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SYNOPSIS.

This thesis sets out to discuss the criticism of A.C.Bradley
(I85I-I935) paying especial attention to twentieth century
interpretationsof his work; which, it appears, hear moreCrihcAsm
relation to the needs of twentieth century^than to the actual 
dicta of A.C.Bradley. As twentieth century attitudes are 
not uniform the Introduction shows some of the contradictory 
elements in the modern picture of Bradley. Chapter 2 summarises 
Bradley's life and surveys some of his nwn-literary writings 
as a corrective to twentieth century impressions. Chapter 3 
sets out his critical principles so that the main part of the 
thesis which follows may he hased on some more factual found
ation than twentieth century opinion. Chapters, 4,| and 6 
examine in some detail the origins and developments of certain 
pictures of Bradley, the blinkered Victorian, the dry academic 
theorist and most famously the seeker of 'characters*. These 
pictures it emerges are not as true to Bradley as the twentieth 
century would like to believe, mainly because the success of 
Bradley's work made reaction necessary in order for theme to be 
proper progress. To balance this general picture of Bradley 
there follows an enquiry into the ways in which his influence 
in particular judgments has percolated through later criticism, 
the example of the ending of King Lear is followed through 
(in precise detail) to illustrate this. A history of criticism 
of Bradley (as opposed to mere references to Bradley in 
Shakespeare criticism) follows this attempt to place the 
developments traced in the foregoing chapters against a 
chronological framework, a simplification not possible in the 
more complex workings of Shakespeare criticism. In conclusion 
a brief attempt is made to assess Bradley's qualities as a 
critic which have made him such an influential critic.
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Journal of the History of Ideas.
John Hylands Library Bulletin.
Kenyon R^Dri^w,
Modern Language Review.
Modern Philology,

A.C.Bradley* Raturai Religion.
A.C.Bradley* Oxford Lectures on Poetry.
A.C.Bradley* "Old Mythology and Modern Poetry." 
Proceedings of the British Academy.
A.C.Bradleys Poetry and Life,
Philological Quarterly.
Shakespeare Association.
Shakespeare Association Bulletin.



ABBREVIATIONS contd.

S.P*
S. Ph.
S •
S.H.
S. S.
8b. S. 
S.T.
T.É.L.

T.L.S.
U.E,
U.P.

.i.e.Bradley* The Study of Poetry 
Studies in Philology.
Snakespeare Quarterly.
Sewanes Review.
Shakespeare Survey.
Shakespeare Studies.
A.C.Brsdley* Shakespearean Tragedy.
A.C.Bradley* The Teaching of English Literature,
A.C.Bradley* Tennyson * s * In Memoriam *.
Times Literary Supplement.
The Use of English.
I.e.Bradley* The Uses of Poetry.

The derbpils of the works of M.C.Bradley are given in the 
Bibliography.



ù

AüimiQVii.ài,ciàai's.
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librarian of Balliol College, Oxford who told me of them, to 
the late Mrs, 1, Henderson for permission to read the letters 
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elsewhere undiscovered "The Teaching of English" and an 
undergraduate article by Bradley "Mr. Bosetti's Shelley") 
ana suggesting useful biographies of Bradley's contemporaries, 
aud to Mr. r.F.Cook of The University Library, Liverpool and 
Miss E.G.Jack of The Library, University of Glasgow for their 
assistance.



CHAPTER 1 t INTRODUCTION.
Literary fashion has been more than usually capricious 

in its handling of A.C.Bradley, so that any short summary of 
his position in twentieth century criticism is certain to 
distort the facts. It is not sufficient to classify him with 
other literary and critical idols turned Aunt Sally, although 
there is enough evidence for this view; he was clearly not a 
critic maligned in his time and only appreciated generations 
later, although there is more evidence for this view than 
appears at first sight. His influence is not widespread enough 
for him to be truly seen as a major figure in twentieth century 
literature although his name has become part of the jargon of 
criticism in a way which no other critical name of the century 
has paralleled. It is possible to mention his name to students 
of English and receive in return a cold stare and it is difficult 
to find a work of Shakespearian criticism which omits some 
reference to his name.

In his essay on "The Reaction against Tennyson** (first 
delivered in 1914 but first published in A Miscellany in 192^ 
Bradley himself remarked on the role which *the wholesome work 
of reaction* had to play in establishing that which he considered 
most important in literature, a way to the poet's mind. He wrote*

"The reaction against Tennyson is not,on the whole,a 
matter for regret. It was necessary, for one thing, 
in the interests of poetry itself. For the formal 
characteristics of his style were easily caught, 
and Tennysonian minor poetry, if less abssrd than 
Byronio minor poetry, was quite as sickening." (l)

Remembering what J#I.M.Stewart called "Bradley-sndHwater- 
crities" (2) this seems a strangely apposite commentary on 
Bradley's position. What underlies it is almost a commonplace 
of Grit 1sal histories. In an article in the catalogue to the 
recent Roger Pry exhibition, Quentin Bell wrote of the viciss
itudes of fashiont

lii.- ri. C.
library



"in the case of a critic, the descending curve 
of popular favour is likely to he particularly 
abrupt* His real and permanent achievements 
become commonplace while his mistakes form a 
natural, and indeed a #@ry proper target, for 
the younger men whose business it is to correct 
the errors of their predecessors*" (3)

and Merritt Y. Hughes in an article "A Meditation o© Literary
Blasphemy" vkloh went on to deal at length with the effect of
P.R.Leavis on the value of Bradley's criticism, summed the
matter up in two short sentences;

"Literary iconoclasm is the final remedy for 
literary superstition"

and "Blasphemous impulses are part of the instinct 
for self preservation*" (4)

What has been peculiar about the treatment of Bradley in 
this 'sifting process' as he himself called it, is the half- 
heartedness with which it has been carried on in published 
works and the fervour with which it has been taken up by the 
general reader* The best indication that the time for rehabili
tation has come is not the amount of more recent criticism which 
acknowledges d debt to Bradley, but the issue of his two most 
important works Oxford Lectures on Poetry and Shakespearean 
Tragedy in paperbacks, both in this coimtry and in America*

In some ways the familiar pattern is further complicated 
by the faot that Bradley's work was received by converts. 
Reviewing Shakespearean Tragedy The Times Literary Supplement 
wrote:

"Mr. Bradley had hardly begun his lectures before 
the echo of his voice made itnelf heard beyond 
the academic boundaries."

and described the lectures as:
"making a very unusual impression in Oxford and 
those who had not the chance of hearing them 
looked forward with eagerness to their 
publication." (5)

It is perhaps small wonder that the work of reaction sets in 
immediately, most notably in A*B*Walkley's article also in



The Times Literary Supplement less than two months after the 
original review* The article, later reprinted in Drama and 
Life, is suitably respectful but iconoclasm had clearly set 
in*

"Let me not be thought to undervalue the really 
important part of Mr. Bradley's book, his 
scrupulously careful examination of the text and 
his skill in bringing all "into a concatenation 
accordingly" by means of the text. But to undei- 
stand Shakespeare you have to supplement examin
ation of the text by consideration of other 
matters, and it is here that I hold the Professor 
to be at fault. What is outside the text? He says 
(by implication) a set of real lives...Isay, 
Shakespeare's dramatic needs of the moment, 
artistic peculiarities and available theatrical 
materials." (6)

Although this first salvo in the "Stoll-Schucking" 
campaign is the most famous of the early blasphemies on Bradley, 
the attack had in fact begun earlier. On the 28th January, 190» 
The Westminster Gasette published a review of Shakespearean 
Tragedy by "J.C.C." (according to A.G.Bradley in a letter to 
Gilbert Murray this was John Churton Collins). Here what can be 
called the "How Many Children had Lady Macbeth?" campaign began 
with a Vehemence besides which even F.B.Leayis's later skirmish 
seems half-hee#$ed. It seems worth quoting at lei^fth a passage 
which contains the seeds of most major objection to what 
quickly became "Brsdleyisra."

"The real points of interest and importance in 
the drama are not so much as touched on and the 
particularity with which what is touched on is 
dealt with is almost imvs0#bbly in an inverse 
ratio to its interest and importance. Probably, 
for example, no intelligent reader of the play 
has ever had much difficulty in understanding 
Hamlet's relation to Ophelia - namely, t||at he 
was at first passionately in love with her, that 
then misunderstanding her reserve, and thinking 
that she was in league with his enemies, he 
suspected and mistrusted her^ but that to the 
last something of his old love for her remained -



"This is discussed undàr nine headings*••
Every lecture teems with those irritating 
superfluities, aggravated it may he added 
by the unnecessary diffuseness with which 
they ere discussed.••Thus Professor Bradley 
treats us to special, dissertations on such 
subjects as "Did Lady Macbeth really faint?"
"Did Emilia suspect lago?" "Had Macbeth any 
children?"" (7)

This attack provoked Gilbert Murray, Bradley's f$#end 
to reply stating that he considered"Shakespearean Tragedy one 
of the most illuminating books I have ever read".(8) Within a 
year therefore of the publication of these Oxford lectures the 
shape of the controversy to come had been indicated. Sixty 
years later the same criticisms are being levelled against 
Bradley, their effect weakened by the passage of time, but that 
the process continues is a testimony to the fact that Bradley 
persists as a living influence in criticism.

For three decades after this Bradley's position in literary 
criticism was accepted without undue interest. There were those 
like J.Middleton Murry who declared discipleship and particularly 
later on those who declared oppostion, L.L.Sohucking and J.M. 
Robertson among others. But in all this period Bradley was very 
much one amongst many critics. F.L.Lucas in 1927 wrote a book 
on tragedy without any reference to Bradley; in 1930 Har)^ley 
Granville BiÉ%ter wrote a book on Hamlet alse^ and perhaps,more 
surprisingly without a reference to Bradley. It would be 
difficult to find two such works of a more recent period with 
such omissions.

In these three decades the Shakespeare industry as a whole 
was in a quiescent state. 1930 marked the beginning of the great 
burst of scholarship and^criticism which provided such an 
impetus thaf the industry is still proliferating at a remarkable 
rate. This renaissance provided an ardent supporter for Bradley 
in 6.Wilson Knight; a ferocious opponent in 1.0.Knights and an



equally prominent critic, G.F.B.Spurgeon^apparently unaware 
of Bradley's work. The position, however, was crystallizing; 
it was gradually becoming necessary for a critic to state 
vzhether he was for or against Bradley, though as yet this faot 
was unnoticed.

Bradley's death in 1935 received no undue attention until 
the appearance of an article in The Times Literary Supplement in 
May 1936. This article alone may have served only to canonise 
Bradley^to call up again the devil's advocate and finally to 
replace Bradley in the heirarchy of critics a little higher 
than Bowden and of no more current importance.

The article opens:
"It is we surmise, a not uncommon experience 
with those who have long practised the art of 
literary criticism to fiind themselves, when they 
return to the work of A.G.Bradley, satisfied with 
their own past performance precisely to the degree 
in which their judgments and conclusions have 
accorded with his...The critic recognises, with a 
mixture of rueful and happy surprise, that in so 
far as he agrees with Bradley he is mature; and 
where he disagrees he has still a long road to 
travel. But he makes no doubt that the road will 
lead him b ^ k  to Bradley again, and bring him 
under that sign to the thrill of critical certitude 
and the bliss of critical peace." (9)

Such idolatry it may be felt could only harm a critic's 
reputation^but there is evidence to the contrary. B.C.James 
added a note to his chapter on Vordvworth in Scepticism and 
Poetry published in 1937#

"Some time after the above was written a reference 
in ^  article on A.C.Bradley in The Times Literary 
Supplement (May 23 1936) led me to read ^what to 
my shame, perhaps, I had not formerly read) Bradley's 
lecture on Wordsworth in Oxford Lectures . The reader 
who feels that in the above section I have over
emphasised one aspect of Wordsworth's imaginative 
life may be advimed to read Bradley's remarkable 
lecture." (10)

It is remarks such as this that create (or recreate);
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interest in a writer. Whether or not it was specifically this 
article which roused his furies, a devil’s advocate with so 
loud and insistent a voice that he could not he ignored appeared 
shortly afterwards.

In 1̂ 937 FfeR.Leavis wrote in Scrutiny an article (11) which 
one imagines was designed to revive Bradley's ghost only to 
confirm how dead wae Bradley himself. He begins by stating that:

"not only Bradley but, in its turn, disrespect èof 
Bradley (one gathers) has gone out of fashion (as 
a matter of fact he is still a very potent and 
mischievous influence)" (12)

and proceeds to hammer Bradley with such unremitting sarcasm
that this article more than any other probably revived interest
in Bradley's works. It would be a very unfeeling reader who
having read:

"we must not suppose that Bradley sees what is in 
front of him" "with such resolute fidelity does 
Bradley wear...blinkers" "Bradley...in his comically 
innocent way..."

and many more such, did not turn to a Bradley long forgotten
or maybe never read with some curiosity. J.B.C.Qutteling in
an article on "Hamlet Criticism" succinctly described the effect
of reading Bradley*

"The student who reads Bradley's masterly essay is 
enthralled by an exposition so penetrating and so 
human, that he believes the ultimate truth about 
Hamlet has been said. It is only later, much later 
perhaps, that after re-reading Shakespeare's text 
he fe&ls doubts rise within him udiether Bradley's 
Hamlet and Shakespeare's correspond, whether the 
drama Bradley interprets is not a tragedy more 
consistent than the one which Shakespeare wrote."(13)

This process, provoked, as surely Dr. Leavis must have 
suspected, by his polemic, revitalised the criticism of Bradley 
for a new generation.

It was only after this minor renaissance of Bradleyism that 
the attack of Miss L.B.Campbell was made in thqtwo separate



articles in 1947 and 1949* (14) She wrote them
"As a result of his letting Elizabethan ideas 
go by the board, he frequently concerned 
himself with problems that were irrelevant 
or ignored the signifioanoe of evidence 
important to the tracing of the moral pattern 
in the plays, to which tasks he had set 
himself." (14)

To compare this with the remarks by J.C.C. in the 
Westminster Gazette of 1905 illustrates how much more serious 
critical attention was being accorded to Bradley at this stage.

In the forty years which had elapsed since Bradley had been 
forced on the Shakespearian scholars of the century, various other 
approaches to Shakespeare had been mooted and either accepted or 
rejected. Notably the Wilson Knight interpretation, the E.B.Stoll 
sceptical analysis, the historical criticism of Miss Campbell and 

Scrutiny approach to theme. This survey does violent injustice
vA/to the history of ’̂entieth century Shakespeare criticism but it 

indicates at least that other alternatives were available by the 
time Miss Campbell turned her attention to Bradley. In the light 
of these alternatives it was possible to examine more precisely 
what Bradley proposed to do and how far he succeeded in doing 
it. In the earlier years the attitude of critics seemed to be 
that he sought to speak for Shakespeare as a prophet illuminating 
a divinity; either the prophecy was accepted by eager preselytes 
or rejected by the rational 'this side idolatry* Shakespeare 
students. Ag was to be expected this latter view was usually 
productive of the more helpful criticism.

As criticism moved on from Bradley it was possible to 
define Brsdleyism; most of the assumed definitions in use do 
grave injustice to his approach but at least the attempt was 
being made to understand Bradley's criteria and his work in 
relation to them. Th^ime was then ripe both for the attacks 
of Leavis and the praise of The Literary Supplement. The
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' process' was becoming more critical. Hiss Campbell's 
two articles examined in detail important aspects of Bradley's 
work; it was no longer sufficient to breathe his nsme in awe or 
jibe at it in passing. H.B.Gbsrlton*c fervent admiration no less 
than Miss Campbell*e attack is controlled by on understanding 
that Bradley was working from one method out of many. Charlton 
wrote*

"Bradley'a method w&b not new, and indeed, 
partiouarly in phrase, or at times even in 
diagnosis, it may not be approved by the 
particular peyohologio&l doctrine of to-day.
But it is essentially the method of our 
greatest 13h»kespearian critics, and is none 
the worse for having been traditional for 
over two centuries." (15)

Binoe 1950 references to Bradley in works of Shakespeare 
oriticisiD have become noticeably more oritloal, aho n ocmsiderhbly 
more desire to 'see the object as in itself it really ie.' Thus 
Barbara %verett in an article " % e  Hew King Lear" in the Critical 
Chiarterly for i960 wrote#

"Bradley's profound study of the play is 
remarkable, both for the way in which he 
feels R Romantic sympathy for, or part
icipation in, the central character, to 
an extreme degree, and also for the way in 
which he soberly refuses to take it any 
further. If he directs the reader to a more 
•trsneoendental' interpretation of the play, 
he does so hesitantly, hedging his observat
ions round with careful reservations." (16)

which shows a willingness to heed all that Bradley eààd, rarely
found in earlier criticism.

In the last twenty years also there is evidence of scrutiny 
of the attitude to Bradley. Bradley is defended. Christopher 
Oillie wrote in Essays in Criticism after Leo Kirachbaum had 
published an article in that magasine criticising Bradley for 
"writing as though Banque were an historical figure and not
part of a d r a m a o r d e r  to eayi



"My contention is thgt Bradley was right, and 
that the dramatic function of Banquo is subtler 
than Mr* Kirschbauin realises." (18)

Herbert %eisinger wrote an article called "The Study of
Shakespearesn Tragedy since Bradley" which examined Miss
Spurgeon, B.C.Knights and Miss Campbell in turn and defended
Bradley in relation to each and concluded:

"Despite the trends which I have briefly 
characterized here, the kind of approach 
which Bradley represents still seems to me 
the most fruitful for the understanding of 
tragedy." (19)

More significantly still the Cambridge and Scrutiny school 
has been willing to accord him a place in the tradition of 
criticism*

D.G.Knights the author of a major attack in the thirties 
wrote in 1959 of his debt to Shakespeare critics of the century 
"from Bradley, through G.Wilson Knight, to more recent writers." (?0) 
Smpson a writer whose technique seemingly differed totally from 
Bradley's wrote in his essay on the "Fool in Dear"*

"Going back to Bradley after I had drafted my 
piece, I was struck by how much I had 
unconsciously borrowed from him, how much 
broader and more adequate to the play his 
whole treatment seemed than mine, and what 
an enormous amount he gets said in his 
apparently brief and leisurely talks." (21)

If Empson was not ashamed to have been bettered by Bradley, 
Irving Ribner later was not afraid to admit*

"Although I have written in opposition to A.C*
Bradley's principal t^gnets in his influential 
Shakespearean Tragedy, my great indebtedness 
to him will be everywhere apparent." (22)

Criticism is disentangléng itself from the competitive as opposed
to the critical attitude to Bradley. It is now no longer necessary
for a writer to make his stand on Bradley; the heroics implied
in The Times Literary Supplement remark in 1951#



"It seemed an act of tremendous courage in
Professor H.B#Charlton a few years ago to 
descend upon Cambridge with the Clark 
lectures proclaiming^*! am a devout 
Bradleyite*". (23)

are now comically out of date. It was possible for John Bayley
to undermine without flourish or fanfare the last bastion of
anti-BradleyIsm by writing*

"One can be sure that somewhere in that mind 
[of Shakespeare*s3 the problem of Lady Macbeth’s 
children would find its appropriate resolution." (24)

All of these things are signs of a critical acceptance of 
Bradley - an acceptance which pays him the finest compliment 
of questioning by every means available his methods and 
assumptions. It hardly, therefore, seems surprising that 
Morris Weitz should devote so much attention to Bradley in 
his book Hamlet and the Philosophy of Literary Criticism. It 
seems that now when the 'sifting process' has done its work we 
can see Bradley as he rightly foremast we would see Tennyson*

"Nhen the process is complete nobody troubles 
to dwell on the poet's defects, nobody is 
blinded by them to his merits, and it is 
possible to form a comparative estimate of 
his worth.” (25)

What makes Bradley's position so peculiar is that Hils 
natural development of critical independence and acceptance has 
been masked by a veneer of anti-Bradleyism which probably helps 
prevent his works being as widely read as they would otherwise 
be* The name of Bradley is probably better known among university 
students as a tag to represent the outdated, than are any of 
the ideas contained in his work* It was thus possible for Sir 
Ifor Evans in a speech of thanks to Helen Gardner after a 
lecture on King Lear (26) to say quite en passant "I suspect 
that Bradley never went to the theatre" and meet with the 
hearty intellectual laughter of superiority which he was 
clearly oou4^ing on. Similarly suid perhaps more seriously
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T.J.B.Spencei’ giving the British Academy Shakespeare lecture 
wrote*

"As for the Victorian critics (including 
Bradley), at a time when the dominant 
literary form had become the serious 
moralising novel, it is obvious that 
they are assuming the plays to be (as 
objects of criticism) something like 
'Middlemarch'". (27)

What makes this type of criticism so damaging is that it 
bears no relation to the facts. Ifor Evans could not be expected 
to know whether A*C.Bradley went to the theatre. If he had been 
making a serious critical comment instead of an academic joke 
he would have taken the trouble to find out. Gilbert Murray a 
close friend of Bradley's was both writing for the theatre and 
translating plays. The letters from Bradley to Murray indicate 
that Bradley not only went to the theatre but was interested in 
contemporary drama. In December 1904 at the time when Shakes
pearean Tragedy appeared Bradley wrote to Murray that he went 
to see Candidal

"I should like to have seen Candida ten times 
over and find myself constantly thinking of 
it and am ready to forgive Shaw a good deal 
for it. And I thought Q.Barker quite perfect.” (28)

All of this would be irrelevant to an understanding of 
Bradley if it were not that so much criticism has relied for so 
long on a Bradley who never really existed. For Spencer to say 
that Bradley treats the drama as something comparable to 
Middlemsrch ignores so much of Bradley's work — the debt to 
Aristotle and Hegel - both writing before the "dominant literary 
form had become the serious moralising novel", the chapters on 
the substance and structure of Shakespearian tragedy — and yet 
appears superficially so knowledgeable that many readers of the 
critic will look no further. This is why such remarks are 
harmful. Good criticism provokes further criticism and encourages 
a critical attitude to the works in question. Poor criticism is
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barren and improductive, and Bradley has been subjected to a 
large quantity of this poor criticism; the criticism which has 
failed to examine the facts f.̂ r itself and wishes to deter others 
from doing the same. The reasons for this are complex and related 
to the movements of fashion in wider spheres than the study of 
Bradley.

It is hoped in this thesis to come to some understanding of 
the value of Bradley's work which will be free from the prejudices 
which a-critical commentary has built up. Since Bradley is for 
so mapy present day readers not the Bradley of Shakespearean 
Tragedy (I904) and Oxford Lectures on Poetry (190) but the 
Bradley of "How Many Children had Lady Macbeth?" (1933) and 
Shakespearian critics’ social jokes it seemed best to work in
ward starting from the Bredleyan facade and aiming towards the 
essential Bradley, evaluating what he said in terms of the 
reactions it has aroused and the influence it has had; for in 
reaction and influence the value of the^gritic must finally 
rest. If Bradley has succeeded in making/twentieth century alive 
to the important aspects of Shakespeare's work then his criticism 
will stand despite the fluctuations of fashion.

Because Bradley's relationship to modem Shakespeare 
criticism is a complex of the truly critical end the merely 
fashionable, it is not possible to deal with that relationship 
in what would perhaps be the most obvious way, that is 
chronologically. Under close scrutiny trends disappear amid 
detail} remarks which should be peculiarly modern are found 
among the critics of the past, prognostications of where criticism 
is going appear years before and again years after criticism in 
fact teJkes that path. Bates become almost meaningless; some 
writers are more 'modern' or more ‘old-fashioned* it would seem, 
irrespective of their period. To preserve historical sequence 
it would be neeessary to ignore so much or include so many



exceptions that the exercise would become valueless* Moreover 
a historical approach tends to give the impression that criticism 
is marching on to perfection; each critic is seen as a stage 
on that journey and not as s critic in his ô -n right.

History has not been forgotten, Chapter VIII and the 
chronological bibliography both set the discussion in its proper 
time sequence, but it has been thought best to concentrate An 
the main part of the thesis on critical developments in ideas 
rather than historical progression*
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CEa PTEK 2.
LIFE AND MINOR R̂ITXNOS.

Before losing sight of the Bradley who actually was in 
the ramifications of the Bradley which the twentieth century 
has built according to its own image it will be useful to set 
down some of the basic facts of Bradley's life and work. The 
sources (1) for this material are few and scattered; even thd 
short biographical obituaries published after his death offer 
only a bare outline, omitting long periods of Bradley's life 
altogether and dealing with the mere facts of much of the rest* 
Bradley's own letters to Gilbert Murray, which cover the last 
thirty five years of his life furnish the only details that 
survive; for the rest, biographies of other more prominent men
offer some hints on Bradley'e life and show us something of
the society in which he lived.

Bradley's father tteis a man renowned in his own right; 
almost the typical Victorian and appareently the typical 
Victorian father. Mure in his article on F.B.Bradley describes 
him:

"A not uncommon 19th-century English type; an 
evangelical clergyman, noted for his polished 
but forcible aemons, highly prolific, and a 
domestic tyrant. He had twenty-two children by
two wives and he bullied them all. Herbert...
is said to have been the only one of his offspring 
who ever stood up to this foMsldable paterfamilias.” (2)

The Reverend Charles Bradley was bom in Essex in 1789 of 
parents of Yorkshire origin. He took orders without obtaining a 
degree, although he lived for a while at St. Edmund's Hall, 
Oxford. He held a number of livings in the south of England and, 
while still comparatively young, earned some repute as a preacher, 
A volume of sermons published in 1818 reached an eleventh edition 
by 1854# At the same time a volume first published in 1825



reached a ninth edition. He married his first wife, Catherine 
Shepherd in 1ÔI1 and had twelve children by her, the eldest 
son Charles earning himself a reputation in educational oircles 
and the fourth son GCerge Granville aoooming Dean of Westminster.

In IÔ29 Charles Bradley became incumbent of St. James'
Chapel, Clapham. This was then the centre of the evangelical 
Glapham Sect and Bradley counted among his friends such men as 
William Wilberforce and Thomas Bcott, the Bible commentator.
Bradley himself continued to attract attention as & preacher end 
published several volumes of sermons. His son wrote of:

"their singular simplicity and force,... the 
sustained dignity and purity of the language"

and that;
"their literary merits...will probably give 
them a lasting place in the literature of the
kind." (3)

But perhaps more interesting are the comments recorded in 
George J. Davies' selected edition of the seiwons that Bradley’s 
sermons were remarkable on account of the clearness of the 
divisions, A boy who heard Charles Bradley speak remembered and 
later wrote of*

"the attractive style, the clear voice, the loving 
earnest way of applying his subject which was 
always divided and subdivided!" (4)

It seems possible that Bradley's approach to his subject matter
had an equal effect on his son who also rigorously divided and
subdivided hie lectures.

He continued to reside at Glapham with some periods of 
absence until 1834 when the family moved to Cheltenham. Jîis first 
wife died in 1631 and he married again, one Emma Linton in I8 4 0, 
and had by this second wife, who survived him by 26 years, and 
may therefore have been somewhat younger than he was, another 
equally large and yet more illustrious family. The eldest 
surviving son was Francis Herbert, the philosopher and the youngest



Andrew Cecil, the literary critic*
If Charles Bradley was a typical early Victorian father, 

his three famous sons were in many ways typical later Victorians. 
For this reason it is worthwhile to preface an enquiry into 
Andrew Cecil's life hy a short description of the public lives 
of his famous brother and half brother. George Granville 
Bradley first rose to eminence when he became headmaster of 
Marlborough in 1838, but before that he had aligned himself 
with the liberal reform spirit by signing in the winter of I847-8  

while a Fellow of University College, Oxford, a petition for a 
coBUtission on the University. Other signatures include those 
of A.H.Clough, Matthew Arnold and Baden Powell, fn I87O he 
became Master of University College where he had been under
graduate and fellow. As Master he had a reputation for being a 
liberal at a time when Oxford reform was an almost national issue. 
He agitated for the removal of Greek as a compulsory requirement 
for an arts degree and consistently represented the reforming 
spirit in debate. In 1880, when a place fell vacant on the 
University Commission for which he himself had earlier campaigned, 
George Bradley took it up. In 1881 he published what is still one 
of the most widely used school text books Practical Introduction 
to Latin Prose Composition and in 1888 came the culmination of 
his career when on the death of Stanley, another member of the 
Oxford circle, he was appointed Dean of Westminster. He remained 
Dean until 1902 and after his death in 1903 was buried in the 
Abbey. His life is typical of those citizens who earn repute in 
their own time but oblivion in after years by a reforming spirit 
which will bring about a way of life which will ensure that they 
are forgotten.

Francis Herbert Bradley born the 30th January I846 was 
never a prominent public figure. In fact on account of ill-health 
and deafness and the philosophic train of his mind, he was.



according to all records, something of a recluse* In I863 he 
went up to University College, Oxford where he failed like 
other prominent men at this period to obtain a first in 
Literae Humaniores* In 1870, contrary to his expectation, he 
was offered a Fellowship at Merton where he lived until his 
death in I924. The kidney complaint from which he was never 
afterwards totally free first afflicted him the following year 
and probably helped to establish the pattern of his life. He 
had no students and did not lecture; he published only four 
important works: Ethical Studies (1876) Principles of Logic 
(1883) Appearance and Reality (1893) and Essays on Truth and 
Reality (1914)« Published posthumously were Collected Essays 
(1935) and Aphorisms (1930), But by means of his work he 
established himself as leader of the movement of Oxford phil
osophers grouped together as British Idealists. His philosophy 
has become 'old-fashioned* but hie influence, it should not be 
forgotten, was more than contemporary* F.H,Bradley was one of 
the major influences on such a quintessentially modem writer 
as T*S*Eliot, and it was in Eliot's most aggressively modem 
period that the essay "Francis Herbert Bradley" appeared 
containing such whole-hearted praise as*

"Of wisdom Bradley had a large share; wisdom 
consists largely of scepticism and unoynical 
disillusion; and of these Bradley had a large 
share* And scepticism and disillusion are a 
useful equipment for religious understanding: 
and of that Bradley had a share too*" (3)

Little remains of the rest of Bradley's family; his letters 
tell us that his mother was ill for a long time before her death, 
(The family as a whole seems to have been dogged by ill-health 
and longevity)* There is record of a brother older theui Andrew 
Cecil who was drowned in the Isis in 1866 while still a freshman 
at Hew College and of a sister who was playing championship 
tennis in the eighties at Wimbledon* This is not much and where



only a little survives that little tends to display a family's 
serious side; as a corrective to this, we know that F.H.Bradley 
was prominent for sport at Marlborough College where he was 
educated and later was a close friend of Elinor Glyn>a 
scandalous romantic writer,of the turn of the century. But the 
minutae of the family life are missing.

Bradley's attitude to him family background is not known; 
he makes no reference to his father or his early childhood in 
his letters not even when writing to Lady Mary Murray after the 
death of his mother. It is possible to read too much into this; 
Bradley was by then forty eight years old, but there is no doubt 
that his family was not the strong formative influence on his 
life. Apart from the sister who nursed him in his long final 
illness he was closest to Herbert and it seems likely that this 
relationship, which lasted until the letter's death, was based 
on common Oxford interests. This is not to imply that Bradley 
was uninterested in his family; his letters have repeated 
references to his family's health and whereabouts; a sister in 
a carriage accident, holidays in West Malvern with Herbert, long 
visits to his sister and brother-in-law Ernest von Glehn in 
Taunton and Minehead. But it seems that it was the children of 
the first wife, who continued in the evangelical spirit the 
children of the second wife are more notable for a failure to 
conform to the family pattern* F.H. was one of the few unordained 
Fellows at Oxford and A*G.Bradley rebelled even from attending 
chapel at Glasgow.

Little or nothing is known of A.C.Bradley's early life 
beyond the barest facts. He was bor^ at Cheltenham on the 26th 
March in 1331. He was the youngest son. He was educated at 
Cheltenham College from 1664 where according to J.W.Mackail he 
had a good record both for games and work and,

^he had no enemies, but as many friends as he 
ohose to make" (6)
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but even this latter statement is enigmatic. It might mean 
either that Andrew Cecil was a popular hoy or, as seems more 
likely, a rather reserved child, hut not disliked. In 1867 he 
won an exhibition to Balliol, which he took up the following 
year immersing himself meanwhile, again according to Macylkail, 
in the poetry for which he retained a life long preference.

"Shelley became his cynosure; Wordsworth and Keats, 
and in a lesser degree, Tennyson, became, and 
remained, stars in his firmament. It was the
revolutionary side of the Romantic poets that most
f^lly attracted him. It was but a step from this 
towards enthusiasm for the Italy of the Rieorgimento 
and an introduction to the writings of Mamsini, for 
whom throughout life he retained an admiration that 
fell little short of worship." (7)

This picture is reinforced by Bradley*s writing of Keats much
later "he calls one's youth to one." (6) Significantly also he
wrote in an artioXe which he contributed to the Oxford Under
graduates Journal, of the gratitude which "we students of poetry" 
felt for Rossetti's edition of Shelley. (9)

When at seventeen Bradley went up to Balliol, his mind had 
begun to take in those things which mattered most to him in later
life, but Oxford was to help that mind take shape. There is little
in Bradley's later works or life that does not show some mark from 
the years he spent as undergraduate and Fellow at Balliol. Bor was 
he alone in this; in fact the peculiar strength of Oxford's 
influence over Bradley must in part be attributed to the students 
who were his contesqporaries, as well as to his superiors.

The Oxford to whioh Bradley went up in 1868 was in the 
midct of reform. The furores of the Oxford ^vement in the 1840's 
and the scandal of Bssays and Reviews published in i860 were just 
dying down. The old Oxford, strongly cierical, reliant on 
privilege and influence was gradually giving way to a new, which 
was to appropriate the most promising young minds in the country 
and develop them into the nation's leaders. Bowhere was this



change more apparent than at Balliol, which was prominent for 
its liberalism and which housed, however uncomfortably, flowett, 
whose contributions to Essaya and Reviews,On the Interpretation 
of Scripture brought the convulsions, which the publication of 
the book caused, into his own college*

In 1862 Pusey put the ecclesiastical machinery of Oxford
in motion against Jowett, but the case did not proceed. Jowett
was left under an ecclesiastical cloud but free from formal
condemnation from his University; and this was at a time when
the ecclesiastical Oxford was giving way to the academic.in ISAIn the academic field, the publicftion^or both John Stuart 
Mill’s On Liberty and Charles Darwin's On the Origin of the 
Species brought about a new approach to secular study, which 
paralleled the new approach to theological study set out in 
Essays and Reviews. Instead of the old reliance on Biblical 
authenticity and the unquestioned acceptance of established 
gospel truths there was to be a rigorous questioning of all 
previously accepted fact. Hot authority but enquiry was to be 
the watchword of academic works. The new approach met with a 
good deal of opposition especially since it attacked in regions 
where the Victorian mind was particularly sensitive; the literal 
truth of the Bible and the authority of the Church.

The intricacies of this development cannot be fully explored 
hefe but G. 19.Trevelyan's summary of the position will perhaps 
suffices speaking of the earlier 19th century he writest

"the advantagesof Oxford and Cambridge were closed 
to half the nation by religious tests imposed in 
the interest of the Established Church, while the 
clerical and celibate character imposed on College 
Fellows, the almost complete supersession of the 
University by the individual Colleges, the close 
character of the elections to Fellowships, and the 
prevalence of absenteeism and einecurism, rendered 
them incapable of meeting the demands of the new



"age, particularly in non-classical subjects, humane 
or scientific. Such impotence in the higher spheres 
of intellect and research must eventually have ruined 
the country in peace and in war, when matched against 
foreign rivals who valued scientific and educational 
progress. The timely reform of Oxford and Cambridge 
by Act of Parliament saved the situation.

