ciple, foree, or tendency in human nature,

The love of Fomeo and Juliet 13 In conflist with the
hatred of thelr houses, represcsnted by various other
characters. The cause of Brutus and Csesius struggles
with that of Juliua, Octavius and intony. In Ficherd
IT the king stands on one aide, Bolingbroke and his
perty on the other. In Macbeth the hero snd heroine
sre opposed to the representstives of Lunean. In all
these csses the great wa jority of the dramatis personse
fall without diffioculty into antegonistic groups, and

the confliet Between these groups ends with the defest
of the hero.> :

sut the conflict is not merely external; 1t is within
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the soul of &the hero &3 well. The type of tragedy in which the
hero oresents en undivided soul to his antagonlats 1s not often
found in 3hakespeare. It 1s especislly In this inward strusgle
that 3nhakespeare dlsplays hls most extraordinsry power. Only in

the enrlier ans less mature tragedies, Fomeo and Jullet snd

Eichard I1I, do we find e purely extern:zl conflict.>?

To ‘nolude the irner and osuter struggle In the ides
of eonflict, Bradley naes the term "apiritual force." Tragedy
is a8 conflict »f gpiritual forees. Wnat does this mesn?

This wlll mean whatever forces act in the human s»nirit,
whe ther personal peasion or impersonal principle;
doubts, desires, scruples, ldess--whatever csn ani-
mate, shske, possess, and drive 8 man's soul. In a
Shakeapearean tragedy some such forces sre shown in
confliet. . . . Treasonous ambitlion In Maecbeth col-
lides with loyalty and patriotism in Megduff and
¥aleolm; here 33 the outward confliet. But these
rowers or orinciples equally collide in the soul of
¥aobeth himself; here 1s the inner. And nelther by
1¢g3elf could meke the tragedy.>3<

This i1dea of conflioct emphasizes the fact thet trsgedy 13 bas!i-

cally en agtion; inner coconfliot emphaaizes the action as pro=-

geeding from charscter.

In Othello the outer gonflict is obvinsusly between
the hero and Tago. We have alresdy seen how Bradley portrays

Qthello snd hias inner conflict, s emflict between hiz love for

21 Inid., 18.
22 Ibid., 1%-19,
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Cesdenmcna and bis sense of Justice. Here we shall consider
Bradlev's vortraysl of lIago, the antagonist of the play. The
first =nd most startling espect of dradley's treatment of Isgo
is 1ts very length. Iago recelves thirty-one pages of discus-
sion; Othello, only aixtean.53 Iago 18 80 fasclinating a pore-
trayal of evil thst Bradley abstracts him from the context of
the pley, snd thus exaggerstes hls true importance. "Tvil has
nowhere else besn portrayed with such mastery 83 in the char-~
acter of Iago.aQ of Shakeapeare;s charsoters, Falstaff, FRamlet,
Iagb, and Cleopatra . . . sre probably the moat wonderful. Of
these ac:ain, Hamlet and Iego, . . .« are perhaps the most
subtle."?" Bradley also claims that oritics would have written
83 msny pages sbout Iago as they have about Hamlet, 1f only Iago
had not been so unattraotiva.56

Bradley warns ageinsp two misinterpretations of Isgo.
Jne 18 to ssy thet lago 1s & commonplsce villain, "& man who
has been slighﬁad and revenges himself, or & husband who belleves

he has been wronged, . . . Or &an amtitious men determined to

% Ibid., Lecture V, 186-201, on Othello; Lecture VI,
207-237, on Iago.

34 Ivid., Leoture VI, 207.
35 Ibid., 207.
36 Ibid.
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ruin his successful rival. . ."27 The other false view holds
that Tezo "1s & being who hates good simply because it i3 good
. .« Fig action aprines from s 'motiveless malignity!. ’"3g
This woulé make Iago e psychological imposaihility, s devil.
Bradley oconsiders these two interpretastions to be the result of
Imperfsot analysis.
Since Isgo'a words csnnot be trusted, they must be
tested against the words and thoushts of the other characters
in the plav. Proceeding in this msnner, Bradley srrives at
Iago's first oharsoter tralt, his tremendous powera of dissimul-
ation. Yveryone in the play, except the poor dupe Roderigo,
thought that Iago was honesat a&nd trustworthy.59 The fagt thet
he naver allowed anyone %o glimpse nto the pit of his soul
proves that he possessed marvelous self-control arnd waes declded-
ly cold@ by temperament. However, though he was thoroughly
selfish and unfeeling, he was not "Fyvnature malignant, nor even
morose, but that, on the contrary, he had a superficial good
nature, the ¥kind . , . that wins popularity snd i3 often taken

a8 &8 8ign . . ., of A good henrt."ho Be 8lso possessed remark-

able powers of intellect and will--insight into human nature,

327 ZIbid., 209.
28  Ibid.

39 Inid., 216-17.
LO Ibis., 217.
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ingenuity and address in desling with 1%; Qulckness and ver-
satility in sudden 4ifficulties. But he perverts these powers;
his creed is "that absolute egoism is the only rational and
proper attitude, and that conseience or honour . « +» 18 an ab-
surdity.“hh He 13 one of those

¥ho, trimmed in forms and visages of duty,
Keep yet their hearts attanaing on themselves.hz

The main problem in analyzing Isgo is to find the
motive for his section. According to Bradley, none of the motives
which Yago mentions were the true ones: i.e.. desire for advsnge,
8 feeling that he had been slighted, revenge for some 1llioit
affalir Othello might have had with Fmilia. Neither is Iago's
action motiveless., Rather, the motive is unconacious, and rises
but once to the surface when Iago says that he will "plume up
my will in double kxm'vax'y.“‘br3 Bradley takes this to mean that
Iago's thwarted sense of superiority or power wents satisfaction.
This 13 the motive ¢of his aotion, to b e the Qaater of the General
who undervalued him and of the rivel who was preferred to him.hh
Besides this longing to satisfy his sense of power, Iago is

driven on by two other allied forces--the pleasure in an sotion

41 Ivbid., 219.

L2 oOthello, I, 1, 50-51.

43 Ivid., I, 111, 399-400.

iy Shakespesresn Tragedy, 229.
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very daifficult-and exciting, and the joy of artlstlic creation
in weaving his plot.us

Finally,‘aradley insistas that Tago 13 not sll evil.hé
A senae oY power, delight in difficult mctivity, Joy in creative
3kill--s11 sre baslcally good things. This -oodness in Iago
falls in line with Sradley's more general principle that tragedy
is a conflict of apiritual foroeé both of which are good--no-
bility and love in Othello versus intellectusl genius and sense
of power in Iago.

In summary of Bradley's general theory of Shakespearean
tragedy, treated thus far, the following principles ean be listed:
tragedy 1a centered around & noble hnero who possesses s tragic
weakness of character; because of i1t he 1a led to commit a tragin
error which involves no conscious breach of right; and the ac-
tion which leads to the error can be viewed as & conflict of
spiritual forces, a conflict which goes on both within the hero's
soul and between the hero snd his antagonist(s).

The next logloal step in Bradley's analysis of Shake-
speare 13 that the conflliect alwsya ends In the defest of the
hero, his cataatrophe, hias death.

« +» o No play at th> end of wrich the hero remalins
alive 13, in the full Shakesapearesn sense, s tragedy;

45 Ivid., 230-1.
hé Ibido » 255_5?0
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and we nd longer olass Troilus and Cressida or
Cymbeline ss such, =23 d1d the editors of the folio. . .
I%rageay! is in fact essentislly ﬁ teale of auffering
and caslamity conducting to death .47

But why does trsagedy essentially demend the death of the Hero?
To answer this, we must recall Sradley's interpretatlion of Yegel
on thia voint, which was treated in the last chapter. The |
catastrophe is the violent ennuling of the confliect, and as such,
it has two sspects, negative and positive. Negatively, the
catastrophe 18 the act of a power Infinitely superior to the
conflioting agents, s power which negates whatever is incompat*
ivle with 1t. But the haro. who has contracted evil in the
course of the play, 18 not compatible with this Power. There~
fore he must die, Affirmatively, the catastrophe shows that t e
hero in his death 1s united or harmonized "ideally” with this
ultimate Power; the result of this upon the sudience 1s a8 feel-
ing of exultation =nd satisraction.hg

This principle of the qgatastrophe is verified perfect-
1y in 3radley's descoription of Othello's desth. #hile 1t has
been peinful to watoh the murder scene, s scene wrnich excites
pity mingled ﬁith admiration and love, there 13 no pain st all
in the closingz scene."” . . . P4ty itself vanishes, sand love and

admiration alone remain in the ma jestic dignity ané soverelgn

47 Ibid., 7.
L& Oxford Lectures, 90-91.
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ascendancy of-the oloae."ug The o0ld Othello has returned, or
rather "s greater and nobler Othello sbill.“sg In his parting
words there is a "triumphant scorn for the fetters of the flesh
and the littleness of all the lives that must aurvive nim."51
Our grief is swept away, and we are left exulting in the power
of love snd man's unconguersble mind.sz

Closely connected wlith the catasatrophe are the tragic
emotions or what Bradley oalls “the central tragic impression.”
Althoush there 13 an affirmative sspect to the gatastrophe, this
is not the ablding impression that a2 Shakespearean tragedy glves
us. Yven the pity and fear which are aroused are not central
and ablding. EHather, 1t 18 the sadness which results from the
waste of 8o much good that affecta us the most.

