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‘Legitimacy, lllegitimacy and Sovereignty in Shageare’s British Plays’: Abstract

‘Legitimacy, lllegitimacy and Sovereignty in Shageare’s British Plays’, presented to the University
Manchester in 2011 for the degree of Doctor ofdduiphy by Katie Pritchard, demonstrates how
Shakespeare participates in an early modern ‘diseanf legitimacy’ as described by Robert ZallgrisT
thesis, however, proposes an interrelated discairiflegitimacy that is of equal importance to the
discourse of legitimacy. A continuum or spectruntegfitimacy values is hypothesised, and seventeenth
century optical illusions known as the curious petdive are used as a visual model that defines the
inseparable nature of illegitimacy and legitimadiggitimacy was a state traditionally defined as
restrictive, and stereotyped as stigmatised bylhi&ts. Examination of the situation of early mader
illegitimates in England, however, suggests a ntackisive attitude to illegitimates than has been
previously acknowledged.

The plays under discussion are under studied asugpgthe thesis examines the British-set
history and romance plays, defining them as ‘Brifigays’. This is because one of the central
implications of the discourse of (il)legitimacyttsat it forms an evaluation of nationhood in eanlgdern
England and Britain. Using recent reconsideratmfnsational identity during the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, this thesis identifiesangtnational sentiment in Shakespeare’s drama. The
change from an Elizabethan English monarchy taahlkan British one instigated a reconsideration of
what national identity might entail, using the discse of legitimacies and illegitimacies to evaduidis
developing concept. ‘Legitimacy, lllegitimacy andv@reignty in Shakespeare’s British Plays’ ideafi
how these discourses also link to other relatechésein the British plays.

The concept of sovereignty, as the thesis titlgyssts, is strongly linked to ideas of legitimacy
and illegitimacy, with examples of the discoursedis this context drawn from Shakespeare’s works
and a wider range of texts. Identification of tbgereign with national allegiance, to a certainrdeg
links these themes, yet Shakespeare also dramatisadependent national sentiment in the British
plays, revealing developing nationhood onstageioNat sentiment also infuses another area in wtiieh
discourse of (il)legitimacy is used by Shakespetliejegal debates of the era are reflected iBttesh
plays; a contemporary conflict between common awvitllaw, and the aim of many lawyers to rediscover
an ancient constitution of Britain, especially e tarea of patrilinear inheritance, is acknowledged
throughout in Shakespeare’s use of legitimacy irmage metaphors.

As ‘metaphors’ suggests, illegitimacy is an inchegly conceptual issue in the thesis.
Shakespeare uses ideas of illegitimacy to informyraaeas; in particular a kind of validity or truth
chapter on metaphorical illegitimacy demonstrats Hlegitimacy and legitimacy language is
suggestive of other issues. The invalidity of arped kingdom, a false kingship, is negotiated tgtou
illegitimacy discourses iRichard Il, as the attempt to validate leadership in thersgtetralogy is
articulated with a discourse of totalising masaliegitimacy. ‘Legitimacy, lllegitimacy and Sovegaty
in Shakespeare’s British Plays’ works within a extiial framework to locate the language and coscept
Shakespeare dramatises in a wider environmengctifyy the issues of law, sovereignty and natian th
existed in early modern English and British society
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Legitimacy, lllegitimacy and Sovereignty in Shakespare’s

British Plays

In Shakespeare’s British plays, the interrelatatcepts of legitimacy and illegitimacy form a
medium through which issues of sovereignty andonatod are viewed. Legitimacy was a
highly nuanced concept in early modern Englandh witange of associations and meanings that
are often unacknowledged by modern critics. Thesithlocates interpretations of illegitimacy
and legitimacy in a wider context of sovereignty amational sentiment in Shakespeare’s work.
While issues of sovereignty have frequently beearaa in which literature and history

coincide, the traditionally accepted view that oaél sentiment began during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries has recently been radicaliged’ In Shakespeare’s history plays, the
development of an English nationhood can be idedtifand tensions between Englishness and
emergent Britishness under James | are reflecté®hbkespeare’s later work. The plays
articulate current tensions, social milieu and mpitical topics of the era, frequently engaging
with contemporary discourses of sovereignty anibnatity. As the British play genfevolves
with the changing concepts of nation in early madengland and Britain, the motif of
(ihlegitimacy evolves with it. Initially, true leimacy is unattainable, something performed by
politically aware sovereigns. Increasingly howevbe, plays postulate a kind of legitimacy that
is attainable, though it is continually under thifieam external forces.

The following chapters identify Shakespeare’s Ustagitimacy and legitimacy motifs,
tracing links to themes of sovereignty and natkingship and the methods of transfer of
kingship are evaluated in terms of legitimacy diedjitimacy, something enabled by the fluidity
of early modern definitions of (il)legitimacy. Thiek between the monarch and the nation is

well-established,yet the discourses of legitimacy and illegitimacgvide a rarely

! See Ernst KantorowicZhe King’s Two Bodies: a Study in Medieval Polititheology(Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1957), Benedict Andersiomagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin Spdead of
Nationalism(London: Verso, 1983), Liah Greenfelationhood: Five Roads to Modernig€ambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1992), Krishnan Kunfdre Making of English National Identi(€ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), Rees Davibs, First English Empire: Power and Identities lire tBritish
Isles, 1093-13480xford: Oxford University Press, 1998).

2 For further definition and discussion of the tesme pp.36-38.

% Kantorowicz,The King’s Two Bodie®5-32, Claire McEacheriThe Poetics of English Nationho@@ambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996), 31-34.



acknowledged bridging function between these twaepts: legitimacy language underpins
inherited sovereignty, and the legal language loéiitance, coloured by the value placed on
legitimacy, was a major source of definition forgeoning English nationhoddThere is a
continuum of (il)legitimacy in the British playsxressly linking that formation of nationhood
with the complexity of sovereign inheritance. THgggitimacy continuum is a central concept
in this discussion of sovereignty and nation: cotitipe for the crown is played out within
frameworks of (il)legitimacy, and as the plays fean the dynastic struggles of history, they
reflect upon the contemporary formation of a natiime continuum, however, makes simplistic
definitions of legitimacy or illegitimacy impossél

Perceptions of legitimacy are more wide-rangingntsianply defining a person’s birth
status; Chapter 1 establishes the basis that shefréhe thesis build on, defining ‘British Plays’
(ihlegitimacy and the curious perspective, andgbsition of noble bastards in early modern
England. Chapter 2 focuses on the two most fanmtagstimate characters in the British plays:
Edmund and Faulconbridge, king LearandKing Johnrespectively, exemplify the variations
between types of illegitimacy, yet their plays sitaneously engage with discourses that
construct an English, or British identity. Using ttontinuum of (il)legitimacy model, characters
of legitimate birth are frequently associated wistnious aspects of illegitimacy. Therefore,
Chapter 3 evaluates Richard Ill, Joan of Arc, Pasiilns Leonatus and Regan and Goneril as
‘metaphorical’ illegitimates—characters that angréd with some of the features of
illegitimacy, in which these alignments furtherleet issues of sovereignty and/or nation. These
issues particularly coalesce in Chapter 4—'lllegdacy and the Law'—which argues that
Shakespeare participates in a contemporary disethias applies models of illegitimacy to civil
law, denigrated in preference for English comman [@he chapter thus traces another
connection between conceptual use of the languBlggiimacy in the foundation of an English
identity. An historical, semi-mythic British contiion is created in opposition to continental
threats in the form of civil law. This demonstratedesire to retrospectively apply the national
sentiment building in England/Britain during Shateare’s lifetime to the past, and an attempt

to identify a continuous existence of English/Biitinationhood.

* Richard Helgersorforms of Nationhood: The Elizabethan Writing of Emgl (Chicago; London: Chicago
University Press, 1992), 72-83.



Chapters 5 and 6 focus on the second tetralogyyiag a more abstract model of
legitimacy and illegitimacy to the conflict betweRithard Il and Bolingbroke, and the reign of
Henry V. Performativity and appearances, the veoktkgitimacies and illegitimacies used to
consolidate the Lancastrian dynasty and delingai@pponents are the central themes, the
tension between birth legitimacy and personal gthitirming the crux of Chapter 5, while
Chapter 6 focuses on Hal's attempts to create assd @n to his heir a kind of monarchic
legitimacy defined by warfare. Ultimately the diié@ces and similarities between the first and
second tetralogies and the plays outside of thaltgfical structure are brought together,
defining more precisely how the theme of legitimaog illegitimacy reflects on sovereignty and

nation over the course of Shakespeare’s career.

Critical Contexts of Illegitimacy and Shakespeare’s British Plays

No body of criticism on the British plays, as tthesis delineates the British-set history, tragedy
and romance plays, exists. These plays are rarelypgd together, through crossovers between
them are increasingly discussed by critics unded#éwveloping nationhood theme, and by critics
dealing with genre. Danson identifies a fluid notaf genre in Shakespeare, arguing for
crossover aspects in tragedy and history, and cpmed romance3Because themes of nation
and sovereignty are mainly, but not exclusivelgjhe in the histories, this literature review
discusses the history plays, primarily, incorpargtielevant critical work on the tragedies and
romances, in which less work had been completathtion and sovereignty.

The history plays were once undervalued by critanpson’s 194Concise Cambridge
History of English Literaturdriefly acknowledged the Shakespearean histony gdawhat was
needed to turn these formless agglomerations [Gtiesnof the late sixteenth century] into real
organisms, possessing life and beafifpespite this praise, Sampson only deemed therjisto
plays worthy of a brief discussion mostly devotecitguing thaHenry Viwas Shakespeare’s.
The tragedies, and the problem plays, in contogstpy ten pages of effusive praise. Like many

critics in the first half of the twentieth centuampson displays a particular affection for the

® Lawrence Dansorghakespeare’s Dramatic Genr@xford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000),0-13.
® George Sampsoithe Concise Cambridge History of English Literat(@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1941), 261.



‘stupendous...special virtues' of Shakespeare’s tli@gé There is also emphasis on
Shakespeare’s ‘transcendence’, a conviction tieapliys identify a kind of universal humanity
that ‘means’ to us what it meant to Shakespearedgeace. This humanist critical movement,
most famously exemplified by A.C. Bradley, treatddracters on the stage or page as if they
were real, revealing a universal human conditiaredme ways, new criticism continued this
conviction. The movement, featuring prominent tissrsuch as F.R. Leavis and T.S. Eliot,
privileged close readings, investigation of struetand language to reveal the ‘truth’ within the
play, and the history plays were somewhat negleetbdugh tragedies and Romances were
popular with new criticism, the aspects of legitapand nation they dramatise were largely
ignored. Though a strand of the new criticism awned until the 1960s, another way of reading
Shakespeare, especially in the history plays, \aasrgy momentum.

E.M.W Tillyard’s The Elizabethan World Pictufd943) andShakespeare’s History
Plays(1944) altered the reception of the history plegssiderably. The notion of a timeless,
transcendent genius Shakespeare and the universainhcondition lost ground to the basic
premise of historicism: that the plays should e reith their specific historical context in
mind. Tillyard saw Shakespeare, indeed all ElizZades, as desperate to preserve and maintain
the stability of a nation that was not so long egtbroiled in a destructive civil war. The history
plays particularly he saw as dramatising the Tudgth—an active participation in
‘propaganda’ that maintained the rigid Elizabetbanial structur& While Tillyard has been
widely criticised in recent years for applying geme beliefs and motives to every Elizabethan
citizen, his work, along with that of Lily B. Camglh set the standard for appreciation of the
history plays as drama worth watching along with tfagedies and comedies.

However, the effects of Tillyard’s work can beeostated. Aleksandr Smirnov and James
T. Farrell, leading Marxist critics during the 3@sd 40s, emphasised the importance of politics
and society on literature, proving that, thoughyaild and Campbell’s historicism was cresting a
wave of popularity, other critics were moving alangimilar path that would eventually collide
with ‘new’ historicism. There was a backlash aggifilyard’s theories in the 1960s, when A.P.
Rossiter, among others, reinvigorated the studii@history plays by questioning the prevalent

conception among disciples of Tillyard that Shaleasp was a kind of conservative preserver of

" Ibid., 266.
8 E.M.W. Tillyard, Shakespeare's History Plaglsondon: Chatto &Windus, 1969), 66-72.
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the status qudAfter critics such as Kott and Sanders rippedyaiiti’s work to piece¥’ study of
the history plays lapsed (insofar as any body akviny Shakespeare could ever be said to have
lost readers). The ensuing formalist and strudtrefitics had relatively little time for the
histories, prioritising more traditionally strucédt comedies and tragedies.

The reaction against Tillyard’s methodology betanool with Siegel’s suggestion that
to disregard historical perspectives in Shakespstaies would be to deliberately ignore an
irrefutably important aspect of the production nyavork of literature, as he felt had become the
case at this tim¥&'. Siegel was part of the significant wave of Marxisticism inspired by Farrell
and Smirnov, and eventually such emphasis on altgions between political milieu and
literature paved the way for ‘new’ historicism. Dwlore and Sinfield continued this
development when they argued that weaknesseslyaifiland Campbell’s ideology had
detracted from the inherent value of the historiperspectivé? Despite the recoil against
Tillyard of the 1960s and 1970s, it was Stephere@ivkatt’s ‘Invisible Bullets’ that truly shot
him down, so to speak, while simultaneously redingca new generation of readers towards his
theories.

‘Invisible Bullets’ has become a Bible of new bistism, opening the floodgates for
many critics to radically reposition Shakespeaveisk in its historical context. Rather than the
Tillyard model of perfect Elizabethan hierarchy ntained against the threat of disorder,
Greenblatt’s methodology defines the plays as sgmting the subversive elements of
Elizabethan society to reinforce their subsequentainment, and hence the power structure of
Elizabethan England. The drama almost has a Ba&ht@arnivalesque function, acting as a
safety valve for subversive thought, and represgrttie containment of that subversion by the
dominant ideology. For Greenblatt though, the ‘saf@lve’ notion is not the central feature of

his argument, as it is in Bakhtin's wotkGreenblatt sees the production of subversion as an

° A.P RossiterAngel With Horned. Graham Storey (London: Longmans, 1961), 45-62.

19 See Jan KotShakespeare Our Contemporghondon: Methuen, 1967), and Wilbur Sanddtise Dramatist and
the Received Ide@Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968).

1 paul L. Siegel, ‘Historicism Lives: Historicism 8hakespeare’s Plays’ Clio 91 (1979), 5-23.

12 Jonathan Dollimore and Alan Sinfield, ‘History aluiéology: the instance éfenry V in John Drakakis (ed.),
Alternative Shakespear@sondon: Methuen, 1985), 206-08.

135ee Mikhail BakhtinRabelais and his Worlttans. Héléne Iswolsky (Bloomington, IN: Indianaitkrsity Press,
1984), 50-102.
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affirmation of the social order, of that power andhority: ‘actions that should have the effect of
radically undermining authority turn out to be fireps of that authority**

The real effect of new historicism for the histptgys was that they once again had
relevance to a popular strain of ShakespeareisnticCritics like Northrop Frye or C.L. Barber,
who placed emphasis on form and structure, madefube tragic and comic forms more
extensively*®> The discourse of power and resistance that unuer@w historicism, however, is
applicable to all genres, and resulted in morerikoto whom the history play was significant.
The new historicists found the representation blstsive elements pertinent, and
simultaneously, other modes of critical thoughteveeveloping that included the history plays
as a central feature of Shakespeare’s work.

Despite the dominance of the new historicist @idtiThe” new historicism’, as Lynda
Boose once scathingly referred td%gttracted doubters. Charges of political quietisene
originally the strongest complaint directed at rt@storicism, Harold Bloom famously
debunking politically- and historically-based aisim in favour of a more aesthetic appro&ch.
Some theorists, in a second wave of objection,thavsubversion/containment discipline as
circular, static, and oversimplified, leaving n@gpect for social chand&Despite this, new
historicism remained a dominant strand of critibalory. New historicism treats all texts, rather
than traditionally defined ‘canonical’ ones, astcalty relevant to the literary record of their
culture of production. Detractors often imply thigis focuses critical attention on texts merely
because they are obscure. While Shakespeare’siwarky genre has never been particularly
overlooked, the new historicist critical wave etfeely redirected attention to the history plays,
sidelined as they frequently were in the preferdocéragedy and comedy. The histories did not
simply resurge in popularity, however, becauseent historicist egalitarianism. Their
representation of power structures within histdreedtings invites such a mode of contextual

criticism; ‘Invisible Bullets’ focuses on the ‘subnsive voices...produced by the affirmations of

14 Stephen Greenblatt, ‘Invisible Bullets: Renaissafathority and its Subversiollenry IVandHenry V in
Jonathan Dollimore and Alan Sinfield (ed®plitical Shakespeare: Essays in Cultural MategatiManchester:
Manchester University Press, 1985), 39-40.

15 Russ Mcdonald (ed.An Anthology of Shakespeare Criticism and Theods12000(London: Blackwell, 2004),
91.

1% Linda E. Boose, ‘The Family in Shakespeare Studims Studies in the Family of Shakespeareans;the—
Politics of Politics’RQ40:4 (1987), 735.

" Harold Bloom,Shakespeare: The Invention of the Hurfidew York: Riverhead Books, 1998), 22-34.

18 Mcdonald ,Anthology 441.
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order’ in the history plays’ prompting a critical wave that, though it ostehs#imed to
prioritise all texts, inspired a critical rejuvermat of Shakespeare’s histories.

Accusations of over-emphasis on politics, and as&fto engage with a political agenda,
may have temporarily injured the new historicisisially,?° but the movement gained
momentum quickly. However, new historicist ‘quietisalso bears the cross of political opinion.
A case in point is Hal, a character whose rousiagspeeches drew admiration from critics
following Tillyard’s brand of historicism, yet fdgreenblatt, Hal is ‘a conniving hypocrite’, an
actor ‘implicated in the oppressive ord&rFrom a distance it is easy to disparage Tillyard a
blinkered by the war he has lived through. Greeahidawriting in the 1980s, post-Vietnam (the
Falklands War may have had a similar effect oni@ritritics), generating a different response
to war. Hindsight makes it easy to disparage wibik Tillyard’s, but eventually the ‘new’
historicism may also be disparaged for allowingpitfitical context to shape the opinions of its
proponents. Rackin’s incisive remark that ‘the dgwes with which we approach the past—and
therefore, the answers we seem to hear—are ingvghped by our own historically specific
concerns? highlights the principal weak spot in new hist@ienethodology, but it also
highlights why the history plays became of intetestritics in that school. If we ourselves
approach the past in such a way, the history playsrn may reflect the kind of ‘answers’ that
Shakespeare and his contemporaries heard in thaihgstory. Ironically this veers dangerously
close to biography, which new historicists findus@ppealing, and representations of political
orthodoxy or unorthodoxy will always be undercuttbg presence of the totalising discourse of
power that new historicists perceive in literature.

The 1980s also saw the parallel emergence of ngerlgism’s trans-Atlantic sister,
cultural materialism. Again the emphasis of thighmodology was a drastic contextual approach
to literature and examination of the representatiosubversion. Materialism had some
‘ancestors’ in common with the new historicists;tsas Marx, Michel Foucault and Raymond
Williams. While new historicism insisted on the atueal containment of subversion as an
enforcement of authority, however, cultural matesia perceived a different effect. The

representation of such subversion, proponents elhimrgues for a display of dissatisfaction

19 Greenblatt, ‘Invisible Bullets’, 38.

20 Mcdonald Anthology 412.

L Greenblatt, ‘Invisible Bullets’, 30.

2 phyllis Rackin Stages of History: Shakespeare’s English Chronigsv York: Routledge, 1990), 39.
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with prevalent power structures. Rather than seieg@bsorption of subversion into social
structures at the end of a play as validating exjgtower structures, cultural materialists argue
that subversion is maintained as a challenge tooaity by its very depiction onstage. Initially,
the materialist and new historicist camps threwhair lots togetherPolitical Shakespeare
features new historicist and cultural materialestdings of Shakespeare, and demonstrates the
increasing prominence that the movements affordedhistories, with intense focus on the
Henriad. Raymond Williams’ afterword acknowleddes shared critical roots of both
disciplines, yet as time progressed, the two graups more distinct and evolved separately. A
mutual feature of the two disciplines, which is laggble to the history plays, however, is
interest in power structures and discourses of maligation and subversion. Another group of
critics that originated from the same expansioaritical theories in the 1970s is the feminists,
and though some, such as Judith Newton and Camh@h Neely, doubted the value of new
historicism, a large proportion of feminist writersknowledge a debt to GreenbfdtDespite
Lennox’s assertion that Greenblatt ‘remains astongly unconcerned with gender and
women’?* Dollimore and Sinfield include a feminist readioigKing LearandMeasure for
Measurein Political Shakespearéighlighting early connections between the dikogs.
Feminism, like the power-based historicist and miaist theories, is applicable to all genres,
and some new historicist critics engage with festirkadings of Shakespeare: Jean E. Howard
uses both disciplines as a framework for studyimegghtistory plays. Feminist criticism has
origins in psychoanalytic criticism too; Freud dratan provided a masculine framework for
reading literature that psychoanalytic feministshsas Coppelia Kahn gleefully inverted in the
1980s and 19905.

Proving that ‘feminist criticism is almost invarigipolitical’,?® there were two main
camps within the movement. Some feminist critidsl lee view that Shakespeare was a proto-
feminist, that his empathetic representations ahew onstage transcend the misogynistic
limitations of his time. The history plays frequignnflate the importance of female characters
otherwise uninvolved in the sources, such as MatgdrAnjou inRichard Ill, and the wives of

Hotspur and Richard Il. These female characters fieinist interpretations of Shakespeare, for

2 sarah Lennox, ‘Feminism and the New Historiciduntashefte84:2 (1992), 159-60.
24 H
Ibid.,159.
% An example is Coppelia KahMan’s Estate: Masculine Identity in Shakespe@erkeley: University of
California Press, 1981).
% Mcdonald (ed.)Anthology 566.
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example the marginalized voice of Katherine of V&lo Henry V. However, another movement
within feminist criticism, which gained particularomentum in the 1990s, took the polemical
view that Shakespeare wrote from, and within, tiogynistic boundaries of his culture. Phyllis
Rackin cautioned feminists to consider ‘textuabevice...more critically?’ rather than
becoming fixed in their own historical context.

This awareness of the critic’'s own historical caht®arks a similarity between the new
historicist and cultural materialist critics, arahfinist analysis; cultural materialists and new
historicists deem it impossible for critics to ddtahemselves from their own political
ideologies, unlike postmodern theorists. Not athif@st theorists, though, could identify with the
new historicist focus on male-dominated early mogewer structures, which sometimes
resulted in female characters being unconsidergchdda Callaghan asserted in 2000: ‘Feminist
Shakespeareans no longer consider themselvesey [@rary scholars but as cultural
historians who are especially interested in womemia representation of themselvésthough
such representations are relatively rare. Workk siscHoward €ngendering a Natioexplore
specifically the role of women—and the feminine—the history plays. These provided a new,
and refreshing, perspective on the history plagenong new avenues of critical study. The
histories’ strong masculine focus is an area thetadoxically, suits these objective feminist and
gender critics, where early modern gender roleeangloyed in the literary construct of an
English nation.

Nation is a more recent strand of critical focuthw the history plays; indeed, this is one
area in which the history plays are prioritisedros@emedy and tragedy, though this thesis locates
developing nationhood in tragedy and romance toith Wstorians now positing a developing
national sentiment far earlier in history than poegly acknowledged, literary angles on the
topic, such as Helgersororms of Nationhoodr McEachern’sThe Poetics of English
Nationhood map literature onto the work of other nation thetstisuch aBenedict Anderson
and Liah Greenfel@ Understandably the history play is of central imance to such literary

analyses of early modern nationhood. Critics likeBdchern and Helgerson use historical and

27 phyllis Rackin, ‘Misogyny is Everywhere’ Bympna Callaghan (ed A Feminist Companion to Shakespeare
(Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), 48.

%8 Dympna Callaghan (ed.), ‘IntroductioA’ Feminist Companion to Shakespeadie.

HelgersonForms of Nationhood McEachernThe Poetics of English Nationho@@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press)See also Andersotmagined Communitieand GreenfeldNationhood: Five Roads to
Modernity.
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political contexts to define a burgeoning senseation in early modern England, and form the
critical backbone of this thesis.

Jonathan Goldberg, primarily a queer theoristjsddal as a transgression against the
very binary oppositions of gender and sexuality thaHenry IVandV plays seem to be
imposing. Goldberg's reading is evidence of th&aal interpretations possible in the history
plays, and demonstrates increasing overlap betastizal frameworks’™ The emphasis of new
historicism/cultural materialism on transgressigiong with the recent work on ‘anxiety’
(something that the sexuality and gender critiageHaought to the fore of Shakespeare studies)
by theorists such as Bruce R. Smith, have createdes in which illegitimacy, as evidence of
transgression, can be discussed as a cultural thagrgenerated a certain amount of
uncertainty*? Despite this, work on illegitimacy is rare. In B9®lichael Neill's ‘In Everything
lllegitimate™? discussed the negative connotations of bastardgrity modern England,
focussing particularly on dramatic stereotypessadti Findlay’dllegitimate Powetis wider
ranging, discussing presentations of illegitimadtaracters across the drama of the period 1580-
1620, and crucially for this thesis, acknowleddes tepresentations of illegitimacy are not
exclusively negative. Findlay specifically focusesthe forms of subversive power that these
characters posse¥sSubversion is a key idea for most critics workivithin recent critical
methodologies: in this respect it is surprising ihagitimacy has not received more attention
from critics. Peter Hyland, however, has effectvééscribed Thersites’ role roilus and
Cressidaas a ‘bastard voic& that undercuts and re-evaluates the norm. Roladigr The
Discourse of Legitimacy in Early Modern Englac@mimprises a comprehensive survey of more

conceptual kinds of (il)legitimacy, in legal, histmal and parliamentary discourses, yet the area

30 Chapter 1 features a more precise discussioreadé¢elopment of nationhood in England and how this
influences Shakespeare’s history plays.

31 Jonathan GoldberGodometries: Renaissance Texts, Modern Sexud&tasford: Stanford University Press,
1992), 145-78.

32 Mark BreitenbergAnxious Masculinity in Early Modern Englag@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996); Stephen Orgdinpersonations: The Performance of Gender in Shpdaag’s EnglandCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996); Bruce R. Sn8tiakespeare and Masculin{tyew York; Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2000).

3 Michael Neill, “In Everything lllegitimate”: Imaiping the Bastard in Renaissance Draffiaé Yearbook of
English Studie®3 (1993), 270-92.

34 Alison Findlay,lllegitimate Power: Bastards in Renaissance Drafianchester; New York: Manchester
University Press, 1994kor information on early modern illegitimacy, sesmirence Ston€lhe Family, Sex and
Marriage in England, 1500-180Q.ondon: Penguin, 1990), and Peter Laslett, K&xdaterveen and Richard M.
Smith (eds.)Bastardy and its Comparative Histoflyondon: Arnold, 1980).

% Peter Hyland, ‘Legitimacy in Interpretation: Thad®ard Voice infroilus and CressidaMosaic26:1 (1993), 10.
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remains relatively unstudied in both Shakespeaaedrearly modern literature as a whole.
Zaller and Findlay constitute a critical framewdok this study of Shakespearean
(ihlegitimacies: whilelllegitimate Powereffectively summarises the dramatic roles of
illegitimates, this thesis builds on Zaller's su legitimacy discourses in other writing to
suggest a Shakespearean take on this discourgeogiaons legitimacy and illegitimacy on a
spectrum. Dollimore’s assessment of cultural makism and new historicism iRolitical
Shakespear&requently refers to ‘legitimation’ of authoritgpcial hierarchy, or power
structures?® The term ‘legitimation’ highlights the importanoéthe concept ‘legitimate’ not
only in birth but in power structures too. The apgtions of Dollimore’s various kinds of
legitimacies form the basis for the latter chapters

This thesis brings together these various idedegitimacy and legitimacy, combining
Zaller's and Hyland’s work on discourses with therkvby Findlay and Neill on illegitimate
characters. Findlay and Neill discuss characters avh literally illegitimate; but this thesis
builds on this work to develop a concept of metajmladillegitimacy, and thus expands the
implications of illegitimacy and legitimacy intoveide network of social constructs in early
modern England. Specifically, the thesis develogiteZs discourse of legitimacy to hypothesise
a spectrum of (il)legitimacy used by Shakespearet@yrogate concepts of truth, nation and
above all, sovereignty in the British plays. As tdpening of this introduction implied, a critical
framework prioritising historical context is alsentral to the discussion of nation and
sovereignty. The following chapters aim to locdiese contemporary political issues of nation
and sovereignty within a discourse of legitimacy dlegitimacy. These interrelated issues of
kingship and nationhood, it will be argued, areateged via this (il)legitimacy discourse; it is a
discourse that permeates Shakespeare’s Britisls pdagn extent unique amongst early modern
dramatists, yet the subject matter it articulatesationhood and sovereignty are widespread
cultural concerns. In Shakespeare, contemporargseptations and interpretations of the
concepts of legitimacy and illegitimacy map ont@tef the most central cultural issues of early
modern England, and Chapter 1 begins with an eafitamof those representations and

interpretations.

% Dollimore and SinfieldPolitical Shakespeare-18.
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Chapter 1: Early Modern Illegitimacy and the Nation

lllegitimacy is usually considered by historiansaasocial problem with unquestionably negative
effects on the bastard’s life, irrespective of ¢ireumstances of the individual. Consequently
this assumption has been attached to literary tussby Neill, who effectively enumerates the
negative literary associations of illegitimacy iis hrticle ‘In Everything lllegitimate®.

However, this chapter will demonstrate that illegacy was not always a negative state in early
modern England, forming a basis for the remaindénethesis to trace a variety of
representations of illegitimacy, and their effeets;0ss the British plays. The chapter moves on
to establish that ideas of national origins andegitimacy are connected in contemporary
historical writing. These two areas are the ceritredis for the thesis, because they form
Shakespeare’s link between sovereignty and (ifjlagcy; a link that demonstrates how
sovereignty was viewed in early modern England.

The lives of royal and noble bastards during theimal and early modern periods
demonstrate that opportunities were still operli¢gitimates. Before the enabling effect of
illegitimacy in Shakespeare’s plays is discusse@hapter 2, some examples of bastards who
did not find their parentage a disabling factor Wwé examined. These examples include both
early modern and medieval illegitimates, and airdeémonstrate that the black-and-white
perception of early modern illegitimacy, and iteedt contrast to the more forgiving ‘medieval’
attitude, is incorrect. Through this discussiom, ititroduction will establish repeating themes
and motifs of (il)legitimacy on which the rest bktthesis focuses.

Shakespeare is unique, not in his use of illegityrend legitimacy to highlight key
issues, but because the plays refuse to acknowtbdgexistence of a stable and unproblematic
legitimacy at all. Whether in relation to succeasamd inheritance, or historical verisimilitude,
Shakespeare’s plays never close with a triumpharetguivocal conclusion that ratifies a
particular interpretation of legitimacy. The Elizban history plays depict various
representations of legitimacy and the conflict lwthese legitimacies, and although there is

an increasing drive towards a tangible, definitegitimacy in the Jacobean plays, this

! Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 270-292.
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legitimacy remains under threat from various kin@lglegitimacies. This thesis will demonstrate
that the conflicts of the British plays reveal miggle for legitimacy that goes beyond being born
in wedlock. Legitimacy is also something that defira sovereign and a nation. Though attempts
to define and obtain legitimacy in sovereignty iarevocably connected to patrilinear
succession, there are other permutations too. RidHaaims for a historically validated

legitimacy which the play undercuts; Bolingbrokiedrto create legitimacy through performance
and public approval; Hal aims for legitimacy in @anity of the male line and through military
success. However, legitimacy is never fully unatiie for Shakespeare’s kings. The interplay
of legitimate and illegitimate sovereigns in Shadezse taps into a wider cultural awareness of

illegitimacy in early modern England, as the follog/sections establish.

Illegitimacy in Early Modern England
Perceptions of lllegitimacy in Early Modern England

This section establishes a wider range of respdosesrly modern illegitimacy than is usually
acknowledged by historians, creating the foundation the hypothesis of the (il)legitimacy
spectrum. lllegitimacy was certainly a topical reatShakespeare’s lifetime saw a sharp
increase in illegitimacy rates. The evidence ofgtarecords, though not all have survived,
suggests that in England and Wales the averaggittecy ratio of a parish rose from 1:309 in
1565-9 to 3:356 in 1600-1604, the highest rateai$ ¥o reach for another hundred and fifty
years® This rise was recognised by the authorities, psa&d revisions to the Poor Laws in
1563, 1576, 1579, and 1601 demonstrate. Theseaesisnabled the parish to collect ‘poor
rates’ to cover the cost of illegitimates, who Ietome ‘an economic problefahd were very

often the financial responsibility of the paristih€T1576 Act for the Relief of the Poor expressed

2 See Laslett, Oosterveen, and Snithstardy and its Comparative Histori4-18. The illegitimacy ratio is
averaged over all parishes with surviving recomi$ive year periods: however, as records durirgséhearly years
of parish record are patchy, in some cases artédfiaerage has been used. Though this is notfoleahalysis,
Laslett argues that if half of the 98 parishesetstverall are present in a particular five-yeangla, then it can be
regarded as reliable. As the only year groups legh than half the parish records were availabtemed between
1540 and the 1560s, the larger part of ratios egleto this thesis are regarded as reliable. Trrer fioints of
statistical accuracy may therefore be debatedfdoihe purpose of establishing that a rising iliegacy ratio
occurred between the years of 1570 and 1600, l#gtimacy curve (see Laslett, Oosterveen and Srh@his
adequate.

3 Alan Macfarlane, ‘lllegitimacy and lllegitimates English History’ in Laslett, Oosterveen and Smi#t.
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panic at the large number of illegitimates beirgft'to be kept at the charge of the parish...to the
great burden of the same parish’ and implementgam whereby the parish could exact a fee
from parents to maintain their chitdChough it is clear that illegitimacy was a stigm&ases
where there was a financial burden on the paiss stigma was a relatively recent
development. In medieval England illegitimacy wasstty a way of distinguishing children who
were incapable of inheritance, but attitudes apgbreinderwent a change from tolerance to
distrust in the sixteenth centutyllegitimates in Shakespeare’s lifetime had becaméextra’
that society struggled to accommodate. In earlyenoéngland illegitimacy was frequently
related to financial concerns as well as moras thesis argues that a significant facet of the
depiction of illegitimacy in the British plays issduption of inheritance traditions, a theme that
resonates both with contemporary customs and mgnistaies.

Preachers were also concerned about the growingpensnof illegitimate births: a St
Paul's Cross preacher claimed that the authotfitéesto start punishing sexual incontinence
before the problem escalated furtAdie use of illegitimacy-based language to denote
something false, counterfeit and untrustworthy addbe impression of illegitimates being
regarded as deceitful and ungodly. Knox, for exanpses a discourse of illegitimacy in many
of his works that balances Zaller’s discourse gitimacy when he refers to the Catholic
religion, its followers and clerics, as ‘bastariiiie language conveys a sense of counterfeiting
and being created in sin that, for a man like Knexppropriate to Catholicism and conveys his
meaning in a discourse of illegitimacy that pensabis writing on CatholicisthThe discourse
was widespread among religious writers of all kindd demonstrates how varied the

associations of illegitimacy could be: as this thegll demonstrate, this discourse of

* vy Pinchbeck and Margaret Hewi€hildren in English Societyol. I: From Tudor Times to the Eighteenth
Century(London: Routledge, 1969), 206-07.

*Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 273; for evidee of more tolerant attitudes towards illegitimatynedieval
England, see Chris Given-Wilson and Alice Curfise Royal Bastards of Medieval Englafigndon: Routledge,
1984), 34-41, and Alan Macfarlane, ‘lllegitimacydalfiegitimates in English History’ in Laslett, Cesveen and
Smith , 71-85.

® Martin Ingram,Church Courts, Sex and Marriage in England 15700 @2ambridge: University Press, 1987),
371.

"Robert ZallerThe Discourse of Legitimacy in Early Modern EnglgBthnford: Stanford University Press, 2007),
32-41. See also John Kndkn answer to a great nomber of blasphemous caigiliatwritten by an Anabaptist, and
aduersarie to Gods eternal predestinatidnfaythfull admonition made by lohn Knox, vnto pihefessours of Gods
truthe in England whereby thou mayest learne howe @yll haue his Churche exercised with troublesl how he
defendeth it in the same&he first blast of the trumpet against the monatsuegiment of womemwhere Knox
repeatedly uses a discourse of illegitimacy agddasholics; also to undermine the sovereign poviddary Tudor

in Regiment35. All are reproduced in David Laing (edprks of John KnogEdinburgh: Johnstone and Hunter,
1856).
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illegitimacy is not restricted to unfortunate bdms®n children. Rather the understanding of
illegitimacy encompasses a kind of theoreticagilienacy that is nothing to do with birth,
referring to a kind of falseness or unsuitabilligtt can be applied in many circumstances. This
thesis will trace this discourse, and its countabced discourse of legitimacy in relation to
succession and inheritance in the British plays.

The most memorable Biblical passage relatingegitimacy prohibits a bastard
entering the congregation (‘A bastard shall noeeiito the congregation of the Lord; even to
his tenth generation shall he not enter into thegoegation of the LordDeuteronomy23:2) and
another suggests that illegitimates are not Gadailslien: ‘But if ye be without chastisement,
whereof all are partakers, then are ye bastardsnansons’ flebrews12:8). The combination
of these moral and financial factors has led séweniters to perceive a morality-based alarm
about rising illegitimacy ratééSermons may reflect a ‘common phobia’ of illegiicy? yet it is
not necessarily the case that the financial conckthe government and the moral (and
financial) concerns of preachers denoted a largéed$ear of illegitimates. Most people would
regularly interact with illegitimates; despite areaiding moral opprobrium, illegitimates were
integrated in some way into the community and notusively viewed as spurious, ungodly
monsters. The Bible also drew attention to the roétxéreme with stories such as that of Tamor,
who rightfully conceived Pharez, a bastard ancest&ing David and Jesu&€nesis38:6-30),
and ‘Jephthah the Gileadite...a mighty man of valdbe son of an harlotJ(gdgesl1:1), whose
legitimate half-brothers cast him out. (Jephthadneplifies the isolation from the family unit
that Shakespeare associates with illegitimates-Coapter 2). The polemical opposition of
virtuous illegitimate and deviant bastard in dramspires the fluidity of Shakespeare’s
illegitimates, and hence give any character whossgmtation is informed by aspects of
illegitimacy a wide-ranging potential for good aile

However, there was confusion when it came to dejimvhat, in ecclesiastical and
secular terms, actually constituted illegitimacieTChurch made a distinction between ‘general
bastards’ and ‘special bastards’: general bastaféyred to children whose parents remained
unmarried, while special bastards’ parents did ynafter the birth. Special bastards were often

8Findlay, lllegitimate Power 48-51; Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 27567 Kingsley Davies, ‘lllegitimacy and
the Social Structure’ in William J. Goode (edRpadings on the family and Soci@iew Jersey: Prentice Hall,
1964), 215-33.

° Findlay, lllegitimate Power 4.
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called ‘mantle children’, referring to the practiakplacing children under the same mantle as
the parents during the marriage ceremony to symédiieir legitimacy in the Church.
Considering that delayed marriages were commonrogeces during the latter half of the
sixteenth century: special bastardy may have been quite common. Tinec8 deemed special
bastards legitimate, but the State did not, argldbntradiction meant that these children were
able to acquire Church dignities, but not inheainfly property or titles.

To be regarded as legitimate, a child had to ve bowedlock, yet it was almost
impossible to prove whether or not a woman'’s chiés in fact her husband’s. However, a
husband was always legally regarded as finanaiaiponsible for his wife’s child. If the child
was born within marriage, even by a day, it wasrégd as legitimate: if the husband was
‘within the four seas, that is, within the juristiém of the King of England? at the time of birth,
the child would be legitimate. A court would notapt evidence towards a child’s illegitimacy,
unless the father could prove himself impot€ms Robert Burton observed in 1621, ‘married
women are all honest’ by these laisnd it was easy for an elder bastard to usurprityeerty
of legitimate siblings, because legally, he wagdtilmgte. The potential disruption to inheritance
traditions posed by illegitimates forms a major @& in the British plays, and these
guestionable legal definitions feed the varietyibliegitimacies that are the centre of succession
debates in the British plays.

Despite the biblical condemnation of illegitimatlye Bible did not justify the execution
of illegitimates (as it did witche€xodus22:18)™ As there was no biblical precedent for getting
rid of illegitimates, they had to be maintained stiow, though they were expressly forbidden
many aspects of ordinary life. Because the Bibd#iffed illegitimates’ exclusion from society,
they could be viewed as excluded from social nofreg, from convention. While exclusion
from social convention seems a bad thing, it can bk perceived as liberating, something that
Shakespeare picks up on throughout the Britishsplalge bastard character onstage is able to

move more or less at will through various aspewtslavels of society (outside of Shakespeare,

1% Given-Wilson and Curtis, 44.
1 See David Levine and Keith Wrightson, ‘The So€ahtext of lllegitimacy in Early Modern England’ iraslett,
Oosterveen and Smith, 158-75.
12 Edward CokeCertain Select Cases in Law Reported by Edward {lodedon: np, 1659), 244.
Ibid.
4 Robert BurtonThe Anatomy of Melanchogd. Holbrook Jackson (London: Everyman’s Librai§64), 138.
15 Findlay, lllegitimate Power 48.
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Edricus inEdmund Ironsidés an example) by the very stigma that excludes*fiHbwever, the
‘growing interest in bastardy as a cultural phenoome'’ is suggested strongly by the literature
of the period, which reflects a more diverse petioapof illegitimacy than may be expected. It
would be fatuous to argue that general preconaeptd illegitimacy were not negative in early
modern England, but there is evidence that thesem@re of a continuum of thought on the
matter than is often acknowledged. Joan of Aconefample, a rare dramatic female
illegitimate, provides a virtuous contrast to hesther in Peele’&dward | and plays featuring
the heroic bastards Arthur and Merlin were popudarFindlay demonstrat&$Though it clearly
prohibited bastards from entering the congregafimuyteronomy23:2 must have been largely
ignored (one wonders who was counting the ten géioes of a bastard) because there are
examples of bastards being baptised: for exammag Trigs and Humfrey Tirrell had four
bastard children baptised in Essex in the mid-1500sthe other hand, there is a high incidence
of illegitimate children occurring in parish buriggisters, while the same children do not occur
in baptism recordssome bastards were denied entrance to the cornigregéile others were
not!® Presumably factors such as the personal convictibthe local religious authorities, and
the power and wealth of the parents, played aipauch decisions. Shakespeare, as this thesis
demonstrates, is overwhelmingly concerned with askedged bastards of wealth and nobility,
who would have encountered more preferential treatrthan their poor counterparts.

Indeed, it is clear that the way in which illegitiny affected an individual varied in each
case. A surprising number of noblemen and womee aweknowledged bastards who, judging
from the historical record, did not find illegitiaa barrier to living as well as their legitimate
siblings. Shakespeare’s bastards are almost albastards of nobility, in direct contrast to the
frequency of illegitimate births in early moderndtand. Levine and Wrightson, in a study of
incidences of illegitimate births ranging acrosgnd between 1600 and 1699, and a more
specific analysis of illegitimacy between 1590 d&6dO0 in Terling, Essex, which has particularly
well documented parish records from this periodccbade

involvement in bastardy...was spread across thelsszae. It was not, however, evenly
spread...the poor and the obscure constituted aagiegronate number, almost three

'®|bid., 118-119.

7 bid., 4.

'® Ibid., 195.

9 Richard AdairCourtship, lllegitimacy and Marriage in Early ModeEngland(Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1996), 75.
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guarters, of the persona involved in bastardy. Meee, this disproportionate

involvement was increasing over tirffe.
Nowhere else in Elizabethan or Jacobean dramaasgible to identify such a particular
emphasis as Shakespeare’s on high social statulegjiimacy in the work of a single
dramatist. Middleton, probably the early modernyplaght who stages the most illegitimate
characters, depicts bastards in both the middkself\ Chaste Maid in Cheapsigdand more
elevated social standing (Francisca and Aberzavasy inThe Witch.?! Shakespeare’s
emphasis on nobility of course stems from his sesine Chronicle history, but Shakespeare also
takes the opportunity to interject illegitimacyarthe source material, as Edmund and

Faulconbridge (neither present in the historicaebrd) testify.

Noble Bastards

Bastards of nobility, paradoxically, might be definas ‘well-born’ bastards. Though
Shakespeare’s bastards are often fictional chasdhey are inspired by relatively common
examples of historical and more contemporary pexges. An example of such a well-born
bastard that Shakespeare would have been awas@hbbmas Neville, known as Fauconberg,
son of William Neville, Earl of Kent. Fauconberg sygherefore, a cousin to Warwick the
Kingmaker and a grandson of Joan Beaufort, Jol@anint’s legitimated daughter by Katherine
Swynford. Fauconberg was a noted sailor, promaiadde-Admiral by Warwick the
Kingmaker?? He was also awarded the freedom of the City ofdapnin 1454 for his efforts
against piracy in the Channel and North Sea, argithexefore clearly respected in his lifetime:
his actions in the Wars of the Roses feature inrtdbed and Hall. Before the Neville defection
to the Lancastrian cause, Edward IV reportedly ioae Fauconberg as ‘a friend and a fatfiér’.
Though it is impossible to ascertain how exactlydéaberg was raised, his nautical success

implies some form of the standard education of sifrtise nobility. The Neville family

#evine and Wrightson, ‘The Social Context of lllgxgiacy’, 165.

*! Both plays can be found in Middleton, Thom@s|lected Worked. Gary Taylor and John Lavagnino (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007).

2\W.G. Boswell-StoneShakespeare’s Holinshed: The Chronicle and thedrjsPlays Compare(New York: B.
Blom, 1907), 294.

2 W. and E.L.C.P. Hardy (edsRecueil des croniques et anchiennes Histories darant Bretaigne(London,
1864-91), 11:105-07; Edward HaHall's chroniclecontaining the history of England, during the regfrHenry the
Fourth, and the succeeding monarchs, to the etdeofeign of Henry the Eighth, in which are partauly
described the manners and customs of those pefitels York: AMS Press, 1965), 132-35.
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obviously interacted with Fauconberg as a kinsrbanause during the Wars of the Roses he
maintained allegiance not to York or Lancastertbi/arwick. The archetypal image of the
bastard as a benighted, unwanted surplus is calledjuestion by stories such as Fauconberg’s;
and many noble bastards were treated with a siteNet of acceptance even in the supposedly
less tolerant sixteenth century.

Shakespeare had ample opportunity to recogniséitidsof bastard lifestyle in royalty
also, something that particularly informs his ci@abf what is termed ‘metaphorical’ bastards
in Chapter 3. The Scottish royal bastard James&8tefor example, earned the nickname ‘the
Good Regent’ while acting as regent for his neplames VI. James Stewart the Regent was the
son of James V. His father had several bastardsf @hom, from the available evidence, he
acknowledged and provided for. This particular Jamaéso Earl of Moray, was the son of James
V’s favourite mistress, Lady Margaret Douglas, whitay account for his being the most
prominent of James’ bastards. He certainly appednave been a favourite: as a youth, James
the Regent was made Prior of St Andrews, accouifding large personal income, and referred
to as Lord James. Though forbidden by scriptuthéncase of ‘general’ bastards, for a certain
amount of palm-greasing, noble bastard sons weyeed to enter the Church: Cardinal
Wolsey’s bastard son rose as high as Dean of \feTlse imperial ambassador Scheyfve, based
in London during the 1550s, reported that Jamedkad proposed as Regent by his stepmother,
Mary of Guise. The fact that James Stewart coulddrmusly proposed for Regency (and he did
of course become Regent in the fullness of timéicates that James was a respected personage
irrespective of his birth.

The political prominence of James means that a@aif his life can be produced. This
picture is surprising in some ways consideringg@eception of illegitimacy as a debilitating
state. James Stewart was the eldest of Lady Maigg@regeny, born after her wedding to
Robert Douglas but before her legitimate childida.was clearly integrated into the Douglas
family unit: in 1557, for example, James led airaydparty with his Douglas half-brother into
Northumbria. His mother and half-brother WilliamarEMorton, were responsible for guarding
Mary Queen of Scots during her imprisonment at l®atn, the Douglas family seat. This
implies that a level of trust and familial coop@atexisted between James and his Douglas

family. Despite the stain of illegitimacy, Jamesw8art not only succeeded in a massive rise in

% Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 41.
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social status but was integrated into his matearally from youth. Illegitimacy, provided there
was money and status enough, did not always resb#ing an unwanted outcast. One of the
main points that this thesis develops in the follaychapters is that this integration into and
simultaneous segregation from the legitimate fansily defining feature of Shakespearean
illegitimacy. Shakespeare’s bastards are stronglgked by their duality and fluidity, the
capability to belong to more than one group. Usimg duality, Shakespeare plays with
illegitimates’ ability to influence and disrupt tkaccession pathways of early modern England.
Chapter 3 specifically draws this link between tdyastardy and the problematic feminine
element of the Tudor succession. In the lives stdras such as James Stewart, this duality can
be seen working in reality. In the English royahfly, likewise, the case of Henry Fitzroy shows
a similar level of integration.

In the interests of inheritance, illegitimates wbbk kept firmly outside the family in
terms of naming. Henry Fitzroy, though, was giveraee befitting his quasi-royal status; as an
ordinary illegitimate child, he should have borne tnother's surname. Alternatively,
acknowledged aristocratic bastards were often naftedtheir place of birth—for example
Thomas ‘Fauconberg’. Henry Fitzroy is an unusudjextt because of the political circumstances
of his birth, which demonstrate that it was nooaotically the case that an illegitimate was
unwanted. Fitzroy was extremely welcome to Henrll,\WWho had for ten years been unable to
produce a son with Katherine of Aragon. Henry’spdeation for an heir led to this particular
bastard’s being treated with extraordinary genéreshe was made Duke of Richmond and
Somerset, Richmond being the earldom of Henry Tutierboy’s grandfather and founder of
the Tudor dynasty. This generosity and particufeniae of title has led to speculation that Henry
Fitzroy was being prepared to be his father’s fiegrhighly unusual—and technically illegal—
measure. In fact, Henry Fitzroy predeceased hirefabut during his short life Henry VIII
treated him with respect and affection. Becauskilfided a need for his father, Henry Fitzroy
reflected the level to which affectionate paremd @ealth could make the blot of illegitimate
birth irrelevant.

A half-member of the royal family, however, coule dlangerous too. This threat informs
Shakespeare’s presentation of illegitimacy, paldidy with regard to Richard Ill. Examples of

this kind of suspicion were as prominent under kafil as his exalted treatment of Henry

% Given-Wilson and Curteifoyal Bastards of Medieval Englari?3.
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Fitzroy was. Arthur Plantagenet was one of Edwaftd bastards, probably by Elizabeth Lucy,
born sometime in the early 1460s. He certainly spenchildhood in his father’s court: records
from 1472 indicate that the King’s tailor was orelto make robes for ‘my lord the bast&ft’.
After this reference, though, Arthur disappearsifthe records until 1501, when he joined his
half-sister Queen Elizabeth of York’s householchgTact that he was included in Elizabeth’s
entourage implies that his familial connection & tvas being recognised.) Elizabeth was born
in 1466, making them roughly contemporaneous:grabable that they had known each other in
childhood. After her death, he was transferredhoking’s household, and duly became
appointed one of Henry VIII's squires of the boByoudly advertising his ancestry, he was
known as Arthur Plantagenet, and was still trusteéienry VIII, who made him Governor of
Calais. When Arthur was implicated in a plot (ofishmost historians consider him innocent),
however, Henry imprisoned him in the Tower of Longdbis health deteriorated dramatically
and he died. lllegitimate or not, Arthur was a soid the previous ruling dynasty and
represented a threat to the Tudors.

Arthur probably had two full sisters: Elizabeth d@dace. Very little is known about
either but Grace occupied a place on the funergiebaf Elizabeth Woodville in 1492. As
Given-Wilson points out, this ‘suggests, rathepsisingly, that she might have been brought up
in Elizabeth Woodville’s household’.A certain amount of inclusion was clearly standard
practice for bastard children amongst medievallitgband this semi-privileged state of
aristocratic and royal bastards, with their capghtid influence succession and policy, is central
to the thesis. The integrated-segregated motitad to the plays’ representation of illegitimates:
the following chapters will demonstrate how suamifaal duality motivates illegitimates and
provides a driving force for Shakespeare’s depictibsuccession, sovereignty and British
history. This thesis proposes that illegitimacy \@arore acceptable state in early modern
England than it at first appears: while the languafjillegitimacy does frequently connote
negativity, this language appears in such a widetyeof contexts that applying it solely to
base-born children is reductive. Many illegitimates this section will describe, lived apparently
happy lives. They were by and large integrated @atmmunities in some fashion, often into

their families.

%Ibid, 162.
27 |bid, 161.
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However, illegitimates were distinguished from tegate children, because they were
excluded from inheriting property by right in Ergililaw, and (excepting bastards of nobility or
those below the trade class) mostly entered trdgedusion from inheritance, however, meant
male illegitimates could not inherit their fathegsild membership. lllegitimates could not be
members of a trade guild regardless of parentalmatton, or hold municipal office, as entry to
municipal offices invariably began at guild leG®Ecclesiastical law allowed illegitimate
children to inherit enough money for dowries or mi@nance, and parents were allowed to make
provision for bastards in their wills as suitedrthéllegitimates were only unable to inherit
property as of right’ For noble bastards, this meant exclusion frongaifitant amount of
wealth and prestige. This exclusion initiates matthe drama in the British plays: illegitimates
fracture inheritance customs, intentionally anchtemtionally, and continually undercut the
dominant discourse of legitimacy.

Though historians tend to stereotype illegitimatiesas recognised by Shakespeare’s
contemporaries that the effects of illegitimacy evaot always negative. While Swinburne
argues that illegitimate children are correctlylaged from inheritance due to their ‘leprosy of
the sire’s diseasé’ Milles’ Defence of Bastardiand, implicitly, Clerke'sTriall of Bastardie
both defend illegitimates as deserving to inh&rdditionally, because of the idea that extra-
marital sex was often furtively accomplished, thees ‘widespread acceptance’ of the notion
that this surreptitious behaviour was transmittethe foetus® As Findlay shows, in drama
these attitudes were evident as well: WebstEns Devil's Law Cassuggests that despite
illegitimates’ obvious disadvantages, ‘nature mames prefers then{The Devil's Law Case
4.2.244)* and Donne also utilised a contemporary argumaettiliegitimates have ‘better wits
and abilities’ than their legitimate counterpadsdefend’ bastardy in hiBaradoxes” The 1624
Act of Parliament passed to ‘prevent the murdeohigastard children’ (21 Jac. | c. 27) suggests

that although they were victimised, illegitimatesrenot wholly regarded as lost causes; the Act

2 ||legitimates were also unable to ‘plead a cadava or be guardians or tutors.’ Findldjegitimate Power 32.

29 Given-Wilson and CurtisRoyal Bastards of Medieval Englard®, 45.

%0 Henry SwinburneA Brief Treatise of Testaments and Last Willasndon: William Stansby and Thomas
Snodham, 1590), 200.

31 Findlay, lllegitimate Power 130-31, citing Thomas Mille®aradoxe, in the defence of Bastaritihis Threasury
of True Nobility(London: William Jaggard, 1613), 465.

¥ Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 49.

% Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 170-212.

34 John DonneProblems and Paradoxesi. Helen Peters (Oxford: Clarendon, 1980), 32.
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demonstrates that, however common, the dispossdsifirds also attracted disapproval.
Infanticide had become such an issue that bastadg parents went to extraordinary lengths
to dispose of unwanted babies, like sending thean'tmrse’ who would undertake to kill the
child by neglect® Though this appears to have been common onlyeimsanith a high incidence
of bastard births such as the North West and Lopi8itre Act to ‘prevent the murdering of
bastard children’ suggests that it was common eméaigvarrant governmental intervention.
Infanticide was also far more common amongst parehb were without the financial means to
maintain a child: wealth and class status werendfte determining factors in the treatment of
illegitimates.

Stories of untrustworthy illegitimates aboundedr &mample, the infamous Borgia
bastards Cesare and Lucrezia, widely known and alised inThe Devil’'s Charte(Barnaby
Barnes, 1606), were believed—in some cases acburdie have been involved in all manner of
illicit activity.*” In fact, illegitimacy and evil seem to have beiekdd more with foreign
bastards than English and/or British. The dranibéigitimate is very often a focus for
representing ‘subversive energies’ onst&geeill identifies a dramatic trend of presenting th
bastard extremely negatively, particularly identitybastards with the counterfeit, the hybrid
and the polluted® The association of illegitimates and the countevias indeed prevalent:
there was a widespread view that bastards werecpiicitous?° As Findlay and Neill's
surveys demonstrate, characters such as Spth®Revenger’s Tragedgnd EdricusEdmund
Ironside exemplify the character tyfé An example from Shakespeare is Edmuking Leas).

As Chapters 2 and 3 demonstrate, however, the Spha&szan concept of illegitimacy is far
more complex than Neill allows for. The potentiéttwe illegitimate character is a key issue for
Shakespeare, particularly in the area of socialiliyb

With the circumstances of illegitimacy being soigdr early modern England surely had

a dual perspective on the matter. With an illegittyratio the highest it was to be until the

second great illegitimacy peak in the eighteen-nes] it was likely that most people knew an

3 Keith Wrightson, ‘Infanticide in Earlier SeventéerCentury Englandi.ocal Population Studies5 (1975), 17-
18.

% |_aslett, Oosterveen and SmiBgstardy and its Comparative Histoty7.

3" Findlay, 76-78.

% |bid., 50. For a comprehensive review of evilgitimate characters in plays, see 45-84.

39 Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 270-92.

“Obid., 281.

“1 bid., 280-281, and Findlay, 45-84.
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illegitimate: Shakespeare’s brother Edmund hadlegitimate son named Edward in 1607; he
almost certainly was aware that not all illegitiestvere as his Edmund appeared onstage.
Despite the nexus of evil associations arounditifagcy, most people would interact with
illegitimate members of society every day. Bastalldins onstage were for entertainment
purposes, and there is no reason to suppose thapérticularly affected or reflected the
illegitimates of everyday life. lllegitimates welftaid characters, represented as evil dissemblers,
as victims of their parents’ sin, as marginalizetsaers. However, this contrasted with the
famous bastards of history such as John of Gaillegitimate children, from whom the Tudor
dynasty descended. The myriad representationtegftimacy make any discussion of early
modern bastardy complex and nuanced: as this tdesisnstrates, succession and inheritance,

nation and sovereignty are all linked facets ofyeiaodern depictions of illegitimacy.

The Curious Perspective of (ll)legitimacy

This fluidity and variation of perspectives fornmetbasis of the model of illegitimacy and
legitimacy that Shakespeare uses throughout thisiBplays. Crucially, illegitimacy and
legitimacy are interrelated throughout. It is pregd that Shakespeare actually does not
distinguish legitimacy and illegitimacy as a simplaary opposition but rather creates a sliding
scale or spectrum of (il)legitimacy which resista@istic definitions. To create this effect,
Shakespeare uses the visual model of the curiagpgive in his depiction of the legitimacies
and illegitimacies of sovereign inheritance. Fraglyein the British plays, perspective alters so
that viewing a character in a different way carerse apparent legitimacy or illegitimacy.
Gilman argues that iRichard Il, Shakespeare uses pictorial perspective as ‘aepturl model

for seeing the chronicle of English history’, ahdttthe play depicts an event in history that was
‘a contrariety...that contains two opposed pointsiefv’.*? Shakespeare’s purpose is not to
represent history accurately so much as to uggtilileacy conceptually to create balances,
contradictions and tensions in historical narraivehese contradictions and tensions test the
resilience of historical narrative in relation mvereign succession in ways that resonate with the

political circumstances of Shakespeare’s own hieti InRichard Ill the technique is being used

2 Ernest B. GilmanThe Curious Perspective: Literary and Pictorial Witthe Seventeenth Centutyondon; New
Haven: Yale University Press,1978), 97.
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to depict a pivotal moment in English history, dgfter 3 discusses. (Il)legitimacy as a fluid
state, a continuum of (il)legitimacy rather thamigeeither legitimate or illegitimate is central to
the curious perspective model in the British plays] to the idea that illegitimacy can have both
positive and negative effects.