This great work was aooomplished in three stages, 
spread over a period of thirty years (1850-82). The 
impulse came partly from an intelligent minority in 
the Universities themselves, men like Jowett at 
Oxford and Henry Sidgwick at Cambridge, partly from 
the public demand that the national Universities 
should be open to all the nation. Great political 
interest was taken in academic questions during this 
epoch, partly because religious and sectarian questions 
were involved." (10)

This was achieved in three separate stages; the Oxford Act 
1854, whioh established the right of Parliament to legislate in 
University matters| the Test Act of I87I whioh opened the 
University to Catholics and Bon-confommists, and lateflegislation 
1877-1882 partly as a result of the Royal Commission which freed 
the University from the stranglehold of the colleges. To this 
last movement, Jowett was bitterly opposed. By this time he had 
become as renowned a reactionary as he had previously been a 
liberal.

This was the Oxford background in which A#G.Bradley found 
himself, but it was a smaller group mostly of Balliol men who 
were to shape him for the future. Jowett became Master of 
Balliol in 1870 but the fire in him was now dying down; the 
prophet of young Balliol was Thomas Hill Green, s man Idolised 
in his time and now almost completely forgotten. This oblivion 
is in part due to the fact of his early death and consequent 
small output of work, his lack of advancement at Oxfords largely 
due to Jowett*8 opposition,and his overshadowing by the younger 
men whom he so much influenced, F.H.Bradley, R.C.Hettleship and
B.Bosanquet. Some reoora of his peculiar magnetism survives in



a petition sent to him by Rettleship, both Bradleys and 
others to join an essay society they had formed. Bettleship 
in the edition of Green's works whioh he and A.C.Bradley later 
edited wrote of the members of this society that they were;

"Men who, having in them some strain of idealism, 
had found a difficulty in adjusting their lives 
to it} men in whom radicalism was seeking a 
meeting-point with loyalty or whose acceptance 
of a moral principle or a religious idea was 
crossed by a half-understood scientific theory 
or a half-disguised selfish impulse." (ll)

These young men addressed Green as follows;
"We are all in one way or another your debtors 
and look to you as the man who does more than 
anyone else in Oxford to teach men to think." (11)

Writing to Gilbert Murray in July I9OI Bradley described 
himself delivering the Creweian Oration in Latin at Oxford;

"That fiend Para fVicini ] nearly killed me with 
anxiety by leaving a lot of the translation of 
the Creweian oration to the very last minute.
It was horrible work reading it - the only 
downright fraudulent thing I have done, I think 
since I became a moral being (about nineteen)." (12)

and to Lady Mary Murray he wrote about the same oration that
it was in;

"Latin so exquisite I cannot construe it and am 
utterly ashamed to deliver it. Bear me, how Green 
would have chuckled to hear me." (12)

Add to these two the following;
"A.C.Bradley told a friend fifty years later 
that Green had saved his soul." (I3)

and something emerges of the profound effect that Green must
have had on the young Bradley, that he at fifty and established
in an Oxford Professorship should be so conscious of #he moral
attitude of a man who had been dead for twenty years.

Green's works survive; but his magnetism was not on 
account of his work of which the same Bradley who acknowledged 
Green as his spiritual saviour wrote "I think there is something



not quite right." (I4) Green was a liberal in both university 
and national politics; he was sufficiently interested in non
academic politics to become an Oxford Town Councillor, an action 
somewhat unusual for a don of the period. He believed in the 
Low Church and Liberal gospel of self-help; he thought that men 
should be educated to want the best things for themselves and 
not that legislation should force them to adopt moral attitudes.
For this reason. Green and many of his followers were prominent 
in Adult Education. Toynbee Hall and the South Place Ethical 
Society in London owe a good deal to the influence of Green on 
Toynbee and Bosanquet. He was however no unrealistic idealist — 
where he thought men were not wise enough to choose the best 
for themselves he was prepared with some reluctance to use 
legislation to help. Re supported the Licensing Act of 1872 and 
was prominent in the anti-alcoholic movement of the late nineteenth 
century; it is further typical that he never drank alcohol himself 
and meetings which he attended usually offered only coffee to 
other attenders in deference to Green's views. This not because 
he felt that the consumption of alcohol was evil in itself but 
he felt that those who for themselves could in fact drink 
moderately ought to be prepared not to drink at all if by so 
doing they could help those who could only drink immoderately or 
not at all to choose the latter.

His views on this one matter indicate the sort of man he 
was and this and his liberalism help to explain the extent and 
power of his influence. While Jowett was seeking to inform the 
young what paths they should follow in order to exploit their 
talent to the full and gain the right reward of that talent,
Green was helping the young to help themselves in order that 
they might then do the same for others. (I3)

In 1676 Bradley became a lecturer at Balliol, having 
taken a Second in Classical Moderations and a First in Literal



WuTpaniorea and von the Chenoellor*s Essay Prize for an essay 
"Utopia" in 1875* (16) By this time the conflict between 
Jowett the Master and Green end his young followers was quite 
marked. There are comments in the letters on the atmosphere 
at Oxford which eeem to relate to this periods

"it is So unwholesome to the body, and, as for 
the spirit, it is full of critical mediocrity.’* (17)

That Bradley took his stand firmly with the Green supporters
is made cl#0r not only by his later editing Green's works but
by the fact that he suffered with Green« Jowett's disapproval.
Richter sums this up;

"In the Master’s view. Green as a tutor was apt
to do more harm than good, and the same was true
of A*C.Bradley and R.C.Hettleship." (18)

The exact quality of Bradley's tutoring is not discoverable, 
Mackail who knew him at Oxford wr@Ae that he was to the students
"an enigma, a veiled poet or a veiled prophet" (19) the only
indication of the attitude of undergraduates to Bradley the 
don is found in the rhymes;

"I'm BR-DL-Ï, and 1 bury deep 
*A secret that no man can keep'
If you won't let the Mastér know it, 
or F-RB-S, I'll tell you, - I'm a poet."

and
"I am la, ANDREW BRADLEY 
When my liver's doing badly 
I take refuge from 'the brute*
In the blessed Absolute." (20)

The first of these rhymes was printed with some thirty others
in The Masque of Balliol in Hilary Term of 1881 but were
quickly withdrawn. Among the rhymes are the famous ones on
Jowett and Curzon; these two on Bradley lack the vital accuracy
of the other two, but they show a don, quiet and sickly (if not
valetudinarian) given to the pursuit of Poetry and Philosophy.
This is a picture which the letters bear out. Although the



following extract from a letter to Lady Mary Murray refers to 
an earlier Oxford period it illustrates clearly the kind of 
young man Bradley was. He wrote sending Lady Murray a copy of 
a photograph of Mazsinis

"It is done from a photgraph taken directly after 
Mazsini's death and sent to me then - forty ohe 
years ago. How I remember sitting in tears half 
the night after the telegram came and feeling 
a week after when the photograph came 'Nothing 
is here for tears'" (21)

In 1880 Bradley contributed a chapter to fiellenioa a 
collection of studies of Greek culture edited by Evelyn Abbott# 
The ôssaÿ "Aristotle's Conception of the State" is his first 
publication (22) and reflects the interest in philosophy whioh 
was then his major study, Nevertheless this essay demonstrates 
the basic attitudes which Bradley was to retain all his life. 
That Aristotle's Poetics were a profound influence on Bradley's 
conception of tragedy is widely accepted, but Aristotle's 
Politics and Ethics provide no less important a basis for 
Bradley's thoughts on Tragedy, Expounding Aristotle Bradley 
said*

"that man attains only for moments to some likeness 
of this divine perfection, we have already seen; 
but that he does so even for moments, and for a 
longer time can produce those activities of the 
moral life which are the victory of the divine 
element in him over his lower nature, is enough 
to place him at the head of earthly things." (23)

The emphasis is clearly different from that in the writings on
tragedy but even here we can see the same emphasis on the role
of man, which led Bradley to consider tragedy by means of its
characters; and the same awareness of the highest potential in
man and the need to use this potential to enrich the lives of
others. The above statement is as good a justification of the
role of Hamlet as will be seen anywhere in the writings of
Bradley* This article also demonstrates Bradley's early mastery



of language, the style which was to become his most powerful 
advocate is apparent even here. That the final flourish which 
caused so much scepticism in the twentieth century was essential 
to Bradley's modes of thought and expression is made clear by 
the fact that it occurs here long before Eradl ey was the 
established figure of whom such rhetoric was expected. He writes;

"That goodnesq(is not abstinence but action; 
that egeism, to however future a life it 
postpones its satisfaction, is still nothing 
but selfishness; that a man does not belong to 
himself, but to the State and to mankind; that 
to be free is not merely to do what one likes, 
but to like what one ought; and that blindness
to the glory of the 'world* and irreverence
towards its spiritual forces are the worst of 
passports to any 'church* worthy of the name, -
every new conviiction of such truths is an advance 
towards filling up the gulf between religion and 
reality, and restoring, in a higher shape, that 
unity of life which the Greeks knew," (24)

J.W.Mackail was struck by the resemblance of these words to the
"final sentence of one of his Oxford lectures on poetry" and
wrote of the whole article as being of:

"high value as the work not only of an original 
thinker and fine scholar, but of one who was 
already a master of style; a style unique in 
its combined precision and elasticity," (25)

Even remembering that this was written in an obituary by a
friend it is hard to quarrel with the judgment.

Bradley was already, however, turning his attentions where 
possible to the study of literature on which he lectured to 
the Oxford Association for the Education of Women. He was the 
first Bon to do so before the founding of Lady Margaret Hall 
and Somerville College for which latter he retained an attach
ment to the end of his life, (26) and again according to Maokail 
this:

"had a great deal to do with shifting the bhlanoe of 
his study and teaohing from philosophy to literature." (27)



In May I88I he had an article published in Macmillans' Magazine 
(to which many Balliol and Oxford men of the period contributed 
and of which George Grove, A.O.Bradley*s brother-in-law was the 
editor) on "Old Mythology and Modern Poetry." (28)

The main thesis of this article is not so clearly followed 
as is usually the case even in these early v/ritings of Bradley; 
but it seems that Bradley's point was that as $he facts of 
the Arthurian and Greek legend had been successfully used by 
poets who no longer believed in the mythologies concerned, for 
readers who similarly did not believe, so the facts of the 
Christian religion would be able to serve in the near future 
when the Christian myths were no longer for the;

"class of men who produce art and literature, 
the literal expressions of an absolute truth." (29)

The interest of $he article lies not, however, in its main thesis
but in the expression almost by the way of ideas which form an
essential part of Bradley's aesthetic theory;

"It is surely the fact that deep and true ideas 
have a natural affinity to poetry whioh shallow 
and false ideas have not. But they ought to show 
it by becoming poetry; if they do not, their
depth and truth are not poetic qualities at all."

and
"What we need for the purpose of imagination, if 
for no other purpose, is the power of detaching 
our minds from the special form in which our 
experience clothes itself, and of finding this 
experience in the shapes which other times have 
given it." (30)

These are ideas whioh are expounded again and again until they
receive their definitive treatment in Poetry for Poetry's Sake
published in I909 in the Oxford Lectures.

At about the same time as this life at Balliol was 
becoming intolerable for Bradley and in the sunaner of 1882 he
left Oxford. The precise details of why and upon what occasion



Bradley left are difficult to discover beneath gbe poetic 
phrases of obituary and the gentlemanly vagueness of academic 
biography. Richter, however, referred outright to "Bradley's 
expulsion from Oxford" (31) and said of it;

"On thqifeasis of his ability and achievement, as 
well as his service, Bradley certainly deserved 
more from the College than this rude blow.
Diverted from the teaching of philosophy into 
the Chair of English at Liverpool he later 
returned to Oxford as Professor of Poetry and 
became one of the most influential literary 
critics of his day."

This view is perhaps tinged with a little partisanship for the
follower of Green and The Times obituary* s^^view of the situation
is much less meMramatic. According to them Bradley moved away
from the Balliol set, was offered a post at Magdalen whioh he
refused in order to follow his bent for literature end went so
far as to discuss with J.a.Symonds (Green's brother-in-law) the
possibility of taking up writing as a career.

However, it came about in 1682 that he became the first 
professor in the King Alfred Chair of Modern Literature and 
History at the University College of Liverpool which had been 
granted its charter the previous year. Few facts remain of his 
Liverpool days but Professor McCunn who was Professor of 
Philosophy at Liverpool while A.C.Bradley was there is quoted 
in The Times obituary;

"He was generous in his response to literary 
associations in the city and neighbourhood, justly 
regarding this as not the least of the duties of 
3 professor of a newly founded institution in a 
great community.••He had a rare faculty of enriching 
literary criticism by ideas, and a consummate art in 
penetrating comment and happy illustration. Few 
indeed have ever had so great a gift of saying 
weighty things in simple words while the fire and 
transparent sincerity of his character shone through 
every word of his exposition and criticism...Nor was 
hie philosophy without practical application. His



^'political interests were keen and real. Citizenship 
was a word of much significance to him, and it was 
not only his students or colleagues who felt his 
departure from Liverpool to he an irreparable loss." (33)

Maokail gives the impression that Bradley was not happj in 
Liverpool where he missed academic associates and friends but the 
letters to Murray refer to several old Liverpool friends with some 
of whom he spent holidays for many years afterwards.

While he was at Liverpool he published another article in 
MacMillan's Magazine; this time a review of a book called 
Natural Religion by the Author of Eooe Homo but the same basic 
ideas are still apparent.

"Before we can realise a philosophical truth 
most of us have to turn it into imagination."

Of religion he writes;
"It is not of such consequence as it is often 
assumed to be that the imaginative ideas which 
are vehicles to our religion should be true; 
it is of the utmost consequence that they 
should be good. They must be inadequate to the 
object of worship, but they need not be 
unworthy." (34)

Here Bradley is expounding a view of religion made possible only
by the liberalism following the upheaval of Essays and Reviews;
a view which interestingly enough is still expounded in the
liberal press and still refuted vehemently.

Bradley's first major publication is dated Liverpool, April 
1885# This is the posthumous edition of T.H.Green's works which 
Bradley edited with B.C.Hettleehip, A.C.Bradley being responsible 
for the "Prolegomena to Ethics". This work cannot be our concern 
hefes all Bradley did was to divide into Books and Chapters, add 
an analytical table and some notes and make the necessary 
corrections. Richter writing over eighty years later when 
standards of editing have become much more exacting wrote that 
the works were "very well edited." (35) Apart from this Bradley's



most important work from Liverpool is in the form of a lecture. 
This is the lecture ’’The Study of Poetry" delivered in the 
Winter session of 1883 and published at Liverpool in I884. Here 
is the first utterance of the authentic Bradley - appropriately 
made in the form of a lecture. This lecture, his later inaugural 
lecture at Glasgow and that made even later as his Presidential 
Address to the English Association and the mo*t famous inaugural 
lecture as the Professor of Poetry at Oxford all deal with one 
subject if from slightly different angles* the study of poetry 
as poetry. In a letter to Gilbert Murray on the preparation of 
the Oxford Inaugural lecture and presumably answering some 
comment by Murray on the likeness of this to the Glasgow 
inaugural lecture Bradley wrote*

"I dont think I can go quite in the same lines 
again though I know that everything I say really 
repeats one idea." (36)

These four lectures constitute the best answer there is to the
criticism that Bradley was unaware of the difference between
art and life and will be considered together in a later chapter.

The only other publication by Bradley while at Liverpool 
is a conifibution to the Liverpool University College Magazine 
of a review of his friend B.C.Beeching's edition of Julius 
Caesar. What is interesting about this short article is the use 
by Bradley of of the phrases later used as a watchword by 
his enemies. Writing about the usual school edition of 
Shakespeare he says:

"When the average pupil and the average teadhsr 
find a play treated by the editor merely as 
a text for verbal interpretation and discussion, 
a hundred pages in length, they are tempted to 
forget that the play is anything beside thèa 
and they rise from the study of it without ever 
having studied it as the thing it is - a dramatic 
poem." (37)

Nearly fifty years later L.C.Knights told the Shakespeare



Association of King's College, London that "A Shakespeare play 
is a dramatic poem," (38) and ushered in a new era of anti- 
Bradleyan criticism, by means of a phrase which was Bradley's 
own.

There seems to be some indication that Bradley was not 
happy at Liverpool in the fact that in I885 he was an unsuccess
ful candidate (in the company of Edmund Gosse, Edward Bowden,
George Saintsbury and J.Churton Collins) for the Merton Professor
ship in English Language and Literature. This was possibly due 
to the excessive amount of work. It was not until the session of 
1883/4 that the Modern History Chair was created reducing the 
work of Bradley's department by half; the administrative work 
must have been very heavy in a new department of a new University 
and the lecturing itself was on a subject new to Bradley as an 
object of academic tntiient Whatéver the reasons in 1889 Bradley 
took over from Professor John Nicoll as the Professor of English 
Literature at Glasgow - an appointment which met with mixed 
reactions. A magazine not strictly concerned with academic affairs 
heralded the appointment of Bradley with a sharp paragraph*

"The appointment by Lord Lothian of Mr.A.C.Bradley 
to the Chair of English Literature at Glasgow 
has given deep offence in Scotland and most 
assuredly it is em arrant job, for there were 
several gentlemen whose claims were far superior 
to those of Mr. Bradley, ’which Indeed, rest on a 
very shadowy foundation for his merits are by no 
means widely known whereas some of the candidates 
had distinctly made their mark in literature." (39)

But this attitude to Bradley was not universal, Gilbert Murray
whose appointment to the Chair of Greek was condemned In the
next paragraph of the same magazine, wrote in his autobiography
"to be condemned together with Bradley was a great distinction." (40)
but this is possibly tinged with Murray's retrospective love and
admiration of Bradley. John Nicoll wrote of the choice of Bradley

^I think the appointment a very good one, not only 
for Glasgow, but also for Scotland." (4I)



Thera la more material about Bradley’s Glasgow days than 
any other* Bradley himself wrote of Glasgow in his letters to 
Murray and there survives an obituary appreciation of Bradley's 
teaching at Glasgow* Of his lectures given to classes of two 
hundred pupils it was recorded that they were:

"Written with infinite oar© and closely read.
The control of his classes, to those whom he 
controlled, still offers a startling illustration 
of the victory of mind over matter* His intellectual 
influence, owing nothing to external circumstances, 
was overwhelming and permanent."
"in Literature his inclination was towards creative 
and romantic rather than towards national and 
critical ages"

and he directed his student:
"more to substance than to form anu to appreciation, 
not criticism." (42)

These lest two coim&ents seem to be made in the light of a 
memory affected by the critical development of the years between 
and Bradley's published work for, according to the Glasgow 
Byllabus Bradley followed Nicoll in lecturing on Blizabethan 
Drama and Poetry from Thomson to Byron, Chaucer, Selected 
Romantic Poetry, Tennyson and Shakespeare but also on Addison 
end other eighteenth century essayiste and the Vicar of Wakefield* 
%'hen an Honours class was instituted in 1393 Bradley lectured on 
Shakespeare, Addison, Fielding and Goldsmith; the Waverley Novels, 
Shelley and ICeste and Tennyson* While this shows a preponderance 
of romantic literature it must be remembered that as professor, 
Bradley could presumably choose to soma extent on what he 
lectured and he chose to include some eighteenth century writers.

At all events Glasgow seems to have received Bradley 
well. There is evidence that Bradley together with Murray was 
regarded in the light of a prophet. Lord Lindsay of Birker 
writing over fifty years later spoke of the:

"wonderful impression...idiioh A.C.Bradley and 
Gilbert Murray made on their students of the 
University of Glasgow." (43)



Bradley wrote to Lady Mary Murray:
"1 met an Eton Master (MoNagkten) who was reading 
G's kook and pleased me by saying that G and I 
are the true gods." (44)

As Murray and Bradley were only together at Glasgow this impression
must have been formed on the basis of those days. Maokail wrote
that compared with Liverpool he had:

"much more enthusiastic classes, a wider scope, 
and an increasing body of friends." (43)

This seems to imply that Bradley was contenhd and even very happy 
to be at Glasgow. And Bradley certainly was happy in his friend
ship with Gilbert Murray and his wife of whioh Murray wrote:

"The close friendship of Andrew Bradkey was one 
of the most precious influences of my life." (46)

But the impression received from ^he letters to Gilbert Murray/do
not begin until 1892 is that this friendship was the only consolation
for the dreariness of the place. Undoubtedly these letters reflect
minor grumblings communicated to one of the few people Bradley
felt would understand and should not be thought to reflect a total
mood of such bitterness and despair as they sometimes suggest.
In December 1397 Bradley wrote from Glasgow "this heeding place
is a howling wilderness" (he hated the cold) and the following
March "This blooming place is a weary waste without you." In
July 1899 he wrote from Kensington "I feel very sick about Glasgow.
There is such a...atmosphere of trickery and littleness." All of
this did not prevent him from writing much later to Lady Murray,
"i wouldn't myself have missed my years in a Great bueinees city,
and 1 don't suppose you and G. would." (47)

What seems to be the truth is that Bradley never really
liked the establishment at Glasgow and probably felt something
of an outsider despite the preponderance of Oxford men on the
staff and was already suffering from the varied ill-health which
dogged the rest of his life end his correepondenoe. Moreover



while he was at Glasgow he seems to have fallen in love with 
some quite inaccessible woman who later married someone else 
and this probably helped to accentuate %he miseries attendant 
og the onset of middle age. Bradley was forty eight by the time 
hâ left Glasgow.

Apart from the inaugural lecture disussed above Bradley 
published little work while he was in Glasgow. This is partly 
because he was editing the philosophical and literary remains of 
his ffiend who died in a climbing accident in the Alps which 
appeared in 1897* The first volume for whioh Bradley was totally 
responsible is prefaced by a short life of Hettleship written 
by Bradley. This shows a very fair-minded approach to a subject 
who was a close friend of the writer and displays Bradley's 
ability in communicating*an idea precisely; such a sentence ass

"He would have winced to know it but he gave the 
impression of living on a height"

makes the man very real to the reader.(48) After that much of
Bradley's time must have been occupied with the preparation of
his commentary on Tennyson's In Memoriam which appeared in I90I. (49)
In 1891 however, Bradley published an address on The Teaching of
English Literature. (50) This is Interesting as it expounds
Bradley's theories on education and elucidates his practice a
little. He spares no consideration for the mechanical approach to
literature "there is no good teaching but comes from enjoyment." (51)
He believed in the value of what became famous later as "practical
criticism"t

"Our main object here is simply that the work should 
become to us what it was to the writers an object 
unattainable, since (to take an instante) Macbeth 
can be to us what it was to Shsdcespeare only on 
condition that our minds become Shakespeare's mind; 
but yet an object on our approach to whioh depends 
the whole literary value of our study of Macbeth.•.
No one ever lived himself thus into a work of 
accredited fame and yet found it dull. When we



"fail to care for such a work, it is simply 
because we have failed to make our souls live in 
its body." ($2)

Having expounded his faith in the process, he proceeds to 
give an example of how it works. The example he uses is Macbeth 
Act E Scene i: the same as L.C.Knights was to use to expound a 
very similar method; the irony lies in the fact that L.C.Knights 
chose example asqmethod to illustrate how wrong Bradley's 
method was.

Bradley seems to have held very unorthodox views on teaching. 
He opposed the use of literature as texts for the teaching of 
gi*&mmar and philology anqhoid very idiosyncratic views on what 
works to teach childrens

"This law always holds good, that what is peculiarly 
congenial to the teacher may be made congenial to 
the pupil though to most teachers and most pupils 
it would not be the best thing to choose.

and
"A boy with a love for poetry will get more 
from the Immortality Ode, which he half understands, 
than from Alice Fell, which he is likely to think
childish." (53)

He was moreover, aware of the affliction which prevents readers 
of any ago understanding poetry merely because they do not think 
it will bear any precise meaning on account of its peculiar form. 
All of this still seems very progressive and the whole is infused 
with the belief in his subject which Bradley always made apparent. 
Talking of the value of a good approach to literature he said:

"It aims at no mere means, but straight at the 
very end of education, - an eye that sees, an 
ear that hears and a heart that understands." (54)

While ho was at Glasgow Bradley gave the address on 
"Inspiration" which he incorporated in A Miscellany in 1929*
This address was also published separately in Glasgow in 1899 
when it was presumably delivered. This will be considered later 
along with the other essays in a Misoell&ny but it is



interesting to notice that it was delivered first in a Glasgow 
Church although Bradley seems to have had an abhorrence of 
organised religion.

For the rest Bradley's Glasgow days seem to have been 
passed in a mixture of term times filled with evening lectures, 
a little theatre going, music and society and long vacations 
spent in London with his mother, at Oxford with his close 
firiend Ebberden at Brasenose, at Malvern with Herbert Bradley 
or in the Alps again usually with Heberden. He seems to have seen 
Mrs. Pat. Campbell in The Second Mrs. Tanqueray whioh he praised 
to Murray. He took up golf and cycling, kept up a keen interest 
in politics both academic snd national and suffered from his 
usual indifferent health. In all this he seems not jto' have been 
very happy but before he made his farewell speech at Glasgow he 
wrote to Murray:

"On Tuesday 1 give my prizes and reveal my 
dastardly intentions to my men, and for some 
reason I feel an utter traitor to them - They 
have been so nice and they have risen so well to
W{illiaraj S[hakespeare] - which is the first duty
of man" (55)

which suggests that his teaching was some consolation.
When he left Glasgow Bradley moved to London where he 

proposed to devote himself to study. He was, however, prhposed 
for the Oxford Chair of Poetry for whioh at first he showed no
enthusiasm whatever. He wrote to Murray;

"I suppose its my duty to write about Shakespeare and 
the like for a good many years. I am tormented by the 
wish to philosophise - and again to think about 
polities...I am working more at last - I suppose I 
shall be elected at Oxford - and I wish I had any 
desire to lecture. Don't repeat it, but 1 feel 
ashamed of the business. In my heart I don't want it;
I want the money and the pleasure of being at Oxford 
again. But 1 £eël as if I had no message about 
literature and as if all the talk about it were mere 
idle voluptuousness." (56)



Hg w&s elected and tko poet offered him the opportunity to 
lecture as much (or as little) as he liked on whatever subjects 
he chose. The outcome of his five years ao Professor of Poetry 
was his two major works. Shakespearean Tragedy published in 
1904 and Oxford Lectures on Poetry published in I909. Whatever 
Bradley's initial hesitance in accepting the post there can be 
little doubt that it was this opportunity which enabled him to 
produce his beat work. Apart from the Commentary on In Memoriam 
all his published work was originally delivered as lectures and 
even the Commentary arose out of his teaching work in Glasgow 
and Liverpool and it seems unlikely that he could have wfitten 
anything as forceful without the initial stimulus of the lecture 
room audience.

The "Commentary on Tennyson's In Memoriam" came out in 
1901 and immediately a second edition was called for which 
entailed still more work by Bradley on the poem. The amount of 
work, revision and research which want into this work is 
adequately described by Bradley's comment to Murray, "Oh, how 
I loathe Xn Mmsoriam." (57) The book is of little interest except 
to stuaents of In Memoriam. The reason for this is explained by 
Bradley in the preface:

"1 have abstained almost wholly from 'aesthetic 
criticism' chiefly because, although of course it 
interests me more than the kind of comment to which 
this book is restricted, I do not think the two 
kinds harmonise well," (58)

Bradley prefaces the Commentary proper by an Introduction dealing
with the poem's origins, its composition, structure and substance,
the ideas it uses, the metre and the debt to other pô ïis. The
most interesting comment to a student of Bradley as opposed to
a student of Tennyson is made in the section entitled "The
Way of the Soul";

"The ordinary reader does not indeed attempt to 
separate the poetic qualities of a work from 
some other quality that appeals to him; much



"less does he read the work in terror of being 
affected by the latter; but imagination and 
diction, even versification wan influence him 
much as they influence the people who talk 
about them, and he would never have taken 
In Memoriam to his heart if its consoling or 
uplifting thoughts had not also touched his 
fancy and s6ng in his ears." (59)

The adequacy of the Commentary in fulfilling its function
of exposition is well attested to by the fact that it is still
much used» Bradley, however, partly on account of some unfavourable
reviews seems to have doubted the value of the expositions

"Some of the reviews - with other things - have 
made me think that perhaps most people who are 
more or less fond of poetry do not want to do what 
I should call reading and understanding the poem - 
i.e. making the same process occur in themselves as 
occurred in the poet's head - but rather want what 
may be called the effect of the poem - i.e. something
vaguer which is produced in them by reading the words.
And if this is so I understand why commentaries annoy 
them so much. Perhaps too they are right so far as 
this, that there may be more imaginative activity in 
the vague process whioh the poem sets up in them than 
they would exert in the attempt to re-create the 
poet's process. I mean that it is hard to imagine as 
the poet did without losing something of the more 
general effect that one gets from one's first reading 
in which lots of detail is really not reproduced at 
all." (60)

Anqhe never again devoted a whole work or ever a whole lecture
merely to elucidating the textual meaning of a work.

The content of Bradley's Oxford Lectures will be examined 
in a later chapter. All that it is necessary to do here is to 
examine as far as possible the audience for whom they were 
designed and the reception with which they mere met. In 1396 it 
first became possible to graduate at Oxford in English but in 
the years while Bradley was Professor of Poetry there were never 
more than five men reading English or more than twenty one 
women. The majority of his audience would therefore not be 
specialists, indeed it was Bradley's responsibility to create



his own audience, which according to The Times Literary Supplement 
review of Shakespearean Tragedy (61) he did with remarkable 
success. The only other record there is of audience reaction is 
Bradley's own:

"The understanding seemed to be pleased as well 
as the kind masses."

and;
"Was is not ou^ous that the only face I saw in
the theatre was ray brother's - perhaps the only
being I am afraid to lecture to. He said it was 
so long since he had been in church that he 
could not attend." (62)

While Bradley held the Oxford chair he continued to live in
London. His health seems to have continued poor and his interest
in politics brought him continual worry. He seems to have formed 
a fjb&endship at this time with Bertrand Russell and his wife and 
on one occasion went to see a Hauptmann Comedy with them. This 
detail stands in interesting contrast to the usual picture of 
Bradley the solidly Oxford, non-theatre-going Victorian. While 
he was still giving the Oxford Lectures his Shakespearean Tragedy 
was published whioh must have entailed quite an amount of work - 
there are thirty one appendices and copious footnotes and the 
whole work must have needed much revision to make the lecturing 
style suitable for print. Bradley was, moreover, invited to give 
the Gifford Lectures at the University of Edinburgh in the Winter 
of 1907-8 and spent a good deal of time prepeiring these. The 
Bradley who delivered the Oxford Lectures seems not to have been
the Bradley envisaged by many of their readers. He seems to have
moved quite easily in London literary circles and deliberately 
avoided the role of college-confined don, whioh later generations 
have resolutely forced upon him.

In 1905 in accordance with a recently passed Statute 
Bradley's tenure of the Chair came to an end; he wrote to Murray:

"I am sorry to be ending at Oxford, but its really
best for me, X think and much best for Oxford to
have the five year system." (63)



By this time Bradley seems to have become quite involved in 
the literary life of London. He helped to create the English 
Association whioh was formed in I906, anc^this Association was 
and still is predominantly concerned with the teaching of 
English and Bradley's part in helping the Association reflects 
his keen interest in the problems of education. When the London 
County Council proposed to build a monstrosity known as a 
"Shakespeare's Temple" a monument to the bard and a house for 
the Arts combined, Bradley together with many others including 
J.M.Barrie, Sir Arthur Pinero, W.S.Gilbert, Gilbert Murray and 
several earls wrote to The Times in protest. The Temple was 
never built. (64)

In 1907 Bradley was offered the King Edward VII Chair at 
Cambridge but he refused presumably to devote more time to 
private study and writing. In I907 and I908 he delivered his 
Gifford Lectures Ideals of Religion (65) Bradley seems to have 
been dissatisfied with them. He wrote to Murrays

"I can't get on with my lectures. I say nothing 
of what I want to say. All that comes out is so 
stale to me that it makes me sicks and the real 
stuff seems to be too far inside me (supposing 
it exists at all) to get at." (66)

This is not the plaoe nor am I the person to discuss what is
really a philosophical work; especially as Bradley seems to have
set about it in such a way as to exclude any hint of his personal
beliefs and feelings. The lectures are critical in aim; they seem,
understandably, to owe much to the philosophy of F.H.Bradley and
despite the intended exclusion of Bradley's personal creed, give
some evidence of the broad shape of his philosophy. It would do
Bradley a grave injustice to suggest that this work was written
by a different part of the man than for exapple Shakespearean
Tragedy; for, throughout all of Bradley's work is apparent the
same set of ideas. This is hardly surprising in view of the



idealist philosophy which akost deified wholeness and unity; 
but it testifies to the way in which Bradley's philosophy had 
become absorbed into his life. It was not so much what he wrote 
about as where he started from. It was therefore possible for 
R.Uf.Chambers when publishing a lecture on King Lear to refer in 
a footnote to a passage from Ideals of Religion. Indeed the 
passage referred to seems an admirable commentary on the basic 
problem of Shakespearian tragedy. Bradley wrote of man:

"Its first demand is for warmth and milk, and its 
last is for the Kingdom of God. And it is one and 
the same will that wants each. Can there be more 
astounding miracle than that, or a creation more 
contradictory than man, who being a pin-point 
desires, and is not his true self uniess he 
desires, to be God?", (6?)

Is it not very nearly Hamlet's own summary of the predicament of
man?

There is nothing to suggest that Bradley was an orthodox 
Christian and much to imply that he was not but Ideals of 
Religion make it apparent that he was intensely aware of religion 
in its fullest senses

"Religion is release from evil because there is 
nothing in religion which is not divine as well 
as human." (68)

and as intensely aware of the failure of man to live wholly
religiously. This same awareness bothof the ideal and of man's
failure to attain it was always present in Bradley's mind and
appears again in his criticism of King Lear. The criticism is
frequently levelled against Bradley that he subdued Shakespeare
to his own philosophy; what this philosophy was no-one seems to
be prepared to state unless a reference to Hegel or Aristotle
can be called a summary; in fact there is evidence in all
Bradley's philosophical writing that Shakespeame was a profound',c^^^^^
on his philosophy. The study of philosophy may have come before
the formal study of literature but the literary instinct was



strongest in Bradley*
”I was wise aToout poetry long before I ever 
read a word of philosophy, and in my proud 
stomach believe that any title I have to say 
anything about it comes from natural under
standing of the way imagination works - a 
thing which most philosophers have not - and 
a natural love of metrical effect, which still 
fewer have*” (69)

It seems unlikely that Bradley could have been wholly deluded
about something which mattered to him so much*

In all events after this he never wrote another work of
philosophy* In I9IO he became a Fellow of the Royal Society of
Literature and edited the first volume of Essays and Studies
for the English Association of which in I9II he became president*
Also in 1910 he joined with some reluctance the British Academy
Committee*

”I joined in a conditional sort of way in the end, 
but I really do not think it has any function 
except to celebrate centenaries and the like that 
don't properly concern the British Academy and if 
it tries to be a French Academy, I shall resign*** (70)

Rone of his obituaries mention his being made a Fellow of the
British Academy although the fact is recorded by the lecture
"Coriolanus** published by the Academy in 19X2 and the fact that
there is a British Academy obituary (this is only the case where
Fellows are concerned*)

When the war came Bradley turned his attention to writing
about various issues; probably as a prominent literary man he
was encouraged to do so but he undoubtedly would not have written
anything which his conscience did not uphold* He contributed a
preface to a book by J.A.Cramb Germany and England published in
1914 and gave a lecture subsequently published on "International
Morality*'* This latter is interesting largely because of the
obtrusion on the subject (really to do with the United States
of Europe) of Bradley's preoccupation with the difference



between art and life, aesthetics and morality. He says (as he 
so often said in various forms)#

*'l*ruth and beauty are not morality, nor yet mere 
means to it; they have dn intrMnsic value of their 
own. Moral goodness, therefore, though a large 
part of the best life, is not the whole, No; but 
it is the condition, the *sine qua non*, of these 
other parts. To discover truth, for example, is 
not B mere matter of natural gifts - it requires 
will, and a moral will." (71)

The war however was a shock to Bradley who had always, like so
many academics of the late Victorian period, taken an interest
in German culture. He vas, he wrote to Murray, glad that England
declared war#

"I wa^ in mortal terror that we might stand aside," 
and added#

**It is infinitely sad to me to remember my 
enthusiasm over the attainment of German Unity 
in 1870." (72)

Maokail wrote in his obituary article#
"The strain of the war on him was great and
he never quite recovered from it." (73)

When war was declared Bradley was sixty three and he bad 
never been particularly robust* After the war his health declined 
further and in 1923 he became seriously ill with pneumonia from 
which he recovered but he seems to have led only a half life 
after this until his death in 1935* His last communication to 
the Murrays was at Christmas in 1929 and before that his letters
had been confined after 1923 to annual greetings. In 1929 he
published A Miscellany which contains many of the lectures which 
he gave after he finished as Oxford Professor. These were delivered 
at ever widening intervals of time in various places. Few of them 
display more than the relics of critical talent although the 
first essay "The Reaction against Tennyson" first published in 
1914 contains some perceptive comments on literary fashions, 
displaying Bradley's usual grasp of his subject and clarity of



exposition.
Apart from his critical writing Bradley edited in 1917 

a hook by Edith Sichel, (74) a literary lady with whom Bradley 
was acquainted for a few years and in 1924 he wrote the 
obituary article on Bernard Bosanquet for the British Academy.
This is adequate biography but the voice behind it is now 
undeniably that of an old man. The comparison with the life 
of Rettleship, like Bosanquet an Oxford friend, is startling; 
the tone of this second biographical sketch is best illustrated 
in the comment!