With Shakespeare, at any rate, the pity and fear wrigh
are stirred by the tragic story seem to unlite with,
and even to merge in, & profound sense of sadness and
mystery, which is due to thls impression of waste.
'¥hat a plece of work 1s men,' we ¢ry; 'so muoch more
besutiful and so much more terrible than we knew'l

#hy should he be so 1f this beauty and greatness only
tortures itself and throws itself away?'53

Sadness at the waste of good 1s also the central im-

19 Shakespearean Tragedy, 197,

50 Ibia.
51 Ibid.
52  Ibid.

52 Ibid., 23.
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cregsion Sradfey finds in Othello. The mind of the reader 1s
"voun® dovn to the spectacle of noble beings caught in toils
from w+ic¢ch there is no eacape."5h His feelings sare those of op-
pressfon, of confinement to a ocomparatively narrow world, snd
cf a dark fatality. It i3 painful to watch Jealousy convert
Othello into a beast thirsting for bload;55 frightening to see
in Isgo an unusual intelleot jJjoined with extreme ev11;56 and
extremely pitiful, nearly intoleravle, to watch the passive suf-
fering of the sweet and innoecent Desdemona.?’

This impression of ssdneas st the waste of noble qual-
1ties leads S3radley to his last problem in the snalysls of
Shakespeare's cgoncept of the tragic. Uow gan the preaence of
such evil in the tragls world be explained, especislly spir-
ftual evil ¢n men?

¥Fverywhere, from the ocrushed rocks beneath our feet

to the soul of man, we see power, intelligence, life
snd glory, which astound us and seem to call for our
worship. And everywhere we see them perishing, de-
vourins one another and destroying themselves, often
with dreadful psin, as though they came Into being for
no other end. Tragedy ia the typical form of this

mystery, because that greatness of soul wigh 1t ex-
hivits oppressed, conflicting, and destroyed, is the

Sh Ibid., lﬁlo

|

55 Ibid., 178,

56 o, 237.
57 Ibid., 179.
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highesé existence in our vfzew.sf8

The presence of evil, the waste of good through suf-
ferine and gaslamity, cannot be explained merely by aprealing to
human agency no matter how declsive 1t mey be. But if human
agency 1s not the ultimate power in the tragic world, then what
is this powér? In answering this gquestion, one must be careful,
Bredley warns, not to impose everyday moral notions on Shake-~
speare, nor should we try to give a religlous answer since Fliz-
abethen drams was almost wholly secular. S3hakespeare confined
himself to the world of non~theological observation and thought.
] His view 13 the same whether the play has a Christian or pagsn
setting.>?

To dealde the nature of the ultimate power, Sradley
begina with the traglc fact as Shakesapeare presents 1t. Filrst,
this trepgio fact is piteous, fesrful and mysterious; secondly,
1t does not leave us erushed or desperate.60 Any explanation
of the ultimate power that distorts these two fagts should be
rejected. For instance, to say that the ultimate power !s some
benevolent moral order that awards poetic justice, would not bhe

true to 1life, would destroy the mystery and therefore the wonder

and fear. Similarly, if blind fate alone were the ultimate

58 1Ibid., 23.
59 Ibid., 25.
60 Ibidl I 25"'26;
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power, the trasedy would leave us rerelllous or despairing.
These two exaggerated ldeas are {ound in moat accounts of Shake-

speare's tragedlies. Somehow they must be reconciled: the one

which holds for an unbroken connection of charscter, deed, ga-
tastrophe, which show the hero receiving Juatice; and the other
whnich stresses the pressure of ocutward forces, chance, circum=~
stance, and fate.

Thet fate 1s the ultimate power--this opinion has aome
foundation In shakespeare. The hero, fasulty as he may be, 18
far from being the whole cause of his suffering. He is & doomed
man, and the power from which he cannot éacape 1s {mmovesble and
relentless. The hero confidently attempts to translate thought
into sction, but what he achievés 1s far from what he intends.
He geema to act freely, yet he is blind; his actions bind him
hand and foot, and "1t makes no difference whether he meant well

n61

or i11. Brutus had the best of Intentions; Iago, the worat;

but both bring evil into the worldé. Bradley suggests that this
i3 the medievsal influence upon Shakeapeare according to which

"man 18 the plaything of an inseruteble power, called by the

name of Fortune or some other neme--a power which aprears to

smile on him for a little, and then on a sudden strikes him down

in bls @riﬁe-“sz A glance at Othello bears this out. Fe 1s

61 1Ibid., 27.
62 Ibid., 5.
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terribly unlicky. Why did Desdermone drop the handkerchief at the
crucinl moment? ¥What i3 1t that brings Othello the one problem
which 15 fatal to his character, thz one person who can trlck
nim into his tragic error? ¥hy do hls virtues help %o destroy
him? Surmarizing this point of view, Jradley degcrlibes fate as

. + . the whole system or order, of which the indl-

vidual characters form an inconsiderable and feeble

part; which seems to determine, far more than they,

thelr native dispositions and their circumstances, and,

through these, their action; which 1a 80 vest and cow-

plex that they can scarcely st all underatand 1t or

control its workings, end which has s nature so defl-

nite and fixed that whatever changes take place in 1t

producse cther changes 1nevétab1y and wlithout regard to

men's desires and regrets.5>

Next Bradley eonaslders the opposite viewpolint, that

in the main the catastrophe is the return of the hero's bsd ac-
tions upon his own head. Ac¢gording to this view the hero re=-
celvea justice and terrible 53 1t may be, 1t satisfles the worsl
gsense. Bot this cannot be "poetic justice” by which prosperity
and adversity are proportioned asccording to the merlits of the
agents. JAccording to Bradley, this contradicts what we find in
Shalkespeare. In many cases the hero suffers more than he de-
servea-~Lear for instence. The consequences of a men's actions
cannot he limited to what "Justly" follows from them. Noreover,
f1deas of ‘ustice and merit are untrue to our experience of

Shekespeare. We never judge the charscters regsrdless of our

63 Ibid., 30.
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reelings toward them. We judge only when we 8lip back into our
everyday moral notions. ®aut tragedy does ndot belong, any more
than religion belongs to the sphere of these {moral) nctiane."éh

If we wlsn to speak of the ultlmate power a&s & moral
order, says Sradley, we should discard notions of justice and
merit, and sveak aimply 1n terms of good end evil. That the

ultimete power 1s moral means thaet 1t shows itself akin %o good

and slien from &vil.és Tvil is the main source of the convul-

sion in all the tragedies; in Romeo snd Jullet, the hatreé be=-

tween twn families; in Othello, the envy of Iago; in gggg.vthe
ambltion and greed of Gomeril, Fegsn, and Fdmund; in Hamlet, the
lust of the ¥ing snd Hamlet's mother. In the hero also there

is evil=~-his characgter flav and the error he gommits. The moral
order »r power is dlsturbed by these evils, reacts violently by
ruthlesaly desbroying evil and seeking good in 1ts perfection.

In aﬁmmary of‘shis viewpoint then, the moral order

reasts from a necessity of 1ts nature sgainst attacks made upon
1%, or fallure to conform to it. Tragedy 18 the exhibition of
that convulsive reasction of the moral order. This exniblition
leavesg us with a feeling of acquiescence in the catastrophe be-
cause the suffering results from & c¢ollision with a morel power

which 1s skin to the good found in the hero. We do not pass

6, Ivnid., 33.
65 Ibvid., 33.
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judgment and trence do not lose any ity and fear at the tragic
waste. This view also explains those aspeats of Shakespeasresn

tragedy which suggest fate, since the moral order acts from s

necessity of 1ts nature. Like fate, thls moral order can be
rﬁthless, but slnce it i3 akin to wond it 1s never ogapriclous.
Yet Sradley admits that this so-cslled moral order is
not a completely satisfectory exblanstion. It leavesr the prob-
lem of evil in the treglec world still unexplained. Speaking

of thia @oral order or power, he says:

e » o The evil againat which it (this moral order)
agserts ltself, and the persons whom this evil in-
habita, are not really something outside the order,so
thet they can sttack i1t or fall to conform to it: they
are within it and & part of it. It itself produces
them,~-produces Iago ss well ss Desdemons, Iago's
osruelty as well as Isgo's courage. It 1s not polsoned,
it poisons itself. Doubtless 1t shows by its violent
resction that the polson 1s polson, and that 1ts health
1les in the good. But one significant fact cennot re-
move snother, and the spectecle we witness sgarcely
warrants the asssertion that the order is reaponsidle
for the good in Desdemona, but Isgo for the evil in
Iago. If we make thls assertion we make it on grounds
other thsn ghs facts 88 presented in Shekespeare's
tragaéiea.é

Secondly, thia visw of the omnipotent moral'ardér does

not correspond to our feellngs regarding the traglic characters.