The curious perspective is best explained with gtas) but is basically the
manipulation of images so that a picture of, faaraple, a rabbit, is also, when viewed from a
different perspective, a duck. Gilman demonstrtepopularity of the genre mainly in the
seventeenth century, yet also notes that Shakespsas a literary slant on the technique in
Richard I the infamous counterbalance between Richard atiddbroke as ‘two buckets,
filling one another’ Richard 114.1.185)* It is proposed that this technique is actuallydias a

motif throughout the British plays on the themdibfegitimacy in inheritance and succession.

Figure 1. Rabbit and Duck
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Figure 2. Old Lady or Young Woman: the young worwaks backwards, the old lady in profile

Figure 3. Two Faces or a V48e

The curious perspective works with the (il)legitogaspectrum in Shakespeare’s British plays,
creating oppositions between characters. Whilespieetrum theory posits a continuous range of
positions between legitimate and illegitimate, posas that are occupied by individuals, the
curious perspective model enables viewers to foosnd compare, the (il)legitimacy of two
characters or, more often, two claimants to thertar While all the characters of the British

plays occupy different places on the spectrumcthi®mus perspective places pairs of characters

*4 From ‘Optical Illusions’ http://www.optillusions.comaccessed"™®August 2009.
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in either/or comparative situations which allow thelience to balance the relative
(ihlegitimacies of each character against the oths Chapter 5 discusses, Richard Il and
Bolingbroke are one example of this perspective pérspective causes the audience to
continually reassess the legitimacy of each charaby contrasting Richard and Bolingbroke at
various points irRichard Il. Chapters 3 and 5 also particularly discuss thef marelation to
succession and a less easily definable kind obestl veracity or ‘truth’. Zaller has discussed
early modern history in relation to a ‘discoursdagfitimacy’ in early modern Englarfd,
demonstrating that the concepts of truth and Iegitly were clearly interrelated for many writers
of the period. Zaller argues that historical wigtiespecially in relation to national origins,
frequently reveals an attempt to make somethinigjineate; to establish a true story of the
formation of England. This apparent depiction afims is often a method by which authors
attempt to justify their own political or religioa@gendas. (ll)legitimacy was in fact a medium
that could be used by anyone to denounce a viewpwhopposed their own, as the examples
from Knox demonstrated on page ¥(he following section further discusses how theazs

perspective of (il)legitimacy is manipulated in $keorigin myths.

Legitimate Nations: History and the ‘British’ Play

Historians differ as to the extent that concepts hationhood can be applied to early modern
societies. For the purposes of this discussionnétienal feeling developing during the 1590s is
‘English’; this was altered by the accession of daiml and | in 1603, creating a new ‘British’
identity beset by territorial tensions betweendbastituent nations. This ‘British’ identity will

be referred to throughout the thesis, and fortglatrshould be defined now: it is not intended
that Britishness in this context should be undedtas a nationhood that began to exist with the
accession of James, encompassing all geographiatish people. Instead the new state of
Britain is nebulous in definition and problematic the populace, who represented a mixed and
continually changing set of attitudes to James’ddrpolicy. This discussion has been detailed
elsewhere, notably in Marshalllheatre and Empirenvhich describes the various attitudes to

Union, effectively representing the political peations of national allegiance in drama during

%5 Zaller, The Discourse of Legitimacg30.
¢ See for example, John Knoxswer to a great nomber of cauillatiomsLaing (ed.)Works of John KngR77.
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James' reigri! It is unnecessary, therefore, to repeat Marshitittings in detail. This thesis
instead builds on work that has identified the wagyopinions of the early modern populace
about ‘British’ nation, acknowledging the differeattitudes present, and demonstrating that the
way in which Shakespeare engages with these ide=ion is through the motif of
(ilegitimacy. As with issues of sovereign inharite and legitimacy, (il)legitimacy negotiates
the multi-faceted discourse of nationhood, usirgtide-ranging associations of illegitimacy

and legitimacy to highlight the key issues of comperary England/Britain.

Defining the Nation in Early Modern ‘England’

If a nation is defined as either ‘an imagined fpcdl community’ or a ‘named and self-defined
community of shared history and destiny, whose ne@mbultivate common myths, symbols and
traditions, occupy a common homeland, possesdiadatige public culture, and share common
laws and custom$?® Elizabethan England easily constituted a nationsedaan Britain is a
different matter. Many early modern historiansrattéed to create this national identity for
Britain, or, conversely, undermine it by reinforgiBnglish nationhood. The Jacobean desire for
a tradition of British nationhood demonstrates hmportant history is when legitimating a
construct, especially the new nation. Chapter fiqdarly shows how Shakespeare participates
in the discourse of ancient Britishness to comnoanthe contemporary politics of nationhood.
For Shakespeare, the construct of ‘Britain’ isthe early stages of James’ reign, nebulous and
uncertain, while later the plays support JamedaBrias four nations reunited, a continuation of
an earlier, pre-Christian Britain that was divid&te historical record is used to legitimate
James’ Britain by other writers, as will be dis@&®n pp.38-43, to verify its customs by
creating a supposedly historically ratified origtory of the amalgamated nation; however
Shakespeare’s British plays dramatise the developofehe contemporary British nation in an
historical setting. Shakespeare’s participatiothaearly seventeenth-century nation debate is
discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 particularly. Howes@ne background to that discourse is

provided in this chapter. The developing natiomeaitsnent of England and Britain, along with

*" Tristan MarshallTheatre and Empire: Great Britain on the Londonggtander James VI andManchester:
Manchester University Press, 2000).

8 Anderson)magined Communitie$; Anthony D. Smith, ““Set in a Silver Sea”: Ergji National Identity and
European IntegratioriNations and Nationalisrhi2:3 (2006), 434.
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popular approaches to the history of these natisrdiscussed here, to support the assertions
made later with specific reference to Shakespeare.

Until fairly recently it had been accepted amorgjdrians that a shared English
nationalism during Shakespeare’s lifetime was ‘Anawistic’*° Newman's careful distinction
between patriotism and nationalism clarifies tlsaies patriotism is ‘a mere primitive feeling of
loyalty...primarily attachment to the country’s piigstin a context of foreign relation¥.
Nationalism invokes ‘an ideology of social unitgf, the type that surfaced in France during the
Revolution®* However historians now argue that a kind of nataod, if not full-blown
nationalism, existed in late medieval England,a$yeas the eleventh centutyGreenfeld has
argued for the formation of English nationalisneasly as 1500, shortly before the Henrician
Reformatior® By literary analysis, Helgerson and McEachern pesively disprove the
suggestion that a crude patriotism was the onlgttuent of a shared English identity during
Shakespeare’s lifetin?é. These ideas of England as a nation and the fosmafiBritain are
central to Shakespeare’s history plays becauskist@rical genre was frequently an area in
which the nation was created, defined or idealigethe history of Britain and England national

allegiances are legitimated or illegitimised usinsgtory.
Shakespeare’s ‘British’ Plays

This section details how Shakespeare developeoWmshistorical genre, the British plays, to
interrogate these methods of legitimation. Paradhilyi, as the thesis demonstrates,
Shakespeare’s British plays only emphasise the $sipiity of this legitimation. This thesis
treats the British plays as an independent gehesterm ‘British plays’ refers to a cohesive
group of British-set plays, not an amalgamatiohisfories and romances. Undoubtedly,

however, the majority of these plays form parthef thronicle play genre popular in the 1590s.

*bid., 7.

*0 Gerald NewmariThe Rise of English Nationalism: A Cultural Histdrg40-1830(New York: Weidenfield and
Nicholson, 1987), 53.

*1 McEachernPoetics 7.

*2For a detailed summary, see Daviise First English Empire: Power and Identities fire British Isles32-45.
%3 GreenfeldNationhood: Five Roads to Moderni®.

4 See Helgersorkorms of Nationhoo@nd McEacherrPoetics 8-12.
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Despite its short-lived popularity, the historyylgenre was not merely a response to the
Armada>® Examples such as Essex’s us®ihard Iland Talbot's death (discussed in chapters
six and three respectively) demonstrate that thexenore complexities within the genre than
international one-upmanship. The historical gehdenot die out after 1600, but, while the
theatrical fashions moved on, the history play eedlwith them. The common assertion that the
genre waned and all but died out in the 1590salenged when the romance genre is
considered in terms of thematic concerns and saugaterial. Elements of the history play
appear in Shakespeare’s romances; there is theistarest in kingship, legitimacy and nation
in Cymbelinethat is also a theme of the history plays—Ilikewits=\Winter’'s Tale which
demonstrates many concurrent themes with the Batesh plays, though the Bohemian setting
means it is not extensively discussed here. Thanamgenre frequently uses the motif of a lost
child, usually of a king, which replicates the netgt in patrilinear inheritance identifiable in the
histories. Holderness and Turner have also madeextions between the history play and the
Chronicle-sourced romanc&sand saCymbelinds regarded as a kind of history play based on
its quasi-historical source material, along vKiing Lear, which likewise blends history and
tragedy’’ In terms of sources, both kings were includeHdatinshed’s Chroniclecertainly a
prominent source for Shakespeare’s histofgsnbelinelike Richard Ill, is described as a
tragedy in F, indicating generic overlap in the dsirof the compositors: Richard Ilwas also
titled a tragedy. Xing LearwasThe True Chronicle History of King Leaand based on an
earlier, anonymous play call@de True Chronicle History of King Leir and His Elr
Daughters Gonerill Ragan and Cordelle.1590), and for this reason Q is used in thesith
The pre-Roman setting of both plays categoricdilygs that the historical genre was being
appropriated and adapted on the seventeenth-cestagyg: far from fading away after a short-
lived trend, the major features of the history playistorical sources, an English/British setting,
an interest in kingship, personal worth or intggaihd patrilinear inheritance—became a part of
two popular genres, romance and tragedy. In ti@sish ‘British plays’ will refer to

Shakespeare’s English histories and his BritisHReghances®

%5 SampsonConcise History262.

%6 Graham Holderness, Nick Potter, and John Turrt. J¢Shakespeare: The Play of HistqBasingstoke:
Macmillan, 1988), 23.

" Also Henry VIII, which is often grouped with the romances, is réegd as a history play in the same way.

%8 Because of the elective nature of monarchy in mediScotland, which, being in Holinshed, Shakespaas

well aware of Macbeth though clearly a British play, does not featurenpinently in this thesis. The themes of the
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When Shakespeare returned to historical sourcdsety andCymbeling however, he
dramatised British (mythical) history, not Englisistory. The logical inference is that James |
had made ‘Britain’ a concept worth dramatisti@hakespeare’s history plays mainly feature
English history and English locations during thigmeof ElizabethHowever, the concept of a
united Britain appears onstage in Shakespeare—tppghallel with the succession of James—
in the mid-1600s, with the exceptionldénry \, which can be definitely dated to 1599, and
presents a composite ‘British’ army in France. Galhgthere is also a marked increase in plays
with a British setting after Elizabeth’s death. AtBh setting meant that the subject matter was
inevitably ancient, or even mythical, asliear or Cymbelinethe British nations had been
divided for so long that factually correct, recatdestory of any king of an entire Britain was
virtually non-existent. Like many of his contempaea, Shakespeare switched his focus from
Englishness to Britishness, indicating that thetiooious theme of (il)legitimacy in these plays is
more than coincidental: (il)legitimacy specificatiggotiates issues of nation and patrilinear
sovereign inheritance, the overriding themes oBhgsh plays.

Shakespeare does not dramatise the reigns of fotig&ing the Norman Conquest,
preferring to focus on either recent or mythicaltdiy. This seems a strange omission, yet the
early medieval kings of England did not necessafigr the range of source material that
Shakespeare was interested in, especially in tefiliegitimacy. Though the early English
kings Henry | and Henry Il had at least twenty-eéhbastards between them, Shakespeare does
not show the same concern about the begettingstatus as some other playwrightbe
Miseries of Enforced MarriagandThe Birth of Herculefocus on the conception of bastaffls,

and Middleton is particularly preoccupied with t@ncept among the Jacobe&h$he bastards

play do fit with much of the British play’s focus @overeignty and illegitimacy and some of thesaés are
mentioned when relevant; however, the thesis fixos sovereignty as applied to the primogenituaseal English
throne, andVlacbethis hence not discussed with the same level of premce as other plays.

9 Though earlier in Elizabeth’s reign, a mythicatbrical British nation was dramatisedGorboduc(1561) and
the tragicomed¥ing Leir, andHenry Vmay look towards the succession of James in éseutation of Hal’s four-
nation army , the incidence of British plays wamparatively low before the accession of James ¢ Situation of
Henry Vis very different from that dfear andCymbelingthough, in that the play is set in recorded, nmrecent,
history, not ancient Britain. Whether or riéénry Vanticipates the Union it was written under Elizdbleand so is
influenced by a very different set of circumstances

0 See George Wilkinglhe Miseries of Enforced Marriag®lalone Society Reprints, Oxford: Oxford Univeysit
Press, 1963), particularly 2.479-80, where Scamdrelieves that his own children are legally badgaAlso, the
anonynousThe Birth of HerculegMalone Society Reprints, Oxford: Oxford Univeysiress, 1911) focuses on
Alcumena’s conception of Hercules.

®1 See Thomas MiddletoGollected Work®d., Gary Taylor and John Lavagnino (Oxford: Osfbiniversity
Press), particularlfhe Witch 1124-64 andd\ Chaste Maid in Cheapsid@07-59.
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of Henry | and 1l were children during the reigrigteeir fathers and had very little impact on
politics in their adulthood. Raexceptions are Robert of Gloucester (almost cdytaispiration
for Faulconbridge ifKing Johr) and Geoffrey Plantagenet, son of Henry Il. Thetfdorman
conquest era became increasingly popular groundréonatic adaptation in the Jacobean era,
but Shakespeare chooses not to use it. Insteadotked with ancient ‘history’ that focuses on
the united Britain lost in the mists of time, peaipgating in the trend for tales of mythic origins.
While Elizabethan England’s foundations were reedroh more definite recent histories that
dramatised the Wars of the Roses and establishohéme Tudor dynasty, the accession of
James and the creation of Britain caused recoratidarof what the nation now was, and its
historical origins. The transition from Elizabethdames marks the shift in Shakespeare’s choice
of sources, and his altering use of history to @ramation and sovereignty.

During Elizabeth’s reignGGorboduc and Leir, Arthur and the characterkafring a play
that makes use of the Brutus myth, are the maitisBrkings represented onstage. With James’
rule, Arthur and Lear remain, as well as CymbeliEleure, Brute (and sons), Bonduca,
Vortigern, Hengist (Celtic and Saxon figures whieduparts of Britain, not the entire
archipelago) and Beaumont’s lost play about Mas@re produce? Marshall has linked the
proliferation of British plays after James’ accesswith popular English support for the Union,
which he argues has often been overlooked as i ofshe Parliamentary oppositiAEven
thoughMacbeth ‘the Scottish play’ centres on a Scottish kitng play also features a quite
different view of British monarchy from ElizabethBnitish plays. An honourable relationship
between England and Scotland is for the first timaele explicit when England helps the rightful
Scottish heir Malcolm iMacbeth®
Scot’ Henry V1.1.145 & 170) that Shakespeare conceived it #si1590s.

The Britannia myth was popular in the years aralsries’s accession, despite what

Scotland is no longer the ‘giddy neighbour’, theeasel

developed into a widespread distaste for the Uniithh Scotland®® Shakespeare’s association of
national origins and (il)legitimacy discourses gathstrength with the focus on Britain’s early

history. Much as the Tudors had claimed descem #othur and Cadwallader to reinforce their

%2 See Gordon McMullan’s Appendix to his ‘The Colatisn of Early Britain on the Jacobean Stage’ iviba
Matthews and Gordon McMullan (edsReading the Medieval in Early Modern Englai@hmbridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2007), 138-40.

8 Marshall, Theatre and Empire20.

%4 See Shakespearaacbethed. Nicholas Brooke (Oxford: Oxford University Pse$990), particularly Acts 4 and
5.

® Tristan MarshallTheatre and Empire74-7.
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claim to the throne, and later to create the ingioesof a ‘golden age’ revisited, James used
‘genealogy’ to emphasise his credentials for thglish throne. He accentuated his ‘British’
heritage, claiming descent from Brutus, and hemetqipating in the Protestant origin mythA
bout of similar themed works appeared to pleasee§amthe first five years of his reign:
Thomas Milles’A Catalogue of the Kings of ScotlaaddThe Catalogue of Honour or Treasury
of True Nobility(both 1610) replicated James’s lineage from Brutughony Munday’'s 1605
pageaniThe Triumphs of Re-united Britanrgéanceived James’s ‘happy coming to the Crown’
as a healing process to the nation originally ‘sed@nd divided’ by Brutu¥. Interest seemed to
be increasing in terms of dramatic representatdriBritain. Between 1561, witorbodug and
1604, the available records show that some 26 pilétiisan ancient British setting were
produced in public over the forty-two years. Thidf@ing nineteen years saw at least fifteen
such productions in less than half the tifh&he origins of the nation were clearly of topical
interest, and Tudor and Stuart rulers alike used-seythical history to validate their lineage; in
effect, to legitimate their status as sovereigratidwhal history, however, was more than topical.
As the following section discusses, origin mythgeveequently utilised in attempts to

legitimate political arguments.
History, Nation and Legitimacy

The defining aspect of the English history playHasvard and Rackin point out, is the subject
matter®® Though this seems obvious in the extreme, it fadn difficult to itemise the genre
further stylistically or in terms of form and stture’® The historical genre of Shakespeare is an
amalgamation of other genres and, as such, i$ gselething of a bastard. However, one
common thread throughout the British plays is thigeat of originations and foundations that
identifies history writing of all kinds —a key issthat the (il)legitimacy theme links with ideas
of sovereignty and legitimate succession. Thoughréign of an individual king must always

form part of the continuing story of the natiomkaong back at past events in isolation links those

% Highley, Catholics Writing the Natiari10.

" David M. Bergeron (ed.Pageants and Entertainments of Anthony Mur@@yndon: Garland, 1985), 7.

® McMullan, ‘The Colonisation of Early Britain onehlacobean Stage’, 138-40.

% Howard and RackirEngendering A Natigri1.

O paulina Kewes, ‘The Elizabethan History Play: A& Genre?’ in Richard Dutton, Jean Elizabeth Howeds.)
A Companion to Shakespeare’s Works: The Histdfiedord: Blackwell, 2003), 172.
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events with the present; historical representatamstage effectively showcase the foundations
of the nation. As Zaller has argued, this kind istdrical writing forms an important part of
early modern England’s ‘discourse of legitimacy’:

the chronicler himself was the faithful mirror df the events he recorded, and whatever

dialogic or dramatic tension was involved in thelting, the true significance emerged

in the end...the chronicle was the manifest ohtph of truth, but a truth that could only

manifest itself in the hearing of all voices and fimal, chorus-like assent of the

community’*
The replication of events in historical writingiiself a kind of legitimation; the public
reiteration of stories that become, in time, pareéias fact. As Zaller continues, this makes the
chronicler ‘a medium of transmission’, while ‘thest word...was the contemporary
community’s’/? This model of legitimated history is essentiatte idea of performative
legitimacy which forms a major part of Chaptersd &. While there are some fundamental
problems in assuming that members of a contempoanmunity would all react to historical
material in the same way, Zaller's model effectv@lims up a kind of legitimacy that can be
created through retelling of stories for, at theyMeast, a significant body of the populace.
However, it is the attempt at legitimation througktorical writing that is important in this
thesis, not the mechanics of whether such legitonatan be achieved. It is proposed that such
legitimacy cannot be created; Shakespeare usésstioeical genre to expose the contradictions
within the historical narrative of England. (ll)iégacy is the motif that highlights these
tensions, and Shakespeare continually depictsietyarf interpretations and ‘multivocalit} in
the historical record. Depictions of performancedzhlegitimacy, that is, attempts to appear
legitimate by acting so, are flawed and impossiblmaintain. Shakespeare’s use of the
historical genre in fact undercuts the idea of emt@ihistorical representation: as legitimacy is
impossible to create for his sovereigns, trutmpassible to locate within his depiction of
England.

This lack of historical truth is partly inspired Bhakespeare’s source material. Early
modern historical writing was a mix of fact, ficti@nd hearsay inherited from previous
‘historians’ and commentators who felt varying desg of responsibility to make faithful

records. Geoffrey of Monmouth, for example, wasagamsource for early modern historians,

"t 7aller, 250-51.
2 |bid., 251.
3 bid., 250.
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yet hisHistoria Regum Britanniagvas far from reliable. He drew mainly on Bede,dad and
Nennius to compile his list of the supposed Cédiiegs of the Britons from Brutus to
Cadwallader—but made additions from his own imatgameand unverifiable Welsh legends.
Though many of these kings appear in historicabnds; Geoffrey often alters their
circumstances in his narrative. A misunderstandisg meant that Geoffrey’s record was
improperly relayed by early modern writers: ‘Britomo Geoffrey meant the ancient inhabitants
of Wales and Cornwall, but the term implied somaghdifferent to writers like Holinshed, who
reproduced some of Geoffrey’s material. Sixteergthtary historians like Bale and Holinshed,
and later works like Heywood’s 160%oia Britannica,interpreted the term ‘King of the
Britons’ not as the leader of a Celtic people chigritons’ but as the ruler of a nation/state
called Britain’*

Holinshed repeats this misunderstanding, mergingff@y of Monmouth with recorded
history. He calls Lear and Cymbeline Kings of Britaand the post-1563 editions Tfie Mirror
for Magistrategwhich Shakespeare also used as source matdsial)egroduced most of
Geoffrey'sHistoria Regum BritanniaeProtestant historians like Bale especially ubed
Galfridian myth that Brutus was the founder of Bint—despite ‘widespread scepticism’ in the
veracity of the story—to associate ‘Protestant$&inarrative of national origins that connected
the arrival of “civilisation” in Britain not withle glories of Catholic Rome but with the failed
empire of Troy.” Likewise, Catholic writers, distrusting Protestdames |, used Bede’s history
of England to claim that Augustine’s seventh-centarssion to England was the beginning of
civilisation on the British archipelago—hence implythat the Catholic Church founded
England. This myth conveniently opposed James’s&Btantism and his new united ‘Britain’, as
it divided England from its Protestant Scottishgh@iours’® The appropriation of British and
English origin myths by historians and politicaliters in the debate about the British
archipelago indicates that these myths and legemdsthe sometimes-historical characters
contained in them, had a certain power to legitevaat argument. The debate about national
origins exemplifies the method of sovereign legdtion that Chapters 5 and 6 discuss.

However, it also has a bearing on the British playanother way. Utilising such source

7% Crick, Julia C. (ed)The Historia Regum of Geoffrey of Monmo(@ambridge: Brewer, 1989), 31-35.

> Christopher HighleyCatholics Writing the Nation in Early Modern Engthand Ireland(Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 2.
® Ibid., 89.
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material, the plays inevitably participate in théstourse of the realm’ that was current, using
(ihlegitimacy as a defining feature both of sovgnty and the nation itself.

The scant available evidence of audience recepfitime history genre onstage reveals
the formation of English national sentiment. Nashi2scription of the reception bHenry VI
is particularly illustrative:

How would it have joyed brave Talbot, the terrotteég French, to think that after
he had lain two hundred years in his tomb, he shbale his triumph again on
the stage and have his bones new embalmed withaé&en thousand at least (at
several times) who, in the tragedian who repredastperson, imagine they see
him fresh bleeding’
Danson points out that Nashe’s brief endorsemehtrénry Vitells us a significant amount
about the style of play Shakespeare’s audienceas@sstomed to: the casting of a ‘tragedian’ in
the role of Talbot indicates how this developingmgeof history play was designed and received,;
that it was a serious piece with a closer affibityragedy than comedy.

Most interesting in Nashe’s account is the cordlawf pride in country and pride
in theatrical achievement. The living Talbot ontreick terror into the enemy
French; now the revived Talbot, ‘fresh bleeding'stage, draws a new army of
English, ten thousand strong, into a communal egpee, almost religious in
nature, where the piteous spectacle of the heesshdconverts the tears of grief
into the preserving fluid of patriotic prid&.
Danson describes the history play experience mgeaf the ‘shared consciousness’ of a nation;
he associates that consciousness specifically‘patiniotic pride’. He also goes on to argue that,
despite the historical fate of Talbot, who was imgiously led to death by the political in-
fighting of the English lords who failed to reinéer his army, a kingdom ‘supposedly united
under Queen Elizabeth and united in the theatiéskptaywright and actors...now gives Talbot
new life, and finds in his represented death, hetsppectacle of shameful power politics, but the
redemptive image of English achieveménbanson’s interpretation emphasises the ‘communal
experience’ of theatrical performance, defining@ug consciousness and identity that

constitutes a national identity, and awareneshatfitlentity, experienced in the theatre. The

" Thomas NasheRierce Penniless his Supplication to the Dewl Stanley Wells (London: Arnold, 1969), 1.212.
8 Lawrence Dansor§hakespeare’s Dramatic Genr@xford; New York: Oxford University Press), 93.
79 H
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repeat of Talbot’s ‘triumph’ onstage celebratesrthgon’s military achievement while
simultaneously celebrating the theatrical achievertieat allows the moment to be reviv&d.

This doubling of the function obliquely indicatéstkind of ‘unity’ of national feeling
within the minds of the spectators. Beyond beingived in basic patriotism, the spectators are
also engaging with the idea of being similarly anptished in the theatrical field. The dual
function that Danson assigns to the history plgyesents more than ‘a mere primitive feeling of
loyalty...primarily attachment to the country’s piigstin a context of foreign relation®";it
shows a national pride, of far more significanantloyalty. Reiteration of these historical set
pieces creates the kind of legitimacy that Zalkesatibes: when playwrights display an event
repeatedly to a crowd that, in the majority, aceéipas a representation of fact, the story is
legitimated in the sense that it is accepted. S@dare, however, prevents this simple
legitimation by using the curious perspective adrel(il)legitimacy spectrum to continually
undercut the dominant narrative. One clear attém[@gitimate through historical performances
can be seen at work in Elizabethan England wheaexdstamously stageRichard Il before his
attempted coup. Elizabeth | could certainly sedartended effect of the staging, demanding of
her council, ‘I am Richard II, know ye not th&??ThoughRichard Ilfailed to rouse a pro-Essex
rebellion, the fact that Essex chose to show aompetent monarch being deposed by a popular
commoner indicated that he was trying to use hystotegitimate his actions. Ironically, Essex’s
appropriation oRichard llresisted the multifaceted conception of histogt the play itself
exhibits (see Chapter 5). Essex attempted to @spl#ly to legitimate usurpation, while the play
refuses to legitimate either personal or soverkggitimacy. This is one of the overriding themes
of the British plays, and rather like the uncertegitimacies of English politics, the origins of
the historical genre from which Shakespeare deeeldpe British plays reflects a mass of
uncertainties and hybrid narratives. Legitimatednisis as impossible to achieve as legitimate
sovereignty. This is a theme that is particulaglgvant to Chapters 3, 5 and 6.

The proposed Union of Scotland and England gergeaatenteresting innovation in
English historical writing. For English subjectsetarchipelago states like Scotland were foreign

nations®® Quasi-historical accounts of national origins wemeployed to define Englishness in

80 H
Ibid., 94.
8 Newman,The Rise of English Nationalism: A Cultural Histdr§40-183053.
82 Charles R. Forker (edRichard Il (London; Arden Shakespeare, 2002), 72-73.
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opposition to Scottishness. Protestant opporteritgion with Scotland feared Scottish
barbarism, and attempted to create historical ‘prfchis barbarism. Sir Henry Spelman
compares the Scots and the English: ‘though in[gfaay] often resemble us, yet the greatest part
concurs with the natural Irish, embracing their nages and customes in that respect and the
unfitter also to be united* Several English writers not only combined the Seotd Irish as part
of the same ethnic group, but attributed anciemiipathy’ towards the English to this group.
This was a prominent English-Catholic argumentmsjdi/nion®> and certainly it was used by
the Catholic writer Richard Verstegan, who argired the Scots and Irish are part of a vague
Celtic race of ancient Britain originally from Sbya, while the English have Saxon and Danish
Germanic ancest’f. Verstegan uses the ancient pseudo-history ofiBtitelegitimate the racial
differentiation that was an obstacle to Union, rpatating origination myths to suit political
purposes. Verstegan tries to define a true indegp@rgnglishness, aiming to legitimate this
identity by his *historical’ evidence. This concegtlegitimation is particularly relevant to
Chapter 6, where Hal uses a similar concept obhcstl legitimation inHenry V. Henry Vs
composition under Elizabeth | anticipates manyhete issues, which are of course relevant to
LearandCymbelineas well.Henry VIl similarly uses recent history to legitimate thensition

from Elizabeth to James, as Chapter 4 discusses.

Conclusions

Rising illegitimacy rates indicate that the positif illegitimates in society was a topical issue
during Shakespeare’s lifetime, as other writersehestablishel’ Unlike other discussions of
early modern illegitimacy, which polarise legitinyaand illegitimacy as two opposing states,
this thesis maintains that illegitimacy and legaity were far more fluid states than is often
acknowledged. This may in part originate in the pteax and contradictory laws governing
definitions of illegitimacy and legitimacy. Thisdkis will develop the notion of (il)legitimacy,

where legitimacy and illegitimacy are understoo®@gosing ends of a continuum rather than

8 Sir Henry SpelmarQf the Unionin Galloway and Levack;he Jacobean Union: Six Tractsk03, 180-01.
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mutually exclusive opposites. This is applied tal&speare’s depiction of sovereign inheritance
in the British plays in the following chapters. Té@ncept is demonstrated in this chapter and
elsewhere by the curious perspective, an idedgttveloped across the British plays as a
group and runs throughout the thesis. (ll)legitiynacderpins notions of legality, truth and
inheritance in Shakespeare’s British plays. Thievahg chapter demonstrate that when these
issues are related to sovereignty, the effecttendb direct the audience (or reader) to the
definition of the nation articulated in these plays

Contrary to many assumptions that illegitimatesengstracised by society in early
modern England, the examples described in thistehdpmonstrates that when in the right
circumstances, illegitimacy was not always a litnta In richer families, and royalty, with
which Shakespeare is nearly entirely concernesjitimates frequently occupy a place within
the family, and as the examples of Thomas Nevdleigularly demonstrates, an illegitimate
belonging to such a powerful family could find theéd birth was not a bar to success and
renown. This duality of illegitimacy, both a paftamd not a part of a family, is important in
Shakespeare’s depiction of (il)legitimacy and, whilotifs of this duality resonate throughout
the British plays, the following two chapters dissuhis theme in detail. Mythical history and
origin myths are central to the Jacobean playstlagid depiction of contemporary ‘Britain’; and
the connection between historical veracity andtiegition drawn above will be returned to in
Chapters 3, 5, and 6. The thesis as a whole esfiahstrate further how history and
(ihlegitimacy are linked by Shakespeare to refl@aecthe contemporary nation and the
succession. The link between the sovereign anddtien in early modern drama has already
been sufficiently discussed elsewh& the following chapters further connections besw
sovereign inheritance, (il)legitimacy and natioa drawn amongst Shakespeare’s representation
of British history. From these connections a depicof England’s development into Britain

emerges, mapping the tensions between sovereignamndace in early modern England.

8 Kewes,The Elizabethan History Play 75.
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Chapter 2: Shakespearean Illegitimacy

This chapter compares Edmund Kihg Lear and King John’s Faulconbridge, the two most
prominent illegitimate characters in Shakespeairsish plays, arguing that Shakespeare
associates illegitimacy with social movement anldentance in a way that reflects upon the
succession crisis of Elizabethan England, and fiteeteof this crisis, and the ensuing transition
to Jacobean ‘Britain’, upon the nation. Surprisinghese two characters are rarely discussed
together, despite the resonating similarities betwiem. Areas in which they are different, as
this chapter suggests, reveal significant variamcezhakespeare’s portrayal of illegitimacy and
emphasise that the theme of illegitimacy is not atitimic in the British plays; illegitimacy has
wide implications within Shakespeare’s texts, asearly modern society itself, and resists
stereotypical definitions that have been appliedddy modern representations of illegitimates.
Legitimacy and illegitimacy themselves resist défam in Shakespeare, as the curious
perspective model of (il)legitimacy that the prawgochapter identified demonstrates.Kimg
Lear and King John this (il)legitimacy highlights a vulnerable andhamging nation. The
presence of Edmund and Faulconbridge as illegigmah close proximity to the crown
underpins the connection between (il)legitimacied aovereignty that is continually present in
the British plays. It is proposed here that desgipicting different ‘historical’ narratives in
different stylesKing Johnand King Lear have some thematic interests in common. Anxieties
about impending changes to the English and/ordBritiation during the 1590s and the 1600s are
reflected in the actions of these illegitimate cltéers.

As a ‘living symbol of social irregularity’,an illegitimate was problematic for the rigid
early modern social structure, having no placehi@ sortes and degrees of people’ in the
commonwealt.Edmund and Faulconbridge represent that partilsion from the family and
society that the previous chapter discussBdulconbridge is a member of the royal family by
virtue of his paternity; but his mother is Lady FKaunbridge, wife of a recently knighted
‘soldier’ (King John,1.1.51-2). Likewise, he is only half-brother tolieot Faulconbridge, and

half-nephew to John. Edmund too, is Gloucestens bat has a different mother to his brother

! Davis, ‘lllegitimacy and the Social Structure’,.27
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Edgar? It was common practice to send boys to be edudatether households in early modern
England, yet the reference to Edmund having beahnme years’ (1.31) also emphasises his
outsider status within the Gloucester family. Tlastards in question are on the margins of their
society; but of sufficiently high birth to be obgers and participants in the political action.
Edmund is wholly Shakespeare’s addition to the fhay plot is inspired by SidneyArcadia),
and Faulconbridge an altered version of the Basthattacter from the anonymous tragicomic
source playThe Troublesome Reign of King Jofm1589)> showing that illegitimacy was a
theme that interested Shakespeare enough to initlddiberately in_ear andKing John

These bastards’ movement into the sphere of poreates tensions around sovereignty:
they continually test the idea of legitimate inteemce and power. This chapter, therefore,
discusses how illegitimacy is connected with soomlvement, and how illegitimacy affects
inheritance of sovereignty and power. The finaltisecdiscusses connections between the

onstage nation and the changing politics of theadEnglish/British nation.

Illegitimacy and Social Movement

Commentary, Freedom and Exclusion

Faulconbridge and Edmund use the same techniquesmstruct a special intimacy with the
audience. Faulconbridge speaks more soliloquiesibhn, the title character, and is therefore
‘the most interesting character’ iting John® Faulconbridge also takes on the role of a
commentator for the audiené&dmund too speaks more extended soliloquies thpother
character, except Lear in his madness. Howevegnsite soliloquies are not the exclusive
province of Shakespearean illegitimates. lago dando8k have similar levels of interaction with
the audience, as does Aaron, father of an illegitaminTitus AndronicusThe suggestion is not

that soliloquies and audience interaction are eswalilly the realm of illegitimates, but that

* The recent RSC production kiing Lear(2010), directed by David Farr, represented trgsiaily by casting a
black Edmund (Tunji Kasim), with white actors ao@ester and Edgar (Geoffrey Freshwater and Chailksn).
> Anon, The Troublesome Reign of King Jodth Frederick James Furnivall and John James Muarodon:
Chatto and Windus, 1913)
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Shakespeare demonstrates a preoccupation witltiitkegy in the British plays by using the
same attention-generating techniques that defiomipent characters, frequently villains, in
other genres to delineate illegitimates. lllegitiesa so often conceived as on the fringes of
society and traditionally represented as counterfgl are in a perfect position to act as
commentators. Physically the placing of an actorrepresent this: the illegitimate speaker
stands at the fore of the stage, between the acmlemd the play, an intermediate between the
two.? Kernodle has argued that the bastard’s lack afepleould be emphasised by a downstage
position® and this placing particularly apt in light of thften intimate tone Shakespeare’s
bastard-commentators adopt with the audi¢hdée bastards iKing LearandKing John
observe the action of the play, filling a role adfy between audience and play, and inviting
intimacy with the audience.

Freedom becomes a defining characteristic of Fablegdge and Edmund; because
society has no place for illegitimates, they artsiole the power structures, particularly
patriarchal, that restrict legitimate members disty. The early representation of
Faulconbridge particularly emphasises this lactesfrictions: he ‘erupts into the play as a
sourceless, unlocated charactéiThis lack of restriction results in the frequerdamatic
association of illegitimacy and lawlessness, andtirel of freedont Freedom is not
necessarily a positive character trait; freedormfsmcial structure and restriction can constitute
a threat to the stability of societyFaulconbridge uses illegitimacy as a steppingeston
courtly power, cultivating the relationship withethoyal family that his illegitimacy creates.
Faulconbridge’s movement into the royal spherequmeses the concept of sovereign legitimacy.
While Faulconbridge embraces his illegitimate ftats a positive development, Edmund’s
actions indicate that he is not content with thethat his illegitimate birth has given him, asd i

trying to carve out a place in legitimate sociétis movement threatens the stability of the
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social order in Lear’s kingdom, undermining sovengpower, and ultimately damaging the

nation.

Self-definition and social mobility

Edmund, unlike Faulconbridge, is born illegitimadaad acutely aware of his social position and
its drawbacks. For Faulconbridge, illegitimacy msemabling force, but for Edmund,
acknowledged a bastard from birth, illegitimacy Hafined and restricted him (he refers to ‘the
plague of custom’ 2.3). This explains his intentisoirp his father and brother’s position from
the start. In his first soliloquy, Edmund shows &difi to the audience an archetypal
machiavellian villain, intent on personal gain,amhing the audience of his ‘invention’ to steal
his brother’s land (1.19). In the soliloquy befoagld, though, Edmund defines himself
effectively as an alternative Edgar, a base versidegitimate childhood. Self-fashioning takes
place ‘in relation to something perceived as algrange or hostileé> and Edmund uses Edgar
as a model to fashion himself in opposition to wherdescribes legitimate children as a ‘tribe
of fops’ (2.14). ‘Legitimate Edgar’ is the focusBfimund’s desire to ‘grow’ and ‘prosper’
(1.21); his desire to rise is equated with a deirgiumph over and replace his brother.
Faulconbridge similarly uses hostile forces to mefinimself for the audience, but while
Edmund creates the enmity between himself and dnsly, Faulconbridge uses the Duke of
Austria, treasonous rebels, and the French natieenact a persona of military capability and
patriotism. Faulconbridge is mentioned briefly bylidshed as ‘Philip, bastard son to King
Richard, to whom his father had given the castt flanour of Coinacke (Cognacy Roger of
Howden recorded that he killed Limoges in vengediocehis father in 1199 as repeated by
Holinshed, though no other contemporary sourcesoborate this/ His mother is not
mentioned in any sources; it is possible that Séadare, developing a heroic bastard character,
took inspiration from a more recent illegitimatdjoas Fauconberg Neville, who, like Philip

Faulconbridge, was recognised for military ability.
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Faulconbridge’s first action in France is to thezafustria to ‘smoke your skin-coat an |
catch you right’ (2.1.139). The idea of revengingHard I's death links him to his biological
father. He is also setting himself against thengies of England, creating an identity for
himself as a warlike patriot. Faulconbridge creat@sche for himself in the English court,
gaining a legitimate function as Edmund wishefRumbert of Gloucester, bastard of Henry I,
may have been an inspiration for Faulconbridge, whs, until Henry Fitzroy under his father
Henry VIII, the last bastard to have risen to tmglish peeragé® Robert was an excellent
general and one of the few English noblemen wiltmgphold Matilda’s claim to England as
his father requested. Robert became his sistere$ ganeral and advisor during the Anarchy.
The combination of these two figures to form anistanical illegitimate character indicates that
Shakespeare is specifically developing motifs lefitimacy inKing John

Becoming the bastard of Coeur-de-Lion elevatesdealiridge’s social status: he was
previously only the (disputed) eldest son of a ¢guknight. He now has a choice in how his life
moves forward: ‘Brother, take thou my land; I'lkeamy chance’ (1.1.151). Faulconbridge
chooses to bastardise himself and forsake hisrferitn hopes of a better ‘chance’. John and
Eleanor, who claim Philip as part of the Royal figrrknighting him ‘Sir Richard Plantagenet’,
paradoxically make his bastardy a marker of sadiibm. In essence, the sanction of the royal
family legitimates Faulconbridge’s illegitimacy, bgnfirming it and using it to create his role at
court. Instead of being the Faulconbridge heirhwitve hundred pound a year’ (1.1.152) and
slandered as a bastard, he has moved up the Eaidal,

A foot of honour better than | was
But many a foot of land the worse.
1.1.182-183
Though by the 1590s Shakespeare would have be@sexpo a ‘moral opprobrium’
surrounding illegitimacy that had developed sifernedieval times in which beiffitjus
nulliuswas not the marker of disgrace it had becdhfegulconbridge articulates this more
relaxed, medieval attitude to his illegitimacy,attitude which Shakespeare would certainly

have been aware of simply by reading of the prontibastards that featured in his sources.

8 bid., .93.
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A filius nullius (heraldic term for illegitimate) ‘was not so mutie son of nobody, as the
heir of nobody.?’ In an apparently contradictory way, Faulconbridges being the ‘heir of

nobody’ as gaining him a great paternal legacycéle as Eleanor points out

...be a Faulconbridge
And like thy brother to enjoy thy land
Or the reputed son of Coeur-de-Lion,
Lord of thy presence, and no land beside
1.1.134-137

Faulconbridge also perceives the further reperonsf his legitimated bastardy; being a
knight, he is now able to ‘make any Joan a lad¥838). He can exercise the right to raise people
himself, and so he also has the ability to ‘freedple, as his own elevation and bastardy freed
him, and so he is able to create more dangerossatuis’ with social mobility. When he claims
‘my father gave me honour’ (1.164), Faulconbridgwmlicitly challenges conventional
conceptions of honour. His father has not left hityal or even noble birth status by
acknowledging him, nor has he provided propertsnoney. What Faulconbridge refers to as
honour is a satisfaction in his parentage, impjictpride in his bastard origins; not a traditibna
point of honour at all. His social mobility constiés a potentially menacing activity that
undermines English convention.

Faulconbridge’s social movement is emphasised ®yamiliarity with James Gurney in
Act One?! Gurney calls Faulconbridge ‘Philip’, implying amformal relationship, and as this
occurs immediately after Faulconbridge’s solilo@put ‘new-made honour’ (1.187) the effect
of social movement, even transgression, is heigit&Faulconbridge’s threat to social order is
eventually contained; he is devotedly loyal to Jahd Henry lll, even suggesting that he will
follow John to the grave to ‘wait on thee to hed\étv.72), a line echoed by Kent at the end of
Lear, a play with similar themes (though Kent is of smilegitimate). Throughout the early
scenes, however, Faulconbridge’s threat of destabdn to English order anticipates the hazard

realised in Edmund’s bastard potential for subweran Lear.
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Faulconbridge evidently enjoys the new status Isechasen for himself, preferring to be
‘Sir Richard Plantagenet’ than ‘Sir Nob’ (1.1.14&nhd wickedly teasing his half-brother Robert
that his protest has benefited Philip more tharskiim

My father gave me honour, yours gave land,

Now blesséd be the hour by night or day

When | was got, Sir Robert was away.

...Good fortune come to thee

For thou was got i'th’'way of honesty

1.1.163-166, 181-182

He subverts preconceptions of illegitimacy, imptythat he has benefited from bastardy2.lh,
when John and King Philip are threatening war invoduted terms of their courageous armies,
Faulconbridge is a comedic leveller, interjectibgstards and else’ and ‘some bastards too’ after
John’s description of his ‘English breed’ and Riidi‘valiant bloods’ (1.275-279). He therefore
reduces both the kings and their armies to hid levan illegitimate; as when he muses on the
prospect of raising ‘any Joan’, Faulconbridge eisexca level of control over the social
hierarchy. InKing JohnFaulconbridge effectively demonstrates one ofcthre issues that this
thesis raises; legitimacy is always subject to ¢peindermined or redefined. Faulconbridge can
alter his own status and the status of others wsords, and true legitimacy remains impossible
to locate in the texts.

His character is initially defined by this ‘ind#fifence to rank and other social
conventions?®* However, Faulconbridge quickly abandons this,roeoming a defender of the
status quan his loyalty to John. Faulconbridge demonstratebameleon-like quality in
illegitimacy that Shakespeare returns to throughleBritish plays, using what is termed
‘metaphorical illegitimacy’ to develop the conc@pRichard Il, Richard IllandHenry V.
Faulconbridge is able to ‘be’ anything becauseshenrestricted by the social laws binding
‘proper’ members of society: he is ‘afd-young, legal-illegal, royal-common, male-female
oxymoron’?* Van de Water has convincingly argued against téicsiepiction of
Faulconbridge as ‘a representation of type—the commobust, patriotic Englishman who is a

faithful follower and a good soldief®, or more extravagantly as ‘Shakespeare’s greatorecs
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the regal type®® an interpretation which was once very popular wiitics, by noting the
multiplicity of character types that Faulconbridagopts in the early scen€s.

Faulconbridge demonstrates a similarly crafty ctigratype in the early stageskihg
John After his comic routine about being a ‘new-manhan at 1.1.180-204, where he plans to
forget names and sit over his dinner, Faulconbrgigekly turns to an ominous musing on his

‘mounting spirit’ (1.206), and forthcoming actiorBlanning

...to deliver
Sweet, sweet, sweet poison for the age’s tooth,
1.212-213
Faulconbridge begins to echo the typical languddgghakespeare’s machiavellian villains. He
makes the audience his co-conspirators, a techtigi€Richard Il also uses (Chapter 3).
Faulconbridge’s idea that

For he is but a bastard to the time
That doth not smack of observation.
11.208-209

draws the audience into the play-world. The vieveesdrawn in because they are ‘observing’
the play, while Faulconbridge, becoming part ofndslzourt, is participating in another
Elizabethan meaning of ‘observation’—to pay att@mtio prominent people. Hence
Faulconbridge suggests that everyone is a ‘bastandaged in ‘observation’ of one kind or
another. Thus Faulconbridge interrogates the meaofifillegitimacy’: his own illegitimacy is
no handicap if everyone is a bastard. In fact kates a society of bastards, a technique that
Posthumus employs @ymbelinevhen he suggests that ‘we are all bastards’ (2.Rithard Il
also reduces those around him to the level ofitiragtes (Chapter 3). When Faulconbridge
quibbles over the word ‘deceit’ at 11.214-216, thedience is left uncertain about how this
character will progress. It is unclear whether ¢higses suggest that he will leaathoutdeceit in
order to avoid it, or whether he means to imply ttemust learhow todeceive so that he will

not be harmed by the deceit of others:

% van de Water, ‘The Bastard iing Johr, 138. For an extensive list of critics who seelEanbridge as a
potential king, see 138-9.
" |bid., 137-46.
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...though I will not practise to deceive

Yet to avoid deceit | mean to learn,

For it shall strew the footsteps of my rising.

11.214-216

The overall impression is of Faulconbridge as pesiag a self-serving, potentially threatening
outlook, dismissive of social custom and order.l€@bridge even argues that the adultery of
his parents was not a sin, moving from social nigttib a more subversive repudiation of the
religious and secular convention of matrimony whertells his mother ‘who says it was [sin],
he lies; | say ‘twas not’ (1.276). In his affirmati of adultery, Faulconbridge articulates a very

real threat to the dominant religious and legalemegny:

And they shall say when Richard me begot,
If thou hadst said him nay, it had been sin.
1.274-75.
The overturning of normality in this way also bearsertain similarity with the principles of
carnival, something that is picked up again indharacter of Richard 11l (Chapter %).
Though inKing Johnthe threat of social change from the bastard veinesalised, in
King LearEdmund’s movement through the social hierarchywshihe dangerous implications
of ‘unlocated® bastards. Edmund usurps the place of his brablyedpplicity becoming
‘capable’—the heir—of his father’s land and tit&85). So he is no longer thikus nullius of
the play, but a son and heir. So much is made wicBabridge’s parentage that, though his
mother is present, themes of fatherhood are cantkihg John Inheriting from the father is
also central td.ear’s depiction of (il)legitimacy: Edmund overturns titah by inheriting from
his father, but the inheritance theme is also imgated in different waydnheritance of parental
(particularly paternal) characteristics undercdesas of legal illegitimacy iKing JohnandKing
Lear. The common assumption that bastards were motbleitdren is undercut by the fact that
Gloucester’s one-time mistress, and Lear’s wife,alysent fronhear, however, critics have
discovered a maternal subtext in the play thatrighér discussed on pp. 102-185Though Lear
lacks male heirs, and inheritance via the femalke i inevitable in the royal familiKing Lear

also articulates a masculine patrilinear modelatsssion in relation to illegitimacy. Edmund’s

28 Bakhtin,Rabelais 32-45.
2 |pid.
30 Kahn,Man’s Estate 101-03.
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drive to usurp the Gloucester inheritance indicatsglesire for acceptance and recognition as
Gloucester’s son. His behaviour, however, so tymtaarly modern illegitimacy stereotypes,
marks him as a ‘natural’ child of Gloucester frdme start: Edmund inherits more from his father
than land, as this chapter demonstrates.

While Faulconbridge jokes about making ‘any Jodady’ (1.1.184), Edmund’s
alteration in status actually occasions other $atsturbances in Lear’s kingdom. The inclusion
of Oswald, for example, is an effective indicatbthe disorder generated by Edmund. Kent’'s
altercation with Oswald in Scene 7 hints that Osiwike Edmund, is rising through the social
scale—immediately after we have heard Gloucestanjze to make Edmund ‘capable’ at 6.84.
Kent ‘seems to veer between accusing Oswald ofvdedpdike a despised menial, and, on the
other hand, a pampered favouriteKent describes Oswald’s rise from ‘an eater okbro
meats, a base, proud, shallow, beggarly, threeduifilthy worsted-stocking knave’ (7.13-14)
to Goneril's steward. Kent calls him a ‘hundred-pdu(l.14), referring to the new-made knights
James | would create in return for a fee of a hedgrounds. These men purchased social status
rather than inheriting their titles, and were tpa@ame of seventeenth-century social climbing.
Oswald is associated with this type of social mosetnand called ‘the son and heir of a
mongrel bitch’ (1.20)**These allusions effectively suggest ideas of itlegicy to the audience,
and Oswald represents the threat of illegitimatzadanovement that Edmund embodies
working elsewhere in the kingdom.

As illegitimates werdilius nullius, they were often associated with the maternalrpgare
Oswald is the heir of a ‘bitch’, unquestionablyeaninine term, and that bitch, as a ‘mongrel’, is
also associated with illegitimacy, implying impweunknown pedigree. One definition of the
term ‘bastard’ referred specifically to being mixadadulterated in some way, being applied to
sweetened wine, mixed breeds of animals, and ahaithe from mixed fibres. Oswald’s mongrel
hybridity is connected to early modern ideas @gitimacy. Kent hints that Oswald is
illegitimate for his position, as in of unsuitaldeth, and the interjection of this otherwise
unnecessary assault on Oswald immediately afterudia social movement is confirmed at
6.84 implies Shakespeare was linking the rise efgarly’ and ‘mongrel’ (with a sense of

illegitimate) men like Oswald with Edmund’s interdace in the social structure. This threat to

3 Stanley Wells (ed.King Lear (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 153.
2 Ibid.
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social order recalls the idea that illegitimates taoublesome surplus members of society, who,
born outside of the laws of that society, can irgte and interrupt it2

The threat posed by illegitimacy King Learis much stronger than King John
because Edmund is a malcontent and a machiavele\Waulconbridge embraces illegitimacy
and utilises it to raise himself, Edmund’s sociavement is part of a drive for recognition that

stems from feelings of exclusion and resentment:

...my dimensions are as compact,

My mind as generous, and my shape as true

As honest madam’s issue...

2.7-9

He is equal to Edgar in essentials, so ‘Why “bastawherefore “base”?’ (1.6). Faulconbridge
guestions the treatment of illegitimates less obisfip by making us all bastards with him, by
‘observing’. Edmund argues from a different persipec claiming that he is as good as
legitimate people: he tries to force himself irtgitimate society while Faulconbridge draws his
audience away from it. Edmund solidifies the negationnotations of illegitimacy around
himself, while Faulconbridge can develop and chaBgen after Edmund’s first soliloquy,
Gloucester reports that Lear has been ‘confinegkkabition’ (1.24)—reduced to receiving a
pension. This news immediately follows Edmund’e#trto take Edgar’s place, driving home
the association between Edmund and the currentdgism the state.

Faulconbridge is unique among contemporary dranibgitimates because he changes
to accommodate his own ‘subversive energiésther heroic bastards, such as the title character
in Tom a Lincoln(1611) or Massinger’s Bertolddlie Maid of Honourl621)are unable to
subdue their supposed natural inclination towarsisidtion. Tom causes the death of his foster-
father, and his lover Caelia, while Bertoldo is loleato avoid becoming an archetypal villainous
bastard® Shakespeare plays with preconceived notionsegfiimacy inKing John
Faulconbridge becoming a character of sense anageuand providing a focus for issues of
national allegiance that John cannot. This is beed&iaulconbridge embraces the potential of
illegitimacy, even disregards his status, implyihgt we are all in some way ‘bastards to the

time’, rather than railing at his position as Edmwaloes. Faulconbridge does not lay claim to

% Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 5.
34 bid., 6.
% Ibid., 190-94.
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anyone else’s land after being formally bastardised he is not restricted by the stereotype of
bastardy as Edmund is: Edmund’s desperation tqusarbrother’s place drives part of the
tragedy inLear. Despite this, Faulconbridge’s eagerness to folloln in death (‘my soul shall
wait on thee to heaven’, 5.7.72) shows his subvensotential being contained by the play; a
rival claimant for the throne is removed to endaosuccessful patrilinear succession.

Social movement and transgression, therefoggrisof the Shakespearean illegitimate
type. The following chapters further identify tmvement in other illegitimate characters. In
terms of Faulconbridge and Edmund, however, sootalement reflects vulnerabilities in the
nation onstage, as this chapter will suggest. ssfipaternal inheritance and illegitimacy are
likewise linked in the British plays in a way thaterrogates concepts of early modern sovereign
power and in turn reflects on the security of tbatemporary nation. The following section
discusses these connections further.

Illegitimacy and Inheritance

Paternal Inheritance

Inheritance, as Chapter 1 proposed, is thematitiaked to illegitimacy throughout the British
plays. This works in two ways: the legal inheritar¢ property, and inheritance of physical or
character traits from parents, especially fathBneugh Shakespeare uses inheritance and
illegitimacy to reflect on the problematic successof Elizabethan England, ideas of inheritance
specific to bastards were current in other areas'litegitimates were supposedly endowed with
“superior intelligence...accompanied by physicalrsgtes and a natural vigout” because they
were conceived in ‘agreeable conformity of wiff8 Donne’sParadoxessuggested that
illegitimates might have ‘better wits and abilitiéisan their legitimate counterpartsand in

drama, these attitudes were evident as well: Websihe Devil's Law Cassuggests that

despite illegitimates’ disadvantages, ‘nature miames prefers them’ (4.2.244ing Johnand

3% van de Water, ‘The Bastard King Johri, 139.

3" Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 130-1, citing MillesParadoxe, in the defence of Bastardé5.
3 Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 131.

%9 Donne,Problems and Paradoxge82.
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King Learreveal a particular pattern of illegitimate inhance that is applicable throughout the
British plays, as the following Chapters, particly@8 and 5, demonstrate.

The parent normally connected to illegitimatesis mother, who bears the ‘evidence’ of
the crime?® Though mothers are important in the models ofjfimacy that Shakespeare
develops (see pp. 158-162 particularly) Shakespmdaog unusually, links illegitimates with
fathers. lllegitimates, who cannot inherit propegse depicted as inheriting and even
intensifying paternal characteristics. John askddembridge to command the army against
Louis (‘Cousin, go draw our puissance togetherl [339], ‘Have thou the ordering of the
present time’ [5.1.77]), indicating military caphtyi and linking him with Coeur-de-Lion. In his
role as John’s helpmeet, bringing in reports ofiiatle (4.2.161, 5.1.30), and approaching the
French/Rebel army to speak for John in 5.2, Fallddge becomes the English military leader.
Danby may overstate the case when he argues tleaitr@e-Lion is presented as ‘completely
without flaw...the perfect Englishmatt—after all, he has been engaged in an adulterous
relationship with one of his knights’ wives. Howeyviee has a great personal legaciKing
Johnas a ‘legendary warrior-hero’, and ‘England’s lastioubtedly legitimate king? This,
however, does not make Faulconbridge ‘the legitinkihg of England*® Richard is an almost
fabled English legend, even for his mother andh®owho speak of him in elevated terms,
contrary to their historical relationshifsHis son descends from this fabled past, refleating
lost glory indicated by his ‘old-fashioned’ valuefschivalry, avenging his father and following
his master literally to the death: he is a relibea than a progressive leader; indeed, he is a
fiction born of poetic tradition even more thania relic’ It is true that Faulconbridge has
become a moral authority, a representative of cons@iase, bravery, and patriotiéfrhut this
does not necessarily make him a candidate for kipg&aulconbridge’s presence as a shadowy
background figure to the legitimate succession fdmmn to Henry is clear in 5.2, when he

assures Louis that John’s royalty ‘doth speak ih(hi29). Faulconbridge complicates the

0 Julie CrawfordMarvellous Protestantism: Monstrous Births in P&&tformation Englan¢Baltimore and
London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2005), 64-6

1 John DanbyShakespeare's Doctrine of Nature: A Study of Kiearl(London: Faber & Faber, 1964), 77.

2 Braunmuller (ed.)King John 66.

*3van de Water, ‘The Bastard King Johri, 139.

“ Peter Saccidshakespeare’s English Kings: History, Chronicle &rdma(New York: Oxford University Press,
1977), 134.

“> See also the discussion of John of Gaunt’s ‘stkjsle’ speech in Chapter 5.

“*Gieskes, ‘Status and Service in Shakespe#iieg Johri, 779.
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succession debate, testing preconceived notioitiegitimacy by subverting expectations, yet
he also complies with another popular stereotypsastardy when he exhibits such a clear

inheritance of his father’s military excellence:

Shall we upon the footing of our land

Send fair-play orders and make compromise,

Insinuation, parley, and base truce

To arms invasive? ...

...Let us, my liege to arms!

5.1.66-73

The problematic reference to ‘our land’ above mayustaneously articulate national allegiance
and Faulconbridge’s royal heritage: he could bagithe royal plural. Shakespeare draws
attention to the positive attributes of his bastargjgestively endowing him with Coeur-de-
Lion’s famous qualities. The differences betweeunlé@bridge and his counterpartlihe
Troublesome Reigdemonstrate that Shakespeare has deliberatetgdhés sources to
problematise the succession issue using the nid(itjlegitimacy.*’

Edmund’s paternal inheritance is his associatith tsansgressive sexuality. Even in the
opening scene, where Edmund is an unknown quanttlitle apparent significance,
Gloucester’s description of his conception resahatigh later events. Edmund was adulterously
begotten; Gloucester jokes about the ‘sport atrfa@king’ and rather jovially calls him a
‘whoreson’ and a ‘knave’, whilst comparing him tis brother Edgar, born ‘by order of law’
(1.19-22). Negative illegitimacy stereotypes areked around the silent Edmund: verbally he
is removed from the exchange, yet it creates saamt opportunity for physical reaction,
especially because he later picks up on the coatrers calling Gloucester a ‘whoremaster’ at
2.118. Shakespeare associates Gloucester witteaduduring the mock trial Lear assures him
he ‘shalt not die for adultery’ (20.108), and Edmisrsinful conception is thus never dropped
from the audience’s attention—he himself refert &t 2.15.

Following his father’'s example, Edmund engagesdulterous liaisons himself with
Goneril and her sister. Though Regan is a widow pifospect of Edmund’s having a physical
relationship with both sisters is disconcerting issue of affinity had been rigidly defined in the
Church of England after the divorce of Henry VlifidaCatherine of Aragoff,and Edmund

" For a discussion of these differences, see VaWaker, ‘The Bastard iKing John, 142-3.
8 Richard A. McCabencest, Drama and Nature’s LagCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993)554-
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fundamentally violates what that Church definedas!’s (and hence nature’s) I&VOf course,
as a bastard, Edmund’s own ‘affinities’ to Glouegstfamily are unlawful ones too. The
transgressive sexuality lrear centres around the illegitimate, something nobommon—
Spurio inThe Revenger’'s Tragedy similarly associated with what was technicalhcéstuous’
adultery with his stepmothé?.