"He had many friends and I believe I speak for 
those who remain when I say that a day's visit
to him left them happy, not only because of his
affection but because a talk with him cleared 
their vision and streng#ened their faith." (75)

The whole picture is faded and tired; only a memory of what has
been can be recalled. This is in vivid contrast to the depiction
of Nettleship who was much more alive, we feel to Bradley, and
is therefore to the reader.

Bradley's sister nursed him for the last ten years of his 
life although she herself was by no means young. When he
eventually died at the age of eighty four Bradley had to all
intents and purposes been dead for five years. The life he had 
known had passed away; many of his old friehds had been dead for 
so many years that they must have been largely forgotten; of 
his friends who like the Murrays survived, few lived near enough 
to visit him regularly. By 1933 his work was already a thing of 
the past. There were younger men, among them Maokail and M.H.Hidley, 
who admired Bradley's work, but the literary world as a whole had 
left him behind. His obituary in The Times is typically a little 
disapproving!

"Bradley approached the poets as thinkers and 
philosophers rather than as what they are first 
of all, creative artists, and had an imperfect 
apprehension of the practical and techmiohal



"considerations to which the dramatist, and 
even the lyrist must have regard." (76)

The accuracy or otherwise of this statement is not our concern
here, it is sufficient that it should have been written and in
an obituary.

Bradley was born a year after the publication of In Memoriam
and died a year before the publication of T.S.Eliot's Collected
Poems. It is perhaps no wonder that no generalisation of his life
and background should be adequate. His greatest work moreover was
published only a little more than half way through this long life
and apart from this one work he did little else to attract the
attention of the reading public. The man he was to those who knew
him can no longer be recovered and the type of man he was*

"That shy, gentle, refined, subtle, hypersensitive, 
entirely moral, almost other-worldly personality, 
at once donnish, a little old-maidish, and 
extraordinarily winning...with his frail figure 
and tender smile." (77)

particularly open to misunderstanding and satire.
Indeed Bradley's biogrpphy can offer little to the student 

except perhaps a corrective to the most inaccurate inferences 
from his works. Bradley did go to the theatre. If he was an 
Oxford don it was only for a short while, when he could choose 
he lived in London. If he was a Victorian, he was also an 
Edwardian and a Georgian. In short he was a man as little capable 
of being summed up by a short tag as any.
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CHAPTüm 3.

CRITICAL PRINCIPLES.
Before considering the influence of Bradley’s 

Shakespearian criticism it ia necessary to understand some
thing at least of the bases of that criticism, eepicially as 
the aesthetic and critical principles which underlie his work 
are found best expressed in other works than Shakespearean 
Tragedy. In doing this it will be seen that far from restricting 
his interests to Shakespearian tragedy he was interested in the 
aesthetic experience as such, though particularly as manifested 
in Shakespeare. Bradley was academically trained as a philosopher 
and his interests were always truly philosophical; he was more 
interested in why than in how something worked. He was also more 
interested in synthesis than analysis. He prefers, for example, 
to discuss Hamlet as tragedy and tragedy as poetry. This does 
not mean that he was unaware of the peculiarities either of the 
individual play or the dramatic art as such; but these were not 
the aspects which he chose to emphasise in his work Shakespearean 
Tragedy. Subsequent chapters will deal with Bradley's judgments 
on individual issues but in order to see these in their proper 
light it is necessary temporarily to forget this aspect of 
Bradley and concentrate on his general principles and the 
reasons why he considered poetry worthy of so much of his 
attention.

"Of course, I do not suppose that a poet regards 
his poem as a piece of philosophy dressed up in 
metaphors and set to dance to a metre; that 
Shakespeare, for instance, was as tedious as his 
critics." (l)

This is A.C.Bradley conducting his own defence in a place 
whefe unfortunately it is unlikely to be heard. This quotation 
from his inaugural lecture at Glasgow illustrates clearly how 
well tonare he was of the pitfalls of criticism; they were



t-r,'y

pitfalls into which he like most critics was to stumble from 
time to time. To the detriment of his true reputation fame has 
concentrated on his particular criticism where the danger is 
increased and quite ignored the general aesthetic criticism 
where Bradley repeatedly draws attention t the danger that 
criticism might ignore the essential wholeness of poetry.

This oversight cannot wholly be laid at the door of 
misfortune; Bradley seems to have been very reticent about his 
aesthetic criticism. He published'Toetry for Poetry's Sake"
(1901) shortly after its delivery as a separate book and later 
incorporated it into the Oxford Lectures but the remainder of 
his general aesthetic criticism survives only as printed by 
the bodies to whom the original lectures were delivered.
The Study of Poetry (1883) was published in Liverpool; Poetry 
and Life (I889) Glasgow and the Uses of Poetry (1912) in 
London by the English Association. Furthermore in the preface 
to Shakespearean Tragedy Bradley almost deliberately invites 
misunderstanding. Of the lectures he says*

"I should, of course, wish them to be read in 
their order, and a knowledge of the first two is 
assumed in the remainder; but readers who may 
prefer to enter at once in the discussion of the 
several plays can do so." (3)

Thus he invites the reader to hasten past the discussion of
Shakespearian tragedy in general towards a description of the
particular plays, and to read about the characters without
reading why this is a worthwhile approach to Shakespeare.
Reasons for this reticence are not easy to discovér; it seemsivj ore-however/^likely that Bradley doubted his ability to make clear 
what he wanted to say on the philosophy of art than that he 
doubted the value of saying it. Something of Bradley’s conviction 
as to the value of general aesthetic criticism and the difficult
ies which arise from any discussion of it appear in the long 
letter he wrote to Gilbert Murray while preparing "Poetry for



Poetry's Sake. He acknowledges the likeness of this lecture 
to the Glasgow lecture and continues;

"What i am aiming at is to he called Poetry for 
Poetry’s Sake. Many of these things come into 
it hut I want it chiefly to he about substance 
and form. This brings up all the troubles there 
are and I am sometimes quite desperate, though 
I don’t think its difficult to dispose of any 
theory of mere form that I have ever seen, I 
want to say something about this because I think 
the Bank of purely artistic value and purely 
literary value does a lot of harm to literature 
and because I don't think the people who feel on 
the other side can mostly put their position...
In one sense I am bound, I think, to ’idealise' 
the matter. That is, 1 must take poetry to be 
what it is to me, and God knows its hard enough 
to make out what that is." (4)

Another possible reason why Bradley did not collect his 
general aesthetic criticism for example into his final work 
A Miscellany is that he felt the repetition of the same theme 
with variations had little value on account of its repetitiveness. 
He may have felt that in "Poetry for Poetry's Sake" he had 
effectively summed up all he had to say, though if this is so 
it leaves his later Uses of Poetry as a pale reflection of old 
ideas and this is not the impression gained while reading it. 
Possibly Bradley considered these four particular essays merely 
as the baffled attempts of one poetry reader to theorise from
his experience and as such not worthy of publication as a
definitive treatment of the subject. There is a remark in a 
letter to Murray which suggests that Bradley did at one time 
contemplate writing such a work. He said of "Poetry for Poetry's 
Sake"t

"I think I shall print it as it stands, but I
should like to make a small book out of it
later." (5)

Nothing ever came of this "small book" possibly because of 
pressure of other work and possibly because the subject proved 
too large. The fact remains that the aesthetic contained in



these four lectures provides an excellent introduction to 
Bradley's criticism of Shakespeare and other writers.

Behind all Bradley^criticism lies an essential creed; 
faith in the powers of the imagination.

"When a man is indifferent to the necessities of 
those below him when he is unkind and selfish to 
those about him, even when he commits a crime, 
the reason is often - nay commonly - not that his 
heart is unusually hard but that he does not know 
what he is doing. His imagination does not act." (6)

Bradley's theory of poetry must always be seen in its true
relation to Imagination. Poetry would enlarge the imagination,
imagination is the only guide to the reading of poetry. The
process is reciprocal.

It will be seen from the above preliminary remarks that
Bradley was concerned with the reading rather than the writing of
poetry. The psychology and philosophy of the creative process in
the poet were only subjects of interest to him when this process
is repeated in the mind of the reader, which Brad&ey believed
must happen in all true reading of poetry. When

"the poem becomes to the reader what it was to 
the writer. He (the readerJ has not merely 
interpreted the poem, he has recreated it. For 
the time being his mind has ceased to be his 
own, and has become the poet's mind.” (7)

In the first lecture that he wrote on the general nature of poetry
Bradl ey set out his theory of the study of poetry more explicitly.

"We should study poetry simply for its own sake; 
we should study it because the exorcise of the 
imagination is Intrinsically valuable; we should 
study it because it satisfies one of the highest 
and deepest wants of our nature; or, since this 
want is the same want that brings poetry itself 
into the world, we should study it in order to 
reproduce in ourselves more faintly that which 
went on in the poet's mind when he wrote." (8)

and twenty years later he repeated this basic idea, elaborating
on it a little. Reading poetry we must, Bradley said*



"recreate the poem by repeating the mental acta 
in which it existed. And, so far as we can do 
this, you will observe, we re-live in ourselves 
a section of the poet's life; not "the weariness, 
the fever, and the fret", the life where perhaps 
he was no better than ourselves, but the life 
of genius, in which he was greatly if not 
immeasurably, our superior," (9)

This idea vas not an original one, although the stress Bradley
laid on It is perhaps unusual. Bowden, Bradley's greatest recent
predecessor in the field of Shakespearian criticien, describes
the aim of reading;

"to come into the presence of the living inidd 
of the creator." (lO)

And, although the point cannot be pressed, this view of poetry
owes something perhaps to the cult of the hero or great man
reflected in much Victorian life and lètters.

Ihia sympathy with the genius of the poet is not the only 
result of a true reading of poetry; the reader is also made 
more aware of the whole of the created world.

"it is the effect of poetry, not only by 
expressing emotion, but in other way© also, 
to bring life into the dead mass of our 
experience, and to make the world significant." (11)

This increased awareness of life, by affecting the reactions of
the reader, gives poetry its best claim to moral value* The
sympathy of the reader is awakened by the presentation of the
poetry and simultaneously his imagination sees embodied in
poetic form various aspects of life which must have something
to teach him. This is perhaps best expressed by Bradley
himself in The Study of Poetry*

"To refine a man's intellect and feelings is not 
to make a man better directly, but it gives him 
a greater chance of becoming better...A man who 
has once seen the hideousness of Ingratitude in 
King Lear...has a better chance than he had before 
of checking $#whheginnings of such things in 
himself#,.When a man is indifferent to those below 
him, when he is unkind or selfish to those about



"him, even when he commits a crime, the reason is 
often - nay, commonly - not that his heart is 
unusually hard., hut that he does not see what 
he is doing. His imagination does not act." (12)

If Bradley seems here to he teetering on the brink of the
Victorian conception of edifying literature his conception of
the moral worth of literature and the relationship of the arts
to the whole man is no more Victorian than that of Dr. Leavis.
The Imaginative process yyoetween the poetry and the value of it
is repeatedly stressed in Bradley; it is wilfulness on the
part of the present day reader to ignore'what Bradley emphasised
so often as central to the poetic experience.

"No doubt one main reason why poetry has poetic 
value for us is that it presents to us in its 
own way something which we meet in another form 
in nature or life/and yet the test of its poetic 
value for us lies simply in the question whether 
it satisfies our imagination; the rest of us, 
our knowledge or conscience, for example judging 
it only so far as they appear transmuted in our 
imagination,"

"The claim made for poetry is that it, like the 
other arts is the channel of a higher truth than 
we otherwise possess." (13)

For Bradley this was sufficient, but he could only go on to
consider the effect which the imparting of this 'higher truth*
had on the reader. The value of poetry lay in the imparting of
this higher truth; the moral, social psychological usee were
extraneous to the essential experience.

"1 believe that, though the value of poetry is 
much increased by its uses, it has a value of its 
own, which it would still possess if it were 
perfectly useless; and, further, that its usefulness 
in contributing to ends beyond itself depends on its 
first fulfilling its primary purpose which is nothing 
but itself." (14)

it was in his last work of aesthetic criticism that Bradley 
wrote that,Xn all his works #here is evident a preoccupation 
with discovering the exact nature of the "primary purpose which



is nothing hut itself."
Bradley made no extravagant claim for the readability of 

poetry; in fact he opBBed his inaugural lecture at Liverpool 
with a characteristically unpretentious estimate of the 
entertainment value of poetry;

"If poetry an amusement I think we raust agree 
with the majority that, except for a man here and 
there, it is a kand of amusement perhaps rather 
refined but certainly rather flat." (I5)

On the other hand poetry was not for Bradley first and foremost
a subject of study

"There is no use whatever in reading poetry if we 
do not appreciate it, and we may be sure we do 
not appreciate it if we do not enjoy it...
Evangeline is not so good as Hamlet; but Evangeline 
enjoyed is worth fifty Hamlets unenjoyed." (id)

Bradley emphasised however the value of discipline in the true
enjoyment of poetry;

"though in really reading poetry, our feeling of 
pleasure is involved, we certainly do not seek 
it, we have not our eye on it at all, nor in any 
way on ourselves, not even on our activity as such.
We absorb ourselves in the emotional sounds, images, 
thoughts, and the like. We surrender ourselves to 
them. And if we do not do so we miss both them and 
the pleasure that attends them." (1?)

It may seem from the above quotation that Bradley's idea 
of disoipiine in the reading of poetry was merely another way 
of expressing a belief in a surrender to imagination. If 
there is little emphasis on the hard work attendant upon read ing 
poetry this is not because Bradley had no time for research but 
because he felt that there was sufficient emphasis on this 
aspect of reading and that the imaginative processes were in 
danger of being overlooked.

"1 think there is, for students, more need of 
warning against absorption in this kind of 
knowledge (i.e. of scholarship and research) 
than of encouragement to it." (18)



It was absorption in scholarship that Bradley was 
arguing against not scholarship itself and the same lecture 
provides plenty of evidence as to Bradley's awareness of the 
necessity for hard work in reading works of genius.

"There is no play of Shakespeare's which can be 
really appreciated without a good dtal of 
exertion."

and
"Every moment of our reading it (A Shakespeare play) 
ought to be a moment not of laziness but of 
tension." (19)

If Bradley made high claims for poetry the very highest were 
reserved for tragedy (and thus for Shakespeare). Even in the 
earliest lecture on poetry there is something of Bradley's 
preoccupation with the theory of this particular poetic form*

"[in tragedy] in the like freedom from accident 
and detail, we see completely what we had seen by 
snatches before, nor the mere outside of man's 
life which hardly lets the meaning through, but the 
soul of it making a body for itself, passion working 
out its true effects, and the moral forces of the 
world - not thwarted nor uncertain, as the lying 
appearance of things shows them - but as a just and 
irresistible " (20)

This is only a short preview of Bradley's theory of tragedy but
it contains germs of the essential ideas which Bradley was later
to expound most fully in "Hegel's Theory of Tragedy" in
Oxford Lectures on Poetry and 'The Substs^e of Shakespeare^
J^agedy"in Shakespearean Tragedy.

As it is almost Impossible to understand Bradley's view 
of tragedy without reference to his principle influence any 
summary of Bradley's views must begin with a summary of Hegel's 
philosophy which is in fact provided by Bradley himself in an 
essay "German Philosophy and the Age of Wordsworth" published 
in A Miscellany*

"Everything finite, for him, whether it be natural 
or human, is more or less deeply touched with 
imperfection and with conflict; when it feels,



"with pain; when it is also rational, with 
worrow and moral evil,"
"Man is not, indeed, by nature evil in the full 
sense of that wora; hut he is not hy naturs 
what he should be, and in that sense he evil.
He has to become good; and. he can become good 
only by making himself so. For goodness is free 
activity, acts of will issuing in outward deeds; 
and though you can give a man a thing, to talk of 
an act being given to him, by Nature or anything 
else, is to talk pure nonsense."

"Life and freedom...are not merely tiftrjted by 
conquestjthey are conquest; and conquest implies 
a foe. ?iithout evils, then, no moral goodness." (21)

Whether or not this is faithful to Hegel is not our concern 
here; what matters is that it is what Hegel represented to 
Bradley. In "Hegel's Theory of Tragedy" Bradley considers more 
particularly bow the Hegelian philosophy of tragedy can be 
adapted to bsoaae more relevant to Shakespeare; thus defining 
at the same time his own and Hegel's theory. He sums up the 
latter;

"The essentially tragic fact is the self-division 
and intestinal warfare of the ethical substance, 
not so much the war of good with evil as the 
war of good with good."
"It is the nature of the tragic hero, et once his 
greatness and his doom, that he knows no shrinking 
or half-heartedness, but identifies himself wholly 
with the power that moves him, and will admit the 
justification of no other power."

"The end of the tragic conflict is the denial of 
both exclusive claims. It is not the work of chance 
or blank fate; it is the act of the eHhical 
substance itself, asserting its absoluteness 
against the excessive pretentions of its particular 
powers." (22)

Bradley disagreed with Hegel; or rather sought to modify 
his tragic theory in order to make it more relevant to Shakes
pearian drama. Bradley laid more emphasis on the 'spiritual 
value' on both sides of the conflict, whether that was political 
or social or solely within the hero!s mind. The spectator's



horror at the evil resulting from the collisions was thereforé 
greater and correspondingly so was the relief at the reconcil
iation of this conflict.

'Reconciliation* was to Bradley the aim of all tragic 
drama. Why this is so emerges clearly from any of his descriptions 
of the working of tragedy (whether the idea of reconc&liation is 
mentioned or not). And most clearly perhaps in his most abstract 
study - that of Hegel's theory.

"We might then simply say that, as the tragic 
action portrays a self-division or intestinal 
conflict of spirit, so the catastrophe displays 
the violent annulling of this division or conflict.
But this statement...would represent only half of 
Hegel's idea, and perhaps nothing of what is most 
characteristic and valuable in it. For the catastrophe 
...has two aspects, a negative and an affirmative, and 
we have ignored the latter...which is the source of 
our feelings of reconciliation, whatever form they 
may assume. And this will be taken into account if 
we describe the catastrophe as the violent self- 
restitution of the divided spiritual unity. The 
necessity which acts and negates in it, that is to 
say, is yet of one substance with both the agents.
It is divided against itself in them; they are its 
conflicting forces; and in restoring its unity through 
negation it affirms them, so far as they are compatible 
with that unity. The qualification is essential, since 
the hero, for all his affinity with that power, is,as 
the living man we see before us, not so compatible...
But the qualification does not abolish what it 
qualifies. This is no occasion to ask how in particular, 
and in what various ways in various works, we feel the 
effect of this affirmative aspect in the catastrophe.
But it corresponds at least with that strange double 
impression which is produced by the hero's death. He 
dies, and our hearts die with him; and yet his death 
matters nothing to us, or we even exult. He is dead; 
and he has no more to do with death th§n the power 
which killed him and with which he is one." (23)

This process; the division of the ordered world agàinst itself, 
neither part solely nor wholly good, but both under the circum
stances inexorably inimical, the catastrophe in which the 
individual, to the loss of the whole is destroyed^and the



final feeling of relief and content that moral order, despite 
the cost, has once more asserted itself. This fact was central 
to Bradley's theory of tragedy but its restatement in the 
discussion of each of the individual tragedies demonstrates 
how fully it also expressed his experience of the tragic art.(24) 
Whatever Bradley's theory on tragedy however,it can never be 
undarstood completely in isolation from the particular plays 
from which he evolved it. To Bradl ey tragedy was really Shakespeare^ 
tragedy; the Greeks, the French the other Jacobean writers are 
only referred to as they throw light on Shakespeare. The culmin
ation of Bradley's aesthetic and his theory of tragedy was his 
work Shakespearean Tragedy.

The most important questions about literature were for 
Bradleys

"What is the substance of a Shakespearean Tragedy, 
taken in abstraction both from its form and from 
the differences in point of substance between one 
tragedy and another?...What is the nature of the 
tragic aspect of life as represented by Shakespeare?
What is the general fact shown now in this tragedy 
and now in that?...What is Shakespeare's tragic 
conception, or conception of tragedy?" (25)

and these questions he sought to answer in the first lecture of
Shakespearean Tragedy on "The Substance of Shakespearean Tragedy".
By methods typical of Bradley he gradually builds up a picture
of what Shakespearian tragedy is; by analysing its basic features
in turn, modifying at each stage the composite result. The method
is almost scientific, and in accordance with best scientific
practice Bradley had set out his method as well as his aim at the
opening of the books

"Our one object will be what,...may be called dramatic 
appreciation; to increase our understanding and 
enjoyment of these works as dramas; to learn to 
apprehend the action and some of the personages of 
each with a somewhat greater truth and intensity, 
so that they may assume in our imaginations a shape 
a little less unlike the shape they wore in the 
imagination of their creator." (26)



On the subject of method he is even more explicit.
"the prime requisite here is...a vivid and intent 
imagination. But this alone will hardly suffice.
It is necessary also, especially to a true 
conception of the whole, to compare, to analyse, 
to dissect...readers often shrink from this task, 
which seems to them prosaic or even a desecration.
They misunderstand, I think. They would not shrink 
if they remembered two things. In the first place, 
in this process of comparison and analysis it is 
not requisite, it is on the contrary ruinous, to 
set imagination aside to substitute some supposed 
'cold reason*5 and it is only want of practice 
that makes the concurrent use of analysis an^bf 
poetic perception difficult or irksome. And, in 
the second place, these dissecting processes, 
though they are also imaginative, are still, and 
are meant to be, nothing but ^ means to an end.** (27)

Here is an expanded description of the same process of which
Bradley wrote earlier;

"an analysis which never ceases to be also 
imaginative vision, and a vision which sees in 
their relations and their movement the objects 
of analysis." (28)

The results however much the reader may disagree with them 
are as vividly set out and as cogently defended as the aims and 
methods. The best illustration of this is to quote at length 
Bradley's conclusion to his lecture^ on the substance of 
Shakespearean tragedy in which he arrives painstakingly at 
some idea of what is the essential nature of tragedy.

"Tragedy...is the exhibition of..#convulsive reaction 
[to evil] ; and the fact that the spectacle does not 
leave us rebellious or desperate is due to a more 
or less distinct perception that the tragic suffering 
and death arise from collision, not with a fate or 
blank power, but with a moral power, a power akin to 
all that we admire and revere in the characters 
themselves. This perception produces something like 
a feeling of acquiescence in the catastrophe, though 
it neither leads us to pass judgment on the characters 
nor diminishes the pity, the fear, and the sense of 
waste, which #heir struggle, suffering and fall evoke."
"Nor does the idea of a moral order asserting itself



"against attack or want of conformity answer in 
full to our feelings regarding the tragic character, 
le do not think of Hamlet merely as failing to meet 
its demand, of Anthony merely sinning against it, 
or even of Macbeth as simply attacking it. What we 
feel corresponds quite as much to the idea that 
they are its parts, expressions, products; that in 
their defect or evil is untrue to its soul of 
goodness, and falls into conflict and collision with 
itself; that, in making them suffer and waste them
selves, ^  suffers and wastes itself; and that when, 
to save its life and regain peace from this intestinal 
struggle, it casts them out, it has lost a part of its 
own substance, - a part more dangerous and unquiet, 
but far more valuable and nearer to its heart, than 
that which remains, - a Fortinbras, a Malcolm, an 
Octavius. There is no tragedy in its expulsion of 
evil* the tragedy is that this involves the waste 
of good." (29)

Bradley knew better than to think that he had found a simple
solution to the question.

"tragedy would not be tragedy if it were not a 
painful mystery." (30)

but he could not allow this to defeat him without first having
tried to solve its riddle or at least to come to terms with
the fact of its insolubility.

"We remain confronted with the inexplicable fact, 
or the no less Explicable appearance,of a world ^
travailing for "perfection, but bringing to birth, 
together with glorious good, an evil which it is 
able to overcome only by self-torture and self
waste. And this fact or appearance is tragedy." (31)

That the presentation of this essential tragedy was the 
most interesting feature of Shakespeare to Bradley is undeniable; 
hut it would be wildly unjust to assume therefore that Bradley 
was quite unaware of any other aspect of Shakespeare. The 
chapter following this in Shakespearean Tragedy concerns the 
'construction* of the plays; lectures in Oxford Lectures on 
Poetry discuss "Shakespeare the Man*and^Shakespeafe's Theatre 
and Audience." There are lectures on Antony and Cleopatra, 
Coriolanus, the Palstaff plays and finally on Pest© and other



jesters. His letters reveal an even wider interest in 
Shakespeare;

"Measure for Measure is a very strange play. It 
seems to have the same air of aloofness and 
contempt that is even stronger in T’roilus and 
Cressida.

he wrote to Murray giving the lie to the theory that Bradley 
oould only read Shakespeare as though it were ^ biography.
There is at one stage a long exposition of a theory of 
Shakespeare*s marriage, reference to "Mrs. Benson as Rosalind", 
the purchase of a concordance to Shakespeare and to Schubert 
used as background music for Two Gent&emen of Verona. (32)

The essay on "Keats* Letters" in Oxford Lectures on Poetry 
further reveals another aspect of Shakespeare which interested 
Bradley.

"In quality - and I speak of nothing else - the 
mind of Shakespeare at three and twenty may not 
have been very different."

Of 'negative capability’ he says;
"That is not a description of Milton or Wordsworth 
or Shelley, neither does it apply very fully to 
Keats héaeêl#; but it describes something at least 
of the spirit of Shakespeare." (33)

It would be overstating the c^se if like J.Middleton Murry we
thought that Bradley had anticipated him in his theory of a
unity of soul between Keats and Shakespeare; but the likeness
of the two was valueble to Bradley because it helped him to
understand better the essential spirit of both poets; and it
was this essential spirit with which he was concerned.

There is apparent throughout Bradley's criticism a sameness
of approach, a similarity in the findings. Despite varied subjects
what impresses the reader is how little Bradley's position in
regard to these subjects varies. The reason for this is not
difficult to understand. Bradley was thirty one when he became
Professor at Liverpool; he had been up till then concerned with



philosophy ae a teacher. But he records in a Mter to Murray;
"I VB.Û wise shout poetry long Defore i ever 
read a word of philosophy," (34)

He began his literary career with his critical faculties already
matured by long use. He seldom wrote moreover, on any subject
which he had not read from his youth. The poets whom Maokail
cited as his chief delights are the poets on whom he writes.
The Mters reveal wide reading of other works among them those
of George Sliot, W.B.feats, Dickens and 'Everyman*, (35) but his
reading only rarely appears in the leotures and then only to
cast light on a more familiar subject. It would oversimplify to
say that Bradley only lectured when he had made up his mind on
the subject, but he certainly did not use the lectures to help
shape his thoughts; his thoughts had bean shaped long before.
The lectures were a communication of the speaker*e accepted
views. What Ifiaud Bodkin wrote of his criticism of tragedy is
true of all hie writings;

"the attempt of one eminent critic to render his 
own deeply pondered experience of tragic drama." (36)

The progress in Bradley's work is not that of sharpened critical
insight; after the fumbling which can perhaps be noted in the
first lecture "The Study of Poetry", Bradley had found not only
his critical position but also a medium for expressing it. After
this the progress is only chronological; the only change ia one
of decay in the final works when Bradley was an old man. The
period during which Bradley held the Oxford Chair of Poetry
undoubtedly saw him produce his finest work; the stimulus of the
audience, the leisure to correct and revise and the fact that
at fifty Bradley oould fairly be thought to bs at the height of
of his powers contribute to this fact; but it can in no wise be
accounted for by a theory that Bradley had at last found s
successful critical method; he was as always using natural gifts,
trained no doubt by long periods of reading, but as Bradley



himself wrote none the less natural;
"natural unearstanding of the way imagination 
works - a thing which most philosophers have 
not - and a natural love of metrical effect 
which still fewer have.” (37)

This is a high claim and it does not coVér all that went
into Bradley's criticism, hut it explains the peculiar
strength and unity in everything he wrote.
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CHAPTER 4.
BRADLEY THE VICTORIAN.

"Shakespeare made in the image of a Victorian 
intellectual."

there is nothing to prove that this Victorian intellectual was 
Bradhy hut the context makes it clear whom S.L.Bethell had in 
mind; so saying he sums up a widely held view of Bradley's 
Shakespeare#

"a sadly diminished and distorted figure." (l)
Some qualification usually modifies the description. Critics in 
general have been shy of labelling Bradhy a Victorian; probably 
because they recognised that the Queen had been dead two years 
when Shakespearean Tragedy was published and the whole Victorian 
era had been dying for decades before that. Even so, diverse 
comments on Bradley show the strong tendency of modern critics 
to class him with the Victorians where, they feel, he belongs.

"Victorian critics (including Bradley)" (2)
"The nineteenth century psychological interpretation 
as summed up, say, by A.C.Bradley (Shakespearean 
Tragedy)" (3)

'Viotorianism* the critics seem to feel sums up Bradley's 
approach; what exactly did 'Viotorianism* mean in terms of 
Shakespeare criticism? J.%.Draper wrote;

"The early nineteenth century had bowdlerized 
Shakespeare; the later nineteenth century 
9ictorianized him. It let its own feelings and 
predispositions be its guide in determining 
character and themes democracy ruined King 
Claudius; and feminism ruined the passive Ophelia, 
without restoring the shrewd and independent 
Olivia; lago ceased to be a realistic Renaissance 
petty officer and became an inhuman monster; and 
most of the plays were so thrown out of focus that 
critics, though they still repeated the shibboleths 
about Shakespeare's truth to nature, no longer 
found in him the illustration of any fundamental



"truths or principles of conduct, and so could 
point to no significance or theme* Thus his comedies, 
without meaning or guiding truth-to-1ife, became 
mere farces, and his tragedies ranting and unmotivated 
melodrama* sustained only by exquisite, but wa- 
inappropriate, poetry* So the age largely understood 
Shakespeare and so its critics and actors largely 
depicted him* Indeed, the very priests of the sacred 
temple reduced their divinity, in their own image to 
that of a fourth-rate godlet; and, to all-important 
matter of interpretation, the precise historical 
method given to text and sources was rarely if ever 
systematically applied* Meanwhile, exact scholars 
were extending their activities to include the 
Elizabethan theatre, its construction, its business 
organization, and its stage conventions; and from 
this last approach, especially in the hands of 
Professor Stoll early in the present century, came 
the first significant broadside against romantic 
Shakespeare interpretation, which had been running 
its course through the works of Lamb, Bowden,
Professor A*C*Bradley, and the rest*" (4)

This is not an isolated example of twentieth century distrust of
the Victorian period although it maybe a little extreme* The
inclusion of Bradley moreovèr as an example of a Shakespeare
critic who,

"reduced (his) divinity to a godlet"
because he:

"found in him (no) illustration of any 
fundamental truths or principles of conduct"

and thought the;
"tragedies ranting and unmotivated melodrama"

reveals how far away from Bradley's writings criticism of Bradley
had moved in order to label him simply 'Victorian.'

It is this same impulse that causes the proliferation of 
such labels as;

"the sober A.C*Bradley" (5)
"an elderly Victorian gentleman" (6) 

this, incidentally, refers to a work published when Bradley was 
fifty four and the writer of the reference John Dover Wilson,



sixty nine* The Victorian aura aocorapaniee Bradley's image 
almost throughout; sometimes to the detriment of critical 
accuracy* Lord David Cecil for example relying on an assumption 
that Bradley was a Victorian and therefore prim and mealymouthed 
wrote of his estimate of Antony and Cleopatra:

"He.*.finds the moral atmosphere unpleasant, 
lacking in nobility." (7)

It was in fact this remark which prompted J*D*Wilson's defences
"It took some pluck in 1905 for an elderly Victorian 
gentleman to echo with enthusiasm Dolabella's cry 
'Most sovereign creatureI ' and to write 'Many 
unpleasant things can be said of Cleopatra; and the 
more that are said the more wonderful she appears.#
When, therefore, in the freer air of a generation 
later. Lord David Cecil dismisses the lecture with 
the remark that Bradley seems to find the moral 
atmosphere unpleasant' he seems a little unfair and 
more than a little misleading." (8)

There have been other critics who, accepting Bradley's 
Victorianism, sought to turn it into a virtue* F.N.Seigel wrote 
wrote twelve years later than his fellow American J *W.Draper;

"Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy came after nearly 
a century of analysis of Shakespeare's characters 
and of attempts to extract aesthetic and ethical 
systems from his plays* Although much of this is 
worthless romantic impressionism, German pedantry, 
and Victorian moralizing, the work of such men as 
Coleridge, Hazlitt, Sohlegel and Bowden furnished 
valuable critical insights that Bradley used in 
his book, which culminates the tradition." (9)

Compared with Draper's historioal survey this demonstrates a
genuine attempt to find a place for Bradley in the development
of Shakespearian criticism* For undoubtedly suoh a place had to
be found* Some critics like Siegel saw Bradley at the end of
the Romantic line; H.Levin for instance wrote;

"Coleridge, following A.W*Schlegel as usual, 
and followed by Bradley as usual." (lO)

and Albert Gerard in an article on Othello sums up the opposition;
"Romantic critics, from Coleridge to Bradley." (11)



"Prom Coleridge to Bradley" the summary reverberates through 
twentieth century criticism, isolating the whole of nineteenth 
century criticism between the two great masters who stood at 
its either end.

But it this summary essentially true? 6n a factual level 
Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy missed the nineteenth century by 
four years and the Victorian era by two, but such a narrow margin 
can hardly be said to prove Bradley a twentieth century Edwardian. 
If Bradley did not exist for criticism before the publication of 
Shakespearean Tragedy, he had existed as a man for over fifty 
years. If Victorianism exists then it was undoubtedly under its 
shadow that Bradley was formed. The critics he read predominantly 
were those of the earlier nineteenth century; he illustrates the 
typical late Victorian reliance on the Romantic period. But to 
say all this is still not to prove that he belongs to that 
encapsulated period of the past known as the Victorian era.