He do not think of Hamlet merely a3 falllng to meet
1ts (the morsl order's) demand, of Antony as merely
sinning ageinst it, or even of Kacbeth as simply at~
tacking 1t. What we feel corresponds quite as wmuch to
the 1dea that they are 1ts parts, expressions, prod-

66 Ibid., 37.
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ucts; thet- in thelr defect or evil 1t Is untrue %o

1ts soul of goodness, snd falls into conflict and

collision with 1tself; that, in msking them suffer

snd waste themselves, 1t suffers snd wastes 1ltself;

end thet when, to save 1tes 1ife snd regein peace from

this Intestinel strusgle, 1t csats them out, 1t has

lost 2 pvart of 1ts own subatance--g part more dan-

rarous and unguiet, but far more valuable and nearer

to its o¥n than that which remains. . « . There is

no tragedy in 1ts expulsion of evll; ghe tragedy 1is

that this involves the waste of good.o7

Here at the oconclusion of his lecture Bradley seeks to
induce from Shekespeare his own Wesellan, panthelstic idees of
the ultimate power of the traglec world. The omnipotent morsl
order 18 thia power; 4t haes = peaslon for good in its perfection
and e violent hatred of evil;’yet at the same time 1t ensenders
the very evll that 1t atruggles'to destroy. The evil, the evil
charactera, the hero, 8re all parts snd products of this panthe-
istic moral order. Since they are not outaide of 1t, they sre
not free to attack 1t or fall to conform to 1t. Thelr activity
18 absolutely determined by it. This theory, assording to
Bradley's own explenation of it guoted above, i1s verified also
in Othello. Hence, there ls no need to explain the metter fupr-
ther.
In summary of the present chapter the following prin-

ciples can be listed ss constituting Bradley's snalysis and
theory of Shakespearesn tragedy, principles verified especinlly

in his anelyals of Othello: (1) A noble hero with some char-

67 1Ivid., 38.
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acter weakness s the center of 3hakespesresn tragedy. (2} The
hero's sation vroceeds from his character but involveg no con-
scioun rreach of right. (3) Thia sction can be viewed es s con-
fl1et of aniritual forces both good, a conflict that takes place
both within the scul of the hero end between himself and en ane
tagonist. {li) This conflict is resolved in the catastrophe whrich
alweys involves the deébh of the hero in & moment of exultatlon.
{5) The central impression or emotion excited by the traglce con-
fllct is sadness at the waste of 30 much goodneas. (6) The ul-
timate power behind the tragle confliet is an omnipotent moral
order, a god as 1t were, which, soting from & necessity of its
nature, causes both the good ané the evil in all the cheracters,

eapecially the hero.




CHAPTTR IV -
CRITICISY OF BRADLFY'S TEFORY OF TEAZTDY

¥Yost critics will agree with the first step ‘n
Bradley's analysis: the hero 1s the center of sgtion in all of
Shakesneare's tragedies, @ men of noble qualities yet vith some
weakness of cheracter. In thls respect, Shokespeare's hero 1s
a direct desgendant of Oreek and medieval tragedy. Immedistely
there oomes to mind Aristotle's famous dictum on the hero, "e
man not eminently good‘and just, yet whose misfortune is brousht
atout not by vige or depra-ity Eﬁt’by some error or frmiltﬁ.
He must be one who is highly renowned and prosperous . . . like

wil

Qedipus . . . or other illiustrious men of such families. Con-

cernine the charascter of the hero Aristotle informs us thet
"4t must be good," snd will be so if "the purpose 1is good.“2

Wren such 8 hero meets catastrophe hils fall produces
‘& profound effect upon the sudlence. Accordin:g to Brédley this

effect 43 a sense of contrast, between the powerlessness of men

1 Aristotle, Poetics, XII, 1553a, tr. H. S. Butcher
in Aristotle's Theory of Poetry and Fine Art, Dover, 1951, L5, 474

2 Ibid., XV, 14Ska, 53.
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end the omnipotence of fate. To see the hero ldentifying him-
gelf with one interest, object, passion or habit of mind, to see
his terrivle one-gidedness Iinspires sympathy, plity, terror, ad-
mirsation and awe. Tven more important than these sccording to
Bradley 13 the central impression of waste, the loss of goodness
end notility which the hero posaessed before his fall.

This deacription of thé effect that & noble but im-
perfect hero hesa upon the audlence seems talbe true ns far as
1t goes, yet 1t lacks the depth of Aristotle's explanation, an
explanstion which 18 slso true to our experience of Shakespeare.
Pity and fear, the central trapic emotions, asn be aroused only
by a certalin type of hero. "Pity is aroused by unmerited mis-
fortune, fear by the misfortune of a men like ourselves."? e
the hero's miafcrtune were brought sbout by some deep-seated
debrevity or vice in his charagter, we would experience s aense
of Jjustice, not plty. Hence, the hero must be morally good; his
suffering, not altogether merited, beyond what he deserves., Yet
he must not be perfect; otherwise we could not identify our-~
selves with him and fear for him and for ocurselves. The patient
suffering of the perfect man, the martyr, inspires admiration

more than pity, and certainly not fear; the masrtyr is afraid of

nothin@a

But 1f the hero must be a man "like ourselves” this

|
|
\
3 Ibid., XIII, 1453a, tr. Butcher, 45. |
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does not mean that he 1s & person of mediocre virtue and average
powers. "This character," says 3. H. Butcher, the famous mod-
ern commentator on the Poetigs, "while it has its basis in re-
ality, transcends it by a certain moral elevation"; and in power
the hero "must be raised above the ordinary level; . . « he must
poasess s deeper vein of feeling, or helightened powers of in~-
telleoct or will,"s Nothing about him is trivial as in the com-
mon men, the man on the street, The hero, then, is an ideal-
1zed man, one Iin whom the dignity of human nature stands forth
in all 1ts glory. For this resson, no doubt, the Greeks insisted
that the herc be of high estate, a king, since the king was dig~-
nified, a god~-man in the eyes of nhis subjeots. Even in his
character flaw or weakness, the hero i3 sbove the ordinary. He
has that terrible ynauioh. desire, and will that Bradley apeaks
of; never 13 his flaw something trivial or petty like the faults
of the ordinery man.

These remarks on the noble hero obviously do not con-
tradiot anything Bradley has drewn from 3hakespeare on this mat-
ter, but merely confirm, expand, and penetrate to the basis of
his statement that the hero 1s the center of traglic sction, a
man with good yet imperfect character. Likewlase, Bradley's ansl-

ysis of Othello on this point is perfectly scceptable and is in

, 8. H. Butcher, Aristotle's Theory of Poetry and
Fine Art, with oritiocal text and trensiation of Poetics, Lover,

51,7317,
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faot svout the only point which is universally admitted by crlt-
ics. Othello is the hero of the play (although 3radley has ob-
soured this fact by lavishing too much attention on Iago). He
i3 a very noble end romantic hero, a man of self-control, modesty,
and just pride; and yet, despite his dignity and calm, he 13 a
man of vehement passion, a man‘of deglisive sotion and unreflec~
tive mind. It suffices to recall these traits in order to reoog-
nize the velidity of Bradley's asnalysis up to this point. later
it will be seen how some orities, F. H. Leavis? for example,
cherge Bradley with overemphasizing Othello's nobllity, and
others, such as E. E. Stoll,é who think that Othello's character
is a psychological impossiblility.

The second step in Bradley's analysis of Shakespeare
has met with a storm of critloiah: the hero's action proceeds
from his characgter but involves no conscious bresch of right.

The concept of ﬁchicn proceesding from character has been attacked
by the historical school of oriticism. OCritics like Stoll and
Campbell say that such a concept leads one into the fallacy of
treating characters as though they were rea1.7 The congept may

be perfectly valid when spplied to real people. However, the

The Common Pursuit, 136-159.

Art and Artifice, 6-55.

~ O W

ILily B. Campbell, "Bradley Revisited," SP, 1947,
174-194; Stoll, Art and Artifice, 6-55.
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characters Sr a play are subject to stage conventlons and arti-
fices which frequently (or always, sccording to Stoll) reatrict
the psychological probability of the charscter. In real life no
one would ever act the way the hero of a play acta. FHis =metion
proceeds not from some atatic charscter he possesses, but from
exigencies of the playwright, the necesslity of making the action
move along. Frequently his action contrsdlots the qualities
with which he has béen endowed earlier in the play.a

This attack on Bradley 13 unwarranted. It contradicte
what 1s found in Shakespeare end in Aristotle. 3ince Stoll's
position 18 based especlally upon Othello, its validity will be
considered later in thia chapter. For the present, 1t suffices
to point out how at variance 1t is with the Poetica. First of
all, one osn recall the words of Bradlay which gave rise to the.
dispute: "The center of tragedy . . . may be said with egual
truth to 1lie in sction issulng from character or in character
1ssuing in sction."? At first glance this might seem to con~-
tradict Aristotle's statement that the plot "is the firat prin-
ciple, and, as 1t were, the soul of a tragedy; character holds

nl0

the seocond place. Actually the two statements sre in complete

A Art and Artifice, 6-55.