This focus on sexuality iKing Learbegins, before the division, with Gloucester’s
adulterous liaison with Edmund’s mother. Edmunpreccupied with transgressive sex eatr,
and he is indeed the ‘centre of subversive [sexer@gies® because of his relationships with
Regan and Goneril. In scene 2, he focuses he parbd father’s gullibility (and mankind’s
more generally) in terms of sexuality:

My father compounded with my mother under the Dreég@ ail and my nativity
was under Ursa Major, so that it follows | am rowagiu lecherous...
[1.120-123

Gloucester is certainly a central focus of Edmutiterness? He describes his father as a
‘goatish’ (i.e. lecherous) ‘whoremaster man’ (I.118loucester’s adultery eventually has serious
repercussions, as his adulterously-begotten bastardvreaks havoc in the domestic sphere.
Like Faulconbridge, Edmund acts out a definitenstication of his father Gloucester’s
transgressions; the usurpation of Edgar’s plat¢kerprimogeniture system brings Edmund to
the notice of Regan and Goneril, and their relatgps with him end in murder. Though
characters frequently attempt to claim legitimagyelmphasising their patrilinear descent, this
theme of inherited paternal characteristics is eated in various ways to ideas of illegitimate
descent throughout the British plays, as the falhgwchapters demonstrate.

Mothers and Inheritance

Despite the link between inheritance of paternallitjgs and illegitimates, the association of
illegitimates with mothers has an important beaongnheritance and illegitimacy King John

“9 Quentin SkinnerThe Foundations of Modern Political Thoughl Il: The Age of ReformatigiCambridge:
University Press, 1978), 89-91.

*% See MiddletonThe Revenger's Trageidty Thomas MiddletonCollected Work®d. Gary Taylor and John
Lavagnino, 543-593.

*! Findlay, lllegitimate Power, 6.

*2Wells (ed.)King Lear, 121, n.120.
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andKing Lear. Clerke describes bastardy, when not a result@tiantal consanguinity, as the
mother’s fault. Bastards are:
issue of a colourable wife, an adulteresse, a egféacto,and notde iure,to him
that is lawfully wedded to another, or haply to eoim our vulgar speech, and
after the plainest fashion, a whore: more ciuiftgacustome and common
curtisie, a concubine, a leman, or such as wastimean of Samaria, A wife
without a husbant?
Interestingly, the passage begins by defining bdgtiaut ends on another note entirely, putting
the blame of illegitimate conception firmly on tweman. Such female stereotypes impact on
the impression of the mothers of bastards as msidm ahe bastards themselves. Constance uses
the image of John as a bastard to falsify his claarpopular method of attack in inheritance
issues, one particularly developediimg John®* Again the play asserts the impossibility of
discovering an unassailable form of legitimacy. itietacy is always under question in the
British plays.

The domesticity of Constance and Eleanor’s argurigitights the importance of
women in primogeniture: though excluded from intserce by the system, women are
responsible for producing indisputable legal haivemen, traditionally considered a powerless
presence in politics, have a paradoxical poweriwitiie primogeniture land transfer system.
This issue is raised in Act One, when Lady Faulcioige will only admit her eldest son is a
bastard after he has chosen to be one (1.1.258).then she is prepared to let Faulconbridge
inherit his half-brother’s land, and so disinhé&et legitimate son. In such circumstances,
inheritance of land and property depended largelthe will of women. When Eleanor claims to
have Richard I's will, which excludes Arthur frotmet succession, Constance calls it a ‘wicked
will... a woman’s will’ (11.193), emphasising agaihd importance of women in succession, and
recalling the negative early modern connotationewofininity. This female power is further
discussed in Chapter 3, where it is linkedRinhard 11l with female self-slander. Similarly, these
two issues are connecteddmg John When Constance asserts that ‘My bed was evéiytedn
as true / As thine was to thy husband’ (2.1.124)1@%leanor, she inadvertently condemns

herself; Eleanor of Aquitaine’s first marriage touis VII was annulled because she was

%3 Clerke, Triall of Bastardie 25.
** Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 273.
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adulterous. Using the popular image of the ‘dend &is dam’ (1.128), Constance depicts

Eleanor as the mother of a brood of usurping itiegites ‘plagued for her sin’ (1.184):

God hath made her sin and her the plague
Of this removéd issue...
11.185-186

Constance attaints her own son, the ‘removéd issugleanor’'s womb, with the smears she
aims at John. In trying to assert Arthur’s rightite Kingdom, Constance paradoxically cannot
separate him from his uncle and grandmother, frdrarwthe ‘illegitimacy’ that should act as a
bar to the Crown originates. The smear of illegiay affects more than one person; such
accusations leave the accuser on equally thinTizs. connection is a particular focus of the
British plays, though the wider triangle of illagitacy, maternity and sovereignty can also be
seen in the work of other dramatists (for exampauwnont and FletcherA King and No
King).>® The paradoxical importance of mothers to patriliitgas one of the contributory factors
to the sense of there being no actual legitimadi@nsuccession debates of the British plays.

Another significant mother is Edmund’s mother, fla@’ girl who, as she produced a
‘whoreson’, must be regarded as a ‘whore’, accgydinGloucester (1.21-22). Edmund, as
mentioned above, later rails at his father’s legleard calls him ‘whoremaster’: it may be that
Edmund resents his father's way of talking abountdalf and his mother. ‘I never got him’
(6.79), Gloucester says about Edgar, implying miy that he has rejected his son, but that
Edgar is not his son; Edgar cannot be Gloucestsige as he is unlike Gloucester. Convincing
himself of his lack of culpability, Gloucester gkiig adopts the ‘loyal’ and ‘natural’ Edmund as
his heir (11.83-85), trying to reassure himselfttha has produced a proper minded child.
Edmund is, ironically, a devious, cunning childdasindeed a ‘whoremaster’s’ son. Maternity
and the illegitimate is a central concern of thstfietralogyRichard Ill, 1 Henry V| and
Richard Ildevelop the concept (Chapters 3 and 5), whileersdttond tetralogy, the focus is
considerably shifted onto paternal links and lewgtty>® Though the focus dfear is outwardly
on paternity, the maternal is also an importantextbal presence; however, maternity is never

empowered to influence succession as it is in &énkest histories’

% Francis Beaumont and John FletchfeKing and No KingManchester: Manchester University Press, 2004).
% Howard and RackirEngendering a Natigr24.
" Kahn,Man’s Estate119-20, Howard and RackiBngendering a Natior,32.
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(INlegitimacy, Natural Law and Inheritance

Inheritance is linked to another common set of @issions. The link between nature and
illegitimacy—the natural child'—has been well-dananted and does not need further
explanatiorr® However, the nuances of words like ‘natural’ anattire’ are used in the British
plays in a way that requires further exploratiohefle are connections between the concepts of
inheritance and nature in Shakespeare’s depicfi@ilegitimacy which demonstrate how
closely interrelated legitimacy and illegitimacyndae. The definitions of ‘legitimacy’ and
‘natural’ shift similarly inKing Lears depiction of parent-child inheritance and relaships,
reflecting the constantly shifting definitions djlegitimacy in the British plays. These shifting
definitions of (il)legitimacy evaluate the conceptinheritance, a concept that ideally features a
legitimate patrilinear transfer of property. ‘Nedll inheritance of characteristics and attributes
from parents form an interesting counterpart tontieee material inheritance of goods and
property; the illegitimates’ different effects arheritance and sovereigntyking Johnand

King Learis highlighted by the differing ways in which Sleskeare uses the associations of
‘natural’ in their characterisations.

In King Lear, Shakespeare plays on several early modern mesaoifrige word ‘natural’.
Natural refers most obviously to nature itself, &lsb to the innate, or inborn tendencies, talents
or qualities of a person, their ‘nature’. Other temnporary meanings include being unspoiled by
society, culture or religion. This is a sense inclkJohn Stubbes uses the term\iGaping
Gulf, a text that may well have influenced Shakespieaeng John as discussed in the
following section®® There is also a definition of ‘natural’ as beiragrectly formed, appropriate
in appearance. Conversely, in theology, associswdrnatural’ also connoted the state of
nature, as opposed to grace, a decidedly negatagetl There was a widespread stereotype of
‘natural’ (innate) depravity in illegitimates, stigthened by their delineation as natural (outside
of the law) children. Through the verbal assocratth these concepts of nature, illegitimacy is

intrinsically associated with being at odds witlcisty.

%8 See Findlaylllegitimate Power 85-169; Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 2737.
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Early modern thought supposedly dictated that &neilfy was an ordered ‘state’ with a
paternal head to whom loyalty and allegiance wascbhy the rest: Edmund’s disruption of
parent-child relationships is against what was etred as the natural ord®rln this case, the
‘natural’ order means proper, true, possibly eegitimate, ‘natural’ here implying something
deeper the man-made laws of society. Edmund igegheantithesis of this nature: despite being
a natural child, governed by natural impulsesplisaviour is unnatural because it contradicts
this natural law. Greenblatt has discussed thegpéian of children as owing what early modern
writers called a ‘natural duty’ of love and proieatto their parents, with natural meaning
proper, or correct Edgar is Gloucester’s true natural (as in proaed, without artifice) child
because he maintains a natural duty to his fatri@te Edmund, supposedly the ‘natural child’,
is motivated by an abnormal, unnatural ambition eertetta against his father. Like the
continuum of (il)legitimacy, ideas of naturalnessl ainnaturalness cannot always be clearly
delineated as opposites. Edmund argues that astard, it is in his nature to be deviant. When
Edmund plots that he ‘must have [Edgar’s] land1@), the word ‘must’, rather than ‘shall’, or
‘will’ implies an inevitability outside of Edmund’sontrol; he ‘must’ usurp the earldom on
natural impulse. He asserts that ‘Thou, naturengrgoddess’ (2.1). Being ‘bound’ to Nature,
Edmund believes, will allow him to overturn thedglie of custom’ and ‘curiosity of nations’
(1.3-4). He therefore eschews the law of societfising to acknowledge the reflection of
divinity in society’s structures. Edmund becomirgyleof Gloucester—supposedly an act
motivated by his natural child status—is an unretomovement into legitimate society that the
play eventually contains with Edmund’s death.

Edmund, unusually, is not linked with the natuettiag of the heath ihear.
lllegitimates are frequently associated with ndtamaroundings in early modern drama, but here
the natural-unnatural child is excluded while theful-natural child retreats to nat¥eSlights
argues that the healing effect of the heathaar associates the setting with the pastoral in other

Shakespeare plays: here the pastoral ‘cuts acevssig lines®°and, in contrast to the idyllic
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pastoral inThe Winter's Tal®r Cymbelineit is threatening® The danger of the heath is offset
by the good that comes from living on it; thougledk’, the natural world ihear has

similarities with those more tranquil pastoral ssem Shakespeare, where ‘strategic
withdrawals in Shakespeare’s plays [to nature]lgedways are movementswardssomething
immensely invigorating’ involving ‘characters retving or reinventing their origins in a natural
setting.?” This is a fairly common dichotomy: for examplee florest scenes ifhe Birth of
Merlin are a place of trial and danger for Joan, wheeasheaten by Uther and delivers Merlin
attended by devils, but eventually finds solackénsor? Similarly Lear and Gloucester
recover a kind of clarity through their ordealstba heath. Lear’s trials in the natural world are a
kind of regression into childhoddreinforcing the recurrent images of parent-chilationships
and hence inheritance: a model of inheritancettiebastard child is excluded from.

In King Johnthe natural element of Faulconbridge is his hgnestd freedom from
artificial conventions: Faulconbridge is an unspaihatural while Edmund is dangerous and
untrustworthy. Unaffected by social distinctionsl@aven customs, Faulconbridge’s
‘authenticity’ is associated with his natural chsliitus. His reaction to Arthur’s death is suitably
sad, but he maintains common sense:

It is a damnéd and a bloody work

The graceless action of a heavy hand,

If that it be the work of any hand.
4.3.57-58

Because the audience knows that Arthur's deathaseisiental, Faulconbridge’s rational stance
is impressive, contrasting him with those who inliaassume John has had Arthur murdered.
Faulconbridge’s ‘summary speeches...frequently meaties in the actior’® he takes on a
summing-up responsibility for the audience to i@ty He takes on a kind of moral authority, a
‘paradoxical quality of authenticity’ for the audige associated with his natural, unaffected

rationality*

% Nancy R. Lindheim,King Learas Pastoral Tragedy’, in Rosalie L. Cole and FEI@hiff (eds.) Some Facets of
King Lear:Essays in Prismatic CriticisrfilToronto: University of Toronto Press, 1974), 159-
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As in The Troublesome Reigtine bastard character sees through the Dauplailss f
rhetoric of love for Blanche. Because he only révé#as to the audience, however, his position
as an outsider, engaged in a commentator rolenentedTroublesome ReigsmBastard
appears to be speaking out of badly-hidden attratt Blanch€? butKing John's
Faulconbridge uses the proposed engagement agartumty to build his rapport with the
audience. Mocking Louis’s courtly love speech

...’ Tis pity now,
That hanged, and drawn, and quartered, there sheuld
In such a love so vile a lout as he
2.1.508-510

engages the audience’s sense of fun and estabtisitedSsaulconbridge is a wise observer: he
sees that the marriage will not hold the FrenchlEhalliance. Faulconbridge is not simply
poking fun at courtly discourse, he is revealingtakte for artifice and affectation—the ‘foppery’
Edmund also dislikes—that recalls his ‘naturalgors. This distaste is at odds with the
performative element of his character that is gonent in the early scenes, however, and
indicates the beginning of Faulconbridge’s moveafsam the various roles he adopts initially,
into the solid English patriot that he becomed-iance, Faulconbridge settles into ‘the patriotic
Englishman’ rol€? creating a purpose for himself, and using the ¢hehreat to solidify his
patriotic persona.

Edmund also showcases an ironic rational mindsgtingtead of criticising human
artifice, he also mocks the natural world, doubtimg influence of ‘nature’ in the form of the
stars, when Gloucester blames ‘these late eclipgbe sun and moon’ (2.101) for his
misfortunes. This could be simply a topical refeeto actual eclipses that occurred in 1605,
and may date the pldy:yet Duthie and Muir identify extensive interestfire relatively frequent
eclipses of the late sixteenth- and early sevettiegenturies> Edmund is mocking a
widespread belief, calling those people that blt#me& misfortunes ‘on the sun, the moon and
the stars’—nature itself—'excellent foppery’ (11Q-1.114). As he defines himself in opposition to

Edgar (see p.52), Edmund makes an enemy of Glarcastsociating him with the ‘foppery’ of

2 Gieskes, ‘Status and Servicekiing John 782.

3van de Water, ‘The Bastard King Johri, 137.

" \W.W. Greg, ‘The Date dfing Learand Shakespeare’s Use of Earlier Versions of the/SThe Library20
(1940), 377-99.

> Duthie, Introduction to Cambridge edition (19641, and Muir, Arden edition (1952), xxix; both eil by Wells
(ed.),Lear, 12-14. See also John HarvByscoursive Probleme Concerning Prophediiesndon: np, 1588),
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those who believe in ‘planetary influence’, allvafiom are ‘villains...fools...knaves, thieves,
treacherers...drunkards liars and adulterers’ (1.118}. Edmund feigns fear about the eclipses,
predicting

unnaturalness between the child and the parent) dé=arth, dissolutions of
ancient amities, divisions in the state, menacedsnaaledictions against king and
nobles, needless diffidences, banishment of friedidsipation of cohorts, nuptial
breaches and | know not what.

11.134-140

Edmund has already informed the audience in salifdhat he intends to be the agent who
initiates some of these events himself (the ‘unrsédess between the child and the parent’, I.
134, for example): Edmund’s satirical humour is\&rted because, icear, the events he
mockingly describes come to pass, and he hims#ikeisinwitting agent, causing ‘nuptial
breaches’ and ‘dissolution’ of the amity betwedslisgs. Gloucester is vindicated in his faith in
prophecy, while Edmund’s rationality lets him dowime nature which drives him to usurp his
half-brother’s position is indeed responsible for hatural portents seen by those less rational,
less self-consciously ‘self sufficient’ than Edmukt is not in control, as he thinks, planning ‘if
not by birth, to have lands by wit’ (1.165), butiag upon the natural impulse of bastards to be
wicked: he is indeed ‘bound’ to nature, as he rémhearlier (11.1-2).

King Johnfeatures a far more providential outlook thasar: John has a son to inherit
and Faulconbridge to support him. While natura tefining aspect of Edmund’s character in
King Lear, Faulconbridge has the most significant effectrenproblem of inheritance King
John where his very existence as a problematic catwlida the throne reflects some of the
issues around the Elizabethan succession. Theugarnplications of the wide-ranging
perceptions of illegitimate births in early mod&mngland are explored in these two characters:
throughoutking John Faulconbridge chooses his own destiny, usingitileacy as an enabling
force, yet never becoming the archetypal overraa&demund, in contrast, aware of his
illegitimacy from the start, is trapped by his onatture.

As Faulconbridge’s rationality demonstrates, asgami with the natural is not always
negative King Johnthus undercuts the idea of a legitimate patrilireaicession; inheritance in
the play is beset by accusations of illegitimacg deamonstrations that illegitimates can be as
capable, as personable, in a way, as legitimats.feng Lear, conversely, showcases the worst

conception of illegitimacy, playing with the termdtural’ in Edmund’s unnatural disruptive
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behaviour. Both plays, however, explore the isdurteeritance and succession through the
‘natural’ impulses and inclinations of Edmund aradilEonbridge. The following section places
these two plays contextually in the national changecurring around the time of their
productions, identifying Faulconbridge and Edmusdaentral figures in Shakespeare’s

depiction of national history and its contemporagonances.

Illegitimacy and the Nation

Succession Anxiety in Elizabethan England

There is a discourse of (il)legitimacy in successdebates that underpins Shakespeare’s core
themes in the British plays, particulakyng John The latter part of Elizabeth I's reign
occasioned a great anxiety among the English peblaleing repeatedly refused to marry, and
too old to bear children if she did, Elizabeth wathout linear heirs. She also refused to name a
successor, due to a (not unfounded) convictionahatcknowledged heir might become a rival
claimant’® Faulconbridge’s story invites scrutiny of the iritence transfer, highlighting the
anxiety of succession that pervaded ElizabethataBdgEdmund, created under a much more
stable succession, strangely has a stronger effeictheritance and succession. He fractures the
inheritance customs of his Britain, demonstratimag even after the succession crisis appeared to
have abated, Shakespeare still depicts a relaipbstween illegitimacy and succession.

A great number of pamphlets on the successia® is&re published during the years
from 1580-1600, debating the issue in increasihgiterical ways. Shakespeare’s bastard
characters are important in relation to this aryxiedt simply because they are connected with
inheritance issues, but because the central idshese pamphlets is the concept of validity,
linear descent and legality. The idea of validityrath is connected to the bastards in several
ways; ‘true’ and ‘legal’ were both meanings of i@gate’ in early modern English. John
Stubbes uses these various connotations of legyinmal he Discovery of A Gaping Gulf
Stubbes feared that the nation would suffer if&eth married the French Catholic Duke of
Alencon, and made reference to her being too ol an heir. Stubbes argued that a

pregnancy for a woman Elizabeth’s age would meathj@and leave England with more of a

¢ Lacey Baldwin SmithElizabeth Tudor: Portrait of a Quedghondon: Hutchinson, 1976), 235.
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succession crisis than it already faced. Anothacem was that if the Duke’s brother, Henry 11,
were to die childless, Elizabeth would be forceébtlow him to France, leaving Englarid.

These fears about losing Elizabeth feed into a madeiety about the future of EnglafftiThe
severity of Stubbes’ punishment (losing his rigantl) indicates the serious level of his
pamphlet; it drew attention to the instability la¢ theart of the English government. The fact that
Elizabeth reportedly wished Stubbes, otherwiseph@minent supporter, to suffer the death
penalty reveals how dangerous his opinion was densil to bé?

Similarly, Peter Wentworth’Rithie Exhortatioraddressed to Elizabeth begged her to
name a successor: ‘After your death, there is ngtto be looked for, but extreme confusion and
subversion of the estate of this your noble I&idVentworth exploits the family/state metaphor,
calling Elizabeth ‘Mistress, head and householg@oated of the Lord, to this honourable
family’. Significantly, Wentworth attacks Elizabéshbehaviour in terms of ‘natural’ family
relationships: ‘your duty to [your subjects] is,te as gods and natural fathers and motf3érs’.
Wentworth intends to remind Elizabeth that, expertier subjects to maintain a natural duty to
her, as children to parents, she must maintairoWwerduty, acting as a parent to her
children/subjects.

Family relationships mapped onto a state crigsagkey feature dfear, as the
discussion of natural children in the previous isactiemonstrated. Though the succession crisis
had abated in 1605, the concept of familial dutg sl evocative in the discourse of state,
prerogative and duty. Edmund’s natural/unnatutall fbehaviour represents the disorder of
Lear’s state and threatened position of the natBaucester and Lear are the kind of undutiful
patriarchs that Wentworth is hinting Elizabeth ultbbecome; they both abandon their right-
thinking children, however unintentionally. The sequences of this behaviourliear
demonstrate just how closely family and state cdadinked in early modern England. Edmund,
Goneril and Regan, placed in power by their parertsan aberration of the natural, overturning
social norms (for more discussion of Goneril angdes unnatural behaviour, see Chapter 3).

Britain, already divided by Lear, becomes threatienyeforeign influence, with Cordelia

" StubbesGaping Gulf 148.

"8 llona Bell, “Sovereign Lord of Lordly Lady thisdnd”: Elizabeth, Stubbes and tBaping Gulfin Julia M.
Walker (ed.)Dissing Elizabeth: Negative Representations of idha (Duke: University Press, 1998), 101.
9 Katherine A. Rowe, ‘Dismembering and Forgettingitus AndronicusSS45:3 (1994), 283.
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invading with a French army. However well-intenganCordelia may be, the presence of a
French army in Britain, with France traditionalhetenemy of England, is problematic.

Wentworth also demonstrates how potent a metagiegitimacy could be in another
way. He asks Elizabeth ‘to prove his [Henry Vlllisdtural child herein®? suggesting that she
can prove her descent from Henry VIl by deedssTéia recurrent theme in connection to
paternity and illegitimacy, with obvious relevartog=aulconbridge’s descent from Richard | and
Edmund’s imitation of his father’s lecherous beloavi The term ‘natural’ also plays on the
various concepts of nature that have been idedtifie ear—Wentworth plays on the idea of
natural as true, where Elizabeth, like Cordeliauldgrove herself an honest daughter; ‘natural’
also evokes ideas of inheritance, inviting Elizaltetprove her descent from her father by
emulating him. The word also perilously alludesi&o birth status. Elizabeth’s illegitimacy,
never revoked by Parliament, was one of her enemiest effective weapons against her. In
1570 Pius V issued a Papal Bull against Elizablthvang her Catholic subjects to depose her,
making reference to her father’s divorce, a circamse which, in Catholic beliefs, highlighted
her illegitimacy. The Bull also links the dangertbis illegitimacy with social movement, as in
LearandKing John claiming that Elizabeth has ‘filled [England] Wibbscure merf®
Wentworth’s reference to her as a ‘natural’ chiddlangerously loaded as a reminder of what
could be used against her if she does not maihtirparental’ duties: Wentworth’s concern
about succession and national stability is theeef@mgotiated in terms of illegitimacy, which
Shakespeare reflectsking Lears discourse of nature.

The Jesuit Robert Persons also publishe€hisference about the Next Succesémon
1594, arguing that the Spanish, Catholic descesd#rthe house of Lancaster were the true
heirs to England. Having to bend the facts to ntakecase, Persons goes to great genealogical
lengths to bolster Isabella, Infanta of Spain’srolda body civil may have diverse heads, by
succession, and is not bound ever to one, as armidyal is”®* Persons separates the political
from the natural in a surprising rejection of tleetline of natural law imitating divine. Mayer
finds echoes of Person8onferencén Henry VI® and there are even stronger resonances with

King John Shakespeare’s focus on inheritanc&ing Johnhas a clear basis in Persons’
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inheritance model, with several heirs, or ‘diveeatis’ both to the Crown and to Faulconbridge’s
land. The recurrence of such issuekiing Lear, where the succession issue is never solved
satisfactorily,suggests that this anxiety had not fully abatedpie the transition from Elizabeth
to James being relatively smooth.Kimg JohnFaulconbridge is one of the heads in Persons’
‘succession hydra’ model. His position is simul@angy a strong and an invalid one; he is the
eldest son of the previous king, but as an illetatie incapable of inheriting. His clear
resemblance of his father, however, undercutsagal lprecedents that render his claim invalid.
Arthur’s age, deliberately altered to make him ygemthan he actually was at this time, sheds
doubt on his ability to rule, regardless of thdtiegacy of his claim. His very childishness
constitutes a threat: he is young enough to digguimself as a ‘ship-boy’ (4.3.4) and is full of
‘love’ and ‘innocent prate’ (4.1.25) which Hubedes not apparently consider ‘crafty love’
(4.1.53) but genuine. His boyishness does not makeappear a desirable candidate for the
throne. Prince Henry, despite being twenty yeatsiger than Arthur historically, is presented as
a man. He appears briefly at the end of the plashaps to avoid comparison between his
character and Arthur’® John forms another head of the hydra, and hissalgis strong point, as

is the will of Richard I. However, it was debateatlhether a king could will England away

from the direct line of primogeniture. All the caddtes inKing Johnhave flawed claims in

some way.

Faulconbridge’s function is to fracture the sucmessgebate, making it a far more
involved question that a case of either/or. Eactditate is carefully represented as having both
legal rights and flaws that detract from his suligb Faulconbridge’s ‘natural’ qualities for
leadership make him a ‘personally legitimifetandidate who outshines his legitimate-born
rivals. Arthur possesses royal legitimacy in thesgethat he is the heir by primogeniture. John,
though legitimate-born and a part of the successsomot a primogeniture heir; his ‘strong
possession’ outweighs his birthright, as Eleanantsmut (1.1.39-40). lllegitimacy and
legitimacy counterbalance, with the personallytietate Faulconbridge lacking the birth
legitimacy that Arthur possesses, while both Arthond John lack Faulconbridge’s personal
legitimacy, as a result of their incapability tdeuThe presence of the bastar&ing John

creates this continuum of (il)legitimacy, and skehes perspective of the audience repeatedly.

8 Saccio Shakespeare’s English Kings01.
8 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqrd5-46.
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This comprises an early representation of Shakesjsedramatic curious perspectite.
Legitimacy inKing Johnis indefinable, and unattainable, and so the taieis elusive. This
elusiveness reflects the situation of the contermyanation: England in the 1590s struggled to
define itself, threatened from abroad with an agimaparch and a hydra succession. The
eventual triumph of Henry Il as an undisputed I¢eith his age altered to convey this
impression) irKing Johnreflects the necessary solution to anxieties aBagtand: an
undisputed heir. Henry refers to himself as thgfest’ to John’s ‘faint swan’ (5.7.21),
emphasising the continuation of the patrilinearabgy in the transition from John to himself.
Shakespeare’s Henry is an impressive characteredpeeches lack the weakness of Arthur’s
‘innocent prate’ (4.1.25). His first action in thlay is to ask his father to pardon the rebels: he
thus appears a unifying force in England, ableotoect John's troubled land. As Henry V|
masculinity and patrilinearity are associated sitiscessful England.

Though Faulconbridge as a bastard initially appeac®mplicate the patrilinear element
of the play, he actually facilitates the transfent John to Henry. As the audience has become
accustomed to Faulconbridge as a rational comnardaasociated with truth, he lends this
transfer authority. Other illegitimates in the Bifit plays pose a threat to patrilinearity;
Faulconbridge, however, uses his illegitimate pto&tto create a place for himself outside of the
inheritance model, preventing him becoming a datgearheritance custom. The only other
‘illegitimate’ that does this is Posthumus@ymbelingChapter 3). With Arthur dead, Henry
was the undisputed Plantagenet heir by birth aildyabhe is kept out of the action of the play
because his obvious ‘legitimacy’ would render tgdra metaphor that Shakespeare plays with
useless. Yet it is Faulconbridge that speaks tia friumphant lines, conveying unity and a
national integrity linked to the accession of Henry

...Naught shall make us rue,
If England to itself do but rest true.
5.7.117-18

However Faulconbridge also refers to ‘these hegl&md’s] princes’ (1.115). He does not clarify
who these princes are; Henry Il clearly is onespimably he is another. This line interjects a

reminder into the play’s conclusion that the susmesdebate is not actually over, nor is it truly

8 This is a metaphor that will also be discusseeiation toRichard Ill andRichard I, where the metaphor is most
fully developed.
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settled. By declaring himself a prince, Faulconpeideiterates his royalty and his place as one
head of the hydra. With this one speech, the @ayses to support the apparently simple
conclusion. Legitimacy is unattainable for both tie#rs and the nation; Faulconbridge’s bravado
about how England ‘never shall / lie at the prooot fof a conqueror’ (1.113-14) in fact

reinforces how vulnerable the throne, and hencadtien, is.

However, it is an oversimplification to condemn d@s a weak king representing a
weakened stat®.Certainly John is one of Shakespeare’s less abifairalers, yet Shakespeare
depicts John as struggling to retain English irdimality, even insularity, in legal matters against
France and Rome (Chapter 4). This angle probalynates in the source material #ing
John where Bale’King Johanand many of the Protestant Chroniclers depict &sha proto-
Protestant himsef John reveals a pride in an England that ‘alone doppose’ the
interference of the Catholic Church (3.1.170), velteo Italian priest / Shall tithe and toll’
(1.153-54). Resonances with the Reformation anestjans of Shakespeare’s own religious
convictions inevitably shape the depiction of JdHawever, Englishness and Catholicism, if
indeed Shakespeare had such affiliations, weralaatys incompatible: John’s refusal to
concede to a foreign authority may even attracpsttgrom English Catholics, who did not
necessarily equate spiritual authority with tempdtadistorically John refused to promote
Langton because his own man, John de Gray, wolada &lim to wield greater influence in the
Church? Shakespeare, though, follows Holinshed in makatqa victim of treacherous
subjects and foreign interference rather than ingtent, something that chroniclers such as
Foxe imply?® Shakespeare’s ambivalent portrayal of John, neittstrong villain nor a hero,
while in part descending from this mixed historitraldition, also has an important function on
the presentation of English nationhood, becauswkes Faulconbridge, who fills the void
created by John, the focus of national sentiment.

Faulconbridge takes on John’s authority and besdime voice of England, the epitome

of a united national feeling.
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...Now hear our English King,
For thus his royalty doth speak in me
5.2.128.

He refuses to let Pandulph speak at I.163 aneaasstises his pre-battle speeches to inspire the
troops and define a kind of English identity in filay. This identity may be founded in
‘primitive’ patriotism>* yet there is a significant movement in Faulcongeid speeches towards
a collective identity of Englishness that defineggland against its foreign aggressors. To create
this identity, Faulconbridge figures invasion asje of female England by the masculine
military French and Roman army. England is a ‘moti&ulconbridge counters by suggesting
that Salisburet alare
...ripping up the womb
Of your dear mother, England...
[1.152-153.

John is the focus of the speech, certainly; Faldddge defines England as ‘his territories’
(1.136), defended by ‘the gallant monarch’ (.148)arlike John’ (1.176). This is the
‘identification of king with nation’ supposedly ifwhting a lack of national identity in England
pre-1800°° Yet faced with an aggressive masculine militargal, Faulconbridge relies not on
John, but on female power—the kind frequently asged with subversive illegitimates. While
the French territories ¢ddenry Vlare feminine in contrast to the masculine Enghsiaders (see
Chapter 3), the external threat to Englan&iimg Johnrequires England to be envisioned as the
threatened female: and, as a bastard, Faulconbratgbarness the alternative power of

femininity. He threatens

...ladies and pale-visaged maids
Like Amazons come tripping after drums,
Their thimbles into arméd gauntlets change,
Their needles into lances and their gentle hearts
To fierce and bloody inclination.

[1.154-58.

What Faulconbridge creates here is both a suggestiemasculation to the rebel/French/Roman

army, being defeated by women, and in some wayglgistandard battle rhetoric—there are
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several similar threats in writings of the late @88—but also a collective English sentiment
that would cause ‘pale-visaged maids’ to take atmBaulconbridge’s model, the rebel English
barons are not only betraying John, but their pgdpleir nation, which suffers so severely that
women must go to battle. Similarly, the mixed artimgt rises against Richard Richard Il
indicates a collective English opinion that indesat deeper sense of shared identity (Chapter 5).

The promise of female power, harnessed and dadntex bastard, defeating a foreign
masculine aggressor, is distinctly evocative ot&eth I's Tilbury speech, where she promised
that the ‘weak and feeble’ female body could ‘h#weheart and stomach of a king, and of a
king of England too®’ Elizabeth was frequently imagined as a mothehefEnglish people, and
allusions to the ‘mother-land’ were sometimes allieo fit her gender, making England
masculine—as for example, in her assertion thatxd®emarried to England. Because Elizabeth
bothered to manipulate this image to fit herselh itthe monarchic role, it is evident that the
king/nation/marriage paradigm was an important anel; Elizabeth’s faith in the ‘loyal hearts
and goodwill®® of her subjects implies a fellowship of nationttbeerrides the religious disputes
that in reality plagued her reign. The prioritisioignation over religion that Elizabeth imputes to
her subjects implies the development of an indepeindational identity among them, something
that Shakespeare echoes in Faulconbridge’s faitmeiistrength of England.

Faulconbridge’s closing line, if ‘England to itselib rest but true’ (1.118), emphasises the
importance of English insularity, echoing a Praastonception of England as a chosen
nation?® John of Gaunt’s Anglocentric conception of thetiBhi nations indicates the kind of
mindset Faulconbridge is drawing up@aunt is an idealist, or perhaps a nostalgist, éxamé
after an England that is gone or never was. Thasmn of Ireland in English politics at the time
of Richard II'scomposition—which is mirrored by Richard’s own kriexpedition in the play—
prevents Gaunt’s insular conception of England fl®img seen as a viable nation-state. The
dating ofKing Johnis notoriously difficult:®° yet the Irish question continued throughout
Shakespeare’s lifetime, and such English insulantyile popular, may always have been

idealised wishful thinking. While Gaunt’s descriptiof English insularity is at the beginning of
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the play, Faulconbridge’s faith in English indepenck rises out of crisis, ending the play
positively. An example of this insularity workingtivn the play is Arthur. Arthur is from
Brittany, which, though it was an independent Dudhying John’s reign, was incorporated into
the French Crown in 1532: for Shakespeare’s audidBigttany was French, and the Bretons
defined as ‘bastard Bretons’ by Shakespeare’s Richia(Richard 1115.5.62, Chapter 3).
Though harmless and relatively childlike in theyplarthur represents the threat of foreign

influence, a threat that is considered serioushak8speare’s contemporarigs.

Succession Crisis in ‘King Lear’

Emphasising the polemical differences between Bablicdge and Edmund, Edmund’s
relationship to Britain is very different from Faohbridge’s to England. Faulconbridge, the
unfettered, new-made illegitimate is a defendearoEngland under foreign threat. Edmund,
however, is trapped by his identity as an illegétenin a way Faulconbridge is not.
Faulconbridge can rise to the challenge of a for@igasion—nhis allusion to Elizabeth I's
Tilbury speech deliberately hearkens back to teemeArmada threat. However Edmund can
only snatch power after the division of the kingddte is a product of the nation-state’s
disorder, not a preserver of the status quo axéabtidge is. Edmund reflects the usurpation of
Lear’s kingdom in his own usurpation of his fathed brother, and is involved in the destruction
of Britain. The usurpation is discussed in termieghl resonances in Chapter 4, where legal
connections to nation and history are drawn inidéEdmund’s disruption of primogeniture is
discussed in that Chapter as it is a violatiorraditional English laws. Shakespeare’s attitude to
nation in the British plays, and its connectiongifijegitimacy metaphors, then, alters over time.
Lear's Britain is unstable and, unlike the Englandafg John the threat comes from
within. Moreover, this threat is actually realisahereas irKing Johnthe English rally together
and unite under Henry Ill. It is Lear who destr@rgain, though unintentionally, not, as
Chapter 4 will emphasise, by dividing the kingdont by excluding Cordelid.earleaves us
with less closure on events. The final lines, sanpgly resonant of the seemingly finished
succession crisis that was recently a danger idalBdgmake it unclear exactly how Britain will
be governed after Lear’s death. The death of Letaigyhters creates a situation with no

191 stubbespiscoverie of a Gaping Gul#2.
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discernable heir. Albany, who as the highest-ragkiobleman, and husband of Lear’s eldest
daughter, should probably be considered King, restedgar and Kent to their rights, but after
Lear dies he tells them

...you twain

Rule in this Kingdom, and the gored state sustain

24.314-315
Kent has already said ‘I have a journey, sir, $hootgo’ (1.316) (c.f. Faulconbridge’s pledge to
‘wait on [John] to heaven’KJ 5.7.71). Edgar is effectively head of state, yeihe makes no
speech: resolution is definitely absent. Thougleo8hakespearean plays may have hurriedly
tidied up loose end$?King Learis the one play that stands out as leaving na cisalution.
This reflects the turbulent times of its initiabpluction; the accession of James had, while
settling the succession crisis, caused a recoradiderof what ‘England’ meant and what
Englishness entailed® The illegitimacy motif of the play is one thasomates with the national
concerns irLear. As the previous chapter argued, there is a letlwben (il)legitimacy and
nation throughout the British plays; the differemtetween.ear andKing Johnexemplify this
because they both clearly reflect their contempomnational politics, the medium of
(ihlegitimacy metaphors effectively demonstratihg changes and developments in
Shakespeare’s presentation of nation in the Brjilalgs.

The division scene highlights contemporary undetyabout national allegiance, and
indeed, boundaries. Rather than identifying théi@dar divisions of the kingdom he is to split,
Lear’s divisions are vague: he refers to an area wrap ‘from this line to this’ (1.57) for
Goneril, and an ‘ample third’ for Regan (1.74). Quarel Henry IV, where Mortimer precisely
describes the prospected division of England ante$\&@mongst the Hotspur faction ‘into three

limits very equally’ (3.1.70):

England, from Trent and Severn hitherto,

By south and east is to my part assigned,;

All westward, Wales beyond the Severn shore,

To Owen Glendower; and, dear coz, to you

The remnant northward, lying off from Trent.
11.71-6.

192 Barbara Hodgdorhe End Crowns AflPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1991)325-
193 Marshall, Theatre and Empirel 8-20.
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The use of place names makes this a division tigaadtidience would certainly understand.
Lears vagueness exemplifies the uncertainty abouaBrin 1605; it cannot be defined or
delineated, Shakespeare, at least, does not knavexhctly Britain is. It is this uncertainty, this
lack of British identity that makdsear such an interesting contrast with the stridentaoe
Englishness Faulconbridge defineximg John In Lear the French invasion aids (or tries to)
the ‘good’ characters: the French are fightingukerpers of Lear’s royalty in Goneril, Regan
and Edmund, while in the earlier histories, Englgdmtity is constructed in opposition to, and
triumph over, a French threat. Chapter 3 demorestithis happening specifically in terms of the
language of (il)legitimacy il Henry V| butLear also uses the illegitimacy motif in Edgar, and
as Chapter 3 discusses, Regan and Goneril, to @Xmee vulnerable the vague ‘Britain’ is, with
obvious resonances with the recent accession afslam

King Learis written with a different kind of nation in minthe confused and indistinct
Britain is markedly different to the Englandkihg John Britain, divided as it is by Lear, has no
head of state, and the shifting boundaries of ithigidns within Britain prevent a cogent sense
of locality or unity. Goneril and Regan think okttand in terms of their own property, a
continuation of the debate that was a major feattiRichard I Richard rents out England and
is accused of treating the kingdom as ordinary ld®da ‘pelting farm’ (2.1.60). Though
kingdoms and nations are not necessarily the stiaddea that a country is more than simply a
landmass runs in various ways throughout the Brjpiays.King Leararticulates the alteration
from England to Britain, the uncertainty about whaing British under James | might entail.
The potential for disaster in this uncertain, madghation-state is personified in Edmund, who
acts therefore as a focus for the anxieties obnatatLear stages.

This attitude of uncertainty can be traced inrtber Jacobean populace. The Union
debate caused James much consternation, with fAartaesolutely set against Union. This
situation led to the Union often being considersdiapopular with the Englisfi? Marshall,
however, cites several literary sources that suggesontrast to the overwhelming opposition
James faced from Parliament, the Union plan wa®rmopular among the general populace than
is often allowed for® It is unlikely thatLear casts a doubtful shade on James’ Union. Whether

or not Shakespeare was a part of the strong Engllealp inclined towards Union is almost

104 7aller, Discourse of Legitimag)820.
195 Marshall, Theatre and Empireb4.
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irrelevant when we consider the royal audiencemoich QLear was performed. James was
surely flattered by the substance of the main plbich purportedly shows the *historical’
moment in which Britain was divided into separatggkloms. The ensuing disaster reflects on
the Union proposal positively, suggesting thatBngsh archipelago should be united.
However, the play simultaneously reflects a contamagy uncertainty in issues of nation, the
unclear representation of Lear’s Britain echoingtemporary insecurity in matters of national
allegiance. Britain is a victim of its king, whoeattes the vacuum of power that Edmund fills.
Edmund is a representative of the danger in soyetgithe ‘illegitimate power’ that he wields
an extension only of Lear’s calamitous decisiorl.édar, illegitimacy functions as a reflection of
how the monarch and the state function. Thoughtite division (and exclusion of Cordelia)
that damages the nation, Edmund, in his illegiteviahaviour, is the agent of that exclusion.
lllegitimacy enacts potential dangerd.iear, while inKing Johnit functioned as defence.
Britain does not have the vociferous resistanderign interference (personified by the
illegitimate Faulconbridge) that England showeding John Instead Britain irLear is beset
with calamity and unable even to define itself.sTtalamity is identified in the illegitimate
Edmund, and shows how Shakespeare has maniputat@diarised perception if illegitimacy to

foreground issues of nation and sovereign respiitgi these two plays.

Conclusion

In the characters of Faulconbridge and Edmund we sz the wide-ranging variance in
Shakespeare’s presentation of illegitimates. Thienately very different characters of Edmund
and Faulconbridge and their functions defy the amotihat bastards were stock characters for
Shakespear®® While Faulconbridge helps to articulate the premaimatter of the succession in
Elizabethan England, Edmund has a very differenttion in Lear. King Learis a far more
pessimistic play that lacks resolution, and thegilimate character is a malevolent, disruptive
force. Likewise the national emphasis that bothypleeveal is very different, reflecting the
contemporary politics of nation. This is exemptifiey the changing role of the French army.
Whereas Faulconbridge fights the French to asseittarious English nationhood, the French

198 Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 293.
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are aligned with Cordelia against the illegitimegggn of Regan, Goneril and Edmund to defend
Britain. Britain as represented under James igygling for definition and independence, while
Elizabethan Englishness is strident and assurededer it is the illegitimate characters in each
play that exemplify this difference, with Faulcordge’s illegitimacy making him a perfect focal
point for national allegiances and representatiohsation. Edmund, on the other hand, is a
reflection of a more cynical portrayal of nationdrgund is both agent and reflection of the
disorder in Britain. As James’ Britain struggled fe@cognition in early modern politics, the
Britain of King Lear cannot define itself, nor resist the negativeuefice of Lear's poor
decisions and Edmund’s plots. This thematic stiardeveloped more positively @ymbeline
as the following Chapter discusses, with an ‘iiegate’ acting as an agent for change which
allows Britain to take a central role in the ‘Eueap’ politics of the historical/mythical setting.
The contrast betwedrearandCymbeling and how each play uses (il)legitimacy themespas/
the different political contexts of their compositidates] ear is written in a time of change and
uncertainty, whileCymbelineis composed in a more settled ‘Britain’ whichnit at harmony
within, was a strong presence in internationaltjosli

Shakespeare is by no means the only early modeterwo recognise the potential of
illegitimacy, and the allusions to bastardy in therks of Stubbes and Wentworth in relation to
the succession issue suggest that there was aokindtional awareness of illegitimacy during
this period, that gave it a variety of associatidos people. Shakespeare uniquely ties his
bastards into themes of nation, however, linking Huccession issue with the developing
national identity in England. The difference in tiaes of production oKing JohnandKing
Lear also highlights an altering attitude to soverdegitimacy. InKing Johntrue legitimacy is
unattainable, and illegitimacy, in the form of Faanbridge, is a defender and even a definer, of
the nation.Lear, however,suggests that legitimacy and illegitimacy can beasated, though
malevolent illegitimacy (Edmund) still attacks tebility of the nation. In both cases, these
effects of bastards are depicted through inherggassues, strengthening the connection between
illegitimacy and sovereign succession that thisithkighlights.

The differences between the Elizabethan and Jacolritish plays pinpoint the
function of the (il)legitimacy theme throughout, iasracks changing conceptions of nation and
sovereignty in the British plays. The followingagters discuss the wider range of illegitimacy

in Shakespeare’s British plays, with the implica®f legitimacy and illegitimacy issues on the
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interrelated themes of sovereignty and nation. ¢dealdridge and Edmund provide a basis for the
discussion of the more conceptual kinds of illeg#cy that permeate the history and mythical

history of England and Britain in Shakespeare’skwor
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Chapter 3: Metaphorical Illegitimacy

Faulconbridge and Edmund demonstrate a signifighaifity to advance their social status. This
mobility is a particularly Shakespearean featurél@gitimacy, and this chapter discusses how
this attribute, among others, can define a charasténetaphorically illegitimate’. Richard IlI,
Posthumus Leonatus, Joan of Arc, and Goneril argaiRét into this category in similar ways.
The chapter argues that these metaphorical illegtes, like their actually illegitimate
counterparts, are directly linked by Shakespeao®tmepts of patrilinear sovereign succession.

The presence of metaphorical illegitimates in amdiad the line of succession
interrogates the succession of the English crowdisund’s and Faulconbridge’s does. The
metaphorical bastards particularly undercut theilpegar element of succession, while Edmund
and Faulconbridge highlight concepts of true ‘intagrce’. In theory, early modern England
relied on a primogeniture transition from one seigt to the next. In practice, sovereign
inheritance in the sixteenth century worked veffedently, and this is what the metaphorical
illegitimates in this chapter effectively draw aien to (Posthumus is an exception). Three
gueens reigned over England during the 1500’sakéth and Mary Tudor, and their cousin Jane
Grey. Further emphasising this ‘matriarchy’, thenmvam-to-woman succession was continuous
over this fifty-year period. The reason for thisswput simply, a lack of Tudor boys. Necessity
had driven the succession away from primogenitifermale inheritance.

In a society created around the system of patawrthlority, with the king conceived as a
father to the natiohthis female line was a problematic reflection ewgland itself. These
successive female sovereigns undercut the traditimerception of power and hierarchy in
England. There was an awareness of this contradiatithin the state, as the succession anxiety
discussed in Chapter 2 demonstrates. Though Elizabanipulated the image of herself as a
mother to England into a positive depiction of pewer, her critics clearly feared the
implications of a fatherless st&teVomen, supposedly too weak to rule, had beeddhgnant
feature of the English succession for half of tetary—especially considering Mary Stuart,
Queen of Scots, was the logical option for the Haiing much of Elizabeth’s reign. England

was enacting an antithesis to its supposed idetd, stith ‘false’ sovereigns reigning. To

! Robert B. PierceShakespeare’s History Plays: The Family and théeS@hio: Ohio University Press, 1971), 71.
2 StubbesThe Discoverie of a Gaping GL#2; Bell, ‘Elizabeth, Stubbes and tBaping Gulf, 99-101.
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complicate matters, Mary and Elizabeth Tudor werth bbastardised by their father. They
reigned not only as women but as illegitimateslating the sacred patrilinearity of the English
throne. As Chapter 1 demonstrated using histoeadly modern illegitimates, the idea of a
forlorn, marginalised illegitimate rejected by sgigiis not necessarily accurate. Two legally
illegitimate women ruled England, and their verggance at the apex of England’s chain of
being questioned the fundamental ordering of thgdbm, the assumptions about power, gender
and (il)legitimacy that the nation operated by. T8®ie of gender that, in the rhetoric of their
enemies, illegitimised the power of Mary and EliedtbTudor was strengthened by another
aspect of inheritance: the Tudor family tree was lexalted than many of their rival claimants.
Descending from a bastard line of John of Gauntkattierine Swynford, the Beauforts, the
Tudors had been barred from the succession by H&nihe gender and debateable legitimacy
of Mary and Elizabeth only strengthened the dycastjuments that proposed alternative
dynasties such as the Courtenays and the Poles.

This chapter discusses how Shakespeare highlightsdilty of the patrilinear
succession and inheritance models of the EngligigBmation, using metaphorically
illegitimate characters to expose contradictiond wraknesses in the patrilinear successions of
the British plays. The theme of illegitimacy is exyled to include what are referred to as
‘metaphorical illegitimates’: characters createthwiarious nuances and characteristics of literal
illegitimates. These metaphorical illegitimates @mnplicated in the transition of sovereignty and
property; further to this, they are responsibledefining the nation in many cases. Somewhat
paradoxically, metaphorical illegitimates highlightink between nation and patrilinear
sovereign succession that runs throughout thesBrjilays. This chapter also demonstrates an
evolution in depictions of nation over the cour§éhe British plays as in the previous chapter.
Elizabethan England is an illegitimate child withauather irHenry VliandRichard Ill, but
under Jamesing LearandCymbelinedepict a newborn ‘Britain’ struggling to achieve
legitimate status as a nation. Metaphorical illetgicy is an evolving discourse that Shakespeare
uses to interrogate assumptions about sovereigmitahce. As the illegitimates Edmund and
Faulconbridge act as agents for exposing the @ittdisupposedly legitimate patrilinearity,
Shakespeare uses Richard Il to demonstrate thiengsses inherent in patrilinear succession
and the discourse of legitimacy and truth. Riclardumvents the traditional transition of power

in England. Though Posthumus seems very differemt Richard Ill, his ‘illegitimacy’ in
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Cymbelindikewise threatens the stability of patrilinearifyhe conclusion o€ymbeline

however, has a different emphasis to the Elizalpepheys, as the final section of this chapter
highlights. Joan of Arc, Regan and Goneril, as wona¢so destabilise the power structure of
England and Britain, something that has espeaiai@resting implications considering the
female-dominated Tudor dynasty. The destabilisireg@nce of all these metaphorical bastards

has a similar effect to the social mobility of Faaribridge and Edmund.

Defining Metaphorical Bastards

The term ‘metaphorical illegitimate’ delineates dwers who, despite being legitimately born,
display similar characteristics and features tailtegitimates discussed in the previous chapter.
These metaphorical illegitimates are an exclusi&igkespearean creation. This chapter builds
on the idea of the curious perspective of (il)lmgicy that was discussed in Chapter 1. It takes a
cross-section of early history and later Jacobdaysgeaturing metaphorical illegitimates to
demonstrate the flexibility of (il)legitimacy, ambw Shakespeare creates illegitimacy to
interrogate the methods of sovereign inheritanckethe status of the nation in early modern
England or Britain.

Social mobility has already been identified as ya&spect of metaphorical and literal
illegitimacy, and this will be demonstrated furthRarental rejection is another area in which
bastardising language is applied to legitimatekinggthem at once legitimate and bastardised,
occupying a state of figurative bastardy. Simylads Chapter 1 explained, a state of
simultaneous familial inclusion and exclusion cleéggses the historical and contemporary
figures that might well have informed Shakespeareiseption of illegitimacy (see pp.26-29).
This kind of differentiation from the rest of theily group causes characters to be identified
with aspects of illegitimacy, as Richard Il andsBamimus demonstrate.

Shakespeare also shows an interest in creatingasa illegitimacy in female
characters, and yet these do not share the sarfile pothe masculine ones. At the beginning of
Shakespeare’s writing career, female illegitimatestage were rare; indeed the numbers never
matched those of their male counterparts. In 1B@gJe’sEdward Ifeatures Joan of Acon
(unhistorically) discovering that her father was Bdward | but his brother, and promptly dying

of shock;Locrine (1594, also sometimes attributed to Peele) festiuoerine’s virtuous and
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illegitimate daughter SabrérSabren and Joan are the only female illegitimatssage before
Barnes’ Lucretia Borgia ifthe Devil's Charte1606)* However, if Shakespeare’s metaphorical
bastards are included in the count, the numberldsudoan of Arc, Regan, Goneril and Cordelia
are depicted in ways resonant of illegitimacy, tirepa variety of illegitimacy types in
Shakespeare’s British plays. Female metaphoriegjiimates also have a particular bearing on
the theme of nation—a bearing that is differentrfnmales’. While Richard Il and Posthumus
broadly speaking articulate the contemporary palitanxieties of the British or English nation,
Joan of Arc, Regan and Goneril participate in agsgntation of nation in which their gender is
central. This chapter compares the ‘early’ metapghbbastards of the first tetralogy with those
in King LearandCymbelingtaking account of their influence on themes ofeseignty and

nation

Metaphorical Illegitimates in the First Tetralogy

Richard Ill; ‘Son’ of York

The first chapter established some examples dfititeates being integrated into the family. Yet
even when living amongst their siblings, illegitims are different from their legitimate siblings.
Such segregation is a vital feature of the drarm@tis of Richard IlI's position in the Yorkist
family. When combined with other facets of Richard’s chi@ac¢he idea of Richard as a
character aligned with illegitimacy stereotypesasy strong.

Though he has little involvement &hHenry V| Richard is an integrated member of the
family, proud of his ‘noble father’ and a friend $alisbury (5.3.6). When he kills Somerset, he
acts very much as a member of the Yorkist factamily. In3 Henry VIRichard is still grouped
with his family, possibly due to the military setti of the play, where the characters fall into two
distinct camps, yet he is also markedly alone. &idbecomes more isolated after the death of
his father, telling the audience ‘I have no brotlaad ‘I am myself alone’ (5.6.80 & 83). As he

withdraws from his family he creates an intimacytwthe audience: his speech is marked by

* See AnonThe Lamentable Tragedy of Locrine: A Critical Edlitied. Jane Lytton Gooch (New York: Garland,

1981) and PeeleEdward led. E.L.G. Stones (Oxford: Oxford University Prek368).
* Barnabe Barnedhe Devil's Charteed. Victor A. Doyno (Charleston: Nabu Press, 2010)
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asides, creating the familiarity and commentarg mhich develops iRichard Ill. This
commentary role is also occupied by Faulconbridgé, initially by Edmund.

Richard’s familial isolation is evident in the oeg scenes dRichard Ill, because his
entrances onstage alone contrast with the ressdamily. While they arrive in groups, Richard
consistently enters alone. (There is a possibleian in 1.3, where Hastings is given no
entrance in either Q or F, but he is onstage andenter with Richard). Richard enters ‘with
others’ only in 2.2, when Edward has died, Clardmebeen disposed of and the balance of
power has clearly swayed toward Richard. Earlyhenappears alone, and any ‘political’ action
he takes (such as the murder of Clarence) is sé@®teen himself and the audience. In addition
to being solitary, there is now an element of diddn Richard’s entrances. He frequently makes
a late, jarring entrance to a group in conversatieweloping the isolation theme further. These
entrances are discordant with the smooth dialodtieeoplay—for example, he enters the
Woodvilles’ quiet conversation about the King's imoping health in 1.3 crying ‘They do me
wrong and | will not endure it.’ (1.42). He is arnteaneous member of the royal family, an
outsider with no affiliations or ‘faction’. The im@ssion of Richard’s isolation at court is
emphasised by visual representation, as when éeupts the funeral of Henry VI to woo his
daughter-in-law, sharply ordering ‘you that bear tlorpse’ to ‘set it down’ (1.2.31). Anne
continually describes Richard as a demonic enigalling the popular link between the bastard
and the devif. She calls him a ‘devilish slave’, a ‘minister @l (1l.44 & 88) and links his
‘heinous deeds’ with his appearance as a ‘foul lafngeformity’ (.51 & 55), a ‘hell-governed’
creature of ‘ugly and unnatural aspect’ (11.23 &.6bhe birth of early modern ‘monsters’,
deformed babies, was frequently blamed on thedfitiseir parents in contemporary
broadsheets, which also made particular referemt®etpre-marital sex that resulted in bastard
births® Richard’s deformity is indicative of more than hislevolent nature, feeding into a wide
range of cultural assumptions about evil and itlegates, and dramatically there was precedent
for deformity indicating bastard origin: Robert thevyl was a deformed demonic bastard, and,
like Richard, had an excessively long gestationtliMevas likewise often represented as being

born with teeth and hair despite his being a hefigige in adulthood.

® Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 45-60; Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 2758D.
® Crawford,Marvellous Protestantisp®1-101, 62-87.
" Findlay, lllegitimate Power 49.
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It is Richard’s mother, the Duchess of York, whoc®tely creates the allusion to
bastardy in Richard’s characterisation. Her veheraemgainst Richard increases the sense of his
being isolated within his family group until shest@ompletely rejected him in 4.4. However, her
language towards Richard from the beginning ofpllag suggests rejection. In her first
appearance, 2.2, the Duchess distances herselRromard, claiming, ‘from my dugs he drew
not this deceit’ (1.29). The ironically maternalage of breast-feeding enforces the implication
of her words—that Richard is not a ‘true’ son ofshas Edward and Clarence are (she refers to
them as ‘mirrors’ of her husband’s ‘princely semmae@’ [2.2.50]). When the Duchess says ‘He is
my son; yea, and therein my shame’ (1.28), herdagg echoes that of the popular broadsheets
that ‘[drew] correspondences between monstrositysprecific women’s behaviours’, like sexual
misdemeanours that supposedly resulted in illegitnbirths’

Calling Richard a ‘false glass’ in which she seesdisgrace (I.51), the Duchess recalls
the notion of an ignoble illegitimate child reflexy her own sins. In her last appearance, 4.4, she
calls him her ‘damned son’ (1.128), recalling tdea that illegitimates were not the ‘children of
God'? The Duchess alludes to the practice of infanticiden a solution for bastard bearers,
saying she should have strangled Richard in heutsed womb’ (1.132) rather than unleash him
on the world. As Chapter 1 established, infantiside linked to illegitimate births (pp.28-29),
especially in circumstances of deformed childf®fihis language shows the influence of the
illegitimacy slanders that Margaret of Anjou direat Richard, which are discussed in Chapter
5. Though Richard barely responds to his mother'ses, his reply to her question ‘art thou my
son?’ indicates he has perceived these tauntkegitimacy. He replies, ‘Ay, | thank God, my
father, and yourself’ (1.149), emphasising his patg, grasping at the legitimate status his
siblings—'two mirrors’ of their father’s ‘princelgemblance’ (2.2.50)—already have, while he is
considered the ‘false glass’. The idea of Richaithd afalseglass also recalls the popular
association of illegitimates and the counterfit.

The popular link between the bastard and the oaeher is also alluded to Richard
1l .*2 One reason that illegitimacy is so important ioHRird’s characterisation is that the

subversive illegitimate potential Faulconbridge Isastilised by Richard to usurp England.

8 crawford,Marvelous Protestantisn64.

° ‘But if ye be without chastisement...then are yet&as, and not sons.” Hebrews 12: 5-8.

19 Wrightson, ‘Infanticide in Earlier Seventeenth-@ey England’, 11; Crawfordylarvellous Protestantisn$2-75.
HNeill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 295.

Hyland, ‘Legitimacy in Interpretation’, 10.
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Richard is ‘freed’ by his metaphorical bastardy—Fasiconbridge and Edmund found their
illegitimacy in different ways empowering—to betargotypical villain-bastard, and pursue his
ambition to become king. Swinburne’s condemnatibitiegitimate children—that ‘they are not
onley prone to follow their [parents’] sinfull stegs, but do sometimes exceede both them and
others in all kinde of wickednes$&—exemplifies both the idea of bastards inheritingeptal
characteristics, and the idea of overreaching.ithd&d Ill we can see a continuation of his
father Richard of York’s ambitious personality galing him again with a common stereotype of
illegitimacy.

Richard of York has a reasonably large number ibsiies and asides idenry V|
something that is central to the characterisatidmson; while Richard’s ability to
‘monopolize audience attention’ and ‘transcendftame of historical representation’ was
something ‘we glimpsed in his father’s soliloquéesearly ag Henry VI1,** the resemblance
between father and son only takes on that qualiexoessive ambition after York’s death.
Richard of York’s language ia Henry VI1,3.1, where he details his plan to ‘stir up in Engdla
some black storm’ (3.1.349), can be linked to timel lof soliloquies Richard uses to develop his
plots inRichard Ill. Though this may seem to indicate a legitimatesssion from father to son,
it actually strengthens the allusions to metapladihastardy around Richard—as Chapter 2
argued, such intensification of paternal traits sjaescifically associated with illegitimacy. What
apparently made him a true ‘son of York’HienryVI can also be used to emphasise his
‘illegitimacy’, highlighting the polemical views allegitimacy in early modern culture, the

curious perspective that continually resists dgéns of (il)legitimacy in the British plays.