If Bradley was the last of the Romantic critics he was as,
B.J.Palmer says, also a modem;

"Bradley displays a temperament that we recognise 
as academic and he stands at the beginning of 
the era in which almost all the major criticism 
of Shakespeare has come from the Universities." (12)

If S.L.Bethell in 1944 caw Bradley as the culmination of the
Victorian critics, J.L.Palmer in 1945 classed him with Murry and
Hudson as a modern critic. (I4) J.B.Wilson in 1943 called him;

"the greatest of modem Shakespearian critics." (1 5)
M.R.Ridley who knew Bradley personally was more explicit and 
energetic in the denial of Bradley's romantic Victorianism;

"It is the fashion now to write Bradley off as a 
'Romantic', as distinct from the virile and no- 
nonsense school of the day. Why a razor-edged mind, 
a wide r^mge of exact knowledge, and a cool austerity 
of presentation are specifically Romantic is not 
apparent." (I6)

That Bradley cannot be confined solely to the Victorian era



even if his place is undubitsbly in the past is confirmed by
references to Bradley's place in a much longer line by D.A,
Travers! although in his text he writes of*

"the great tradition of the nineteenth century - 
running from Goethe and Coleridge to Bradley's 
Shakespearean Tragedy."

in his Author's Bote acknowledging his debt to earlier Shakespeare
critics recognises a much longer line, the;

"great line of authors**«from Dryden to Bradley." (17)
And other critics have coupled Bradley's name with those of other
non-romantic critics*

"!ir is to tl e-Bradley, 'Johnson-Brsdley* and perhaps 
less surprisingly 'Morgann-Br^dley'" (l8)

Modern critics, who are devotees of Bradley, naturally enough
feel with H.B*Charlton that he is#

"the greatest Bhakespeaorian critic of our time." (I9 )
for to such people Bradley is still a living force. The impartial
testimony of a critic and editor may however carry more weight*

"Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy is still an 
important guide in interpretation, and those who 
fancy that recent 'hiAtorleal or objective' 
criticism has outmoded his method should read 
Alfred Harbages's As They Liked It." (20)

Perhaps the most telling fact in the large number of critics
usually held to be peculiarly modem tdu) have acknowledged a debt
to# or admiration of Bradley. R.S.Bridges the forerunner of the
historically aware cynioal school of modem criticism is deferential
to Bradley throughout his essay; On the Influence of the Audience.
&£ Othello he writes*

"It is just as Mr. Bradley points out."
of Macbeth*

"His admirable account of this play"
and where he does disagree over Hamlet he adds:

"if I do not agree, I see that Mr. Bradley can 
easily prove me to be mad." (21)



Clearly Bridges did not consider Bradley as the last bastion 
of that Victorian over-reverence to Shakespeare which in this 
very essay he was doing so much to overthrow.

Bridges writing in I9O6 and moreover a friend of Bradley's 
may be accounted to be too near to the object to see it in 
'historical* perapeotive; but Bridges' attitude is echoed by 
later critics and most notably Professor Wilson Knight who in 
the 1947 edition of his Wheel of Fire claims Bradley as the 
founder of his own technique.

"Though Bradley certainly on occasion pushed 
•character* analysis to an unnecessary extreme, 
yet it was he who first subjected the atroepherio, 
what I have oalled%^spatiial *, qualities of the 
Shakespearplay to a considered, if rudimentary, 
comment. Indeed, my 01m  first published manifesto 
concerning my general aims in Shakespearian 
interpretation.••defind those aims as the application 
to Shakespeare's work in general of the methods already 
applied by Bradley to certain outstanding plays. It 
was, and is, my hope that my own labours will be 
eventually regarded as a natural development within 
the classic tradition of Shakespearian study." (22)

Plainly Bradley cannot be glibly confined to his period, if 
indeed any clear picture of his period remains after the diverse 
classifications seen above. Perhaps the most important aspect of 
this historioal labelling is whether it is thought that being of 
his period invalidates the criticism of Bradley. Dr. Helen Gardner 
thought not#

"Each generation asks its own questions and finds its 
own answers, and the final test of the validity of 
those answers can only be time. Johnson, Coleridge,
Bradley, all tell us things about Hamlet which are 
consistent with the play as we read it.K critic 
of today cannot hope for more than bhat his questions 
and answers will seem relevant, and will continue to 
seem relevant to others who read and ponder the play#" (23)

This tolerant attitude allowing each critic to make his own way
into the canon is not universally shared and Bertram Joseph wrote
an article which among other things sets out to prove that



Shakespearean Tragedy should not he read today because it was 
written over sixty years ago*

"There is no need to discredit him as a critic, or 
his critical methods as suoh, in order to show that 
he is outmoded. For that is really what is wrong with 
him, if there be anything unequivocally wrong. What 
satisfied his own time, and still satisfies those 
whose minds were formed before the war of 1914, no 
longer rings true to our experience of human malice 
and prejudice since that year. And we have found, too, 
that it is possible for decent people to behave with 
horrifying brutality and stay decent, while an ability 
to produce and appreciate sublime art can live in one 
mind, with elements of the morality of a ruthless 
barbarian.

Bradley's Shakespeare is inadequate for most of us 
younger than fifty, who find that we cannot ignore 
what historical research tells us of Shakespeare's 
own age, with its glimpses of experience so like our 
own, and so unlike that of the nineteenth century." (24)

If, therefore a critic is to stand or fall according to the 
relevance of his period to the readers some importance must attach 
to the process of assignibg each critic to his proper period. It 
seems however, from the above that it is possible to confine some 
critics within 'a proper period* more easily than others. Mr.
Joseph writes as a typical product of the nineteen fifties, shoulder^ 
ing the burden of a guilt-ridden and frightened postwar world with 
a sense of moral duty which would do credit to any Victorian.
Mr. Joseph writes as though human malice and prejudice were born 
into the world in 1914; it seems as though he cannot have read 
Othello. In fact, if carried to its logical conclusion, Mr# Josq&'s 
advice against reading Bradley can only be extended to include 
advice against reading Shakespeare, whose mind also was formed 
before 1914*

In fact the real argument against Bradley, the Victorian, as 
Mr. Jospph points out elsewhere in the article is not that he 
belonged to a period now outdated but that he belonged to a period 
other than Shakespeare's, which made insufficient attempts to



understand that period historically. Mr. Joseph would go so 
far as to say that Bradley was deliberately unscholarly in 
order to preserve his blinkered Victorian Shakespeare; his 
argument is tor#uQus but it embodies much of what seems to be 
generally accepted but rarely stated.

"Bradley knew quite well what he was about. He 
realised that he was interpreting Shakespeare in 
the light of a later age, for people to whom much 
would have been distasteful and even trivial if 
shown as it appeared to the renaissance...And he 
was no leas completely aware of the position he was 
adopting when it came to appreciating Shakespeare 
the dramatic artist. Bradley knew that in the last 
resource the naturalistic attitude to the verse could 
be exposed as untenable# Yet he chose to show thdt it 
was possible to interpret Shakespeare's oharacters as 
thinking and acting in a way which was consistent with 
what the late nineteenth century assumed to be the truth 
about human behaviour, and with what naturalism insisted 
was the correct method of portraying this on the stage.
To give this consistent interpretation of Shakespeare, 
Bradley had to ignore what he knew about the past 
whenever it introduced an element of inconsistency." (25)

This seems to portray a Bradley of almost inhuman intelleotual 
control. A critic, able to do the right thing, which, indeed, he 
recognised^ but choosing not to do it and pursuing this wrung course 
with steadfastness I and the aim of all this discipline and 
contortion was merely consistency. It illustrates however the 
perfect twentieth century picture of Bradley; a man whose mind 
was obviously too astute to make the errors it does, and yet, 
obviously and repeatedly, making them. The more usual cause to 
which this is attributed is of course, Bradley's period.

"Bradley is not without weaknesses," 
wrote Kenneth Muir:

"though they are mostly those of his age and not 
peculiar to himself. The catalogue he gives of 
Shakespeare's faults, for example, seems now as 
presumptuous as Johnson^s similar list in his 
great Preface#.# There is not one of these



"acoueatloxiB ̂ Muir offers as example the objection 
to the short soenesin Antony and Cleopatra and 
the gnomic passages in King Lear ) whioh would be 
supported by a competent modern critic, at least 
without many qualifications. And this faot is not, 
of course, due to the superiority of modern critics, 
but rather to the fact that the conventions of the 
Elizabethan stage are now better understood and 
appreciated." (26)

To this last statement there can be no objection; it is not 
surprising that the most consistent critics of Bradley have been 
the most prominent scholars in the fields of historical, pyscho- 
logical and theatrical studies; E.E.Stoll, L.B.Schuoking, L.B. 
Campbell, J.W.Draper and others. Other critics of Bradley however 
have objected that his view of Shakespeare was coloured by his 
period, for example Professor Francis Johnson; who gathers up 
the traditional criticisms of Bradley and sets them all in the 
fr«nework of Bradley's period.

"Twentieth century criticism takes its departure 
from the extremely influential lectures and essays 
of A.C.Bradley; whose brilliant pysohologioal 
analysis of the character of Shakespeare's plays 
in terms of the familiar psychology of the nineteenth 
century was profoundly satisfying to his own generation.
But Elizabethan scholars soon voiced two principal 
objections to Bradley's conclusions which although they 
did not invalidate many of his points yet called for 
their modification in several details —
1) Bradley had often overlooked the eesential difference 
between persons existing in real life and those existing 
only in a play and for that reason neceBsmril^c portrayed 
in aoeordance with the accepted dramatic conventions of 
the time...
2) ('fbey) emphasised the need for explaining the 
dramatic criticisms of Shakespeare and his fellow 
playwrights in the light of Elizabethan psychology." (2?)

This is all true enough but open to a simple and irrefutable answer,
*de te fabula', which has, in fact, been voiced in Shakespeare
criticisms

"Poor Bradley has been accused by modem critics of 
monumental Crimes, chief among them being a habit 
of giving a psyehologioal background for the



"characters in twme of his own or his period's 
conception of morality. The amplitude, privacy 
and irrelevance of the moral, political, and 
religious theories by which Heilman supports - 
nay, determines his reading of Kinjg Lear make 
his distinguished predecessor seem like a 
beginner." (28)

Heilman is cited here because of the nature of the article 
but whet Keast says is true to a certain degree of all critics 
to idiom it is not given to be 'not of an age’ even should they 
aubeequentljr prove to be 'for all time'.

However general the conditioning of critics by their period, 
unless each individual critic can prove that his particular 
period has something to offer to criticism then the first objection 
remains valid; unless Bradley can convert what would otherwise 
only narrow hi® view into a means for examining with especial 
eesrohing some aspect of Shakespeare, #hen he was indeed only 
Victorianising Shakespeare.

C.H.Herford in a survey of Shakespeare criticism 1893-1923;>ubfCshecA
unfortunately undated but probably in^l923 or 1924 put forward 
the unusual view that Bradley has something positive to offer 
Shakespearian criticism merely because his approach was un- 
historical.

"?r. Bradley disclaimed any &tt®apt to deal with 
the recognised preoccupation of Shakesperean 
scholarship - with 'his life and character, the 
developm^t of his genius and art. ' Shakespearean 
Tragedy was nevertheless an indirect contribution 
of the first importance to the study, at least, 
of his genius, and his art, and implicitly of his 
’eheracter' also. The current doctrine, rapidly 
hardening into dogma, that Shakespeare, like lesser 
men, can be interpreted only through the historic 
conditions in which he wrote, went by the board.
Bradley's instrtment of interpretation was the 
intuitive insight of a trtwined, alCrt, and kindled 
imagination.••with a methodical precision e&ioh 
reflected the more soimatlfic teller of the 
Elieabethan scholarship of his own time." (29)

This is a point rarely made about Bradley's ob iously



unhistorioal study; but in fact he was not writing before, but 
just after the birth of aoadamlo scholarship. The Pûmes &
Variorium edition was begun in 1871, Sir Sydney Lee's life was 
published in I898 and although Jaggaxd's bibliography was not 
published until I9II the work must have been begun long before 
that. Swinburne's parody of the lew Shakespeare Society 
dwionstratee that even as early as I880 there was some aeepticism 
as to the value of dry research. Bradley's own works provide many 
examples of mistrust of the growing research industry.

"Research, though toilsome, is easy; imaginative 
vision, though delightful, is difficult;"

he wrote in his essay 'Shakespeare's Theatre and Audience* and
added*

"We may be tempted to prefer the first." (30)
That Bradley was so tempted and occasionally succumbed is 
illustrated by the unpublished and unpublishable papers in the 
Balliol l ibrary which includej^ a notebook full of Shakespe&ro 
words beginning with 'a',their purpose quite obscure. Other 
research found its way into print and somo of it has stood later 
scholars in good stead. Hie essay "Scehe-endings in Shakespeare 
and in The Two Boble K̂ nateen'* IS cited with respect by Kenneth 
Muir in his article on the play in the Shakespeare Survey^an 
unimpeaohabie organ of specialist reeearoh. ' (31)

The Index to Shak^pearesn Tragedy will provide further 
evidence of Bradley's use of research and rcvehl that Bradley was 
to a certain extent aware of the limitations of his time.

"Stage directions, wrong modem. " 
is followed by five references, four of them to one scene in 
King Lear and one to the rapier scene in Hamlet. The accuracy or 
otherwise of Bradley's findings is not at issue here; the interest 
lies in the fact that he should have so thoroughly questioned 
current pri^tiee* The index abounds in references to romantic 
and later critics, but, although there are notbcrhaps so many



as modern scholars would think neoessary, there are also
references to earlier playwrights, Peele, Greene, Heywood and
Harlows. There is a reference *8cot on Witchcraft* which leads
us to a long discussion of contemporary views of witches as
used hy Shakespeare and a quotation from Reginald Scot’s
Discovery (I584). If all this still does not amount to a
historical approach to Shakespeare this is because as Herford
points out Bradley was deliberately offering as an alternative
to the academic approach, an essay in ’dramatic appreciation,*
That he was doing this because he was assured of its value as
an approach to Shakespeare is undeniable, but he was probably
also prompted by the knowledge that his peculiar gift was for
imaginative reading. There seems to be little grounds for
thinking that he wrote as he did merely because as a Victorian
he could see no alternative. The general assumption is that
being a Victorian is the worst handicap possible for a Shakespeare
critic; whether Bradley was or was not a Victorian becomes
therefore a question of paramount importance. The alternative
is to accept that Bradley was Victorian and to ask how much in
faot this helped or hindered him*

Critics who have been conoemed to make a controversial
point have often sought to add the authority of a weighty name
to their argument. M.D.H,Parker writing of the relationship of
Shakespeare's idea of justice to that of St. Thomas Aquinas and
St. Augustine at one point supports his argument with an
interesting parallel. He quotes front St. Augustine's 'Confessions*
a passage including*

"whatever is is good."
and commente*

"This might indeed be a paraphrase of Bradley's 
dictum that evil in Shakespeare lives only by 
virtue of good, and in destroying good destroys
ii.elf.'* (32)



It is not relevant to this critic’s argument to point out the 
imĵ ortance of this pai*allel in terms of the controversy over 
Bradley’s peculiarly Victorian attitude to Shakespeare. Parker's 
concern is with Shakespeare and to hack his claim that Augustinian 
ideas were current in the late Elizabethan era he points out the 
number of translations made at that time. Equally significant to 
the study of Bradley is the faot that Parker himself uses a 
translation of St. Augustine made by Pusey an elder contemporary 
of Bradley’s at Oxford. Whether Bradley had read Pussy's trans
lation or not hardly matters although it seems likely that he 
would have done; whether Bradley consciously developed his 
conception of Shakespearian tragedy with the help of St. Augustine 
matters equally little although again it seems likely that Bradley 
turned whatever he had read to good use. What is of interest is 
that Bradley’s period, scoffed at for its narrow Viotorianism, 
should have provided a translation of a mediaeval work used in 
the beat tradition by a modern scholar to illustrate Shakespeare's
relation to the ideas of his own time.

That Parker should find parallels between Sh^espeare’s 
conception of justice and St. Augustine is interesting because 
elsewhere another critic has found a similarity between Bradley's 
conception of evil an^&ts inherent goodness and Aquinas’s theory 
on the same subject. In a footnote to his discussion of Macbeth 
W.C.Ourry quotes A.G.Bradley#

“That which keeps the evil man prosperous, makes 
him succeed, even permits him tp exist, is the good 
in him (l do not mean only the obviously 'moral' 
good). When the evil in him masters the good and has 
its way, it destroys other people through him, but 
it also destroys him." (33)

This says Mr. Curry,
"might have been taken from Thomas Aquinas." (34)

This is not the place to argue the accuracy of the parallel, but
the faot of its being made at all suggests that Bradley’s



theories (for whatever reason) are not so remote from the ideas 
accepted by Shakespeare's contemporaries as some critics would 
suggest.

Ivor Morris in an article on Fulke Greville almost loses 
sight of his subject in his eagerness to write of Bradley and the 
likeness of his tragic vision to Greville*s. He wrote*

"Some minds have been able to react totally and 
uninhibitedly to the impressions of Shakespearian 
tragedy, and have combined the gifts of analysis 
and imagination - the disintegrating and the plastic 
powers - to a significant'degree. The best of them 
was Bradley's; and it is here suggested that the 
reaction of suoh an intellect to the multifarious 
impressions of Shakespearian tragedy offers the 
most direct means of gaining an idea of its tragic 
vision* It is also suggested that the idea thus 
gained bears some resemblance^ to the trggic vision 
of Pulke Greville." (35)

There is no suggestion in the article that Bradley used Greville*s 
ideas to help him formulate his own; no enquiry into how far 
Greville*8 tragic vision reflected that of his oontamporary, 
Shakespeare; in fact the article seems to be no more than an 
examination of an odd literary coincidence. Certainly Greville*s 
name is not among those of SIisabethan dramatists motioned by 
Bradley in Shakespearean Tragedy nor do the letters uncover an 
avowal of profound debt to the earlier dramatist. The parallelism 
for whioh Morris makes a very plausible case, cannot be accounted 
for either by Bradley's academic research or by any proven relation
ship to the same source, Shakespeare. If there is a reason for the 
coincidence it mus# be this latter, but, whether it is or not, 
does not seriously affect the point that it is possible to come 
to conclusions about tragedy very similar to those of Bradley 
without the advantages or disadvantages of his historical back
ground. Whatever else the likeness proves it must considerably 
weaken the theory that Bradley's criticism was the product of 
his age alone.



If the paraXIolisin of Bradley's theory and those of a 
Jaoohoan dramatist reveals how easy it is to overrate the 
ia^ertaaoe of historioal background in the development of ideas 
so does the likeness of Bradley's results to those of peculiarly 
historical oritics. P.Siegel pointed out in a footnote#

"Bradley had shown how Bhekespe^ean tragedy 
included the mediaeval view of tragedy in its 
depiction of the striking calamity culminating 
in death which overtakes a man of h i ^  estate, 
but went beyond it; Famham shows how this 
historically came to be. Miss Oainpbell's own 
valuable scholarship in Ellsabethan psychology 
does hot oontradiet Bradley, as she thinks, but 
rather supplements and :^-inforoes him#.. in speaking 
of error and sin, is not Mia# Oampbell reaffirming 
Bradley's insistence u p ^  moral responsibility téich 
she hhd denied? And is not the tragic flaw whioh 
Bradley finds in Shakespeare*^e heroes of 'a fatal 
t«id«niey to identify the whole being with one interest, 
object, passion, or habit of mind' similar to Miss 
Campbell's view of Shakespeare's tragic heroes as 
'slaves of passion' and does net his perception that 
all of Shakespeare's heroes are 'tom by an inward 
struggle' agree with her account of their 'turbulence 
of soul created by passion."* (36)

This may Seem to be an oversimplification of the history of modem
criticism but its value here lies in that very siiq^lioity# % e
wide range of tortuous methods often hides from readers the
essmitial sameness of the results. In one way Miss L^B.Campbell
and Prof. A#C.Bradley represent two poles as far removed as
possible from each other; yet if as P.B.Biegel suggests there is
little difference in the Shakespeare they portray, they must
have more in common than is apparmat beneath the exteriors of a
modem American academic and a Victorian Oxford don. It may be
too much to hope for but since what they have in common is related
to Shakespeare surdly it reflects hew far the criticism of both
is true to the subject. And indeed, the results ought to be the
same.

A.PfBessiter also considered Bradley's views in relation



to those of the theories of the Elizabethan and Jacobean period 
and especially in relation to Sir Philip Sydney. The criticism 
of Bradley which emerges is not really coherent, but the central 
argument is very interesting because of the use of Bradley in a 
context, idiioh did not really call for it, by a critic who 
certainly was not a blind Biadleyite. Rossiter wrote:

"He (a .C.Bradley) labours to believe that the gods 
are just: that a moral principle re-establishes 
itself at the end of King Lean and yet he writes:
'to assert that he deserved to suffer what he did 
suffer is to do violence not merely to language 
but to any healthy moral sense*• On the next page 
he says: 'Let us put aside the ideas of justice 
and merit, • • ' ; and 1 have used Sydney's tragic 
principles as an approach to Shakespeare, because 
it seems to mo that what Shakespeare had to do was 
to put aside those ideas, in order to become a 
Shakespearian, not an Elizabethan, tragedian: 
or writer of genuine tragedy not * moral-tragical 1* 
Histories." (37)

The idea that Shakespeare was compelled to write in contradiction
to the ideas current at his period is an unusual one and has
value therefore on that account; how far it is he^ul to an
understanding of Shakespeare is not really the issue here. What
is of interest is that Rossiter should write of Bradley together
with Sydney; Rossiter was probably making an unconscious comparison
of the two methods of criticism, the aesthetic and the historioal.
Rossiter tried the historioal method and found it wanting and saw
in contrast the value of the aesthetic reading, however imperfectly
formulated be found it in his exas^le, Bradley. What Rossiter does
not say is that Bradley benefit]|Bed from his exclusion of historioal
consideration in his criticism of Shakespeare because by doing so
he avoided the assumption that Shakespeare was simply an
'Elizabethan tragedian'.

Bradley lived at the latest time when it was possible to write 
Shakespeare critioism without a heavy ballast of research material, 
or at the very least, a reputable record of research behind one.



From the early twentieth century onwards, the way to consider 
Shakespeare has been in terms of the psychological philosophical 
and medical treatises of his time, sooiologieal surveys of the 
possible audiences and architectural studies of theatrical 
limitation; whatever the writer wants to say somewhere he will 
have to substantiate his view by a detailed account ojplts 
likeness to the view held by one of Shakespeare's contemporaries 
or forbears. Parker, Morris and Rossiter are not exceptions to 
the general rule. When Bradley wrote he was able to ignore the 
findings of historical research; his success as a critic does not 
depend on his ignoring this aspect of Shakespearian study, but 
it depends on his being able to pursue a critical method for whioh 
he felt he was peculiarly fitted, and which he considered to be 
highly relevant to the general understanding of Shakespeare. Menon 
expresses the point naively:

"After performances of Shakespeare's plays I have 
overheard people who had never read criticism pass 
remarks strongly reminiseent of Bradley. Bradley 
needs no further corroboration." (38)

'ôverheard people' are not a reliable test for critical analysis
but Bradley would have appreciated the point; Shakespearean
Tragedy is really an account of Bradley's trained reaction to the
text; it is a testimony to Shakespeare and to Bradley's success
at delineating the reaction Shakespeare, that the critic and
playgoer should agree.

The faot is that new a writer would have to have some 
extrinsic claim to attention in order to be able to write a long 
critical work on Shakespeare based only on one educated man's 
reading of the text. The late Victorian period was sympathetio to 
this type of critioism largely because it was used to no other. 
Literature was still regarded only as a pastime and pleasure even 
if it was expected to be also morally improving; it was not yet 
regarded as the raw material of the academic profession. Of the



three chairs Braâley held, he was first holder of one, second 
of the other and the last the Chair of Poetry at Oxford was 
then, as now, considered primarily as an embellishment to 
learning. Professionalism in critioism was only just emerging.
B.J.Palmer in his book The Rise of English Studies (39) analyses 
the birth of academic critioism and takes as the hero of his 
story Walter Raleigh who followed Bradley at Liverpool, Glasgow 
and finally at Oxford. After the nineteen twenties it is difficult 
to find a work of Shakespeare criticism which has been accorded 
serious critical attention which is not the product of a 
professional attitude to literature. Before I9OO even the most 
serious writers of criticism were the product of amateurism 
(with the possible exception of Moulton's works and Moulton was 
an American Professor). Of the critics, who were Bradley's 
predecessors, referred to in the index to Shakespearean Tragedy, 
Hales was a Methodist minister and his work significantly 
modestly entitled Motes and Essays on Shakespeare, Mrs. Jameson 
was a well-to-do widow and Swinburne an eccentric poet. Sir 
Sidney Lee's book published in I89Ô was a self-conscious attempt 
at thorough research but the tone as well as the content of his 
preface is significant.

“Aesthetic studies of Shakespeare abound, and to 
increase their number is a work of supererogation.
But Shakespearean literature, as far as it is known 
to me, still lacks a book that shall supply within 
a brief compass an exhaustive and well-arranged 
statement of the facts of Shakespeare's career, 
achievement, and reputation, that shall reduce 
conjecture to the smallest dimensions consistent 
with coherence and, shall give verifiable references 
to all the original sources of information. After 
studying Elizabethan literature, history, and 
bibliography for more than eighteen years, I believed 
that I  might, without exposing myself to a charge of 
presumption, attempt something in the way of filling 
this gap, and that I might be able to supply, at 
least tentatively, a guide book to Shakespeare's life 
and works that should be, within its limits, complete 
and trustworthy.“ (40)



The first sentence defines the true academic approach, the 
second the courtesy and modesty of the amateur. The description 
of this monumental volume as a 'guide book* is typical of the 
Victorian writer and the sort of reader he would expect.

By the time Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy was published 
this amateur attitude was dying so fast that it mould not longer 
be taken for granted. One reviewer welcomed Shakespearean Tragedy 
with all the fervour of one who sees the old way threatened.

"Professor Bradley's book is popular in aim. He 
desires to propogate a familiarity with Shakespeare's 
work."

There is jubilance in the tone and the reason why becomes obvious 
when the reviewer continues#

"The first lecture, perhaps the least good in the 
book, is suspiciously like a sop thrown to the 
"Dons". It consists of a generalisation with 
regard to the substance of Shakespearean Tragedy 
in the abstract, a subject which would never 
occupy the attention of any one except a professional 
academic critic. And indeed it is not a matter of 
great importance; even for such an one, that the 
'tragic fact' should be accurately defined." (41)

This it seems is a wilful misreading of Bradley's intentions, a
distortion of his appeal but beneath the distortion there is
considerable truth. Shakespearean Tragedy is hardly 'popular
in aim' but that it is intended more for readers than specialists
is made evident by the comment in the Preface.

"Many of the Kotes will be of interest only to 
scholars, who may find, I hope, something new 
in them." (42)

In fact Bradley's work stands between the truly Victorian 
belletristio criticism and the truly modern academic research. 
Bradley was an enthusiastic poetry reader before he was a 
student^ much less a don^and his sympathies lay as he said#

"with the crowd who somehow feel better for 
reading poetry though they have bad ears and 
confused minds." (43)



He was also however, twice a Professor, a man classically 
educated at Oxford and capable, as certain papers in A Miscellany 
show, of the most painstaking research* Whatever the relationship 
of Bradley to his period in other respects,in this respect alone 
it offered him a unique opportunity* He was hampered by the 
conventions neither of the^o|g nor the new critioism; his life 
offered him the opportunity/to develop as a Victorian gentleman 
of private means and as a professional academic in industrial 
cities. Criticism had not yet hardened into a profession but it 
was developing at least in the form of specialist students a 
discipline of its own*

It seems further that in other ways the Victorian background 
may not have been only a hindrance to Bradley* Bradley was 
witnessing in a totally different way the end of an age of 
certainty much as Shakespeare must have been in the Bate sixteenth 
century. Critics have castigated Bradley for secularising Shakes
peare and it certainly reflects not only the strongly agnostic 
temper of his mind but also his critical background that he should 
do so. Bradley's period was one in which it was impossible to 
take for granted either for oneself or one's hearers the bare 
truth or the external happenings of the Christian religion; 
consequently Bradley strove to express for himself, an^^thers, 
a concept of the absolute which did not rely on a personal God, 
Although modem critics may find his work threaded through with 
references to Christian thinkers and Christian dogma the faot 
remains that if Shakespeare was writing a Christian drama it was 
not exclusively Christian. Bradley was, because of the times in 
which he lived, peculiarly fitted to recognise the truths In 
Shakespeare whioh although they oould be expressed in Christian 
teims are not in fact so expressed within ' the plays. Modern 
critiOB stress how Bradley failed to recognise the Christian 
temper of the Elizabethan era# K.Huir for instance writes#
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"Bradley rightly stressed the secular nature 
of the Elizabethan drama; yet#..it was after all 
written for the most part by Christians for 
Christians." (44)

Such critics seem to forget equally how Christian was Bradley's 
own background. The late Victorian period may have seen the 
birth of Boeptioism but it also saw a flourishing of the Christian 
religion to which the large number of churches surviving to the 
modem period present aiople testimony. Generally accepted Christ
ianity and private doubt characterised Bradley's period as they 
did Shakespeare's.

In other ways too Bradley's period shows resemblance to 
Shakespeare's. In all suoh generalisdtions about period every 
remark is affected by almost as much falsehood as truth; but since 
oritics have relied so heavily on Bradley's Victorianism it seems 
only right to redress the balance even if by means which are not 
necessarily more accurate. Shakespeare wrote at the end of a long 
reign and so did Bradley; Elisabeth meant to the majority of 
Elizabethans something very similar to what Vio#$ria meant to most 
Victorians; a symbol of the established order. Because of religious 
upheaval Shakespeare's period was very much aware of religious 
issues; so was Bradley's. Shakespeare's age saw the beginning of 
a century of important soientifio discovery idiich it helped to 
forward itself because of its keen enquiry into fundamental issues; 
the same is true to a certain extent, of Bradley's period.

Bradley's philosophical background was moreover not the 
impediment to a true understanding of Shakespeare that some critics 
have thought. The British Idealist belief in a Reality whioh 
embraced in proper proportions all Appearance linked the whole of 
the created world in a way not so totally different from the 
concept of the great chain of being; order was in both oases of 
paramount importanoe, the part always subservient to the idiole.
It was the influence of Hegel and Aristotle as accepted by the



Victorian world, whioh gave Bradley his conoeptione about tragedy 
but these bear a remarkable resemblanoe to the conceptions embodied 
in Elizabethan plays; and this in part is due to the likeness of 
the philosophical structure behind both* Bradley wrote#

fGonshder, for instanoe, in the most abstract way 
what a great tragedy does, and what kind of insight 
comes to us dnoonsciously from It* It takes certain 
characters some of whom rise far above the common 
level in power or in beauty* It places them in a 
certain set of oiroumstances and in certain relations 
to one another, such circmmstances and relations as 
tend to elicit the forces of character in a given 
direction and with perilous energy. And the direction 
is one which must lead to conflict* Such a situation***, 
exhibits, not in a theory but in the shape of a stonggle 
at which the spectator holds his breath, the fundamental 
contradiotion of human nature, or the fact that man is 
at once infinite in capacity and limited in achievement. 
Infinite# for the tragic hero is so identified with 
some passion or some object that it becomes to him the 
whole world* Limited# because he is in truth but one 
organ, so to speak, of a spiritual life much wider than 
himself* Because he is the first, because he has poured 
the infinity of his being into a single channel, he 
shows us human nature at its greatest tension, what is 
sublime in man. Because he is the second, a part and 
not the whole, the limitless assertion of his being 
brings him into conflict with the elements of the 
spiritual organien to a&ich he belongs; and in the
convulsion of this conflict he succumbs to the forces
of the whole, idiich to preserve itself destroys him, and 
which yet exhibits its own energy nowhere more clearly 
than in his boundless passion* Acoordihg to this view 4  
(which is of course a very general end also a partial 
view) the origin of a tragic action lies in the division 
of a moral whole against itself." (45)

This passage has been quoted at length because it illustrates 
not only Bradley's heavy dependence, especially in the expression
of the latter part of the pessage, on the accepted philosophy of
his period but also the debt in his t^ouf^t to Shakespeare* The 
description of man as "infinite in capacity and limited in 
achievement" is an obvious parallel to Hamlet's statement and has



its counterpart in much of Elizabethan philosophy# It illustrates 
furthermore the wide divergence between Bradley's philosophy of 
tragedy and the Elizabethans; if their view of the macrocosm was 
very much similar, #hey had no suoh common ground in their underG 
standing of the microcosm# If the two conceptions of order have 
much in common they are expressed in a widely different cent ext#

It would be unwise to contort either the Elizabethan idea 
or Bradley's in order to fit one into the mould of the other# What 
is valuable in Bradley's theory is largely what is different from 
the Elizabethan; the fact remains however that, in some ways at 
least, the philosophical background of Bradley's age was not so 
remote from that of Shakespeare's, that its differences were 
critically both valid and interesting*

It would be pointless, and beyond the scope of this thesis, 
to press these comparisons further (and indeed their value as 
ooagparlsons is questionable) but the faot remiins that such 
comparison can and ought to be made to stand against the 
universally accepted theory that Bradley was a Victorian and 
therefore incapable of understanding Shakespeare's age. A more 
accurate why to say this would be that the modem age sees certain 
things in Shakespeare which Bradley because of his period was 
unable to see. There is nothing to tell us how much more the one 
view is true to Shakespeare than thqbther.

Seeing Bradley purely in terms of his period only ensures 
that we miss a good deal of what he is saying* Bradley no more 
than anyone else is a typical product of his age; his age no 
mere susceptible than any other to facile generalisations. If 
Bradley was at Oxford under Jowett in the 1070's in March I903 

he later- went to see a Hauptmann comedy with Bertrand Bussell 
and his wife# (4 6) It may be more convcMd^ont to a critic to 
stress the former but the resulting picture is only partially 
true and cah only lead to misconceptions. If a histcriax^ètresses



lhat appear to b# the formative influeneee on a man'a life 
to the point of ignoring the man whioh résulta, the picture 
idiioh emerges will be lifeless and, more important, historieally 
inaeeurate*

While anti-Bradleyans have eagerly labelled the founder of 
their movement 'Viotorian* his followers have seldom wide any 
refermiee to his biography and baekground* This faot is sure ly 
signifieant* These eritiea who found the universal aeeeptanee of 
Bradleyan ideas a oonstrieting evil were seeking to confine the 
evil and the easiest way to do so was to put him bask in his 
period. If the name Bradley was supposed to stimulate eager 
agreement, the word Victorian was the most offèéient enunterblast.

Miss L.B.Campbell *8 objeetion to Bradley amounted to some
thing more comprehensive and thou#d&tfUl than a mere label but the 
opening paragraph of her article "Bradley revisited# Jbrty years 
after" sums up usefully the motives of the most ardent anti- 
Bradleyans#

"More than forty years ago, in 1904, Brefessor
A.C.Bradley published his 8hskespeare#tn Tragedy.
It was a miéd#ty book, taking Shakespearean 
oritieism again into the realm of the universal 
and the signifieant. I well remember the enthusiasm 
of my teachers zAen they read it, for I was at an 
age when 1 wondered at their ezeitemmat*#.So great 
was their enthusiasm that, to explain Shakespeare 
thiqr took to explaining Bradley, and they erimted 
all Shakespeare studies to the new sun. But the 
young scholars of the first decade of the twentieth 
century are those who now attend the Old Owrd 
dinners of the Modem Language Assoeiation, audit 
is as dangerous in seholarship as in polities to 
step thinking new ideas and rseomsidering old ones..• 
Among Shakespearean scholars there are still amny who 
regard the dicta of Bradley as having been brought 
down to the people from Sinai, and #Ao demand tiiat 
each new interpretation be tested by whether it can 
be reconciled with lÂat Bradley says. It seems to me 
that ^ e  time has come te re-examine Bradley's book 
in the li#t of what we have learned during these 
fofty years." (47)



The Impulse ooaes not so much from distrust of Bradley's 
methods and disagreement with his results as from annoyanoe 
that his works should he taken for granted. The reaction that 
stems from this kind of feeling, however natural that may he, 
is not likely to he very oritioal. Bradley writing of Tennyson 
was well aware of the foroe and oritioal irrelevance of literary 
reaction#

"To care for his poetry is to he old-fashioned, 
and to belittle it is to he in the movement,«•
The Hld-Yietorian, a figure amply proving the 
creative energy of Georgian imagination, is 
supposed to have heen hlind to Tennyson's defects, 
though the aotual surviving mld-Yiotorian rarely 
hears a sane word ahout them which was not familiar 
to him in his youth. And - what really matters - 
the antipathy to these defects seems in some caseo 
to have so atrophied the power of enjoyment that 
Tennyson's weakest poems and his hest meSt with 
the same indifference or conteaqpt, and a reader 
will remain unmoved hy lines which, if he word 
ignorant of their authorship, he would hail with 
dallgbi." (48)

Allowing for the differences hetwoen reaction to poet and critic
this is a remarkably accurate forecast of what happened to Bradley.
Bradley has heen in many ways the Twmyson of twentieth century
criticism; he has supplied a personification of an era, which in
itmelf never existe^ so dearly as in the mind of a later
generation eoncemed only to move away from the past. Critics
have written of Bradley, and more often than not they have
mentally included him in the same old-fashioned group which
embraces also Mrs, Jameson, Bowden and Swinburne, and although
they are seldom mentioned it is the vague old-fashioned aura which
embraces them as well. Bradley is a name for all that is old-
fashioned, worn out and unsatisfactory in criticism, it is
testimony to Bradley's previous power and fame as a critic that
his name should have heen chosen,

Then critics write that Bradley is a Victorian the historical
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truth of this deserlptlon is not important§ the term does not 
express Bradley's period hut the attitude of the modem eritio 
to his signifleant prsdeoessor* This is the reason idiy eritioism 
is so uncertain ahout shat exactly is Bradley's period. The 
date of publication of Shakespearean Tragedy is at odds with the 
critics preconceptions as to Bradley's great antiquity. J.2). 
Wilson's odd description of a man younger than himself as 'elderly' 
is typical. To the modem critic Bradley can never have heen young 
and vital and a Icaddr of the reaction; he must symholise the old 
and the outworn.