9 Shakespearean Tragedy, 1ll-12.

10 Poetlcs, VI, 1,50a, tr. Butcher, 27, 29.
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harmony. 48 Butcher notes, "Plot in the drama, in 1ts fullest
sense, 1s the artistic equivaelent of ‘action' in real life."
This sction in Aristotle "is not & purely external sct, but an
inward process which works outward, the expression of a man's

rational peraonality."ll

"It embreces not only the deeds, the
incidents, the situstions, but also the mentsl processes, snd
the motives whieh underlie the outward events or whlch result
from them. 1t 48 the compendious expression for all these forces
working together towards a definlte end." 12 The basis of these
remarks wnioch link setion or plot with chsracter can be found in
Aristotle: "Thought and character sre the two natural csuses from
which actions spring."1? Fpom this brief enalysis 1t follows
thet Bradley's statement 1s in complete agreement with Arig-
totle's mind. Acotion or plot is the soul or center of tragedy;
this sction springs or proceeds from character as from 8 natursl
csuse,

But what shall we say of Stoll's contention that the
charsacter of the hero i1s a psychological Impossibility, his aec-~
tion inconaistent with his nharacter? Again Aristotle seems to

have apoken decisively against such s positiont: "Character must

be trne to life . . . [}he next trait 15] « « o+ consistency; for

11 Poetry and Fine Art, 33L.
12 Ibid., 337.
13 Poetics, V, 1)450‘; tr. Butcher, 25.
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though the gubjeot of the imitetion, who suggested the type, be
. 1,
incorasistent, still he must be consistently 1noonsistent.“1“
Furthermore, the characgter should be probsble.
%8 in the structure of the plot, so too in the por-
traiture of character, th: poet should always alm
elther at the necessary or the probable. Thus a per-
son of s glven sharacter should speak or sct in a glven
ways by the rule 2ither of necezsity or of probablillity;
Just as thls event_ghould follow that by necessary or
rrobeble seguence.

The basis of Stoll's sttack upon Bradley seems, then,
to be rooted in a denial of Aristotle's general concept of art
23 an imitation of nature, and of tragedy ss an imitation of hu-
man action. In nature, in humsn agtion as 1t is found 1in the
real world, charscter and asction are always bound together; in
the world of art they must be found the 3ame way, true to life,
though of course ideallized. Stoll on the contrary sbstracts so-
tion completely from characters and makes it dependent solely
upon stage conventions and artifices; and in 30 doing he 13 left
with something untrue to life, incapable of drawing the aympathy
of sn audience.

Thus far we have vindloated Bradley's principle, drawn
from Shakespeare, that the hero's sotion proceeds from character.

However, thia statement i1s Inoomplete; Bradley adds that the

gction involves no consclous bréaeh of right, aa we saw in the

1, Poetlgcs, XV, 1454a, tr. Butcher, 53, 55.
18’ Iivid., Xv, lh‘jh.n} tr. Butoher, 550
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previougs oh;pter. The hero precipitates his downfall by com-
mitting some error, an action or omission; this error is un-
consclinus, often committed with full conviction of right. More-~
over, if & hero should %e conscious of hls error, thls consclous-
ness will grestly diminiah his tra-ic stature. Dredley cltes
Richard ITI as an example of this.

On the face of 1t, the concept of unconsclocua error
would seem to deny that the hero 1s responsible for his action.
Certainly what 318 done unwittingly i1s not blameworthy, unless
the hero's ignorance is 1tself culpsble. Unfortunately, Aris-
totle's dootrine ir this matter 1s hotly disputed. Butcher is
0f the opinion that in many tragedies the error i3 committed
unconscliously and that the hero 13 or 1s not responsibvle for his
acgtion depending on whether or not he 1s reasponsible for his
, 1gnoranoe.16 Butcher sgrecs with Bradley that culpability is
not necesaary for tragedy; "s single great error, whether morally
culpatle or not; a single great defect in & character otherwiae
noble,=+ezch snd all of these may carry with them the tragic i3~
sues of 1ife snd death."1l7

' That the tragie efrar need not be culpable i3 an un-
aaceptable Iinterpretation of Aristotle's position. Culpabillity
and responsibility are implied in Aristotle's description of the

16 Fine Art and Poetry, 318.
17 1Ibid., 321.
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hero as one‘;at eminently just or good, one whose tragic down-
fall 1s brought about by his own frailty., Obviously, if the
tragic error were unconsoious and guiltless the hero would be
subjestively perfect, eminently good zand just. The imperfection
of the hero 1s moral imperfection. He is "a man like curgelves.”
Man in real life, the object of the tragedian's art, is morally
imperfect, end moreover is responsible for hia sctions which
make him imperfect. Thus true treglc sction must be an actus
humanus, an act which proceeda from reason snd will, a conscioua
aot, e free sot. Only such an act 18 proper to man as man, and
is oompletely within his dominion. Only this human sct can ac-
count for men's true dignity, a nature endowed with intellect
end free will. It 18 this action which the drametist must
imitate tq give us real tragedy; otherwise he is not imlitating
human nature in 1ts essentisl ectivity. In some sense, then,
the hero's traglc arvor must be & responsible act. Either he
gins In vinciﬁle. culpable ignorance, or he directly intends
something morally reprehensible as an end or means, or else
there 13 an evil effect connected with his getion, an evil effect
whioch he forsess and which he i3 prohibited by netural law from
permitting. |

Of course, it is not negessary that the consequent
suffering and ocalamity be entirely deserved: if such were the
csse, there would be very little pity for the hero. Conversely,
the tragic suffering must st least be psrtially deserved; other-
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wise there would be no fesr "for e msn like ourselves" but mere
pathos. Death from an automobile acoident 1 pathetic; but
1t rouses no fear in the audienge. But death or calamity brought
on by a culpable free will act-~-this inspires fear; "this I
could bring upon myself." Only such a downfall is truly tragle.

But perhaps Bradley would object that this Soholastic
explsnation of tragic sotion wéa not Shakespesre's; EBEradley would
remind the resder thet the Flizabethan drama was slmost wholly
secular and that Shakespeare confined himself to the world of
non-theologlcal observation and thought.ls To this we ean reply
that the 3cholastic doctrine on the humen act was commonly ac~
cepted in Elizabethen, Anglican England. Only later, when the
Puritans rose to power, was free will denied in accordsnce with
calvinistic decotrine. Besides, 1t 13 certain Shakespeare was
not & Puritan, whatever eiae he may have been. That the doctrine
of free will and responsibility was commonly accepted, snd there~
fore implicit in Shakespeare's tragedies, has been attesated to
ty ¥llard Farnham of the University of California in sn in-
teresting historlical study, The Medieval Heritage of Flizasbethan

Tragedy. "It i1a thus one distinetion of St. Thomas to have pre-

pared s part of the way for Shakeapearean tragedy.“19 The con=

18 Shakespesresn Tragedy, 25.

19 Willard Parnham, The Medleval Heritage of Fliza-
bethan Tragedy, Berkeley, 193@;"I26. —
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tribution of St. Thomas is precisely his teaching concerning the
human met and responsibility of man for moral evil.
3t. Thomas knows thst in order to give man this re-
sponsibility for his defects of actlion the theologlean
must slso give him a power of cholce and a power of
reason to gulde that choice which shall be stamped
with human Individuality. . . . One must admlt that

1t (St. Thomas' teaching) 1s sn unequivooaml fixing of
fault upon humanity for humsn failure in aotion . . .

20
That 3t. Thomas made such an important contribution to Shakes-
pearean tragedy i1s s generous admission from a ascholar who in
no way shares 3t. Thomaa' philosophy or religion. It is unfor-
tunate that Bradley #as unaware of this important influence in
Shakespearean tragedy; unfortunste also that he approached the
great tragedies with e mind thoroughly penetrated with Kentlan
and Hegellan philosophy, for in doing 80 he lost sn even deeper
appreciation of Shakeapeare. The importanoa‘of 8 knowledge of

Soholastic phllosophy for the Shakespearean critic has been aptly

expressed by Father Willism H. McCabe, 3. J., former English
professor at S¢t. Louia}vniverslty.

For between the Oreeks and 3hakespesre a great thing
had intervened: the sublime marriage, in the thir-
teenth century, of the Hebrew-Christian tradition of
divinity and humenity to Greek truth, in the Summa of
St. Thomas Aquinas. . . And just as the tragedy of the
Oreeks 13 unintelligible without sn intimate knowledge
of thelir view of religion, 30 modern tragedy after the
Summa's diffusion thraugh the Christian world cannot
be understood except in the light of Scholestioclsm,
refracted though that light has been . « . TFapecislly
13 Shakesapeare incomprehensivle ssve in that light. . .

20 Ibid., 125.




58
Tnis 13 _no naive sssertion that Shekespeare was s Cath-
olic or that he actuslly felt a Dantesque vocation to
make poetry out of 3cholasticism; but 1t does mesn thet
the critic who knows little of, and attends less to
Seholasticism's Christien interpretation of the universsl
wi1ll miss something important in 3hakespearean tragedy.