Alternative Groups

In response to his isolation within the family, Racd creates an alternative, carnivalesque world
in which he is the centre. Carnival ‘mimics serioisals’ of the society it mocks: yet the
‘scandalous inversion’ of a society simultaneoustgrnalises the ‘structures and values of the
dominant culture®® Because Richard usurps his kingdom, he cannot ihaieown: instead he

apes the structure of legitimate society; hiseésanterfeit (‘illegitimate’) version of a true reig

13 Swinburne A Brief Treatise of Testaments and Last W;lR&0.
4 Howard and RackinEngendering a Natigri10.

15 Bakhtin,Rabelais 5.

18 Dollimore, ‘Subjectivity, Sexuality and Transgriss, 61.
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Hyland has described the presence of Thersit€saitus and Cressidas a ‘bastard voice’ that
distorts the notion of truth in the play, creatangqultiplicity of perspectives and undermining
what has been considered as the central discofiEj&zabethan social hierarcHyRichard’s

rule similarly provides a ‘bastard voice’ that rganises and evaluates the norm from outside the
dominant early modern hegemony.

The manifestation of Richard’s bastard voice iskerThersites’ in that he does not
merely rail at society; he takes action to chamgexemplifying the potential for change that
Faulconbridge and Edmund display. In Richard’s ¢aséastard voice pushes the limits of its
power further than in any other Shakespeare plagting an alternative reality when Richard
usurps England. Richard utilises his bastard vimageate a continuous current of words that
undermines his brother’s reign by disruption. Herrupts the council at 3.4 to accuse Elizabeth
Woodville and ‘that harlot strumpet Shore’ of witchft (3.4.76). Likewise his revelation that
Clarence is dead despite the order being ‘reversedérmines Edward’s ability as a king
(2.1.78). The propaganda that runs as an illegieraliernative to the truth throughout his
usurpation is another incarnation of this voiceisase soliloquy, where the bastard voice
maintains an undercurrent of unnaturalness, agititeate alternative to normality.

Richard 11l maintains a central speaking role inahithe bastard voice is revealed. In
Richard I1I, ‘the flexibility of private speech...is almost eelly confined to Richard® creating
that intimacy with the audience that Faulconbridgd Edmund also possess. Richard’s intimacy
with the audience reflects his outsider statusienplay-world as Edmund’s and Faulconbridge’s
does.

Grim-visaged war hath smoothed his wrinkled front
And now...

He capers nimbly in a lady’s chamber

To the lascivious pleasing of a lute.

But | that am not shaped for sportive tricks

...since | cannot prove a lover

To entertain these fair well-spoken days

| am determined to prove a villain.
1.1.9-10, 12-14, 28-30

" Hyland, ‘Legitimacy in Interpretation’, 7.
18 Nicholas Brooke, ‘Reflecting Gems and Dead Bofleagedy versus History iRichard II', in C.B. Cox and
D.J. Palmer (eds.phakespeare’s Wide and Universal Stédanchester: Manchester University Press, 19834, 1
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Richard’s appropriation of stage terminology sushvédlain’ (1.30), and later ‘Vice’ (3.1.82),
recalls the variety of Faulconbridge’s performandéd® very theatricality of Richard’s
presentation through soliloquy, theatrical allusao even deformity ‘exude the theatrical
energy that serves to monopolize audience atteéntiduckingham adopts a similar style of
speech later, ‘counterfeit[ing] the deep traged{@mb.6). The fact that Buckingham adopts
Richard’s style of speech shows the expansion did&d’s power—Richard now has a court
faction solidified by similar use of language. s Boliloquies, Richard acts as an interpreter (he
explains why Clarence is arrested, and that, conteathe belief of the other characters
involved, he has occasioned the arrest), adoptsigigar commentary role to Faulconbridge’s.
Richard therefore gives himself a function whichldeks within his family. Like Edmund,
Richard is driven to raise his social status—soingtthat inLear is directly linked to
Edmund’s illegitimacy. The fact that Shakespeaeaias a similar role for Richard 1l strongly
suggests that concepts of illegitimacy informedduenced his presentation of Richard.
Once Buckingham aligns himself with Richard, Richdraws away from the audience,

forming a familial alliance with Buckingham:

My other self, my counsel’'s consistory,
My oracle, my dear cousin!
2.2.120-121

Buckingham and Richard are related, as both medemeended from the sons of Edward lII.
Richard grasps at the connection as a route to p@eting up an alternative royal family. This
new royal ‘family’ is shown through Richard’s anig Bupporters’ repeated use of family and
child images. Richard is certain he can bring thittga ‘happy issue’ (3.7.49), and calls Tyrell a
‘just inheritor’ (4.3.34), touching again on theaof primogeniture and legitimate sons.
Buckingham emphasises the lineal progression o€tioevn ‘blood to blood’, Richard’s ‘right of
birth’ (3.7.129-130), and their co-conspirator Gatgs presence completes the impression of a
new ‘family’ taking control. Richard’s social movemt, like that of Faulconbridge and Edmund,

prefigures his drawing away from the audience &eduse of extensive soliloquy.

lllegitimate Truth and the Discourse of History

19 Howard and RackirEngendering a NatigriL11.
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The characterisation of Richard as an illegitimatg and son is partly Shakespeare’s invention.
Using Thomas More’s scurrilousfe of Richard Il] Shakespeare depicts Richard as a
malevolent, freakish hunchback, yet this is cogttarother source materidllf Richard Il is
examined in light of the illegitimacy spectrum atgl‘curious perspective’, the function of
Richard’s metaphorical illegitimacy is clear. Whée play’s subject matter is considered in its
historical context, his illegitimacy invites vieveeto evaluate the meaning of legitimate
sovereignty in Elizabethan England.

As Chapter 1 established, illegitimacy in Shakespé&zkes on an interpretational duality
like Gilman’s ‘curious perspectivéX This is a major feature &ichard Ill and the play’s
depiction of the illegitimate origins of the Tuddynasty. This is not to suggest that the play
constitutes a challenge to the ruling hegemonyijtthglances the concepts of truth, history and
legitimacy delicately throughout, providing a dipabf perspectives on Richard and his
counterpart Richmond. Zaller suggests that hisabrigiting was an opportunity for writers to
express a national identity. As Chapter 1 discudsgdepicting foundations of the English
and/or British nation, historians could create fdatons for the nation which strengthened their
own conception of Englishness or Britishness, wéretaligious or political. Shakespeare uses
the curious perspective and Hyland’s concept obtistard voice undercut the received narrative
of Richard III's reign. Hence Shakespeare alsaiogates the legitimacy of the historical record
and the English nation it purports to depict.

Henry Tudor’s claim to the throne was famously kvehe descended from the
illegitimate Beaufort line of John of Gaunt and Kaxine Swynford, which, despite being legally
legitimated by Richard I, was barred from sucaasso the throné? In Henry Tudor’s case, his
descent from the sons of Edward |1l was also vsanhother Margaret. His paternal line was a
mix of low Tudor (though Owain Tudor claimed degdeam a Prince of Wales) and French
royal blood, his grandmother being Katherine ofdoél Descent from French (female) royalty
and a Welsh commoner meant that the Beaufort coioneeas all Henry Tudor had to base his
claim on. Shakespeare was hence dealing with kitat could be severely embarrassing to the
current Queen, Henry Tudor’s granddaughter. Thesefather than expose the shaky

20 saccio Shakespeare’s English Kings2-5; Sir Thomas Mor&he History of King Richard the Thietl. George
M. Logan (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Bse Chesham, 2005), 64-79; Holinshidd|inshed’s Chronicle
432-48.

L Gilman,Curious Perspective9-84.

#2 saccio Shakespeare’s English Kings2.
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foundations of the reigning dynasty onstage, Shada® shields the illegitimate foundations of
their bloodline by making their predecessor a cpngaly illegitimate king, diverting audience
attention from Richmond'’s illegitimate roots. Cortipg claims are a concern of the preceding
Henry Viplays and the historical sources, so it would iffecdlt for Shakespeare to stop
dramatising them abruptly without drawing even mattention to the issue of the Tudor claim.
However, the emphasis on the illegitimacy of Richir makes the issue immaterial, as he is so
unsuitable for kingship that the technicalitiefRaiéhmond’s claim become irrelevant. The only
other Yorkist claimants, the De La Pole family, axeluded, making Richmond the only
alternative to Richard. The fact that Richmondugorted by a multinational Breton and
English army, which hints at popular support, skilglobal politics and military strength,
contrasts with Richard’s insular reliance on a &dlees. It is probably safe to assume that an
actor who provided a good physical contrast withdeformed Richard would have played
Richmond, because Shakespeare creates an almastaigosition between the two characters.
One of the most obvious instances is the way tiet share stage-space in the final act (Chapter
5). This opposition is not as simple as it appdaisigh; it creates the basis for a curious
perspective iRichard Ill, opposing characters representing both ends dfl}jlegitimacy
spectrum. The opposition of these characters isn@tenparison and evaluation of their
(ihlegitimacies, and as will be demonstrated beltvs perspective on the two characters
continually alters, interrogating the conceptsroftt, legitimacy and history.

Time imagery also questions the roots of the Tulymasty. Shakespeare includes the
passage about the Tower being built by Julius Caegach, having no narrative function, must
be intended to highlight the discrepancies betwepnort and truth. Buckingham tells the Prince
that it is recorded Caesar built the Tower. Cadghnot build the tower; the idea was first
recorded by William Dunbar in 1509, but doubtedoiyers after hinf® It seems that
Shakespeare knew the debate, because he usesntbetd@uestion historical veracity. Prince
Edward goes on to say that even if it were notemoird that Caesar built the Tower (even
though it was not):

Methinks the truth should live from age to age
As 'twere retailed to all prosperity...
3.1.76-77

% Elizabeth JenkinsThe Princes in the TowgefLondon: H. Hamilton, 1978), 77.
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Shakespeare may have been recalling his sourceiafiatéore wrote nearly his entitdistory

of Richard Ill based on what he had been told by takve at the time®* The doubtful veracity

of oral report is highlighted by Young York’s banteith his grandmother in 2.4. He argues that
Richard’s nurse told him of his uncle’s speedy gtgwo it must be true. The Duchess replies
that she was dead before he was born. ‘If 'twetteshe, | cannot tell who told me’ (2.4.34),

York replies, demonstrating the doubt that musigkswbe attached to report. The debate is about

Richard, and whether he was ‘long a-growing andisutely’ (1.19) or

...grew so fast
he could gnaw a crust at two hours old.
1.27-28
Though Thomas More reports that Richard grew umalufast ‘as the fame runnetf?,
Shakespeare shows the Duchess denying it. By quéggiMore’s version of events about
Richard’s growth, Shakespeare is questioning amsajorce of Tudor propaganda, the very
foundation of the ruling dynasty. The presentatbRichard as an illegitimate king deflects
from the dangerous assessment of the Tudor mytkingn&ichard a super-villain that Henry
Tudor delivered England from. Yet Shakespearegelathan-life presentation of Richard has
another dimension. Saccio suggests Shakespeatenymegrior knowledge of English history
from at least some members of his audiéfiesd so it is possible that the super-villain Richar
is intended to be recognised as false; hence ti&tineatrical presentation of the character and
his repeated use of theatre imagery. The presdridargaret of Anjou, historically dead but
given an important role iRichard Ill, also suggests that there is a self-consciousaspe
historical inaccuracy in the plaRichard Il continually refuses to remain historical, self-
consciously fictionalising events. The prominentnoeentary role that Richard occupies, like
Faulconbridge and Edmund, gives him the opportunityevelop this fictionalising role;
Chapter 5 further discusses this aspect of Richandtaphorical illegitimacy in terms of his
illegitimacy slanders—Richard fictionalises illagiacies to deflect attention from his own.
The creation of a super-false villain casts a etiadn the integrity of the hero. In

another model of the curious perspective, the nmetaqal illegitimacy of Richard diverts

24 More, History of King Richard the Third5.
% |bid., 43.
% saccio Shakespeare’s English Kings0.
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attention away from the actual illegitimacy of Hefudor’s descent and claim. However,
another effect is that Richard is by far the materesting of the two. While Richard is the
protagonist, endowed with humorous qualities, Righthis a two-dimensional character, mostly
absent and inspiring little of the interest anchestasm that Richard doé&The action of the

play has been solely fixed upon Richard, which,lepreventing us from evaluating
Richmond’s weak claim, does little to negate themoh@nce of Richard onstage. Whichever way
the pair is considered, they are opposites: if Richd is idealised, Richard is demonised, and
vice versa. If Richard’s conceptual illegitimacydamonstrosity are fictional, Richmond must be
viewed as being protected from scrutiny over suektens himself—so, paradoxically,
Richmond’s birth illegitimacy becomes more obvioBkakespeare again uses the curious
perspective technique to force an audience to sdenapparently simplistic conclusions. Just
as (il)legitimacy is continually under interrogaticas Shakespeare intentionally draws attention
to the falsity of his Richard, he also draws aitento the falsity of Henry Tudor. Weighing up
Richard and Richmond as the curious perspectivewgages, the audience is invited to consider
another possible course of history, and, through(itliegitimate heirs of England, the

legitimacy of the historical narrati’& While the play outwardly celebrates the foundatbthe
Tudor dynasty, Richard’s ‘bastard voice’ underaiisplistic interpretation$’ There is a
cacophony of interpretations in the play, with Bugke of York’s questions about his uncle’s
freakish growth and the building of the Tower, sfender about both Edward IV and his sons
being illegitimate (see Chapter 5), Edward’s mesiptetation of the ‘letter G’ prophecy and the
conflicting views of Richard displayed by his bretk Clarence and Edward, in contrast to their
mother’s. Richard’s discordant bastard voice addstd, as the most obvious ‘source’ of the
confusion, epitomises the general maelstrom of tiaicgy about the foundations of the Tudor
dynasty.

When we consider these various historical ‘voi@sl the curious perspective balanced
between Richard and Richmond, the multiplicity #indlity of definitions of legitimacy and
illegitimacy in the period is evoked. It is easyégard (il)legitimacy as a palpable way of
pinning down the many headed, hydra-like succedseue of the 1590s, to borrow Persons’

2" Wwilliam Shakespear®ichard Ill ed. John Jowett (Oxford: Oxford University Prez&00), 21.
28 7aller, Discourse of Legitimagyd20.
% Hyland, ‘Legitimacy in Interpretation’, 7.
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metaphor’® Yet the polemical preconceptions of illegitimategrtte or vice—also articulate
the literary curious perspective of Richard andhRiond, which test the very nature of historical
narrative onstage, and in turn the link betweemnresgons of national identity and history

writing.
Joan of Arc and the Creation of Nation

Critics have been undecided about how to define'raad’ Joan, the curious exchange with her
father at the end df Henry Vlleaving considerable doubt as to whether she fsaina bastard.
Howard interprets the scene as depicting Joanatedeas a bastard’, linking it to her
‘transgressive’ nature and close association vighBastard of Orléans, while Taylor argues that
‘It is not very likely that the Shepherd, howeviangle and silly, would be bragging about Joan
as his illegitimate child®! In fact the scene does not truly reveal Joanksstard; the Shepherd
comically bastardises Joan by mistake, not intanti@t the Shepherd’s brief comic turn creates
allusions of illegitimacy around her. Shakespeairgsntion is not to bastardise Joan, but to
make suggestions of illegitimacy a defining featareund her, and by extension around France

as a nation, because Joan’s illegitimised fematly lbepresents France InHenry VI

Joan’s ‘Bastardisation’

Just as Joan is never realised as a ‘substanalistreharacter, a unified subject with a coherent
single identity’>? her illegitimacy is uncertain and indefinable. Thain proof of illegitimacy is
her father’s calling her ‘the first fruit of my blaelorship’ (5.5.13). However, ‘bachelor’ at this
time had a range of meanings, of which ‘unmarrieghmvas only oné® Other meanings

include the lowest rank of knighthood or universitydents, a junior member of a trade-guild,
and ‘an inexperienced person, a novice'. The Sheplteerefore, could intend to refer to Joan as

the “first fruit’ of his youth—Dbut the variety of @anings surrounding ‘bachelorship’ implies

%0 persons, Conference, 22.

3 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natior61; Michael Taylor (ed.Henry VI Part 1(Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2003), 236.

32 Edward Burns (ed.lenry VI Part 1(London: Thomson Learning [Arden Shakespeare]pp0®5-7.
% Taylor (ed.)Henry VI Part 1 236.
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something else. So Joan'’s father does not ‘revealas a bastard.However, he inadvertently
describes Joan'’s birth in a way suggestive ofitilegicy when he innocently remarks that he
...gave a noble to the priest
The morn that | was wedded to her mother
5.5.23-4

He says this in response to Joan’s claim that brgirsg ‘to obscure [her] noble birth’ (1.22). The
word ‘noble’—both a coin and a status—Iinks the statements, and the events they describe;
Joan’s birth, and her parents’ wedding. Thereus thsuggestion that the birth and the marriage
are associated in her father’'s mind, that perha@stble (a ‘large sum of money for the
Shepherd®) was payment for marrying a couple already pregrire Shepherd certainly
associates Joan’s birth with his wedding day; th&fusing speech makes it impossible to define
Joan’s status accurately. Likewise her class statusclear; she describes herself as ‘by birth a
shepherd’s daughter’ with a ‘base vocation’ (1.2720), yet later claims to be of ‘noble birth’
(5.5.22). She also adopts masculine attire, maskengyender. This repeated transgression of
social limitations is a character trait that Shalesse identifies with Edmund and Faulconbridge
and can also be identified in the presentationegd and Goneril later.

Joan is eventually cast off by her father, a pwhpthat aligns her with the other
metaphorical bastards in this chapter. Though trepBerd’s language when he rejects her does
not recall legitimacy issues in the way that Leaiogs, his rejection of an ungrateful daughter is

a prototype of the pattern of repudiation that ®ispleare uses Richard 1l andKing Lear.

Dost thou deny thy father, cursed drab?
O burn her, burn her! Hanging is too good.
5.5.32-3
He also refers to her ‘nativity’ as ‘curséd’ (Il-Z§; Joan becomes a devil-child, much as Lear
characterises Goneril and Regan as bastards aesbwidh ‘darkness and devils’ (4.243),
something frequently associated with bastard hifths
Shakespeare’s female metaphorical bastards maigeanpt to seize power in a field

generally considered masculine. Regan and Gonerit@rule Britain, and Joan particularly is

an expert in warfare. Though Joan is not bastatdiséll after her military endeavours, the

3 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqr61-63.
% Taylor (ed.)Henry VI Part 1 237.
% Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 45-81.
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Bastard of Orléans introduces her to the Dauphmd,that method of introduction is suggestive
in itself. Joan, illegitimate in all ways for a ear in military leadership, relies on another
socially mobile bastard to instigate her missiomodgh Faulconbridge assumes leadership in
spite of bastardy, his power is granted by JohmBastard of Orléans’ introduction of Joan
strongly implies that her leadership is foundednnllegitimate power base. That this
partnership was Shakespeare’s invention certatréygthens the impression that Shakespeare
was utilising ideas of illegitimacy in his depiatiof Joar?’

Joan’s adoption of masculine attire, while seearamently wicked and subversive
theoretically, may also recall Queen Elizabethts@ur worn at Tilbury?® as the language of
Faulconbridge, another nation-defining bastardpestElizabeth I's speech at Tilbury (p.79).
This may have been problematic for an Elizabethatesce: the parallel between Joan and
Elizabeth | drew attention to how unnatural—howrfete—their ruling order was. The Talbots,
however, exemplify an idealised English nobilitydaoravery. In fact Shakespeare alters Talbot’s
circumstances specifically to further a comparisdth Joan>® and further still between England
and FranceTlalbot in1 Henry Vlhas one son, a youth who exemplifies the cruxagaulinity in
the history plays: he can die in battle, or sunhewing deserted the field in order to continue the
line of patrilinear succession. In actuality, tlenparable son of the historical Talbot was not the
only son: he was not even the only son of Talbwt'die in that particular battle. He was in his
twenties and had childréfiso Talbot’s concern about his son would certailyhave been

expressed as it is in the play:

In thee thy mother dies, our household’s name,
My death’s revenge, thy youth and England’s fame...
...All these are saved if thou wilt fly away.
4.6.38-41
Talbot historically had a bastard son himself, wiiexl at the Battle of Castillon, and six
legitimate sons; eliding these extraneous sonsigge\a more effective foil to Joan’s French

female illegitimacy in the pairing of Talbot andhin The Talbots are obsessed with paternity

3" Taylor (ed.)Henry VI Part 1 211.

3 Gabriele Bernhard Jackson, ‘Topical Ideology: \Néts, Amazons, and Shakespeare’s Joan of AR 42
(1988), 40-65.
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and legitimacy; they both reiterate their familjat®nship throughout the battle scefiés.
Referring to his father’s rescue of him, young Balkays ‘twice my father, twice am | thy son’
(4.6.6). Joan’s rejection of her own peasant fatimel association with the ‘contaminated, base, /
and misbegotten blood’ (11.21-22) of the Bastardofeans has the opposite effect: she is the
epitome of illegitimacy and Frenchness.
While Shakespeare’s portrayal of Joan has often begcised as ‘disjunct'? her

fractured character (especially in light of heritarly success) is reminiscent of Faulconbridge’s
ability to occupy many roles (commmentator, knigibeian)and therefore the disjunction has
a particular purpose. Like Faulconbridge, Joanldyspa variety of character types, showing the
fluidity of interpretation associated with illegitacy; she performs as holy virgin, military
leader, pregnant mother, and conjuror of spintsanother parallel with Faulconbridge, Joan
bastardises herself; as Faulconbridge chose tokm®aledged as Richard I's bastard, Joan
denies that the Shepherd is her father by her aition:

First let me tell you whom you have condemn’d

Not me begotten of a shepherd swain,

But issued from a progeny of kings...

5.5.36-8

The Shepherd unwittingly, comically bastardisesdaigghter, while Joan herself is proud of the
illegitimacy that is implied when she calls herspibgeny of kings’: presumably, as she is not a
member of the royal family, she claims has been baotside of marriage. Joan uses illegitimacy
to claim greatness; as Chapters 1 and 2 have démat@as being a royal or even noble bastard
was not an obstruction to social advancement. Thewus perspective is being manipulated by
Joan, who, while appearing to debase herself tisallg claiming both exalted lineage and the
potential to choose her own destiny, to rise ardeae greatness in the way that Faulconbridge
does. As Faulconbridge’s final performance as Joloyal servant correlates with the
expression of English nation King John Joan’s performances, exposed as lies by the $ngli
in 5.5, represent the disjunct, oppositional natirerance to England iHenry VI epitomised

in the contrast that Shakespeare sets up betwearabhal the Talbots.

“1 Alexander Leggatt ‘The Death of John Talbot’, iWd.. Velz (ed.),Shakespeare’s English Histories: A Quest for
Form and GenréNew York: Medieval & Renaissance Texts & StudiE396), 18.
“2 Jackson, ‘Topical Ideology’, 40.
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French lllegitimacy and Anxious English Legitimacy

The Talbots’ discussion of blood and paternity i@ #epeats their conversation of the previous
scene, where John Talbot argues that if his fatiedes him fly from battle, it will be ‘To make

a bastard...of me’ and ‘dishonour’ the ‘honourablenasof his mother (4.5.13-15). The
repetition of sentiment is obvious; the continusg of words such as ‘*honour’, ‘son’, ‘father’,
‘base’, ‘shame’ and ‘stain’ all recall the discoeia legitimacy: in fact the Talbots are obsessed
with it. John particularly insists on proving hisakery. ‘If | bow, they'll say it was for fear’

(1.29) he claims. He believes that showing feaft imply that he is not Talbot’s son, that he is
some sort of bastard changeling. Because Johnsatgatesuch behaviour would ‘shame [his]
mother’'s womb’ (1.35), the implication is that sfmay be considered adulterous (or possibly
defective), if John does not act like his fathdroligh Talbot argues that to preserve the Talbot
line, his son’s flight would be justified, he diagkd a contrary attitude toward Fastolf at 4.1,
calling him ‘base knight’ (1.14) and tearing the'tga from his leg. Young Talbot’s desperation
to prove legitimacy via deeds carries a shadovlagitimacy too, as bastards were frequently
figured as intensifying such paternal charactesstialbot and his son strive to prove
legitimacy; the patrilinear Englishness they repnéss no more secure than the unstable French
illegitimacy. Howard and Rackin argue that the enrding object of the history plays is indeed
to establish legitimate patrilinear successiors thicertainly the object of most of the charagters
as Talbot and son demonstratélowever, the over-riding aim of the history plagsctually to
undercut the myth that there is such a thing agjiéilhate succession, or even a true legitimacy.
Talbot and his son’s desire to ratify their legiicy exposes the instability of the legitimacy
structures, such as sovereignty and inheritaneg utiiderpin the key structures of Elizabethan
England. The Talbots demonstrate an anxiety ofifegcy that is echoed by characters such as
Edmund, Richard Il and Faulconbridge’s brother &bbTheir struggle to prove patrilinear
legitimacy reflects the struggle to validate Englamthe French conflict, to define and
legitimate a conception of why Englishness is déife from Frenchness. Despite the negative
associations of Henry VI's reign, Shakespeare tisefoss of France to purify the English

nation. French illegitimacy is removed from theguaal legitimacy that defines England,

*3 Howard and RackirEngendering a NatiqrL06.
99



creating the beginnings of the struggle for legitienpaternal succession that, however
unattainable, provides the ‘overarching structofehe history play$?

Joan functions as a foil for the Talbots, and vieesa, but the implications of this are
often described in gender terms; though the canlretsveen a son and a daughter is evident, the
comparison of illegitimacy versus anxious legitima more important to the development of
ideas of natiorf®> Gutierrez argues that Joan ‘demonstrates theraulige of gender as a value-
laden metaphor descriptive of both political andah@ssues: biological difference becomes the

site for cultural conflict*®

Her illegitimacy is as defining a feature as hendger, however; she
becomes a metaphor for ‘political and moral isstiés’her embodiment of feminine,
illegitimate power. Though gender is an importasgext of the conflict il Henry V| it is not
the only way in which Joan comes to embody a céedipnd counterfeit power—she is a
sorcerer, a cross-dresser, and a false prophetsJtagitimate power defines the French nation
while Talbot’s anxious legitimacy defines the Esfliillegitimacy is the site for ‘cultural
conflict’ in 1 Henry V1*® Though there is much debate about specific orfleomposition, the
Henry Viplays were certainly a product of the early 1598any historians have argued that
they tap into a jubilant national mood after théede of the Armada in 1588 yet this seems
unlikely when the subject matter denry Vlis considered: the loss of France and the Wars of
the Roses. The history plays are ‘an important aorept of the cultural project of imagining an
English nation®® Joan’s French illegitimacy is balanced by the Bhghnxiety of legitimacy
that feeds into the developing discourse of natmah

It is surprising to remember, then, that most éfenry Vitakes place in France, and the
play showcases some famous French victories. Fianaestate or nation is a complex concept,
exposing the confusion around ideas of nation iakBhpeare’s early histories. It is true that
‘there is very little sense of “France” as eitheragion or a kingdom in this play*,yet in the

illegitimacy of Joan, a coherent, feminised andwatrpicture of France emerges. Joan is

* Ibid.

S Nancy A. Gutierrez, ‘Gender and ValuelirHenry VI The role of Joan de PucellEheatre Journati2:2 (1990),
183-90; Howard and Rackigngendering a Natigr60-1.
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throughout identified as French, despite histolydaéing from the Duchy of Bar; she is referred
to as French, calls herself French, speaks fon¢@&aand speaks in French at 3.2.13-14. Yet
Joan does not embody a coherent set of valuess gbartially continuous and partially disjunct’
and embodies a ‘varied ideological potential’ tBabkespeare exploits in his creation of a
feminised, ‘bastard’ France to oppose and valitiggimate, masculine Englan@Joan is a
‘holy maid’ who conjures demons; she is a virginovghanders herself a whore to escape death, a
woman in men'’s clothes and a female military leadedike the English, the ‘French’ have no
monolithic structures of patrilinear inheritancaldegitimacy to define them, and Joan is a
product of this France. Like Joan herself, Frascdisjunct—Charles refers to ‘our provinces’
rather than ‘our country’ at 3.3.24— and firmly asisted with illegitimacy. The legitimacy of
Charles VII had been called into question many sime a result of his mother’s adultery, even
once by his own parent&Various connotations of illegitimacy are in ciratibn around the
French camp; Charles, Joan, and the Bastard o&aQ¥lare the leaders. England, though, has the
anxious legitimacy of Talbot and son, and onlyBi&hop of Winchester (one of John of
Gaunt’s illegitimate children, who were, legallggitimated by Richard 1), has questionable
legitimacy.

The maintenance of France as an English territopart of the English obsession with
succession and legitimacy: the Dauphin is to bellfgd]...utterly’ or ‘in obedience to your
yoke’ (1.1.163-4). While the English nobles areatance in England, in France Talbot and his
son present a unified ‘national’ thought—and, tHoudeads to civil war eventually in England,
Richard Plantagenet’s continual campaign to be&dred to my blood’ I Henry VI3.1.128)
indicates the same kind of thinking about patrainmheritance on English soil. The territorial
struggles in France are passed over to showcagetiiesh desire for linear inheritance in the
rest of the tetralogy. Joan (who rejects her patdimeage) articulates French national sentiment
and interrupts the English patrilinear inheritan€&rance from Henry V to VI. Interruption of
proper inheritance is something that correlatehb wieas of illegitimacy in Shakespeare.

Joan also articulates a French national identay torresponds to Faulconbridge’s
English patriot role ifKing John Charles sees France as a collection of his ‘po@&’, but Joan

conceives it as a nation-state.

2 Jackson, ‘Topical Ideology’, 40, 44-65.
%3 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Engla#é.
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Look on thy country, look on fertile France

As looks the mother on her lowly babe...

...Behold the wounds, the most unnatural wounds,

Which thou thyself hast given her woeful breast...

...One drop of blood drawn from thy country’s bosom

Should grieve thee more than streams of foreae.g

3.3.44-55

Coming at the centre of the play, this speech iflestthe difference between France and
England. It is clear why Joan has often been regghad a gendered metaphor for cultural
conflict: she feminises France, making it both waall maternal? Interestingly, both of these
things arenotassociated with female characters elsewhekemy VI—Margaret of Anjou’s
ferociousness is famous. England is describedsimdar way by Faulconbridge, the illegitimate
‘heir’ of Richard | inKing John This gendered depiction of France is a rhetodeaice that
Joan uses to manipulate Burgundy. She calls Frgooe country’ three times, tempting him
with the promise of power in that possessive temnd, evoking national allegiance, and the
nation’s weakness and vulnerability.

To be French is a matter of geography, as Burguntio changes allegiance every time
he crosses the channel, demonstrates perfecthg English is to participate in a complex
system of patrilinear dynastic and paternal allecgs such as those between the Talbots, or
Richard 11l and his father. As Howard points obig play exemplifies two models of ‘history’:

Chronological history constructs its readers asditary subjects of the...kings
whose narrative of dynastic succession it recoun&harography, by contrast,
constructs its readers as inhabitants of the gpebgral place...In Shakespeare’s

time the two models of national identity coexist@dten, in fact, they were
combined..>®

Whatl Henry Vidoes is oppose these two models of national iesitiThe French as we see
them are French by virtue of geography, while thglish participate in the more dynastic
interpretation of national identity. Both depicetemergence of a shared culture (or ‘imagined
community®®) in different ways. Joan’s conception of Franckdsed on geography, and she
describes France topographically as a woman, aléeneay subject to physical hurt.

Faulconbridge used a similar personification of lBnd as a mother iking John(see p.74) The

> Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqrb0; Gutierrez, ‘Gender and Value’, 183.
> Howard and RackirEngendering a Natigr49.
%% Anderson)magined Communities: Reflections on the Origin Spdead of Nationalisp21-3.
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English concept of nation relies heavily on fateen-relationships, dynastic succession, and the
person of the king.

The first tetralogy treats the association betwlaéimer and son as the model for English
national identityl Henry VIfocuses on nationhood defined by legitimate pa&#r succession
in the opposition of the Talbots and Joan, anceffext of Richard of York’s death on his son
Richard Il suggests a corresponding importancech#d to father-son legitimate inheritance.
Richard Ill also widens to include the importance of the mothédegitimacy and succession. In
terms of compositiorRichard Ill was probably preceded iyHenry V| and as a result there is a
close association of ideas on patrilinear succaesaml legitimacy in the two plays which is not
so prominent ir2 and3 Henry Vi—though, as Howard suggests, the history playisaalé the
‘overarching goal’ of ‘the maintenance of a legiita royal successiof’.The central way of
expressing that is the characters’ emphasis on(dg#yitimacy and patrilinear inheritance. The
focus on family relationships in these plays iglganformed by the dynastic rule in medieval
and early modern England, yet (especially in tliespdf Joan and her father and Talbot and his
son, who are not royalty) the severing of famitiahds motif allows the audience to explore and
evaluate the nature of succession and inheritartgs.has an obvious correlation with Elizabeth
I's lack of a legitimate heir, and anxiety aboug thture of England may well be articulated

through the interest in the succession of the past.

Metaphorical Illegitimates in the Jacobean ‘Histories’
Regan and Goneril

Because they were produced in such very differentexts, and deal with extremely different
aspects of British *historyKing Learandl Henry VImust be considered in their respective
socio-political situations. Thidenry Vlplays reflect the situation of England in the pdi%90s,
the post-Armada triumph shadowed by the impendeagidof the heir-less sovereigtenry

VI's England struggles for definition, attempts tgilienate itself through patrilinearity. In
contrast, the post-Elizabethan time of Union praf®and legal debate specifically inspires the

creation ofLear. Themes of nation are now focussed on the nevisBnigss that James | created

*"Howard and RackirEngendering a NatiqriL06.
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when he became King of England as well as Scotland the tensions and contradictions that
this Britishness generated as it co-existed witgli&h national identity. Chapter 2 has already
discussed the relationship Edmund has to the dbzsion of the British state, and the fact that
geographically Britain is undefined because, a gaint in the Union developments, a sense of
British identity was nebulous and undeveloped mitthabitants of both England and Scotland.
England specifically had exchanged the illegitinsdeereignty of Elizabeth | for a different,
equally uncertain British identity. James’ sons argdgender failed to counter-balance the
dangerous implications that his reign had for agligh identity>® This is particularly discussed
in relation to law in the following Chapter; thiscdion focuses on the representation of Britain as
a (problematically) united nation, not four sepanadtions under the same ruler.

In addition to Edmund’s role, as discussed ingteyious chapter, the focus on the royal
family unit inKing Learis also informed by contemporary (il)legitimacgugs. Chapter 4
discusses in detail how Lear’s rejection and bdgation of Cordelia reflects contemporary
legal issues of legitimacy and illegitimacy, an thection demonstrates how Regan and
Goneril, both similarly repudiated by their fathetilise the social mobility of the illegitimate,
and their resultant leadership of Britain furthemplicates the definition of a British nation,
their gender reflecting on their nation in a similay to Joan’s personification of Francelin

Henry VI Lear’s rejection of Cordelia is carried out innbs of bastardisation:

Here | disclaim all my paternal care,
Propinquity, and property of blood
1.105-6

Lear’s refusal to acknowledge Cordelia as his ciméikes her illegitimate, and hence excludes
her from his inheritance scheme. Cordelia now hasdomplex status which defined Mary and
Elizabeth Tudor; as Lear makes himself a parenthgea parent, he makes Cordelia a
simultaneously illegitimate and legitimate chilchi3 rejection is the basis of all other parental
rejection in the play, the model for Goneril, Regaxa Edgar’s bastardisation. Lear is the
foundation of the crisis in Britain not becauseadhades the kingdom, nor because he
destabilizes the feudal structure of master-semelationships? but because when he disowns

his elder daughters he enables their malevolentrestBy bastardising his daughters he grants

%8 Marshall, Theatre and Empire72-74.
%9 Paul Delaney,King Learand the Decline of Feudalism’, in lvo Kamps (eMterialist Shakespeare: A History
(London; New York: Verso, 1995), 20-36.
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then the freedom to move outside of social rolessdructures, to disrupt and reorder the nation
as Richard Il does. It is not division that thezad the nation, but unchecked bastard mobility
enabled by a foolish King. Lear unleashes his dearghmalevolence—as 1.280-290 shows,
they have been waiting for their father’s ‘poorgednent’ to make a mistake for some time.
Being bastardised frees Regan and Goneril to bentnstrous children that illegitimacy was
often associated with; Lear himself breaks the Bafdbedience and duty between parent and
child that Elizabeth | was reminded of by WentwtatRithie Exhortation(Chapter 2). Regan

and Goneril become illegitimate leaders of theiination.

When Goneril challenges Lear about the behaviotmiofetinue, he uses illegitimacy
language to reject her, asking, ‘Are you our daeght(4.210, cf. the Duchess of York to
Richard IlI: ‘Are you my son?’Richard lll, 4.4.148]). The language of rejection is repeated
across the British plays, highlighting the themagatrality of illegitimacy. When Lear’s
children act in any way that he considers inappab@r he reassesses their paternity. He claims
he was ‘false persuaded | had daughters’, (1.22%),goes on to call Goneril a ‘degenerate
bastard’ (1.245). When Regan refuses to see Leastdps calling her ‘daughter’ (7.226), and
starts referring to her and Albany as ‘the Duke ‘andife’ (1.277). This begins the process of

dissociation that led to Cordelia’s and Goneriksny bastardised. He tells Regan

If thou shouldst not be glad [to see him]

I would divorce me from thy mother’s shrine

Sepulchring an adulteress.

11.291-293
To dissociate himself from his daughter, he suggéstt she is the child of his wife. Gloucester
displays a similar frame of mind when he falls Emimund’s plotting, saying of Edgar ‘I never
got him’ (6.78). The illegitimised daughter is bladhin gendered terms of her maternal
inheritance: if Regan does not act as Lear wiskes$d) he renounces any responsibility for her
actions by claiming that he had no part in her eption, that she has inherited her bad nature
from her mother. Even the hypothetical lover imglie the word ‘adulteress’ is referred to
obliquely; these ‘bastards’, rejected for failimgplease their fathers, are the offspring of
mothers.
The association of metaphorical bastard women atidmis also continued iKing

Lear. While Joan of Arc created France, and so aided¢ifiaition of England irl Henry V| in
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King Learthe metaphorical bastard women, regardless aftiote have a destructive effect on
Britain. Regan and Goneril, freed by bastardisatpraside over the same kind of carnivalesque
Britain as Richard IlI's disordered England. Likeeir male counterparts, bastardised female
characters experience a rise in social statugrdnrasgresses the standard social hieratttigan,
Faulconbridge and Richard Il personify their inedchation as a female; irear, a similar
description of Britain hints at the danger inhernentear’s abdication. Lear describes Goneril's
section as ‘shady forests and wide-skirted meddS8y|, ‘skirted’ recalling the feminine
associations of a threatened nation. Though We#lgraes that Lear intends to divide the land
into what become England, Wales, and Scotfdrathd Marcus suggests that the alteration of
Cambria in the sources to Cornwall is a topicamefice to James’ sons, new Dukes of Albany
and Cornwalf? it seems that the precise definition of Britairnigentionally ‘vague and dark®
The confusion and imminent danger to the natioleces contemporary uncertainty about the
implications of James’ British nation. In fact Jamever managed to create Great Britain during
his reign, with resistance on both sides of thelbeorThe vaguely defined Britain Liear is a
‘snapshot’ of this uncertainty at the beginninglaimes’ reign, and the power structures of this
vague nation are threatened by an illegitimate esgion in the form of Regan and Goneril.

The creation of bastardy in Lear’s elder daughteggoses Britain to French invasion (an
interesting reversal of the nation/feminine paradig 1 Henry V), but the effects of the
invasion and the disorder that preceded it are Impersonal. The characters react to the
widespread disorder of the state (severing of garkeitd bonds, excessive social mobility) on a
personal level; Lear calls himself a father withatkless child[ren]’ (4.280), not a King with
greedy heirs. The concerns of nationhood are subéduoy personal crisis. Female ‘bastards’
cannot use their ‘illegitimacy’ in a positive way Baulconbridge does, they may only transgress,
like Joan, Regan and Goneril, or submit, as Caaid#des. Transgressive female bastards are
explicitly linked to national disorder. Such a watibased function of metaphorical female
illegitimates, rare anyway in early modern dramsapecifically Shakespearean, arguing a
particularly significant link between the concepnation and legitimacy issues in Shakespeare’s

work.

®Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqr62; Gutierrez, ‘Gender and Value’, 183-93.
L Wells (ed.)Lear, 102.

2 Marcus, ‘Retrospective’, 115.

%Harriet Dye, ‘The Appearance-Reality ThemeKing Lear College Englist25:7, 514.
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Posthumus Leonatus

Posthumus’ metaphorical illegitimacy displays aw&ibive potential that is contained in the play
by his eventual legitimation, in a similar way taufconbridge, who is legitimated when
accepted by a new family group. As with other illiegates, the containment of Posthumus’
bastard potential is necessary for dramatic resolpand reflects on the central theme of nation
in the British plays. IlCymbeline as in the other British plays, the focus of théan theme is
connected to the ‘illegitimate’ character (Posthgjnyet inCymbeline one of Shakespeare’s
later plays, written under a more established BrilaanKing Lear, the national themes are
more concerned with international politics than éstit disturbance. Accordingly, the character
of Posthumus is presented slightly differently thews metaphorical illegitimates.

Resemblances betweling LearandCymbelineare fairly clear; in both plays a king
disrupts relationships (ibear familial and feudal, while i€ymbelindovers and families are
separated, and international relations strained)itiate the actioff* An overlooked similarity
between the two plays is the use of illegitimacgstaucts to highlight thematic connections.
Lear uses models of illegitimacy to articulate the dgathstate of the nation, with Lear’s
bastardised daughters and Edmund in charge ofiédediBritain. Likewise the metaphorical
illegitimacy of Posthumus provides an arena forsederation of the wider issues of English
nationhood in the international politics of thedlaean era. The familial isolation of Posthumus
initially establishes the conceptual illegitimadyhis character, yet, like other illegitimates, his
metaphorical bastardy has an impact that movesnoketyee family and into the developing
conception of nation.

At the opening of the play, the exchange aboobden’s marriage, her husband’s worth
and his birth indicates the importance these nwhear on the rest of the play. Posthumus is a
loner figure, despite the admiration that mostef ¢court have for him—the courtier describing
his marriage to Innogen calls him ‘a worthy gen#éeymand reports that the courtiers, while
mimicking Cymbeline’s anger, are ‘glad of the ththgy scowl at’ (1.1.14). When questioned

about Posthumus’ birth, the First Gentleman replies

| cannot delve him to the root. His father

% David Scott KastarShakespeare and the Shapes of Tinoedon; Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1982),146-47;
Robert HunterShakespeare and the Comedy of Forgive(idess York: Columbia University Press, 1965), 145.
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Was called Sicilius, who did join his honour

Against the Romans with Cassibelan

But had his titles by Tetantius, whom

He served with glory and admired success,

So gained the sur-addition ‘Leonatus’...

11.28-33

Posthumus was born to Sicilius Leonatus’ widow, Wwiezeased/As he was born’ (1.39). He has
no family (in the sense of both living relativeslaancestry), nor any money (‘a poor but worthy
gentleman’, 1.1.7). Thus he recalls an early modkgitimacy stereotype. ‘I cannot delve him
to the root’ implies a lack of an established taxsatic) family line. The lack of ‘roots’ suggests
Posthumus’ father Sicilius had recently risen tonpinence: he ‘had his titles by Tenentius’,
implying this was a recent acquisition. In thisexdpof his introduction to the audience,
Posthumus is like Cardinal Wolsey, who is ‘not greg by ancestry’'Henry VIl 1.1.59), yet his
character develops differently.

One of the associations with plant imagery in Sbpkare is that of royalty, and royalty
is inseparable from the question of legitimacy liseaof the emphasis on linear succession.
Giacomo conceives of Innogen’s royalty as a plait@& 129, when he refers to her mother as
her ‘great stock’, and furthers the impression alirng her affection for Posthumus ‘deeply
rooted’ (1.165). When Innogen describes her andosus’s relationship as ‘buds’ prevented
from growing by her father’s ‘tyrannous breathirfgtee north’ (1.3.337-38), she patrticipates in
the discourse which refers to royalty as a tree—line himself is referred to as a ‘lofty
cedar’ with ‘lopped branches’ (Guiderius and Argua) by the soothsayer at 5.6.444-445. The
metaphor connects to the notions of grafting aratidisation which Shakespeare specifically
associates with illegitimacy: Perdita refers toftgehand hybrid plants as ‘nature’s bastards’ in
The Winter’'s Talé€4.4.83). Posthumus’s ‘new’ nobility (his persostiengths yet lack of
‘birth”) is grafted onto the stock of ancient Bsiti royalty represented in Innogen.

Inevitably when dealing with the subject of Englesid British history (and yet ironically
when dealing with bastards), Faulconbridge, EdmamiRichard 1l are all connected to other
characters in their plays by familial relationshipsspecially inRRichard ll—and are continually
affected by their family ‘pasts’: Edmund is markegdhis father’'s misdemeanour of begetting
him in Lear, Faulconbridge connected continually to his ratiér Richard I, and Richard III's

usurpation builds on the actions of his father tRasus is without these family ties or lineage.
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He is the epitome of a new-made man, a Tummus homoLike Shakespeare’s other virtuous
(male) illegitimate, Faulconbridge, Posthumus t®@mposite character that plays various roles
onstage: he is a poor noble, a jealous lover,aaft and a Briton, an agent of destruction and
reconciliation. Posthumus’ subversive potentialrfability and change is played with
throughoutCymbelinge as he vacillates between sides. He remains aope#sreat to Britain
until the closing stages when he is legitimated the British hierarchy. The threat that
Posthumus poses to Cymbeline’s Britain is arti@datia his association with Filario’s group.

Like Richard Ill, Posthumus creates an alternatn@ety to the British one he has been
exiled from. He seeks out a friend of his father&ome, the paternal connection echoing the
association between his father and Cymbeline’stcdtiis motif of the illegitimate carving out a
valid position for him or herself is repeatedRithard Ill, King John andKing Lear. However,
just as Shakespeare’s depiction of female illegites gaining power is unusual, the depiction of
illegitimates Faulconbridge and Posthumus succig$égitimating themselves, rather than
disrupting society when they claim power, is highhusual.

Posthumus’ ‘close ancestral ties with the Continéid ‘latinate name’ and ‘birth under
a “Jovial star” also identify him with the foreignvaders’® His readiness to believe the worst
of Innogen aligns him with the ‘foreign’ in a thdaal context, as so many passionately jealous
Italians and Spaniards were depicted on the Jaoatiage, such as Ferdinandlime Duchess of
Malfi, or in Shakespear&he Winter's Tals Leontes>® Filario’s group consists of foreigners,
both to Britain and Rome—aside from Posthumus, @racand Filario, there is a Frenchman, a
Dutchman and a Spaniard. The Frenchman has setnuRus before, in Orléans (1.4.34),
implying that Posthumus is travelled. ParticulaHig familiarity with Filario and Giacomo
associates him with Italians who are in conflictwCymbeline Cymbelinecreates two groups
of ‘ltalians’; the first, exemplified by Filario ahGiacomo, plays on populist conceptions of
ltalians as degeneratewhile the second, the force that invades Brit&itiRoman'—traditional
and military. Though the Italians are cosmopolaad debauched, the conflict with Britain is
Roman in origin. One of the two areas of confliGttithe play mentions is that the laws of

Mulmutius
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...the sword of Caesar
Hath too much mangled, whose repair and franchise
Shall by the power we hold be our good deed.
3.1.55-57

Cymbeline resists Roman influence on British lawegumably the mythical ancient
constitution of Britain that some lawyers were endriring to identify within English common
law during the sixteenth and seventeenth centéiti€ke practice of civil, or (significantly)
Roman, law and English common law was reachingnd &f jurisdictional crisis at this point, a
crisis which other British plays comment on moréd@ter 4). Posthumus’ association with
Rome, therefore, alludes to a contemporary sourcerdlict with that state. Giacomo’s invasion
of Innogen’s bedchamber prefigures the Roman iovast Cymbeline’s Britain; in this scene,
Innogen ‘is’ Britain®® Because she is Cymbeline’s heir, Innogen’s bogyesents the future of
Britain. Posthumus’s actions in Rome, thereforeghaider implications than the death of a
supposedly unfaithful wife. He is threatening tleeynation with his demand that Innogen is
murdered. The romance genre, however, requirep@ytending and he is reunited with
Innogen; like Faulconbridge, Posthumus plays vilend hero.

Though Union with Scotland had floundered by thiget James’ European peacemaker
business was thriving with the marriage of his ddaegElizabeth being arranged to the Elector
Palatine. James’s peaceful intentions were cledrthe national outrage that the Spanish Match
negotiations attracted in 1614 suggests that afisignt portion of the populace was less than
enthusiastic about his diplomatic stai&@hat many Protestants were seriously considehiag t
fiercely anti-Spanish Prince Henry as an altermatovJames at this time further suggests that
there was a strongly xenophobic element in thetigri populace in the 1610%.Posthumus has
been described flatteringly by the courtiers, Ingrogas called him ‘a lustre’ to her father’s
throne (1.1.144), and yet through Posthumus attlofdareign interference is articulated in the
Roman scenes. When Innogen meets her brotherssédgas Fidele, Posthumus’s far-reaching
bastard challenge to dominant ideologies is evidanbgen is disguised as a boy because of
Posthumus’ plan to murder her, and in additiorhttansgression of gender boundaries, her

® paul Christianson, ‘Royal and Parliamentary Voiceshe Ancient Constitution ¢.1604-1621" in Lindevy
Peck (ed.)The Mental World of the Jacobean Co(@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991)974-
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association with harovus homdusband results in articulation of some sentiméraswere
problematically egalitarian in a society which flieged a monarch and aristocracy above others.
She asserts that ‘poor folks lie’ and likewiselrimnes scarce tell true’ (3.6.9 & 12), and that
...clay and clay differs in dignity
Whose dust is both alike.

4.2.4-5
Her language shows a preoccupation with social mewe or subversion. Weimann and Bruster

link these concepts to her boy's costufh&he root of these sentiments, however, is thethre
that Innogen now perceives from Posthumus; he presshe standard structure of society,
pushing Innogen to reassess Britain itself.

When Posthumus returns to Britain at 5.1—the firsé we have seen him onstage since
2.5, when he railed at women and fully acted tlaéojes Mediterranean stereotype—Posthumus
is part of the Roman invasion. For a dangerous marhe appears to be fighting against his
country, but decides

‘Tis enough
That, Britain, | have killed thy mistress-piece;
I'll give no wound to thee.
5.1.19-21

He changes his clothes from ‘Italian weeds’ to ¢hosa ‘Briton peasant’ (I1.24-24), outwardly
indicating national allegiance and the departusenfthe Italian/foreign group he has been with
in Rome. Yet when the British lord he meets turasto be a coward, he rejects his British
nationality, telling the British captain that héAsRoman’. As he puts it, ‘On either side | come
to spend my breath’ (5.5.81); he is an adversabpth Romans and British, and a compatriot to
both, exemplifying the use of a curious perspedtivesues connected to metaphorical
illegitimacy.”® Posthumus'’s illegitimate freedom to ‘be’ eitheit&n or Roman makes him a
dangerously free character, yet also anticipaiesatier compatriotism between Rome and
Britain.

Posthumus’ soliloquies also create a speciaheatly with the audience, as we saw in
Edmund, Faulconbridge and Richard Ill. Again thdaphorical illegitimate is surrounded with

self-aware dramatic conventions: @ymbeline Shakespeare uses presentational conventions,

2 Robert Weimann and Douglas Brustehakespeare and the Power of Performance: Stagéaged in the
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deliberately made artificial, in order to providesj that distancing needed for his Romance
history’.”* These conventions and artificialities, howevee, facussed on the theme of legitimate
inheritance. Jove descends to prophesy the ‘stegelgr...jointed to the old stock, and freshly
grow’ (5.6.440-442), using plant grafting imageriesded with associations of royalty and
legitimacy respectively. The increase in soliloguaad asides that is notable in the play
compared to its immediate predecessors also cremesetatheatricality in Posthumus that is
used effectively irRichard Ill around the illegitimate character, leadershipfaetion of

Richard 111.”°> Though not all of these self-conscious theateaiventions are confined to
Posthumus, as they are to Richard Ill, he is ofghe character with the largest number of
soliloquies, particularly long soliloquies whichveal more psyche than plot. Cloten, who is in
some ways a ‘double’ to Posthumus (illegitimatestaphorical or otherwise, frequently have a
double in Shakespeare, for example Richard IlIRmthmond, Richard 1l and Bolingbroke,
Edmund and Edgar, Faulconbridge and John) alscaggtare of private speech; but his
speeches serve more to develop the plot than diegttspecial intimacy with the audience
which Posthumus has. In fact Cloten’s death pingdime beginning of Posthumus’ integration
into ‘British’ society. Cloten, fatherless like Rbamus, is aligned with the maternal and the
associated transgressive nature. His death rentibaedangerous maternal energy from Britain,
as Posthumus begins his journey back. Posthumuaawl be integrated into the Leonati—his
paternal line—and fully settled into a British idiéy In a soliloquy that is, in terms of language
if not in sentiment, strikingly similar to Faulcamiige’s ‘we are all bastards to the timKirig

John1.1.207), Posthumus tells the audience

...We are bastards all,
And that venerable man which |
Did call my father was | know not where
When | was stamped. Some coiner with his tools
Made me a counterfeit...
2.5.2-6

The ‘we’ aligns an audience with the illegitimapeeaker, much as Faulconbridge manages to do
in King John and the image of the ‘counterfeit’ was a popolae associated with illegitimacy:

a bastard is a ‘false coin’ with ‘no nam@&hg Devil's Law Casel.2.129-130). Posthumus
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further elaborates the image with the ‘coiner’t{&) who ‘stamped’ him. lllegitimacy is again
figured as being of female origin, which, despiite paternal emphasis of illegitimate inheritance
in Shakespeare, continues a theme throughout itislBolays.

Posthumus’ addresses to the audience are alsicgghbecause they touch on the
central issue of ‘Britishness’ i@ymbeling drawing attention to recent political changesnaky
the Union project. Marcus has argued that Posthusndissigned to remind the audience of
James’ Scottish lords, a contentious group duilegeiarly 1600s, because of his post as a
‘groom of the bedchamber’ (1.1.42) to Cymbeline, donfused national allegiance, and
impoverished situatioft. For Marcus, the surname Leonatus is also a referen‘’James’s well-
known device of the Stuart lio®. This may certainly be a dimension of Posthumus’
characterisation, but overall Posthumus’s natiarextity has far more import than a simple
analogue to a contemporary British group. The Roaféiliations Posthumus has, coupled with
the fact that he has travelled in France, assohiatevith a wider geographical identification
than Scotland. Posthumus represents a kind of pappEanism that has specific ramifications
for the play. WhileCymbelines not an allegory of James’ reign, the Britisimgotations around
Posthumus certainly provide the audience with aalaonnection to the British ‘nation’ in
1611. James was particularly fond of emphasisisgibscent from Brutus,by then a much
guestioned myth (Chapter 1). Brute supposedlytteiritain because he feared his
grandfather’s retribution for the accidental kigiof his son, Brute’s father. The significant fact
is the grandfather was called Silvius Posthumud,Brate’s wife Innogen (hence, as in the
Oxford Shakespeare, Innogen is preferred to tlee &teration Imogen here—Simon Forman
also records her name as Innogen in his 1611 atobtme play)t°

The myth of Brute was related in Holinshe@bkronicle as were the plots @ymbeline,
Learand the other Shakespearean histories. The regyaiinames int@€ymbelines more
significant than simply padding the story of Cunlohes’s reign. Innogen was the first mythic
gueen of ‘Britain’; Silvius Posthumus the patriaafhits founding father Brute. The joining of
two characters named from the ancient foundatidrivéin flatteringly alludes to the

contemporary ‘re-union’ of Britain under Jame€ymbelinecan be read as a compliment to
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James I's rule, particularly in terms of foreignipg, and Posthumus’ soliloquies are the main
vehicle for allusions to the British topic. Whendagys ‘Britain, | have killed thy mistress-piece’
(5.2.20), he is addressing the modern day (newlyrel@) British citizens of James I's ‘Great
Britain’, just as he is addressing the Britain inieh Cymbelinds set. Like Richard llI,
Posthumus exposes and uses the layers of reatit itheatre to centre audience attention on
himself. He is, unlike many of the other characterthe play, solely Shakespeare’s invention,
which argues his importance in its&lf.

The dream sequence of 5.5 serves to legitimatéBwosts, though attention is most
frequently given to the descent of Jupiter. Fautecmye’s absorption into the royal family in
King Johnnegates his subversive presence as a bastamidéen Cymbelinethe threat that
Posthumus has posed to Britain is nullified byitiieoduction of his family in the dream. Being
reunited with his missing family metaphorically iigmates Posthumus; he can now be identified
as part of a continuing lineage, a legitimate fgriile. His father describes him as blessed by
‘Great nature like his ancestry’, proving himsét‘great Sicilius’ heir’ (5.5.1 142 & 145). His
mother affirms that Posthumus was ‘ripped’ from &gsshe died, that he is indeed part of the
Leonati (1.139). His brothers complete the familgle, all praising the ‘nobler heart and brain’
and ‘dignity’ of Posthumus (11.151 & 159), claimihgn as their kin. The familial isolation and
lack of heritage, a major source of the imaged#l@gitimacy that surround Posthumus in this
play are mitigated. In Britain, Posthumus recovkesfamilial link he was trying to recreate in
Rome; he is legitimated both in terms of family aradion, his subversive potential negated. A
legitimate son of Britain, he is not only reuniteappily with Innogen, but able to integrate into
the royal family.

The reintroduction of Guiderius and Arviragus dseels the disparity between Innogen
and Posthumus: she ‘has lost by this a kingdon.8%4) but this reduction in her social status
allows them to marry. Posthumus’ social rise isc&led before he severely stretches the
boundaries of social hierarchy. Had Posthumus ed@ymbeline’s heir, he would, in
Cymbeline’s words, ‘have made my throne / A seabsenesq1.1.142, emphasis added).
‘Base’ was frequently used as a synonym for ilietate, and Innogen’s answer that Posthumus
‘rather added / A lustre to it’ (11.143-144) refsther father’s assertion that Posthumus is inferior

by birth to the royal family. II€ymbelineShakespeare does not specifically endorse either

81 Marcus, Cymbelineand the Unease of Topicality’, 124; Holinshetlinshed’s Chronicle166.
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Posthumus’ rise or Cymbeline’s anger. The impogasfdnnogen’s marriage is conveniently
reduced by the discovery of two legitimate malesid?osthumus’ ‘bastardy’ is a potentially
destabilising presence in Britain, yet his legitiioa in 5.5 allows him to follow the model of a
Faulconbridge rather than the stereotypical peroeif an illegitimate. Via the fanciful dream
sequence, Cymbeline’s united Britain safely defiele threat of illegitimate leadership.

The British archipelago is divided Richard Ill, with Scotland a separate kingdom and
Wales receiving the pretender to the thradgmbelinefeatures no such internal conflicts.
Cloten’s more jingoistic political style, the madiog spirit of Hal and the Talbots, is outdated.

Specifically we are invited to compare Cloten’sadbat

...Britain’s a world
By itself, and we will nothing pay
3.1.12-13

With Innogen’s questioning view:

Hath Britain all the sun that shines? Day, night,

Are they not but in Britain? I'th’'world’s volume
Our Britain seems as of it but not in't...