This attitude to Bradley was necessary while ho was in Lord 
David Cecil's phrase "just not contesworary". Ho goes on to make 
the following interesting ohsorvationi

"Have you ever noticed, whm looking at a phetogmphio 
group taken twenty years ago, that it is impossible 
to judge which women were well dressed, for all the 
clothes look equally grotesque; whereas in a group 
taken forty years ago some were clearly charming?
The same phenomenon is tme of literature. During the 
early years of the present century people were in 
such violent revolt against that Victorian view of 
life so porfectly erpressed by Tennyson, that 
Tennyson's stock went rushing down, low that the 
Victorian age is thoroughly behind us. Tennyson's 
reputation is once mors rising. " (49)

In the world of criticism Bradley is now emerging from the reaction
which he and all that his period reprosented sufferod in the name
of progress. Bradley the Victorian has served his purpose; Bradley
the Shakespeare critic can now he reinstated.

There arc signs that this process is now well-established.
Bradley's major shortcomings, most of thms attributed to his
period are accepted and it is possible for later critics to make
use of Bradley as they would make use of Coleridge an^^heir
contemporaries. Beriod is no longer a total barrier, but just as
Coleridge is seem as an iq^erfeot help because of the hman
limitations of his time so is Bradley. The point is that these



imperfections are now seen in a more oritioal light.
More recent Shakespeare oritioism has come to aooept 

Bradley's age with greater equanimity than earlier writers, 
nearer to the giant, Viotorianism, could afford; this does not 
however mean that the assumption is now that Bradley's age was 
the hest possible for the interpretation of Shakespeare. A certain 
amount of disagreement with one's predecessors is essential, as 
J.B.Wilson wrote of Bradley:

"I have myself made bold to criticise him hers and 
there; for if one had nothing new to say, why 

all?" (50)
What the later twentieth century has had to say that was not said 
before has depended larggly upon a realisation of the Christian 
elements in Shakespearean tragedy. The cry now is that Bradley's 
Slisabethan drama was over-secular. P.M. Siegel in 1^37 ezplainsd 
his aim in his book Shakespearean Tragedy and the Mlisabsthan 
Compromise in terms of this particular revision of Bradleys

"Shakespearean Tragedy, despite the scorn cast on it 
some years ago by those who would read the tragedies 
solely as poems not as dramas, retains today its 
vitality as a classic...However, the work of recent 
critics and scholars, notably C.Wilson Knight and
8.L.Bothell has shown Christian overtones in the 
tragedies of which Bradley was unaware or only dimly 
aware. By examining the ChriCtian humanist basis of 
the tragedies I have sought to rectify the inadequacies 
of Bradley's description of Shakespeare's tragic vision 
and to reinterpret the four great plays he discussed." (3 1)

By 1944 this idea has almost hardened into accepted fact.
B.J.Palmer in his article on Bradley also defends Bradley frmm the 
mere usual criticism and then appends tha# he underestimated the 
Christian aspect of Shakespearian drama. Me wrote#

"Mo use...to demand historical perspective from 
Bradley, the scholarship of his day could not have 
put him in possession of even the average modem 
undergraduates knowledge of Slisabethan stage 
conventions and Benaissance Cone options of tragedy...
As a rule however Bradley's investigations of 
character and action does not often contradict what



"evidenee literary history can throw upon Shakespeare's 
tragedies heeause he approaches the suhjeot at a 
different level. Perhaps his most general offence 
against the historical perspective is his under
estimation of the Christian element in the plays. 
Shakespeare did not write religious drama hut the 
influenoe of Christian doctrinesis much more apparent 
and pervasive than Bradley allowed." (32)

This comment seems to he open to several objections, first that it
underestimates Bradley's historioal knowledge of the Slisabethan
period (and overestimates that of the average modersn undergraduate)
but most important that the comment which Palmer makes in the first
case is equally applicable in the seoondt

"he approaches the subject on a different level,"
The fact is that Palmer like every critic is subject to the
fluctuations of fashion. It is as impossible for him to disentangle
himself sufficiently from the certainty that Bradley underestimated
the Christian nature of the plays as it was for eaiâLier critics to
see clearly why Bradley's criticism was not substantiated by
historioal research.

Irving Eibner in his book also follows the general pattern#
"Bradley oould lead his readers only to a Shakespeare 
without positive belief, to a donceptlon of tragedy 
merely as the posing of unanswerable tpistlons and to 
a moral system in the plays which is upon close 
analysis not moral at all. Suoh a tragedy as Bradley 
found in Shakespeare could have been written only in 
the sedular Benaissance of ninoteentt^Oentury hist
orians, and not in the Benaissance which more recent 
scholarship has revealed to us." (33)

Bibner is here seeing Bradley's defects as a critic in terms of
his failure to appreciate the non-secular Benaissance which the
modem academics have unearthed; but his expression of the point
in terms of the nineteenth oentury and more recent scholarship
is surely significant; Rilmer is more concerned with the historioal
background of the various critics them he is with the historioal
background of Shakespeare.

In the same year as Bibner's work appeared J.Lawler wrote:



"Nothing in the Shakespearian universe that I 
know of offers any oontradiotlon to the truths 
of the Christian religion* But his province as 
a dramatist, the distinctive scope and purpose 
of his 'poesy* is in the last resort 'deeds and 
language such as men do use*'" (34)

That Lawler should thus he writing against the general trend
not so much selfconsciously as a crusader hut quite unobtrusively
is more easily understood if the tone of the whole book is
remembered. In his whole work, which covers the four great
tragedies and Henry IV and Henry V, Lawlor makes no references
to Q#Wilson Knight, F.H.Leavis, L.C.Knights, O.F.B.Spurgeon and
only refers in a footnote to H.Granville Barker. There are however
several references to Bradley; Lawlor it appears stands aloof
from the fashions of his day.

In many ways he was perhaps wise, for now there are signs 
of a reversal in the trend; Barbara Bverett in i960 published 
an article which sought to counteract the new mystical King 
Lear. Bradley she said had maintained the proper tragic poise, 
modem 'Mystical' criticism had overturned it. The position as 
she sees it is less simpler

"It is obviously impossible to decide, simply, 
whether or not King Lear is a 'Christian' 
play." Ü55)

What her article in faet amounts to is a defence of Bradley's 
reading of King Lear in favour of 'The Wow King Lear* ; as 
defence of Bradley becomes more popular it seems likely that 
in some critics at least, this will constitute looking again 
at the Christian Shakespeare. Palmer, beoduso his criticism 
depends so heavily on fashion is by nature already old- 
fashioned. By the time a way of thought has become a recognised 
trend, reaction is imminent and the trend outdated#
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CEAJPTER 5.

BRADLEY; THEORISING ACADEMIC.

The Victorian Bradley had other attributes besides his 
historioal period, although they can almost almys be related 
to v;hat the twentieth century has thought of his period* As 
a Victorian, Bradley has stood for the twentieth century not 
as a figure of robust family pride and patriotism, but as a 
quiet unwoitely academic. J.D.Wilson's description of hiô  asi

"That shy, gentle, refined subtle hypersensitive, 
entirely moral, almost other-wordly personality, 
at onoe donnish, a little old-maidish, and 
extraordinarily winning...with his frail figure 
and his tender smile.” (l)

would find little opposition in the oritioal world; John Bayley
writing when living memory of A.0.Bradley must be rare called
him "humane and bookish" (2) and what the obituary in The Times
has to say of him does not contradict the description. Of
Bradley's university teaohlng The Times wrote:

"Bradley displayed a singularly attractive 
vivacious, swift, and keen intellect, and 
though neither physically nor intelleetuatlly 
an orator - indeed, too subtle for that -
he was an oi^fective and winning lecturer, with
the natural charm, lightness, and thrilling 
note of a delightful bird." (3)

Nor is there anything in the letters to show that Bradley was
much different than these two generalis^ÿj.ons imply.

What is important, however, is not the truth of the 
description or general acceptance of Bradley as a quiet un- 
woibly academic critic butthe effect such an idea has had on 
the twentieth century attitude to his criticism. The best known 
result of this picture of Bradley is the conviction widespread 
in modern criticism that Bradley never went to the theatre.
K. Muir illustrates a typical attitude, the way in which he
says that Bradley's criticism ignores the stage is as telling



as the faot that ha does boj
"Bradley, with all his oritioal insight, missed 
something in his ide&l thegtrs of the mind, 
that his valet might h&va got in the gallery 
of the Lyceum# It Is worth noting that the 
all aged theatrical werdciessen of the play 
have bean analysed most effactively by Bredley 
himself who yet seems to have had little 
experience of the pl&y in the theatre." (4)

The opposition of Bradley to hie valet in the Lyceum gallery is
telling; Bradley is regarded as % little effete and cut off
from all the rich realities oi life - although there is no
reason why this ehould be true# Even more telling ie the phrase
"seems to have had little exjrerlence of the play in the theatre".
Ihere does this impression come from? Muir is unlikely to have
known Bradley, or nnyone knowing whether or not he had indeed
seen the play. In fact, the text ef Shakespearean Tragedy would
have told him (admittedly in a footnote) that Bradley did see
at least one performance of King Lear and the comment;

"I am not denying that it le a great stage-play*
It has scenes effective in the
theatre; three of them - the two between Lear 
and Goner 11 and between Leaz*, Goner 11 and Regsvn, 
end the ineffably beautfful scene in the Fourth 
Act between Leer and Cordelia - lose in the 
theatre very little of the spell they have for 
imagination." (5)

seems to indicate a record of at least one performance having
this impression on Bradley. True or othei'witis, l;uir’o remark
is hardly critical end in fact it is only an embroidery preceding
hie enquiry into Bradley's criticisms of the stag©-worthiness of
the play* Muir begins by stating;

"Moat of the improb&bllitiee mentioned by Bradley 
would not be noticed in the theatre, and they 
cannot therefore detract from the effectlvenese 
of King Lear as a stage play." (6)

and having sunaaarised Bradley's objections answers them in a
footnote one by one* Borne of Muir's answers however only prove



the strength of Bradley's objections; according to Muir, Bradley 
finds that;

"Cordelia does not reveal Kent's identity to the 
gentleman, in spite of the promise of lil.i."

to which Muir's defence of Shakespeare is as follows:
"Perhaps Shakespeare changed his mind." (6)

Apart from the fact that Bradley's criticism is not phrased in 
this way at all - what he says is:

"Why does Kent so carefully preserve his incognito 
till the last scene? He says he does it for an 
important purpose, but what the purpose is we 
have to guess." (7)

Muir's answer comes nowhere near the essential point regarding the
dramatic effect of such inconsistencies* although other of Muir's
arguments have more weight than this, it la indicative of his
attitude to Bradley's objections that they should be summarily
dismissed in a footnote* The remark in the text about the valet
in the Lyceum is supposed to be sufficient answer; and to many
readers it probably has been, although Muir*s approach bears
much more resemblance to Bradley’s than it does to that of any
member of a gallery audience*

The more general criticism that Bradley had analysed the
plays in terms of a reading rather than a performance is much
more weighty and perhaps the best objection to the argument
about King Lear's fitness for the stage is that Bradley should
never have been seduced by the example of his predecessor Lamb
into entering the discussion at all. Granvil1e-Barker's reply
to Bradley is instructivd on this issue, he wrote:

"Bradley's argument is weighty yet - whth all 
deference to a great critic - I protest that, as 
it stands it is not valid. He is contending that 
a practical and practised dramatist has here 
written a largely impracticable play*..Ought we 
moreover to assume - as Bradley seems to — that 
a play must necessarily make all its points and 
its full effect, point by point clearly and 
completely scene by scene, as the performance



”gaas along? Hot every play, I think. For the
appreciation of such & work as King Lear one
might even demand the second and third hearing 
of the whole which the ql^rtest critic would 
need to give lo (say) a piece of music of like 
Calibre." (8;

vïith this, Bradley could only have agreed; the objections he
himself makes to the dr&: atic fitness really amount to the one
objection that a reader of the play is pusaled by Inconsistencies
instea.d of moved by the dramatic whole. For Bradley who had &
very active and highly trained iffiagin$;tion it was probhbly
easier to reconotruct the dramatic whole in the mind's eye
©Specially »t a time when stage performances were more spectacular
than dramatic. It is furthermore instructive that Granville
Barker, himself a producer, should treat A.C.Bradley's objections
with respect; another producer elsewhere records some agreement
with Bradlay's view of King Lear*

"These arguments that King Lear àü not good on 
the stage are founded, on a deep appreciation 
of it$ fiery qualitj^eand passionate impact, and 
more then once they have been associated with a 
complete approval of Bradley's assessment of the 
play as a work to be deemed one of the greatest 
artistic creations of all time.** (9)

Both Granville Êaiker and Szyfaan, just quoted; a^ee with the
mild academic about the producer's difficulties in conveying
the hugeness of effect in King Lear on the stage. Bradley's
reading was hot then, so fur removed from an experience of a
performance as some other academies have thought; the mistake
he mad© was to preface this reading by a tabulated enquiry into
minor defioisnoies in the play's structure which as Muir «âî d,
in all likelihood go quite unnoticed on the stage.

Dover Wilson makes a further point in respect of Bradley's 
reliance on a reading knowledge cf the play as opposed to a 
theatrical Involvement in it. He wrote in What Happens in Hamlet 
of Bradley's aooount of the cause for the two months interval



between Âot I and Act II of that play.
"Dr. Bradley's woras illustrate a fallacy that 
impairs a good deal of his Shakespearian 
criticism, brilliant and subtle as it is, viz*, 
tbR fallacy of reg^ardln^ spparate episodes of 
the play, especially episodes early in the play, 
in the light of his knowledge of the whole*"

This is irrefutable bu'c* it raises two fgather questions; how 
far is it possible in the case of a play as well known as 
Hamlet to read tne beginning without the consciousness of the 
end, and if possible, is it desirable? Was Bradley in fact 
trying to give an account of what happened in Hamlet in 
historioal, chronologioal terms?

The answer to the first point must depend largely on the 
individual critic and the outcome of the discussion is not really 
relevant to *i«tudy of Bradley except in so far as it will be 
part of an answer to the second point, Bradley was as he said 
trying to further 'dramatic appreciation* of the tragedies 
discussed* Although it is against Bradley that the accusation 
of confusion of art and reality is most often levelled in fact 
Bradley in his interpretation sees more clearly than Dover Wilson 
the difference between understanding a fiction and following a 
train of events* Dover Wilson's method does not allow sufficiently 
for the dramatist's power to sug^-est the end in the beginning, 
to create a unified vision of the whole, to involve the audience 
in a dramatic suspense which does not rely on the outcome of 
events. Bradley in trying to evaluate the dramatic experience was 
using all the means possible and surely, Ohe of the most useful 
and most accessible of those means is to understand the part in 
terms of the whole# Dover Wilson's account of Hamlet is interesting 
reading fopitself like a newspaper account of a criminal intrigue 
but it does not account for the artistic effect of the play; it 
offers no answer to the question of Hamlet* s powerful hold on any 
audlenoe, in fact it never raises the question* Wilson's objection



to Bradley's method looks like another facet of the general 
objection that Bradley's cfiticisnis disregarded the stage; 
but on examination it seems that Bradley's criticism of the 
play is truer to the total effect of the drama even if less 
accurate in terms of details than Wilson's account*

Bernard Spivack takes the criticism that Bradley 
disregards the theatre a stage further and says that Bradley's 
penetrating criticism penetrates the play and leaves the 
problem where he found it*

"After demonstrating hov; impossible it is to 
accept lago's motives literally, he breaks 
out into the emptiness on the other side of 
the play and builds his own interpretation 
in the void. His criticism weaves for lago 
a psychological wardrobe out of invisible 
thread and then says* Behold now, how 
suitably he is clothed. But stars as much 
as we can and with the greatest good will 
in the world, re still look on the naked 
problem." (11)

Spivaek is making no reference to Bradley the man locked in 
his isolated study but stripped of such biographical irrelevance, 
what he is saying amounts to very much the same thing that 
Bradley's criticism takes insufficient notice of the play as 
drama. Because it is so stripped it has more critical weight; 
snd is not answerable within the confines of this thesis. All 
that c&n be done here is to suggest that Spivaek*s method is 
no more infallible than Bradley's. Bradley according to 
Spivaek weeves iago's motives out of 'invisible thread', but 
not even Bradley could weave them out of nothing* According 
to his Own lights and however distorted by the prejudices of 
his period and background Bradley's interpretation of the play 
is based on the play itself* ipivack's interpretation, enlight
ening as it is, is based on a lengthy study of pre-iJhakespearian 
drama. In a book of over four hundred and fifty pages over 
three hundred are devoted to material quite othar than the play



itself# To an impartial observer it might seem that Spivaek*s 
criticism is more applicable to himself than to Bradley# Of 
the two readings Bradley's must surely be more accessible in 
the theatre, truer to the dramatic experience than Spivaek*s, 
although the latter is possibly more illuminating as history 
of the drama#

In the case of each of these objections it has been seen 
that it is at least possible to consider Bradley's interpretation 
as true to the play; the fact remains that critics do not so 
consider Bradley and M.fi#Ridley's comment is perhaps relevant 
here I

"Though Bradley himself never forgot that Shakespeare 
was writing for a theatre, and his own theatre, it 
is dangerously easy for the reader of rra.dley to 
forget this." (12)

Another of Bradley's disciples made the sajne point in his leoturé
"The Elizabethan Shakespeare" J,1.Wilson wrote of A.C.Bradley
that he isi

"one of the greatest of Shakespeare's critics, 
yet at the same time apt to be misleading to 
readers who follow his penetrating curiosity 
into the very viscera of a tragedy and overlook 
his constant warning that these matters are 
often irrelevant as far as the theatre is 
concerned." (13)

R#M#Smith writing of H#Granville Barker sets him off against
Bradley as a critic of whom he writes*

"Bradley may be said to have written the 
standard philosophical interpretation and 
character analysis from the point of view of 
the scholar examining minutely the tragedies 
within the four walls of the library," (14)

The confusion of which Ridley speaks is here evident; Smith
writes of Bradley writing from the 'point of view of the scholar'
which of course Bradley was but as appears from the rest of his
cement Smith infers from this that Bradley is only concerned
with Shakespeare as a source for study# Bradley was in fact



attempting something cuite different; as his Introduction 
indicates Bradley v/ss seeking to refine the reader or audience’s 
reaction to Shakespearian tragedy by means of analytical 
criticism. Or alternatively he was cocmunieating his ofii 
reaction to Shakespearian tragedy, which had indeed been 
’enriched by the products of analysis' and he was doing this 
by means of a process as precise and scholarly as thst of any 
scientific treatise# Any aesthetic criticism must seek to 
analyse anci explain tha eesthetic experience-^ this does not 
mean that the writer considers the vork of art solely as an 
object of intellectual seejBsjhing»

If Braoley's experience of Shakespearian tragedy consisted 
in hie own imaginative recreation of the play this in mâ iy ways
was at his time e good thing, Ribner for example complains of
BradleyI

"The theatrical tradition in vhich Shakespeare 
worked was different from the nineteenth- 
century naturalist ths&tre which has so 
profoundly affected the drama of our own time,
A weakness of Bradley’s work, great and
perceptive as it A* undoubtedly was, was
that he read Shakespeare’s tragedies in terms 
ol ;such £ naturalist stage," (1 5 )

Edward Gordon Craig, Harley Granville Barker, The Jjînglish Stage 
Society, william Poel, were only just emerging when Shakes
pearean Tragedy was produced, Bradley’s letters illustrate how 
s;/mpathetio he was to the evolution of a less naturalistic 
drama. In the same letter he praises Granville Barker’s 
performance in Candida at the Royal Court and disparages 
Beerbohm Tree’s Tempest. (16) His support of Gilbert Murray’s 
translations from the Greek further illustrate that his 
conceptions of drama were not confined to late Victorian 
naturalist. At the same time hie period offered him little 
opportunity to enjoy any other form of Shakespeare production.
If Bradley did see productions of King Lear as seems more than



than likely on® of them waa probably that of $he Lyceum with 
Lear pl&yed by Henry Irving whom Q.B.Shew described*

"His slowness, his growing habit of overdoing 
his part and slipping in &n imaginative 
conception of hie own between the lines 
(which made such a frightful wreck of Lear), 
all of which are part of his ezJ r&ordinary 
insensibility to l i t e r a t u r e . (1 7 )

The dramatic productions of the period were so unsatisfaotory
that one writer was of the opinion*

"For those who prized the authentic Shakespeare 
there waa more of genuine revelation, more 
substantial and satisfactory mental pnbulura in 
the subtleties of romantic criticism, snd in 
particular of A.C#Bradley's studies of the 
tragedies, than in the frequently crude 
aimpl if testions of romantic spoctacul^.r 
production. ■' (1 6 )

A critic can only sea the p@rformano&:&his age offers; if 
he is dieaatiefied with them he can only re-create for himself 
the drama as he would wish it presented. He oaimot be blamed for 
the deficiencies in production either of his age or his imagin
ation; neither is likely to be equal to the dramatic experience 
as Shakespeare intended it. On the other hand, the second alter
native is likely to yield a view of Shakespearian tragedy not 
otherwise possible# No stage performance can be perfect, and 
it can carry in each instance only one interpretation of a 
given aspect of the play; the imaginative re-creation may lose 
in not taking into account the imperfections which & stage and 
actors impose dn a play, but at least it oan carry several 
interpretations at once# Moreover, the play may have been 
written to be seen on the stage but AA was oonoeiveu In the 
imagination# As Kenneth Muir remarked there is no standard to 
measure the acouraey of either audience or study reactions

"What the groundlings or even the 'judicious' thought 
in Shakespeare'a day may be as far from a complete, 
a Shakespearean^ understanding of Macbeth as the 
speoulations of an Andrew Bradley#" (19)



So doubt Bradley’s name is chosen for on© extreme as the 
’groundlings’ are for the other; whet remains, however, is an 
observation on ^he permanent mystery of ’Shakespearian under
standing’ to be attempted by any means possible.

Most twentieth century critics including those y,ho 
Castigate Bradley for taking insufficient notice of the limit
ations of the stag© are themselves scholars and students, more 
interested in the library or lecture room than the theatre. As 
the editors of The Hew Caaibridgs edition of Othello shrewdly 
pointed out in discussing Leavis’s criticism of Bradley*

"The burden of this article by an academic 
journalist like the present writer is that 
Bradley, academic bookman, was incapable of 
understanding Shakespeare’s portrait of a 
man of action." (2$)

They are however specialist s^iAdents of literature; probably
specialists in the study of Shakespeare and the drama of hie
period. The objection to Bradley is often that he was tec
little a specialist in these subjects. The feeling is that
Bradley was too preoccupied with philosophy and brought to the
plays a system of thought which in reality had nothing to do
with them. This idea like the idea that Bradley was totally
unaware that the stage was the medium for drams probably arose
from the very nature of Bradley’s criticism. Where other oritios
have confined their studies to the specific (2l) and made only
very general conclusions on particular points usually judicially
placed at the end of the work, Bradley sought to account for
the essential siperienoe behind Shakespearian tragedy. Because
Bradley thought as he said in his introduction that the plays
had much in common he considered it more practical to consider
these aspects first*

"before coming to the first of the four tragedies,
X propose to discuss some preliminary matters which 
concern them all. Though each is individual through 
and through, they have, in a sense, one an^he same
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"substance; for in all of them Shakespeare 
represents the tragic aspect of life, the 
tragic fact. They have, again, up to a certain 
point a common form or structure. This substance 
and this structure which would be found to dis
tinguish them, for example, from Greek tragedies, 
may, to diminish repetition, be considered onoe 
for all; and in considering them we shall also 
be able to observe characteristic differences 
among the four plays." (22)

It seems unjust, however, to infer immediately from the fact 
that these come first that Bradley stafted from the general
isation and made the particular fit in with the pattern.

Such inference has however, been made. A.P.Rossiter wrote*
"Can he arrive at a conception of Shakespearian 
Tragedy? The easy way is *a priori’ not to arrive 
at, but to arrive with one ready-made; to start 
with pevious notions derived from the Greek, 
from Aristotle (or from Bradley whom many still 
mistake for a pseudonym for Aristotle)." (23)

True enough Bossiter does not here indict Bradley of this offence,
though the mention of his name may indicate a connection. He
continues, however, quoting Q.B.Shaws

"*Fooh2 Cambridge! If you had been educated at 
Oxford you would know that the definition of a 
play has been settled exactly and scientifically 
for two thousand six hundred and sixty years.’
As I was not educated classically, I find that 
unacceptable." (24)

Bradley, of course, was educated at Oxford; where Bossiter was
educated he does not say but he was a lecturer at Cambridge. The
fact is not altogether irrelevant. Cambridge, which in the world
of philosophy, bred Sidgwick and then Bertrand Bussell, was
always strongly suspicious of Oxford which farthered Hegelian
Idealism. Bradley was conspicuously an Oxford man with its
typical philosophical bent; his brother was the foremost
Idealist philosopher, he published an article on Aristotle,
he proclaimed his affiliations in the title of one of his
publications. When as time went by a school of oritioism
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emerged et Cambridge it was inevitable that they ehould be 
equally suepioioue of the oritioism which Oxford philosophy had 
foatered* It would oversimplify to say that F.K.Le&vla’s 
objections to Bradley for example were explicable merely in 
terms of his University but something of the opposition seems 
to have been transposed into the critical field. Oxford stood 
for the ancient preoepte and in the twentieth oentury Cambridge 
stood for modem scientific enquiry. Rossiter does not say so 
but there is evident in his remark a vague feeling that as 
Bradley came from Aristotelian Oxford his ideas but have been 
lifted wholesale from Aristotle.

Rossiter is not alone in thia idea that Brgàley can be 
summed up in terms of his philosophic influences:an American 
scholar w o  te*

"In contrast to Bradley's Hegelian approach,
Kittredge united the empiricism of a scientist 
with the eympathetie insight of a poet*" (25)

What is interesting here ie not only thé summary of Bradley’s
approach with one adjective but the description of Kittredge
which says little which is not equally true of Bradley. The
feeling here is that Bradley was a Hegelian (an indisputable
faot) and that he could not therefore have been either of the
other two things.

Hegel and Aristotle; to these two have been attributed the 
greater part of Bradley’s criticism and to his reliance on them 
the worst of his errors. The debt to Hegel has already been 
examined and indeed it was a considerable debt; so was the debt 
to Aristotle — but as was seen in Chapter IX this was not a 
simple debt to the precepts of the Poetioe but due to the 
profound influence of Aristotle on Bradley’s education. The way 
in which the influenoe of these tigo philosophers worked on 
Bradley is apparent from any intelligent reading of Sh&keepeareen 
Tragedy. There are very few overt references either to Hegel or



or to Aristotle. The only acknowledgment of an outright debt 
comes in the description of a oomparieon of the Witch scenes 
in Macbeth with the first book of the Iliad.(26) He twice 
mentions Aristotle, once to disagree with him. He deliberately 
avoids discussing the idea of •conflict* in tragedy in 
Hegelian terms#

"The frequent use of this idea in discussions on 
tragedy is ultimately due, I suppose, to the 
influence of Hegel's theory on the subject, 
certainly the most important theory since 
Aristotle's But Hegel's blew of the tragic 
conflict is not only unfamiliar to English 
readers and difficult to expound shortly,but 
it had its originsin reflections on Greek 
tragedy, and as Hegel was well aware, applies 
only imperfectly to the works of Shakespeare.
I shall, therefore, confine myself to the idea 
of conflict in its more general form." (2?)

Bradley begins his discussion of the substance of Shakespear
ean tragedy by avowing his intention of avodding critical help.

"In approaching our subject it will be best, 
without attempting to shorten the path by 
referring to famous theories of the drama, 
to start directly from the facts, and collect 
from them gradually an idea of Shakespearean 
Tragedy." (28)

And thirds in effect what he does# That the resulting picture
boars strong resemblance to the pictures of tragedy pointed by
earlier theories is hardly surprising; the fact of tragedy would,
ideally, account for some overlapping in ideas, and further
Bradley as an academic was well aware of alternative theories
especially those of Hegel and Aristotle.

Where critics have misunderstood Bradley's debt to these 
philosophers of tragedy they have done so beoause they do not 
recognise how far Bradley had rethought each idea in terms of his 
own composite theory* This is most clearly seen in oritios' 
discussions of the 'tragic flaw*, which one critic discusses as#

"the Aristotle^BradlOy doctrine of the * tragic
(29)



This sentence illustrates the failure of some critics to 
recognise the difference between Aristotle's theory and Bradley's, 
a failure which has led other critics to find inconsistencies 
in Bradley which do not exist. £•S.Stoll, for example, wrote 
of Bradley's statement of tragic heroes 'we do not judge':

"A fine and proper but rather remarkable thing 
for Mr. Bradley to say, for in all the heroes 
he finds a flaw and an imperfection even in 
Cordelia.** (30)

The opposition of the two statements which Stoll sets up is in
fact not totally relevant to Bradley's criticism; it stems from
Stoll's acceptance of what is now an old-fashioned view of
Aristotle's conception of 'hamartia*. There is anyway nothing
in Bradley's theory to suggest that Aristotle's conception of
'hamartia* is in any way relevant to Shakespeare; anc^f there is
some reliance on Aristotle's conception Bradley's use of the
word flaw would come much closer to the accepted modem 'error
of judgment* rather than to the old-fashioned moral weakness to
which Stoll seems to refer. It is worthwhile perhaps to summarise
Bradley on this point and^hen to examine it again in the light of
Stoll's statement. The third section of the Lecture "Of the
Substance of Shakespearean Tragedy" is devoted wholly to the
tragic character, its exceptional qualities and the 'tragic trait*
which leads to the catastrophe. In the heroes Bradley says:

"We observe a marked one-sidedness; a predispostion 
in some particular direction; a total incapacity, 
in certain circumstances, of resisting the foroe 
which draws in this direction; a fatal incapacity 
in certain ciroumstances of resisting the force 
which draws in this direction; a fatal tendency 
to identify the whole being with one interest, 
object, passion or habit of mihd. This it would 
seem, is, for Shakespeare, the fundamental tragic 
trait."
"In the Gircumstanpes where we see the hero placed, 
his tragic trait, which is also his greatness, is 
fatal to him. To meet these circumstances something 
is required which a smaller man might have given, 
but which the hero cannot give. He errs, by action



"or omission; and his enror, joining with other 
causes, brings on his ruin." (31)

The remaJtek 'we do not judge' comes from a Istèr section in the
same chapter:

"When we are immersed in tragedy we feel towards 
dispositions, actions, and persons suoh feeling» 
as attraction and repulsion, pity, wonder, fear, 
horror, perhaps hatred; but we do not judge." (32)

Bradley is here talking about something totally different than 
the theoretical makings of a tragic hero; he is analysing the 
effect of tragedy on the audience. Whether his analysis is 
correct or not is not at issue here, but this statement can only 
be seen in contradiction to the conception of the hero's 'flaw' 
if like Stoll we consider that such a flaw must be a moral 
weakness* If, for example, Othello is a tragedy where a noble 
moor falls to his doom beoause of jealousy then our emotions 
at the catastrophe must be affected by some kind of moral judgment, 
for, in essence, that is what the tragedy will have been about; 
if on the other hand the play is in Bradley's terms seen as 
depicting a noble character whose very nobility in the circum
stances in which he was placed led him to the error of judgment 
which caused his downfall then moral judgment will no more affect 
our emotions at the catastrophe than they do in the case of 
domestic tragedy caused by someone's carelessness. Stoll it seems, 
although he does not say so, is accepting an 'Aristotle-Bradley 
doctrine' of the 'tragic flaw' which is certainly not true to 
Bradley and probably not tiTue to Aristotle either.

If Stoll illustrates a typical misunderstanding of Bradley
on this issue then I.Bibner demonstrates a not unusual failure
to read the text at all. He wrote:

"Bradley's particular use of hamartia led him to a 
static ccnception of Shakespearian Tragedy. Be 
measured Shakespeare's plays against a single 
dramatic formula which he oould find exemplified 
only in Hamlet, Othello. Lear and Macbeth. But 
Shakespearian Tragedy is not a static phenomenon.
To exclude such plays as Borneo and Juliet, and



"Titus Andronicus...or such plays as Richard III 
or Julius Caesar...is an evasion of the ûssue." (33)

In faot Bradley only excludes these plays for the reason which
he gives; the reasons may not seem adequate to Hihner hut he
can not fairly substitute his own without making some reference
to his author's idea on a subject where his view must be more
relevant t h ^  any one else's, Bradley wrote in the Introduction
to Shakespearean Tragedy:

"Much that is said on our main preliminary subjects 
will naturally hold good, within certain limits, of 
other dramas of Shakespeare besides Hamlet. Othello, 
King Lear and Macbeth. But it will often apply to 
these other works only in part, and to some of 
them more fully than to others. Romeo and Juliet, 
for instance, is s pure tragedy, but it is an 
early work, and in some respects an immature one. 
Richard III and Richard II, Julius Caesar, Antony 
and Cleopatra, and Corialanus are tragic histories 
or historical tragedies, in which Shakespeare 
acknowledged in practice a certain obligation to 
follow his authority, even when that authority 
offered him an undramatic material...There remain 
Titus Andronicus and Timon of Athens. The former 
I shall leave out of account because, even if 
Shakespeare wrote the whole of it, he did so 
before he had either a style of his own or any 
characteristic tragic éenôeption. Timon stands 
on a different footing. Parts of it are un
questionably Shakespeare*s...but much of the 
writing is evidently not his, and as it seems 
probablf that the ooncaption and construction 
of the whole tragedy should also be attributed 
to some other wi'iter, X shall omit this work too 
from our preliminary discussions." (34)

Bibner may quarrel with Bradley's reasons for omitting all but
four tragedies but he does not do this nor does he take account
of the faot that many of the critios of Shakespearian tragedy
have confined their attention to these four plays.(35) Not only 

f'qnofe the rCo-icrvdoes Bibner -why Bradley has not included
these plays in his account, but he omits an extension of hie 
basic idea of the hero's 'tragic trait' to include some of



the tragedies which Rihner says he wilfully ignores*
"the fatal imperfection or error, which is never 
absent, is of different kinds and degrees. At 
one extreme stands the excess and precipitancy 
of Romeo, which scarcely, if at all, diminish 
our regard for him; at the other the murderous 
ambition of Richard XII, In most cases the 
tragic error involves no conscious breach of 
right; in some (e.g. that of Brutus or Othello) 
it is aooompanied by a full conviction of right." (36)

What Ribner's criticism amounts to is very similar to what 
A,P.Rossiter wrote in general terms; he is levelling against 
Bradley the accusation th§t he did not;

"arrive at a conception of Shakespearian Tragedy" 
but followed*

"the easy way..,'a ̂ priori*i not to arrive at, 
but to arrive with one ready-made. " "%37 )

His idea that Bradley's conception of 'hamartia* (of which he
speaks as though it were the whole of Bradley's theory of
tragedy) is 'a static conception' is not easy to understand,
but the complaint of the second half of the comment about the
exclusion of certain plays leads the reader to think that Ribner
was accusing Bradley of having an idea of Shakespearian tragedy
applicable only to his chosen plays. Firstly, of course, Bradley
did write fully of Antony and Cleopatra and Oorlalanus in very
much the same terms as he wrote Shakespearean Tragedy; secondly
Ribner tries to have it both ways. If Bradley's oritioism of
hamartia^amounts to 'measuring Shakespeare's plays against a
single dramatic formula* then there is no reason why he could
not so measure all of Shakespeare's plays. Surely the very
faot that Bradley recognises that his theory is in its entirety
only applicable to the height of Shakespeare's tragic achievement
indicate$ that Bradley is deducing, the formula from the text and
not subduing the text to the formula.