The truth of Fether MoCsbe'a last remark is borne ocut
especially in Bradley's analysis of Othello on the matter of un-
conscious @fror. Bradley exonerated Othello from all bleme for
his traglic error. Othello was not easily Jjealous even though
he was disturbed by Iago's lies. Othello's trust in Iago was
blameless because Isgo waa his companion in arms and begsuse
everyone else in the play thouzht that Iego was honest snd trust-
worthy. Othello's ignorsnce of Venetian customs and his over-
idealized love of Déadamona made him péwerless to repel Tago's
srtful suggeations. Up to the third scene of the third act,
line 239-~the temptation scene--Othello 1s not "properly"” jealous;
he is merely troubled; and furthermore he is blasmeless. Once
convinced of Desdemona's guilt, Othello scts with a full con~
viction of right; Desdemona's death 13 not a murder but a2 saori-
fioe offered in righteous indignetion, and not out of jealouay.
Othello has committed no oonscious breach of right, and there
is nothing in Bradley's anslysis to indicate gullt even in

gausa.,

Critics have not been slow to react against this in-

21 Williem H. McCabe, S. J., "The Tregic Theodicy,"
¥odern Schoolman, XII, Fovember, 193, 31-32,
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terpretation of Othello. F. R. Leavia has polnted out that
Bradley's view~-which 13 also Coleridge's and the traditional
view of Qthello=-13 pure sentimentality end dlsplsces the genter
of the tragedy. This view holds that "1t wes external evil,
the malice of the demi-devil, that turned a‘happy story of ro-
mantic love--of romantic lovers who were qualified to live hap-
pily ever after, so to speak--into a tragedy."zz Leavis re-
peatedly points out that Bradley's Othello 1s too noble, that
Bradley sees him only through his (Othello's) eyes and not as
Shakeapesre ssew him. Contrary to Bradley's position, explained
in the osrevious chapter, Othello was easlly jaaloﬁa. He yielded
‘to Isgo's promptings very quickly and easily. Beginning at
about line ninety in the third scene of ‘¢t Three, Iago begins
his sustained attack (after Desdemona's exit); and within seventy
lines he c¢8n say

- Q5 beware, my lord, of jealousy!
%geigeggeigrgzzgzy;gi?o?sfgg, which doth mock
while all Othello can do 1s gasp, "0 misery!” 1In another ninety
lines the noble, "not easily Jealous” herc is saying, "Why 414

I marry?"zu Only blindness, says Leavis, would leed one to con-

22 "Diabolic Intellect and the Noble Hero," The
Common Pursuit, 137. '

23 Othello, III, 111, 165-167.
21}, Ibia. » 21‘2-
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clude that Othello 18 not jeslous here. "And 1t is plain that
what we should see In Iago's prompt success 18 not 20 much
Tago's diabolic intellegt as Othello's readiness to reapond.
Tago's power, in fact, . + . 18 that he represents something
thet i1z in Othello . . . the essentlal traltor 1s within the
gates.“25

What is this ”easentiai traltor,” Othello's cheracter
flaw? Lfocording %o Leavis, hila flaw 12 a certsin self-centered-
ness or egotism, 8 hablt of self-spporoving self-dramatization:
¥eep up your bright swords, for the dew will ruat them.ZG

and

Behold, I nave & w&apcn.z?

Along with thils egotlsm in sn otherwlse noble charscter, there

1s alsc a lack of self-imowledge, "a virtue which Othello, as

n28

so0ldler of fortune hasn't had mueh need of. He has the neges=

sary qualities for & life of sction and s8ll its triasls, but the
trials facing him once he hes merried a Venetian girl are of an

entirely different order. As snother coritic, Samuel Elige’r,z9

25 Common Pursult, 1L0-141.

26 Othello. I' 119 59.
27 Ivid., V, 11, 259,
28 Common Pursuit, 142,

29 Samuel Kliger, "Othello: the Man of Judgment,"”
Modern Philology., XLIV, 225=23%7,
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has pointed out, Othello cannot Judre decisively or correctly
when domestic duties conflict with military duties, as in
Desdemona's pleas for Cassio's reinstatement. Yet in the first
act, Othello had promised that there would be no such conflict.
Ro, when light-wing'd toys
Of feather'd Cupid seel with wanton dullness
My speculative and offic'd instruments
That my disports corrupt and tsint my bus%sess,
Let housewives make 2 skillet of my helm.
This same passage belles asnother self-deception.
Othello disclaims the possibility that sexual love might ever get
the better of him--a fatel attitude for any man to assume, human
neture being what it 1s. A few lines below this passage, Othello
again A1sclaims the feelings of sexusl love, and 1t 13 the night
of his marriage! |
Duke. + o o the sffaires cry hast,
And speede must angwer, you must hence to night.
Desdemona. To night my Lord?

Tuke. This night. 1 :
Dthello. With sll my heart.> (Underlining is mine.)

Another oritic, Leo Kirshbsum,§2 has pointed out the
difference between Desdemona's reaction, s perfectly human and
Justifisble reaction, and the stolesl answer of Othello. He

places himself above human passion somewhat like Angelo in

30 Othello, I, 111, 269-73.
51 Ibid-' I. 111’ 276"?90

32 Leo Kirshbaum, "The Modern Othello," Journal of
Fnglish Iiterary History, XI, 194k, 290-91.
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Measure forﬁMeaaure. but Othello's self-delusion remsins to the

end. Fven when he murders Desdemona, he refuses to admit that
sexual feelings of Jjealouay are moving him, but assumes the

]

"godw=pose,” administering justice.

Actuslly, Othello's love for Lesdemona 1s much more
sexual snd more selfish than he will sdmlit. As Leavls remarks,
"It may be love, but it ¢sn be only in an oddly qualified sense
love of rer} it must be much more s mstter of self-centered and
self-regarding satisfections--pride, sensual possessiveness,
appetite, love of loving~-than he suspects.“35 Indiocstions of
this lower aspest of Othello's love sre found in his soliloquy
after the temptation scene:

0 ourae‘bf marriage,
That we can call these delicate crestures ours
And not their appetites! I had rather be a toad,
And live upon the vapour of s dungeon,
Than keep a cornag in the thing I love
for others! uses. L

Given these traglo tralts, his habit of sel -ideall-
zation, self-dramatization, his lack of knowledge regarding his -
own shortcomings, his refusel to consider nimself as ordinarily
humen and subject to sexusl pessiorn end jJeslousy, it is Guite
understandarle and consistent with his charscter, thet he falls

into Isgo's snarea. 7This does not meesn that Othello wes habilt-

%%  Cpmmon Pursult, 145.

2, oOtkelle, III, 111, 268-273.
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ually Jealo&a but that "his past hiastory hasn't been such as to
test his proneness to sexusl jJjealouay-~-has, in fact, thereby
been such as to inocrease his potentislities in just that re-
spect." 33
Agalnst this view, which seems to be the only admis-

sible one, F. t. Stoll hss labored to show that Othello is
paychologloally inconsistent as a character. He starts out with
2 nature "not easlily Jjealous," and then becomes easily jealous.

And 1t isonly . . . by means of a specious and un-

real pasychology thst he is made incapable of distruat-~

ing the testimony which his nature forbids him to sc-

cept, to the point of distrusting the testimony and

gg;g:gt;;moggegggzr:gg2‘ggﬁh his nature and their own
In Stoll's opinion, no psychologioal theory can explain away the
aprarent oontradictions and inoconsiatencies in Othello. Othello
acts the way he does (believes Isgo) because Shakeapeare is
using s atage convention, the "palumniator credited." Thus the
hero's mction is imposed upon him from without, and Stoll ad~
duces many Iinstances from Flizebethan drams to prove thst Sheske-
spesre is merely following his contemporaries. The Bard's
genius oonsists merely in the skill with which he employs these
artifices. M

The error in Stoll's position arises from the supposi-

35 Common Pursult, 159.

36 Historiocal Analysis of Othello, 33.
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tion that Othello was not easlly Jealous because he showed no
previous disposition, no habitual Jealous tempemrent in the
early part of the play. As we have fully shown above, Othello
had never been tested against jealousy; and, given his weakneass
of chasrsoter, his habit of self deception, and his lack of self-
knowledge with regard to sexual‘passionavand domestic life, his
fall is perfeotly oconsistent and probable. In fesot, from be- |
ginning to end--even to his sulcide solilogquy--Othello remains
self-deluded; that whioh makes his character consistent is his
refusal to see himself as subjJect to human sexual passions, his
salf~idcslization.57 Moreover, Stoll's interprétahian of Othello
reduces thé tragic sction to an artifice snd robs the play of
1ts truly universal value, a value which csn be explained only by

viewing the play as an imitation of an actus humanus, an action

proceeding from the free will of a character who is "true to
life.”

Both 3toll and Bradley share the same erroneous view
of Othello 83 30 noble and faultless that either his error is
improbable or, as Bradley holds, blameless, The truth lies be-
tween these extremes, Othello's tragic action is both probsble
and culpable. As discusssed sbove, the Scholastic doctrine of

free will and responsibility influenced Shakespesre and his andi-

57 Kirshbaum’ nThQ Modern Othallo,“ F'LH, 290’ 910
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ence, and 1; therefore implicit in the tragedies. But even in
Qthello itself we ocan gee that the hero's asction is blameworthy,
not due entirely to Iago. As Kirshbsum has pointed out,

Othello 1s not the only noble character in the play who
falls because of the wiles of Iago. Cassio does too.
But Cessio does not excuse himaelf of oculpabllity. He
too follows the doctrine laid down by Isgo above.
(''Tis in ourselves that we are thus or thus . . .
power ang corrigible suthority . . . lies in our
willa.'3%), , . Clearly Csssio considers that his suc-
cumbing to the devil was his own fault. He does not
exonerate himself of responsidbility for hls own ruin.
An ¥lizebethan audience would not have understood a
dramatiast who implied that the Devil wss men's nemesis.
Man had free will,
Othello also recognizes that he 1a responsible for the murder
of Desdemona, but unlike Casslio he does not humbly repent his
8in or come to know himself better. He remains self-deluded to
the end es he continues to drametize himself snd sssume the
"god=pose” of nobility in his sulcide.