There’s livers out of Britain.
3.4.137-141

Cloten’s bravado, which will clearly result in amwith Rome, is hardly intended to evoke the
‘primitive’ patriotism of the English history pld{.Cloten has been established from his
introduction as a dolt, and his function as a deublPosthumus is significant. While Posthumus
embodies the cosmopolitanism of being multinatip@ébten represents a backward-looking,
insular style of leadership that, in the contexdadobean international politics, seems hopelessly
inadequate. (There is a parallel betw&ymbelineandRichard IlI, with the thoroughly English
villain Richard Ill opposed to the French/Welsh/kstg hybrid saviour Henry Tudor, and Cloten
and Posthumus’ attitudes to foreign nations helapiposition.) Though Cloten somewhat
exemplifies the patriotic spirit of the English toises—for example, John of Gaunt’s
Anglocentric ‘sceptred isle’ speech—the change fEmgland to Britain initiates a change in

perception of other nations. The idea that Britaita world by itself’ (3.1.12), a ‘fortress...set in

82 Newman,The Rise of English Nationalism: A Cultural Histdrg40-183053.
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a silver sea’Richard 112.1.43-46) is voiced by a dolt, not a respectedgrah. No longer is
England the ‘precious stone’ or ‘little world’ thegmains a ‘fortress built by nature’ (11.43-46);
the new Britain is involved in European politic& Roman and a British ensign wave / Friendly
together’ Cymbeline5.6.481-482). Though some critics suggest the agerof Posthumus and
Innogen is representative of the Union profétheir marriage more importantly demonstrates
the creation of the new international Britain. Hybridised, composite traveller (emphasised by
language evocative of illegitimacy), marries Innogepresentative of insular Britain, who also
seems willing to look beyond the ‘silver seRi¢hard 112.1.46). This does not change the fact
that Posthumus’ multinational associations werdlgmatic at the outset, reflecting the
confusion, the rapid change in political thinkilgit James I's leadership style had occasioned.
The illegitimacy allusions surrounding Posthumuesyraast a shadow over the apparently
happy union. Yet the hallmark of Shakespeareagiiiteacy is variety. Ideas usedTine
Winter’'s Talemake Posthumus’ ‘illegitimacy’ a positive influenon the royal line. ‘Bastard’

hybrids are praised because they

...Marry
A gentler scion to the wildest stock
And make conceive a bark of baser kind
By bud of nobler race...
The Winter’s Talel.4.92-95

Perdita still rejects the bastard flowers, butahgument for enriching ‘wildest stock’ with a
‘gentler scion’ has been stated effectively. Irdeghce with nature to a certain extent, then, is
justified, and the ‘grafting’ image of new stocktorld, as we may read Posthumus and
Innogen’s marriage, is not as demeaning as it mmayns Posthumus, with all the qualities he has
demonstrated during the play, is the ‘gentler samwarried to the royal stock, here described as
‘wildest’. Perdita implies that the new scions teve value, even more so than old stock.
Innogen’s apparently ‘baser kind’ of marriage, theil result in ‘bud of nobler race’, having a
rejuvenating effect on the royal line. The marriggya merger (a hybrid, or ‘bastard’ in early
modern language) of new stock and an old estallishe. If Perdita’s description is applied to
Posthumus and Innogen, it suggests that hybridiswen bastardising, the established genetic
base can ultimately create a greater line.

8 For example, see Marcu§ymbelineand the Unease of Topicality’, 126.
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Conclusions

This chapter demonstrates how Shakespeare us@Bldggtimacy spectrum that was
hypothesised in Chapter 1. Metaphorical illegitimécused to consider issues of sovereignty
and ‘legitimate’ history using the curious perspeztin Richard Ill Richard’s metaphorical
illegitimacy is both a tool to make Henry Tudorlggitimate descent less visible and,
paradoxically, a revelation of that illegitimatesdent, because the super-visibility of
‘illegitimate’ Richard increases awareness of Riohdis elision from the text while apparently
shielding the illegitimacies of Richmond'’s claimhgkespeare uses the curious perspective to
balance and oppose Richmond and Richard, manipglatiances of illegitimacy to reconsider
the nature of recorded history, and hence the fatimas of the England that the audience knew.
Likewise Joan of Arc’s particular style of illegrate leadership is opposed by the Talbots’
masculine legitimate England, bringing both stytde juxtapositionl Henry Viexamines the
idea of nation as a verbal construct: the TalbBtgjland is constructed in opposition to France
and Joan, and the France constructed by Joantedrooher own feminine illegitimate power, a
power that directly opposes the patrilinear maseutiuthority that the Talbots try to create. The
English are driven by a desire to certify theintiggacy according to masculine patrilinearity in
the history plays. However, the continual destainii presence of ‘illegitimate’ Joan and France
in 1 Henry V] and the effects of malignant English illegitimanyRichard Ill, prevent this
legitimacy from ever being created.

ThoughKing Learwas written shortly after the succession crisis b@en resolved, the
attitude to sovereign inheritance reveals a limgegreoccupation with succession issues.
Though James was male and his sons Henry and Glpadeided a definite line of succession,
James’ accession also destabilised English natmhbg incorporating England and Scotland
into a new British stat® The setting of earin a disordered, semi-mythical Britain may well be
inspired by these new national boundaries. Howdud{jng Lear, Shakespeare also links
feminine power and illegitimacy as he didlirHenry V| and, as the introduction to the chapter
suggests, the inspiration for this was the recertlycluded feminine succession of sixteenth-
century England. Redefining the geographical botied@f the nation only exacerbates the

crisis of a feminine successionlirar, and this echoes the contemporary political climate.

8 Marshall, Theatre and Empitesee particularly Chapter 1.
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England had been passed from woman to woman, gaddless of the successes or failures of
these women rulers, the very transition from onartother undermines the traditional transitions
of power in England. Hence Lrear, the heirs of Britain are bastardised and unwottigre is

an unsteady state ripe for Edmund’s malicious fatence in inheritance custom which is
mirrored by Lear’s exclusion of Cordelia. The p&nds without resolution on the question of
proper succession and a pessimistic mood pervaygesbeling written some years later shows a
more relaxed view of Britain the nation, anxietgtead being directed at international relations.
It is the metaphorical illegitimacy that Posthunmitoaded with that articulates this anxiety.
Cymbelineresolves by finding perfect heirs in the wildesesith both patrilinear descent from
the reigning monarch and courageous nobility sletédr leadership. Rather than settle for an
illegitimate-by-descent Posthumus over an illegiieaby-quality Cloten, the British nation in
Cymbelinefortuitously finds two perfect heirs. Britain ia &ealised nation i€ymbelingin
contrast to the earlier plays, which focussed ogl&rd being under threat. Still, however,
tension is evident between the popular disliketefeptypical foreigners and the new European
political peace keeping of James |: Rome is a edmith for degenerates such as Giacomo and
nobility such as Lucius. Thougbymbelineengages with similar issuesKing Lear, however,
there is a marked contrast between the represemsadi British identity in the two plays. While
Britain in Lear is geographically divided and undefined, ruledll®gitimised, non-patrilinear
sovereignsCymbelines more sanguine about British identity, depicting nation instead as
threatened by foreign influence. In this play, piarilinear line is not disturbed but recovered,
and legitimacy is not lost but achieved, indicatsngiore relaxed attitude to the internal issues
that the previous Jacobean British play dramatised.

Though a central premise of this thesis is thak8hpeare ultimately depicts definite
unguestionable legitimacy as impossible to achi€yepbelinecomes close to idealising a
legitimate sovereign, succession and nation. Posikudangerous (il)legitimacies are negated
along with the threat from Europe, demonstratiregganeric shift from history, historical
tragedy to romance that occurs over the coursleeoBtitish plays. Illegitimacy has not been
truly eradicated from Britain, but amalgamated itite exiting structures: there is a political
accord between Britain and Rome and ‘illegitim&esthumus is grafted onto the ‘legitimate’
sovereign line. When the uncertain endindlofg Learis considered, the happy ending of

Cymbelinds a new development in the British plays indedtk $tand-alone nature of this play,
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without the sequels and prequels of the tetralogiag in part be responsible for the sense of
closure. However, the fact that these issues heee taised at all argues for their continuing

importance in early modern England/Britain undenda VI and .
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Chapter 4: Illegitimacy and the Law

Though the expressions of sixteenth- and severtaezmtury English identity that have been
discussed in the previous chapters focused on &spkesovereign succession, national identity
can be identified in other contexts. Another areahich Shakespeare links sovereignty, nation
and legitimacy themes is that of the law. The Bhitplays tap into a contemporary debate about
the conflict between common law and civil law ingland and Britain, a conflict that feeds
directly into the creation of nationhoddThe (il)legitimacy theme of these plays exposes t
inconsistencies and inadequacies in civil law, gthising common law to signify a
representation of ancient British custom. The Bhifplays focus on inheritance as a
representation of British custom, and thereforettiiesition of the crown is a central feature of
the legal discourse that these plays engage with.

The main difference between the two legal systengarly modern England is that
common law draws rules from specific cases, whesedldaw starts with abstract rules, which
judges must then apply to the various cases béiera” Therefore precedent is not as important
to civil law systems, which sometimes made ciw ppear unjust and arbitrary, affording
excessive power to the judges. Helgerson ident#igend of pride in common law in sixteenth-
century English legal writing, opposing it to theilclaw system that (many English writers
believed) had been formally adopted in most Eurnmeaintries’ Conversely, many civil
lawyers also appealed to such national identityndudvocating conversion to civil law: to these
men, English use of a unique legal system was &enaf primitiveness, and adopting civil law
would raise England to the same level as contih&nupe. Shakespeare’s participation in the
civilcommon law debate therefore participates gistourse that helped to define a model of
English nationhood. In the British plays, issuetegitimacy dramatise the variance between
common law and civil law. Shakespeare uses illegitly as a motif to expose the pitfalls in

common law.

! HelgersonForms of Nationhoods5-104.

2 Brian P. LevackThe Civil Lawyers in England 1603-1641: A Politi&tlidy(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1973), 3-
5.

% HelgersonForms of Nationhoods7.
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The Civil Law vs. The Common Law

A clash between civil and common lawyers which hadn simmering throughout Elizabeth I's
reign reached new heights under James |, anddailimbers of suitable employment positions
for ‘civilians’ exacerbated the confrontation beemecivilian and common lawyers. Attempts to
standardise legal fees resulted in many civilideaging povertyand common lawyers began
what appeared to be a systematic challenge tahéasv by placing prohibitions on civil law
cases ‘with greater intensity than ever befdté ‘prohibition allowed a common lawyer to
challenge the right of a civilian to work a parteucase if common law jurisdiction could be
proved. In practice, this resulted in unscrupulooimimon lawyers twisting cases to fit their
jurisdiction, and impoverishing the civilian tradelnderstandably, civilians resented their
treatment and complained frequently to the sovareig

The conflict was well publicised, because the arguots were often relevant in other
areas—for example, the debate about monarchic@isul which the accession of James |
brought into the English public domain, was linkeith civil law. The civilians, whether
accurately or not, were believed to be allied witbnarchic absolutism and defence of the royal
prerogative. Likewise, the common lawyers were seedefending basic rights of the people
against excessive use of royal prerogative. Faneebad previously defined the civil law as
being centred on the maxigquod principi placuit legis habet vigoreffwhat pleases the prince
has the force of law’), because ‘the governing auty derived its powers solely from God and
not from the people’. Those who opposed limitless royal prerogative edgthat the people
vested power in the governing authority, that thveas an ancient bond between ruler and
people, allowing them certain rights and libertesg the ruler certain prerogatives based only
on his/her continuing dedication to governmenttfigr benefit of the people. Common law had
become inseparable from this notion of an ancienstitution’ Several prominent men aligned
with the common law, including Coke, now argued thare-historical British constitution could

be drawn out of historical record with careful mef® Though there were many ideas

* See LevackCivil Lawyers 60-71, 72-75.
°Donald R. Kelley, ‘History, English Law and the RéssancePast and Preser85 (1974), 26.
6 J.P. Somerville, ‘James | and the Divine RighKfgs: English Politics and Continental Theory'liavy Peck
(ed.)The Mental World of the Jacobean Cqugt.
; Zaller,Discourse of Legitimagyd21.
Ibid.
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circulating about what this constitution might adty entail, many did not doubt the existence of
a constitution—and most conceptions of it featuhedancient ‘liberties’ of the people and the
limits of sovereign powet Bracton’s maxim that the king is above every nercéept God and
the law’ also defined the common law perspectiMe. this formulation, law, not the monarch,
was the centre of justice and it is on this digtorcthat the major Parliamentary disputes of the
Stuart dynasty hinged. James had ruled Scotlandrudl law, and was strongly inclined
towards absolute royal prerogative: despite hisndahat he held common law in high regard,
‘there was little question whose cause he was déigh'* Common law required Parliament to
pass laws, and so common lawyers saw MPs as acgedgiainst tyrannical monarchs. The
civilians, and James, preferred to see Parliameatland of counsel for the monarch, where the
final decision rested with the Kirg.

However, the civilians’ political affiliation wittthe King did not mean that they had the
legal system all their own way. The strange denisibJames to overturn the Elizabethan system
of appointing a majority of civilians (three outfolur posts) to the Masterships of the Court of
Requests intensified the civilians’ plight and doenmon law’s dominance. Elizabeth had raised
the number of Masterships from two to four to cegatsts for the flagging civilian trade; but for
James to appoint only common lawyers to this pmsivas against his personal inclinations.
Ogilvie has suggested that the common lawyers s@ensistently attacking the jurisdiction of
the Court of Requests that James was trying toamepthent’ However the affiliation of James
(and Charles 1) with the civilians is sometimesrsi@plified, as is the suggestion that civilians
were entirely in support of the King’s prerogatie@d common lawyers entirely against. The
general arrangement of lawyers on the civil wadési, common lawyers being
Parliamentarians, and civilians most often Roys|istay be one reason for this perception; yet
though by and large civilians were supporting Janmetinations toward absolutism, a small
fringe of civilians was entirely opposed to theeatisn that the king was above the I&w.

Likewise, a few anomalous common lawyers retaimeay Royalist convictions in the face of

? Christianson, ‘Ancient Constitution’, 80-81.

9 Henry de BractorSelect Passages from the Works of Bracton andeszd-rederic William Maitland (Volume
II; London: Selden Society, 1894), 41.

™ Levack,Civil Lawyers 34-5.

12 Somerville, ‘“James | and the Divine Right of Kihd.

13 Charles OgilvieThe King’s Government and the Common Law, 1471-{64ford Clarendon, 1958), 88.

14 Levack,Civil Lawyers 104-08.
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their profession. It is, however, tperceptionof polarisation between the civilian and common
lawyers that is relevant to Shakespeare’s depiaidinglish and British law.

This perception of polarity arose because thelimbnfas portrayed in the majority of
literature relating to contemporary legal issuea pslemical debate about the extent of
monarchic power. Sir John Fortescubs Laudibus Legum Anglig@470), which defended the
common law of England in contrast to the civil lalwWrance, was translated into English in
1567 and experienced a surge in popularity dutiegl690s> The widely-circulated libel poem
The Censure of the Parliament F&ct1607), referencing many individual MPs and |lavgyof
high standing, mocked their particular areas ofetige or unpopular policiéd.In the poem,
Coke is seen discussing whether the fart can lmded as Post-Nati ‘by our law’ (1.89), and
civil lawyer Sir Daniel Dun suggests ‘This fart #h@e bought into the court of requests’ (1.57).
The common/civil law confrontation is further aledito by the discussion of ‘precedent’ (1.35)
and the attempt of William Paddy to ‘draw / Thigt f&ithin the compass of the civil law’
(1.145-46).The Parliament Farindicates that these issues were of contemponéeyest,
especially as the poem exists in several editiateneing into the 1620s, continuously added to
and revised to maintain topicalitne of the necessary events that a move to awilWould
occasion was the creation of an Engl&brpus Jurisin the style of the Romaborpus Juris
Civilis, as civil law was based on a written book of ladjle common law was based on oral
precedent. Despite Morison and Starkey’s attermptiiiing the reign of Henry VIf! it was not
until Shakespeare’s lifetime that this work wasatee.

Ironically, the man who, in hiReportsof 1600-15, his 161Book of Entriesand
Institutes(1628-44) ‘produced something oCarpusJuris for England’, was Sir Edward Coke,
the notorious common lawyer who frequently clasiwét James. This proves that early modern
English law was a complex structure, a mass oftpeal, political and professional disputés’
that extended beyond legal categories. Nationag@hce had also become a defining aspect of
the dispute. Civil law was attacked for being fgreiand endorsing a foreign style of rule upon

England, where the king had always bdeminium politicum et regal@uled by both king and

15 Andrew Hadfield Shakespeare and Renaissance Politicsidon: Arden Shakespeare, 2004), 7.

16 Anon, The Censure of the Parliament F#ct1607) [electronic resource]
www.earlystuartlibels.net/htdogsrliament_fart.../Cli.html, accessed 26/05/2011

" See Thomas Starke#, Dialogue Between Pole and Lupsad. Kathleen M. Burton (London: Chatto and Windus
1948), Morison’s 1535 M®)iscourse Touching the Reformation of the Lawedsngflandcited in Helgerson,

Forms of Nationhood7O.

18 HelgersonForms of Nationhood71.
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parliament) rather thashominium regaldruled by king alone), as in France. Partisans\wf ¢
law were unable to deny this; they instead based piatform on the idea that England’s
common law was an undesirable differentiation fiahrer political and national forces in
Europe. Because it was believed that ‘civil lawgammight easily degenerate into tyranny’, the
common law of England was seen by some as ‘a baigenst such degeneration...a legitimate
source of national pridé? The desperation of the civilians to raise Englamthe level of their
counterpart nations, however, also reveals a s#Seglish identity in legal areas. To recognise
a marker of inferiority in one’s own nation, andswito adopt a different system to raise the
nation’s international standing, suggests a sehseromunity, of shared English identity among
civilians, which mimics the pride common lawyerk fie the insularity of common law.

The common lawyers were so concerned about thleaos’ encroachment into their
practice that in 1547 they appealed to Protectone®set to limit civilian jurisdiction. Though
this indicates that the civilians were making grdumthe 1540s, the decline of the civil law

under both and Elizabeth and James shows thagaslclaims,

Between 1550 and 1600 there appeared a great lagd®md consolidation of common-
law thought, whether this arose as the common tawl#t to defend itself against
aggressive conciliar rivals, or whether the eft#ctudor centralization was to deliver it
from more rivals than it created and actually mileasier for it to regard itself as the
sole and supreme system of law in Engl&hd.
Maitland’s description of the common law under @kt also thrown into doubt because ‘a
lawyer of the 1550s would ‘have been far more awétbe civil law as a part of the English
fabric’. >* The notion of civil law threatening the statusEmfglish common law is suspicious, as
the two codes of law had co-existed for hundredgeafs before the Tudor-Stuart dynasty saw
the jurisdictional conflict. In actuality the ciMhiw never appears to have truly threatened the
dominance of common law in EnglaffdNeither was it truly the dominant legal system in
France, but was used only when common law wasddle lacking (much the same as in
England, as common law was basically land law atally irrelevant to some cases). Though

inaccurate, the perceived threat from civil law whaganks to a long line of misinterpretation

9 Richard Helgersororms of Nationhoads9.

2 3.G.A. PocockThe Ancient Constitution and the Feudal Law: A $tolEnglish Historical Thought in the
Seventeenth Centu(@€ambridge: University Press, 1987), 31.

L bid., 32.

#Kelley, ‘History, English Law and the Renaissan@;51; J.H. Baker, ‘The English Law and the Resmise’
Cambridge Law Journad4 (1985), 46-61.
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starting with Fortescue, the prevailing conceptibboth the French state and the civil [&w.
Maitland’s once influential argument that Englisimanon law was severely under threat from
the civilians in the sixteenth century has sincerbgisputed by many legal historigdgut it is
clear that there was a conflict between the twallégyms, however based on misinterpretation it
may be.

Due to lawyers like Coke and Bacon, this washwat the non-legal members of society
perceived the conflict. In 1603 Anthony Wood repdra ‘general rumour going about the nation
that the civil law should be put down and quitesextinated’> There was evidently strong pro-
common law feeling amongst the general public. iglkiis cue from Fortescue, the remarkably
‘insular Coke emphasised the idea of a continueniglish law originating well before the
Norman Conquest and passed down through histoiye Gddong with Henry Jenkins, first
emphasised the importance of the Magna Carta iedHhg seventeenth century, using it as an
example of the ancient rights which, he believed] &lways existed in England but were first
written down in the Chartéf.Coke’s certainty on the matter is remarkable, ‘dredassumption
seems to be made no less instinctively by the déveyers of his generatioA’. The idea of an
ancient British (or English) constitution, a setiofeless laws that the ‘British’ states should
now attempt to restore and live by, had grippedymwariters, although what this constitution
actually entailed varied widely from lawyer to laevy® The common law, according to
Harrison, ‘fetched even from the course of mostartdaws made far before the Conquest, and
thereto the deepest reach and foundations of rédSBiarrison demonstrates the constitutional
common law sentiment crossing over into populatohyswriting, and hence indicates that
interest in the issue was not restricted to legales. Harrison’s vision of the English
commonwealth is of rule within the parameters triaditional system of law, where ‘Rulers,
even conquerors, who strayed from this traditionevat to find great hindrance if not danger,

as the Normans did...The law, then, gave securikyrig and subject alike. Like a gyroscope, it

% Baker, ‘English Law’, 46-50.

24 See Frederic William Maitlan&nglish Law and the Renaissar{@ambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1901); Baker, ‘English Law’, 46-61.
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always returned the commonwealth to first princpteo matter how pushe®. What Zaller

calls ‘the law’ refers to the ‘ancient’ common lakauropean civil law was perceived as a threat,
because as it did not safeguard these traditiomgligh practices. It is significant that the idda o
an ancient constitution only becomes current instaeenteenth century, when James’
enthusiasm for absolutism threatened the Engliskiefeent>"

The idea of central importance to ShakespeangtsIB plays is not the factual accuracy
of lawyers such as Coke, but their impact on parcef common and civil law at this time.
However right or wrong his convictions may be, Calas immensely influential both in legal
circles and a wider audience, and influenced hardaders perceived legal structures.
Shakespeare may never have read Coke, but Cake msdst famous legal writer of the time,
and Shakespeare has often been identified as hmongthan average legal knowled§&hat
Coke’sReportswere produced in the same political climate asJdeobean British plays
indicates that the significant legal events ofldte sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries are
a vital context for understanding Shakespeare’sdBrplays. This chapter identifies legal and
political issues such as those mentioned above—h#ttssn, common and civil law, the British
constitution—in the British plays, suggesting taatJames took over from Elizabeth, the
simmering conflict between legal practitioners t@oknew, important connotations of
monarchic rule. Henc&ing Johnis examined with Elizabethan English independenceind,
the confusion about legitimate succession beingyatewith the desire for political and religious
autonomy. As Chapter 2 argued, there is a notewaetitit in perspective betwedding John
andKing Lear, while addressing similar issues, the advent ofelaand ‘Britain’ makes the later
play a very different representation of nationditms. Shakespeare usksarto explore the
new developments in legal politics, with absolutiSiemes’s desire for Union and the supposed
ancient constitution now paramount. The chaptesedavithHenry VIII, where Shakespeare
considers English segregation from Europe and nobmaabsolutism, using legal debates of

legitimacy to do so.

30 Zaller, Discourse of Legitimagy242.
3 Christianson, ‘Ancient Constitution’, 80, J.C.Hdltagna Carta 3.
32 Franklin Fiske HeardShakespeare as a Lawy@ew York: Haskell, 1977).
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English Authority and Legal Individuality in ‘King John’

Shakespeare’s John is not depicted as favouralBplass anti-Papal hero iking Johan but
neither is he as inept and indecisive as the Jbiiih® Troublesome Reigiihe ambivalent
depiction of John, whom critics have found ‘in remse a true protagonist emphasises the
ambiguous nature of law and rule in this plays levident that John is a weak kif{gHis
incomplete rebellion against Papal power, thouglfai more than an example of weakness. It
depicts the conflict between English common lavharity and continental civil law authority.
The attitude that we have seen originating in Rode’sLearned Commendatiaepresenting
English common law as superior to continental (Elng@mrivil law is present in John’s resistance.
The French are allied with the PopeKimg Johnand threaten the autonomy of England,
providing a relatively conventional representatidmmalicious foreign powers in post-
Reformation England. The overtones of legitimacyg kEgality, however, are Shakespeare’s
addition.

Despite widespread uncertainty over the date ofpasitionKing Johnwas certainly
written pre-1600, and embodies a different setadiomal concerns from those in the Jacobean
plays. The representation of the Pope and a foigogver trying to control English affairs is
strongly reminiscent of many events of Elizabethréign, when Catholicism, affiliated with
Spain, was probably the greatest threat to Englisbility. Chapter 2 has already established the
danger that continental powers could pose to tloert@min English succession in the 1590s;
likewise the international threat of foreign cilalv to common law is prominent in the British
plays. Religious and political affiliations becosgerseded by national identity, anding
Johncommon law is set above foreign Papal authority.

Though the omission of the Magna Carta may maéppear thaking Johnwas
unconcerned by the issue of common law (as Magmnta @aa legal document that grants
‘certain rights and freedoms’ to free m®nHolt argues that this perception of Magna Casgta

representing a continuity of ancient English lava i®latively recent occurrence, and that in

3 van de Water, ‘The Bastard King Johri, 137.
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Shakespeare’s lifetime, the Charter was not regande such importanc®.in the seventeenth
century, when Coke first began to raise the sigaifce of the Charter, he argued that Magna
Carta was an assertion of existing laws and righasa new developmeftemphasising the
continuous, unique nature of English IaMrough the civi/common law conflict was certainly
an issue pre-1603, &ng Johndemonstrates, the ancient constitution had nobgedme a
matter of debate in Parliament. So although a nmodedience might expect Shakespeare, if he
was drawing parallels with contemporary legal isstie have made more of the Magna Carta
episode, this is not necessarily the c&eg Johndeals with the legal issues of the 1590s, a key
one being English individuality. The issue of alogigin is not as central ing Johnas inLear,
though John’s tentative attempts to gain contrdlistfkingdom and break away from Rome are
portrayed sympathetically.

John speaks with a strong Protestant ethos, calim@ope a ‘meddling priest’ and
asserting that

...No Italian priest
Shall tithe or toll in our dominions.
But as we, under God are supreme head,
So under Him, that great supremacy
Where we do reign, we will alone uphold
Without th’ assistance of mortal hand.
3.1.153-159

The Pope’s religious authority is clearly disputedhese lines, yet national allegiance is a
subsidiary element of John’s anger. Though the nmagetus of this speech is on John’s
supremacy, the reference to an ‘Italian’ priesp aleates a sense of national boundaries: in
addition to the religious conflict, a sense of Eslgidentity is being articulated. Despite the fact
that the post-Reformation Church of England alsaceed tithes, John’s words distinctly show
distaste for the transfer of English money intdidtapockets. Following John’s stress on the
Italian ‘nationality’ of the Pope, he emphasiseasfinancial presence of the Pope in his
‘dominions’, making it clear that the Church isoadign entity to him, that the Pope is
interfering in England’s wealth and governance nJobnce delineates secular national

boundaries which religious authority should notssrdis idealised England is autonomous,

%8 |bid., 27-29.
37 bid., 3.
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defined by borders that keep foreign interferenste-ghe kind of boundaries John of Gaunt
envisioned irRichard Il

The argument is legally significant: canon law asgkthe supremacy of the Pope;
presumably it is this supremacy that Pandulph sefewhen he describes his ‘lawful power’
(1.172) to excommunicate John and canonise the enerdThe injustice of Pandulph’s foreign
law is highlighted by the plight of Constance, whants it to be ‘lawful’ that she *have room
with Rome to curse awhile’ (1.180). Yet Pandulptéply, ‘there’s law and warrant, lady, for my
curse’ (1.184), implies that she has no place sléwv. Constance responds by furiously crying
against the paradox of the law: ‘...he that holds]#ingdom, holds the law’ (1.188), and
therefore the law is ‘perfect wrong’ (1.189) becaiisallows no legal ruling against the king. In
France (where Constance lives) such a statemertwappear true, because it was believed that
civil law had been wholly adopted there. The Papelarly controlled Catholic ecclesiastical
law, which Pandulph uses to silence her. Constamice has been called a bastard-bearer by
Eleanor (though there is no indication these issshiould be believed) puts pressure on the
ineffectual civil and ecclesiastical laws: agairalsgspeare tests the structures of early modern
England through connections to illegitimacy. Consts outcry highlights again the
independent English system that was a ‘sourceidépa system that is outside of the king’s
control and that affords justice to &llJohn’s refusal to concede his power to the authofithe
Pope creates an atmosphere of national independemaged his attempts to take control.

Further evidence of the variance between EnglishFaench legal ruling is shown
during the opening scene, when John rules thaipHFaulconbridge is legitimate, because he
was born in wedlock—though his father was not nemely the man married to his mother. This
exemplifies the difficult and occasionally contr@dry rulings on illegitimacy that were a
feature of English law? and begins the connection between John’s commwnuing and
illegitimacy that is developed in Faulconbridgehddikens the concept to having a cow in calf:
‘which fault lies on the hazards of all husbands1(119). The cow and calf comparison reminds

the audience that they are dealing with financemmogerty. Inheritance would have been

3 HelgersonForms of Nationhoads9.
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implicitly understood as an issue here, becauseléed Philip is ruled a bastard, he would have
to forfeit his inheritance to his younger brotfAr.

Despite property law, a kind of sentimentality sispees the legal ruling of
Faulconbridge as legitimate when Eleanor decidassthie bastard has ‘a trick of Coeur-de-
Lion’s face’ (1.1.85), and John changes his mintng instead that Philip Faulconbridge is an
illegitimate son of Coeur-de-Lion. John reconsidetegal ruling, evidently not constrained by
the convention of common law. Sir Robert Faulcashdpei though he was married to Lady
Faulconbridge, was not within the bounds of theliShding at the time, being on ‘an embassy /
To Germany’ (1.1.100), and according to commonaemgt the father. Coke’s definition of the
common law ruling on illegitimacy, however, argubdt the husband needed to be ‘within the
four seas, that is, within the jurisdiction of #iimg of England** at the time of birth (not
conception) for the child to be legitimate. Accaglto common law, Faulconbridge is
inescapably legitimate, as John rules initiallyspiee the faith in the individuality of the English
legal system that the play obviously espouses,re/éet with the disconcerting doubt about this
common law: John’s prioritising nature and commossgzl attitude (judging by
Faulconbridge’s appearance) over the technicalitiésnglish common law (the cow and calf
analogy) has good consequences for the Englisomats he becomes an effective military
commander and defines English nationhood. Howegeg, bastard in common law, he is
excluded from inheriting land or property. If Jotlassed him as legitimate, Faulconbridge
would inherit Sir Robert’s land, an outcome thatnddbe obviously unjust.

Flexibility is a feature of the common law that béts the nation: Faulconbridge chooses
to be a bastard under the imprecise definitiodl@gitimacy in common law, with obvious
benefits to England. This Elizabethan articulatbii=nglish law changes with the accession of
James; irLear Shakespeare treats deviation from common lawgasss neglect of a king’s duty
to his country. The debates over the constitutioBRarliamentary and legal rhetoric infuse the
Jacobean British plays; yet under Elizabeth, antievdealing with the reign of the King that

signed Magna Carta, Shakespeare devotes littlettrttee idea of a constitution binding king

“? Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 113.
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and subject. This may well be because James’ famlossutist tendencies made the issue more
immediate than it had been under Elizabeth, whapéwnaintained the common I4fv.

It would be as obvious in Shakespeare’s lifetingelf & obvious now, that the common
law stance on legitimacy is nonsensical; John’ayas#o absolutism in the Faulconbridge issue
is understandable. Surprisingly, when comparetdé@to-common law attitude bkar and
Henry VIII, common law is ineffectual in this area. Thosg/gldowever, were written under a
very different monarch, with a different attituagethe law. In the 1600s, under James |, common
law became ‘threatened’ and also firmly associatild Englishness, and Shakespeare increases
the importance of common law accordingly. Whilsisuggested here that the civil law maxim
guod principi placuit legis habet vigorenwhat pleases the prince has the force of law—is an
alternative legal style, Shakespeare goes on w sisdhe danger inherent in such a system.
John is irresolute, and cannot maintain his inddpeoe. As an absolutist ruler, he endangers the
kingdom and cedes power to Rome, despite his refeof canon law, allowing what is
effectively an illegal foreign presence to taketcolnof England. The play implicitly points out
that if the sovereign is not strong, the absoldtestdom allowed by the civil law is dangerous.
John compromises English independence becauseshhthe strength of character needed in
an absolute king.

The Faulconbridge debate shows the beginningsedirtk between illegitimacy and the
law in Shakespeare’s British play@ng Johncreates links between the illegitimate and thalleg
debate only to articulate the tension evident betwide pride in common law and the
encroachment of civil law upon English law. Despiitis pride the play is unable to reconcile
fully features of common law with the reality dfigjitimacy, in the case of the law that clearly
deems Faulconbridge legitimate. A relatively eatby, King Johnbegins the fascination with
civil and common law that is so fully exploredLliear, and inHenry VIIl, Shakespeare once

more returns to ‘Protestant’ politics and Papaiusion.

‘King Lear’, Inheritance and the Common Law

King Lear, written probably five or ten years afteing John reflects the different political

implications of civil and common law at that tinkeear opens with the division of Britain, just

2 Kelley, ‘History, English Law and the Renaissan@s.
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as James | was beginning his Union project withtl8od. This has prompted critics to draw
links between the dramatic division and the actirabn, arguing thatear is strongly
reminiscent of the Union project and its surroundiolitical event$? The 1608 Q.earwas
based on a court performance on December 26, 16@6gh the play was probably performed
publicly before then, possibly in the latter halfl605** Lears approximate time of
composition, then, is within two years of the begiy of James’ reign, when ideas of a Union
between England and Scotland were current andititeeeammon law conflict had escalated to
include the now prickly issue of monarchic abseitf°

The Christmas period of 1606, whieear was performed at Court, was notable because
Parliament was in recess during the assembly #zdtdd the Union most hotly before it became
apparent that the plan was unlikely to come taifsai Therefore, in the respect thatiear, ‘the
world had fallen because the dignity of the mondrati done so’ and the calamity is initiated by
the dividing of the realm, ‘the play was much Isgbversive than we might thinf’However,
Learis also a portrayal of a King who refuses to altigeommon law, attempts to become an
absolute sovereign not bound by the ancient caomistit (which, with the accession of James
Stuart, is suddenly a far more pressing issueithaas in the Elizabethalking Johr) and
releases disaster on Britain, aided by the terfetviblaw. Lear was influenced by
contemporary politics: but the prominence giveth®law inLear suggests that Shakespeare
was also participating in the contemporary legalate.

Though it is plausible to accept the suggestionhltear was a ‘local text’ created for a
specific time in English political histoyf,there is also room to interprietaras a ‘local’ text in
terms of the law. The common-civil law clash waetaer Parliament-sovereign confrontation
that was gaining vehemence as James’ absolutistiaggashed with the common lawyers. As
the ‘symbolic centre of society’, the monarch_ear is depicted as the focus of anxieties about
seventeenth-century EnglaffiShakespeare specifically uses the character afthedramatise
the ‘anxiety’ generated around the law. James’Jmtlwn civilian sympathies were augmenting

the legal conflicts of the early seventeenth centlihere was now a widespread feeling in the
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populace, documented by Anthony Wood, against &vil*® In the mock trial on the heath (Q
only) Shakespeare exhibits the potential problehasvd law as pro-common law writers
depicted it. Lear, having clearly lost his witses$rto ‘arraign’ his daughters with a madman and
a fool acting as ‘learnéd justicers’ and himselfétsess providing the only evidence (13.17-8).
Lack of a jury and emphasis on testimony indicate#il law trial—presided over by a Fool and
a madman. Though Edgar is feigning madness, thearbess of such a system is still
emphasised. Lear is in charge, choosing the jisstiod ordering proceedings: ‘sit thou here’,
‘bring in the evidence’, ‘arraign her first,” (10242). The interference of the sovereign in the
supposed exercising of justice taps into the wielgal debate about sovereign prerogative and
the civil law. The fact that these lines were reetbfrom the F version dfearin 1623 strongly
supports the notion that (ear was a topical creation that reflected politicauiss of 1604 and
1605 Like the interest that the play depicts in theteranf the Union, the threat of absolutism
and the civil law were topics that had a particuédevance to the early part of James’s reign,
and in which, for the later composition of the tthdt appears in F, had declined in topicality.
Learis a peculiar mix of contemporary allusion anddrisal narrative, resisting simple
categorisation. Despite the fact that a ‘real’ Leauld have been untroubled by civil law, which
was introduced with the Norman Conquest, the myghity Britain under Lear owes a lot to the
contemporary writings that described England asdbesieged by civil law, advocating a return
to an idealised pre-Norman common law. The pre-Norgommon law corresponds to the
mythic Britain under Lear: both were often percedias belonging to a legendary past era of
pure ‘Britishness’ before the Norman Conquestoke, the leading figure in the common law
camp, often based his arguments on the ‘fictioaroimmemorial constitutior?® To negotiate
the legal issues ibear Shakespeare uses motifs of illegitimacy and pateajection.
lllegitimacy issues are presented particularlyhia tharacters of children, particularly Cordelia
and Edmund: iear Shakespeare explores various methods of propartgfer and inheritance

using the motif of illegitimate, and bastardiseuijdren.
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Cordelia and Gavelkind

The usual tradition of inheritance in Shakespedfagland was primogeniture, where property
transferred from father to eldest legitimate samd was often entailed onto the nearest male
relation, especially in the upper clas3&Brimogeniture was favoured because it presened th
entirety of the land, and was the legal defaulthodtin England when instructions were not left
to the contrary” Lear’s Britain obviously operates a primogenitsi@e inheritance system, as
Edmund’s machinations to steal his brother’s irthade show.

As an elderly king with no male heir, Lear is ip@blematic position. He therefore
reorganises the succession, splitting the kingdetwéen his daughters. British royalty had
recently faced Lear’s dilemma: Henry VIII nominatad daughters as heirs after the death of
Edward VI, and Mary Queen of Scots had inheriteotl&nd upon the death of her father James
V. Division had only once occurred before in Enfgligstory; after the Norman Conquest,
William divided his realms, giving Normandy to laklest son, Robert, and England to William
. After this, both realms descended by primogeneif participating in English tradition. As if to
emphasise this, Shakespeare creates a senselwidong around the division: Lear himself
refers to the love test as his ‘darker purpose&q).he is going to marry Cordelia to a foreign
prince, with a section of Britain as her dowry, efhwill therefore be under foreign control,
compromising the pre-Norman purity of Lear’s Britai

On a domestic scale, Lear’s dilemma faced earlgerosociety fairly regularly; men
without sons frequently left their property to dateys or their daughters’ husbands. Alternative
methods of common law property transfer did existarly modern England: in the event of
there being legitimate female heirs, property wiagldd between them, and passed to their
husbands upon marriage—such co-heiresses werexcmtmon in aristocratic famili€s.An
alternative inheritance system called gavelkindined the property being divided amongst all
the childrert® Frequently fragmented properties led to diminisesgtes and poverty, so
gavelkind was not widely practised.Lear attempts to stay within the bounds of comtasnin

his search for a solution to the succession, amdligad neatly permits the inheritance of
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women. However, Lear breaks common law traditiomtégpting gavelkind and then excluding
Cordelia. Somner'Sreatise on Gavelkin(lL660) states that the gavelkind system works by
dividing the inheritance amongail the childrer?® to exclude a child in gavelkind is, roughly,
analogous to a second son inheriting while hisrdddether was still alive in a primogeniture
system.

Though gavelkind was famously the Irish nationatesn during Shakespeare’s
lifetime,® it also had the force of common law in Kent, whiereas predominantly practised in
England®® The presence of Kent, then, objecting to Leartest is significant. Kent vocally
opposes the exclusion of Cordelia in personal tesangng she ‘rightly thinks, and hast most
justly said’ (1.172). However, Kent representsdhé/ English county that practised gavelkind,
and his defence of Cordelia also becomes a defg#fmaestom, of those ancient inheritance
practices that form a cornerstone of British natmd. This impression is strengthened by the
fact that Shakespeare actually altered the souaterial to incorporate a ‘Kent’ at this point;
Perillus, a correlating character appearkiimg Leir, has his own equally evocative nafhe.
However, Shakespeare’s choice of the name ‘Kertkes not the impending doom that
‘Perillus’ implies, but in this context, the ancidegal constitution of a British nation.

Lear’s disregard of the common law traditions &f ¢ountry instigates the disaster in his
kingdom, because the loss of Cordelia enablesisters to overthrow Lear and take control.
This act is rooted in Lear’s confusion of the tvphares, political and domestic, in which he
moves® Lear cannot put aside his (domestic) anger atrateéul’ daughter Cordelia to include
her in the (political) gavelkind system. Aware thathas violated inheritance custom, Lear
attempts to justify his actions by creating ansidun of legality around Cordelia’s exclusion. It
has already been established that illegitimate® wrcluded from inheriting in English common
law, and so Lear bastardises Cordelia, attemptingdalise her exclusion. After her ‘incorrect’

response to the love-test, Lear will

...disclaim all my paternal care,
Propinquity, and property of blood
And as a stranger to my heart and me
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Hold thee forever...
1.105-108.

Cordelia is a castaway, a ‘sometime daughter’ @) 1but this is also the language of
bastardisation: Lear threatens to ‘disclaim allpayernal care’. Lear creates a link between
children and property that becomes central. Heede@brdelia the ‘property of blood’,
traditionally defined as ‘family attribute&® This continues the bastardisation process, denying
Cordelia’s hereditary likenesses to Lear, and rengpthe certainty of his paternity. However,
‘propertyof blood’ is also allusive of inheritance: propetttat Cordelia’s blood entitles her to
keep. Lear is also emphasising her financial lbagding on his statement ‘The truth shall be
thy dower’ (1.100).

Lear creates a link between bastardised childremaoperty that disrupts the harmony
of Britain. Cordelia’s exclusion from her inheritanand Edmund’s machinations to usurp his
brother’s both lead to the calamitous events iaBri Lear’s daughters usurp his position after
receiving their inheritance, and Edmund usurps Batpar’'s and Gloucester’s property. Lear’s
imperfect fulfilment of gavelkind creates the diderin his state. If Cordelia were in possession
of her share of Britain, she would provide a bagattcher sisters, preventing them from owning
Britain entirely, and Lear would have refuge. Gdreand Regan’s sly conversation after the
love-test implicitly shows that the banishment @fr@zlia is Lear’s ‘poor judgement’, and allows
them to ‘hit together’ (1.280 & 292).

Lear bastardises Cordelia to justify his rejectbimer. Because of the mode of
inheritance in gavelkind, however, Cordelia’s esan isnot justified. Gavelkind was unusual
for including women, children, younger sons, atepitimates, and was frequently referred to as
originating from the phrase ‘give-all-kin@*. Though Coke claimed that the system had been
altered in England (‘as to Bastards that customatagished™), gavelkind was known for
including all, and this idea appears both in SorsrBratiseand Sir John Davie®iscovery of

the true Causes why Ireland was never entirely 8et(lL612) in which he complains that
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that Irish Custom of Gavel-kinde, did breede anothischief; for thereby, every

man being borne to Land, as well Bastard, as Lragie, they all held themselves

to beGentlemer?®
This demonstrates that gavelkind was renownedfduding all, regardless of birth legitimacy.
(It is interesting to identify a sense of disquigtsocial movement in Davies’ words; he alludes
to the same social movement Shakespeare applistardy in the condemnation of gavelkind,
where even bastards can call themselves ‘gentlgmerdr’s inability to separate his private
emotions and political responsibility result in kislating common law, frequently perceived as
being a continuous national tradition of legal igest Common law was therefore a constituent of
national identity. Kent predicts Lear’s ‘doom’ {ime sense of judgement, and his fate, but also
with interesting legal connotations during thisipd), and the scene becomes a prediction of
coming disaster, caused by Lear’s interferenclenrheritance system. When Lear fails to
follow the common law he, as the king, the ‘heddhe state, sets a precedent for the common
law rulings on primogeniture to be disrupted by Edoh and the connection between

illegitimacy and violation of inheritance laws bewes explicit.

Edmund and Primogeniture

Cordelia’s bastardisation and the disregard of comtaw are mirrored in the domestic sphere,
with the disruption being centred on Edmund. Prierogire is presented as the usual form of
inheritance practised in Lear’s Britain, as it le@n in England since the thirteenth cenfiiry,
and Edmund is offended by this ‘plague of custdmat pprevents him inheriting (2.3). Wells
reads this passage (2.1-21) as a railing agaiaesttistom’ that prevented illegitimates being
recognised by society, which undoubtedly is a prjnmeaning. However, Edmund is also
preoccupied by the idea that he cannot inheritimszae is

...some twelve or fourteen moonshines
Lag of a brother...
2.5-6

% Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 31, Quoting Sir John DavieBjscovery of the True Causes by which Ireland was
never entirely Subdugdiondon, 1612), 171.
87 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Englad@.

137



He resents society’s attitude to his illegitimatess, and the fact that being the younger brother
prevents him being his father’s heir. The systeat tiperates nationally, even internationally, as
Edmund describes the system as ‘the curiosity idémsi (2.4). Edmund hence opposes the
traditional, national system of inheritance lavthis mythical Britain, and by implication, the
primogeniture-based law of Shakespeare’s Engladohufd’s hostility communicates a more
threatening undercurrent to his usurpation thardyar ambition: he directs malevolence at the
national custom, the very foundations of nationhand the semi-mythical constitution that
formed such an integral part of national pridedmenon law

The ‘pride’ in English law identified by Helgersand Kelley is clear when Edmund, the
evil illegitimate, condemns £ While English law often turned a blind eye to thieeritance of
illegitimates, officially the common law maintain#tht illegitimates were excluded from the
inheritance system, whereas in civil law illegitt@s could inherit property. Fortescuésarned
Commendatiomparticularly emphasises the ‘cavalier treatmerfaofily property...allowing
bastards to succeed’ as one of the main reasoneititdaw was inferior to English common
law.” Aligning Edmund against English common law speaify associates the alternative
position, of civil law, with illegitimacy and thenmatural behaviour of Edmund. Fortescue’s
conviction that civil law was practised wholly dmetcontinent leads to not only a pride in
common law but a significant national pride—the coom law of England was evidently
superior to the civil law of France, which in Fatee’s representation is the chief nation
employing civil law in early modern Europe. As wadl displaying the national pride in the
autonomous legal system, the association of Edmadttdcivil law also invites the audience to
consider a legal system that would allow this ntahdcome Earl of Gloucester. Fortescue’s
representation of civil law is evident in the imtlery between Edmund and the law, and
Edmund’s illegitimacy is a key factor in the demigon of civil law.

Lear’s actions in effect liberate Edmund to usugpknother’s place. When Lear
abandons common law, a collapse in justice oceutisa state, and civil law is the recourse.
Later, this is further in evidence when Lear orgasiand judges the civil law mock trial.
Gloucester, reflecting Lear’s actions when facetthwihat he believes is unnatural behaviour in

his child, bastardises Edgar: ‘I never got him78. Again the paternity of the child is denied:
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as with Cordelia, who had Lear’s ‘paternal caralidd her, Gloucester denies that Edgar is his
‘property of blood’. This has the effect not onliybastardising Edgar but denying his claim to
inherit Gloucester’s property. Edmund engineernsumton that bastardises his legitimate
brother, adding to an overall impression of thestige of civil law.

So Gloucester makes his illegitimate son his Hoalieving him ‘loyal and natural’
(6.84), in contrast to his description of Edgaaasunnatural, detested, brutish villain’ (2.75).
Gloucester tragically mimics Lear’s inability taack his children correctly, but the eventual
result of Gloucester’s failure is in one way magngicant. Shakespeare apparently envisions
Gloucester having to go through a certain amoutegsl trouble to make Edmund his heir. He
promises to

...work the means
To make thee [Edmund] capable.
6.84-85

This must refer to some sort of civil law actiomconfrontation with common law, because civil
law allowed illegitimates to inherit. While Leatastardisation of Cordelia to justify her
exclusion was a misreading of common law, whicHweded illegitimates from primogeniture,
but not necessarily gavelkind, Gloucester’s plato isdopt civil law instead of trying to
circumvent common law. Because he is unable to tauaicommon law, Lear has initiated a
chain of events that ends in the collapse of comiaarthroughout the kingdom, and the
corresponding rise of civil law to fill the poweasuum. Civil law, associated particularly with
the evil illegitimate Edmund, is used here to usatpgitimate son’s inheritance. Though
Chapter 1 established that although early modegiaBd did occasionally have a cavalier
attitude to the laws preventing illegitimates intieg, the law ostensibly forbade them to inherit.
Lear, then, brings the perceived threat from civil lsfwarply into focus. Edmund’s behaviour
constitutes a threat to English common law, théafsnof the ‘uninterrupted Englishness of
English law,’” the ‘immemorial constitution’ that wao popular amongst the common law
supporters! By implication, the civil law was a threat becaitseas foreign. Specifically, civil
law was characterised as French by Fortescue, thitmegorigins of civil law in Rome (another
name for civil law was Roman law) also add an assiot with papist religion and degeneracy.

Cordelia eventually returns to help Lear from Fegnwith a French army; despite the help that
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France provide, the presence of a French army uistBsoil was surely not a pleasant prospect
for British spectators (as King Johr). Had they been successful, the French army nav& h
been responsible for reinstating British order.

In Lear the link between illegitimacy and inheritancertitnates anxieties about law. The
continental threat that was perceived against Ehddiw from civil law also brings into question
the issue of nationhood. Despite being a partibuBitish play, the presence of France and
Burgundy also interrupts the insular Britishnes&exr. Britain is surrounded by other
potentially dangerous nations; the French are bedi¢o be secretly taking advantage of British
‘negligence’ and ‘are at point to show their opamter’ (8.23-25). In the context of the legal
debate, this is a play that reveals anxieties afyitish’ nationhood. The British nation is
embryonic in conceptiorear displaying a different national feeling from thege of English
history plays in the 1590s. The feature of Learga that points to a growing notion of
James’s ‘Britain’ is that it is in danger from v@auws continental forces: invasion from France and
the threat of civil law, a recycling of the exterfees England faced in the Elizabethan histories.
A constituent nation of Britain, Scotland, had certed to civil law: in addition to the threat
from outside Britain, English people were not eaiyirsure that a threat would not come from
within Britain itself. The overall dramatisation afBritish nation is far more complex and
confused than an English one.

The civil law threat is the most striking expressof contemporary British issues in
Lear’s Britain. The association with inheritancelisar throughout; Shakespeare uses inheritance
and illegitimacies to expose the pitfalls of cialv, and emphasise the immemorial common
law. The nuances of illegitimacy are much strortgan simply revealing that civil law is
inferior to common: irKing Leara dialogic relationship emerges between illegitiynand the
law. While Shakespeare does indeed use illegitim@acgveal civil law inferiority, the play also
reveals the inadequate common legal system surmogiiitegitimacy. It is easy for Lear and
Gloucester to bastardise their children and cireemheustom; though the repercussions for both
are severe, the law in England was ineffectual wheame to classifying all but the most
obvious bastards as illegitimate, as discussidfimg Johnemphasised. The obvious pride in
common law demonstrated liear is also haunted slightly by the glib bastardisatd Cordelia
and Edgar: such things were indeed possible iniEmtdw, and directly referred to by

Shakespeare, as we will seeHanry VIII. An uneasy lack of true resolution marks the clafse

140



the play, and so from the illegitimacy-centred kld@mmon law conflict at the heart béar
emerges a far more complex view of developing Brita the early seventeenth century than is

first apparent.

‘Henry VIII’, Absolutism, and the Civil Law

Henry VIl explores similar implications of resistance to &authority asing John The
merging of public and domestic spheres thesr develops is also as a featureHgnry VIII. The
Reformation becomes a personal matter, instigadettiydy Henry’s love for Anne, and his
‘conscience’ warning him that marriage to Katheimavalid (Shakespeare dramatises this as a
matter of fact, rather than an excuse to divorcth&i@ne)’? The apparent lack of interest in
Reformation political detail has resultedHenry VIII being dismissed as a stylised piece of
court entertainmerft but the Reformation forms a background to the nmreediate issue of
the confrontation between civil law and common. ©again the theme of illegitimacy is bound
to the legal debate, used to clarify and exploeavitder issue of law in both the British plays
and contemporary Britain—a topic with a huge amafrgolitical relevanceHenry Vlllis the
culmination of Shakespeare’s depiction of the iBhtlegal conflict, and he returns to the
‘Reformation’ style ethos of the first British pl&y deal with lawKing John Legitimate

children, or lack thereof, are inseparable fronalitg as Henry must deal with the
imperfections in English law to engage in the nzayei that finally provides him with his
legitimate child. Conversely, though associatiothv@ardinal Wolsey discredits civil law, the
triumphant end of the play, in which Henry leansdad absolutism, promotes civil lalWenry
VIII does not authenticate an immemorial English comlaan asLear does, but endorses
(wise) monarchic absolutism, something tKatg Johnhints at, though it is hampered by the

vacillating historical representations of John heths

2 Judith H. AndersorBiographical Truth: The Representation of Histoti€&rsons in Tudor-Stuart Writingrale:
University Press, 1984), 133.
3 Frances A. Shirley (ed.King John and Henry VIII: Critical Essay®lew York; London: Garland, 1988), xiii.
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Critics have frequently dismissétenry VIII's difficulties by citing Fletcher’s
involvement’* The enthusiasm for monarchic absolutism is, indadalimark of Fletcher’s
work, but the contemporary legal debates of Jacolrtain’ highlighted the issue for
Shakespeare too. James's own wdsilikon DoronandTheTrue Law of Free Monarchiés
left readers in no doubt about James’s stance solaism. WherHenry VIl was performed,
James had been the self-styled ‘King of Great Brifar ten years, and the tensions around
absolutism were building in the English governmevrttere James found Parliament resistance to
his absolutist preferencéSThose years saw the conflict between Coke andddm Cowell,
who was considered an extremist in the area of nebi@absolutism, so much so ‘that some of
his critics in the Parliament of 1610 allegedly veghto hang him’’ It seems unlikely that a
clash of this magnitude in Parliament failed tocrethe English citizens, especially as Cowell’s
writings were ‘widely circulated®® It is, therefore, unfair to simply assigtenry VIII to
Fletcher’s interests. Indedding JohnandKing Learboth anticipatédenry VIII's interest in
absolutismHenry VIII's positive depiction of absolutism may be intentteflatter James:
whatever Fletcher’s tendency towards flattery, $spkare was also a member of the King's
Men, and unlikely to court the response tBastward Holreceived. To dismiss the play because
it apparently coincides with some of Fletcher’'smdagic practice is reductive, especially in the

context of the wider theme of legitimate law in Bwtish plays.
Cardinal Wolsey and the Civil Law
Wolsey begingdenry VIl almost entirely in control of England: he is rejeelly described as

‘ambitious’, occupying a ‘place next to the King/ Buckingham, (1.1.53, 66) while Norfolk
matches his ‘high hatred’ only with his ‘power’.l07-108). The early descriptions of Wolsey

" James Spedding, ‘On the Several Shares of Shakesped Fletcher in the Playldénry VIII in Frances A.
Shirley (ed.)King John and Henry VIII: Critical Essay{dlew York; London: Garland, 1988), 255.
> Both were written ¢.1598, and are featured in Réibdes and Jennifer Richards (ed¢ig James VI and I:
Selected WritinggBurlington; Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003).
8 Somerville, ‘James | and the Divine Right of Kihds7.
" Brian P. Levack, ‘Law and Ideology: The Civil LaWteories of Absolutism in Elizabethan and Jacobean
England’ in Heather Dubrow and Richard Striers (ged$e Historical Renaissance: New Essays on Tudor and
7Sstuart Literature and Cultur€Chicago; London: Chicago University Press, 1928],.

Ibid. 229.
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by the nobility not only establish his ambition amgportance at court, but create links between
Wolsey, illegitimacy, and law. Norfolk describes &y as

...being not propped by ancestry, whose grace
Chalks successors their way, nor called upon
For high feats done to th’crown, neither allied
To eminent assistants, but spider-like,
Out of his self-drawing web, a gives us note
The force of his own merit makes his way—
A gift that heaven gives for him, which buys
A place next to the King.
1.1.59-66
The imagery is suggestive of illegitimacy: Wolseynot propped by ancestry’, and is ‘spider-
like’ (1.59 & 62), recalling another Shakespeaitkegitimate’, the ‘bottled spider’ Richard IlI
(Richard 1111.3.242), and, in a lack of ancestors, Posthumuwds&y’s metaphorical illegitimacy
functions on many levels. He is basely born, alegifimate for his high governmental position.
He is an avaricious Churchman, illegitimate intiygpocrisy. Ambition and social movement
again are linked to illegitimacy; but most signéitly, his association with the civil law is more
pronounced than that of EdmundLlear; he is associated with an ineffectual and coripegal
system and the language of illegitimacy that Ndrigdes to characterise him effectively seals
his negative disposition.
Wolsey, responsible for the meeting between HendyFaancis | of France at the Field

of the Cloth of Gold, has obviously pursued an yoytar pro-French foreign policy:

The peace between the French and us not values
The cost that did conclude it.
11.88-89.

Already, however, ‘France hath flawed the league attacked English merchants (1.95).
France, it has been demonstrated, was the bake oivil law and the corresponding threat to
English common law. Wolsey is represented as ergimg a peace with France at the cost of
England. It becomes apparent in scene 2 that Wadsalgo acting without Henry’s knowledge
or consent in the matter of taxation: Katherinesség ‘hunger’ and ‘uproar’ amongst the

commons ‘are devised by you’ (1.2.35-37 & 52). Newes were to be agreed in Parliament, so
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taxes ‘devised’ by Wolsey alone are ille§aWolsey’s ‘potency’ (1.1.105) means that he is
control of Buckingham'’s trial, and of the Papaluig into the divorce. We see almost
immediately that Norfolk’s warning to Buckingham‘tead / The Cardinal’s malice and his
potency / Together...” (1.1.103-105) is a sound negqdif Wolsey, as the next scene begins with
a discussion of Buckingham’s forthcoming trial. iréhe start oHenry VIl|, then, Wolsey’s
stranglehold on legal proceedings is established.

The first indication that Henry sees Wolsey’sraption is at the divorce hearing, when
Henry believes the cardinals ‘trifle’ with him (2283). Doubting Wolsey’s loyalty is, like
loving Anne, a personal issue for Henry. Like tihette, though, Wolsey's disloyalty is also
bound up with the wider political and national isswf the Reformation. He is a cardinal, and
Papal legate, closely associated with the Papageys d corrupt churchman and a corrupt
royal/public servant, so his disloyalty has fareteag ramifications for the nation (for example,
his taxing the commons) and abroad (he acts ambassador to France, and represents Henry
to the Pope). Wolsey also controls the legal systeBngland, using a civil law system that is
corrupt and ineffectual. Henry eagerly awaits #qgproach’ of Cranmer, who he puts his faith in
to solve the divorce issue. Kamps has suggesteédathidenry, Cranmer’s ‘return’ and his
‘approach’ (2.4.236) are two separate things, ¢ne tapproach’ referring obliquely to the new
legal solution that Cranmer brings: opinions frarefgn universities, and, as the audience were
probably aware, the Protestant ‘route’ that allowehry to name himself Supreme Head of the
Church of England, and rule on his own divofte.

The sections below discuss, first, how the lapresented itHenry VIII, to establish that
Wolsey'’s civil law, as the opening form of law im&ingham’s trial, is unjust; and then
showing how easily Katherine of Aragon can illagiite civil law proceedings to avoid her own
‘trial’ at the divorce hearing. Exposure of theffieetual nature of civil law necessitates Henry's

move towards absolutism.

Buckingham’s Trial

9 Saccio Shakespeare's English King8, Zaller,Discourse of Legitimagyd22.
8 Jvo Kamps, ‘Possible Pasts: Historiography anditimgtion in Henry VIII' College Englist68:2 (1996), 206.
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Trials are a recurrent motif idenry VIII, and frequently provide an arena for corruptiod an
false justice to be enacted. Trials also mark togmession of Henry's leadership, from naivety
and dependence on a corrupt justice system, tomef, intelligent, and idealised absolutism.
Buckingham'’s trial occurs offstage, probably taediraudience attention to Katherine’s trial

during the same aét.Henry sits in judgement:

I'll hear him his confessions justify
And point-by-point the treasons of his master
He shall again relate.
1.2.8
Henry stresses that he is acting within a legaiesysthough he takes an interest in proceedings,

he promises that Buckingham will not be treatedauhyf. Unlike Lear, Henry is not controlling

justice personally. He emphasises there may beym@r&uckingham in law:

Call him to present trial. If he may

Find mercy in law, ‘tis his; if none

Let him not seek't of us...’

11.212-214.