G.J.Sisson in his book Shakespeare's Tragic Justice offers



some explanation as to why oritloism has oom^o talk of 
"Bradley's tragic flaw"(38) and he also attempts to see Bradley’s 
conception of tragic error in terms of his whole theory of 
tragedy*

"We have been long familiar with A#C.Bradley’s 
more complex vàrsion of the theory of 'hamartia* 
which made of it a key.#.to disclose the hidden 
sources of reconciliation to tragic conclusions 
in the heart of the reader of Shakespeare's 
tragedies. As Bradley applied the theory, it 
gained persuasiveness from its presentation in 
his classical book upon Shakespearean Tragedy, 
from the mind and the imagination of a subtle 
and philosophic critic who from every quarter 
illuminated the dramatic poems upon which he 
was engaged. He was careful not to press too 
closely his survey of the tragedies in the 
direction of syllogisma with a constant major 
premise. Yet that premise remains dominantin 
the concept of the tragedy of character with an 
operative ’tragic flaw* or 'fatal flaw* to use 
the terms in general usage, though they are a 
perversion of the Greek word and concept of 
'hamartia*. For my part, I have never been able 
to find comfort in this concept, even if I had 
been able to assent to it...Aristotle's argument, 
indeed^a piece of special pleading, countered 
Plato's attack upon poetry on ethical grounds with 
an appeal to a higher court of aesthetic principles, 
as Bradley wall knew.

But even if we could accept a directly ethical 
basis for tragedy we should be hard put to it when 
we apply the principle of the 'tragic flaw' to 
Shakespeare's tragedies. This indeed is coming into 
increasingly general agreement of late...Aristotle's 
Poetics themselves, along with Bradley, have been 
subjected to a searching criticism which repels all 
destructive moral analysis of tragic heroism in 
Greek and Shakespearian tragedy alike." (38)

This embodies a much more serious criticism of Bradley's 
whole theory of tragedy than any expressed dissatisfaction aflhe 
particular theory of 'hamartia*. Sisson like the critics 
previously discussed, implies that Bradley brought his ready-made 
system of tragedy to bear on Shakespeare? 'as Bradley applied the



theory* implies that the enquiry into the nature of tragedy 
was merely for Bradley a case of applying a set of given rules, 
rules given in fact according to Sisson, hy Aristotle. Like 
Stoll moreover, he assumes that Bradley makes the once common 
hut no longer critically accepted interpretation of the term 
*hamartia*. Though Sisson does not say so this prohahly stems 
from the ide§ that Bradley read Aristotle in 8#H,Butcher's 
translation? in fact he probably read Aristotle in the original 
Greek and was in any event capable of making his own inter
pretation of the individual terms and it appears from "The 
Substance of Shakespearean Tragedy" that Bradley's definition 
of the * tragic flaw* bears no resemblance to any use of the teim 
to denote moral weakness. Sisson does not take this into account 
largely because he assumes as it appears from his statement that 
Bradley's ideas are derived directly from Aristotle. This leads 
Sisson into the idea that Bradley*s theory of tragedy is ethical 
whereas in fact, Bradley never considers the possibility of a 
moralistic interpretation. He twice explicitly discusses the idea 
of the essential and excessive 'goodness* of the hero.

"Shakespeare never drew monstrosities of virtue? 
some of his heroes are far from being 'good'"?
"The tragic hero with Shakespeare, then, need not 
be 'good', though generally he is 'good* and 
therefore at once wins sympathy in his error.
But it is necessary that he should have so much 
of greatness that in his error and fall we may 
be vividly conscious of the possibilities of 
human nature." (39)

If the hero is 'good* then, as the above quotation shows, Bradley
thought that this was not so that the tragedy could bear an
ethical meaning but so that the audience should feel * sympathy*
for him.

Sisson, convinced of the truth of his reading of Bradley 
in terms of Aristotle's 'Poetics , reads the rest of Bradley's 
criticism in these terms* As he is one of those critics who



find mystical significance in for example King Lear he under
standably finds Bradley's more balanced view of the tragedy 
less than satisfactory. Sisson writes of Bradley's interpret
ation of King Lear*

"There is no subject upon which Bradley is more 
guarded, and more inconclusive^^an the question 
of poetical justice. Yet through a. maze of words 
it would seem that his conception of dramatic 
principles, as applied to King Lear is offended 
by the gross disproportion between cause and 
effect in the catastrophe of this tragedy. He 
agrees that we may not measure the consequences 
of flaws in character in precise proportion to 
their results, an<^he logic of tragedy is not 
the logic of justice. Yet for him, here in King 
Lear, the vast sway of moral equilibrium in the 
universe is wanting and there is consequently 
aesthetic dissatisfaction." (40)

There is nothing in this summary which would not find a
correspondence in Bradley; but the summary does not take into
account the context of the remarks. Bradley was analysing the
reasons for general dissatisfaction with the play when he wrote
as above. Bradley was not here writing of his own personal
reaction to the tragedy but rather attempting to understand
the general view. That Sisson misunderstood this led him later
on in the same cjihpter to say:

"We have long ago learned to recognise in its 
action and development a theme which might 
justify the title 'The Redemption of King Lear' 
in place of 'The Tragedy of King Lear' pointing 
to a happy ending of deeper truth than Tate's 
or that desired by Bradley." (41)

Sisson gives no indication of being aware of the source for the
new title of King Lear and this is surely because he quite
ignored the side of Bradley's argument on the subject of
King Lear which produced;

"Should we not at least as near the tipth, fas 
we were in talking of the 'malicious' 'pessimistic' 
justice of the play]) if we called this poem



"The Redemption of King Lear and declared that the 
hueine&s of * the gode* with him was neither to 
torment him, nor to teach him a 'noble anger* hut 
to lead him to attain through apparently hopeless 
fa il w e  the very end and aim of life? One can 
believe that Shakespeare had been tempted at times 
to feel misanthropy and despair, but it is quite 
impossible that he can have been mastered by such 
feelings at the time when he produced this 
conception." (42)

Sisson seems to be here committing the very fault which by
implication he imputes to Bradley; he starts with his theory of
what Bradley said and then finds fault with Bradley along the
lines of that theory; much as he said Bradley started with a
theory and found fault with Shakespeare. It would be presumptuous
for anyone to suggest why Sisson should write as he does, but
the possible reasons for it are relevant here. Sisson writing on
'tragic justice* was probably very aware of the difficulty of
falling into a moralistic definition of justice in tragedy; it
was therefore probably a considerable help to him to isolate the
moralistic view and set his own view against it. As the numerous
references to Bradley show, Sisson was very aware of Shakespearean
Tragedy and probably felt very strongly the contrast between his
almost otherworldly concept of tragedy and Bradley's sane end
balanced view.

As I hope has been apparent Sisson's view of Bradley's 
Shakespearean Tragedy is a very partial one? indicative more of 
what Sisson thought Bradley said that! what he said in fact. This 
is not uncommon and is perhaps easily explained. Critics of the 
1950*8 are aware of Bradley and remember him from their youthful 
reading of Shakespearean Tragedy or even perhaps only from a 
teacher's summary, when in a critical work they turn again to 
Bradley it is to a Bradley coloured by a vaguely remembered 
reading further distorted by layers of critical opinion. They 
look, therefore, for a Bradley they have long assumed to exist



i;-

and find texts to support their assumption. Sisson's Bradley 
was obviously a moralist, repeating in more persuasive forms the 
ancient theories of Aristotle; a philosopher looking to the text 
only for confirmation of his philosophy rather than a literary 
critic. And it is this Bradley of whom Sisson writes rather than 
the Bradley evident in Shakespearean Tragedy.

Sisson cites P.Alexander as evidence of the modem rejection 
of both Bradley and Aristotle but in fact Alexander is much more 
sympathetic to Bradley's standpoint than Sisson implies. Alexander 
opens his book Hamlet Father and Son by avowing*

"I still think Bradley's method genuinely 
critical and illuminating;" (43)

and he then considers Bradley's position at some legigth and 
concludes by examining his discussion of 'hamartia'. This dis
cussion is really not conducted in terms of Bradley's criticism 
but as a preliminary explanation necessary to Alexander's book; 
Alexander, however, thought fit to discuss 'hamartia' by 
considering Bradley's theory for reasons which he states#

"Every modem critic who talks of the tragic flaw 
is, if he has considered the matter seriously, a 
student of Bradley." (43)

He then considers some of the objections to the theory and asks:
"Has Bradley given the doctrine of 'hamartia' 
some turn that relieves it of the objections.•• 
urged against it?...how then does he overcome the 
difficulty about the lack of correspondence between 
the flaw andthe catastrophe?" (43)

Alexander explains this by referring to Bradley's relianoe on
Hegel*

"Bradley's elaboration of the Hegelian thesis has 
had a strong attraction for scholars and men of 
letters. let it shows no respect for the virtues 
of men; the best are doomed because not wholly 
perfect."



"Bradley in his zeal to reconcile us to the 
facts of tragedy offers us a conclusion to 
which only a profound pessimism could possibly 
reconcile us,"
"That Bradley had no more intention than Hegel 
of maintaining a pessimistic doctrine is clear 
from his work as a whole? mingling with his 
main thesis are currents of thought from a 
different source? many of his most character
istic utterances flatly contradict the premises 
on which his argument rests." (43)

Alexander, it seems here, overestimatAs the place that the concept
of a 'tragic flaw* had in Bradley's theory of tragedy. It is
significant that nowhere in his theory of tragedy does Bradley
use the term 'hamartia' an̂ 4ie only once uses the word 'flaw'.
Vilhat Bradley was concerned with was the fact and results of the
tragic conflict, not the mechanic® of its coming about. Alexander
seems to realise this when he continues:

"he found more things in Shakespeare than were 
allowed for in Hegel's philosophy. Bradley, 
although he is the most thorough exponent of 
the doctrine of 'hamartia', indeed just because 
he makes determined an effort to provide 
for it a philosophical and psychological basiSj 
has to keep looking beyond it to interpret the 
tragedies. He is divided between Hegel and 
Shakespeare." (43)

Finally he concludes that Bradley was not really a supporter of
the 'tragic flaw' concept at all.

Alexander it seems is making a public criticism of his 
impression of Bradley. It seems as though he started out with 
the generally accepted view of Bradley as a critic convinced 
of the moral failure of Shakespeare's heroes and then as he 
examined the view was gradually convinced of how little relation 
this idea had to what Bradley in fact said. It is true, as 
Sisson said, that Alexander rejects the concept of 'hamartia* 
but it is not true that he rejects'Bradley and Aristotle on 
that account. He was seeking to correct the view that Bradley's 
critical theory depended on acceptance of a 'tragic flaw' in



the hero; this task is more difficult than he realised. There 
is more wilful ignorance of the actual ideas of Bradley than 
Alexander accounted for; Sisson even heving read Alexander's 
account prefers to maintain a view of Bradley the moral critic 
finding fault with all the heroes.

Alexander is not alone in rejecting the idea that Bradley's 
criticism d ^ a W s  on the idea of ’hamartia'. Morris Weitz wrote:

"Bradley.».has been mistaken for an exponent of 
hamartia, even by himself* For, in spite of his 
ostensible emphasis on the tragic flaw,Bradley 
also turns the flaw into virtue by making it 
the source of the hero's greatness." (44)

Weitz offers no evidence to support his theory that Bradley
considered himself an exponent of 'hamartia'; and makes no
reference to the fact that if this is so there is very little
stress on this aspect of his theory of tragedy and much more
emphasis on other aspects, for example, the final reconciliation.
Despite this weakness, however, Weitz*s remark is interesting
because he alone of the critics discussed making reference to
the fact that for Bradley the flaw and the greatness were one
and the same thing. Weitz does not continue to say what surely
should be said that the isolation of the flaw and its resulting
tragic consequences was inherent not only in the hero’s greatness
but in the oireumstances which surrounded him. This omission of
Weitz*s (it must be remembered that his book Hamlet and the
Philoaophy of Criticism contains a detailed analysis of
Bradley's criticism) illustrates once more the misunderstanding
of Bradley which arises because insufficient attention is paid
to what he said bsause a critic feels that, as he has read the
work once and knows the critical feeling on the subject, he is
already well acquainted with the substance of Bradley's work.

In her book Shakespeare's Tragic Heroes Miss L.B.Campbell 
came to quite a dfffefent conclusion concerning Bradley's 
criticisms of Shakespearian tragedy. She wrote there:



"Frofessor Bradley began his analysis of Shakespeare's 
ttonceptioa of tragedy by a disauesion that implicitly 
accepted Aristotle's Poetios as the Imse for differ
entiation. He questioned the mediaeval idea of 
tragedy.••as inadequate to explain Shakespeare in 
full and he specifically affirmed that 'the tragic 
world is a world of action and action is the trans
lation of thought into reality’. He concluded 'The 
tragic suffering and death arises from collision 
not with fate or blank power but with a moral power,
& power akin to all that we admire and revere in 
the characters themselves’. It is this conception 
of tragedy as action and of the plot of tragedy as 
a statement of metaphysical belief that has so 
much interested later oritioe." (4^)

Having made this reference to Bradley in the preface she
continues her study proper without referring to him again.

Seventeen years later she no longer saw him as a critic
who held such straightforward views on the constituents of
tragedy and, herself interested in the psychology of the
characters, turned her attention to Bradley's views on this
subject. She now thinks Bradley sees character as the centre
of the actions

"he by definitioqmakes a tragic hero set the 
tragic circle in motion while he is morally 
responsible and then proves that he must have 
been morally responsible when he set the forces 
of destruction at work or else he could not have 
been a tragic hero." (46)

This is a summary of the second section of the leoture "The
Substance of Shakespearean Tragedy." Its very tone, however,
indicates that it is not an impartial sur*mary as will he seen
by a comparison of Miss Campbell's statement with Bradley's
words#

"The calamities of tragedy do not simply happen, 
nor are they sent; they proceed mainly from 
actions, and/those the actions of men."
"The'story' or 'action' of a Shakespearean tragedy 
does not consist, of course, solely of himan 
actions or deeds; but the deeds are the pre-



"dominant factor# And these deeds are, for the 
most part, actions in the full sense of the 
word.*, aots or omissions thoroughly expressive 
of the doer, - characteristic deeds. The centre 
of the tragedy, therefore, may be a$dd with 
equal truth to lie in action issuing from 
character or in character, issuing in action."

"The dictum that, with Shakespeare, 'character 
is destiny* is no doubt an exaggeration, and 
one that may mislead (for many of his tragic 
personages, if they had not met with quite 
peculiar circurastances, would have escaped a 
tragic end, and might even have lived fairly 
untroubled lives); but it is the exaggeration 
of a vital truth."

Bradley concludes his argument on this topic by considering 
three factors which would appear to contradict the above 
statements; mental aberrations, the introduction of the super
natural and the intervention of accident and chance. Of the 
first he sayas

"these abnormal conditions are never introduced 
as the origin of deeds of any dramatic moment.
Lady Macbeth's sleepwalking has no influence 
whatever on the events that follow it. Macbeth 
did not murdàr Du^an because he saw a dagger 
in the air: he saw the dagger because he was 
about to murder Duncan,"

Of the second which he considers more seriously he says:
"It forms no more than an element, however 
important, in the problem with which the hero 
has to deal, and we are never allowed to feel 
that it has removed his oapaoity or responsibility 
for dealing with this problem. So far indeed are 
we from feeling this, that many readers run to the 
opposite extreme, and openly or privately regard 
the supernatural as having nothing to do with the 
real interest of the play."

Of the third factor he eaysi
"this operation of accident is s fact, and a 
prominent fact of human life. To exclude it 
wholly from tragedy, therefore, would be, we 
may say, to fail in truth. And, besides, it is 
not merely à feet. That men may start a course



"of events but can neither calculate nor control 
it, is a tragic fact...On the other hand, any 
large admission of chance into the tragic 
sequence would certainly weaken, end might 
destroy, the sense of causal connection of 
character, deed, and catastrophe. And Shakes
peare really uses it very sparingly." (47)

It seemed worthwhile to quote at length from Bradley’s argument
on this subject to emphasise the most obvious difference between
what Bradley says and what Miss Campbell eays he says. This is
apparent in the omission from Bradley's discussion of the words
which are basic to Miss Campbell*b argument:

"morally responsible,"
What Bradley is saying is that the action in a tragedy issues
from character and not character distorted by insanity, or
subject to supernatural powers or the workings of chance. What
is, furthermore, interesting, is that Miss Campbell could have
made her point about the circalar nature of Bradley's argument
without introducing the question of moral responsibility at
all. More than this she complains on the same page that*

"Bradley ignores the Slizabethan acceptance of 
these abnormal states of mind as resulting from 
the unchecked domination of passion over reason 
and hence confuses cause and effect," (48)

which appears like a oon^laint that Bradley overlooks the hero's 
moral responsibility for his motions. Despite the fact that 
Miss Campbell, following no doubt, the dictates of then accepted 
ideas, about what Bradley stood for, complains of his misunder
standing the 'moral responsibility' of Shakespearian heroes, she 
is herself, much more of an exponent of the moralist's view of 
tragedy, which Sisson for example, sought to lay at Bradley's 
door. Her concluding remarks amply illustrate this#

"Bradley by discussing the^ three 'additional 
factors' in tragedy - abnormal conditions of 
mind, the supernatural, and accidents - only 
to prove that they were not really factors at 
all because none of them served to remove the



"moral responsibility of the ch&r&otere for their 
actions wae proving something irrelevant. Lady 
Macbeth's sleepwalking was not the source of any 
tragic act* fra© hut it is an important part of 
the tragedy because it is part of her punishment." (49)

Miss Campbell does not claim that Bradley falls into hie 
moralistic errors because of his dependence on iiristotle or Kegel; 
in fact she offers no reason for what she considers to be his 
wildly irrelevant reading of Shakespeare apart from his general 
ineptitude. Her ortticism of Shakespeare .illustrates a further 
relation of the twentieth century critic to Bradley; a need to 
use his criticism as s whetstone so implicitly accepted that 
there is no explanation of or interest in the reasons why 
Bradley went wrong, Mias Campbell probably assumed that the 
burden of Bradley's argument was to prove the 'moral responsibility' 
of the hero because sha associates him as a critic with thèse of 
her elders vho regarded:

"The dicta of Bradley as having been brought 
down to the people from 3inai." (50)

The argument about Bradley's Victorianism is not here explicitly
discussed but it seems likely that the reason why Miss Campbell,
contrary to all the evidence (and her discussion revesls that she
in faot had read the relevant passages with close attention)
thought that Bradley's heroes were morally responsible was because
in the recesses of her mind she associated with him her muguet
superiors and their old-faahioned notions of literature, life and
morality.

How far removed Miss Campbell is from understanding Bradley 
in terms of his aotual period and philosophical background is 
shown by the praise of a part of Bradley's argument which seems 
to depend very heavily on late Victorian idealist philosophy#

"the ghost of the late King of Denmark, - 
majestic, solemn, impersonal - seems to him 
not only a spirit intent upon serving its own 
purposes, but also 'the messenger of divine 
justice set upon the expiation of offences which



"it appeared impossible for man to discover 
and avenge, a reminder or a symbol of the 
connexion of the limited world of ordinary 
experience which the vaster life of which 
it is but a partial appearance’ Bradley's 
intuition here was reaching out toward an 
Elizabethan commonplace," (5l)

If Bradley was reaching out to a conception of Elizabethan
drama which seemed to Miss Campbell to resemble common
Elizabethan conceptions it was not the work of intuition
which brought him to this conclusion but the very Victorian
philosophical background of which she takes no account.

The criticisms of Bradley discussed in this chapter have 
come from varied sources and periods and illustrated widely 
different aspects of Bradley's criticism andthe attitudes of 
his critics; they all, however, have one thing in common, they 
do not allow that Bradley reacted to the plays as drama. They 
all, to a certain extent, rely upon the same conception of 
Bradley as Kenneth Muir's statement quoted at the %#glnning 
of the chapter and Sir Ifor Evans's expressed doubt as to 
whether Bradley ever visited the theatre. Whatever else is 
thought about Bradley's criticism in these terms it cannot be 
allowed to be relevant to the drama. Of the critics dkscussed 
in this chapter only Sisson has applied what he said about 
Bradley's general theory to hie criticism of the individual 
plays; and the very distortion in this one application seems 
only to emphasise the point that the critics of Bradley's 
general theory, however generous and sympathetic in their 
criticism, fail to take into account that his aim was 'dramatic 
appreciation* of the plays and not merely the formulation of 
a general theory of tragedy.

In his preface Bradley suggests that readers "who may 
prefer to enter at once on the discussion ofi the several plays" (52) 
omit the two general chapters; he nowhere makes the suggestion



that readers interested in theory should omit the discussion
of the individual plays. The very inclusion of the chapter on
the "Substance of Shakespearean Tragedy" has served to strengthen
the idea of one of Bradley's type described by Harley Granville
Barker in 1925* He wrote:

"When Dr. Bradley's masterly Shakespearean Tragedy 
was given us - this was a bright gleam, though it 
surprised people a little to find ah Oxford Prof
essor for whom not only was poetry poetry, but 
plays were plays." (53)

As we have seen the surprise was such for some critics that they
could not believe it and held to their previous conviotions about
late Viotorisn oritics. Harold Jenkins offers some explanation of
this. He begins by citing the favourite objection:

"Did not Bradley argue the whereabouts of Hamlet 
. at the time of his father's death?" 

and continues:
"This is an unworthy route by which to arrive at 
Bradley (Shakespearean Tragedy I904). If the 
attitude I have spoken of ^regarding fiction as 
history] is particularly associated with his name, 
it is surely because he is more read than his 
Victorian predecessors and because no-one can 
excel him in the careful summing up of evidence 
which bears on both character and story. But there 
is always a part of his mind which remembers that 
Hamlet is a drama shaping Shakespeare's imagination."

This leads 4e Professor Jenkins to an interesting estimate of
Bradley's position in criticism to-day:

"Bradley is the bridge which joins the nineteenth 
century with ours. The greatest of the character 
critics, he concentrates - how he concentrates - 
on Hamlet's delay, but he refines on the 
psychological analysis of his predecessors, 
attributing Hamlet's inactivity not to his native 
constitution but to an abnormal state of melancholy 
arising from shock. The importance he attaches to 
Hamlet's distress at his mother's marriage gives 
a new critical emphasis^the effect of which will 
be seen in a period familiar with Freud. But 
while apparently absorbed in the analysis of



"Hamlet’s character, Bradley shares the philosoph
ical interests of the nineteenth century Germans,
He is careful to note that ’the psychological 
point of view is not equivalent to the tragic*•
For him of course tragedy is not simply a 
literary genre; it is a way of intei*preting 
the universe. For all his concern with the matter- 
of-fact details, the play of Hamlet suggests to 
him, especially hut noty/through the Ghost, how 
•the limited world of ordinary experience* is but 
a part of some 'vaster life'; and though he does 
not much develop this, he perceives in the action 
of the play a meaning greater than itself," (54)

This quotation is interesting not only because it attempts
rationally to understand Bradley's relation to the theories of
his predecessors and successors but also because in this rational
light it acknowledges the source for Bradley's comments on the
'vaster life' beyond in a way of which Miss Campbell was not
capable.

The reason for this must be seen partly in the fact that 
Professor Jenkins was writing an impartial history of Hamlet 
criticism and Miss Campbell a work of criticism to oontradèct 
Bradley; she was therefore standing so much nearer to the 
object. Professor Jenkins is also writing later. The vehemence 
has gone out of reaction; the classification is complete at 
last so that the work of objective criticism is no longer 
impaired.

Here, again, is evidence of the fact that the distorted 
Bradley found in so much critical writing is only ^here to 
fulfil a function which he (and indeed most other critics) 
could not fulfil in his proper person. Bradley is over
simplified so that he can assume the role of adversary. He 
is a bookish philosopher so that critics can explore the purely 
theatrical with greater boldness; jhe lea theorist rather than 
a reader so that study of detail can be more fervently carried 
out; he is a moralist so that the pyschological critics can 
discuss his psychology. 411 of these labels are to a



certain extent true; but none of them serve as a replacement 
for a reading of Bradley’s criticisms.
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CHAPTER 6.
"BRADLEY THE CHARACTER-CHASER."

The most famous objection to the Victorian Bradley is that 
he misread Shakespeare's plays as biographies of the leading 
oharaoters. The attention which the oritioal world has accorded 
to Bradley's unhistorical, philosophical undramatic attitude 
to Shakespeare amounts to very little when compared with the 
widespread acknowledgment that Bradley read Shakespeare 
because he was interested in the characters. This is the 
objection to Bradley which has held the attention of the student 
and critical public longest; partly no doubt this is due to 
the spectacular nature of Pzf. L,C. Knight s’ book How Many 
Children had Lady Macbeth? published in 1933. There is, however, 
another reason, which will emerge from this chapter; the so- 
called Bradleyan overemphasis on character is in fact an 
overemphasis th which every critic and indeed every audience 
of Shakespeare is prone. The criticism of Bradley in the light 
of more sophisticated critical attitudes is in part self- 
castigation. This objection to Bradley has legd to others as 
Clifford Leech wrote#

"Critics who have parted company with Bradley have 
accused him of giving a too preponderant attention 
to the charaoter of the hero, of treating the play 
like a nineteenth-century novel, of neglecting its 
poetry, and of being insufficiently versed in 
Elizabethan thought and stage-oonditions." (1)

The connection between the criticism that Bradley confused
chafaoter study with drama and the contention that Bradley easily
overlooked the difference between art and reality is a natural
one; not so natural but no lees common is the assumption that
the attention Bradley accords the charaeters in the drama
arises from his underestimating the effects of poetry, and
reading the playe^ïj^ so%#(^ Victorian novels.



Such is the fame accorded to Bradley's criticism of the 
characterisation in the four great tragedies, that the process 
is often renamed after himt

"Character analysis in the Bradley manner." (2) 
is what one American scholar calls it, as though no other forms 
of character analysis were possible. Bradley has however his 
confederates in his critical attitude. Professor Hardy classes 
him with Hazlitt as;

"a great character critic" 
and contrasting him with Coleridge adds;

"Hazlitt and Bradley tell us about human character, 
taking Idacbpth or Ô thello. as a point of departure; 
Coleridge tells us about the play." (3)

Writing of "Palstaff", S.B.Hemingvay almost inevitably equates
Bradley with Morgann;

"It is the unwritten biography of Palstaff, 
the Life of Palstaff as it existed in his 
creator's mind, that is the chief concern of 
the Morgann-Bradley school." (4}

Oliver Elton classed him with his earlier Victorian predecessor
Bowden:

"Edward Bowden and Andrew Bradley, spoke with much 
nicety on Shakespeare's fpami; but they too were 
more concerned with penetrating his characters, 
or his philosophy of life." (5)

Whatever else has fluctuated in the narrow world of 
Shakespeare criticism, Bradley the character critic has remained 
firm. In 1934 T.M.Parrott wrote in an uncontroversial handbook 
for students:

"Something of the same sort [as is found in Bowden] 
combined with a subtler psychological analysis of 
Shakespeare's characters is found in Bradley's 
admirable Shakespearean Tragedy 1904. Here after 
a philosophic aesthetic .lecture on the substance 
of tragedy there follows an illuminating discussion 
of construction in Shakespeare's tragedies. This 
might lead one to believe that Bradley meant to 
deal with Shakespeare primarily as a dramatist but



"the four lectures which follow on the four 
great tragedies are in the main character 
studies, often indeed of the most interesting 
and suggestive sort hut with too little 
consideration of their prime purpose, that 
is the presentation on the stage," (6)

This is all the notice this hook accords Bradley apart from
a summary of titles of his other Shakespeare studies. The tone
is sarcastic and superior, some of the context inaccurate
(there are eight not four lectures on the individual plays)
hut the picture of Bradley the character critic emerges clearly.
It is a picture which despite varying attitudes to it remained
clear. When George Watson in 1^62 wrote a similar handbook,
this time on literary criticism in general he summyed up en
passants

"Bradley's style of criticism was based upon an 
assumption that Shakespeare's characters are as 
naturalistic as the characters of nineteenth- 
century novels." (7)

Even non-speoialists are expected to recognise this particular
facet of Bradley so that even now when the critical excitement
has somewhat dieel down, Irving WardUcould write in The Hew
Society in the autumn of 1966:

"Bradley and the 'objecticnistic' school of 
criticism which tried to resolve the Shakespearian 
enigma by lifting characters out of context and 
supplying them with irrelevant 'real life' 
biographies," (8)

There have W e n  few if any critics to assert that Bradley 
was not interested in character as the general opinion seems to 
think. Oddly, only Q.Wilson Knight stands out for a Bradley not 
immersed in characters, not only in his famous prefatory note 
to the 1947 edition of The Wheel of Fire where he said:

"My animadversions as to 'character' analysis were 
never intended to limit the living human reality 
of Shakespeare'people.,.Nor was I at all concerned 
to repudiate the work of A.C.Bradley." (9)



but also in the prefatory not© to the I95I edition of The 
Imperial Them© where he wrote t:>at Bradley's ShaJcespearean 
Tragedy:

"is too often wrongly supposed to have been 
limited to the minutiae of 'char&oterisation*" (10)

But even this counterblast was limited; in The %heel of Fire
prefatory note Knight continues;

"Bradley certainly on occasion pushed 'oharaotar* 
analysis to an unnecessary extreme." (9)

Despite the unanimity of critical opinion on this one 
point there has been a wide diversity of attitudes to Bradley's 
•oharaoter* criticism. The question has been largely how much 
this stress on character vitiates Bradley's criticism. There 
have, however, been a few voices who, asi^e from this largar 
issue, question Bradley's ability to carry out the character 
analysis.

The general attitude to Bradley's character criticism is 
one of admiration. H.Oranvill© Barker, discussing Kent in 
King Lear, referred his readers to Bradleys

"for a masterly analysis of the whole character" (11)
il.B.Charlton, even in the case of the controversial study of 
Ffilstaff, wrote:

"Mr. Brad^-^h portrait of Sir John impresses 
one as more like the authentic Pal staff of 
Shakespeare than any other which the critics 
have sketched." (12)

In the case, however, of one particular character study and of
two oritioa there has been rigourous criticism not so much of
th® fact of Bradley's concentration on 'character' but his
inaccuracy in portraying the character. One of the oritioe
concerned explicitly make© the point:

"The generally recognised peculiarity of Othello 
among the tragedies may be indicated by saying 
that it lend© itself as no other of them does 
to the approach classically associated with 
Bradley's name: even Othello (it will be



"necessary to insist) is poetic drama, a dramatic 
poem, and not a psychological novel written in 
dramatic form and draped in poetry, but relevant 
discussion of its tragic significance will 
nevertheless be mainly a matter of character- 
analysis. It would, that is, have lent itself 
uniquely well to Bradley's approach if Br&dley 
had made his approach consistently and with 
moderate intelligence* Actually, however, the 
section dn Othello in Shakespearean Tragedy is 
more extravagant in misdirected scrupulosity 
than any of the others; it is, with a concentration 
of Bradley's comical solemnity, completely wrong
headed - grossly and palpably false to the evidence 
if offers to w e i g h (13)

According to Dr. Leavis, Bradley commits every possible error
in his study of the characters of 'Othello* and 'lago'j

"we must not suppose that Bradley sees what is 
in front of him"

instead his account is;
"as extraordinary a history of triumphant 
sentimental perversity as literary history 
can show."

YlAt the cost of denaturing Shakespeare's 
tragedy, be insistently idealises."

"Bradley, in the speech he quotes from, 
misses all the shifts of tone by which 
Shakespeare renders the shifting confusion 
of Othello's mind." (I4)

Professor E.B.Stoll whom Leavis calls the "adversary of the
Bradley approach" (1$) also extensively criticises Bradley's
portrait of 'Othello'; the bulk of this criticism comes in his
earliest work Othello: an historical and6omparàtive study
(1913) but Professor Stoll formulates his objection to Bradley's
characterisation most clearly in Art and Artifice in SMcespeare
(193J).

"We have no right, as the critics ever since the 
days of Romanticism have been doing...to interpret 
the characters by way of the plot, instead of at 
first hand."



Speaking more speoifioally of Bradley's misinterpretation of 
Banquo , he sayei

"this is a oase, as with Hamlet, of interpreting 
the charaoter, indireotly, by the plot, instead
oi at first hand." (16)

Although Stoll himself particularly in the earlier work 
concentrates on the character of Othello; in the above objection 
to the Bradleyan approach to character lie the seeds of the 
objection to the whole character approach to the plays. It is 
a short step from considering the characters 'at first hand' 
to considering them as marionettes expressing the dramatist'© 
theme, to aeeinĵ  them as function, rather than as person; 
finally not considering them as entities at all.

Leo Kirsohbaum illustrates & position somewhat more 
advanced than Stoll's in the consideration of character; for 
Kirechbawn, charaoter is primarily to be considered as function. 
He talks Of:

"the folly of automatically adhering willy-nilly 
to the a priori "romantic" notion that every 
Shakespeare character is as real in unity, depth, 
and complexity as the reader of this book."

Speaking specifically again of Banque he saye:
"If we consdier B&nquo as a dramatic function 
rather than as a character in the usual sense, 
we shall be able to avoid Bradley's erroneous 
and confused misreading of him as another whom 
the witches influence finally debases.••Bradley, 
with his customary approach, tended to consider 
Banque as a whole man, a psychologically valid 
being; he did not see that the playwright has eo 
depicted the character that he will always be a 
dramaturgic foil to Macbeth."

Kirsohbaum thinks the characters should be regarded:
"not so much as people but as morality play 
figures"

and concludes triumphantly:
"Interestingly enough, the non-Bradleyan Banquo 
emerges as a more dramatically effective figure 
If only because he is uncomplex, consistent, and 
trenchant." (17)



S.L.Bethell takes the argument a stage further in his 
hook Shakespeare and the Popular Dramatic Tradition ; he firstly 
criticises the Victorian attitude to character:

"The study of character is, of course, important, 
though it is not everything; but the typical 
Victorian charaoter criticism consisted entirely 
of psychological speculation, and^reated the 
text as providing scientific data rather than 
as mediating a poetic experience. By the end of 
the nineteenth century, Shakespearean criticism 
was almost limited to the discussion of characters, 
their motives, their self-oonsistenoy and so forth; 
whilst treatment of the verse was usually confined 
to eulogies, in passing, of the appropriate 
anthologieai passages."