But to what extent i1s Othello responsible for the death
of Deademona and hia own suffering? This i1s difficult to an~-
swer. BSut certainly he is responsible entirely for his habit of
self-idealization, his self-delusion, his refusal to see him-
self as ordinarily humsn with regard to sex. These habitusl at-
tit:des which he possesses from the beginning lead him to jeslousy,

lead him to kill Desdemons, and to commit sulcide., He is, then,

38 oOthello, I, 111, 322-331,
33 "The Modern Othello," 284-85.
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responsible ! causa for his tragic error. Wore than this can-
not be safely said; but to say anything less would rob Othello
of nis true stature as a traglic, responsible, hero.

The nexi point of ceriticism concerns the third prineil-
ple which Bradley has drawn out of Shakespeare: the traglec sction
i3 a oonflict of spiritual forces voth of which sre good in
themselves., This gonflict, as e#plained in the previous shapter,
can take plsce either within the herco's soul or externally be-
tween the hero snd some antagonist(s). The spiritusal forces sre
"good" either in the ethical sense or in the sense that they are
considered vsluable by men generally, e.g.,great imeglnation,
ambition, intellectusl power, et getera.

In genéral the notion of conflict is in no way opposed
to the traditional Aristotelian theory. "Conflict" defines
traglie action more preclaely; "interior conflict" stresses the
gsotlon as apringiﬁg from character. W%With equal truth can we
modify Aristotlet!s maxim to ssy that the scul of a tragedy is
the.dramatia oconflist, the collislon of forges. A truly great

tragedy will portray an intense, Internal conflict; 1t is here
especielly that Shakespeare excels. Of gourse, this struggle must
slways, manifest itself outwardly. There can be no tragedy of

pure mental states, since these osn be inferred only from words
and actions,

The forces in oonflict--are they bYoth good in them-

selves? and in what sense? Here Bradley is rather vague with his
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terminology and falls to define carefully what he mesns by "good"
and by "spiritusl foroces." What he seems to mean by "spiritusl
toroéa“ 13 any desire or motive which 1s in itself good or in-
different, e. g.,in Magbeth loyalty to the king end personal am-
bition. In themselves these are not morslly evil, and they are
of great value and held in grest esteem as long as they are not
disordered. But why do two suoh desires in the asoul of s men
or between men come into collision? 1In the case of Iinner ocon-
fl&eb there is moral disorder involved. MNacbeth has a Suty--
aocordiﬁg‘ta the natural lew~-to be loysl to Tuncen, the right-
ful king; yet he freely ylelds to temptation, sllowlng his per-
sonal embition to over-ride the rights of the king. X¥oral evil,
then, i3 the genter of the inner conflict. Yet Bradley's theory
of unconscious error excludes woral evil in the hero himself.
The only kind of evil that would be breaent in the soul of the
hero vwould be the Hegelisn dislectical evil, the process of
theses, antithesis, synthesis-~duty t0 king, personal ambition
negatinez tnls duty, snd finally in Macbeth's death a harmony or
syntheals of the two. Hegel, and Bradley after him, would say
that these two "spiritual forces" are in the soul of the hero
and are by their very nature oontradictory. The nolli;ion takes
place with logical negessity. Thia, of course, rules out free
wlll end true human sction; hence Bradley's Hegellian theory st
this point 18 to be rejected.

8imilarly, the external conflict~-ambitious Macheth
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versus the men loyal to Duncsn--is also cauased by moral evil,
by a free will whioch violates the right of another. Bradley
and Hegel would explain the external confliect with the dialeo~
tical process agein--and again this would rule out free will and
true ~oral evil., The evil that Bradley talks about seems to be
only physiocsl ev;l»-“a privation which mars men's completeness
or hinders hias proper sctivity: in a‘word, psin of bvody or soul,"
as Father McCabe, S. J.,defines it.ho Moral evil, on the con-
trary, 1s the diaorder thaﬁ rasulté from & free will act against
the natural law, the norm of men's sction. Vith this distinction
clearly in mind, we can say that tragedy is a conflict of spir-
itual foroces, desires, motives. These forces collide, not out
of a dlelectical necessity, nor becsuse they are morally good
(for in that case there would be no eollision at all, since |
loyalty to s king rightly ordered 1a in no way opposed to per-
sonzl ambition rightly ordered). They collide becsuse one of
them violastes the natural law, end hencse becomes morally evil.
Thus moral evil 13 the center of the conflict in tragedy.

Since Bradley haa not stressed the idea of conflict
in his analysis of Othello, it will not be negessary to delay
long on thils idea, exgept to remark briefly that the externsl
conflict in this pldy, as Bradley interprets it, has been over-

balanced. Iago's importance 1s greatly exaggerated. Bradley

LO "The Tregic Theodicy," Modern Schoolman, XII, 30.
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gives hinm 6@10@ 28 much attention as Othello. 20 muoch stress is
placed upon the diabolic intellect and vast powers of Iago that
Othello i3 elmost eclipsed. Obviously, this is untenable. There
18 no tragic asction in Iago; he is bad from beginning to end.
As F. R, Leavis expleins,hl Iago 183 a necessary plece of dra-
matic machinery; he i1is subordinate end anclillary to Othello. The
tragedy 1s Othello's character in sction, not Isgo's. The ex-
altation of this villain by 3radley snd other modern critics is
the corollsry of their sentimental view of Othel;o‘a nobility.
Having made Othello so noble and fsultleas, these oritics sought
the entire evll of the tragedy in Iago snd apent'psge after page
gearohing for his motives. Actuslly Iagoe 1s sufficiently con-
vineing for his function in the play; there is no need of motive~
hunting. Othello 1s the chief peraonage; the critice time and
study should be spent on him.

Closely related to the principle of conflict 13 the
next step Iin Bradley's theory, namely, that Shakespearesn tragedy
is 8 conflict which leads essentiall¥ to the deaih of the hero,
his catestrophe., The validity of this prineiple is doubtiul.
Tven granting that the hero dles in the great tragedies of Shake-
gpeare, one can understandably objeot thaet 1t is not aaagntial

to tragedy. The Oedipus Rex, the greatest of Greek dramss, does

not end in the death of the hero; and there is nothing in the

41 Common Pursuit, 138.
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Poetics to 1;dioate 1ts necessity. Bradley's inslstence on the
death of the hero indlcates once more his Hegellian background,
especlslly the dialectic. The catastrophe resolves the antithe-
sls between the conflicting spiritual forces. Negatively, it is
the act »f the moral order, inflicting death on the hero because
he has contracted evil and because 1t {the moral order) is slien
from and necessarily rebels against evil. Positively, the ca-
tastrophe brings harmony beoause the hero ls united In death, in
& moment of exultation, with this moral order.

Once more the problem‘of evil is involved in Bradley's
theory. Agsin he confuses physicsl and moral evil. ZIhe hero
by his free will act has ocontrected morsl evil, not physical
evil, The morel order or ultimate power of the traglie order need
only be concerned with moral evil; in fact the tragedy 1tself ia
gentered around moral evil. But death is s physical evil. Vow
can the moral order of which Bradley spesks inflict death on the
hero and thereby destroy the hero's morsl evil? How can the
hero's moral evil ever be harmonized with the morsl ofder, since
1t 1s "allen from evil" and rebels sgainat 14?7 The infliction of
death vpon the hero is olearly incepable of securing & morsl her-
mony, end is therefore not essential to tragedy. %Phat 18 essen~-
tial is that the hero be humbled; recognize his tragic errur and
his responsibility for 1t.

Bradley's Interpretation of Othello's death verifies

hia general theory., Othello dies in a moment of exultation; in
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nis sulgide-he is greater and nobler than ever; he 1s brought
into magniflioent harmony with the rmorel order. For a eritie
with & background in Soholastioc ethiecs, this interpretation 1s
completely unacceptable; there 13 nothing noble or great about
a Christian's committing sulelde, and certainly an Elizabethan
audience would nbt have exulted over Othello's death. bBradley
sees Othello's death only through Othello's eyes. This 13 un~
fortunate begsause Othello is self-deluded. Iie is once more dra-
matizinz himself in the closing scene: "Behold I have a sword,"
gg_getﬁra-hz e 48 & piltiful sight end asees himself as suehs
wher hls sword is essily wrest:d from nim. J

“an but & rush ageinst Othello's breﬁstnh
And he retires. Where shell Othello go? >

He 13 essentislly unchanged; "the tragedy doesn't involve the
{des of the hero's learning throuzh suff@ring-“kﬁ In his famoua
laat speech he atill sees himself as "not easlly 3ealous."h5 Ve
ocontewnlates the speotacle of himself, and is overcome by it.
Te 3. “110% has made 8 penetrating comment orn Othello's last
speeoh?

¥nat Othello seems $o me to be doing in making this

speech 1a f%aering himself vpe He 13 endeavouring to
esoape res ¥y, he Fes ceased to think about Desdemona,

’.12 Othello, V, 11, 2590

43 Ibid., 270.

Ll Common Pursult, 151.

L5 Qthello, V, 11, 3LS.
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and i3 thinking about himself. FHumlility 1s the most

difficult of ell virtues to achieve; nothing dles

harder than the desire to think well of oneself.