However, Wolsey’s malign influence on the law camsken despite Henry’s common law
preferences. When he interviews the surveyor befaé¢rial, Henry has already decided that
Buckingham is a traitor ‘to th’ height’ (1.215). He/’s personal depiction of the law seems to
articulate a common law perspective. When he questWolsey about the taxation of the

commons, he asks

...Have you a precedent

Of this commission? | believe not any.

We must not rend our subjects from our laws

And stick them in our will...

[1.92-95.

This reliance on precedent is an important feabfi@mmon law, and the fact that Henry not
only knows this but also knows the laws well enotmbeclare that there is ‘not any’ precedent
implies that his personal convictions tend towaraismon law. The ‘blame’ for civil law

injustice is assigned to Wolsey. Henry exercisesabsolutist power—here stopping a particular

8 Jay L. Halio (ed.)King Henry VIII (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 24.
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taxation without calling a Parliament, as the comraw require—not in an arbitrary way but
using the basic tenets of common law. James’s atisol was actually ‘confined to the realm of
theory...he was always careful to operate withinftamework of common law*® James may

well have realised, as his son did not, that Rariat would only stand for so much, and though
Shakespeare and Fletcher may present Henry inssuety to allude flatteringly to James, James
was actually an indifferent scholar of common lamw] warned Coke against using precedent as
an argument before hiff.The threat of absolutism depictedLiear has changed:; iHenry VIII,
absolutism, when regulated by a sensible monaeshpe a more positive method of government
than the chaos of Lear’s political/domestic kingdamad John’s weakness. The reliance of Henry
on common law, however, remains a jarring diffeeebetween the idealised England of the
1520s and the reality of the 1610s.

Henry VI, like King John features a pre-Reformation conflict between Egli
autonomy and Papal authority. In both plays, theanchs feel it necessary to take control of
their realm in defiance of the Pope: Papal foroésriere, with ‘dilatory sloth and tricks’
(2.4.234). Where John is irresolute and weak, thotignry fully refuses Papal authority;
Shakespeare dramatises this English secessionRoone’s religious authority in a parallel
depiction of the rejection of civil law. This inftucomments on the contemporary controversy of
law in England and Britain, an area in which th&cdurse of nationhood was articulated in
seventeenth-century England. Reformation politresimfact a feature dfienry VIII, but are
articulated primarily through the theme of natioaatl legal independence.

The rejection of civil law is accomplished by exipgsthe supposed frailties of that
system in the ‘trial’ scenes. Buckingham'’s trialadates a common law trial over a civil style
reliance on witnesses alone. The next ‘trial’ is tlivorce hearing—in a way, it is Katharine’s
personal trial—in which Cardinal Campeius cannokena decision on Henry’s ‘great matter’,
and is later revealed to be in league with Wol$eyalso appears somewhat cowardly and ill-
mannered when we are told that he

Is stol'n away to Rome—nhath taken no leave,

8 Though, as the taxation had no precedent, it wbaldegarded as illegal, it had still been exaeedi common
law stated that the king should consult Parlianbefibre any alterations were made to existing taasgio,
Shakespeare’s English King9.

8 J.P.KenyonThe Stuart ConstitutiofCambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 8-9

8 Somerville, ‘James | and the Divine Right of Kihd3-65.
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Hath left the cause o’ th’ King unhandled, and
Is posted as the agent of our Cardinal...
3.2.57-59

The authority figures of the Papal legal systemésgntative of justice are given few endearing
qualities, which has the effect of making Henry’'edk with Rome, his taking on absolute rule in
England, seem desirable in contrast. With Wolseyrotling the state, the faith that Henry
places in trials and justice is futile. Henry isreimes regarded as a hypocrite in the matter of
the divorce® Yet deliberate care has been taken to make Haerigbod guy®® Because
Wolsey is responsible for the high taxes, and treupt legal system, of which Henry is
completely unaware, it is unlikely that Henry iseinded to be viewed as a hypocrite—hence
also the favourable treatment of Anne Boleyn inplas.

While enumerating the wide range of evidence ag&uoskingham gathered by Henry,
Holinshed ‘was clearly not convinced of Henry'stjos in this matter®’ telling the reader
‘These were the special articles...laid to his chabge how truly, or in what sort proved, | have
not further to say’, and adding that his only seumaterial was Vergil and H&f. Kamps
assumes that Holinshed believed Wolsey the engofdguckingham’s trial; but that is
specifically Shakespearean in origin: Holinshea'soaint falls shy of accusing anyone in
particular of setting up Buckingham, and the emghssems rather more on Henry himself as
the principal agent in the plot—explaining why Hlhed falls short of actually naming names
So though the corrupt trial originates in HolinshBdakespeare makes the focus of this
corruption Wolsey. Having only one witness with si@nable motives emphasises this
corruption, and also suggests that Wolsey opeaatescivil law system, a system which is
undesirable in the context of the British playsnHes kept separate from both the corruption
and the civil law.

Shakespeare emphasises the lack of concrete ewiitethe case against Buckingh3n,
but does so specifically in terms of civil law. Cilaw used witnesses to establish fact, not a jury

as English common law demanded, and Buckinghamlsrésts on the testimony of one biased

8 Hamilton, Shakespeare and the Politics of Protestant Englasg-84.

8 | isa JardineReading Shakespeare Historicaflyondon: Routledge, 1996), 154.

87 Kamps, ‘Possible Pasts’, 200.

8 Holinshed Holinshed's Chroniclg661.

8 See Paul Dean, ‘Dramatic Mode and Historical \fisioHenry VI SQ37:2 (1986), 175-89; Anton Bosman,
‘Seeing Tears: Truth and Senseilhls Trué SQ50:4 (1999), 459-76.
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witness. The surveyor was fired ‘On the complairthbtenants’ (1.2.174), so his personal
agenda is clear. Hopkins is described as ‘that-aeenk’ (2.1.22), picking up on the anti-Papist
sentiment surrounding Wolsey, and casting possibist on his testimony. Buckingham'’s trial
leaves an overriding impression of futility and wstjmethods. The trial is designed to reveal the

cracks in Wolsey's civil law system: though it sesimcongruous, Buckingham says

...If  have a conscience let it sink me,

Even as the axe falls, if | be not faithful.

The law | bear no malice for my death.

‘T has done, upon the premises, but justice.
2.1.61-64

He asserts his loyalty, accuses those ‘that sotlghtrial of being corrupt, yet concedes that the
law has enacted justice—logically, if Buckinghamigts on his innocence, then his death
sentence cannot really be justice. The crux oftieech is the term ‘upon the premises’, the
evidence. Buckingham concedes that, upon the es@dpresented to the court, the sentence is
just. The civil law practice of using withessesmtthan a jury to establish truth, and
Buckingham’s ready admission that he, as an inrtaoan, has just been conclusively proven
guilty, emphasises the shortcomings of that systeim simple for Wolsey to eliminate
Buckingham because he works within this unfairldaxwv system that allows him to control the
trial with false witnesses. The Cardinal is linkeith civil law, which was firmly associated, in
the minds of many English people, with contineatadolutism; and in the British plays, a
discourse of illegitimacy.

The Divorce Hearing

As Henry grows in statecraft, secretly sending @ranto canvas opinion while he waits for the
Papal inquiry to collapse, Wolsey moves closerisddll. Katherine meanwhile reveals the
inadequacies of Wolsey’s legal system in her ‘tridle divorce hearing.

Shakespeare (almost certainly the writer of thisigalar scene) shows us a flimsy court
of law, easily confronted and even defeated by &atle. In a civil law system, the king was
above the law; yet Henry’s presence in the coustslghtly ridiculous compliance in the court,

aligns him with the famous tenet of English lawa&won’s claim that ‘no man is above the
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law’.®® The contrasting way that Katherine enters highidter refusal to acknowledge the
importance or authority of the court. Instead ofwaering the crier, as her husband did,
Katherine directly addresses Henry, not the coffitials, refusing to acknowledge their
authority. As the court cannot move on without &eguiescence, she is emphasising Henry’s
continuing state as her husband, acquiring ‘ineeasoral authority even while...being
demoted and persecutéd’Katherine’s resistance to civil law elevates Heme the others in
court; however, this resistance also seals herdanam by showing Henry the weaknesses in
Wolsey'’s civil law. Katharine shows Henry that #ileernative to Wolsey is absolutism, and the
power to rule upon his own divorce.

Katherine refuses to speak Latin because shekEsnglish woman: Latin was the
language of civil law. She demands that Engliskfieken to invalidate the court: civil law cases
were heard in Latin, and so if they are not spagketin, the case is not being heard. Katherine
is not merely creating an arena for her8e#ppealing to the ‘audience’ (of both court and/pla
but systematically preventing the court from creginy authority over her. Katherine
emphasises her adopted national allegiance, negettte foreign connotations attached to civil
law by its detractors. Common law was most oftespalied in legal French; but it was not
unheard of for English to be us&tThe only legal system that Katherine will countere
hearing her case is ecclesiastical, she demandgtitdo refer the case to Rome. Katherine is
aligned with another ineffective legal system; akernative to civil law is, by Shakespeare’s
lifetime, a dead law in Englarid Though opposing the corruption of Wolsey and ik kaw,
Katharine is marginalized as another advocatereida law.

She further disregards the rules of the court byitg the interrogation to Wolsey.
Before the Cardinals and other ‘reverend fathéx2l.66) can question her, she has redirected
audience attention to Wolsey, suggesting he idintat judge her, and accusing him as if he
were on trial and not herself.

...I do believe
Induced by potent circumstances, that
You are mine enemy, and make my challenge
You shall not be my judge. For it is you

% Bracton,Select Passages from the Works of Bracton angd44zo

1 Ruth Vanita, ‘Mariological Memory iThe Winter’s Tal@ndHenry VIII' SEL40:2 (2000), 311.
2 vanita, ‘Mariological Memory’, 312.

9 Levack,Civil Lawyers 35.

*bid., 17-19.

149



Have blown this coal betwixt my lord and me
Which God’s dew quench.
1.73-77.
Again the court is prevented from proceeding agdias or her marriage. ‘To make a challenge’
was a legal term for making an objectiBriKatherine rebuffs Wolsey in legal terminology,
suiting the setting but also implying that she representative of the law. Most importantly, she
has taken the power of hearing the trial from tsgeabled men and begun Wolsey’s trial on her

own terms. Katherine reiterates the sentiment lmpancing

| utterly abhor, yea, from my soul
Refuse you for my judge...
11.79-80.
‘Abhor’ is another legal term, this time from carlaw *® Katherine attempts to lend religious or
moral authority to her words using legal discou¥séet the demand to ‘appeal...unto the Pope’
(1.117) associates her with a foreign and outmayestem of justice. Such alien legal systems
were illegitimate in the eyes of many English pegplthey were false interpretations of divine
law that corrupted the ancient laws of Britain &mjland. Katherine, though certainly invested
with a moral authority over Wolsey, is appealingtsystem that undermines the very basis of
English nationhood. Despite the national and religicomplications, Katherine’s stand still
exposes how flimsy and ineffectual the civil lawsnfBresisted properly.
The root of this ‘illegitimate’ trial is the doulutdegitimacy of Princess Mary.

Historically, Henry claimed the Bishop of Bayonrehnitiated his doubts by asking if Mary
was legitimate during negotiations over her propasarriage to the Duke of OrleaftsThis is
usually considered a rather transparent excusagde she trial: the fact that Mary was conceived
in good faith, by parents unaware of the possibihat their marriage was invalid, rendered her
legitimate in civil and ecclesiastical law, as thé subsequent marriage of her parents. However,
in the subtle interplay of common law and civiHenry VIII, Shakespeare uses this doubt to
further the association of Henry with common lawhil ecclesiastical and civil law would

account Mary legitimate, in English common law moghbut the valid marriage of her parents

% Halio (ed.)Henry VIII, 132.

% Ibid.

" vanita, ‘Mariological Memory’, 312.

% Kelley, ‘History, English Law and the Renaissan@s-28.

% David StarkeySix Wives: The Queens of Henry \(Llbndon: Chatto & Windus, 2003), 128.
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before the time of her birth could render her legite: being conceived in good faith, or by
parents who were subsequently married still magkehild as illegitimate, though a special
illegitimate. Throughout the play, Henry shows aspeal leaning toward the common law: he
inquires what ‘precedent’ Wolsey has to tax the cmms, and he demonstrates a common law
understanding of Mary’s (il)legitimacy.

Mary’s illegitimacy is not the only bastardisatithrat Henry uses to distance himself
from civil and canon law. He also describes theesvmale children he and Katherine produced
who

...died where they were made, or shortly after
This world had aired them...
1.189-190.

suggesting he may have been punished by God faithef marrying his brother’s widow.
Significantly, Henry refers to the children &t male issue’ (1.188, emphasis added),
dissociating himself from these dead sin-babied,feom the sin. The language is evocative of
Lear’s bastardisation of his daughters, whom heaates with their mothers to deny their
paternity. The lack of male heirs may be what iregpVanita to suggest that Katherine is trying
to create an ‘all-female lineag®’ in Henry VIII. This is noteworthy not for hidden indicators of
Catholicism, but because of the popular associdt@ween mothers and bastats.
Katherine’s law and her political struggle are assed with aspects of illegitimacy. There is no
place inHenry VIII, unlike Learor 1 Henry V| for illegitimate female power. To counter
Katherine’s feminine power, Henry creates a sinigtga around her: he attempts to justify his
desire for a ‘patrilinear succession through tHeosdination of wives and daughtet§%Henry’s
desire to leave a stable dynasty for the kingdothgamerate a legitimate succession is an
example of his ‘moral awareness’, albeit a polltroaral awarenes$?

Though Suffolk assumes that Henry’s ‘consciencechast too close to another lady’
(2.2.16), Shakespeare is careful to present anptrepective of this split conscience, by having
Henry mention his need for an heir during the #ifAAnne becomes one half of his conscience

stimulated by national sentiment. She is Englisbtd3tant, and potentially fertile, reminding

190y/anita, ‘Mariological Memory’, 312.
19! Eindlay, lllegitimate Power 42.
19y/anita, ‘Mariological Memory’, 323.
103 AndersonBiographical Truth 133.
1% bid., 129.
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Henry of his duty in providing an heir, and a dtdgymaintain and protect his nation against
foreign threats, whether literal threats of violerme the encroachment of foreign cultural
systems—Ilike civil law—on English identity. The dirce hence becomes a defensive action
against foreign—and female—threats, and the foumdaif an English justice system.

In Henry VII|, civil law is patently insufficient to distributegtice in England. The
common law ideals that Henry leans toward in hi/espeeches support the hungry
commoners, in contrast to the civil law that allowslsey and the other judges to tax them
severely. Katherine manages to expose the frdiltigeocivil law, but ironically aids her own
downfall in doing so. She helps Henry to move talgsaan alternative legal system in which
Wolsey is not in control, a legal system in whigr Haughter is illegitimate and she is no longer
Queen. Henry’s transition to the common law istgligcomplicated by his move towards
absolutism after the fall of Wolsey, because alisstuwas firmly associated with civil law.
However, when we consider the circumstances untahdenry VIl was written, with the
wedding of Princess Elizabeth, the prospective Bpamatch, and James’ firm belief in absolute

monarchy, the pro-absolutism bias of the play isllyasurprising.

Conclusions

One thing that these plays do all seem to implyrad Shakespeare was, for a considerable part
of his writing career, aware of the conflict betwesvilian and common lawyers, and, like many
English people, placed his faith in the common laae’. This pro-English sentiment
exemplifies the budding national identity that isemtral feature of the British plays and their
complex utilisation of ideas, language and striegurelated to illegitimacy. lllegitimate
characters such as Edmund and Faulconbridge ateayed in circumstances that point at
particular aspects of the legal confrontationsemnirin early modern England. Henry VIl|, the
spectre of illegitimacy drives Henry through thecide®n to become an absolute monarch.
Though this requires that he abandon the commortdaets, events in Jacobean politics—and
the fact thatHenry VIII was designed for a court performaregay have caused Shakespeare
and Fletcher to put a more positive spin on theantShakespeare had liear, where Lear’s

attempt at absolutism generates the tragedy. VWirlg JohnandLear both warn of the pitfalls
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of absolutismHenry VIl suggests what it could be with a capable repratieat a source for
impartial justice.

This chapter shows themes of legitimacy and iliegicy working in a wider context
than in the relative complexities of early modemiblegitimacy that have been identified in
previous chapters. Linking law and themes of legaity to define an important aspect of early
modern nationhood in England, Shakespeare cleartycpates in the literary construction of an
English identity that Helgerson and McEachern idenThis chapter’s discussion of law
demonstrates the strength of the link between nasiovereignty and legitimacy, and yet reveals
how the motif of illegitimacy and legitimacy refksoon a still wider range of issues in
Shakespeare’s work, articulating a British or Estgidentity in opposition to a continental

system of life associated strongly with ideas lefjitimacy.
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Chapter 5: Political Legitimation

This chapter falls into two halves, the first deglivith the use of illegitimacy smears in the
British plays, the second focussing on the perforceaf legitimacy. While Richard Il makes
slander a double-edged sword, using smears as weapgaradoxically falls victim to, in
Richard Ilthe use of smears is linked to Bolingbroke’s dffecperformance of legitimacy. The
second tetralogy defines legitimacy—and illegitipradn two ways, dividing the concepts into
what Howard and Rackin call ‘personal’ and ‘royaPersonal legitimacy—or illegitimacy—
refers to the personality, the likeability and daipty of a sovereign candidate. Royal
(ihlegitimacy refers to patrilinearity, the desteor lack of, from the previous king. The curious
perspective of the (il)legitimacy spectrum is atca@nmage in the doubling of Richard and

Bolingbroke, and their respective (il)legitimacies.

Political Smears

In Richard Ill andRichard llthe use of illegitimacy smears further revealsflindity of early
modern legitimacy and illegitimacy definitions, aifé wide-ranging implications of declaring
someone illegitimate. lllegitimacy slanders creatgple effect, eventually harming more
people than the object of the smear. Richard Il Bolingbroke both use smears in an attempt to
legitimate their usurpations. Monarchic legitimasyot achieved by making the alternative heir
illegitimate, however. The legitimacy slanders ttlaster around these kings are strongly
indicative of an interrogation of sovereign legiéiay and sovereign prerogative.

The utilisation of political smears of illegitimaayRichard il is one of the play’s most
overlooked features. lllegitimacy slanders aredohko the prominent family tensions that make
Richard Il almost uniquely focussed on family, even amongdahaly-dominated history plays.
Richard slanders Hastings, Elizabeth Woodville Binstress Shore, Richmond, his brother and,
perhaps most significantly, his mother. This ldashder has obvious repercussions for Richard’s
own legitimacy status. Most interestingly in a pthgt utilises the curious perspective and

duality, however, the most effective illegitimaayear of all is directed at Richard himself.

! Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqr3.
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Chapter 3 described how Richard could be vieweal ragtaphorical bastard, arguing that
the Duchess of York bastardises Richard. Thisss paralleled macrocosmically by the refusal
of ‘England’ to accept him as King, as indicatedthy loss of his support network in
Buckingham, and the last minute defection of Starilethis section, though, the roots of this
‘bastardisation’ are identified in Margaret of Anjs slander of Richard early in the play.
Shakespeare creates an important role for Margatétpugh she was historically dead. She is
the first character to use a legitimacy slanddrichard 1ll. The Duchess of York uses
Margaret's curses to finally denounce her son4n W her own desire for vengeance, Margaret
initiates an illegitimacy smear that Richard cantmnbat; but her example also demonstrates
the potential power that women have to affect afidénce politics in a primogeniture
succession model. Much of the female power thableas identified in the first tetralogy stems
from illegitimacy (Chapter 3jwith illegitimacy slanders the most effective wafydamaging
masculine patrilinearity.

Margaret creates an image of Richard as, an ‘alegntooting hog’ (1.3.225), an un-baby
or changeling. Folkloric ideas of changelings frexfly connected with accounts of bastard
births in early modern EnglaricRichard is the ‘slave of nature and the son df (EB.226-7)
in Margaret’s mind, demonstrating strong linguistesociations of illegitimacy as were
discussed in relation to the unnatural/naturaldcEdimund. Margaret characterises Richard as a
‘monstrous’ bastard by directing the evil potentdthe feminine on the Duchess of York’s
womb. She dissociates both the womb and Richand fratural childbirth:

From forth the kennel of thy womb hath crept
A hell-hound that doth hunt us all to death.
4.4.44-45

The womb has ‘let loose’ Richard, with an indivititygor agency independent of the Duchess
herself, recalling the idea of the wandering womd hinting at that instinctive, independent and
threatening female creativity. The process of &ured’ maternal creation is highlighted as with
Edmund and Faulconbridge; but the descriptionsidfdd’s birth are given demonic

terminology: ‘damnéd’, ‘hell-hound’, ‘son of helfaccursed’. In Rowley'8irth of Merlin or

2 SaccioShakespeare’s English Kingk03.
% Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqr29-34.
* Crawford,Marvellous Protestantisp®1-101.
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The Witch(Middleton, 1616) bastard births are linked to deinanterventiorr. However,
Shakespeare’s damned bastard is a king of livingiong the demonic bastard intrudes upon
‘reality’ as Richard interferes with the smoothnsenission of the kingdom: the play presents a
specifically Shakespearean spin on the demoniatthstombining grotesque ‘natural’
bestialism with abortion, or birth mishap. Thesendgic allusions connote illegitima&as does
the phrase ‘slander of thy mother’s heavy womi2Z28).

Margaret uses illegitimacy slander to harnessipalipower: similarly, inL Henry VI
slander was a tool of the masculine English rutilagses used against Joan of. AMargaret’s
situation as a total outsider in Yorkist Englandtiveites her acquisition of this power. Richard,
marked by his deformity, has the same outsideustaind he also utilises illegitimacy smears as
weapons. In some ways, both Margaret and Richardlegitimised by this outsider status. This
in turn inspires accusations of illegitimacy fronem—bastardising others reduces everyone to
outsider status. This, however, backfires on Ridhaho finds himself a member of a family of

bastards, and can no longer draw power from Hegitimacy’.

Richard’s Legal Slanders

Richard utilises similar slander techniques to Magg, in that they centre on illegitimacy, yet his
slanders are based on legal technicalities, songethat is also a feature of the male-generated
slanders irRichard II, contrasting with the slanders generated by fesnalRichard Ill, which
focus on demonic and unnatural childbirth. Richiéirdttempts to legitimate his kingship by
bastardising his rivals, Edward IV, Edward V, amdiyg York. Shakespeare emphasises the
bastardisation of Edward and his sons as a magntedf Richard’s usurpation, quite possibly
because the historical coup was bloodless andligitvent smoothly—there was very little
dramatic material. So, in addition to the (brieftpged) accusations against Elizabeth Woodville
and Jane Shore, and the terror tactics used dvdlyer of London after the execution of
Hastings, the scenes in which Richard plots todvdiste his brother and nephews and in which
Buckingham reports on its success are those innnBinakespeare portrays the core of the

usurpation occurring.

® See William RowleyThe Birth of Merlin(Shaftesbury: Element, 1989), Actéh)d Thomas Middletori;he Witch
in Collected Worked. Gary Taylor and John Lavagnino (Oxford: Oxfomdversity Press, 2007), 1124-2012.
® Ibid., 98-101.
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Shakespeare actually goes into relatively litdéad about the way in which Richard
slandered his brother, mother and nephews. THectsfthe contemporary difficulties in staging
a play depicting such recent history: in additioféing legally declared a bastard herself,
Elizabeth | was descended from one of Edward \&stardised children, her paternal
grandmother being Edward’s eldest daughter ElizabkYork. To dramatise the ‘precontract’
story, which was historically used by Richard arslfbllowers to bastardise Edward V and his
younger brother Richard, would showcase the resiilise Titulus Regiusct that bastardised
Edward’s children, and was suppressed by Henryptin his accessichThis ‘precontract’ was
supposedly between Edward IV and a lady, mostyliéanor Butlef. If Edward was married
to Eleanor, his marriage to Elizabeth Woodville waalid, and his children by her bastards—
including Elizabeth of York, mother of Henry Vilhd grandmother to Elizabeth I. Historically
Richard used this slander so successfully thatrihéd a large part of the Act of Parliament
confirming him as King.For Shakespeare, however, this was dangerousbEliz | was
capable of reading contemporary politics into higfdays, as her famous reactiorRchard I
(‘1 am Richard II; know ye not that?’) showand her legitimacy status was precarious already,
without raking over the bastardisation of her granther. So the precise details of the
bastardisation of the York heirs are glossed aeghiced simply to an order to Buckingham to
‘infer the bastardy of Edward’s children’ (3.5.7This alone suggests Shakespeare was aware of
the implications of the precontract story, becauseefers to ‘children’, not only the boys.

Richard Il also briefly touches on the mix of legal and esi@stical definitions of
illegitimacy that other British plays do. Richargses the problematic definition of common law
illegitimacy, when he tells Buckingham to emphadsevard 1V’s birth ‘in France’, which by
‘just computation’ makes legitimate conception imgible (3.5.86-73" This definition is
patently nonsensical, as Shakespeare demonstrei@éag John where Faulconbridge is the
‘calf’ bred from Sir Robert Faulconbridge’s ‘cowi.(.124) and legally legitimate. Edward’s
birthplace was well known; he was often called Edirng Rouen, anditulus Regiusnade
reference to Edward’s French birth as a reasoistmdnt his sons and have Richard Ill as King.
The Act declared:

" SaccioShakespeare’s English Kingis79.

8 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Englan8s.
° Saccio Shakespeare’s English Kingss0.

19 Forker (ed.)Richard I, 14.

1 Coke, ‘Certain Select Cases’, 239.
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‘there is noon other persoune lyvyng but Ye orthattby Right may clayme the said

Coroune and Dignite Royall, by way of Enheritaurase] howe that Ye be born withyn

this Lande; by reason wherof, as we deme in ounedes, Ye be more naturally

enclyned to the pfperite and comen wele of thdame™?
TheTitulus Regiusgnores the fact that Edward Il had in fact poegly passed a law declaring
that in the case of princes, foreign birth was aotb succeeding the throne, as it was for
ordinary inheritancé®

Edward IV did face many illegitimacy smears durimg reign; it is unlikely that
Shakespeare was unaware of at least some of thesearliest smears—probably the
foundation of later rumours—were the work of Clareand WarwickK? Shakespeare ignores
these, not only because making Edward 1V, Elizabistrandfather, appear illegitimate was
dangerous, but because in Shakespeare Clarenbedmsransformed into a victim to showcase
the anti-hero’s villainy. To depict the historidalindation of the Tudor dynasty onstage safely,
Shakespeare moved all the sedition, planning anevolance onto Henry VII's predecessor,
making the Yorks victims. The historical basis a¢hrd III's claim to the throne was the
bastardisation of Edward’s children, not Edwardgeth When Shakespeare dramatises this he
shifts the emphasis onto Edward’s birth, thus dngvattention from the illegitimacy smears
against Elizabeth I's grandmother, which were \&tkd by Parliament.

Shakespeare also negates the accusations agawestcBd detract from the
‘illegitimacy’ in the Tudor antecedents by makingclkard’s smear legally invalid. The common
law definition of illegitimacy that the smear hirsgepon is useless: birth within the ‘dominions’
of the Kingdom was necessary for legitimdtgnd at the time of Edward IV's birth, France was
an English territory, something thidenry Vidramatises. Richard places emphasis also on
assertion that Edward ‘looked nothing like the mabuke’ (1.90). Historically, Edward did not
resemble the Duke of York, but at six feet fouwés unlikely he resembled many medieval
men!® Shakespeare’s contemporaries certainly conngtigsical resemblance to the
affirmation of paternity: Tamburlaine criticisestgons for having ‘hair as white as milk and soft

as down’ and a dainty feminine appearance that ldvowake me think them bastards, not my

12 Rotuli parliamentorum; ut et petitiones, et pladiteparliamento 6 vols. folio, (1783), 231-33.
13 Kelley, ‘History, English Law and the Renaissar®,

14 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Englai@.

15 Coke, ‘Certain Select Cases’, 244.

16 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Englai8.
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sons’ Tamburlainell 1.3.25 & 32). When Calyphas fails to be as ‘tisdras Tamburlaine’s
son’, he calls him a ‘bastardly boy spring from sotoeward’s loins’ (.69} Likewise
Faulconbridge is judged on his lookskimg John,and the Duchess of York uses Aumerle’s
resemblance to his father to prove his legitimadgichard 11(5.2.94). Elizabeth I's famous
resemblance to her father Henry VIlI, and the ptlde she took in that resemblance, was
commented upon by the Venetian ambassador GioWichiel more than oncé& the physical
appearance that marked her as Henry’s daughtea wigmificant source of legitimation for her
reign. Rumours of Edward IV’s illegitimacy basedlaa appearance were in circulation as early
as the 14005’ and this appearance, so dissimilar to his fath@ht have been a plausible
argument for illegitimacy to Elizabethans; but mgyRichard Il say so when he was being
played as a hunchback so ugly that ‘dogs barkistdeformed, unfinished’ appearance (1.1.20
& 23) emphasises a sense of falseness in the atlaga—if Edward is bastardised by not
resembling his father, so is Shakespeare’s Ricfidrel.accusations of illegitimacy against
Edward are clearly political smear only, and th&aie of the actual precontract story that
bastardised Elizabeth of York are suppressed bgxthggeration of the smear against Edward
IV’'s legitimacy.

Such smears are an important part of Richardieploase, though they become less
effective as his power is threatened by Richmonch#&d refers to ‘A scum of Bretons abdse

lackey peasants’ (5.5.46, emphasis added), and

...bastard Bretons whom our fathers
Have in their own land beaten, bobbed and thumped
And in record left them the heirs of shame.
5.5.62-24

They are the ‘heirs of shame’, another phraseigdusf illegitimacy. A misprint in Holinshed
creates another allusion to the bastardised Engiigd family: following the misprint of
‘mother’ for ‘brother'?° Shakespeare has Richard describe Richmond asitkBpetagne at our

mother’s cost’ (1.53). The actual person keepinghRiond was the Duke of Burgundy,

7 Christopher MarloweTamburlainein Doctor Faustus and Other Plagsl. David Bevington and Eric Rasmussen
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

18 Rawden Brown (ed.alender of State Papers, Veneti@gondon: Longman, 1947), VI pt 2, 314.

19 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Englaé,
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Richard’s brother-in-law, but Shakespeare, ‘acogphis source, made the association
significant in its own right?* Richmond, kept ‘at our mother's cost’, becomereaégade
brother, presumably a bastard offeThe doubling of the two rivals is accentuatedHiy t
pseudo-familial link.

For Richard, political smears have only a temppgdiicacy: though he successfully
sinks his familial rival for the crown under prdiasons of illegitimacy, he cannot keep the
crown, and his attempt at making Richmond a ‘badBaeton’ is unsuccessful. Slander becomes
a weapon against Richard: his mother reveals his‘egitimacy’ when she rejects him in
language strongly allusive of bastardisation. Meggmitially suggests the ‘illegitimacy’ of
Richard (Chapter 3) and hers is the only accusatianhas any lasting political effect, playing
an important role in Richard’s decline. Richardisasations are short-term; he still has to have
the Princes murdered despite their supposed iltegity. In the end, Richard cannot hide his
own sovereign illegitimacy by creating illegitimayothers. Effective slander Richard Il is
a female weapon: Richard adopts a feminine, nortiah&reapon to take the kingdom, despite

his military prowess.

Slandering Women in Richard Ill

The mother of an early modern bastard had the patéo disrupt the male dominated social
structure; something also exploreddimg JohnandKing Lear. Elizabethan and Jacobean
inheritance worked by primogeniture, so mothersehthe disconcerting potential to thwart a
traditional masculine system by announcing thgiilemacy of their sons or being discovered in
adultery. Webster dramatises thisTime Devil’s Law Casd.eonora, desiring ‘bloody unnatural
revenge’ on her son, claims he was conceived ittexgusome forty years / After the sin
committed’ The Devil's Law Caset.2.240-41 & 295) to deprive him of his fathgr®perty.
Elizabeth Woodville exercises this female powerevklationby threatening to ‘slander
myself as false to Edward’s bed’ (4.4.197) to preveer daughter marrying Richard. For female
characters like Elizabeth Woodville and Lady Fanlridge the revelation that empowers them
simultaneously condemns them as whoSksmkespeare may be drawing on the life of Joan of

Kent, a story that demonstrates the outcomes bEkelder. Joan had been married to William

2 Jowett (ed.)Richard IlI, 351.
22 |bid.

160



Montacute for nine years when she announced trahhath previously married Thomas Holland
at twelve years old. Historians have speculatetitteHolland marriage was invented to break
her marriage to Montacute; neither Joan nor Hollaeationed the first marriage (which took
place before two conveniently dead witnesses argfiest), even though he had returned from
the Crusades two years later to be steward toanillviontacuté’ Joan encapsulates the
potential outcomes of self-slander for medieval \eamshe clearly made a choice to leave
Montacute, and exercised the power of self-slandetrthis meant that she had been knowingly
committing adultery for nine years—a serious leggad ecclesiastical offence. Any children she
had by Montacute would have been retrospectivedydodised. Self-slander, as the term implies,
was a double-edged sword; whatever the desiredmgtca woman who slandered herself was
damaging her reputation irrevocably. Though Joasdilewas not negatively affected, going on
to marry the Prince of Wales after Holland’s dedtr, marital misadventures formed a
cornerstone of the Lancastrian slanders againgdreRichard 1.

Historically, because Richard Il had slanderedbvethers as bastards, marrying
Elizabeth of York would not have strengthened Hiisition at al?* It is unlikely that Richard
ever truly contemplated such a marriage; howevereMecounts the stofy,and Richard was
forced to publicly deny rumours of the marriagd #85°° Shakespeare adapts the report to
demonstrate how women can harness illegitimacyiétovpolitical power. Self-slander is a
paradoxical example of female power coming fromir@ssingly misogynist origin, the
emphasis on female chastity. The loss of reputdhiansuch slanders necessitate may seem a
worthwhile sacrifice; but the repercussions of dinimg a mother can reverberate with
descendants, as in the case of Joan of Kent afdfidl. InKing JohnConstance and Eleanor
fully demonstrate the dangerous potential of slamdeen they accuse each other of being
bastard-bearers—the accusations affect their athitglren, grandchildren, themselves and their
dead husbands (Chapter 2).

When Richard tells Buckingham to ‘infer the basyaf®.5.73) of his brothers and
nephews, he charges him to remember ‘my mothes’l¥©2), indicating an awareness of this

power. Richard is motivated by a ‘hateful maternifyhat] replaces a glorious paternity as the
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basis of Richard’s self imag&’ The importance of paternal resemblances was estatl
earlier: Richard’s illegitimacy is indicated by tdaving ambition he inherits from his father.

Like Richard, Buckingham and Tyrell, the women faxmalternative group as a
powerbase. The York women defect to Margaret'sdagtcreating new bonds across the old
(masculine) divide of Lancaster and York. Elizabétbodville grows stronger as the play
progresses and the association between Margarehammdher women increases; Queen
Elizabeth eventually asks Margaret to ‘teach me tmaurse’ (4.4.111). Initially she cannot
prevent Richard taking her sons, or gain accetigetn, asking Brakenbury ‘I am their mother:
who should keep me from them?’ (4.1.17). Anne uasssfully claims she has a right to see the
boys as she is ‘in love their mother’ (1.19). Theddess of York is more forceful, appealing to
images of paternity which should wield more auttyaithan maternal love: ‘I am their father’s
mother: | will see them’ (1.18). Richard has ordetkat Brakenbury ‘may not suffer you to visit
them’ (4.1.11); such familial bonds have littleestgth once the Princes have been bastardised.
This is reinforced by the women'’s futile referent@sheir once powerful dynastic allegiances;
parents lose their social position because ofrtresgression bastard children implied. Calling
the boys illegitimate means that the mothers haenlbainted with feminine transgression and
so the women are reduced in st&fushich Richard is obviously more aware of than thes:
However, when the Duchess of York and Elizabeth &vVdle self-slander (significantly during
the same scene) the balance of power shifts infdaedur and Richard’s power declines.
Elizabeth and the Duchess create a rival poweutirdlegitimacy.

The relationship between Margaret and the Duchie¥sik is the most interesting
instance of Margaret’s alternative female group alestrating its power, influencing the
Duchess’s attack against Richard in 4.4. ChaptBs@issed briefly how the Duchess’s language
helps in the characterisation of Richard as a ninetagal illegitimate, but this Chapter locates
the source of that language in Margaret’s slandéasgaret’s harassment of Richard in 1.3
shows the Duchess of York how to oppose Richarelaslopts Margaret’'s language to challenge
Richard, her antipathy reaching its climax with fieal renunciation and bastardisation of him

in 4.4, when her language most resembles Margagatlger curses.

2" Hillman, Shakespearian Subversigns4.
2 Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 7-9.
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The Duchess harnesses this feminine power ostatfler to reject Richard, echoing
Margaret's curses and using her images of unnabintalin 4.4 (see Chapter 3). Paradoxically
the power that she generates to denounce Richdetiieed from the fact that to ‘bastardise’
him, she accepts Margaret’s insinuations of demorgation against herself. She calls him her

‘damned son’, and describes his birth using stmorotations of monstrous childbirth:

Art thou so hasty? | have stayed for thee

God knows, in anguish, pain and misery—

...A grievous burden was thy birth to me...
4.4.155-16

Like Margaret, she characterises Richard as dembaitcamst on earth to make the earth my
hell’ (1.159). Disowned by his mother, Richard leen subjected to the very thing that he
feared in his mother from the start—her power @Etation. She relates his inner monstrosity to
his horrific birthing process, and rejects him—ammmothers did an illegitimate, especially the
‘monsters’ that suffered with birth defeéfsa motif that Shakespeare repeatedly links with
bastardisation ihear, and1l Henry VI

The paradoxical power of this slander is thagiimtegrates Richard into the family
group. He smeared his brother, nephews and nieiteshe taint of bastardy, and his mother and
sister-in-law with adultery (and Edward IV with kigy) and therefore when the Duchess
repudiates him using language evocative of thgitlleate, she reintegrates Richard into his
bastardised family. Richard’s familial isolatiormtes him to initiate a strong relationship with the
audience (Chapter 3); making his brothers and neploaitsiders by bastardisation enables
Richard to move into the centre of his societyhairtexpense. The Duchess has both rejected
and reclaimed Richard in the same action, andshistied ‘illegitimate’ position has been taken
from him. Significantly, it is after his mother ‘Bi@rdises’ him that Richard begins to lose his
usurped authority, and with the defection of Bugkiam and Stanley, his supporters. Richard
tries to remain ‘himself’ but interprets the visite of the ghosts as his ‘coward conscience’
(1.158). The Machiavellian lack of morals or corstie enabled his rise to power; so when the
Duchess reintegrates him into her family, he bessoubject to conscience and fear,
contributing to his defeat at Bosworth. His alteatiitude and increasing conscience is evident

at 5.4.170-185, where he condemns himself aslaitvil a murderer, and despairs.

# Findlay, lllegitimate Powey 23; CrawfordMarvellous Protestantisn62-68.
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My conscience hath a thousand several tongues,

And every tongue brings in a several tale,

And every tale condemns me for a villain.
5.4.172-174

Richard is no longer revelling in his outsider gtahs a motivation for social mobility.
Previously, as Chapter 3 noted, Richard was hypareof his malignant character. The
contrast in Richard’s characterisation betweeretiiéy scenes and this late speech, where his
self-awareness disintegrates, is heightened blet# overtones of the soliloquy. Richard
appears to be putting himself on trial much as ldess:

Perjury, perjury, in the high’st degree!—

Murder, stern murder, in the dir'st degree.

All several sins, all used in each degree,

Throng to the bar, crying all, ‘Guilty, guilty?’

11.175-78

Richard’s momentary lapse of mental strength wrartinner of Lear’'s madness. However, the
motif of a mad king acting as his own judge alstkpiup on the civil/lcommon law conflict that
the previous Chapter described. Richard, who ihjitgained strength from his isolated
‘illegitimacy’, utilising that state to motivate $interference in the succession, is now subjecting
himself to a kind of legal judgement. The insecamd illegitimate foundations of Richard’s
monarchy, rooted in his personal ability to deceimd manipulate, are highlighted by the civil-
law-style trial, reliant on ‘sins’ as witnessesatthe now subjects himself to. His authority, even
during self-condemnation, is illegitimate. Richargiower is both false and transient, both in
terms of kingship and of legitimacy smears. Onlyrdaiet makes her smears stick: Richard’s
slanders do not increase and become utilised Bro#s Margaret's do. Likewise Bolingbroke
uses slanders to cement his usurpation, but theeweéHenry IV suggest that his smears too

have a limited effect.

Slander in ‘Richard II’

Bolingbroke utilises illegitimacy smears to invatd Richard’s leadership. One of his most
effective political techniques is to bring the @te and personal illegitimacy of Richard into the
public sphere via insinuation. Richard’s abdicatiemeals an undercurrent of illegitimacy
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smears designed to invalidate his perceived indbfyar the role of King and facilitate
Bolingbroke’s coup.

Shakespeare evidently used Froissart (who wasaenadily ‘anti’ Richardwhere the
illegitimacy accusations against Richard are dbsecrin detail. Northumberland’s refusal to
address Richard by his title in 4.1 suggests Sipsees was aware of the Lancastrian smear that
Richard was the illegitimate son of a Bordeauxsifitand Froissart records Bolingbroke
directly telling Richard he is ‘not the son of tAance of Wales, but of a priest or canon’ and
this is evident because he ‘acted so contrary..d@#ilantry and prowess’ of his ancestors,
emphasising the importance of familial resemblangeerceptions of legitimac.As Richard
1l found in the case of Edward IV, Richard’s fayaibirth is an effective weapon against Rfm.
Shakespeare makes the Lancastrian smear agaihsir@Rigork by allusion. The suggestion of
illegitimacy gains much more strength than a ddeiabcusation of it, and the hint of foreign
birth works against Richard, possibly because Iiathrom home creates an opportunity for a
woman to cover up indiscretions; also, the mentibRichard’s foreign birthplace taps into the
English national sentiment that the history plagsmdnstrate. Shakespeare makes the
accusations a Lancastrian smear rather than aputdble a fact as Froissart—himself writing
under Henry IV—did. Depicting the illegitimacy ofdRard in a similar way to Froissart was
dangerous for Shakespeare because it may haverttegmeted as a comment on Elizabeth’s
illegitimacy: parallels between Elizabeth | and fRicd Il were frequently drawfi.

Literal illegitimacy would immediately make Richairetligible for kingship; and so the
Lancastrians subtly denigrate Richard’s claim. Afteeir smears, Richard has

...no name, no title—
No, not that name | was given at the font
4.1.255-256.
The Lancastrians claim Richard was baptised ‘Jafwt Richard, in Franc¥.‘At the font’
suggests that Shakespeare knew this story, armeéfgrence to it shows the Bolingbroke faction

is intent on bastardising Richard and his reigrs. $tivereign name is a significant marker of

30 See Forker (ed.Richard 1|, 154; Samuel Weingarten, ‘The name of Kindrichard If College Englist27:7
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%1 Jean Froissarfhe Chronicle of Froissartrans. Geoffrey Brereton (Harmondsworth: Pengllassics, 1978),
618.

32 Given-Wilson and CurtisThe Royal Bastards of Medieval Englag@.

3 Forker (ed.)Richard 1,13.

34 Weingarten, ‘The Name of King Richard If, 69.

165



power that Bolingbroke removes: the theme is piake@gain in 5.2, when Aumerle enters, and
York reminds his wife they must ‘call him Rutlandwi (1.43). York’s description of Richard’s
sorry entrance into London, contrasted with thentiphant Bolingbroke’s, may also serve as
another way of dramatising the deposition in a pobidn which did not feature in 4.1. In 5.2,
therefore, the main themes of the deposition seemeepeated, and the smear of illegitimacy
most prominently in respect to true (legitimate)dship.

Aumerle’s questioned legitimacy mirrors the isstased in the deposition concerning
Richard’s legitimacy, and may be intended to ratethese themes when, for political reasons,
the deposition scene was not stagebespite the relative lack of powerful female cloéees in
the second tetralogy compared to the fit§hakespeare creates more significant female noles i
Richard Ilthan there are in the historical record. Richavdfg, for example, was a child when
he was deposed, but Shakespeare ages her in oslgggest a genuine relationship between the
two and add pathos to their separation. The Duobfegsrk’s role inRichard II, which has been
dismissed as ‘farcicaf’ actually highlights the crux of legitimacy issuesRichard I—
bringing the idea of ‘legitimate’ leadership to floee, with associated concepts like loyalty and
treachery. There is a problem of definitiorRithard Ilaround treachery and loyalty which
significantly reaches a climax in 5.2.

Aumerle was actually the stepson of the Duchedsiie@ inRichard Il. Though their
step-relationship is evident in Holinsh&Shakespeare deliberately alters their relationship
emphasise family connections. The Duchess is giv&@nange speech in which she claims that,
keen to bring Aumerle to justice, York

...dost suspect
That | have been disloyal to thy bed
And that he is a bastard, and not thy son
5.2.105-107

There is no apparent reason for the outburst;dbeeshas been criticised by some critics as
unnecessary’, while Howard suggests that the ‘ludicrous’ natof¢he Duchess’ guess, and her

subsequent behaviour, serves only to demonstrateeitreasing importance of female characters

3 Forker (ed.Richard I, 42.

% Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqril37-38.

3" Forker (ed.)Richard II, 42.

% Holinshed Holinshed's Chroniclg43

39 Ruth Nevo Tragic Form in Shakespea¢rinceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1992.
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in the second tetralody.Modern productions often follow Beerbohm Tree'§3 $roduction,
which removed the Aumerle scene in order to focuRizhard’s personal traged/subsuming
the historical genre into a personal tragedy. Ye¢mvthis scene is considered in the context of
sovereign (il)legitimacy, the Duchess’ assumptias A massive thematic relevance. The comic
element parodies the tone of the court scenesyamitieg the pompous convention of court and
the history genre itseff, yet though the Aumerle scenes have a definite e¢wf the farcical,
they also engage with some of the important thenwatestions of the play, showing that the
personal intrudes upon the public sphere, d<ar.

In the Aumerle scenes the smear of illegitimaoyngloyed in an unusual way. The
Duchess inadvertently creates the smear by indbyr&econd-guessing York's motives,
demonstrating the significant alteration in femadever fromRichard 111,** where women
deliberately use illegitimacy smears. She strivesonvince her husband that Aumerle ‘is as like
thee as any man may be’ (5.2.108). Rather thargbeassuring, the Duchess’ sudden insistence
that Aumerle is legitimate implicitly suggests athise—especially in terms of the paternal
likeness, which in Shakespeare frequently dendieggtimacy. The Duchess of York picks up
on her husband’s tone of rejection when he plarappeach the villain’ and orders him to
‘Never more come in my sight’ (.79 & 86), integting this as the kind of bastardising parental
rejection used by Lear and the DuchesRirhard 11, and in defence protests his legitimacy.
York’s insistence on turning his son in does suggdweaking of familial bonds so severe that
Aumerle is being placed in a similar situation toastard son. Rather than distracting attention
away from the important issues of legitimate mohgrand treachery, the intrusion of female
hysteria and familial love shadows the larger qoastof the play, with Aumerle’s legitimacy
status reflecting the vacillations of treachery &malty in the transition from Richard to
Bolingbroke. The domestic disturbance microcosmyaalflects the disorder of the English
nation-state, and legitimacy debates are at theecehboth. Because York appears ready to
reject Aumerle, his wife fears that legitimacy viakcome the basis of his rejection and that this
will reflect badly upon her. She worries that hdl alaim Aumerle is the result of an adulterous

liaison (‘disloyal to thy bed...not thy son’ [Il.105&06]) because if Aumerle was a ‘special

“ Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqri39.

* Hodgdon,The End Crowns All130-31.

“2 Sheldon P. Zitner, ‘Aumerle’s ConspiracEL14 (1974), 239-41.
*3 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqril37.
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bastard’, born before marriage, he would be legitenn the eyes of the Church, and though
legally bastardised, would still be York’s acknodded son.

However, the male and politically centred York &t nonsidering legitimacy issues at
all; yet, as inLear, a child that disappointed his father could edséyejected in terms of
illegitimacy, whence comes the Duchess of York’swction that York doubts her and his son.
York barely acknowledges the Duchess’ insinuatiam®ichard 1l, with its emphatically
reduced female strength, the female sphere of stgesten when accidental) is reduced. York is
concerned with the state of the nation and hisltgya Bolingbroke and says

...Were he twenty times my son
I would appeach him.
11.101-102

York is determined to act as he believes duty sokiing dictates, and so is Aumerle; the
legitimacy conflict between Bolingbroke and Richardwever, leaves the identity of that king
uncertain. The emphasis in this play is on patdsnabdls, between father and son, king and
subject, not the subversive mother-child bon&iwhard Ill. This returns tddenry VI which,
with the Talbots and the sons of Richard of Yorkswentred on father-son relationships. The
breaking of paternal bonds in the York/Aumerle sgdrowever, indicates an important
difference between the first and second tetralogiethe second tetralogy bonds are broken, for
example between Aumerle and York, Bolingbroke aad] Bolingbroke and Gaunt, even
Richard and Gaunt, whereas in the first these hanas if under threat, are maintained and
reinforced, even in death.

Bolingbroke also uses language evocative of bdgtarrelation to Aumerle, severing the

paternal link between them. He describes the gadr a

...Sheer, immaculate and silver fountain
From whence this stream through muddy passages
Hath held his current and defiled himself!
5.3.60-63
Though this does not expressly define Aumerle lagssard, the idea of corruption and impurity
is a central feature of the conception of illegéiry** The father-son link is simultaneously

reinforced and denied: Aumerle is ‘muddy’ while fagher is ‘immaculate’, yet still a ‘stream’

*4 Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 274-76.
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from his father’s ‘fountain’. Bolingbroke’s speechrries these nuances of illegitimacy because
it helps him to reconcile the different attitudevieeen the father and son. His ‘smear’ marks
Aumerle as flawed, corrupted by nature, and endblado forgive; it is the difference between
father and son, the inflections of illegitimacyathshall excuse / This deadly blot in thy
digressing son’ (1.64-5). In Aumerle’s case, bestandered as illegitimate throws his father’s
loyalty into greater relief and hence is respormsibl his pardon: the idea that illegitimacy can in
some ways be a saving grace (as when Elizabeth Wigothreatens to bastardise her daughter
to save her from a marriage with Richard IIl) isesaurrent motif for Shakespeare in the
historical genre, because Shakespeare’s histgliags hinge on the fluidity of (il)legitimacy.
Shakespeare continually reverses perceptionsegititnacy, emphasising extremes of bastardy
as both enabling and restrictive.

Though many regard the Aumerle scene as a discoirttarjection to the serious
matter?” it is far more cohesive with the main themes tasiview acknowledges. Shakespeare
draws attention to the issue of legitimate birtbwifod in the person of Richard to the notion of
legitimate kingship; and treachery also becomessure related to legitimacy. The seemingly
needless interjection of the Duchess of York foswéention on the theme of (il)legitimacy, and
the placing of the Aumerle/York scene immediatdtgrahe deposition is significant. After
reviewing the two ‘options’ for kingship, and deipgttheir personal/royal legitimacy,
Shakespeare goes on to explore the ideas of sgmeard subject ‘legitimacy’, linking these
with birth legitimacy and the domestic conflicttire York family. Definitions of treachery in
Bolingbroke’s England centre on legitimacy defioits.

The problem hinges on the legality of the deposittbe definition of ‘traitor’ depends
on who is in charge—traitors often believe theyseeving their true monarch. Shakespeare
raises this problem in Aumerle’s suddenly doubgggitimacy. Prompting an audience to
consider one kind of illegitimacy (by birth), Shakeare again draws our attention to the other
kind of legitimacy (by merit) that is fundamentalthe play. Like Bolingbroke’s ‘personal
legitimacy’*® which he draws from good opinion, the legitimagytirth of a person is also
dependant on perception: is Aumerle legitimate ibyrb-and is he a legitimate subject of the

legitimate king? The two things are co-dependérolingbroke is not the true king, York is a

> Nevo, Tragic Form in Shakespear@4.
¢ Howard and RackirEngendering a Natigri39.
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traitor with a loyal son, and vice-versa. Whichewary, the political distinction between father
and son feeds the Duchess’ unexpected use of tree‘bastard’ at 5.2.106, and her loaded
guestion ‘is he not like thee?’ (1.94). Aumerléhastardised’ not only by his actions, but by his
father’s. The father-son accord between Bolingbrahk& Gaunt is now absent; instead,
Bolingbroke divides York and Aumerle, damaging mh@sculine bonds that England relied on in
Henry VI The next section discusses this further, exargithe way Bolingbroke uses

performances of legitimacy to undermine Richardiwer.

Legitimating Appearances in ‘Richard II’

As the prominence afforded to illegitimacy smednsves, appearance of legitimacy is
paramount to sovereignty in the British plays. Hegrethe definition of legitimacy was very
fluid, incorporating ideas like truth, legality abdth. Howard and Rackin use the terms
‘personal legitimacy’ and ‘royal legitimacy’ to fi#rentiate between two models of legitimacy
exemplified in Bolingbroke and Richard*iand the idea that a person could be legitimata for
role by birth and yet ‘unsuitable’ by his abilitisscentral tdRichard Il

Bolingbroke is a consummate performer of legitimangnipulating images of political
and cultural tradition, and conversely modernitiew necessary to appear personally legitimate.
He deliberately projects a persona of legitimaagcHrally designed to oppose the performance
of sanctified and divine kingship upon which Riah#rbases his own claim to monarchic
legitimacy*® As in Richard IlI, the struggle for England is contained in a comé&gitimacies
and performances, and through tiRghard IllandRichard Il repeatedly question the veracity,
the very legitimacy, of English history. The follmg sections discuss how Bolingbroke and
Richard perform legitimacies Richard 1|, and particularly how Bolingbroke manipulates glea
of biological inheritance and legality (anotherttea of the legitimacy debate iKing Lear)in

his performance.

Public Persona and Appearances of Legitimacy

47 (i
Ibid.
8 Weimann and Bruste§hakespeare and the Power of Performanéd..
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This section discusses the significance of trighort and public opinion in performances of
legitimacy. The manipulation of his appearance perdeption to others is central to
Bolingbroke’s performance of legitimacy, and it p his coup, designed to contrast with
Richard’s performance of sovereign divinity. Nogienmodel of sovereignty is endorsed by the
play, yet it reflects contemporary religious anditpral debate about sovereignty and rebellion,
fracturing the historical narrative into variouggeectives.

Bolingbroke’s public persona, the performance betbe common people and not
nobility, is only ever described onstage. Thougk mason for this is the shortage of actors and
space for staging a large crowd, some plays—mdtestastly, Woodstock2.3) had dramatised
rioting, and Shakespeare staged a similar uprisimter Jack Cade & Henry VI Financial and
practical restrictions therefore, did not prevenoiwed scenes; the unseen element of
Bolingbroke’s performance intentionally feeds theltiplicity of perspective that performances
create irRichard 11*° Bolingbroke’s public persona is revealed in twgonincidents of report:
Richard’s description of Bolingbroke’s relationshvith the populace, and York’s retelling of
Bolingbroke’s entrance to London. The issue of gigyds woven throughout the historical
genre: as we saw Richard Ill, reports can cause a reconsideration of histatrigti. The
language of legitimacy th&ichard Il reveals in slander is connected to the issueut tr
(Chapter 1), verbally carrying notions of absoliggitimate’ truth>® and so the performance of
legitimacy in this play articulates the desire ¢mirol history, to define the legitimate truth.
Bolingbroke and Richard both struggle to definarikelves and their reign as the legitimate, at
that time and for posterity. The multiplicity of igpectives that these performances create
undermines that goal; asiichard lll, legitimacy has a curious perspective that alters
continually>*

The first retelling of unseen performance is 1irstance of the ‘two models of
personal and royal legitimacy... personalized indpposition between Richard and
Bullingbrook’.>? Richard

...observed [Bolingbroke’s] courtship to the commeaojple,
How he did seem to dive into their hearts

*1bid., 26-41.

%0 Zaller, Discourse of Legitimagyd25-7.

®1 Gilman,Curious Perspectiyes4.

*2 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natigri39.
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With humble and familiar courtesy,
What reverence he did throw away on slaves
1.4.24-27

He further describes Bolingbroke’s interaction wghor craftsmen’, ‘draymen’ and an ‘oyster-
wench’ (1.28-32). Shakespeare’s Bolingbroke ismetrely a popular feudal lord but a clever
tactician: he attacks Richard at his weakest pemiphasising his aloofness and callousness to
the people, simultaneously presenting himself aal@nnative. Richard sees that Bolingbroke is

cultivating an image

As were our England in reversion his
And he our subjects’ next degree in hope.
11.35-36

The line ‘Off goes [Bolingbroke’s] bonnet to an tgrswench’ (1.4.31) had significant resonance
to Elizabethans, because it was repeated in anyarars poem of 1603 which contrasted the
familiarity of Essex with Raleigh’s aloof persomaliEssex ‘Would vail his bonnet to an oyster-
wife / And...greet / The vulgar sort that did adniis life’.>® In contrast Guilpin’Skialetheia
attacks Essex because he ‘Vayleth his cap to ezehe doth meet” There were two extremes
of opinion on Essex’s personality, shown explicitifwo such different reactions to the same
action of doffing one’s cap; the contrasting legdicies of Richard and Bolingbroke demonstrate
similarities to actual political contests in Elizban England.

Despite linear legitimacy, Richard’s performanceegfality conveys frivolity rather than
personal legitimacy’ Historically Richard was probably less incapablémes of crisis than in
his dramatic presentation: for example, when agey fourteen he played a significant part in
the ending of the Peasant’s Revolt. However, ttierlpart of his reign was a different matter
and his reputation as an incompetent spendthrift @fondness for flatterers was not entirely

undeserved® Richard II's kingship was widely contrasted wittat of his predecessors

>3 The poem is printed in J.0. Halliwell-PhillippfRoetical miscellanies from a manuscript collectafrihe time of
James Mol II: Early English poetry, balladsand popular literature of th#liddle Ages(London: Percy Society,
1845), 17.

> Cited in G.B. Harrison, ‘Shakespeare, EssexRictlard I TLS 1550 (15/10, 1931).

% See Leggattolitical Drama 63-66; Robert S. Knapp, ‘Shakespearean AuthoiityGraham Holderness (ed.),
Shakespeare’s History Playisondon: Macmillan, 1992), 45-47.

% Saccio Shakespeare’s English Kingt2-44.
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Longshanks, Edward IlI, and the Black Prince, irrkgcsuch asVoodstock’ For Richard Il
inspiration from predecessors is likely to haverbéewn from the reign of Edward Il, possibly
Marlowe’sEdward I, in which Richard’s grandfather Edward Il is pretsel as a flawed,
emasculated king in contrast to his father and°$&hakespeare repeats the historical pattern of
a weak, effeminate king sandwiched between twagtroilitary kings.

Contrasting with Bolingbroke’s martial associatighs is associated with combat from
the start, fighting a duel against Mowbray), Richahows a ‘feminine’ aspect of his character
when he returns from Ireland. Shakespeare shovsfadions immediately after one another so
that Bolingbroke’s joviality is compared with Rigllss misery: Northumberland says
Bolingbroke

...hath very much beguiled
The tediousness and process of my travel.
2.3.6
Richard’s preparations for war are rooted in fear:

...the blood of twenty thousand men

Did triumph in my face, and they are fled;

And till so much blood thither come again

Have | not reason to look pale and dead?

3.2.87

Shakespeare’s Richard is feminised by his tarsd his love of luxury, his passive and gentle
character that dislikes conflict (‘malice makes tep incision’, [1.1.155]). All these features
create a ‘gendered opposition’ between himselftaadjuiet, strong and masculine
Bolingbroke®® Throughout, Bolingbroke responds to Richard’s §aas a ruler with a
performance of contrasts—in response to Richaatigriinity, he surrounds himself with fathers
and sons; when Gaunt is dead, he is shown in timpaoy of another patriarchal pairing,
Hotspur and Northumberland (though, significardlffer he takes the throne, the York/Aumerle
incident, the dissidence of Hal and the discoravben himself and the Percys makes his careful
performance of masculine respect and camaradegenéeate). Richard remains isolated,
surrounded by favourites, especially when Bolinggbravins over York, again in significant

familial terms:

>’ |bid. p.129; Manheim\eak King Dilemma59-61.
8 Manheim Weak King Dilemma0-65.

9 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natiqri143.