He continues:
"the Victorian critics, culminating in Bradley, 
ignored Shakespeare's conventionalism and 
falsely simplified their approach by treating 
him as if he were a purely naturalistic writer."

and Gonclud#%^undermining all that meant 'character' to the
Victorian critic:

"Is the naturalistic approach in any way valid 
for Shakespeare? The naturalistic approach 
treats characters as if they were real persons, 
and seeks a psychological explanation for their 
words and deeds. An audience in the naturalistic 
theatre is busy with conjecture about thqstates 
of mind which would produce certain actions and 
remarks presented before them. But a Shakespearean 
audience is even more busy with the subtleties of 
a highly complex poetry, andit is unlikely that 
they would have time to spare for any but the 
most obvious naturalistic indications of character..•
To understand poetry, conscious effort is needed; 
and to penetrate character from dialogue and action 
conscious effort is again needed, but of an entirely 
different type. It is this a priori unlikely that H  J
naturalistic criticism should be very fruitful in 
dealing with Shakespeare." (18)

This last argument triimphantly disregards both logic and reason;
it is as rational as saying that one cannot make a friend of



someone whose language is other than one's own heoause the 
effort of understanding the language makes it impossible to 

pay any attention to the speaker* The reason why Bethell 
falls into this attitude is because he is silently adhering 
to the critical doctrine of the difference between drama and 
life* This doctrine in many ways received its rigid formulation 
because of the so called confusion between the two which is 
found in Bradley* The firsft critic of Bradley, A*B.Walkley 
printed his essay "Professor Bradley’s Hamlet" in a book 
appropriately titled Drama and Life; and the essay is 
substantially concerned with the confusion of the historic 
and the fictional approach to drama; of this he wrote;

"the confusion*••is natural enough*•.The 
confusion gives pleasure, for we seem, by 
yielding to it, to be witnessing a veritable 
act of creation and to be enlarging, enriching, 
vividly colouring our experience of life* But 
deliberately to import this criticism is another 
matter."

On this basis he quarrels with Bradley’s picture of Hamlet. For 
example when Bradley says "î̂ Hamlet*' a popular youth, an actor 
and a fencer", Walkley comments#

"does it not occur to Professor Bradley that these 
things are thus merely because Shakespeare wanted 
l) a 'sympathetic* hero 2) an amateur of acting
(or what would have become of the play-scene?); 
and 3} a fencer - for the denouement?"

Walkley then sums up in ah almost prophetic manner the difference
in approach between Bradley and himself#

"to understand Shakespeare you have to supplement 
examination of the text by consideration of 
other matters, and it is here that I hold the 
Professor to be at fault* What is outside the 
text? He says (by implication) a set of real 
lives***1 say Shakespeare’s dramatic needs of 
the moment, artistic peculiarities, and available 
theatrical materials." (19)

A.J.A.Waldook expands the objection in his book on "Hamlet"



In his discussion of Bradley’s theory as the why ’Hamlet’ delays, 
he writes#

"Bradley’s explanation*•«does not seem satisfactorily 
to establish ’delay’ as the obvious sequel of 
Hamlet’s mental sufferings* Bradley is throughout 
concerned with showing why Hamlet’s special 
temperament constituted a ’danger’ to himself*•*
But it seems almost as plausible to imagine his 
temperament, under the same circumstances, as an 
asset***! do not urge these considerations as 
dramatically very important but rather as suggesting 
some failure on the part of Bradley’s theory fully 
to account for the case even as he imagines it*
But perhaps more interesting than the theory itself 
is Bradley’s justification of it by the plot. Here 
a certain fallacy in method seems to bscome apparent, 
and a principle is raised of the first importance*
"’Drama is not history’ but Bradley on the basis 
of the play* * * reconstructs what really happened* * *
He is tempted***to a super»subtlety that unearths 
impossible distinctions • impossible, at least, to 
the theatre." (20)

This quotation is interesting because it illustrates a difficulty
which many critics, even including those like Waldook who
consciously try to avoid it, meet; that of entering into the
argument about Shakespeare's characters as though they were living
characters* We shall oomo^o other examples of this later*

’Drama is not history’; the obverse of this waxv-cry became
that Shakespearian tragedy was ’dpsBistio poetry’ ; foremost of the
critics who found Bradley wanting on this count was L«C*Knights
who in his book How many children had Lady Macbeth? took up the
argument about Bradley's character from this particular standpoint*
His argument may be summed up*

"A Shakespeare play is a dramatic poem*" 
and his particular aim was to correct#

"the assumption that Shakespeare was pre-eminently 
a great creator of char act era,! "

Of the holders of this assumption he says*
"The most illustrious example is, of course.
Dr* Bradley’s Shakespearean Tragedy***too 
well-known to require much descriptive



"comment, but it should be observed that the 
Notes, in which the detective interest super
sedes the critical, form a logical corollary 
to the portions of the book...It is assumed 
throughout the book that the most profitable 
discussion of Shakespeare’s tragedies is in 
terms of the characters of which they are 
composed." (21)

The mein argument is here and in the ironical title;/however,
in the second part of hie book, when he enalyses the first scene
of the play as poetry to illustrate an alternative method to
that of Bradley, he gives the lie to his objections to a
specifically Dradleyan approach* In an address to the Teachers
of Liverpool, "The Teaching of English Literature" Bradley
illustrated a point about the value of teaching children to
read so as to recreate the writei% mind in theirs, by analysing
the same scene in e way remarkably similar. In fact given the
fact of the analysis of ten lines of Shakespearian poetry and
two critics of $he calibre of A.G.Br&dley and L,G,Knights, the
similarity of analysis is almost inevitable. It is odd that
L.C.Knights should have chosen the same scene, but little more
SB the article is not easily accessible and Knights is unlikely
to have seen it. On the other hand the choice of Macbeth seems
unfortunate when Bradley himself in Shakespearean Tragedy said
of this play that the minor oharactersi

"are sketched lightly, and are seldom developed 
further than the etrict purposes of the action 
required*..All this makes for simplicity of 
effect. And, this being so, it it not possible 
that Shakespeare instinctively felt, or consciously 
feared, that to give much individuality or attraction 
to the subordinate figures would diminish this effect, 
and SO, like a good artist, sacrificed a part to the 
whole? And was he wrong? He has certainly avoided 
the overloading which distresses us in King Lear 
and has produced a tragedy utterly unlike it, not 
much less great as a dramatic poem, and as a drama 
8\Q»erior*? (22)

Hot only does Bradley here show an attitude quite contrary to



that Knights imputed to him with regard to the characters, 
hut he also uses the tery term 'dramatic poem* which L.C.Knights 
made his watchword. Despite this^view tf A.C.Bradley as 
character critic ’par excellence’ continues and with it a 
belief that L.C.Knights once and for all exposed Bradley for 
what he was.

Over thirty years after the appearance of Knights’ work, 
in a critical climate more favourable to Bradley, A.D.Kuttall 
re-examined Bradley*

"the oharacter-ohaser, the motive-hwiter." 
and the L.C.Knights attack. L.C.Knights provoking from the 
editor of the periodical in which his essay was published the 
following support*

"In the ’30s,*40s and early ’50s,(sic) there was 
a tendency to press Shakespeare towards allegory 
and, at the same time, to avoid discussion of 
his‘characters*like the plague. Prof.L.C.Knights*s 
How Many Children Had Lady Macbeth? was a notable 
deterrent. As a student at Cambridge I can still 
remember thinking it strangely insensitive and 
superficial, after Bradley; but it was hard to 
formulate objections at that time." (23)

Buttall begins his article by summing up the critical situation*
"At one time, everybody used to talk about 
Shakespeare’s characters as if they were real 
people. To-day, simple folk, like Lord David 
Cecil and Prof. Dover Wilson, still do; but 
the critically with-it do not, believi^ this 
kind of talk makes no sense." (24)

Leaving aside the jocular style Nuttall examines Knights’ charges
in detail*

"What exactly is claimed in this charge of Knights?
- the charge that Bradley an^the rest confound 
fiction and reality, the charge that it is absurd 
to ask whether Falstaff is really a coward. Is he 
(for example) claiming that Morgans, Bradley and 
the rest actually mistook Falstaff, Macbeth end 
the rest for real people? Obviously not...You will 
not find Bradley burying his head in works of



"Scottish history which Shakespeare can never 
have read. Whatever the ’independence* of the 
dramatic characters means it cannot mean that.

But if Bradley was not actually deluded what 
are we to say? Does bis guilt merely consist in 
his using the language of delusion?...the 
practise of simply naming the persons of a play 
without always designating them as 'characterA 
has long been authorised by usage. It has become 
part of the shorthand of criticism to omit the 
designation of logical status once the over-all 
logical context is clear."

Having convincingly discussed these aspects of Knights* criticism
Huttall continues*

"Knights'real objection is to the practice of 
drawing inferences from the seen to the unseen 
with respect to persons of the play."

to which he answers*
"It is just not accurate to say that their 
fictional existence begins and ends with what 
we actually see." (25)

and cites for example the understanding of passage of time and
the characters occupation during that time, which the dramatist
expects of his audience.

It is, however, for doing just what Buttall says the 
audience must do that Miss Campbell explicitly objects to 
Bradley’s ’character-analysis**

"he failed to distinguish between a dramatic 
character and a person in real life."

"Bradley is forever busy with his paintbrush, 
filling in what is not there in Shakespeare’s 
portraits, and worse, altering what is there." (26)

Miss Campbell made this point in answer to H.B.Charlton's eulogy
of Bradley which included the statement*

"He sees the men who move through them (the plays) 
as if they were real human beings struggling 
through a world which semms in moral substance 
very much like our own," (27)

In the light of these two quotations it seems that Huttall’s
answer to Knights' charge is not really adequate to the task;



both Charlton and Miss Campbell are describing a non-critical 
reading of a play and this is really what Knights meant when 
he said that Bradley laid too much stress on the characters.
Both the natui‘alistic and^he thematic approacl^to the tragedies 
are capable of uncritical excesses. The naturalistic view if 
carried to extreme will ignore the dramatic art, and the 
thematic will underestimate the artistic delusion of reality 
in which the dramatist &md the audience both acquiesce.

William Bmpson states the objection to Bradley's character
isation in a much more moderate form than Knights did earlier*

"I think it is clearly wrong to talk as if 
coherence of character is not needed in poetic 
drama, only coherence of metaphor and so on.
The fair point to make against Bradley's approach 
(as is now generally agreed) is that the character... 
must have been intended to seem coherent to the 
first-night audience; therefore the solution cannot 
be reached by learned deductions from hints in the 
text .̂bout hi3 previous biography. " (28)

While this statement applies wholly to general critical practice
it seems not quite true of Bradley, who did not seek to solve
the characters* problems, "by learned deductions from hints in
the text." He did make deductions from the hints in the text
but in very few oases were these deductions other than those
available to a first night audience. While it is doubtful that
any one member would have been receptive to all the hints which
Shakespeare offers and Bradley takes up, the role of the critic
must surely be in somqbe&sure to supplement the defects of each
individual reaction to the play.

Critics write, moreover, as though the theatre audience
were by definition insensitive to hints; this seems to deny the 
excessive economy which a dramatist must practise in order to 
create a whole world, people it and depict the course of the 
action within "three hours traffic of our stage". The audience, 
however, is not so inconsiderate and as the continuity work



ff-/.

behind a film suggests, is highly aware of any detail or hint.
An interesting example of a critic who thinks that any reading 
which relies on an exact impression of the work of the text is 
suitable only for the study and not for the theatre is 
A.J.i^aldock. His objection to Bradley’s interpretation of the 
speech beginning "Now might I do it pat" ponders an interesting 
illustration of a typical critical attitude.

"’The first five words he utters "Now might I do 
it" show he has no effective desire to do it’.
Thus Bradley. But surely this is the very ecstasy 
of sophistication. "Now might I do it"t that little 
might 1 But whoever in an audience could have taken 
such a hint as that; whoever reading the play with 
unbiased mind, could possibly check at such a 
subtlety I How strange that it should have been 
Professor Bradley who uttered the dictum‘'Shakespeare 
wrote primarily for the theatre and not for students, 
and therefore great weight shoul^^e attached to the 
immediate impressions made by his works' 2 " (29)

Waldook it seems here is making the confusion of which he considers 
Bradley to be guilty. He states that neither the audience nor the 
reader would notice 'one little word* but this is an academic 
abstraction. It seems likely that a reader, reading with his eye 
rather than his ear might pass over the familiar word, but a 
theatre audience, or a reader reading so as to recreate a 
dramatic impression for himself must hear the word and hearing 
it can only understand it in its usual context which implies an 
impossible condition. "Now might I do it" are not the word&of a 
man about to do something; these words in Hamlet moreover have 
the added emphasis of being the first in a soliloquy. Hearing 
them the audience could only conclude it seems to me that Hamlet 
was not going to do the deed. The speech and Hamlet’s subseq uent 
departure would confirm this. Waldook will not allow this inter
pretation because he thinks it depends on an academic inter
pretation of a hint; but if it is a hint in the play then 
Shakespeare must have intended it for a hint to the audience.



they were his sole concern.
Bradley’s character criticism constituted not an academic 

probing into the background o^the characters, but an imaginative 
response to them as appearances of reality. This criticism of 
Bmpson’s although made in a kindly tone, in fact is less 
accurately just to Bradley than the hostile strictures of 
Ii.L.Sohucklng who coupling Bradley’s approach with that of the 
German Kuno Fischer says that it*

"must be regarded as quite erroneous, if only for 
the reason that it always comes perilously near 
confounding art and reality." (30)

What seems odd about this criticism is that the approach "must
be regarded as quite erroneous". If the essence of dramatic
art was to confound art and reality and, least, according
to Hamlet, this was a dramatist's function, then the nearest

ec>2a critic comes to the same confusion, always^he can remain 
critically aloof from that confusion, the nearer his criticism 
ought to he to reinterpreting the drama.

If Bradley was guilty of an occasional uncritical confusion, 
then the other Shakespeare critics of the twentieth century, 
crowd to keep him company. Before enumerating somqof these, 
however, it will perhaps be useful to see what signs Bradley 
gives of confusing the dramatic characters of Shakespeare with 
the personalities of real life. The most obviously Victorian 
example comes at the end of his characterisation of Besdemona 
when he says*

"Besdemona, confronted with Lear's foolish but 
pathetic demand for a profession of love, could 
have done, X think, what Cordelia could not do - 
could have refused to compete with her sisters, 
and yet have made her father feel that she loved 
him well. And I doubt if Cordelia, ’falsely 
murdered', would have been capable of those last 
words of Besdemona - her answer to Emilia's ’0 
who hath done this deed?'" (31)

In critical terms there can perhaps be no excuse for this



sentimental involvement in the heroine’s plights; it must be 
remembered however, that Bradley was lecturing, when these 
observations were made; they constitute an informal personal 
ending to the lecture on OthellQ; under such circumstances a 
little involvement is excusable. Moreovsr this lapse of taste 
as it seems now, though it probably did not then, illuminates 
more economically than long critical debate the essential 
difference between the characters of the two heroines; it was 
a difference which stemmed alike from their different functions 
in the play and the different emottonal reactions which Shakespeare 
wanted from his audience and so, even though Bradley does not 
explicitly make this excimse for his treating the heroines as 
though both had life independent from the dramas in which the y 
are set, the comparison is critically valid. By comparing Besdemona 
and Cordelia thus, as though they were real persons, he brings 
into sharp contrast the differing dramatic worlds of Othello 
and King Leer.

Perhaps the single character which has most contributed to 
the idea that Bradley sought to interpret Shakespeare’s characters 
as though they had real lives of their own is Falstaff. The 
reason for this is partly no doubt Bradley’s praise of Morgann’s 
study; praise which has led te subsequent critics to make the 
inference that Bradley read Henry XV in exactly the same way as 
Morgann. This is not in fact so. Morgann’s treatise is concerned 
primarily to free Falstaff from the imputation that he was a 
coward; to do this Morgann studies all the tiny scraps of evidence 
as to his life which Shakespeare offers us and pieces together a 
picture of a military Falstaff, wise in strategy and cunning, 
above all suspicion of cowardice and attendant faults. Bradley’s 
aim is altogether different and more truly critical; his essay 
is an attempt to understand why the ^Rejection of Falstaff" 
affects the audience as it does*



"What do we feel, and what are we meant to feel, 
as we witness this rejection? And what does our 
feeling imply as to the characters of Falstaff 
and the new King?" (32)

This second sentence is Bradley’s undoing and it is not in
fact true to the substance of the following lecture. Bradley
does examine the character of Falstaff cuid of Prince Hal! but
not merely in ordsr to understand them as people, but to see
bettW:$he operation of Shakespeare’s genius in these two plays.
The conclusion is Bradley’s justification of himself and (if
such a word can be true to Bradley’5 attitude to Shakespeare) of
Shakespeare. He calls Falstaff*

"the greatest comic character in literature"
and adds*

"it is in this character, and not in the judgment 
he brings upon Falstaff*s head , that Shakespeare 
asserts his supremacy. To show that Falstaff’s 
freedom of soul was in part illusory, and that the 
realititsI of life refused to be conjured sway by 
his humour - this was what we might expect from 
Shakespeare’s unfailing sanity, but it was surely 
no achievement beyond the power of lesser men.
The achievement was Falstaff himself, and the 
conception of that freedom of soul, a freedom
illusory only in part, and attainable only by a
mind which had received from Shakespeare’s own 
the inexplicable touch of infinity which he
bestowed on Hamlet and Macbeth and Cleopatra,
but denied to Henry the Fifth." (33)

The style is perhaps over-romantic and not as oritioal as modem
professional standards require; but there was not then the same
formulated critical style to help (or hinder) the critic. Bradley
indeed states that the creation of Falstaff is the sublime
element in Henry IV but this is not, be it noticed, because we
can see in Falstaff a character whom we might any day meet, or
a character abcut whom we know all the intimate details; it is
because in Falstaff, Shakespeare was able to embody some of the
infinity which to him (and to Bradley) was man’s highest



achievement. Bradley's last sentence if in its style it implies 
a rather personal altitude to the characters of the plays also 
contradicts the idea that Bradley considers Shakespeare's 
characters as real persons* not even Shakespeare could he 
considered capable of lending infinity to real human beings# 

Everywhere, in fact, where Bradley seems, because of the 
general tone of his writing, to be talking of Shakespeare's 
created characters as living people he is in fact doing something 
quite different. Either he is illuminating Shakespeare's mind by 
considering the products of it or he is analysing the audience 
reaction to the characters. The dangers of using the characters 
to these ends, however, are apparent in Bradley's later work, 
where his mind failed in the rigorous intellectual discipline 
of which there is abundant evidence in Shakespearean Tragedy 
and Oxford Lectures on Poetry. In "Peste the Jester" for 
example; Peste is condidered in what can be called the truly 
'Bradleyan' manner. Of 'Peste's' begging he says:

"he is laying up treasures on earth against the day 
when some freak of his own, or some whim in his 
mistress, will bring his dismissal."

and,
"We are not offended by Peste's eagerness for 
sixpences and his avoidance of risks. By helping 
us to realise the hardness of his lot, they add 
to our sympathy and make us admire the more the 
serenity and gaiety of his spirit." (34)

Here Bradley is doing little more than conjure up for us something
of the reality of Peste; but as it is Bradley's Peste and not
Shakespeare's it has little critical value.(35) To this kind of
comment the objections of the theatrical illusion, historical
research and comparative literature critics are only too valid.
Through Bradley's Peste shines more clearly than anything else
a totally different Peste than Bradley imagines, a Peste who
is but a dramatist's puppet, a stock type, a commonplace figure,
however well done. Shakespeare's accomplishment is diminished^



sublime theatrical illusion has become rather maudlin real life.
The contrast between this characterisation and even the 

seemingly biographical remarks about Cordelia and Besdemona 
illustrate how far in fact the true Bradley was from this type 
of error. That he should lapse into it in his old age is perhaps 
not surprising; there have been many other later critics, aware 
of the dangers who have erred in the same way and occasionally 
in the same works as they talk of the folly of character 
criticism. There have been other critics who have in John 
Holloway's words been;

"inveigled for a moment into a Bradleyan 
speculation which is not the kind of criticism 
he takes his stand by," (36)

than D.A.Traversi of whose description of lago's attitude while
baiting Othello, Holloway is here speaking. Indeed Holloway seems
particularly aware of the fact that critics may, according to
fashion, denigrate Bradley's approach and then follow it. Earlier
in his book he wrote:

"The current coin of Shakespeare criticism 
condemns, as is well known, an approach to the 
plays through Bradleian 'character-analysis'
(though the critics of this school are not above 
ingenious interpretations of character themselves 
when it suits their purpose." (36)

Holloway does not (as it does not suit his purpose) go on to
analyse why a character study should suit the purpose of a
critic who according to his school was preoccupied with some
other aspect of Shakespeare. A look at some of the critics
concerned may help to make this clear.

H.S.Wilson wrote on Page 66 of his book On the Design of 
Shakespearian Tragedy:

t'A.C.Bradley has emphasised the note of accident 
in Othello.•.This is to confuse the events of the 
play which are critically relevant with possible 
events in real life, which are not. The unintentional 
ambiguity in Bradley's statement (quoted) is 
concealed in the inclusion of both sorts of happening



"under tha designation of 'accident'".
Thirty pages later disousaing Julius Caesar he wrote:

"What is most fully tragic about the play is the 
effect of Brutus's conduct, for it influenced the 
lives of all his fellow beings the Homan commonweal.•• 
Yet we cannot say that the tyranny which followed is 
wholly Brutus fault either...If Brutus and Cassius 
had not murdered Caesar others probably would have; 
for his arrogance in a state accustomed to the 
maximum of liberty for the citizens) cried out for 
such a check." (37)

Which is a stumble, the like of which Bradley never made into
the confused world of drama and life.

Irving Ribner who at the beginning of the book (38) 
Bpeoifieàlly writes of dramatic illusion and the danger in 
which this involved Bradley as a critic, wrote when discussing 
Hamlet ;

"Like Laertes, but unlike Hamlet and Fortinbras 
she [Opheliaj is incapable of growth." (39)

The objection to this is obvious; their functions did not demand
any growth of character, Shakespeare's attention was focussed
on the growth of the hero(s character, the rest were unimportant.
This is m  objection tdxich Bradley and Ribner himself would both,
one feels make almost involuntarily on seeing the statement;
though they might thereafter be perplexed a little at the
aoouraoy of the statuent on its own terms (something whioh is
rarely true of Bradley's lapses of this nature), fluchere who
thought so little of Bradley's criticism that he said:

"Shakespeare criticism,..had made no serious 
progress since Coleridge before the arrival of 
Eliot, Leavis Ac.

whom he acknowledges as his masters, wrote of Troilus end 
Cressida*'"Helen's sovdreign beauty, which had once 

thrown Faustus almost into ecstasy, is a 
mere illusion."



which contains such a complex of mixed drama and. life that 
it renders comical Fluchere's own previous criticism:

"The Nineteenth £ century 3 even more romantic 
£than the Eighteenth], raising sentiment to 
the height of the transcendental and poetry to 
the dignity of an ethic, was prone to take the 
shadow for the substance, to delude itself with 
words, and in spite of the fruitful revival whioh 
enriched its capacity for wonder, to evade the 
real problems and be content with illusory 
realitiOs," (40)

Xiso Kirschbaum who wrote with scorn of;
"the 'romantic' notion that every Shakespeare 
character is as real in unity, depth and 
complexity as the reader of this book,"

in the same book wrote more overtly than many critics have:
"Beatrice and Benedick are as real as you 
and I." (41)

The prevalence of such outstanding contrasts between 
avowed theory and lapses in practice illustrates something more 
than the fact that Bradley was not the only one to treat characters 
as human beings. That such a number of critics including those 
aware of the confusion as a oritioal heresy, should give signs, 
either overt or oblique, of making, at least on occasion, the 
dame confusion between art and reality is evidence of the fact 
that this confusion is stmmger than any critical impulse to 
resist it. The themes, the images, the structure of the plays 
afe important to the thinking critic but when for a moment the 
critic leaves off his professional guise then it is the characters 
and the characters as men and women not ciphers, 'morality play 
figures', or personifications, which matter.

There has been a wide diversity of critics who have been 
prepared to state eategorlcally that character is fundamental 
to Shakespearian drama. G.J.Sisson for example wrd$§$,

"Few will doubt.ÿ.that Shakespeare's primary 
interest lay in men and women, rather than in 
abstract concepts." (42)



and Jan Kott goes even further:
"Shakespeare not only dramatizes history; he 
dramatises psychology, gives us large slices 
of it and in them we find ourselves."

"Shakespeare is truer than life."
and of the characters:

"They are living people for Shakespeare was 
a great writer."

Harley Granville Barker seen by many critics as an antidote to
Bradley's character criticism in fact wrote in his study of
'Julius Caesar':

"He (Shakespeare) is more interested,as,he always 
has been, in character than in plot." (44)

and as if to bear this out he begins his study of eac^bf the
with a discussion of each of the leading characters

considered under their own sub-titles. Doing this, he abstracts
the characters from their context in a way in which Bradley
never did.

In fact, compared with some of the above statements 
Bradley^ as the following quotation will show seems almost un- 
intarested in character:

"The centre of the tragedy, therefore, may be 
said with equal truth to lie in action issuing 
from character, or in character issuing in 
action.

Shakespeare's main interest lay here. To say 
that it lay in mere character, or was a psycho
logical interest, would be a great mistake, for 
he was dramatic to the tip of his fingers. It is 
possible to find places where he has given a 
certain indulgence to his love of poetry and even 
to his turn for general reflections; but it would 
be very difficult, and in his Isjfeer tragedies 
perhaps impossible, to detect passages where he 
has allowed such freedom to the interest in 
character apart from action^f." (45)

Frhbably none of the above quoted critics would disagree with
this; Granville Barker himself almost echoes it:

"Drama, as Shakespeare will come to write it, is, 
first and last^the projection of chafaotar in action." (46)
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though even here he does not allow the same weight to he 
attached to action as to character.

The principle is widely recognised; Sh&keopaare wrote drama 
and not mere character studies, psvohologieal probings better 
confined to the nineteenth century novel. Over and over again 
though critics respond to the characterisation in Shakespeare'e 
plays in thesame primitive way as the now renowned worn n who 
cried out at a performance of Othello. The more sophisticated 
critics having slipped into what they feel to be reprehensible 
character analysis exouse themselves with a wide variety of 
critical sophism. D.n.Travsrei writes a character of Richard III 
deduced from his first speech in the play and then adds:

"The creation of recognisable personalities is 
not to be regarded as the unique end of 
Shakespeare's dramatic creations...but in the 
delineation of motive beyond the limit of 
convention hie language first attained some 
sense of its full possibilities." (47)

A.Glutton Brook wrote*
"I assume that the character of Hamlet has the 
consistency of a creation, that Shakespeare 
knew what he would do and made him do it. If I 
describe his behaviour in psychological terms, 
it is not with the aim of travelling beyond the 
play into speculation into a Hamlet who has no 
existence, but of discovering how his words ought 
to be supplemented with action and in iduat mood 
he ought to speak them." (48)

The American H.B.Heilman almost fell over backwards to avoid any
suspicion attached to his discussion of the characters of Kin̂ ;.
Lear t

TThe extended analyses of individuals in Chapters 
VIII and IX are only incidentally character 
sketches# their primary function is to trace, by 
the persoWs deeds, and especially their words, 
those paradoxes of human nature and experience 
whioh are the chief structural elements in the 
drama." (49)

What seems odd about this last r«nark is that Heilman should feel
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the necessity to make explicit what he had just done in two 
full chapters; the reason for this is probably connected with 
the anti-Bradley fashion current in 1948 when Heilman's book 
was published* Indeed something like this is probably behind 
all such protestations that character criticism is something 
other than biographical enquiry.

The connection between character criticism and the 
critical position of Bradley seems to be closely related. The 
'whirligig of time* has brought criticism to such a pass that 
themes, images, literary parallels are now as outmoded as 
character studies were in the late 1920's. In i960 John Bayley's 
book The Characters of Love was published, defending Bradley 
and discussing Othello in terms of the conflict between lago 
and Othello and Besdemona. In the same year the Critical 
Quarterly published two articles by Barbara Everett, one 
defadding Bradley's balanced view of King Lear and the other 
questioning the value of "The Figure in Professor Knight's 
Carpet" - an enquiry into the value of discussing Shakespeare 
in terms of theme and pattern. This did not of course mean 
that criticism had suffered a sudden and complete change; 
Kirschbaum's book Character and Charamterisation in Shakespeare 
appeared in I962 to keep the E.S.Stoll side of the argument 
alive - on the other hand it oould be argued that such a title 
for a critical work on Shakespeare would not have been possible 
in the years #ien Spurgeon, W.H.Clemen and Q.W.Knhght were 
the height of fashion. From roughly i960 onwards there appear 
several articles on Bradley and there is more attention to 
Bradley in longer critical works. At the same time, there is 
evidence of a revived interest or, at least, a revived 
acceptance of interest in Shakespeare's characterisation.

The reasons for this connection provide one of the 
subtlest compliments to the fame and power of Bradley even if 
they display a laok of knowledge about what he really says.



Bradley was not the critic most interested in characters 
either in his day or afterwards. His predecessors include 
Mrs. Jameson, author of Shakespeare's Heroine's and his followers 
include J.C.Palmer author of The Political Characters of 
Shakespagre and The Comic Characters of Shakespeare. Bradley 
nowhere titled a hook or even a chapter by using the word 
'character'. Nowhefe did Bradley make an asseveration like Mark 
van Boren's of a Shakespearian characters

"He is first of all a member of the human race." (50) 
and yet such an attitude is referred back to Bradley. Interesting 
to notice is H.M.Smith's assertion than van Boren 1st

"a worthy successor of the Bradley approach." (5I)
In fact van Boren, although he cites as influences a dozen critics 
including Dover Wilson and Wilson Knight, H.B.Charlton end 
E.E.Stoll, makes no reference to Bradley in the whole of his book, 
which in fact bears very little resemblance to Bradley's work.
The cause for H.M.Smith's remark can only be barely remembered 
knowledge of Bradley's oritioism of character which in retrospect 
seems not so different from Boren's as represented by the above 
quotation.

Complimentary as such an attribution of all character 
criticism to Bradley is, unfortunately it does not further the 
true influence of the critic concerned. No-one is going to trouble 
to read Tradley if assured by accepted ofiticsl writing that his 
approach is the same as van Boren's and indeed of any other critic 
who treated Shakespeare's characters as living beings. Since 
interest in Bradley himself has become more fashionable, probably 
in the wske of revived interest in character, a more truly 
complimentary attitude to Bradley has become apparent; this 
attitude is more critical sjxd shows evidence not only that the 
works of Bradley have been recently read, but also that there 
has been some consideration of the critical attitudes involved.



V.Y.Kantak offers a good example of this more recent attitude 
to Bradley the *oharacter-chaaer', Characteristically he 
begins by stating:

"the 'character' approach, obviously erroneous 
in the form it took during the nineteenth 
century, is still a legitimate approach 
basically related to the dramatic form." (52)

in the wake of this enlightened approach to 'character* criticism 
comes the following*

"Naturally the attack on this 'character* approach 
centred upon Bradley, whose monumental work 
represents the best in that earlier tradition 
v/hich Coleridge may be «aid to have initiated...
It may, of course, readily be admitted that 
Bradley tends to treat Shakespearian characters 
as living human beings, seeking to interpret their 
words, their motives, their activities, in terms 
we normally assume to be true of the world of 
living persons, whereas these characters exist 
only within the carefully determined shadow-world 
whioh is the drama in which they make their 
appearances...Bradley himself was aware of the 
dangers Involved* ».but he insisted that the response 
in the mind of the reader or spectator was
fundamentally important." (53)

This is in some measure written as a defence of Bradley against
the charges made by L*C.Knights. Kantak also defends Bradley
against Ribner'a charge that Bradley:

"could lead his readers only to a Shakespeare 
without positive belief, to a conception of tragedy 
merely as the posing of unaAwerable questions, and 
to a moral system in the plays which is on close 
analysis not a moral system at all." (54)

Ksntak replies for Bradley:
"Such an approach, however, seems to ignore the 
fact that 'the posing of uns8#mwhhls questions' 
is, in the end the very foundation of tragedy* #.
The moral order is there, but something has to run 
counter to it to produoe that tension. Bradley 
found that force centred in the character itself, 
for instanoe, in Maobeth as he lives through the 
ravages of evil." (55)



This seems very suggestive of the true Bradleyan attitude to 
character - if there is such a thing as a Bradleyan attitude, 
and not instead only what Bradley thought on the subject.
Kantak is one of the few critics to recognise that Bradley 
is in fact writing in terms of 'response* and not creation; 
as what he writes is only an article and at that concerned 
with imagery in Maobeth he is not at liberty to explore the 
conclusions to whioh this observation would lead him. In fact 
audience response is one of the best justifications for Bradley's 
using the characters to elucidate the essential experience of 
the tragedies. Ko spectator emerging from a perfowaance of 
Macbèth who turns homeward pondering the implications of the 
’babe' images in the play, or if he did it would not be as a 
spectator purely but as a student or critic that he thought so. 
Even he, moreover, in responding to the play is more likely to 
be moved to thought by the sight of the somnambulani Lady 
Macbeth than by any abstract considerstion which the performance 
might make plain. Yet Macbeth even according to Bradley depends 
very little for its effect upon the characters.

There are other leas sociological and more critical 
defences of Bradley's approach and there have been other critics 
to make the defence on Bradley's behalf, Jonas Barish discussing 
the history of criticism of 'Henry IV wrote*

"The rejection of Falstaff, like much else in 
Shakespeare^ has tended to turn a searchlight 
on us, and make ourselves reveal ourselves 
either as moralists or sentimentalisnts...
Either of these formulations certainly over
simplifies, but my own instincts lead me to 
suspect that the latter view is the truer one, 
and that Bradley's essay still remains the 
soundest statement of the case..»! should like 
to ask whether we do not arrive at much the same 
view if we take a different route, and consider 
the Incident not so much as a detail iq4 Bradleyan 
character analysis as in the light of Shakespearean 
dramaturgy in general, by measuring it againsg the
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"pattern of other plays, especially the comedies*
I think that when we do, we find Bradley's 
strictures.confirmed." (56)

Barish continues to do what he suggests; this is not the place
to follow his argument completely and it will be enough to say
that he sees Falstaff as a parallel to the 'drara' in
Midsummer Night's Dfeam and the 'holiday' in Loves Labour's
Lost neither of which are so harshly rejected when the end
comes*

He adds:
"Those who see in the sacrifice of Falstaff a 
near-tragic reproof of life by the tyrgnnioal 
demands of state tend also to see in the deaths 
of ilntony and Cleopatra a triumphant escape from 
the clutohes of the same tyranny." (57)

This latter remakk throws light on Bradley, who, in fact, is one
of those who react as Barish says; Barish, however, makes no
acknowledgment in the light of this parallel that Bradley like
himself might have come to his conclusions by means of a
comprehensive study of Shakespeare's plays and not merely by the
pursuit of 'Bradleyan character*. Such a failure to shift his
attitude to Bradley in the light of his findings may not seem
very worthy on Barish's part but for the purpose of this thesis
it is useful because it illustrates the possibility of coming
to Bradley's conclusions by different (or at least independent)
means.

Another defense of Bradley's method comes curiously enough 
from F.B.Leavis who wrote:

"That it should be possible to argue so solemnly 
and pertinaciously on the assumption that lago, 
his intellect and good fortune belong, like 
Napoleon and his, to history, may be taken as 
showing that Shakespeare suoeeeded in making him 
plausible enough for the purposes of the drama." (58)

P.R.Leavis is writing with what J.Holloway called 'exasperated
sarcasm' (59) but the fact remains that Bradley's treatment of
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the characters offers a silent and persuasive tribute to
Shskespearè’s powers as a (feamatist of creating, a convincing 
illusion. ii.S*Wilson mads a similar point:

"The vitality of Cleopatra is so great - like 
that of hamlet and Falstaff as Bradley finely 
remarks in his essay on Antony and Cleopatra 
that we may be in some danger with Antony of 
simply submitting to her spell, which might 
conceivably be the greater part of critical 
wisdom." (60)

Wilson is far from being an oversentimentml critic totally 
involved in the fates of heroes and heroines; the above quotation 
comes from his book On the design of Shakespearian Tragedy and his 
concern is with the characters only when they are considered as 
es:ential to the design of the plays. Moreover, he is ©peeking of 
•critical wisdom* not the wisdom of a right aesthetic response. 
%'ilson here seems to be making a case for the critical validity 
of B. seemingly uncritical response to the characters in the play; 
he is saying in a more extreme form something like what Dr. Leavis 
wrote concerning lago; that to succumb to the illusion is to 
testify to its power.