Othello succeeds in turning himselfténtot; patheticl

figure, by sdopting an sesthetic rather than a moral

attitude, dramatizing hImsell e-ainst his ernviron-

ment, He takes in the spectator, but the human motive

13 primarily to take in himaelf. I do not belleve

that any writer has ever exposed this bovarysme, the

human will to see thﬁggs as they are not, more clear-

ly than Shakespeare. , '
Contrary to Bradley, then, Othello's death 13 not noble and
great; 1t is tragio, he dies undegeived, still refusing to face
the reality of his nature. There seems to be no foundation here
for s Hegellan ocatestrophe~--harmony and exultation at the moment
of death.

Bradley departs from hila concept of exultation and
hermony in the catastrophe when he oconsiders the central tragilc
impression, the tragic emotions. Pity and fear unite with snd
merge in s profound sense of sadness and &yatery at the waste of
s0o much zood. Man's nobility only tortures itself and throws
1t3elf sway, and we know not why. This impresslion of waste i3
for Bradley the gcentral tragioc emotlion. As he interprets Otnellc’
this impression seema to be mainly pethos at the speotacle of
noble beings suffering and unable to escape, pathos at the suf-
fering of Othello and Desdemona. The only fear involved seems

to be a8 shudder of fright at Iago's evil mind and intrigue, &

‘46 T. 8. Fliot, ”Shhkespeare and the Stoloism of

Seneca,” Shakespeare Criticism 1919-1935, Anne Bradby, ed.,
London, 1957, ZES.




73
feeling or“oppresaion end confinement tc & world of dark fa=-
tality.

This interpretation puts too much stress upon pathos
and fate. The true'emotion of fear 1z csused by the catastrophe
of a "man like ourselves."” That 1s, the audience fears for the
hero because like themselves, he hes free will, and with his
own will he has brought upon himself--to some extent--his suf-
fering. The sudience fears also for themselves begause, like the
hero, they could dbring upon themselves a similar calamity, com-
mit & similar error because of some gharscter weakness,. Bradley's
stress upon the pathetic and pitiful aspeaot of tragedy in Shake-
speare is a logical corollary of hia_prineiple of unconscious
error. If the hero falls unwittingly, we can experience gresat
pathos for him, and shudder st the oppressiveness of fate, but
we cannot experience fear "for ﬁ masn like ourselves.” Such a
tragedy 1s centered around physicsl evil imposed from without,
whereas Shakespearean tragedy, especlally #a we have seen 1t in
Othello, is mainly concerned with moral evil which proceeds from
the free will act of the hero. In saying this, however, we must
be careful not to deny that much evil and suffering are imposed
from without, and that the hero suffers (together with other
characters) much more than he deserves. In faot, Desdemona's
suffering 1s entirely undeserved. We are faced with the problem
and mystery of evil whlch Bradley has desorided as the impression

of waste. However, it 1s essential to stress also an important
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element in this mystery--the free will and responsibllity of men.
This Bradley has negleoted to do.

The lest step in nls anslysis of Shakeapeare is direct-
ly conocerned with the problem: How do we explain this waste of
good? Who really causes this suffering snd evil? Initlally,
Bradley assigns & dual causality, the humen will with the char-
acter flaw and the error,and the external necesslity of the
morsl order. But in the end he reduces this dualism to one all-
embracing cause, the omnipotent moral order which includes with-
in itself-as 1ts parts, expressions, or products--all of the
gharacters, good and evil. This pantheistic moral order is de-
soribed as "skin to good and alien from evil"; yet it engenders
through the charascters the very evil it seeks so violently to
destroy. "It ia not poisoned; it polsona itself."” It is re-
sponaible both for the good in Deademons and the evil in Iago.
The chsrsoters do not really cause the evil since they are mere-
ly parts of this morsl order; they asre not outalde 1% 3o as to
be sble to attack 1t or fall to conform to 1t.h7 And in the
cateatrophe, this moral order suffers and wastes itself, destroys
the evil &nd in so doing loses & part of its own substance, be~
cause the goodness In the characters 1s destroyed along with the

evil. This waate of good is the real trsgedy.ha

47 Snakespearesn Tragedy, 37.
48 Ivid., 38.
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é;fore rendering & oriticism of thls pantheistic in-

terpretation of Shakespeare, we must in all faeirness to Bradley
consider the gigantic task which he set before himself--to solve
or explain to some extent the mystery of evil as it lsa found in
Shakespeare's tragedies. Even Scholastic doctrine explains very
little of thils mystery, and it would be foollsh to maintain
otherwise. Fr. McCabe, S. J., has very pointedly rebuked those
Catholics who think they have expleined away the mystery:

There 18 too mush simplicity in the facile supposition

thet Catholic theology abolishes the problem utterly,

that it elears up all detatls of the relations between

Almlghty Providence and man's use or misuse of free

will in his quest for happiness. For instant proof of

the opposite, recall the white hest of the Banez-Xoline

controversy on Grace in the late sixteenth century, a

high refinement of speculation on the Problem of ¥vil,

the inherent supernatural interesat of which must not

obscure the perse verance of the riddle fpr Catholics

on a this-worldly, natural plane as well.
If theology 1tself cannot solve the riddle in all its detells,
obviocusly we must not expect the dramatist or the critic to Qo so4
"Intellectually, tragedy at its best does for man regarding the
Problem of Fvil what philosophy does for him regsrding, for ex~
ample, the Trinity: shows him the non-repugnance to reason of
a mystery that it oannct‘explain.”so NKon-repugnance to reeson--

LI 3

¥ W
this much we gcan expect from & oritic who seeks to analyze the

cause of evil in tragedy; therefore a true criticism of Bradley

49 "The Tragic Theodicy,"” Modern Schoolman, XII, 32,
50 Ibid., 30.
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will reject‘khatever gontradictions there are in his theory.

To analyse Shakespeare's presentation of the mystery
of evil, the oritic should conceive truly the elementé of the
problem. ¥ost important of all 43 the nature of evil ltaself.

As we have already observed, Bradley confuses physical and moral
evil. He uses the word "moral" but seems to mean only an act
proceeding from one's character such as Desdemona's suffering
and perplexity of mind, or Othello's angulsh--in other words pain
of soul which 1s a physical evil. UNowhere does Bradley include
within the notion of moral evil a free will gct in so far as it
1s disordered.

. The omnipotent moral order causes both good and evil

through the gherscters im such a8 way thet i1t is responsible for

the suffering and calamity (again, physical evil). This is the
only posaible meaning of Bradley's statement: ". . . the spec~
tacle we witness scarcely warrants the assertion that the order
is responsible for the good in Desdemona, but Iago for the evil.
in Iago.“h9 FProm the context, the implication is that the moral
order 1s responsible for both. "It 1s not poisoned; it poisons
1t5e1f."90 Since the characters are part of this pantheistic

moral order and not outslide of 1t, they are not free to attack

it or fall to conform to it. In bringing about evil, the morsl

L9 Ibid., 37.
50 Ibid.




17
order acts from a necessity of 1ts nature; 7t this loglcally leads
to a denial of free will sand true responalbllity in the hero's
tragic scotion.

This interpretation of tragedy leads Bradley into a
patent contradiction. At one and the same time and under the
same sspeat, the omnipotent morsl order or ultimete power 1is
"akin to good, slien from evil" yet causes evil; but if !t causes
oevil then it 13 immoral--"1t¢ 1a untrue to its own soul of good-
ness,” as Bradley himself admits.’Z This explanation puts evil
in God; it 1s the inevitable weakness in a pantheistic exglanaQ
tion of evil and the universe. DBradley follows Hegel here; and,
as was noted in the second chapter, the Hegelian God (the Abso~
lute Mind) is always giving birth to self-contradictions aec~
cording to the rigld dilslecticsl law of thesis, antithesis, syn~
thesls. Likewise Bradley's moral order tegins in & state of
goodrniess-thesis; then 1t gives birth to & aslf-contradiction by
causing evil--antithesls; and finally it destroys thls contrs~
diction by Inflicting death on the hero--synthesls or harmony
restored. As with Hegel, 30 in Bradley's explanstion, free will
is logically excluded.

The only way in which these intrinsic contradictions--

which are répugnant to reason--can be avoided 18 by sasserting the

51 1Ibid., 36.
52 Ibid., 38.
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dosctrine that man has free will and 18 the cause of moral evil.
The morsl order is really the natural law; passive sumpta 1t ia
merely the individual human nature of esch man, the order of

man to his end; active sumpts, this law or moral order 1s in

God's intellect and will, really separate from individual men.
True, man 1s the product, the expressicn, in a very profound
sense, of God's mind, but 8 product reslly separste from Him and

endowed with free will so that he can as it were atteck this or-
rder and fall to conform to it. Hence, God as the ultimate power
18 not responsible for moral evil. He does not cesuse 1t; He
permits it. Thus, man alone 18 responsible for moral evil. This
Scholastio explanstion of moral evil involves no contradictions.
It is not repugnant to reason~-although it may not (in fsct,
does not) explain all the elements of the mystery. Why is 1t
that man suffers more then he deserves? Wwhat is the reason for
permitting this partioculsr suffering? We simply cennot give the
reason for the permissions of evil in s particular situation.
God may be testing someone, or inflicting punishment for sine--
but we cennot be sure., All we know is that somehow God will
druf good out qf evil-~this is the neoessary condition for per-
mitting 1t in the firat plage.