% 1bid.
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You are my father, for methinks in you
| see old Gaunt alive.
2.3.117-118

He also claims that Aumerle, had York died firshduld have found his uncle Gaunt a father’
(1.127). Making York his father and Gaunt Aumer|e®lingbroke suggests that he is equally
the heir of the Black Prince (another uncle) ashRid is. He suggests that being part of the royal
family, having the all-important royal blood is ergh to legitimate him as both son and King.
Richard’s defence against such insinuation remaimsnphasise both his status as the only son
of the eldest of Edward III's sons, and the sapditKingship, reminding his followers that

Not all the balm in the rough rude sea
Can wash the balm off from an anointed king
3.2.54-55

These two competing models of legitimacy both ogcagide of the Elizabethan debate of
legitimate succession. Bolingbroke exemplifies Begssargument that a claimant with desirable
abilities but non-linear descent was the more ilegite option for England’s succession crisis
than one with a stronger line of desc®r@ilman, however, points out how effectively Riathar
swings the sympathies of the play towards a commepf inherent sovereign legitimacy in the

second half oRichard 11.?

The characters, like the play, resist simple digbins, and the
conflict rests on performances of legitimacy, theypefusing to define which indicates ‘true’
monarchic legitimacy.

Initially, Richard fails to perform legitimate sawégnty convincingly; he cannot prevent
Norfolk and Bolingbroke arranging a duel. This pd®s an interesting contrast with
Bolingbroke’s handling of a similar situation irl4when the warring nobles threaten to ruin his

first Parliament by repeatedly challenging eacleoth duels. Bolingbroke simply states that

Your differences shall all rest under gage
Till we assign you to your days of trial.
4.1.105-106

®1 personsConference23.
%2 Gilman,Curious Perspective4-69.
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Thus he effectively neutralises the threat thahRid could not in 1.1. Bolingbroke creates an
appearance of straightforwardness, of effortlesdérob Both Mowbray and Bolingbroke use
arguments of chivalry to refuse Richard’s order—iemhonour is my life’, and ‘Shall | seem
crest-fallen in my father’s sight?’ (1.3.182 & 188put in essence they both disobey the king. It
is unclear whether Bolingbroke intends to deferdbels, or schedule a legal trial, something
that would dissociate him even further from Richardeffectual control methods. Hodgdon
believes Bolingbroke rules by ‘the cultural convens and the legal procedures associated with
the chivalric codé® yet Bolingbroke specifically refuses to allow dirg nobles to compete in
such traditions. The nobility is no longer allowtecduel to establish authority; the new
instrument of power is the law, and Bolingbrokea igroficient.

Though Bolingbroke’s performance is more effectivéhe context of the play than
Richard’s, his self-aware performance during theodéion scene attracts more critical
attention®® It is not an isolated performance designed toteregmpathy, but a continuing aspect
of Richard’s performance of kingship. Bolingbroksists upon Richard’s presence at the
deposition, so he may be seen giving the crownalpntarily, endorsing and hence legitimising

his own deposition:

He shall surrender. So we shall proceed
Without suspicion...
4.1.157-157

Richard’s ‘voluntary’ submission of the crown, whdre places both their hands on the crown
before resigning it, should authorise the usurpatiRichard wears the ‘heavy weight’ (1.204)
initially, so he can be seen presenting it to Byidiroke (which he does at 204, s.d.). However,
he spoils the charade by telling Bolingbroke ‘*hemysin, seize the crown’ (1.182). Richard
forces Bolingbroke to take the crown from him, urcdéting the appearance of voluntary
submission that Bolingbroke wished to convey. Aim lremedieval law could only be
authorised by the current monarch, before Parliantéistorically, Bolingbroke called a
Parliament to confirm his ascension, but becausshérmed it and not Richard, he was never

legally King® Contrary to his sources, Shakespeare shows Botikgtaccepting the crown

% Hodgdon,The End Crowns All129.
8 Manheim Weak King Dilemmza58-66.
% Saccio Shakespeare’s English Kings2.
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from Richard before Parliament, intensifying thieef of Bolingbroke’s performance of
legitimacy®® Bolingbroke repeatedly plays out ceremonies tgitimate his proceedings, such
as the deposition, or the triumphant progress tiirdrondon; his is a reign based on
appearances. However, Richard spoils the effett mi# own performance of legitima&y.He
performs a complete loss of identity, asking ‘winatst the King do now?’ (3.3143). Though this
performance has been interpreted as a measureludrlis increasing self-awarené&, also
demonstrates an increasing awareness of the eg#aeis of Bolingbroke’s performance of
personal legitimac$’ Richard tries to counter Bolingbroke’s performabgeexploiting the fact
that, successful or unsuccessful, he cannot béimgybut a King. Even his baptismal name, the
most basic indicator of his identity, has been alkem him. He will not, in the deposition
scene, allow Northumberland to call him ‘lord’, fais he points out, he is left without identity or
function by Bolingbroke:

...Alack the heavy day
That | have worn so many winters out
And know not what name to call myself.
4.1.257-59

A deposed king was ‘like an “honest whore”...an oxyom.”® Hence Richard plays on his
‘royal legitimacy’/* emphasising that he is the linear descendanied&st King, the one area in
which Richard can out-perform Bolingbroke. Shakaspegnores Bolingbroke’s failed historical
attempt to claim right by succession in Parlianaerd the York heirs who claimed a right over
Bolingbroke’s’? and considered alonRjchard Il refuses to endorse this importance Richard
attaches to patrilinear birth. Yet Bolingbroke’shulent reign as depicted kenry 1Vsuggests
otherwise: long term, Bolingbroke cannot maintasgower and performance of legitimacy.
Accordingly, Richard orchestrates a ‘shift in syrifyyatoward [himself]’”® which gains
momentum. The evident agenda of the Bolingbrokedacauses a reconsideration of Richard’'s

kingly divinity. He is finally linked to his noblancestors: Fleischer notes a similarity between

% Holinshed Holinshed’s Chronicle601-2; FroissarfThe Chronicle of Froissar221.

67 Leggatt,Political Drama 59; ManheimWeak King Dilemma56; Maynard MackKilling the King: Three
Studies in Shakespeare’s Tragic Struct{Mew Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1933.
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Richard and Woodstock Woodstockboth refuse to resign their power straightforviyrd
creating scenes intended to convey their legitinfacshe roles they are forced to residms
Woodstock breaks his staff, Richard asks for aonand refuses to sign the list of crinféé\s
was argued of Richard Il and Posthumus, this egiration into family bonds has a legitimating
effect that changes Richard. For the first timalisplays a martial, masculine strength (shortly
after referring to his soul as a ‘father’ at 5.3h& gender contrasting interestingly with his
earlier description of himself as a ‘mother’ to fargl) when he kills Exton’s servants at
5.5.106-8.

Paradoxically, when Richard is deposed, his perdmice of sovereign legitimacy
becomes more convincing. He has been temporardysbadowed by Bolingbroke’s
performance of personal legitimacy, and as the nmbume of sympathy swings toward Richard,
Bolingbroke’s personal legitimacy appears meréigcade created for political advancement.
Reports of various characters in the play creatiows ‘perspectives’ of the historical evefits.
For example, Bolingbroke’s unseen ‘courtship of¢cbexmon people’ (1.4.24), conveys to the
audience Bolingbroke’s popularity, Richard’s pomgaess, the idea that Bolingbroke is
performing a role, and Richard’s personal dislikéis cousin. Rather like the Woodstock
backstory, this story has gaps that the audiencs fitiymaking the ‘truth’ of this play
subjective, as the multiple narratives of truth idi®Richard Ill. In the history plays, legitimacy
and truth are always subjective.

For example, as Bolingbroke is accused of suirthegopulace, he accuses the
favourites of having

...in manner with your sinful hours
Made a divorce betwixt his queen and him
Broke the possession of a royal bed
3.1.11-13.
Queen Isabel is supposedly grieved by the ‘foulngsd (1.15) of Bushy and Green, which allude

to homosexual relationships with Richard. Homosétuavith the precedent of Edward Il, was
one reason for deposing a king. Bolingbroke acpuakates the link between Richard and his
famous ancestors that he tries to break at ottmesti reaffirming the patrilinearity that Richard’s
legitimacy is drawn from. Yet this link is betweBiichard and his murdered, deposed and

" Martha Hester FleischeFhe Iconography of the English History PiSalzburg: Salzburg University Press,
1974), 73.

> Holinshed Holinshed’s Chronicle605.
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incompetent grandfather Edward II. At 2.2 Isabaadqs with the favourites and Shakespeare
gives no indication of any animosity between th&ushy calls her ‘thrice-gracious Queen’
[2.2.24], which may explain why Shakespeare playsrdRichard’s famously debauched
court’)—the parting between Richard and Isabel is kegwersing negative opinion of
Richard’® The suggestion of homosexuality is another exampteport and reality being
separate ifiRichard Il. Though Bolingbroke suggests there is ‘sinful’ meation, in light of the
political ‘front’ that Shakespeare depicts, thekla€ evidence makes the suggestion seem
unlikely. Simultaneously, though, an audience maware of the historical ‘fact’ that Richard
was at the centre of a corrupted court of favosfitdarlowe’sEdward Il had already covered
this territory, and as Edward was Richard’s gratigfg what marked Richard as personally
illegitimate earlier now ironically appears to stg¢ghen his inherited royal legitimacy. In fact,
Raleigh was convinced in 1616 from a providentiadel of history that the sins of the
grandfather were visited on the grandson, usingdedwnd Richard as an examfi&Vhen the
comparisons with Edward Il begin, Richard’s guiltrdahis legitimacy—is placed in a different
context again.

We see the effect of report again when York déssrBolingbroke’s entrance into
London. Bolingbroke conveys the image that he ayed of, both by commoners and nobles.
He stresses the importance of the deposition Beirmpmmon view’ (4.1.156), showing an
awareness of the power of spectacle in displag®eéreign power and legitima&yCertainly
the public deposition is Shakespeare’s additiaméosource&? indicating a specific purpose for
the change. The ride through London (that York diss to his wife, 5.2) emphasises to
Richard the strength of Bolingbroke’s power and eets his leadership before the common
people. Bolingbroke shows Richard that ‘no joyflutgue gave him his welcome home’ (1.29),
‘Whilst all tongues cried ‘God save thee, Bolingtet’ (1.11) and the people threw ‘dust upon
his [Richard’s] sacred head’ (5.2.30). The appr@fahese people helps to legitimate

" Paola PugliattiShakespeare the Historighondon: Macmillan, 1996), 108.

8 |_eggatt,Political Drama 87.
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Anon, Woodstockin William A. Armstrong (ed.)Elizabethan History PlayfOxford: Oxford University Press,
1965) , 70-82, and by Holinshddolinshed’s Chronicle604-05.
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Bolingbroke’s coup, especially as some radicalkibia of the sixteenth century were arguing
that the common people had rights to choose, depaskeeven execute their sovereifhs.
Buchanan'De Jure Regni Apud Scot@ss79) placed government in the hands of the ggopl
even justifying regicid&* Likewise Christopher Goodman argued that depositica ‘wicked
and ungodly’ monarch is ‘lawful’ and ‘natural’ ir588%° Using the curious perspective model,
the play resists simplistic interpretation as thl&ahce swings again to examine the alternative
view that any rebellion violated God'’s law. Bibligaecedent was presentRomans—
'Whosoever resisteth the power, resisteth the artie of God’, 13:2—and thinkers such as
Thomas More and Luther had argued the point. Rith@ontinued performance of legitimacy
after the deposition shifts the balance of sympeattowards him as patrilinearly legitimate once
again.

However, York describes these scenes, and soutiedf the situation as the audience
hears it is dependent on York’s perspective. HegRichard a voice, countering Bolingbroke’s

show of legitimate kingship. Richard describes ¢habio allow his deposition as ‘Pilates’

...Yet you Pilates

Have here delivered me to my sour cross

And water cannot wash away your sins.
4.1.239-41

This, again, is dependent on interpretation. Rlseither an anointed, sanctified king, or a
tyrant who blasphemously sees himself as Christ-Mork’s description of Richard’s

forbearance relays a version of events colouredidpersonal sympathy toward Richard.

...with such gentle sorrow he shook off
His face still combating with tears and smiles...
The hearts of men they must perforce have melted
And barbarism itself have pitied him.
5.2.31-32, 35-36

8 For an extreme interpretation of the people’stighee H. R. Trevor-RopéBeorge Buchanan and the Ancient
Scaottish ConstitutiofLondon: Longman's, 1966),73-79; Greenfé&dfionhood: Five Roads to Modernity1-12.

8 Trevor-RoperGeorge Buchanan and the Ancient Scottish Constitu@4.

8 Christopher Goodmaiow superior powers ought to be obeyd of their sctisjand wherin they may lawfully by
Gods Worde be disobeyed and resigtedneva: John Crispin, 1588), 115 & 45.
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In this performance of Christ-like divinity, Riclthtries to suggest that the power to re-sanctify
the relationship between England and sovereigndfwhad, with the infamous leasing of the
kingdom, become degraded to the level of Englandiad) is with him, not Bolingbroke. This
again shows a new interpretation of the legitimidi@me in this play, with Richard’s
performance of divinity intended to indicate anotkied of supposedly ordained legitimacy.
York’s apparent sympathy compared to the picturthefEnglish people is another example of
Gilman's ‘perspective® for in this case, Richard’s attempt to conveytiemcy to the people
feeds their rejection of him, and further invaligghis power in contrast to Bolingbroke’s. In
Richard II, power is mediated through the subjective legitimbaatile of Richard and
Bolingbroke.

Yet Richard’s deposition appears to have beeref $ignificant to his own subjects
than to the Elizabethans almost two hundred yeaes®l In the sixteenth century, Richard's
deposition was frequently described as causing\taes of the Rose€®.Holinshed and Froissart
describe the medieval commons as desiring Bolingbsdeadership, implying that the majority
of the historical populace felt no qualms aboutaeipg the just inheritor of the throne with
someone more capable yet of lesser Bittlearly the confrontation between sovereign and
personal legitimacy is an early modern concerthasttitude to illegitimate children also
changed during this perid@This impression is strengthened by the tracingootemporary
legitimacy performances such as Essex’s and Radeiiglthe background of the play. Yet

Bolingbroke’s public persona is not the only eletn&rhis performance of personal legitimacy.
Inheriting Legitimacy

Both genetic inheritance and more legal concepisharitance form the cornerstone of
Bolingbroke’s legitimacy performance, providing@guasive impression of legitimacy for rule
in terms of birth and legality. From the first seé®hakespeare’s preoccupation with lineal

legitimacy is evident, shown by the use of languesgring on blood and birth.

8 Gilman,Curious Perspectived0-129.

87 Saccio Shakespeare’s English King®3.

8 Robin Headlam WellsShakespeare, Politics and the Stdtendon; Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1986), 106.
8 Holinshed Holinshed’s Chroniclg512.

% Neill, ‘In Everything lllegitimate’, 297.
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‘Blood’ has many meanings, being an indicatorirnédr descent and worth, personal
harm and emotion. Bolingbroke uses the idea oflrolged, a biologically inherited marker of
royal legitimacy, to begin his performance as a@il@gte alternative to Richard. When Mowbray
issues Bolingbroke with a challenge, he attemptedace the effect of Bolingbroke’s royal

status:

Setting aside his high blood’s royalty,
And let him be no kinsman to my liege.
1.1.59-60

Bolingbroke in turn emphasises his own royal desbgrechoing Mowbray:

Disclaiming here the kindred of the King,

And lay aside my high blood’s royalty,

Which fear, not resonance, makes thee to except.
[.70-72

Disclaiming the ‘kindred of the King’ and yet adsay Mowbray fears his ‘high blood’ (*high’
meaning both angry and high in social status),rigfilroke manipulates Mowbray'’s insult to
exult his own ‘glorious worth of my descent’ (.20 In response, Mowbray attempts to block
Bolingbroke’s access to that potent symbol; he is¢pa Bolingbroke from Richard’s bloodline,
as at 11.59-60 (quoted above). He uses the sarhaitpee at 1.113 when he calls Bolingbroke a
‘slander of [Richard’s] blood’, echoing languagattMargaret uses to Richard Il when she calls
him a ‘slander’ of his mother's womRichard 111 1.3.228).

Mowbray also intends to prove himself a ‘logantleman(l.148, emphasis added) by
shedding ‘the best blood chambered in his [Bolingbits] bosom.’ (1.149). ‘Proving’ status
obliquely refers to proving paternity: fulfillindné actions required for his status as a gentlemen
cements the notion that he was born a gentlemahthemefore fathered by offeMowbray
focuses on maintaining the position he has beemdsdt by his birth, and simultaneously
reaffirms his paternity. For Mowbray, the proofttha is a true ‘gentleman’ rests on shedding
Bolingbroke’s ‘best blood’. The blood of combabisly one meaning: ‘best blood’, taken by

Forker to refer to the ‘blood near the hedflso carries connotations of the royal blood that

1 Scott, ‘Landholding Leasing and Inheritance’, 225
92 Forker (ed.)Richard II, 193.
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Mowbray tried to deny Bolingbroke earlier. The erapis on royal blood and combat forebodes
the danger that Bolingbroke and his ‘neighbour mess’, his own royal blood, (1.119) pose to
Richard.

Richard also uses blood imagery as a displayrength, though ineffectively compared
to Bolingbroke. His statement ‘Let’s purge this lgnavithout letting blood...Our doctors say
this is no month to bleed’ (1.153 & 157) is an ucsessful attempt to control Mowbray and
Bolingbroke in similarly blood-related terminology/Richard emphasises his ‘sacred blood’
(1.119) and (in bur doctors’ especially) his royalty. The emphasis @yaf blood links to a
common language of birth and succession, meanadrima instigated here originates in birth
and birthright issues, becoming more apparent vidadimgbroke is denied his birthright.
Bolingbroke also claims that his conversation Witbwbray is ‘base’ (1.192), a word with
connotations of illegitimacy. Mowbray vows to figiatr his ‘succeeding issue’ at 1.3.20,
suggesting dishonour is inherited, and pickinghgTalbots’ emphasis on birth frabHenry
VI. Conversely, Bolingbroke alludes to the inherian€honour when emphasising his royal
descent, reminding people that potentially he céweriit the strengths of Edward Il as much as
Richard.

Bolingbroke has an advantage over Richard in hiopeance of legitimacy because of
this notion of inheritance and legitimacy. JohrGafunt, Bolingbroke’s father, is present in the
play while Richard is isolated from family connects, frequently in conflict with his uncles.
The early death of the Black Prince distances Richram the elder generation of males, and the
connotations of legitimacy that come from beingraagrated member of a family, and from

patrilinearity (see Chapters 1 and 2). Shakespgpets Gaunt as an iconic patriarch figure:

This royal throne of kings, this sceptred isle,

This earth of majesty, this seat of Mars,

This other Eden, demi-paradise,

This fortress built by nature for herself

Against infection and the hand of war,

This happy breed of men, this little world,

This precious stone set in a silver sea...

... This blessed plot, this earth, this realm, thiglgnd
This nurse, this teeming womb of royal kings,
Feared by their breed and famous by their birth,

93 Leggatt,Political Drama, 64.
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Renowned for their deeds as far from home,
For Christian service and true chivalry
2.1.40-46, 50-54

Gaunt looks back at an age of ‘true chivalry’ inglamd, an age that Richard is ruining. The
sentiment is more important than the fact, thougics have debated whether the speech is
nostalgic or whimsical in torn.What Gaunt’s England ‘does’ is create a foundafimn
Bolingbroke’s presentation of himself as a scioroé nobility, comparing favourably with
Richard’s performance of divinely-awarded absofutia performance that treats the land and
the nation as personal possessions:

His rash fierce blaze of riot cannot last.

For violent fires soon burn out themselves...

...With eager feeding food doth choke the feeder.

Light vanity, insatiate cormorant,

Consuming means, soon preys upon itself.
11.33-34, 37-39

Shakespeare has Gaunt complain that the natigmvisleased out...Like to a tenement or
pelting farm’ (11.59-60, cfWoodstock.1.148). Gaunt is therefore established as aseptative
of tradition and respect in this speech, and Bdlinge is able to use his father's impeccable
(unhistorical§® reputation to improve his own public image andtlemte his claim to the
throne. Gaunt’s England is an imagined ideal, netnaembrance; as Chapter 1 pointed out,
Gaunt’s England depends on the disappearance daBdpWales and Ireland. Interpreting
Gaunt’s words as a fond recall of the pre-Richaedceeates the impression that Gaunt
represents the traditional ‘old’ values of chivalfyand this characterisation lends him authority.
The criticism may be a motif borrowed frooodstockwhere Woodstock, York and Gaunt are
highly critical of Richard” One important aspect of Bolingbroke’s successéniggmance of
personal legitimacy plays on his association withrinen of this lost era of chivalry and nobility,
contrasting with Richard’s relative isolation frahese men and their values.

As Gaunt considers England a ‘precious stone’ (].4é calls Bolingbroke’s return to

England a ‘precious jewel’ at 1.3.267, verballklimg Gaunt’s nostalgia/fantasy image of

% Ibid., 55-56; MackKilling the King, 19.

9% Saccio Shakespeare’s English Kings9-20.

% Mack, Killing the King 18-20, refers to the speech as describing ‘tlg#efal....that he [Gaunt] remembers’. An
argument for the speech to be interpreted as wésig is detailed in LeggatBolitical Drama, 55.

7 cf. WoodstockK..1, 2.1.2.2.
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England to Bolingbroke. However, Bolingbroke algmtmes connected with modern
leadership; merely reading Gaunt’s speech and Bloke’s coup as reaffirming traditional
masculine sovereignty oversimplifies the complexgityolingbroke’s legitimacy performance.
While he does trade upon his link with the ‘anciemdmark® Gaunt, Bolingbroke also depicts
himself as a leader capable of new methods of aslevhen he ambiguously orders a ‘trial’ at
4.1.105. This comparison has frequently been iné¢egd as the crux of the play: the ‘new’
politically-aware Bolingbroke who creates persdoghlties and political authority opposed to
the ‘old’ Richard, dependent on feudal loyalty aodereign prerogative.Another perspective,
based upon the Gaunt/Bolingbroke bond, describéiad@woke as the defender of traditional
feudal kingship while Richard’s insistence on sevgm prerogative appears a new phenomenon
of kingship?®® Yet neither of these models completely describesonflict. There is always a
dual perspective iRichard I, legitimate truth, like legitimate kingship, iparadox.

When Bolingbroke appears in England at 2.3 hede@ated with the image of
traditional masculine virtue that his father exeifigid, because of the circumstances of his
banishment, where he insisted on solving the adrifly a chivalric duel (‘Shall I seem crest-
fallen in my father’s sight?’ 1.1.188J He refers to their separation as ‘an enforcedipilage’
(1.264) and a ‘long apprenticehood’ (1.271), makimmself both a martyr and a lost boy.
Hodgdon claims that Bolingbroke turns ‘history istelash between political stereotypes or
personalities’’ and though he does generate a conflict of persi@salthe idea that he is a
model of new political leadership contrasted withifard’s traditional kingship is too simplistic.
Historically, Richard Il indulged in a ‘theory ofrigly dignity and power more exalted than that
of his predecessort®® and this ‘theory of kingly dignity and power’ fomthe basis for the
monarchic absolutism that Shakespeare’s Richamusss. The fact that Richard’s deposition
seems to have been far more problematic to lategrgéons than to his contemporaries suggests

that the ideas about the sanctity of kingship veer¢he rise post-Reformation, as indeed was the

% Mack, Killing the King 19.

% Manheim,Weak King Dilemmabs3-65; Moody E. PriofThe Drama of PowefEvanston: Northwestern
University Press, 1973), 139-82, Legg®&ulitical Drama, 64-65.

199 Hodgdon,The End Crowns All130.

191 pierce Family and Statel52.

192 Hodgdon,The End Crowns All130.

193 saccio,Shakespeare’s English Kingzs.
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concept of monarchic absolutistf.So while Bolingbroke’s leadership may appear taluea
new system? he is actually linked to the chivalric traditiofhis father's England. It is Richard
who halts the duel in Act 1, interrupting the chiiacontest:®® who farms the land and seizes
the Lancaster Duchy, while Bolingbroke insists eaffirming the traditional inheritance law in
England. Richard, therefore, instigates innovatiarisngship, relying on sovereign prerogative.
It is Richard who appears to be pushing his authtwinew limits, while Bolingbroke is
conscious of maintaining his image of traditionafrpinear masculinity.

Gaunt’s death signals an end to the traditionaleshe epitomise$ and indeed, when
he dies, both Richard and Bolingbroke are freethfi@dition. York’s vacillation and eventual
transfer to Bolingbroke’s faction show the declafdeudal loyalty and honour. Richard and
Bolingbroke make changes to the system of goverhrbeginning with the seizure of Lancaster
and Bolingbroke’s return to England. The Lancadtethy was a semi-autonomous county
palatine, and Gaunt had an almost regal power tigereerating huge political and financial
support%® Richard’s seizure historically ‘alarmed every athvegnate in England’ because he
was stretching the privileges of royal prerogativeew limits:°® He indulges in a new style of
kingship through his interpretation of divine righthile Bolingbroke creates a political front as
a defender of traditional rights of English freenme

Richard’s eagerness that God will ‘help [Gaunthi® grave’ to fund ‘our Irish wars’
(1.2.60 & 62) suggests Gaunt’s death is also cdedeo his autonomy as King: without
Gaunt’s death, he cannot do as he wishes. Onlg¢hth of the loyalties and chivalries, the
traditions like primogeniture exemplified in Gaucén enable Richard’s move into absolutism.
(This indicates again that Shakespeare may beibgitth\Woodstockwhere Thomas of
Woodstock keeps Richard’s true age secret fromtbiprevent his claiming autonomy from his
uncles ‘a twelvemonth since/Joodstock.1.100-115]). Bloom argues that Richard putsrah e
to chivalry when he throws down his gage at thergmiroke/Norfolk duef!° but it is the death

of Gaunt that finally finishes the old ways of Biit: it is only after his death that Richard abuses

1%Headlam WellsShakespeare, Politics and the St&#é. See also SacciShakespeare's English King3, and
Skinner,Reformation 113.

195 Hodgdon,The End Crowns All131; ManheimWeak King Dilemma53-64.

108 allan Bloom, Shakespeare as a Political Think@urham, NC: Carolina Academic Press, 1981), 53.

197 Mack, Killing the King, 21.

198 Saccio Shakespeare’s English King20.

19pid., 27.

19Bloom, Shakespeare as a Political Think&B.
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the ancient feudal understandings, and by seizargéster, disrupts the centuries-old traditions
of primogeniture that he is beholden to for his cstatus.

Richard’s opposition to his uncles Gaunt and Wemzksshows the familial patrilinear
link between himself, the Black Prince, and Edwidirdeing broken. Separating himself from
his predecessors, exercising royal prerogativestturthest boundaries, Richard is an isolated
king, in contrast to Bolingbroke, who relies onuport network. As ifRichard Ill, Richard II's
familial isolation means that he lacks the supguat Bolingbroke uses as a positive feature of
his claim to kingship. Isolation from the familyitand illegitimacy are linked throughout the
British plays. The second tetralogy features emighas patrilinear inheritance and almost
exclusive focus on masculine bonds in its presemtatf sovereignty; legitimacy is now not
dependent on female creativity aRithard Ill; rather, the transition from male generation to
male generation is the medium through which idé#8)gitimacy are transferred.
Bolingbroke’s performance of legitimacy centresb@mng at the centre of familial ties, drawing
his strength from association with old heroes aaghime-honoured’ Gaunt (1.1.1) and
‘gracious regent’ York (2.3.78), whereas Richagkparation from these uncles instead marks
him as an incompetent outsider. Because he is @idet, Richard is an easy target for
Bolingbroke. York feels the pull of familial loygltowards Bolingbroke despite his equal
relationship to Richard:

The one is my sovereign, whom both my oath

And duty bids defend; th’other again

Is my kinsman, whom the King hath wronged

Whom conscience and my kindred bids to right.
2.2.112-115

Despite their both being his nephews, the pulkofdred’ is stronger towards Bolingbroke.
‘Kindred’ suggests that it is not just Bolingbrokestatus as his nephew but also others—Ilike
Gaunt—who make it impossible for York to refuseiBgbroke. Because Richard has no similar
link to his own dead father, he is cut off fromstipiotent source of power that Bolingbroke can
harness.

Not only does Bolingbroke present himself asdithito York by stronger bonds than
Richard (he said to York ‘You are my father’ at.237, while Richard always calls him
‘uncle’), but the father and son maotif is appliedis followers too, with Northumberland and

his son Henry Percy continually present, creativggilpression of linear descent that gives the
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Bolingbroke faction a veneer of legitimacy. The m@wal repercussions of the Percy-Bolingbroke
association are played outhtenry IVand the knowledge of this may suggest that Boliokgy's
performance of legitimate royal inheritance willtlb@ enough long-term. DurirRichard Il,in
contrast, Richard’s favourites are given no farhlirks, except Aumerle, whose father ‘is
joined with Bolingbroke’, leading Richard to refusediscuss a course of action with Aumerle
(3.2.200 & 204). Reaffirming family bonds emphasi8®lingbroke’s place in his family line
and hence in the royal dynasty, creating royatigicy for himself he does not legally possess.
When Gaunt dies, Bolingbroke too tests the limithis freedom from chivalry by
becoming a usurper. Bolingbroke has hitherto béanacterised as resembling his father, but as
the death of Gaunt allowed Richard to put his ngie of absolutist kingship into action, it
allows Bolingbroke to break with his father’s ideaf feudal loyalty. Bolingbroke creates an
opportunity to present himself as a leader who reithtroduce order and custom. In reclaiming
his inheritance, Bolingbroke defends the ‘old waggpearing traditional. As Bolingbroke

points out, according to English law,

If that my cousin King be King in England
It must be granted | am Duke of Lancaster
2.3.122-123

Bolingbroke both reaffirms primogeniture and suggdsat if he is denied his right to be
Lancaster, so Richard can be denied his right tidibg. Richard Ilis a play ‘where patrilinear
inheritance is no longer sufficient to guarantegigahal authority*'* and Bolingbroke’s

cunning use of common inheritance law demonsttaggsperfectly. When Ross describes
Bolingbroke as ‘gelded of his patrimony’ (2.1.23fHe importance of Bolingbroke’s masculine
character type and manipulation of inheritanceiaompacted into a single line. To have lost
his rightful inheritance, Bolingbroke has been ernéted—’'gelded’ —because in
primogeniture, if a father dies, his male heir rmeseive his property. Yet he has also been
deprived of higatrimony: he has not inherited his father’s propenty] so he has been deprived
of his father in legal terms, a state which hasredting connotations of illegitimacy (Chapter 1).

Richard has implemented a system of inheritanceevii® monarch takes what he wants.

! Howard and RackirEngendering a NatigriL38.
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Primogeniture had long been the English systenareqgh the fabled ‘ancient constitutioh?
and so Bolingbroke appears the more English, toadit, candidate.

The deposition scene is arranged almost as ifii¢wa ‘ordinary’ trial, Richard ordered
to read, or ‘confess’ his crimes before witnes$ég impression is created that Bolingbrekel
are the representatives of law and justice. By ntaRichard appear subject to laws, they can
exercise a power over him; and again, refuse tocaise his superior position. The appearance
of legality lends credibility to the usurpation thegitimates their political agenda. John of
Gaunt alludes to the issue:

Landlord of England art thou now, not king.
Thy state of law is bondslave to the law.
2.1.113-114

Though a king could be seen as a kind of landibid,a sanctified relationship between king
and land"*® Richard has reduced this to a mercenary conned®iannt also recognises the
importance of legality and authorisation in rulimdyen he tells Richard he is a ‘bondslave’
(1.114). Earlier Gaunt refuses to act against Rideecause he is ‘God’s substitute’ (1.2.37).
When Richard appears subject to law, he createppaortunity for a rebellion with the
appearance of legality. York also warns Richarthefdanger, using legal language:

Like his brother Gaunt, York understands the icgilons of the seizure. The older generation
shows an insight that Richard lacks, and initi@blingbroke is strongly associated with this
elder generation.

Take Hereford’s rights away, and take from Time
His chartersand hiscustomary rights.
...how art thou a king

But by fair sequence and succession?...
...If you do wrongfully seize Hereford’s rights,
Call in theletters patentshat he hath
By hisattorneysgeneralto sue
His livery [legal term for ‘delivery’], and deny his offeredmage,
You pluck a thousand dangers on your head.

2.1.195-96, 198-99, 201-205, emphasis added

112 Christianson, ‘Ancient Constitution’, 84-90.
13 Manheim Weak King Dilemmal4.
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Echoing Gaunt's}* Bolingbroke’s language is a political facade, easising his link to the
patriarchy and thus suggesting legitimacy. Bolimglerdescribes England as ‘my mother and my
nurse’ (1.3.107), as his father describes Englanal ‘aurse, a teeming womb of royal kings’
(2.1.51). Both men feminise England, using thealisse of a threatened mother-nation that
Faulconbridge, Joan and Richard Il all use. Thésled in language of national pride, also
implies that a woman requires a male partner. Bé#tal described herself as married to England
(‘I have already joined myself in marriage to alvarsd, namely the kingdom of Englanid®and
James referred to himself as a father to his peapie husband to Britai® Bolingbroke’s
affectionate description of England as his mothegatens Richard’s authority, suggesting that
as England’s child, Bolingbroke is the natural teiEngland and that the kingdom requires a
strong male counterpart in the sense that ElizadnethJames exploited. Richard is contrastingly
feminised by his ‘womanish tears and effeminateabighur’,**” making Bolingbroke’s rhetoric
stronger. Richard also treats England as a possesssubject that can be commanded, shown

by his ‘farming’ out the land, and telling the dard

... let thy spiders that suck up thy venom
And heavy gaited toads lie in their way.
3.2.14-15

Where Gaunt and Bolingbroke suggest England isnibiier of royal sons, Richard sees himself
as the mother, and England as his child. GauntEiegland’s Kings to a long-standing natural
and religious tradition’ in which England creatésgs but is ‘not dependant on thef.In
effect, Gaunt and Bolingbroke articulate that dep&lg concept of nationhood—however
Anglocentric—in asserting a pride in England tisanét ‘focussed on the king*® Richard,

however, wants to be the maternal force in conttescribing himself

As a long-parted mother with her child
Plays fondly with her tears and smiles in meeting
So weeping, smiling, greet | thee, my earth

114 | eggatt,Political Drama 56-57.

115 Reproduced by Baldwin SmitkJizabeth Tudar176.

1% james Traversames |: The Masque of Monarcfiyondon: The National Archives, 2003), 14.
"7 Howard and RackirEngenderinga Nation 141-42.

18 Mack, Killing the King, 18; LeggattPolitical Drama, 57.

119 Newman,The Rise of English Nationalism: A Cultural Histdrg40-183053.
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And do thee favours with my royal hands.
3.2.8-11

In claiming this role, he feminises himself, weakgnhis leadership in contrast to Bolingbroke’s
careful presentation of traditional masculinity; &xample, Bolingbroke participates in a duel in
1.3, and Bolingbroke’s relative silence (Richartischim ‘silent King’ at 4.1.290) in the face of
Richard’s more loquacious style creates a gendsratiast between the two m&i Richard
aligns himself with an alternative powerbase toiggilroke’s boys’ club, trying to harness the
female power and creativity that were prominerthmfirst tetralogy. However, in the second,
Richard weakens himself by association with fenitgin

The play does not endorse the personally legigrBalingbroke over Richard; neither
does it condone Richard’s frivolous and greedy hitison. Rather it shows how manipulation of
legitimacy images is central to the ‘clash of pesdities’ *** The performance of legitimacy
(which draws attention to Richard’s flaws as a kiisgkey to Bolingbroke’s strategy, as the only
way to counter a personally illegitimate monarck Regnans in Excelsithe Papal Bull issued
against Elizabeth in 1588gmonstrates, illegitimacy was a circumstance iitkvh monarch
could be deposeld? For the first time, Shakespeare also shows natiothlas a concept that can
be manipulated; Bolingbroke appeals to ideas ofiEimgradition and community deliberately,
while previously English identity is something tigtreated or defined in the play—for
example inl Henry VLIn Richard II, Bolingbroke successfully taps into a nationahiiyg that

is already present.

Conclusions

In Richard Ill andRichard 1l Shakespeare emphasises the subjective natutegifimhacy and
legitimacy definitions. The fluidity of legitimaagefinitions described in Chapter 1 becomes
more based around subjectivity; in these playsasfder and narrative it is the character who
describes events who dictates the definitionsgifilracy and illegitimacy. In Richard III's
version of history, for example, the Princes argtéras. When Bolingbroke retells the story of
Richard II's birth, Richard becomes illegitimakéng Johnbridges the two tetralogies with a

120 yoward and RackirEngenderinga Nation 147-48.
121 Hodgdon,The End Crowns All130.
122 pjus V,Regnans in Excels{gondon: William Howe, 1570), 1.
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similar emphasis on truth and report (John suppgsedrdering Arthur), and slander
(Constance and Eleanor)Rachard Il andRichard II. Persons’ tex€Conference About the Next
Succession of Englarekemplifies how definitions of legitimacy can badted to suit different
agendas in succession when he suggests that theslsprafanta is the legitimate successor to
England?® Bolingbroke is utilising a similar discourse ofjigmacy to Persons, to present
himself as legitimate in a way Richard is not.

Birth legitimacy can be attacked effectively witargder, and, aRichard IlI
demonstrates, this attack is not necessarily noaigty motivated. Elizabeth Woodville acts out
of compassion for her child when she threatentatwder her daughter Elizabeth as a bastard,
and her mother-in-law the Duchess of York slantRchard as illegitimate to defend her other
children and grandchildren, and ultimately, thearatTraditionally a negative association,
illegitimacy can be directed in a positive way. §Burprising paradox is indicative of the general
depiction of legitimacy definitions in these playsRichard I, Bolingbroke and Richard’s
performance of various styles of political legiticyeeffectively creates numerous perceptions of
legitimacy and illegitimacy in their struggle faddership.

Richard lllinitiates the themes of truth and history in iption of Richard’s
propaganda style of rule and the self-consciousraan which it conforms to the Tudor myth.
Picking up on the historical themesRithard Ill, Richard Il more fully explores this idea in
relation to the concept of historical truth. Bolmmgke’s slanders against Richard, his political
facade of control and display of Richard’s ‘volugtaabdication all point to the underlying prize
in the contest between himself and Richard. Intamdio controlling the kingdom, the struggle
is for the best historical representation. The iooarai emphasis on telling of stories, the unseen
action that we rely on various characters to ralafichard I, demonstrates that historical truth
is a central concern in the play. There is no a@gtabout historical veracity iRichard Il or
Richard I, these plays insist that there is no legitimatéhtrthat history is above all subjective.
Even the cliché that history is written by the wemifails to define legitimate truth in
Shakespeare’s history, because the continual i=sasgeof illegitimacy and legitimacy, the
emphasis on narrative, perspective and performalticeately doubts the veracity of any

historical records.

123 personsConferencel95-96. See also Chapter 2, 68-70.

191



Chapter 6: Performing Legitimacies in the Henriad

This chapter focuses further on the aspect ofitagtion and performance in the Henriad, where
authorisation and approval become central to casadgdegitimacy. Though ‘legitimation’ of
this type is essentially a modern word, Zaller aggthat a sense of legitimation, if defined as an
authorisation of a person, dynasty, monarch orladpo was a functioning concept in early
modern England Bolingbroke’s seizure of the throne ultimately sanbe validated by the
assent of the people, as the problematic statagibad at the start ddenry IV shows; though
Hal acknowledges the power of public opinion wherstates that kings are ‘subject to the
breath / Of every fool’'Hlenry V4.1.222-3), his reign is characterised by an dapxiélegitimacy
and a need to create an appearance of that legitima

Hal performs various styles of illegitimacy in mgdcap youth dflenry 1V, yet
attempts to make his reign and dynasty legitimatéanry Vwith continual performances of
legitimacy. To fortify his sovereign legitimacy, Hestablishes the Lancastrian dynasty, ending
English civil war and chasing military success marice. Chapter 3 discussed how an English
identity was created in opposition to Frenci iHenry V| andHenry Vextends this idea when
success in France solidifies Hal’'s English reidpe; teassertion of legitimacy is likewise another
key theme, as it was for the Talbotslitdenry VI By the Epilogue oHenry \, England has
changed from the garden ‘full of weeds, her flonars£hoked up’ Richard 113.4.44) to the
‘world’s best garden’ ‘achieved’ by HaHénry VEpilogue 1.7). The conquest of France is thus
the pinnacle of Hal's performance of legitimacyeTbllowing sections discuss Hal's
performance of monarchic legitimacy, demonstratiogy Hal creates a veneer of legitimate
kingship over his leadership in an attempt to $iglidis reign. This is done in two ways: Hal
performs various roles designed to make him attra¢d the populace (personally legitimate) in
Henry IV. In Henry Vhe performs a different kind of legitimacy, usihg conquest of France to
define himself and ‘his’ England. The finale of {hlay, referring to Henry VI, ‘in infant bands
crowned king’ (V.Epilogue.9), and the ensuing Walrthe Roses, obviously undercuts Hal's

attempt to create legitimacy and renders his perdoices futile; however, this chapter

! See zallerPiscourse of Legitimagy®27; Dollimore and Sinfield, ‘History and Ideglg, 206-27.
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demonstrates that Hal's failure to legitimate leign and his dynasty is clear before the closure

of Henry V.

Performing Legitimacies in ‘Henry IV’

As Richard Ilbrings Bolingbroke’s personal legitimacy into cactfwith Richard’s sovereign
legitimacy (Chapter 5), thdenry IVandHenry Vplays depict the tensions between Hal'’s
dynastic past and his future as King. The overagtieme of the second tetralogy is the
legitimation, and affirmation past, present andifatof the Lancastrian dynasty, which founded
the Tudors. Howard and Rackin’s analysis of thé&ohysplays as depicting a continuing struggle
for patrilinear successidfails to account for the dynastic agenda of the tetralogies, which
narrate the rise of the Tudor dynasty, a dynastyftequently utilised alternative sources of
legitimation, from the inheritance of daughterddenry VII's right by conquest.

As the previous chapters acknowledged, patrilitg&as an important influence on the
presentation of sovereign and birth legitimacy. ldeer, focussing only on male succession
ignores the obvious contradiction inherent in ardfethan depiction of patrilinear sovereignty,
something that the Introduction of Chapter 3 diseds Elizabeth inherited her crown from her
sister; Mary Tudor followed her brother, not heh&. Even Elizabeth’s marriage would not
have provided a monarch with true patrilinear attizoand so over the fifty years prior to the
composition of Shakespeare’s history plays, pagdrity had become a far less dominant
method of inheritance for English sovereigns. Tis¢oly plays’ focus on legitimate male
succession is, on one level, dramatised simplyhasspect of the medieval history sources. Of
course, patrilinearity is a dominant feature of ldggtimacy theme but it is insecure; the first
tetralogy reveals an anxiety about legitimate nsalecession, attempts to make paternity
indubitable, and a struggle for linear legitimanythe Talbots and in Richard III's slanderous
attempts to make himself the only ‘son of YorRi¢hard 111 1.1.2). This is frequently expressed
in opposition to a national, female gendered “dtherance® Yet the second tetralogy is entirely
different in its depiction of father-son relationsh Patrilinear legitimacy becomes less clear-
cut, and the prominent female roles are lessehed is no longer such emphasis on their ability

to influence succession asRichard Ill, as Hal’s railroading courtship of Catherine amel t

2 Howard and RackirEngendering a NatiqriL06.
? Ibid.
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Duchess of York irRichard Ildemonstrate. This is because the male characténs second
tetralogy effectively perform legitimacies so tipatrilinear birth becomes less important. Hal
uses performance to legitimate his royal authoasythe fall of Richard Il implied at the start of
this tetralogy, sanctified sovereignty succumba tnore tangible public powér.

There is an almost elective quality about Bolindets kingship in the sourcésand this
concept of legitimation by approval has been widégntified in early modern cultufeln the
second tetralogy, Shakespeare explores legitimatbreved by performance and public
response, yet portrays such ‘legitimacy’ as imgaedo truly achieve. This concept of
legitimation does not mean that Shakespeare’s Bddiad endorsed a kind of meritocracy in
sovereignty. Elizabeth and James both stressedhfiw@tance of sovereign legitimacy with
‘genealogies’ depicting their illustrious linea@géuch of the power of sovereignty, however, lay
in performing an image of successful leadershigth@rs, something that Elizabeth particularly
utilised” When the abdication occursiichard I, Shakespearean succession becomes based
upon personal ability rather than patrilinearityetYhis ability-based inheritance was
paradoxically patrilinearly legitimated when thewn passed to Hal.

Inheritance is not enough, however. As previouptdra have demonstrated,
patrilinearity is far from secure. In tiéenry 1V plays, Hal learns to perform legitimacy—both
sovereign and personal—and applies these perfoesdndegitimate the Lancastrian dynasty in
Henry V. Hal begins his performative education in the tasef Eastcheap, and though his
antics are reliant on the popular tradition thapired the popular plajhe Famous Victories of
Henry V(% in Shakespeare they are also a practice grourssfaming different characters, a
technique that Hal will use effectively as king. e says irl Henry IV, ‘'l am so good a
proficient in one quarter of an hour that | camBnwith any tinker in his own language during
my life’ (2.4.18-18). Though this has been intetpdeas a facet of Hal's moral development,
teaching him ‘insight, humour and sympatfiyhere is another element: he has secured a loyalty

from his drinking companions that he transferdhely into the rest of their class: ‘when | am

* Claire McEachern,Henry Vand the Paradox of the Body Politic’ in Ivo Kan{psd.),Materialist Shakespeare: a
History (London: Verso, 1995), 305.

® Froissart,The Chronicle of Froissar647-8; HolinshedHolinshed’s Chronicle662.

6 Zaller, Discourse of Legitimag)B26.

" Bevington,Tudor Drama and Politics64.

8 Douglas Sedge and Peter Corbin (€ Oldcastle Controversy: Sir John Oldcastle, Faand The Famous
Victories of Henry (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1991).

? Kahn,Man’s Estate81.
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king in England | shall command all the good lad&astcheap’ (11.13-14). Pistol’s evaluation of

Hal before Agincourt suggests that the plan wasessful:

The King’'s a bawcock and a heart-of-gold,
A lad of life, an imp of fame...
I love the lovely bully...
Henry V, 4.1.45-49
Familiar terms like ‘bawcock’, ‘lad’, and ‘bullymply that Pistol's regard stems from Hal’s
‘Corinthian, a lad of mettle’)( Henry 1V2.4.10-11) reputation that he cultivated in Easégh
Hal's performance as a ‘lad of mettle’ is intendedntensify the effect of the

performance of sovereignty that he will make agkin

Yet herein | will imitate the sun,

Who doth permit the base contagious clouds

To smother up his beauty from the world,

That, when he please again to be himself,

Being wanted he may be more wondered at

By breaking through the foul and ugly mists

1 Henry 1V,1.2.183-90.

The riotous, fun-loving and irresponsible Hal igeaformance designed to make King Hal
appear better, generating accusations of hypofrasy some critics’ The sun imagery has also
been interpreted as revealing Hal's subconscidusteance to put aside his companions and
accept responsibiliti€s. The image has implications over the course oféeriad, however,
indicating that Hal's performances are not motiddig subconscious desires, they are
specifically chosen to further his quest for legaicy—personally, as a sovereign and
dynastically. They are not motivated by double-ohepbr an interior ‘self’ that is revealed in
soliloquy; rather Hal embodies performance; heasivated only by his desire to become king
and legitimate his reign. The performance of rigtgauth has another practical application to

Hal's statecraft, as he convinces the Mortimeridache is no threat to their campaign:

But that | think his father loves him not,
And would be glad he met with some mischance,
I would have him poisoned with a pot of ale.

19 Greenblatt, ‘Invisible Bullets’, 38. Also KnapShakespearean Authority’, 131-32; John Reteakespeare and
Machiavelli(Cambridge: D.S. Brewer, 2002), 63-93.
1 | eggatt,Political Drama, 64.
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1 Henry IV, 1.3.230-32.

Assuming the guise of a ‘madcap’, a prince illegdte for his role, provides Hal with security.
Hal inherits the political intelligence of his fatt described id Henry IVas a ‘subtle king’ and
a ‘politician’ (1.3.169 & 240). Though Hal's perfoance takes in even Bolingbroke, who
reprimands him for indulging in ‘barren pleasuraed aude society’ (3.2.14), the performative
aspect of Hal's character actually forms a linknesn himself and Bolingbroke. It is a variation
on the technique that Bolingbroke used, a technilgaeRichard 1l describes as ‘courtship to the
common people’Richard 111.4.24). Though Bolingbroke now maintains that zes wot
‘common-hackneyed’ or ‘stale and cheap to vulgangany’, he acknowledges that he ‘dressed
myself in...humility’ (1 Henry IV3.2.40-41 & 51) to win public affection. ‘Dressetistinctly
implies that this was an assumed pose, a perforenastas deliberate and shrewd as Hal’s,
though Bolingbroke’s performance of regality alsedlves an assumption of aloofness. Hal
reverses this, making himself appear as ‘commoieasan: after all, though he succeeded in
deposing Richard, Bolingbroke’s performances hatecreated a lasting foundation for his
leadership Henry IV1.1.1-18). Hal inspires the loyalty of the Eastghitgpe’; while
performing illegitimacy effectively to Bolingbrokége conversely performs personal legitimacy
to a significant proportion of the public: the ‘tus perspective’ of legitimacy is not restricted
to Richard 1L** The link between the two performers is verbal fooHal refers to performance
as a kind of garment that hides the true man througthe tetralogy, as Bolingbroke
‘dressed...in humility’ (3.2.51). 1A Henry IVat 1.2 he talks of his ‘loose behaviour’ being
something he can ‘throw off’ like an item of clatigi (1.196), and at 3.2 promises to prove
himself by wearing ‘a garment all of blood’ and ddbstained ‘favours’ (1.135-36). [d Henry
IV, majesty is described as ‘rich armour worn intibat of day’ (4.3.161) and a ‘new and
gorgeous garment’ (5.2.44). The motif is most @ity used inHenry V, however, when Hal
asks ‘lend me thy cloak, Sir Thomas’ (4.1.24) andggabout the camp disguised as ‘Harry Le
Roi’. Under this cloak, Hal evaluates the natur&infship, exposing it as ‘general ceremony’
(1.227), a series of performances maintained bgce) degree and form’ (1.234).

The action before Agincourt is a key point in thierpretation of Hal and his motives,

and a longstanding area of critical debate. Leggajgests that ‘we need to look for the private

12 Gilman,Curious Perspectiyed0-129.
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Henry, assuming there is one, on the eve of Agirttlyet even there Hal never presents a
unified sense of ‘self’ beneath the veneer of penmces. This lack of selfhood is problematic
for critics who wish for a ‘key’ to Hal, a hiddersonality with the emotional responses that
audiences feel h&houldhave, but remain textually absent: ‘we feel likewgting at him,

“Dammit, it's BardolpH”.’ ** However, Shakespeare’s texts do not indicateHaheven marks
his one-time companion’s death. The actors tha¢ lca@ated a silent reaction here demonstrate
effectively how much the desire for selfhood in IHzdts with modern audiences, not
Shakespear®.Rabkin suggests that audience response to thessipn of state power Henry

V is directed by the reaction to Hal’s ‘charactar‘longing that authority figures can be like us
and our suspicion that they must have traded aheiy inwardness for the sake of pow&r.’

This projection of character onto Hal is understdote yet antithetical to the performance theme.
Shakespeare’s focus is performance itself: theopmdnces that Hal moves through are styles of
kingship that explore the nature of the role. Etrenassociations with lowborn companions in
Eastcheap reflect Richard II's (or Edward 1I's) fauns fondness for lowborn favourites, and
show Hal performing, even practicing, an asped{infship. Hal's self, if there is one, is rooted
in kingship. He considers the only difference betwéprivate men’ and kings to be ‘general
ceremony’ (4.1.227), the series of performancegyded for ‘creating awe and fear in other
men’ (1.235) that Tennenhouse refers to as ‘symantssigns legitimising authority”. These
symbols are where power lies, and Hal assertsttisaonly this performance that separates
kings from men: the symbols of state power—likeeosony—are in fact imbued with power by
successful performance of kingship. Hal's perforosen then, are not pretences but practices:
instead of hiding his ‘true self’ with these perfances, he is paradoxically revealing the truth
about his lack of interiority, exposing his needI&gitimisation. The fact that Hal tells the

audience that he is performing, that he intendghtow off’ his ‘loose behaviour’ and adopt

13 Leggatt,Political Drama 132.

“*bid., 131.

15 Kenneth Branagh showed discomfort as he watchedozh’s execution in the 1984 Royal Shakespeare
Company production, likewise in their 1975 prodoctAlan Howard suggested regret for Bardolph’s l@athe
speech made to Mountjoy immediately after. SeeySBdhuman (ed.)flhe Royal Shakespeare Company's
Production of Henry V for the Centenary SeasomatRoyal Shakespeare Thegi@xford: Pergamon Press, 1976),
57.

8 Norman RabkinShakespeare and the Problem of Mear{@gicago; London: University of Chicago Press,
1981), 296.

" Leonard TennenhousBpwer on Display: the Politics of Shakespeare’s @s(New York; London: Methuen,
1986), 83.
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another, ‘more goodly’ performance (1.2.186 & 19@dlicates that his performances are not
designed to deceive as much as they are desigrecioine different projections of
(iNlegitimacy: the audience are colluding with Halproject these performances of sovereign
(ihlegitimacy before the other characters. Haksfprmances, being projections rather than
deceptions, are decidedly different to that of gége tricksters like Richard 11l or Edmund.
Though Richard and Edmund, in the manner of stédlzns, keep the audience informed of
their intentions, they use performances specifidalldeceive other characters, and using these
deceptions, engineer a change in the play-worlduntrfeiting profits the counterfeiter,
something that is demonstrated when Edmund cawgar Eo be disowned by Gloucester, or
when Richard Il causes the death of Clarenceofrirast, Hal's performances simply allow him
to explore the meaning of legitimate sovereignty.

Like Bolingbroke, Falstaff has an important effentthe way Hal’'s performativity
develops. He is as responsible for Hal’'s adepioperdnces irHenry Vas Hal’'s observance of

his ‘politician’ father. Bolingbroke chastens Hadvising him,

By being seldom seen, | could not stir
But like a comet | was wondered at.
1 Henry 1V3.2.46-47
Falstaff provides an alternative mode of perforneame his method, Hal is in plain view, being
sent to prison by the Lord Chief Justice (a maifgropular legend, and seenTihe Famous
Victories® which Shakespeare clearly intends to be well-knowthe play: Warwick,
Gloucester, Clarence and Prince John all know iof2tHenry 1V5.2), and Hal is widely
described as a ‘madcap’ by other charactetddnry 1V4.1.95]). While Bolingbroke shows Hal
what can be gained by performing regality, Falssaffws him what can be gained by a different
kind of performance, creating a reputation as iliewte for kingship as Bolingbroke’s is
legitimate. Falstaff has a similar kind of fame kmavery himself (the Lord Chief Justice tells
him ‘I am well acquainted with your manner of wrhimg the true cause the false wed/Henry
IV 2.1.108-09), and Hal's fame as a ‘mad wdgHenry 1V1.2.42), created by his association
with Falstaff, endears him to many, for exampledrevers of Eastcheap.
Hal uses Falstaff, and the other Eastcheap clessatd experiment with different roles.

Despite his apparent eagerness to ‘take a purdergg94), Hal stubbornly determines to ‘tarry

18 SeeFamous Victories9.44-45.
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at home’ (1.136) during the robbery until Poinseals his plan to humiliate Falstaff. Hal reminds
Poins ‘but ‘tis like they will know us by our hoiséy our habits, and by every other
appointment, to be ourselves’ (1.2.163-65). Pdiwosyever, has ‘cases of buckram’ disguises
they will adopt (1.178), and so the brief episodeGad’s Hill, where Hal demands “Your

money’ disguised in buckram (2.2.96) is the finste he perceives the power of performance,
and the motif of his performance of sovereigntyeasovable clothing (just as buckram made
him a robber), runs throughout the Henriad. ByR2adis in charge of Poins’ performances,
enlisting him to participate in the joke againstigis the drawer, and leads the interrogation of
Falstaff after Gad’s Hill. He is now focussed oa tloncept of performance, planning to ‘play
Percy, [while] that damn brawn [Falstaff] shallyp@ame Mortimer his wife’ (11.106-07) when

he is occupied with thoughts about Hotspur. Ldterproposes that Falstaff shall be ‘my father
and examine me upon the particulars of my life3@R-63), and then ‘Do thou stand for me, and
I'll play my father’ (11.417-18). These ‘instructevgames’ allow Hal to consider his roles in
advance? as Falstaff puts it, ‘practise an answer’ (1.3643I's main concern in this ‘practice’,
however, is not to escape trouble, as Falstaff ssiggbut to view the conflict between himself
and his father from another perspecti¥e.

Hence Hal practises both the role of contrite @od the role of remonstrative father,
allowing him to successfully accept Bolingbrokessnonstrance at 3.2, appearing to apologise
with ‘true submission’ and promising to ‘redeemtals on Percy’s head’ (3.2.28 & 132). Hal
drops the prose language he uses with Falstafiksmpgpin verse appropriate to his status. Hal
also makes a promise to be ‘more myself’ (1.93)-eaded term, as Hal rarely reveals any of
‘himself’. He will

Be bold to tell you that | am your son
When | will wear a garment all of blood
And stain my favours in a bloody mask.
[1.134-36
The promises are rendered hollow (though Hal dcesengood on his promise to kill Hotspur)
by the references to clothing, something Hal asgesiwith performing; after Shrewsbury, Hal
returns to his companions at Eastcheap. The idekakd contrite transformation in this scene is,

however, maintained. Despite being with his drigkitmmpanions again, he claims to feel ‘much

9 David Bevington (ed.)] Henry IV(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 51.
%0 |bid.,183 n.6.
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to blame’ for ‘idly’ wasting time when he shouldeatd to the ‘tempest of commotiorZ Henry
IV 2.4.356-57). His desire to conquer Francklémry Vreveals a similar need to prove him8elf
as he proved himself Bolingbroke’s son at Shrewslftiucceeding in France is central to Hal’s
legitimacy status.

The concept of proving patrilinear descent byandiintended to emulate the father’s has
been discussed frequently;Righard Il demonstrated, emulation of the father can
paradoxically be an indicator of illegitimacy, st@mng from the belief that illegitimates ‘are not
only prone to follow their [parents’] sinful stefdsjt do sometimes exceed them both in all kind
of wickedness? When emulating less ‘sinful’ achievements, howette effect is a
legitimating one, as Hal demonstrates in his fertoperform well at Shrewsbury to prove ‘I
am your son’2 Henry 1V3.2.143). In one way, Hal indeed proves he ishéieapparent by

|22 However, the technicalities of

demonstrating military achievement and removingivia
emulating Bolingbroke create another of the mudgyresentations of father-son relationships
that were discussed between Richard IIl and hisefatand the Duke of York and his son
Aumerle inRichard Il, where, paradoxically, paternal inheritance fretlyefigures as an
indicator of various illegitimacies.

At Shrewsbury, Bolingbroke ‘hath many marching ig toats’ (5.3.25)—a phrase that,
is highly suggestive in view of Hal’s later destigp of kingship as a series of performances,
and the link between clothing imagery and perforoeanHenry V. Bolingbroke has allowed his
kingship to be ‘diluted’ with other men performihg role. This lack of performative awareness
accounts for the way in which Bolingbroke has msttrol of the kingdom he originally won by
performance: exploiting the notion that kingshipidy a performance, Bolingbroke has allowed
that performance to become ‘common-hackneyed’, fungehe warned Hal againgt Henry
IV 3.2.40), by permitting others to perform it. Hiaipalso fails to exemplify the kind of martial
excellence that Hal relies on to prove himé&Bolingbroke deposed or usurped Richard II; if
Hal were truly to prove his father’s son, he womtitate this action, a prospect that Shakespeare
plays with in2 Henry 1V4.3 when Hal anticipates Bolingbroke’s death ak@®$ the crown. He

twice refers to the crown as his ‘due’ (with masald legal overtones) from his father, and

2 Derek Cohen,Henry IV Part 1 Rituals of Violence’ in Graham Holderness (e8hakespeare’s History Plays
(London: Macmillan, 1992), 136-50.

2 swinburneA Brief Treatise of Testaments and Last W,IR&0.

% Cohen, ‘Rituals of Violence’, 140.

#james Black, ‘Counterfeits of SoldiershigHenry IV SQ24 (1973), 372-82.