Although it is necessary to reject Bradley's explana-

tion of the mystery of evil ss presented by Shakespearesn tragedy,
we should also point out the element of truth in his Hegelisn

theory of self-gontrsdiotion. Because of original sin--a fact
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ascertainable by revelation only--there 1s a sort of eontradic-
tion in man's life, enother law fighting in his members. Orig-
inel sin darkened man's intellect and weak:ned his will. Man's
senaible sppetites are no longer subordinate to reason. In such
a stete man cannot long abstain from sin without supernstursl
help. "In statu naturse corruptae non potest homo implere omnia
mandats divine sine gratia aanante."55 Without this help man
will certainly sin, but this dootrine 1in no way denies frée will
or culpablility. However, Hegel and Bradley accept men merely as
he appears in real 1ife; they try to explsin his strange conduct,
his constant waywardﬁesa, without the faots of revelation, es-
pecially the fact of original sin end 1ts consequences in man.
They interpret man (and the whole universe sbout him) es some-

thing essentially contradictory snd corrupted, whereas in truth

he 13 changed only sccidentally (in the philosophical sense of
that word).

This oriticism of Bradley has drifted momentarily away
from Shakespeare., Recall here the initiel question Bradley set
out to answer: What 1s Shakespeare's concept of the traglc?
Bradley warned agsinat beginning with en a priori theory; he in-
sisted that one should begin with Shakespeare's tragedies and
slowly induce the tragic view of the poet., But 1t is difficult,
i1f not impossidble, to make such sn spproach; one's philosophicel

53 St. Thomss Aquinas, Summe Theologiae, I-IT, 109, L.
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blas enters in. This heppened to Bradley. He answered his
initisl question with s Hegelian explanation that denles free
will, and excludes true responsibility in the hero. If in our
eriticism in this chapter the philosophicel blas of Scholasticlsm
hes entered in (as it no doubt has) it can nonetheless be claimed
as an historical fasct that the same blas 1s implicit in Shake~
spesre's tragedies as a heritage of the Middle Ages~--the free
will and responsibility of the hero for his traglic astion.




CHAPTIR V
CONCLUSION

In summary of the work of the preceding ochapters the
following conclusions ocan be listed. Bradley's llfe reveals cer-
tein philosophieal influences--mostly Hegelisn--which contrib-
uted to his anslysis of Shakespeare's tragedies. His teachers,
T, H., Green and R. L. Nettleship (both neo-Hegelians) profoundly
influenced Bradley's intellectual life with an idealistio, pan-
theistic concept of the world aslong with a deterministio view
of humen activity. A brief survey of Hegel's theory of tragedy
revealed that the tragic sotion was a dislectical process ruled
by a rigid logical necessity; each of the charscters, protagonist
and antagonist, represents some univerassl ethicsl value, and in
the collision both are subjeotively in the right. Bradley
adapted this theory to apply more easily tco Shakespeare by stresss
ing the conflict as one of personal passion, especislly within
the soul of the heroj in other respeocts the theory remained un-
changed.

In his introductory lecture in Shakespearean Tragedy

Bradley set out to sanalyse the tragedies and arrive at the poet's

concept of the tragic, stated in propositionel form. The results
81
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of this andlysis--which have been called "Bradley's theory of
Shakespearesan tragedy"--involved the following principles: (1)
R noble but one-sided hero is the center of the tragio action;
(2) th= metion of the hero proceeds from his charscter in such a
way as to involve no consgcious breach of right; (3) the tragio
action may be viewed also as & conflict of spiritusl forces both
of which are good in themselves, and this may be and should be
both internal in the soul of the hero and external between the
hero and an antagonist; (L) this conflict is resolved in the
catastrophe by the death of the hero which i1s necessary to restarﬁ
harmony to the tragic world; (5) the gentral tragic impression
or emotion 18 that of sadness at the waste of so much good; (6)
the cause of this waste 18 really the ultimate power or moral
order which engenders through the characters both good and evil,
and in the oatastrophe destroys this evil snd thus restores har-
mony.

We exemplified these generel principles by showing how
Bradley interpreted Othello in accordance with them. Othello i4s
& noble and romsntic hero who nonetheless is a man of vehement
passlion and of an overtrustful nature. He commits his traglo
error in a full conviction of right. Kis trust in Iago 1s not
blameworthy, and Brsdley agrees with Othello that he wes not
easily jealous--Iago was to blame. JTago, the antagonist in the
conflict, is s man of great but perverted intelleotual and voli-

tional power; his motive, discussed at great length by Bradley,
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12 8 thwarted sense of superiority. The conflict is resolved in
the catastrophe by the death of Othello, who in hls sulcide is
greater and nobler then ever; he dles in a moment of exultation
sand i1s "harmonized" with the morel order. The play leaves us
with an impression of great pity snd sadness at the spectacle of
noble beings, Othello and Desdemona, caught in tolils from which
there 1s no escape., The responsibpility for the good in Lesdemona
and Othello, and for the evil in Iago, falls upon the moral order
which has caused the conflist by a necessity of its nature.

Criticism of Bradley'i theory revealed that the oon-
cept of action proceeding from character agreed substantially
with the Poetica~--a eonccp; unjustly attacked by Stoll, who con-
sidera the ohcracters as psychologioally improbesble and incon-
sistent., Bradley's concept of the noble but one-sided hero
seemed on the face of 1t to agree with the dicts of Ariatotle,
but his theory of unconscious error showed that he had in faot
exaggerated the hero's nobility to such an extent as to exon~-
erate him from all blame. Historloal study by Farnhem revealed
that 1t 18 part of the medieval heritage in Shakespeare that the
hero's aotion is & human sgt, a free will act, and that he 1is
responsible for his tragic error in cause at least, The game
feults were found in Bradley's interpretation of Othello., Actu-
ally, Othello wes not quite &8 noble or romentic as Bradley sug-
gested. He was easily jeslous, not habitually so, but in the

sense that he had never been tested before. His hablts of self-
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1dealizatidn, self-dramatization, and self-delusion, along with
8 lack of self-knowledge, made him peculiarly vulnerable to
Iago's temptation, Othailo 13 responsible for theaelhabita. for
his chsrascter weakness; hence he is responsible in cause at
least for his tregle fall. Iago 1s sufficiently convinecing as
sn antagonist, but his is not the tragic sction. He 1s ancillary
to Othello; hence Bradley has exsggerated his importance, over-
balanced the play~--the gorollary to Othello's exaggerated nobil-
ity. The hero's death 18 not glorious but tragic; his sulocide,
en instence once more of Othello's self-dramatizing hablit. MNore-~
over, if one considers Bradley's theory in the esbatract, death
1s not necessery to tragedy; 1t 1s powerless to destroy mcral
evil,

Sadneas gt the waste of sc much gaod--thialia certalnly
true to our experience of Shakespeare's tragedlies, but this seems
to be more pathos than "fear for a man like ourselves.” Such
fear 13 an important faotor in our tragic emotion, but depends
upon tragic actlion for which the hero is responsible, ané upon
suffering which the hero hss to aome extent brought upon him-
self. Bradley's tendenoy toward mere pathos i1s no doubt the
sorollary of "unconscious error."

In his sattempt to sound the depths of the mystery of
evil, the waste of good, in the traglc world, Bradley adopted a
poslition which was found to be unacceptable because it is re-

pugnant to reason. Because the pantheistic moral order 1s sakin




85
to go0d, y&t causes evil, 1t 1s a contrsdiction in terms. This
contradiotion arises from the fact that Bradley makes all the
charsoters in the play parts or expressions of the moral order
30 that they are not free to commit evil; this throws the burden
of responsibility entirely upon the ultimate power itself. Thia
gontradiction cen be avoided only by giving the characters free
will so that they, and not God, ere responsible for moral evil,
This is much truer to our experience of Shekeapeare.

The element of ¢truth in Brsedley's Hegelian theory of
self-contradiction is the fasct of man's corrupt nature, the re-
sult of originel sin; the fact that man cannot be morally good
without supernatural help from God because his powers of soul
are now disordered, at war with one another. However, man's
will 13 atill free, and still responsible for its good and bad
acts.

Unfortunately, the burden of thls study has been rather
negative. This emphasis was necessary, however, begause the very
heart of tragedy 1s men's free will ectivity, an asctivity which
is loglcslly excluded in Bradley's theory. !ere at the end of
our eriticism 1t is only fitting to point out a few of Bredley's
many goof qualitles as & oritiec. Along with his scholarship,
he has 2 fine intultive grasp of the intellectusl sné emotionsl
nusnces in Shakespeare's tragediea. He 1g keenly aware of the
spiritual nature of the conflict, 2nd of the fact that Shake-

speare reaches the full height of his powers when he portrays the
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confllct 1% the interior of man's soul. 2Bradley's 1dea of the
impression of waste shows that he 1a hl:hly sensitive to the
presence of evll, of suffering, of calamity in the tragie worla.
His deseription of this mystery has bteen frequently quoted by
modern oritics. He is humble slso in admitting that his own ex~
Planation of the cause of suffering and evlil 1s not altogether

satlafactory, and that tragedy 1s an unfathomable mystery.
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