200



stresses the ‘lineal honour’ ‘immediate from thgqe and blood’ (11.173 & 177) in accepting his
inheritance. Taking inheritance before death, h@mgsg stealing, and in the removal of his
father’'s crown Hal enacts the deposition that atkdr forced upon his own predecessor.
Doubting Hal’s ‘filial tenderness’ (1.170), Bolingtke refers to the incident as a revolt against
nature (1.196), invoking a popular contemporaryaggtion of parent-child relationships, which
as Chapter 4 argued in relatiorLiar, were characterised by duty on the part of thielChilf

Hal is to become a ‘true inheritor’ (1.298), of tkkmgdom and a true successor to his father,
(who admits that he achieved the crown by ‘bypati indirect crook’d ways’ [1.314]), it is
essential that he ‘depose’ his father, by takirgdtown, rather than inherit in the normal
fashion.

As Chapter 1 described, the word ‘legitimate’ hadrgg connotations with truth in early
modern English. When Hal uses the phrase ‘truerittinethen, he is conglomerating ideas of
inheritance (in terms of genetic inheritance, [iagarity and legal inheritance rights),
legitimacy, and a more difficult-to-define conceptappropriateness’ for the role of king,
taking ‘true’ in one of its contemporary meaningssamething that is as it should be, correct for
its function, and according to a designated patt&rirue inheritor’ is a son that resembles his
father, the next link in the patrilinear inheritanchain, a legitimate child and a deserving one.
Hal's performances have been directed at becomiaggible ‘true inheritor’, both to his father
and to England. In this way Hal personally defiadsancastrian brand of legitimacy, recalling
theRichard Iltensions between personal and sovereign legitimadys loaded term ‘true
inheritor’ Hal claims to be uniting both.

However, theHenry IVplays do not endorse Hal's claim to patrilinear andereign
legitimacy; the figure of Falstaff, contrasted wilie paternal role of Bolingbroke, provides more
than comic bad influences on Hal's development. infpgortance of Falstaff to Hal's
performative development was noted earlier, bustkéflis also depicted as a kind of alternative
father figure, who, though Hal ultimately rejectshleaves a shadow over the supposedly neat
conclusion t® Henry I\V?° Falstaff's influence, the performance of the ‘stugag’ (1 Henry IV
1.2.15) that strikes a chord with Hal’s ‘base’ sdb$, is a relic of the time he spent not merely in

Eastcheap (as Kahn suggests) but under the tutetdgdstaff. Falstaff, as Kahn has argued,

SGreenblatt, ‘Cultivation of Anxiety’, 160-69.
% Hodgdon,The End Crowns All131-35.
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represents a freedom from restrictions for Halp&esonifies personal indulgence by
encouraging lawlessness and discouraging Hal fgyowing up’ and accepting the
responsibility of being heir apparefitHe simultaneously offers Hal an alternative to his
responsibilities, however, encouraging Hal to shigkfilial ‘duty’ to emulate his father by
offering himself as a quasi-paternal figure: Hal eédso emulate Falstaff’s actions. The very
name ‘fall/staff’ suggests resistance to, even oenqg of paternal authority, with ‘staff’
invoking a traditional staff as a marker of authpand the suggestion of another symbol of
patriarchal authority, the penis. The name alsdaesmmplications of illegitimacy, in
‘false/staff—the illegitimate father of Hal wieldg illegitimate authority. Falstaff's riotous
behaviour and influence on Hal has the potentiabndy to undermine, but to topple the
patriarchal and patrilinear system of authoritydienry 1V (as the illegitimates Faulconbridge
and Edmund displayed such potential in chapteH3l's eventual rejection of Falstaff
demonstrates the structures of authority effegfivetiucing that oppositioff.

Hal is aware of Falstaff's failings from the stdré knows that he is ‘fat-witted with
drinking’ (1 Henry IV1.2.2), a ‘reverend Vice’ (2.4.437) and a ‘mislaaoieyouth’ (1.447). The
‘reverend Vice’ jibe may be a relic of the Oldcastharacter, yet it also carries the connotations
of illegitimacy that Richard III's Vice-like perfonances demonstrated (Chapter 3). The morality
play Vice aims to distract men from the true p&thjs tricky and highly performative. Despite
Hal being aware of this he continues to indulgéha unyoked humour of your [the Eastcheap
group’s] idleness’ (1.2.184) to make a greater rasttwith the good behaviour he plans. Hal
profits from Falstaff's example; he learns theadnperformance from him, yet there is also an
undercurrent of religious hypocrisy about Falstafihich Hal gains from: itdenry Vhe refers
to the chantries he has founded in Richard II's wmmeffective as a demonstrable sign of
remorse, and augmenting his performance of perdegitilmacy. Though Hal refers to Falstaff
et alas ‘base contagious clouds’ (1.186) that coverdus’ (1.185), he later refers to Poins as
‘one it pleases me, for fault of a better, to aayl friend’ (2 Henry IV2.2.39), and in his
‘comparative, rascalliest’ jests with Falstafflenry 1V1.2.76) there is an affection for his
companions. They are an alternative family, andsHaan to use them affects them no more

adversely than it affects his biological family. psnces achieve kingship by metaphorically

2" Kahn,Man’s Estate78.
2 Greenblatt, ‘Invisible Bullets’, 55.
2 Bevington (ed.)Henry IV Part 1 185.

202



‘deposing’ their father, taking his crown from hiklal must reject his common companions to
‘imitate the sun’ (1.185).

The phrase ‘imitate the sun’ has a similarly l@gemeaning to Hal’'s use of the phrase
‘true inheritor’. The sun/royalty likeness was arsoon one during the perid@put ‘sun’ also
puns on ‘son’; and Hal’s plan to ‘imitate the stia's ominous connotations, implying not only
that Hal's character as heir apparent is performedilso, if he is imitating the son, that head
the son. Presumably this refers to being the sdobhgbroke (or not); but as Hal’'s language is
complex, he may also be playing on the idea ohigkin the role of Falstaff's ‘son’ as his
protégé in Eastcheap. He is playing on three plessikanings: he is imitating the actual sun,
shining brighter after clouds by planning to chahgebehaviour in the future, and he is also the
‘son’ of Bolingbroke and heir apparent. Yet Hatisrently playing the reckless, lawless, and
threatening child of Falstaff. If Hal is Falstaftkild, the wayward father indulging a reckless
child constitutes a genuine threat to social ofdiét this early stage in the play Hal bears a
strong likeness to the Shakespearean illegitingadodying the subversive potential to
represent a variety of characters, with a disregardhorality, law, and convention that threatens
to disrupt the ordinary workings of society.

The paternity triangle that is set upHenry IVfurther intensifies this slight connection
between Hal and notions of illegitimacy, particlifan the conceptual sense that was discussed
in Chapter 3. If Bolingbroke and Falstaff both fiudin educational type of fatherhood to Hal,
being role models, and providing Hal with the ogpoity to hone his performance skills, the
childhood that Falstaff offers is illegitimate. keneither Hal’s father, nor a personally
legitimate role model for heir apparent, and hethegr relationship is a bastardised one.
However, before Shrewsbury, he is the father fignost associated with Hal. His language is
evocative of their illegitimate association: inith@ost significant scene togethérHenry IV
2.4, where Falstaff plays father to Hal, he jolket he has ‘thy mother’s word’ Hal is his
(Bolingbroke’s) son. He later refers to Hal as &stard son of the King's2(Henry 1V2.4.281).
Most significantly, picking up a central image béHenry IVplays he calls him ‘cuckoo’ at
1.342, ostensibly referring to Hal's imitation afhprevious sentence, yet the well-known

breeding habits of ‘the cuckoo in the nest’ maleeitisult far more important than such a

0 bid., 144.
31 Kahn,Man’s Estate82.
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simplistic interpretation allow¥. Cuckoos lay their eggs in the nests of other birgs/ing the
unsuspecting parents to raise the chick, cleangligding the family situation of many
illegitimates. The chicks also attack their fogtmily when they reach maturity. Shakespeare
used the word in this senseAntony and Cleopatra2.6.28, where ‘the cuckoo builds not for
itself’, and inKing Lear, where the Fool tells Lear ‘the hedge-sparrowtfexdcuckoo so long /
That it had it head bit off’ (4.207-08). Tthe Rape of Lucredie ‘hateful cuckoos hatch in
sparrows’ nests’ (1.900). The distinctive songlaé tuckoo as a metaphor for repetition occurs
elsewhere in Shakespeare (such adidsummer Night's Drear.1), yet in the case of Hal, a
secondary allusion would apparently be to his statian intruder, whether in the royal family
(he being the ‘son’ of Falstaff) or in a disrepuéaBastcheap set (he being heir apparent).
References to cuckoos occur moréd iHenry IVthan anywhere else in Shakespeare, and the
other incidences are significant. Richard Il wasuekoo...in June’ (3.2.75), and Worcester
refers to Bolingbroke as treating his supportersheescuckoo’s bird / Useth the sparrow’
(5.1.60). When Falstaff applies the term to Halehwhasizes the complexity of the layered
relationships irl Henry I\ Hal is a cuckoo in the Eastcheap nest, an intrwtie will

eventually turn on his old companions. His rejatid Falstaff a Henry 1V5.5 is supposed to
‘run bad humours’ that cause Falstaff’s ill hedltenry V2.1.116), and the death of Bardolph
(Henry V3.6) is Hal’s responsibility. Likewise he is a kao in the royal nest, an undutiful son
who will replace his father as king. In terms ofsession, of course, a son will always replace
the father, but the characterisation of Hal asradutiful son, more interested in ‘vile
participation’ than his ‘place at Council’ (3.2.8287) means his particular replacement of the
father (exemplified in his too-early taking of tbwn in2 Henry I\J has a resonance with the
parasitic cuckoo, and the image of filial ingradi¢y which Chapters 3 and 4 particularly
identified as being associated with illegitimates &astardised childrehi.

Despite the shades of illegitimacy that charaséeHal's early appearances, the overall
focus of the Henriad is Hal’s struggle to legitimaimself. His conceptual illegitimacy,
demonstrated in his almost filial association Witistaff, is matched by sovereign illegitimacy.
Bolingbroke emphasised his royal bloodRithard Il (see Chapter 5), and continues to do so in

1 Henry IV, referring to the ‘greatness’ of Hal's blood armdrsplicating the language he used in

32 Bevington (ed.)1 Henry I\ 169.
3 Greenblatt, ‘Cultivation of Anxiety’, 162-23.
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his challenge to Richard Il. However, his line & the legitimate patrilinear one. The Mortimer
debate that Shakespeare excluded fraamard Ilin order to focus on the personal conflict
between Richard and Bolingbroke is raised now twiple Hal's own performance of legitimacy
with a rival force, when Worcester reminds his bestand nephew that Richard proclaimed
Mortimer ‘the next of blood’ I Henry IV1.3.147). Despite this, the plan is to divide Engl

and Wales ‘into three limits very equally’ betwddortimer, Glendower and Hotspur 3.1.70)
rather than replacing Bolingbroke entirely with Mirer. Though this is taken from

Holinshed®* Hotspur’s aim to take at least part of the readmhimself intensifies the rivalry
between him and Hal, allowing Shakespeare to rapegtattern of personal rivalry that he
created between Bolingbroke and Richar®ichard 1. Shakespeare has also altered Hotspur’'s
age, making him contemporaneous with Hal to infgrikie comparisor: This comparison was
set up as early &ichard Il, when the absent Hal was described as a ‘youngowamd
effeminate boy’ (5.3.10) and implicitly comparedtb@ ever-helpful presence of young Hotspur

in the Bolingbroke camp. Ih Henry 1V, Bolingbroke goes so far as to wish

...that it could be proved

That some night-tripping fairy had exchanged

In cradle-cloths our children where they lay

1.1.85-87
The changeling idea contributes again to the natfddal as an illegitimate child, in the sense of
his being an unsuitable, or false son to a Rftighe early establishment of this comparison
between Hotspur and Hal suggests that Shakesp@areastainly thinking ahead kenry IV
during the composition drichard 11>” and more so that the entire tetralogy was condeisea
continuous narrative, making Hal's conversion theentre of the tetralogy. Hence the themes
of performing legitimacy and legitimating the dyhaare central not just to the Henriad, but to
Shakespeare’s representation of English history.
Hal's transformation, though it has little basidact, was widely depicted in

Shakespeare’s lifetime, being reported in Holinsi8tdw, Hall and Fabyan, and depicted

¥ Holinshed Holinshed’s Chroniclg185.

% Cohen, ‘Rituals of Violence’ 141.

% Crawford,Marvellous Protestantisi67-9, Greenblatt, ‘Cultivation of Anxiety’, 1607
3" Forker (ed.)Richard II, 42.
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onstage in the apparently popuf@amous Victories of King Henry The FiffhShakespeare
adapts the popular transformation story to augrmesnbwn representation of monarchic
legitimacy. Though the narrative of a ‘transforroatin the character of Henry, from a
personable prince...to an unfeeling embodiment &é gtawer’ holds as much interest for
audiences today as it apparently did in the 1598%&js textually a paradoxical personification of
selflessnes¥ Shakespeare marks that this transformation isaitskperformance (not in his
‘self’) by the continuing yet altered use of suragery. When Hal moves from performing the
role of ‘riot and dishonour’ (1.1.84) to prodigalrs Shakespeare alters his use of sun imagery.
Early in1 Henry IV, puns on the word ‘sun’ belong mainly to Falstafifio twice makes a pun

on Hal as ‘the sun of heaven’ and the ‘sun of Emgjl#2.4.393-395). Hal's complex ‘imitate the
sun’ speech puns in a similar way (see above, Pg28Q). The words ‘son’ and ‘sun’ are
frequently used between Hal and Falstaff, even wizérpunning, making the filial aspect of

their relationship obvious. However, as the bdidgins, Bolingbroke says

How bloodily the sun begins to peer

Above yon dusky hill! The day looks pale

At his distemp’rature.

1 Henry IV5.1.1-3

The ‘sun’ in this speech, ostensibly about the iwelatalso refers to Hal’'s promising
performance as a legitimate ‘son’: the sun/son appg over the hill, casting the rest into
paleness, represents the appearance, finallytHat ¢hat fulfils his duties as Bolingbroke
perceives them. Vernon also describes Hal's appearafter his conciliatory meeting with
Bolingbroke as ‘gorgeous as the sun at midsummet’103). Hal's new performance as a
legitimate son of Bolingbroke and a personallytiegate heir apparent transfers the sun/son

motif from his Eastcheap companions to his ‘newnitg.

National and Dynastic Legitimation in ‘Henry V’

As the ‘troublesome’ reign of Bolingbroke demontsa@ Henry IV4.3.316), a performance of

personal legitimacy does not maintain peace. Hggris marked by ‘civil butchery’l( Henry IV

3 Saccio Shakespeare’s English King35-6
39 McEachern, Menry Vand the Paradox of the Body Politic’, 304.
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1.1.14), something that he associates with thedthgand indirect crook’d ways’ used to
depose Richard®2(Henry IV4.3.314). Though Shakespeare alters Holinshed@uent of the

final meeting of Bolingbroke and Hal from a tersmftontation to a tender reconciliatidh,

much of the tension remains present, if unartieaain the moment of succession, making for a
more complex transition than Zaller acknowledgé&snang Shakespeare ‘turned this grim
encounter into a reconciliation scefieBolingbroke’s belief that the ‘soil of the achievent’ in
his usurpation dies with him, that Hal has ‘betfeiet / better opinion, better confirmation’
(1.317-18) is begrudging; he reminds Hal that kivegship which ‘falls upon thee in a more
fairer sort’ is a result of ‘what in me was purcbd's(l.229-330). He sneers at Hal, who ‘the
garland wear’st successively’ (1.331). The ‘garlandars Hal; while Bolingbroke took the
crown, Hal has had it handed to him. The perforreas@ssential for Bolingbroke, as the
successful transition from father to son castsradeable light on the end of his reign, acting as
a legitimating force; he legitimizes his usurpatimynhanding the crown on, creating a patrilinear
Lancastrian line. However, it is impossible to ignthe underlying resentment between father

and son. Hal's challenging response that Bolingérok

...won it, wore it, kept it, gave it me,
Then plain and right must my possession be
1.351-352
asserts that Bolingbroke’s possession can nevigldia and right’; Hal reminds his father that
he was only ever a usurper, while Hal is an inberit
The exclusion of Hal from the events of the usugpain Richard Il makes him ethically

(and legally) entitled to inherit England; yet tlaim will always be questionable—being absent
during the usurpation meamens reathat is, intent to steal, cannot be proved ag#ias*?
Henry Vcentres on Hal's mission to legitimate both hisgship and his dynasty, by waging war
on France. As Bolingbroke understoodiithard Il, public approval is key to creating an
appearance of legitimacy and validation. Hal likesvmanipulates his public persona to engage

popular opinion—he had been doing sddienry IV, and as King his persona takes on a different

9 Holinshed Holinshed’s Chroniclg695.

“1 Zaller, Discourse of Legitimagy252-53.

2 See Mordred’s case in H. Davis and W. CarlBsgjesta Regum Anglo-Normannorum, 1066-1454ls. (II;
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1969), 331.
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appearance of legitimacy, in which the appearafifestice rather than lawlessness in cerittal.
The slippery nature of the legal debate of 1.2.8%8emplifies the importance of legitimate
descent in monarchy, where the French royal fatrélg is manipulated to validate Hal's

military agenda. The speech is reproduced almasiatien from Holinshed, but the exact tone of
the passage as it was intended in the theatreris debatablé? however it is interpreted in
performance, the speech is the ‘crux of interpi@tatn Henry V, our response to it directing our
response to Hal and his war.

The interpretation of the speech is often inadegibacause the emphasis should not be
on the speech itself but on Hal's responses.diresady evident that Canterbury and Ely are not
disinterested observers: Canterbury has offereitng a large sum of money to sway him
‘more upon our part’ (1.1.74) and promised morenatters ‘touching France’ (1.80). There are
no textual indications that Hal responds in any vesylLeggatt asserts in his interpretation of
Hal’s behaviour during Bardolph’s executitfital is a void at key moments of legal or judicial
policy, revealing his lack of interiority. He placéhe decision on his council, certainly aware
that the Bishops of Ely and Canterbury will encgaréaim. His question ‘May | with right and
conscience make this claim?’ (1.2.96) invites Exatel Westmorland’s responses in the
presence of the Bishops, who have already perselgsidvocated the war. It is left for them to
simply assent in eight lines between them (Il.122)1compared to the Bishops’ thirty-one lines
of encouragement (1.97-121). The legal discussio@s not validate the invasion, but confirms
that there is legal excuse enough to create araagpee of legitimacy for it.

As Hal was advised to seek ‘foreign quarrels’ is/father 2 Henry 1V4.3.344), the
Bishops’ language emphasises potential legitimatfdms reign. Canterbury references his
‘mighty ancestors’, Edward Ill and the Black Prinweho on the French ground played a
tragedy’ Henry V1.2.102-106). Theatrical imagery recalls ideagasformance, through which
Hal creates his own monarchic legitimacy: Canteyltius reminds Hal of the potential for

legitimation in France, and Ely adds:

You are their heir, you sit upon their throne,

43 Alexander LeggattShakespeare’s Political Drama: The History Plays dne Roman Play@.ondon and New
York: Routledge, 1988) 131-33.

** Holinshed Holinshed’s Chroniclg697-98.

> Gary Taylor (ed.)Henry V(Oxford: University Press, 1998) 34.

%% Leggatt,Political Drama 131.
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The blood and courage that renowned them
Runs in your veins...
1.2.117-19

In language evocative of the legitimacy language was employed during the Bolingbroke-
Mowbray challenges drichard II, Ely makes France an opportunity for Hal. Bolirajte relies
on the influential associations of this languagemhe tries to shame Hal for sullying ‘the
greatness of thy blood1(Henry IV3.2.16). Likewise Hal demonstrates his contritigth a
promise to ‘wear a garment all of blood’ and ‘addy mask’ at Shrewsbury (11.135-36). This
language is used throughout the tetralogy to ewokeepts of legitimacy and proving oneself,
not simply in birth but in masculinity and achievamh Now this language again induces Hal to
prove himself in combat; reopening his ancestaigiiaent in France is deliberately designed to
associate him with their heroism, to bridge the igaghe broken line of patrilinearity that
Bolingbroke interrupted.

The polished performances and intelligence thaidi$plays throughout thidenriad
suggest Hal is unlikely to be tricked: he is alneatell resolved’ to declare waHenry V
1.2.222) before the tennis balls incident (I.2%8)akespeare alters the sequence of events in the
sources, in which the tennis balls are sent bef@ealic Law discussioH.Thus Shakespeare
makes Hal’'s motives suspect; historically the Danighinsult plays a part in Hal’s decision,
while in the play Hal seeks confirmation for a d&an already made. While Bolingbroke’s
advice is a motivating factor in this decision, ldio reveals a preoccupation with patrilinearity
in these scenes. As with Hotspur, Hal and Bolingerio Henry 1V, Shakespeare creates a
father-son triangle ikenry Vjuxtaposing two sons—Hal and the Dauphin—compefinghe
paternal inheritance of the king-fattin Henry IVHal was the defender of that inheritance,
England, while he is now the alien aggressor-sdframce. His performance throughout is of a
kind of straightforward aggressive warrior like Hjptir; Hal adapts personae to his own
legitimacy performances, replicating a personadseaates with a challenge to royal authority.
Killing Hotspur legitimates Hal in the sense thatremoves the rival ‘heir’ and claims his place

as Bolingbroke’s son through a ‘ritualistic’ murd@r

*" Holinshed Holinshed's Chroniclg680.

8 The patterns of paternity in the second tetraldiffgr from those in the first by way of their cotagity and
exploitation of non-biological, ‘illegitimate’ soand father figures, indicating a notable developnrethe use and
significance of the illegitimacy motif over timeo@pare the Talbots ih Henry VI

9 Cohen, ‘Rituals of Violence’, 155-56.
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Now Hal focuses on triumph over the Dauphin totlegte himself, again becoming the
heir to a sovereign father. His threat to ‘dazii¢he eyes of France’ is directed at the Dauphin;
he only once refers to King Charles when he sagsfather’s crown’ (1.2.263). The idea that
Hal will ‘dazzle’ France and the Dauphin indicakésl sees his competition with the Dauphin as
similar to his competition with Hotspur, becausesttalls the sun imagery bfenry V.

Dazzlingly bright, Hal will be the sun/son of Franas he became England’s sun/son when he
first enacted his performance of legitimacy at Sisteury. InHenry VHal deposes the Dauphin
as legitimate heir to France, as he promised tilécthis Dauphirat his father’s dodr(1.308,
emphasis addedy.His victory is effectively demonstrated in his beting ‘Hériter de France

or ‘Haeres Franciake(5.2.325-26)—that is, heir to France (meaning hbénation and King
Charles himself)—and marrying Catherine. Charlgsicantly refers to Hal as his ‘fair son’
(1.333), cementing Hal's French legitimation. Frersovereign legitimacy, won in battle,
augments Hal's performance of English royal legitiyy basing his authority on strength and
military success, reinforcing his capabilities areditralising potential threats.

Hal sees legitimate paternal relationships asrgortant facet of legitimate sovereign
leadership, and creates paternal relationshipsatigithent his performance of royal legitimacy.
Falstaff is a quasi-paternal inspiration in hidyeperformances: he defeats Hotspur to be
Bolingbroke’s undisputed son and heir and repldce®auphin as Charles VI's heir, removing
the rival in terms of paternity and sovereignty.irhéates the military achievements of Edward
lll, one of the great sovereigns of his bloodliAe Harfleur he encourages his soldiers by

asserting that:

...[their] blood is fet from fathers of war-proof,
Fathers that like so many Alexanders
Have in these parts from morn to even fought.
3.1.18-20
Kahn identifies connections between masculinity @adin Hal's speechéed,yet, because blood
and courage are linked to legitimacy in the sedetrdlogy, military triumph becomes a

legitimacy indicator. Hal claims courageous figitimill ‘dishonour not your mothers’, proving

0 Though his parents later repudiated Charles VH psoduct of one of his mother’s infamous affai&hakespeare
elides the historical dubious legitimacy of the phin to further intensify the repetition of the ldptir conflict..

The focus is hence kept on Hal's personal struggglgtain legitimacy, not the illegitimacy of theefch; see
Saccio,Shakespeare’s English Kingts.

*1 Kahn,Man’s Estate 84.
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‘that those whom you called fathers did beget y8ul.22-23). Like Bolingbroke iRichard I,
Hal links blood, action and legitimacy.

Interestingly, Hal's performance of another, pibgsed, legitimacy is a direct response
to another challenge to his sovereign power irféhm of Bates and Williams, with whom he
has been discussing the responsibility of a kinigigcsoldiers. As Hal's grim determination to be
‘No king of England, if not king of France’ (2.2.Qpis a direct response to the civil turmoil in
England that causes Grey, Cambridge and Scropmb&bd against his authority, his performance
of piety is designed to directly counter the actiosa that Bates and Williams make against
him. Williams deems Hal a liar, suggesting thatentour throats are cut he may be ransomed’
after all (4.1.183). Bates, though he is less hlo#itan Williams, is equally cynical about the
value of war, blaming the king for the deaths imedy and clearing the soldiers’ conscience
(1.124-26). Hal, now dressed as ‘Harry le roi’ nigt currently performing monarchy. Instead he
is counterfeiting, deceiving rather than performiRgradoxically, during this pretence Hal
reveals the ‘truth’ of monarchy to his subjecthe'King is but a man...His ceremonies laid by,
in his nakedness he appears but a man’ (11.99-H&)convinces Bates, at least, that ‘every
subject’s soul’s his own’ (11.169-70), that a kingnnot be held responsible for the sins his
soldiers have committed, if he can be for theirtilean battle. Williams maintains his ‘quarrel’,
however (1.196).

After Williams’ attack on the King’'s motives andlpability, Hal is left alone onstage,
and he explores another performance in resportbe tebate. He is no longer pretending to be
Harry Le Roi, but performing another aspect of seigty in the form of piety and conscience.
Responding to Williams’ and Bates’ arguments, Hafgrms the principles of responsibility that

they attributed to the king. He prays God will

...think not upon the fault
My father made in compassing the crown.
4.1.281-82
This ostensibly refers to the expected divine gumisnt for Bolingbroke’s ambition; the idea of
providence working out punishment over two or theeecessive generations was common in

Tudor historiography, with Henry VI's failure to libFrance and prevent the Wars of the Roses
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attributed to divine punishment of his grandfattfetiowever, Hal also alludes to patrilinear
inheritance, being continually at pains to solidtg link between himself and previous
sovereigns: he has not just inherited England fnesrfather, he has inherited the guilt of
Richard’s murder. He has ‘interred new’ Richardly and shed ‘contrite tears’; he has ‘five
hundred poor’ paid to pray that God will ‘pardoidd’, along with ‘two chantries’ of priests
singing ‘for Richard’s soul’ (11.283-290). This ils¢ence on atoning for Richard’s death validates
the link between himself and his father by takimghis father’s sin; yet Hal also creates an
association between himself and Richard, the pusvking, by taking responsibility for
Richard’s soul. He intimates a familial, affectitméink between himself and Richard that is not
evident in the plays, despite being a possiblemétation of the historical sourc&sin claiming
this responsibility for others, Hal performs thapact of kingship that Bates and Williams
discussed with him; he develops another perform#ratechimes with contemporary
conceptions of legitimate sovereignty.

Hal’s final action is to plan a marriage with Gatime, from which he intends ‘a boy,
half-French half-English, that shall go to Constaople and take the Turk by the beard’
(5.2.201-202). Hal’'s mind runs on the continuatdipatrilinearity: a son that compounds the
blood of England and France will cement his actjoisiof France, by passing it on. Turks are a
political rather than religious enemy for Hal; hants to wage war on Constantinople, not
Jerusalem, and against Turks rather than Mustiriiénen France has been defeated, the Turks
become the focus of Hal's ‘redirecting [of] the mgies and emotional allegianc®sof the
troublesome English, a continuation of Bolingbrakadvice to seek ‘foreign quarrel® iHenry
IV 4.3.344). Hal requires a successful son as Kirggating a legitimate dynasty. To legitimate
himself as King (and retrospectively, his fathegl iFhust pass on his kingdom, creating a place
for himself within the patrilinear line. A crusadjmalf-French, half-English son would be the
epitome of Hal’s legitimisation: compounding Framecel England, the achievement of Hal's
forebears, the successful son will pick up the fatgh of his grandfather Bolingbroke ‘to lead
out many to the Holy Land2(Henry 1V4.3.340). Hal's choice of the city of Constantitegpihe

°2 Raleigh,The History of the World, 88&ee also Kastashakespeare and the Shapes of TBAe55, H.A. Kelly,
Divine Providence in the England of Shakespearéssdties(Cambridge; Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1970)
74, and WellsShakespeare, Politics and the Stdte4-28.

>3 Holinshed Holinshed’s Chroniclg672.

*Benedict S. Robinson, ‘Harry and AmuratBQ60:4 (2009), 339-42.

*° |bid., 401.

212



‘seat of the [Islamic] empire’, as the setting fiig son’s military achievement (rather than the
Holy Land itself) marks a transfer ‘from the padiiof Christendom to the politics of natiof.’
Hal’s vision of dynastic success does not, likefaiber’s, hinge on unification of English people
under a Christian causéput on a nationalistic expansionist ethos, a prilgnpolitical conflict
that will be passed from generation to generaftiothis, Hal reflects Elizabethan concerns, the
power of the Islamic empire constituting not onltheeat to Christendom but a source of
massive interest in drama, as PeeBastle of Alcazaand Hal's topical references to Amurath at
2 Henry 1V5.2.48 testify’® Of course, the disastrous reign of Henry VI re=iiin the loss of
France; retrospectively, Hal’'s desperation forfrisnch legitimacy to be cemented in his
marriage to Catherine creates the half-French $aduterated blood (in early modern
definitions, the word ‘bastardised’ is applicabM)o loses France, the conquering of which is
Hal's greatest demonstration of legitimacy.

The presentation of Francehtenry Vcontrasts interestingly with legitimacy themes in
Henry VI.As Chapter 3 discussed, the French nation is deged “other” which England is
defined in opposition to. The topography of Fraisckeminine and a source of power for Joan in
1 Henry VI(3.3.44-57). English characters (FaulconbridgeyraBolingbroke and Richard I11)
frequently personify England as an emotive, woundether to rally their troops in
Shakespeare’s depiction of civil wars. Howeveral's conquest of France, masculinity is the
issue. The excessive military virility with whichaHendows the English implicitly feminises
France?® Harfleur is ‘she’, filled with ‘fair virgins’ andpure maidens’ (3.3.89-100). Elizabeth |
claimed she failed to ‘advance my territories, anthrge my dominions...l acknowledge my
weakness and my womanhood in that resgédficEachern links this claim to the English
insularity represented in gendered depictions @daBeth’s virginity, with the nation again
featured as a vulnerable female b8U#ial reverses contemporary representations of matie

and his army are personified as England, a powear&dculine unity. Under Hal, the nation

*°|bid., 400.

5" James Black, ‘Henry IV’s Pilgrimag&Q34:1 (1983), 19-20.

%8 Richard Hillman, “Not Amurath an Amurath Succe&dglaying Doubles in Shakespearéisnriad ELR 21:2
(1991), 162; see also George Pe€lee Battle of Alcazaed. Charles Edelman (Manchester: Manchester Usityer
Press, 2005).
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performs too, adopting his persona of military sgyth and legitimate masculinity in a way that
the Talbots, for all their anxiety of male legitiaya could not inspire. The ‘men of Harfleur’ Hal
addresses (1.107) are held within this citadekofifhinity, powerless and ineffective protectors
of the female. Tapping into popular enthusiasnctdonial expansion and military
achievement? the rival feminine illegitimacy of France is derisbled; the triumph of Hal's
masculine legitimacy-obsessed England is demossitiadth in his military victory and in his
wooing of Catherine.

Catherine represents the last of French feminiaityl, conversely, Hal’s desire to marry
her indicates his impulse to obliterate that ‘Freress’ in his legitimation of his reign and his
nation. She is ‘our capital demand’ (5.2.97), Halraing he ‘cannot see many a fair French city
for one fair French maid’ (11.305-6). However, eudal, the consummate performer, is unlikely
to suddenly reveal a hidden selfhood or genuine fov the daughter of a political rival. His
description of Catherine as a ‘capital demand’ isagie accurate assessment: she represents the
French femininity that opposes Hal’'s masculine ¢tateg; she is more important than disputed
French cities because she solidifies his placeinvitie French succession. With Catherine as his
wife, he can enforce his brand of masculine patdr legitimation over the French succession,
making France, like England, a piece of a patrdimieheritance. This is almost certainly why
Shakespeare elides the dubious family history @Hbuse of Valois itdenry V, glossing over
both Charles’ madness and his wife’s infidefifynstead they appear as wise yet defeated
monarchs, allowing Hal’s personal quest for legdiion to occupy the focus of the play. The
wooing itself also demonstrates the anxiety thatatierises Hal's desire to legitimate his reign:
having conquered France martially, he imposes Bhigéss on the nation, forcing Catherine to
speak English to hirff’ She is drawn out and away from the French langbgdes performance
of bluffness; but his pretence of candour, howeéwgressive, is not credible. Hal's performance
of untutored soldierly straightforwardness is dasijto make France, figured in Catherine,
acquiesce. Catherine realises this; though shedes speaking English, she notices that Hal has

‘fausseFrench enough to deceive de most ssgmroisellaedat isen Francé(1.210-11), and she

%2 Neil Cuddy, ‘The Conflicting Loyalties of a “Vulg&ounsellor”: The Third Earl of Southampton, 158524’ in
John Morril, Paul Slack and Daniel Woolf (ed®yblic Duty and Private Conscience in Seventeerht@y
England(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1993), 127.

83 Saccio Shakespeare’s English King®9.

 Howard and RackirEngendering a Natigril39-40, Karen Newmairashioning Femininity and English
Renaissance Dram@hicago; London: Chicago University Press, 1990%.
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ineffectually attempts to hold on to French custosmeerting to French to tell Ha's dames et
demoiselles pour étre baisées devant leurs noce'gsit pas la coutume de Frangd:249-5).
Hal's performance of bluffness allows him to pretem incapacity for elegant speech, meaning
he can woo Catherine in terms of political poWereferring to monarchs as the ‘makers of
manners’ at ‘liberty’ to side-step national custo(i?62-63). Of course it is Hal who chooses to
ignore French custom, not Catherine, who is coethloy his performance, finding that he ‘stops
[her] mouth’ regardless (1.263-4). She finds hdrarplicised as ‘Kate’ and the ‘better
Englishwoman’ that Hal wishes France to becom@2)1Hal's performances always further his
attempt to legitimate himself, his reign and hisalsty.

Despite the apparent success of Hal's colonial esipa, the boundaries of the English
nation are blurred. Layers of interpretation bésats British army, the various nations at once
at odds with each other and united against Fraasx8ates tells Hal and Williams, they all ‘have
French quarrels enough’ (4.1.213), yet the plagrmipts the narrative of France’s defeat to
dramatise insurrection within Hal’s British arfHal’s plan to neutralise intranational conflicts
via warfare in France, creating a unified natianirthe turbulent state, is a failure,Hanry VI
shows. Though Dollimore and Sinfield describe Halsy, simplistically, as an ‘ideal
subservience of margin to centPé’Shakespeare’s depiction of the Irish is a soufégramatic
complexity’ rather than ‘colonial stereotypintf' The Irish references reflect an instability at the
heart of English expansionism in Shakespeare’8srhifg the Irish resistance to English rule;
henceHenry Vis far less triumphant than it might first appedirecting attention back to the loss
of France. Nationhood associated with expansio{Snapter 1) is more anxious than it might
appear.

Though Hal thinks in terms of legitimating his Eagtl, his army of Irish, Scottish,
Welsh and English is the first scenario in whiclal&¥speare explores the idea of a ‘British’
nation. Previously, the history plays’ represeptabf nation had been focussed on an English,
even Anglocentric conception of nationality—for exale, Gaunt’s ‘sceptred isle’ speech in

Richard 112.1. The archipelagic nations play a less cential usually in warfare: for example,

® McEachern, Menry Vand the Paradox of the Body Politic’, 305.

® Dollimore and Sinfield, ‘History and Ideology’, 81

®7 |bid. 217.

% Christopher HighleyShakespeare, Spenser, and the Crisis in Ire{@mibridge: Cambridge University Press,
1997), 86-109; Willy Maley, ‘The Irish Text and Sakt of Shakespeare’s English Histories’ in Rich@rdton and
Jean E. Howard (edsA, Companion to Shakespeare’s Works Volume TwoHidteries(Malde, Mass; Oxford:
Blackwell, 2003), 72-103.
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the Welsh and Scottish soldiersHenry IVand the Welsh landing of RichmondRichard I11.
Such insular depictions of England and Englishmefsct a secular version of the Protestant
‘elect’ nation concept’ England is elevated over its rivals, made spédwjats very insularity,
which Gaunt invokes geographically as a ‘fortrestt by nature’, the ‘silver sea’ that ‘serves in
it the office of a wall’ or ‘moat defensive...agairiee envy of less happier landRi¢hard Il
2.1.43-49). McEachern likewise links representaiohElizabeth’s inviolable (yet always under
threat) chastity as a corollary of English insuiaff However, inHenry Vthe boundaries of this
English nation are broken, forming instead an upkaBritish’ coalition. Highley identifies a
negative preoccupation with ‘empire building’ ingkespeare’s representation of Ireland and
Wales inl1 Henry IV regarding Shakespeare as sceptical about Englgmsion. However,
Maley reads Shakespeare’s depiction of the Iribklli®n as a source of ‘dramatic complexity’
rather than ‘colonial stereotyping’. Despite diffgy reactions to the play, however, Highley and
Maley both identify Essex’s Irish expedition of B68s an inspiration for a theme of imperial
expansion irHenry V/"*

The confrontation between Jamy, Fluellen and Macan 3.3 shows a definite internal
resistance to Hal's imperialist expansionism—astasice that reflects the confrontation between
Ireland and England during the months that Henwya¢ first performed. The impetus of the
play is towards neutralising internal British coctl$ via warfare in France, creating a nation
from the turbulent state. Dollimore and SinfielddeMacMorris’s question ‘What ish my
nation?’(3.3.62) as a confirmation that the Irishion is ‘barbarous and inferior’; the implication
being that Ireland needs subjugation to the sup&rglish natior/? The presence of Fluellen,
described as an example of a member of a ‘tractabdten that had been annexed to England
since 15363 is also too simply dismissed. Fluellen is notat ‘centre’, subjugating the
marginal MacMorris; rather, he demonstrates, aséshvhan, that the archipelago is divided in
many more ways than England-Ireland. The quarretief but the ‘What ish my nation?’
exchange is highly significant. ‘Ish a villain aadastard and a knave and a rascal’ (11.63-64)
shows that MacMorris has heard condemnation ofritie many times, and that he is sick of it.

He has bridled at Fluellen’s half-finished sentetticere is not many of your nation—' (1.62):

%9 Robinson, ‘Harry and Amurath’, 338.

“ McEachern, HenryV and the Paradox of the Body Politic’, 308-10.

L Highley, Shakespeare, Spenser, and the Crisis in Irel&88eD3; Maley, ‘Irish Subtext’, 78.
2 Ibid., 225, EdwardsThreshold of a Natiqri75-8.

3 Dollimore and Sinfield, ‘History and Ideology’, 22
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the fact that MacMorris is weary of such insinuasielearly depicts ongoing tension within
Hal's ranks, just as there was political insurr@etearlier among the aristocracy with the
Cambridge plot (2.2). The friction between the Bhtarchipelagic nations is an undercurrent to
the main action of the play, which neverthelessesahal’s failure to truly unite the British
nations implicit. His expansionist outlook (‘no Rief England if not king of Franceqenry V
2.2.190) reflects the enthusiastic colonial ethdSlizabethan England, yet however successful
the army is against the French, British nationh@iéé true legitimacy) remains elusive, with the
various nations within the army each defined byergtand themselves as separate entities.
Tensions circulate mainly around the Irish offiddgcMorris, whose race and nation bore the
brunt of English warfaring at the time.

MacMorris describes the Irish as frequently calteastard’ (3.3.64) among other things:
Ireland is presumably bastard in the sense ofimfepolluted and mongréf. Of course, this was
a common idea in England, yet Bourbon calls theliEimgastard Normans’ (3.5.10). If Ireland
is a mongrel half-breed nation, so is the Britiginyathat Hal creates, comprised of various
nations and marred by in-fighting; moreover, semgland, with French roots in the
aristocracy.> Bourbon rightly argues that the English are caedpimpure scions of a French
dynasty, undercutting any idea of unsophisticatgdqtism in the histories. The French pick up
on the plant imagery that has been associatedbagtardy throughout the British plays,
referring to the English as

...a few sprays of us,
The emptying of our father’s luxury,
Our scions, put in wild and savage stock
3.5.5-7
and to themselves as the ‘grafters’ of that sta@h. (The image of grafting, as @ymbelineand

The Winter’s Talgefeeds into ideas of hybridisation and illegitimaget here it is unequivocally
negative in intent. The English are the ‘emptyiafithe French fathers’ ‘luxury’, implying
adulterous, spurious children. The English areisparFrench hybrid bastards; Hal's invasion is
only another civil war. Expansionism, then, ismbitely futile. England is a bastardised nation
pushing its boundaries further and encompassingwge¢ Irish and French mongrels; the danger
inherent in such expansion is demonstrated byittaé iews of Doll, dead ‘of a malady of

" The OED defines one contemporary meaning of ‘Bdsts a variety of mixed wine, and often refertec
mongrel breed of dog or horse, a distinctly diffgérget of associations from its modern connotatidhg sense of
bastardy as being hybrid, asTihe Winter's Taleis common.

> Taylor,Henry V, 180.
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France’ (5.1.75). French corruption infiltrates Eamgl, and the reminder that his French spoils
will be lost in the Epilogue undercuts Hal’s drigiambition to legitimate his reign and his
nation. However masculine expansionism is refleatddenry V, the lack of insular, legitimate
nationhood that Gaunt describeRithard II, and that was a feature of Elizabeth I's constofict
nation/® is also expressed in the fears of expanding naltiooundaries.

This anxiety, however, is only one feature of aypldnich otherwise endorses military
endeavour. The doubts about the validity and legitly of an ever-expanding English nation are
half-articulated, possibly subconscious fears. Regpeir conflicts, the members of Hal’'s army
unite to defeat the French, something that caneatterpreted as anything other than a
successful resolution to the play, tapping intodpgmistic mood that Essex, supposedly
returning form Ireland with ‘rebellion broachéd lis sword’, generates (5.0.3%).

The (il)legitimacy theme has more implicationdHanry \, however, with regard to
succession anxiety and the presence of Essex. ©heahvious factor that created succession
anxiety was Elizabeth’s increasing age, which Hacbarse been noticeable for some time. The
popular support for Essex in the late 1590s tuthedanxiety, in some quarters, into
speculation, as Hayward’s February 1599 dedicatfdmns Life and Reign of King Henry Ik
Essex attest$. The dedication shows that speculation over theession was not as limited as it
might be supposed (see Chapter 2). The Esseximbelas also a symptom of the climate that,
stimulated by the lack of linear heirs and a histrexample in the deposition of Richard II,
prompted consideration of the crown not as a lin@agritance but one determined by personal
legitimacy. Succession anxiety was a long-runniilgience on Shakespeare; many examples of
writing on the succession also effectively indicdiat ‘the matter of succession was the single

most important concern amongst the literate clasées

® McEachern, Menry Vand the Paradox of the Body Politic’, 309-11.

" Essex’s military exploits were well reported ire th590s, exciting public interest; for example, Geerge Peele,
To the right honorable, and renowmed shepheardlibAs Arcadia: Robert earle of Exxex and Ewe fisr h
vvelcome into England from PortugglEarly English Books, 1475-1640 / 1526:12; Londdn\Windet for]
Richard Jones, 1589); Fabian Johnsomg intelligence sent from a gentleman of acc@uoricerning, the estate of
the English forces now in Fraun¢Barly English Books, 1475-1640 / 1687:21; Londdnolfe for Thomas
Nelson, 1591); Thomas Churchyafidhe fortunate farevvel to the most forward and edbdrle of EssefEarly
English Books, 1475-1640 / 192:10; London EdmliBuoit, for William Wood, 1599). See also Bevingidmudor
Drama and Politics289-96.

8 See Forker (ed.Richard 1|, 12-14.

9 |bid.. 87. See also Chapter 2, Pers@shferenceThomas WilsonThe State of England, Anno Dom. 16GMhd
Joel Hurstfield Freedom, Corruption and Government in Elizabethaglgnd(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1973).
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Essex’s inclusion itdenry Vthree (or four) time&’ and the allusive likeness that many
have noted between him and Bolingbrok&inhard Il (discussed in Chapter 5), suggest that the
play-going public was interested in Essex. Whaeksdfered the English public, perhaps with
premeditated deliberation, was an image of anratare leader—the two were ‘locked in a
competition for public visibility®* An aging Queen is contrasted in the public eyé Eisex’s
gender, his youth and martial ability. Essex’sitattapparently engaged in secret
communications with the most likely heir, JamesiWithe months before the failed coup, may
have been aiming to put Essex not on the thronenleuagly in a position of governmental
control®? as Tennenhouse argues, the coup was a clear atefdptermine the line of power’
in Elizabethan Englan®. The public popularity of Essex led himself, if maly else, to believe
he could usurp Elizabeth’s authority; in his cola@,put into action the kind of concepts that
Henry Vexplores. Essex, like Hal, aimed to create sogarkigitimacy, at the very least a
legitimate governmental power, for himself throymgrformance. Essex shows the theories of
legitimacy that Shakespeare engages witdenry V, and the second tetralogy as a whole, as a
part of the actual world of Elizabethan politicedaanchors the play in its contemporary setting.

Foreknowledge of the Wars of the Roses that @stadul the Tudors hangs over the
triumphs of Hal in the second tetralogy; indee@, ttireat that the sons of Edward Il pose to
each other is a recurrent theme throughout theecykhile the failure of Hal to legitimate his
line reflects on the Elizabethan concept of prontde history, the facts of Shakespeare’s own
lifetime presented a different picture. Though eualty the Lancastrian line is re-established
with Henry Tudor, he very deliberately married ¥wrk heiress, Elizabeth, and marketed their
children as a new Tudor dynasty compounding thedtd York and Lancaster, thus ending all
conflicts. His descendants, however, were stillitted by pretenders in the form of their distant
cousins, all with the royal blood of the sons ofMadd Ill, spurred on by the illegitimate roots of
the Tudor family tree. Despite this, for the fitishe in over a hundred years, Henry VIl was able
to establish a secure ruling dynasty in Englandialé possible to perform legitimacy in

Shakespeare’s lifetime; despite Elizabeth beingyddgvith accusations of illegitimacy, she

80 At 3.6.79, 5.0.30, 5.2.202. For the possible foattusion, see Lily B. Campbelbhakespeare’s ‘Histories'’:
Mirrors of Elizabethan PolicyLondon: Methuen 1964), 287. Campbell argues taksHtlemency at Harfleur is
intended to reflect similar behaviour of Essex atliz in 1596.

81 Annabel PattersonHenry \/ Text and History’ in Holderness (e@®hakespeare’s History Playk74.

82 Tennenhouse&?ower on Display85, also Cuddy, ‘Conflicting Loyalties’.

8 Tennenhous&?ower on Display86.
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performed in various other ways an image of legitisnthat was fiercely popular among her
followers. Spenser’s allegorical depiction of herGloriana, among others, Tine Faerie Queen
shows this performance to some extent had perméseatinds of her supportetsElizabeth
was actually performing legitimacy before her satges effectively as Bolingbroke or Hal, and

is as likely an inspiration for these charactergssex.
Conclusions

In Henry IVShakespeare explores the implications of Bolingbgersonal legitimacy in his
disturbed reign. Hal's accession ironically leg#it®s the Lancastrians short-term, being a
successful patrilinear transfer. Yet before thiak&ispeare uses associations of illegitimacy to
characterise Hal. His performances make him subieasd potentially dangerouskienry IV,
only in his own reign does he contain that subwersi

Like that of the other illegitimates discussed|'siflegitimate potential is negated in the
resolution ofHenrylV, when he becomes King. Hal apparently revedtsi@ self underneath his
performances, providing closure. Howeudenry Vonly serves to further his lack of interiority.
Hal as king is more of a void than as a princesten agent of containment now, suppressing
Falstaff’s jocularity in causing his death and Bapth’s thieving. The invasion of France
contains a feminine Frenchness that rivals the po#velal’'s masculine Englishness, as the
wooing of Catherine demonstrates. Hal moves frdor@e of subversion, then, to a
representative of the totalising discourse of mirseyower. His legitimacy is cemented by
defeating rival male heirs: killing Hotspur and oa@ming the Dauphin are attempts to make
himself the undisputed heir to the ‘father figuireboth cases. As an heir, Hal conveys
legitimacy in his assumption of power.

A reminder of Henry VI and his disastrous reilgawever, troubles the resolution to the
tetralogy. Hal cannot create long-term legitimablyough he learns performativity from
Bolingbroke, his son does not carry on these ingiwegerformances, instead conveying the
kind of royal legitimacy that iRRichard Ilis the counter-balance of personal illegitimacgl H
contains subversion in his plays, yet the cycliodtre of the histories refuses to endorse this
containment, the conceptual uses of legitimacyiegitimacy continually testing the

boundaries of sovereign power.

8 Julia M. Walker (ed.), Introductiomissing Elizabeth?.
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Conclusion: Legitimacy, Illegitimacy and Sovereignty in Shakespeare’s British
Plays

There are several connections between illegitingexd/legitimacy, nation and sovereignty in the
British plays. These connections, however, aresmoplistic. There are overlapping, resonant
meanings applicable to words like “legitimacy” diiegitimacy” in early modern England. The
British plays form a web of meanings around (iliiegacy, the concept reflecting various
interrelated issues of governance and nation. Tintlugre is no simple unity of themes linked by
(ihlegitimacy language, the changing portrayatti#se themes can be tracked across the plays,
revealing how (il)legitimacy forms a medium in whithese concepts are considered in
Shakespeare.

lllegitimacy and legitimacy form an interestingadity around monarchs in Shakespeare.
Hal, Richard Il and Bolingbroke—as a pair but aflsividually—personify the tensions
between simultaneous legitimacies and illegitimsomrth Gilman'’s discussion of the curious
perspective acting as a model for this spectrunth Bce excessively endowed with one type of
legitimacy, Richard sovereign, Bolingbroke persobal the counter-balance of this is that they
are also hampered with the corresponding formegitimacy. A monarch may well be
illegitimised in the eyes of some for a politicedrsce, birth, gender, or religion, yet conversely,
the opponents of that group perceive the oppaAitase in point is the confrontation between
Catholicism and Protestantism in early modern Bndjlavith James and Elizabeth’s
Protestantism held both as a feature that wasrdébeimating, or emphasised the illegitimacy
of his or her reign by various groups. Chapteis2ussed the ways in which Elizabeth’s
Catholic and Protestant subjects used legitimatguage to challenge her authority.
lllegitimacy was a particularly important metaplior vulnerability in these cases, with Stubbes
and Wentworth shading their writing with remindef<€lizabeth’s legal illegitimacy to remind
her that the source of her sovereignty was helestyjto whom she owed a parental duty.
Though Pius V’s BulRegnans in Excelsisastardised Elizabeth in quite simple terms as
illegitimate and hence unable to inherit, Perssesunodels of conceptual illegitimacy and
legitimacy to make the Spanish Infanta’s claim,gasging that birth legitimacy may be far less

important than personal. These ideas are not cehtioKing John but feature recurrently in the
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British plays, as the opposition between Bolinglerakd Richard and the parent-child
relationships oKing Leardemonstrate.

While the language of the legitimacy spectrum isougs a dramatic tool by Shakespeare
to qualify the personal debate between rival h#irs plays also reflect on how these concepts
function in the formation of national identity, sething that Shakespeare picks up on in the
legal aspects of some plays, and the internatipolétics of Cymbeline As early asdenry V|
the formation of national identity is a Shakespaar#teme, and invariably it centres around the
illegitimate characters, who frequently voice thégionhood: Joan, Faulconbridge and Richard
Il are illegitimates who define and use nationhdodnarshal troops. Later, nationhood is a
feature of Bolingbroke’s and Hal's legitimacy perf@nces, a tool that emphasises their
political power. For Hal especially, the expandbayundaries of England legitimate his reign;
yet the (il)legitimacy spectrum simultaneously sggrthe focus onto the illegitimacy of Hal's
mixed army. The later plays negotiate English idgntithin ‘Britain’, articulating the
complexity of attitudes to James’ internationalifcd. While Britain inLear is problematic,
marred by internal, familial conflicts, Britain ueidCymbeline is a developed state that
ultimately reinforces familial bonds, reflectingetmore settled English nation of its production
time.

The reflection of the legal debate between ciwil Bnd common law in Shakespeare’s
lifetime reveals how the language of legitimacy barwidely appropriated. In legal debates,
‘legitimacy’ carried connotations of truth. Somedhists presented common law as a ‘truth’, an
immemorial progression from the laws of the semihioal early British kings to early modern
common law. Civil law was presented frequently gsaluct of disruptive foreign influence, an
illegitimate system precisely because it did no#tsh back along the historical English path
constructed by common law theorists. Related caseapch as absolutism feature strongly in
plays with this legal influence, the web of measiagound (il)legitimacy expanding to
encompass national insularity in Henry VIII's arahd’s stance against Rome, and yet resolutely
support mythical British common law against absshatin King LearandRichard Il. Two very
different presentations of absolutism are presettie plays, the common factor linking two
radically different perceptions being the threataiopreservation of, ‘England’. Via
(ihlegitimacy language, Shakespeare negotiatestihaging conception of sovereignty which

James | brought to England. Therefore it is no ddence that these plays’ themes also coincide
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with the legal issue: as James’ infamous debatiéslawyers like Coke demonstrated, the issue
of sovereign rule and law were irrevocably linkadd Shakespeare’s British plays participate in
this discourse, with legitimacy used as a concéptag of evaluating kingship and interrogating
the two kinds of early modern law.

The connection between legitimacy and sovereigatyd appear simplistic. However,
the second tetralogy reveals yet more levels ofningeclustered around sovereignty and
legitimacy. The scope of sovereign legitimacy exjsabeyond what it is iRichard Ill, where
associations with birth illegitimacy are used asdaif for Richard’s usurpation. In the second
tetralogy, legitimacy can be performed, presentetissed for advancement. Bolingbroke and
Richard Il initially present the confrontation be@n inherited legitimacy and performances of
legitimacy, but the ensuingdenriadplays reveal a more conceptual style of legitimacy
performances designed not to prevail over othetrsdowalidate success. Hal is Shakespeare’s
ultimate in legitimacy performance; picking up frédfaulconbridge, Edmund and Bolingbroke.
Examination of Hal's character reveals, paradokycal lack of character. He is a veneer of
performances designed to convey the impressioowsreign legitimacy. Tellingly, these
performances are tailored to his audience; heéblgfélad of Eastcheap, a soldier, a regal
monarch and a statesman. Exemplifying the condegt dlegitimacy spectrum, Hal's
performance as a dissolute drinker in Eastcheapl&inmeously conveys illegitimacy to his
father, incapability to his enemy Hotspur, and nsakien a desirable heir in the eyes of his
drinking companions.

The second tetralogy culminatesHenry \, where Hal is driven by an anxiety of
legitimacy, a desire to create a dynasty legitimhdg successful transfer from father to son.
Primogeniture, a central concept in legitimacy, Wissussed in Chapter 4 as a fragile system;
Hal's attempt to legitimate himself and his fatisausurpation of the Crown fails when he dies,
leaving his weak and young heir Henry VI. Henryhdk not learned from observing his father’s
performances as Hal did, and loses France. Tlis area in which Shakespeare, in one of his
earliest plays, begins the exploration of natiodahtity that recurs throughout the British plays.
He shows us not the creation of a national idemtifgngland, but a simultaneous definition of
nation from both England and occupied France, tjindhe figures of the Talbots and Joan of
Arc. 1 Henry Vidoes not so much create an English identity as $towv such identity might be

created,; it is never certain whether the Talbat&dr, masculine English legitimacy is a
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response to Joan’s bastard feminine Frenchness, iondependent English identity. What the
play effectively does in the context of this thasisement the connection between legitimacy
and nation. The rather more clear-cut link betwsarereignty and legitimacy is therefore
amalgamated with the national theme in the Bripistys.
The national and dynastic issues of the tegsafdlays are complemented by the similar

themes of the remaining British play@ng John, King Lear, CymbelirendHenry VIl fall
outside the history cycle, yet are still thematicatlated. When these plays are considered, it is
easier to perceive an overall trend in the devetaprof the (il)legitimacy motifKing John
written under Elizabeth I, uses illegitimacy to tafp contemporary issues such as the
succession anxiety, and Chapter 4 has demonsttetting Learis strongly affected by its
historical context, being written early in Jamessrign, when English anxieties over the still
potentially valid union plan were at a heigking Learis coloured by this topicality, bringing in
themes of inheritance, law and sovereign prerogatiall underscored with the importance of
legitimacy in these areas—in a way that evaludtegobtential implications of a disordered
British state. IlCymbelineandHenry VIII, however, such anxieties are less apparent, quite
possibly because James, the patron of Shakespearsfsgany and susceptible to flattery,
preferred it that way. However, the collapse obuarialks and the established dynasty that James
had brought with him to the English throne (thodgh eldest son, Henry, had died, James had
what Henry VIII sought after so desperately, a selcson) eased fears of any radical upheavals
to England, and the final British plays echo thissenes.

Henry VIIl andCymbelinehave optimistic endings, something that hitheds hot been
a feature of the British plays. The tetralogy cybhe virtue of its cyclic reminder that Hal's
success in France was followed by Henry VI's ldsi$, anevitably fails to hit a positive note. Of
the plays outside the cycléing Johnends with the death of the protagonist, &ty Lears
irresolute ending has already been discussed ipt€ha. The last two plays, in contrast, are
deliberately uplifting, looking forward to the rei@f Elizabeth irHenry VIII and with the
discovery of legitimate heirs i@ymbelineThere is a more providentialist outlook on
illegitimacy and succession; if Henry's marriagénigalid, his bastard daughter will reign over a
golden age. IICymbelinethe dynastically unsuitable marriage that Innogas made to
Posthumus hardly matters because the lost heirgeanged with their family. When compared
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with the ending of_ear, which rewrites the tragicomic source to prevesaiand Cordelia
reuniting,Cymbelinds evocative of a more sanguine perspective ofutioee succession.

While Hal found he could not create dynastic leg#cy with his dedicated performance
of personal legitimacy, the two final British plag@ymbelineandHenry VIII, suggest a more
relaxed view. In both cases, the problems anditegdy debates of individuals, kings though
they may be, are negated when events eventuaBgedaorder. Cranmer’s prediction of
Elizabeth’s golden age provides the closure, tigph&nding foHenry VIII, and in making his
prediction, Cranmer legitimates the main actiothef play; the divorce is justified for the sake
of England, as is the Tudor dynasty. To adopt tligardian model of the history plays
endorsing the Tudor myth is too simplistic; the mikng discourse of contention between forms
of legitimacy and illegitimacy throughout highlighéreas where the supposed precisely-ordered
Tudor universe—specifically dynastic instabilityahgh personal or birth illegitimacy—
becomes uncertain and chaoticRichard Ilthe drama cannot resolve the issue of who should
be king and becomes a tangle of interpretatiogsndlict between two different types of
legitimacy. Likewise the juxtaposition between Ridd Il and Richmond aims to present an
illegitimate usurper and legitimate heir, yet thegitimate origins of the Tudor dynasty cannot
be papered oveKing Johnsimilarly doubles John and Faulconbridge. The pldnamatise the
conflicts and tensions of sovereignty, whethehimform of succession, personal legitimacy, or
legal prerogatives without advocating a consistetitodox—or unorthodox—interpretation.
Though all the plays—excefding Lear—end with a resolution of the tensions of illegitiay,
as critics like Greenblatt and Hodgdon have poitgt the cyclic structure of the histories
prevents a simple resolution: though Hal appeahat@ neutralised threats and established a
totalising discourse of patrilinear and persongitimacy inHenry \, the reminder of his son’s
disastrous reign in the closing lines indicates, thaspite the overall movement towards
patrilinear succession that Howard and Rackin @edismthe main objective of the tetralogies, the

illegitimacies that undermine sovereign power ia pitay cannot be contained long term.
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