In the twentieth century boom of critical specialisation this 
may seem a rather amateurish approach, but Bradley, one of the 
first professional students of literature was, at least at Oxford, 
lecturing mostly to amateurs. He was not trying to impart 
information or critical concepts which would put students through 
examinations successfully, nor was he publishing his;.critical 
findings as a justification for the years of labour he had spent 
on them. He was talking about Shakespeare and more especially the-, 
response to Shakespeare in such a way as to communicate that 
response. His aim was to increase 'drsmatic appreciation* of the 
tragedies; in furthering this aim some unci®tteal submission to 
the dramatic illusion could only be a help.

This may semm to remove the debate from the legitimate



field of critical accuracy to the somewhat dubious areas 
of the critics' effectiveness in communioating his reading.
In the case of Bradley at least, however, there seems to be 
some point in considering the critic in this particular light. 
Firstly, because, m  Bradley was obliged to attract his 
hearers; there was no compulsion to listen or even attend; 
secondly, because Bradley is almost without doubt one of the 
most 'effective* critics this century has ever known. (6l) 
Unquestionably Bradley owes something of the renown with which 
his name is repeated throughout critical works to the very 
effectiveness of his presentation. In many ways this consists 
in using what Huttall called 'the shorMand of criticism'i(62) 
talking about Shakespeare's dramas without always limiting his 
expression by oalling to the hearer's mind that what he is 
talking about is only really illusion. If we read Bradley 
carefully furthermore we find that he never, or seldom uses the 
words 'human beings'when talking of Shakespeare's oharaoters, 
that he seldom considers (even in the notes) what might have 
happened if the action had not proceeded as it did. Seldom 
does he take the play for anything except what it is, a 
dramatic experience, capable of an infinity of meanings, but 
complete and perfect in itself. It is unusual to find within 
bhe body of the discussions of the individual $lpys Bradley 
making this point explicitly, though his discussion of aesthetic 
principles in general make his position abundantly clear. (63) 
There is, however, a footnote in Shakespearean Tragedy which 
illustrates how far removed from the 'character critics' with 
whom he is often assod^hted, Bradley in fact was. It displays 
not only Bradley's truly critical attitude to dramatic character 
but also the follies of whioh his period was capable.

"The tendency to sentimentalise Lady Macbeti^s 
partly due to Mrs Siddons's fancy that she 
was a small, fair, blue-eyed woman, 'perhaps



"even fragile*. Dr. Buoknill, who was unacquainted 
with this fancy, independently determined that 
she m s  'beautiful and delicate*, 'unoppressed 
by weight of flesh,* 'probably small,* but 'a 
tawny or brown blonde,* with grey eyes: and 
Brandes affirms that she was lean, slight, and 
hard. They know much more than Shakespeare, who 
tells us absolutely nothing on these subjects.
That Lady Macbeth, after taking part in a murder, 
was so exhausted as to faint, will hardly demonstrate 
her fragility. That she must have been blue—eyed, 
feir, or red-haired, because she was a Celt, is a 
bold inference, an^it is an idlê dream that
Shakespeare had any idea of making her or her
husband characteristically Celtic. The only evidence 
ever pa*offer©d to prove that she was email is the 
sentence, "All the perfumes of Arabia wi^l not 
sweeten this little hand;** and Goliath might have 
called his hand 'little* in contrast with all the 
perfumes of Arabia...The reader is at liberty to 
imagine Lady Macbeth's person in the way that 
pleases him best, or to leave it, as Shakespeare 
very likely did, unimagined." (64)

Xu relation to excesses like this Bradley seems drily 
academic and in fact he was; his style may oooasionalXy remind 
the reader of the wilder Victorian excesses, he indubitably
approaches the tragedies by means of the oharacters; but he is
not an amateur of the 'belles-lettres* tradition writing 
suitably Sunday afternoon reading for Vicars. His work shows 
everywhere the rigorous discipline of the truly academic 
approach to literature, but it shows it only to the careful 
scrutineer, for the reader there is no sign that what he is 
reading was not written purely for enlightenment and enter
tainment.

It is only as the attitude to Bradley has become more truly
critical and less conditioned by response to fashion that Bradley
has been understood for what he was. This is true in the case
of his character criticism as well as of his philosophic
preoccupations. In I956 Hagarajan wrote:

"The emphasis that the study of Shakespearian 
characterization once used to receive has almost



"disappeared, indeed, anyone who now talks of 
Shakespearian oharaoteriaation draws the 
suspicion of being little more than a mere 
surviving Bradley!te, and Bradleyism, till 
recently, was the very essence of reaction.
But of late there have not been lacking a 
few independent voices bravely harking back, 
through, of course, with a difference, to 
Bradley's approach. Such for instance are 
Prof.(sic)Charltonhnd Mr. J,I.M.Staward. Prof. 
Knights, who was one of the 'rebels* against 
Bradley has himself freely acknowledged that if 
he were writing How Many Children Had Lady Macbeth? 
to-day he would make far more allowance for the 
extraordinary variety of Shakespeare's tragedies 
and that he would not write as though there were 
only one 'right* approach to each and all of 
them. Knights* admission indicates, I believe, 
the end of the reaction against Bradley. To deplore 
the reaction entirely, as 'a devout Bradleyite' is 
tempted to do, is to be ungrateful to the solid 
contribution to our reading of Shakespeare that 
the 'new critics* made. One type of interpretative 
excess,at least, has disappeared, and there is a 
greater awareness of Shakespeare’s use of the 
arts of language. We are now liÉeured against 
Bradley's tendency to lift Shakespearian characters 
out of the dramatic context where they realise 
their being and meaning* Having said this, we are 
free to aoknowledge the eeeential soundneBS of 
Bradhey's approaoh. We can now declare without 
danger of misinterpretation that a Shakespearian 
play is more a poetic drama than h dramatic poem, 
letting the emphasig fall on the final product, 
the drama of the pl&y, and treating tha poetry as 
a means to an end. The end of a Shakespearian play 
often esoapes the simplifying prooess of verbal 
definition.♦.Anyway, Bradley's study of Shakespeare's 
characters included an attention to the poetry of 
hia playg} that is obvious from his penetrating 
discussion of the oharacters. Bradley was able to 
win such an insight into the motivation of the 
characters surely because he responded fully to the 
language of Shakespeare. His approach was partial; 
of course, it was bound to be, since in a study of 
Shakespearian tragedy, it is not possible to give 
equal attention to all the aspects of Shakespearian 
tragedy. Are we sure, even now, that we have 
diaoovered all the facets? The question, therefore,



”ia rather whether a particular critic, whatever 
aspect of Shakespeare he has selected, has 
succeeded in communicating the richness of his 
subject. The aspect studied must he, naturally, 
of some fundamental importance. To deny this 
kind of importance to Shakespearian characterisation 
in order to exalt language or imagery is frivolous 
today when the objective of the Great Rebellion 
Against Bradley has been gained.” (65)

As early as 1949 J.F.Banby felt that*
’’Shakespeare criticism has had enough experience 
of the ’symbol’ and ’image’and ’theme’ approach 
to be warned of the danger invited by too naive 
a reaction against Bradley and common sense.” (66)

let more than ten years later J.Bayley was paying lip service to
the fashion of denigrating Bradley while at the same time
expressing confidence in bis method of criticism. Critical
change is slow to establish itself as a hi&torioal fact. The
mark left by the anti-Bradley school has proved stronger than
that of most reactions. If Bradley was and is atill a widely
effective critic, F.R.Leavis end the L.C.Knights of How Many
Children Had Lady Macbeth? were equally and maybe, more
startlingly, effective. Banby’s hint in 1949i Uagarajan’s
article in 1956 are indications of the way fashions were changing
but perhaps not until John Bayley wrote his book The Characters
of hove; A Study in the Literature of Personality did character
criticism claim for itself once more a right to be considered
as one of the most valid approaches to literature. Bayley’s
work deals with a Chaucerian poem, a Shakespeare play and an
early twentieth century novel; and to all three his approach is
by means of the characters, which throws^ odd light on those who
like George Watson (67) think that characters naturalistioally
considered belong only in the nineteenth century novels. Almost
inevitably for a critic discussing characters in such a way j
and in particular dealing with one of the four tragedies with )
which Bradley dealt Bayley devotes some careful attention to I



Bradley’s position in the critical theories of the day.
He wrote*

"the whole idea of discussing the tragedies and 
their characters in terms of fiction is now very 
much frowned upon. It is an approach associated 
with Bradley’s classic on Shakespearean Tragedy, 
and though Bradley’s perceptions are still 
respected his critical premises are not. They 
are held to lead to the kind of query%Maurice 
Morgann had raised a hundred years before in his 
essay suggesting that Falstaff was not really 
a coward at all - the kind of query which 
L.C.Knights satirized as How Many Children Had 
Lady Maobth? But perhaps the time has come to 
ask ourselves whether this sort of query is 
really quite so absurd as it sounds. Its great 
virtue...is that it takes for granted the scope 
and completeness of Shakespeare’s tragic setting, 
and also his success in conveying the wider 
consciousness of his major figures as well as 
their dramatic and functional personality. There 
is a sense in which thé highest compliment we 
can pay to Shakespeare is to discuss his great 
plays as if they were also great novels. Can 
one, in fact, ask an irrelevant question about 
the completely successful ’inside and outside' 
character? Of either the Ancients or Moderns, 
observed Lryden, Shakespeare had the largest 
and most comprehensive mind, and one can be sure 
that somewhere in that mind the problem of Lady 
Macbeth's children would find its appopriate 
resolution." (68)

The publication of this work did not see the end of the 
anti-Bradleyan attitude to character study which will last, no 
doubt, as long as Bradley is read; but it sees the beginning 
of a period in which it will be possible to discuss character 
in terms very similar to those used by Bradley without being 
subject to the sort of criticism which would previously have 
attached to that approach. While it is still possible for 
chairmen at public lectures to make jokes at Bradley’s eJipense, 
the more cautious world of literary periodicals is treating 
Bradley with more respect as an approach to literature which



accepts the illusion of character as a legitimate vehicle 
for the author’s meaning is becoming more and more accepted.

In the case of Bradley the Victorian, Bradley the 
philosopher and moralist, it was seen that the work of reaction 
was necessary so that the twentieth century could justify, in 
an air free from excessive reverence to the past, its own 
peculiar approach to Shakespeare. This is not true in thefeame 
way of the reaction to Bradley’s character criticism, where 
another element creeps in. Bradley’s character studies of ghe 
four great tragedies, Antony and Cleopatra and to a lesser extent 
Corialanus and Henry IV were so thorough that for following 
generations Bradley’s characters came to be accepted as 
Shakespeare’s, This as Bradley himself would readily have, 
admitted was neither accurate nor hel^ul and a rejection of the 
validity of Bradley’s characters and at the same time of 
Shakespeare’s followed quickly. By his very success Bradley had 
exhausted the approach which he followed. If that was the way 
to discuss Shakespeare, then Bradley did it to perfection. The 
answer to this was that, of course, this was not the way to 
discuss Shakespeare and alternatives abounded. Of the alternatives 
few if any found as competent and winning a practitioner as 
Bradley, A guide of Shakespeare studies written in 1962, thought 
that Bradley, H.Granville Barker and Wilson Knight were the 
three outstanding critics of this century; (69) the prophets of 
the comparative literature, historico-sooiologioal research 
schools of the imagery-seeking, theme-hunting critics are all 
omitted. It is a picture which would probably gain common assent. 
Shakespearean Tragedy whatever its shortcomings is a compreh
ensive survey. How Many Children had Lady Macbeth? is merely 
a sketch; the one was a serious attempt to increase 'dramatic
appreciation* of Shakesp&are by the means considered most

aappropriate to the subject matter, the consideration of action



issuing from character or,..character issuing in action;" 
the otherapiece of polemical writing concerned only to indicate 
an alternative and not concerned with testing that alternative 
by thorough application to the subject. What was true of one 
scene need not necessarily be true of one play let alone a 
whole corpus.

Right or wrong Bradley was of suoh a critical stature 
that for over fifty years critics were afraid to enter the same 
fi%ld for fear of being overshadowed. The critical inaccuracy 
of this view is demonstrated by Dr. Leavis’s successful attempt 
to beat Bradley on his own ground, Leavis’s tone has annoyed 
many of his potential following but there is now always the 
Leavis Othello to be placed in juxtaposition to the Bradley 
Othello and from these alternatives a more accurate picture of 
Othello (Shakespeare’s Othello) must emerge. Reverence for 
Bradley in this particular field of hie criticism has displayed 
itself largely by a harsh and unremitting refusal to accept the 
validity or in some cases the existence of that critical 
approach. It is a reverence which has been harmful not only to 
the reputation of Bradley but to the development of a truer 
criticism of Shakespeare. Bradley was seen as only a biograph
ical ly-mlnded critic (which he was not) and conversely a 
critical approach which includes consideration of the characters 
has been thought to be therefore only an exploration of 
biography; both are rejected totally. Only when this state 
of affairs had reached its extreme did a natural reversal set 
in; character was seen as an integral part of drama and Bradley 
was again consulted and found not to be so narrowly concerned 
with character as was previously the general opinion.
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CHAPTER 1.
BRADLEY AS AUTHORITY.

Rot only a critic’s general ideas and theories hut 
also his observations of details make his reputation live. In 
some ways the one is a test of the other; obviously a critic’s 
general position is to a large extent justified in the eyes of 
the reader in proportion as the reader approves the perspicuity 
of the critic’s remarks on hitherto unnoticed aspects of the 
drama. Succeeding generations moreover, often cling to the 
judgments of particulars while discarding the general asswnptions 
behind a critic’s writing; then as time erases even the memory of 
the general assumptions it is in part perhaps due to the lasting 
influence of the particular criticism that interest is revived 
in the critical attitudes of the critic in question. On the other 
hand a critic is likely to be relegated to an obscure name much 
referred to in editorial footnotes, and elsewhere ignored, unless 
there, is enough weight in his general criticism to support the 
occasional insight of the critic.

In criticism more value is placed on method than results; 
the much decried attitude "X know what X like" still receives 
the final reverence, no one person’s interpretation of the 
play can be allowed to be true, or even necessarily more true 
than another. If criticism is part of an equipment for reading 
then obviously the methods of the critic must be of more interest 
than his results - which are his and his alone, applicable only 
to the particular works he writes of and of no further use. On 
the other hand the need is felt to test the critical method 
against the original, the way to do this is to scrutinise his 
judgment on particular issues. Often without effort the reader 
does this; if the critic makes an observation of which he 
approves, and thinks supported by the text but unnoticed by
other critics and himself then he is going to feel more kindly



towards the critical methods which produced those results.
Moreover a critic who concentrates on method to the exclusion 
of producing a reading is not going to impress a reader with 
the validity of his method.

In more sophisticated critical times writers are apt to 
defend themselves against the unspoken accusation that they 
are merely adding to the already excessive quantity of Shakespeare 
criticism by saying that they have evolved a modified method of 
looking at the plays and that this produces a new reading, more 
likely to be accurate to the original and relevant to the present 
generation. In Bradley’s time it was not necessary to begin one’s 
exposition;

"it is hoped that the account which follows 
will do something to justify the choice of 
method." (1)

Criticism was not then so scientific a process, but even so the
assessment of Bradley's influence in twentieth century Shakespeare
criticism would not be complete without some reference to Bradley’s
judgments on particular Issues, as Bradley in the famous Notes
was responsible for many such observations of detail. The more so
because it was at least at one time true as John Bayley wrote:

’’though Bradley's perceptions are still respected 
his critical premises are not." (2)

An examination of the extent of reference to a critic's 
particular judgments will illuminate the position of the critic 
and also the ways in which critical influence works. Casually 
expressed ideas are seised upon, major theories wrongly attributed 
and time builds endless ramifications on one man's foundation.
This can best be seen by examining one such example at length and 
in the course of this chapter a close look will be taken at the 
permeation of two of Bradley's judgments on King Lear.

In fact, Bradley’s influence in matters of detail is 
widespread. Understandably enough in some respects; the mere



renowned the name, the more worthwhile it is to quote it. 
Consequently Bradley's opânion is cited; in matters to which he 
only referred briefly and en passant. % u s  C.J.Sisson writes*

"Much has been made, as by A.C.Bradley of the 
certainty that Aaron in Titus Andronjous is a 
negro, and is a Moor." (3)

A reader of that remark might justifiably expect a paragraph
devoted to the subject. In fact all that can be found is the
following*

"No-one who reads Titus Andronicus with an open 
mind can doubt that Aaron was, in our sense, 
black; and he appears to have been a Negro. To 
mention nothing else, he is twice called 'coal- 
black'; his colour is compared with that of a 
raven and a swan's legs; his child is coal-black 
and thick-lipped; he himself has a 'fleece of 
woolly hair.' let he is 'Aaron the Moor’, just 
as Othello is 'Othello the Moor.'" (4)

And this as the final sentence reveals is merely buttress to the
main argument about Othello's colour. Yet according to C.J.Sisson,
A.C.Bradley is "making much of the issue"; what Sisson's remark
in fact reveals is the weight which Bradley's opinion carries
even in a matter with which he only deals parenthetically. It is
testimony to the reliability of Bradley's judgment that he should
be cited thus, but it is perhaps even more evidence of the power
of his name. This is an instance that could be repeated. E.S.Nileon
refers to Bradley's judgment on the dramatic function of the
quarrel scene in Julius Caesar. A judgment made in less than half
a page and made to sustain Bradley's argument about the lower
tension which follows fhe central aim of the play.(5) H.W.Chambers
in a lecture on Measure for Measure quotes what is virtually an
aside of Bradley’s*

"Even the sober A.C.Bradley thought that here 
Shakespeare lent himself to a 'scandalous 
proceeding'". (6)

that is in making Isabella marry the Duke. In fact at his least



sober, Bradley throws out at the end of his lecture on 
"Construction in Shakespeare’s Tragedies";

"%e know well enough what Shakespeare is doing 
when at the end of Measure for Measure he 
marries Isabella to the Duke — and a scandalous 
proceeding it is; but who can ever feel sure 
that the doubts which vex him as to some not 
unimportant points in Had et are due to his own 
want of eyesight or to Shakespeare's want of 
care?" (7)

Such is Bradley's stature as a critic that his name is 
valid in an argument whether or not he is in fact an authority 
on the subject in hand* It seems almost as though critics feel 
that their work is not complete without some reference to 
Bradley. In the case of the last reference by Chambers for example 
there are two explanations as to why Bradley's opinion on the 
question should be quoted. Either Chambers knows the Bradley 
comment so well that he can make a casual reference to it, or he 
scoured Bradley's work for a reference to Measure for Measure.
The former seems more likely; there are other references to 
Bradley in the article and Chambers was one of the original 
reviewers of Shakespearean Tragedy. In ëther case, however, the 
quotation is highly flattering; though possibly not so flattering 
as the following sentence of A.B.Bosaiter's comment on King Lear;

"Bradley is uninterested in such comic effects." (8) 
Rossiter is not here talking about Bradley but about the play and 
yet Bradley's failure to show any interest in this aspect is 
considered significant enough to be worthy of mention. Rossiter 
it seems expects critics, or at least Bradley, to cover all apseots 
of the work discussed and so in the case of Bradley here finds 
sigpaificance in the omission of any reference. Rhat Rossiter in 
fact seems to be saying is that despite the attention paid to 
the comic in King Lear Bradley who studied the plays so thoroughly 
omitted any reference to it so that in fact the comic cannot be 
so important. Either that or Rossiter is making a slight sneer at



Bradley which in its way equal testimony to his power
as p. critic.

Of more critical significance perhaps is the eagerness of 
critics to refer to Bradley as authority for their own particular 
approach. Perhaps the most outstanding case of this is J.M.Murry's 
Keats and Shakespeare which seems to use A.G.Bradley as evidence 
for the feasibility of its main idea. Murry wrote:

"it seems only an accident that Prof. Bradley 
did not treat of Keats' letters and poetry 
together as a kind of preamble to his famous 
lectures on Shakespeare...Time and again in 
his lecture and his essay, Professor Bradley 
seems to me on the brink of formulating the 
view and the doctrine I have been driven to 
expound in the book. Time and again he marshals 
the evidenoe, in his masterly fashion, so that 
the conclusion to which I have been forced 
appears inevitable; yet for some reason he does 
not draw it." (g)

In fact to any reader of both works it does not seem like an
accident at all and the reason why Bradley does not draw Murry's
conclusion is only too apparent. If Bradley teetered on the edge
of the mystical, Murry worked almost exclusively in it; if there
are dangers in Bradley that he should descend to the merely
whimsioal, Murry falls into those dangers. The methods of the
two critics may have been in some ways similar but in this case,
for instance, Bradley was making a critical point about the nature
of Keats' mind and the possibility that it resembled in quality
the mind of the young rShakespeare; Murry is exploring the chance
of continuity between the two poets which amounts to something
like the transmigration of s<^s. That Murry should make so much
of the fact that, at least according to Murry, Bradley had had
similar ideas before him but not actually stated them illustrates
the nature of Murry's mind but also it shows a real and influential
respect for the intuitions of Bradley.

Though thefe are wide differences between the approach of



these two critics there is a much wider difference not only 
in approach and period hut also in sympathy hetwean Miss L.B. 
Gamphell and A.C.Bradley and yet even she seems to see Bradley 
as hovering on the brink of making the discoveries which she 
herself made latsr. In her article "Bradley revisited; forty 
years after." she has some particularly harsh things to say 
about Bradley's attitude to Shakespeare but nevertheless we 
find*

"That Bradley was feeling for some truth beyond 
his inadequate explanations of the supernatural 
is apparent from passing remarks."

"Bradley’s intuition here was reaching out toward* 
an Elizabethan commonplace."
"Bradley seems to be reaching toward a more 
integrated philosophy in the tragedies than that 
which he expounds in fragments," (lO)

This amounts either to a grudging admission that there is more
in Bradley than at first appeared to Miss Campbell's critical
eye or to a quite uncritical reluctance to believe that Bradley's
results could have totally differed from her own. What in fact
seems likely is that both Bradley and Miss Campbell are aware
©f some aspects of Shakespearean Tragedy in exactly the same
way; Miss Campbell however began her article as a refutation of
the validity of Bradley's approach and seeing these similarities
can only account for them as vague probings by the Victorian
Bradley after a more modern, more Elizabethan approach. Reluctant
te admit that her approach and Bradley's are not so essentially
dissimilar, she cannot fail to recognise the similarities between
his and her own findings; these she then can only explain by a
picture of Bradley unconsciously striving to be a historical
critic.

It is an odd testimony to Bradley's comprehensiveness 
as a critic that critics should father the vague beginnings of 
their critical method on Bradley; but the above are not the 
only cases. Wilson Knight's claim (11) to be the mere continuer



of a line of oriticism begun by Bradley is the most obvious 
example and perhaps the most obviously justifiable. These two 
critics have much in coimnon. Bmpson and Bradley, however, 
would be expected to have nothing at all similar to say.
The contrary is in fact true and Bmpson generously and fully 
ack3iokld#ges Bradley. (12) This general acknowledgment, however, 
would be of little interest in the present discussion if it were 
not for the favourable reference Bmpson makes to Bradley's 
interpretation of the line:

"The knave turns fool that runs away. The 
fool no knave perdy." (13)

Bmpson seems to be aoknowledging Bradley as a comparable master
in his own peculiar field of word-play and verbal interpretation.

Bmpson only returned to Bradley having drafted his piece; 
he is acknowledging not so much the use of a particular reading 
and study of Shakespearean Tragedy but the power of the general 
influence of Bradley on his thought. This ia perhaps one of the 
hkghest compliments which a critic can receive especially if, 
as is the ease here, the writer produces work quite different 
from the work of the first critic. Bmpson was not the only 
critic to read Bradley after he had written his own findings 
on the subject. D.G.James read Bradley on Wordsworth for the 
first time after he had written his section on Wortow>rth in 
Scepticism and Poetry and says in a footnote:

"The reader who feels that in the above section 
I have ovér-emphasized one aspect of Wordsworth's 
imaginative life may be advised to read Bradley's 
remarkable lecture." (l4)

Obviously the fact that one other person, however obscure, has
produced similar findings is going to add substance to what Is
felt to be an unusual or extreme reading. Equally obviously,
though, the more authority the other person has the more substance
there is in the support. It is evidence of James's respect for
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Bradley that he should olte him as an authority In this matter.
A critic, however, is net only cited by his followers and 

disciples, he is as likely, if his criticism has attracted 
enough serious attention to be quoted by those who consider 
his criticism mere folly. John Dover Wilson in his book The 
Fortunes of Falstaff quotes or refers to Bradley in order to 
disagree with him at least seven times. (I5) In cases where the 
critic^ has» like Bradley, attempted a comprehensive survey of 
controversial matters and where he has like Bradley, attracted 
sufficient attention from readers and other critics, then he is 
likely to be quoted as summing up on© side of the ©argument on 
controversial issues. Thus H.Granville Barker takes Bradley for 
his opponent in his discussion of whether King Lear is fitted 
for the stage. This is not because he is unaware of the faot 
that it was Charles Lamb who first started the argument but 
because as he saya, Bradley's iat

"a profounder and a more seeroiiing indictment 
of the play's stage-worthineae," (16)

For other critioe Bradley's view represents the whole argument
against the stageworthiness of King Lear - this involves some
inaccuraoy in the representation of Bradley's case but inaocuraoy
in such matters is the natural result of popularity. It becomes
known that Bradley thougheiCing Lear unfit for the stage? people
who have not read his argvtment refer to it and in so doing
embroider upon the bare facts.

In the same way as Bradley represents the one extreme about 
King Lear*s.for the stage so he represents the extreme in the 
argument about Othello* Since f.R*Leavis's article at least he 
is taken to represent the Romantic Othello, the incarnataly evil 
Othâtto but as was seen in Çhapter VI this Is not accurate to 
Bradley's view. But to several critics since, the criticism of 
Othello seems to have developed intp a debate between the 
Leavis interpretation and the Bradley response.
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John Holloway has an appendix on the subject; he makes 
plain that, in fact, the difficulty of choosing between Leavis 
add Bradley can be avoided by choosing Othello but nondbheless 
the general impression left by the whole is that the reader 
must affiliate himself to one or the other. He writes:

"If the reader had to choose between this Qisavii^ 
error, (for error it is) and Bradley's steady 
under-rating of the strength and evil of Othello's 
jealousy once he does become jealous; if that is 
to say, if he did not have Othello's own simple 
'One not easily jealous, but being wrought 
Perplex'd in the extreme}! he would be in difficulty.
If we have to choose between errors we might prefer 
Dr. Deavis's to Bradley's. Bradley's account is not 
only wrong, it is irritatingly so, and one cannot 
accuse Dr. Leavis of Blindness to this source of 
irritation. His responsiveness to it does not show, 
indeed, merely in asserting that Bradley tried to 
'sentimentalize Shakespeare's tragedy and displace 
its centre'. That comment is a just one. But it 
seems almost like praise of Bradley by comparison 
with the abuse which runs, distractingly in my own 
experience, through the opening pages of Dr. Leavis's 
essay..•- thanks to the dash and momentum of Dr.
Leavis'8 essay - we ean now afford to consider whether 
Dr. Leavis, in his exasperation, replaced Bradley's 
errors by errors of his own;" (1?)

This seems to sum up the situation accurately enough and Holloway
goes on to replace Leavis's overhastily jealous Othello with an
Othello more fitted to the role of hero. Before this ^pendix
closes though, Holloway cannot but return to the original debate;
it is as though he feels that he must make it plain on whose side
he stands:

"Whether this recurrent hastiness and distortion 
are the products of Dr. Leavis's not unnatural 
exasperation with Bradley, and eager desire to 
refute Bradley's findings, it is impossible to say.
But this seems a not unlikely account of the note 
of vexation which runs throughout his piece...The 
whole brilliant piece is geared to the destruction 
of Bradley's case. The genius which it displays 
is a forensic genius; none the less so for being



"(l assume) forensic without intention. 'Diabolic 
Intellect* does not display Dr. Leavis*s powers 
at their best; but for a display of his powers 
at their highest 'Diabolic Intellect' is perfect.
It is no wonder that one may justly say of Dr.
Leavis what he said of Bradley and assert that 
what he wrote 'is still a very potent and mis
chievous influence'. Probably it will survive 
this, and abler, examinations of it. That will 
not be for its merits as criticism." (18)

The implication is that it will be for its success in the forensic
art directed against Bradley's interpretation of Othello. It is
a compliment to Bradley no less than to Leavis.

If Holloway is a partisan of the Leavis attack on Bradley's
Othello. Bradley's Othello is not quite without supporters. The
editors of the Hew Cambridge edition like Holloway feel that the
reader must choose one or the others

"Readers and speculators may take their choice of 
these Othellos. Bradley's with ndinor qualiflostions, 
is unhesitatingly mine. For I agree with him that 
human integrity is still possible and that Shakespeare, 
whether he knew his Aristotle or not, wrote this final 
scene as he wrote those of most of his other tragedies, 
with the double purpose of first harrowing his audience 
with the terror and pity of the catastrophe and then 
sending them home with the feeling of redemption, 
reconciliation and even exultation which the great 
tragedians of all ages have aroused." (1 9)

Neither Holloway for Leavis nor Walker and Wilson for Bradley 
are noticeably critical in their approach. It is as though they 
thought that judgment had been taken out of their hands. Bradley 
and Leavis had summed up the arguments for their respective 
opinions; all that is left for successive readers and critics, 
they seem to say, is to choose between them. The same is to a 
certain extent true of criticism of the Falstaff history plays.
It is unstated but widely shown that critics feel they must 
choose between Bradley's view of the 'Rejection of Falstaff' 
or J.Dover Wilson's of 'The Restoration of Law and Order'.
Jonas A, Barlsh labelled the two camps sentimentalists and



moralists. He, as was seen in Chapter VI, chose the former. (20) 
J.X.M.Stewart reviews both Bradley's view and J.Dover Wilson's 
at length; not for their own sakes specificàlly hut as a help 
towards understanding the role of Falstaff in the history plays. 
Nevertheless, and despite a critical acuity which prevents any 
simple demarcation, of criticism on this point, Stewart's position 
is made quite clear.

"Bradley's is still, perhaps, the best explanations 
on having this sense results from Shakespeare's 
failing of his intention to manoevre Falstaff into 
an unsympathetic light. But is there anything more 
to be said? Obviously, one possibility remains. 
Shakespeare succeeded in manoevring Falstaff into 
an unsympathetic light. If, with Bradley we feel 
otherwise, we are being sentimental, un-Elizabethan, 
and disregardful of the fortunes of Falstaff as the 
drama develops. This is the contention of Professor 
Dover Wilson." (21)

And after paying due respect to Bradley's view which as he notices
also provided us with Charlton's explanation, Stewart chooses,
with his own modifications, Dover Wilson's view.

In the paperback edition of Oxford Lectures on Poetry 
M.R.Ridley wrote of Bradley's essay on Falstaffs

"its reading of the problem is by now, I believe, 
generally accepted." (22)

This seems to oversimplify the state of studies in Falstaff in
a way which is not necessarily any kinder to Bradley's reputation
than the truth. The fact is that criticism still hovers between
the sentimentalist's and the moralist's view; some critics choose
one and some the other but none makes his choice without paying
respect to the opposing view. Bradley's service to criticism in
this gphere^is that he has summed up the sentimentalist's case
with all the perspicuity and eloquence possible. His name has
become a symbol for his criticism; and his criticism itself has
become a milestone, from which progress forward can be measured.
It is no longer necessary to cover again the ground covered by
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Bradley ( and before him by Morgann and Lamb;) Charlton’s 
essay, (23) for example, offers little of permanent value to 
criticism on the subject.

Bradley's criticism of particular instances has not only 
served as a summing up of the past, in certain cases he has 
provided the starting point for critical ideas which are still 
developing. In these cases it is possible to overestimate the 
importance of Bradley's contribution, to imply, if not to say, 
that without Bradley, criticism on this subject would not be 
the same. This seems highly unlikely. What Bradley does provide 
in suoh instances is a germ of an idea which quite often only 
much later received any critical attention. It is not on account 
of Bradley's comment that Hamlet is in the widest possible sense 
a religious drama that modern criticism has laid so much stress 
on this eubjeet aspect of the play. What seems to be true is 
that Bradley's hint is taken to give substance to the argument. 
Critics like Ribner for example, are apt to cite Bradley in a 
footnote; (24) in fact all that Bradley says on the subject is:

"It will be agreed that, while Hamlet certainly 
cannot be called in the specific sense a 'religious
drama,' there is in it nevertheless both a freer
use of popular religious ideas, and a more decided, 
though always imaginative , intimation of a supreme 
power concerned in human evil and good, than can be 
found in any other of Shakespeare's tragedies." (25)

This hardly warrants even a footnote; it is testimony to the
range of Bradley's fame that he should be cited in a peculiarly
modern critical argument, on the strength of such an almost
apologetic remark#

The modern criticism of King Lear provides another example
of the effect of one remark of Bradley's on subsequent criticism.
In effect modern criticism of King Lear concentrates on one minor
point, to which it gives seemingly unnecessary stress and
depending on this minor point makes its general judgment of the



whole play. Bradley wrote of M<?ar*s last words:
"He is sure, at last, that she lives:...To us, 
perhaps, the knowledge that he is deceived may 
bring a culmination of pain: but if it brings 
only that, I believe we are false to Shakespeare, 
and it seems almost beyond question that any 
actor is false to the text who does not attempt 
to express, in Lear's last accents and gestures 
and look, an unbearable joy." (26)

The other point to which in later criticism, at least, the first
seems to be related is that instead of dwelling on the pain the
reader should remember 'The Redemption of King Lear". Stress has
been laid, as will be seen, largely on this 'redemption* but in
fact Bradley's whole statement was much more complex; it seems
worthwhile to summarise his argument here, before proceeding
to discussion on the fortunes of these two ideas in subsequent
criticism. Bradley in discussing Lear's character emphasises
how his fate, at least in part, is a direct result of his action:

"The perception of this connection, if it is not 
lost as the play, advances does not at all 
diminish our pity for Lear, but it makes it 
impossible for us peimanently to regard the world 
displayed in this tragedy as subject to a mere 
arbitrary or malicious power...But there is another 
aspect of Lear's story, the influence of which 
modifies, in a way quite different and more peculiar 
to this tragedy, the impressions called pessimistic 
and even this impression of law.. .The old King who 
in pleading with his dau^ters feels so intensely 
his own humiliation and their horrible ingratitude, 
add who yet, at fourscore and upward, constrains 
himself to practise a self-control and patience so 
many years disused; who out of old affection for his 
fool and in repentance for his injustice to the Pool's 
beloved mistress, tolerates incessant and cutting 
reminders of his own folly and wrong; in whom the rage 
of the storm aWakes a power and a poetic grandeur 
surpassing even that of Othello's anguish; mho comes 
in his affliction to think of others first, and to seek, 
in tender solicitude for his poor boy, the shelter he 
scorns for hie own bare head; who learns to feel and to 
pray for the miserable and houseless poor, to 
discern the falseness of flattery and the



"brutality of authority, and to pierce below 
the differences of rank and raiment to the oommon 
humanity beneath; whose sight is so purged by 
scalding tears that it sees at last how power and 
place and all things in the world are vanity except 
love; who tastes in his last hours the extremes 
both of love’s rapture and of it's agony, but could 
never, if he lived on or lived again, care a jot 
for aught beside - there is no figure, surely, in 
the world of poetry at once so grand, so pathetic, 
and 80 bea$tiful as his. Well, but Lear owes the 
whole of this to those sufferings which made us 
doubt whether life were not simply evil and men 
like the flies which wanton boys torture for their 
sport. Should we not be at least as near the truth 
if we called this poem The Redemption of King Lear 
and declared that the business of 'the gods' with 
him was neither to torment him nor to teach him a 
'noble anger', but to lead him to attain through 
apparently hopeless failure the very end and aim of 
life?" (27)

This has been quoted at length because the assumption that 
it makes has become one of the critical facts of modern 
Shakespeare criticism. This assumption was not new with Bradley; 
Bowden as Bradley himself points out (28) talked of^'purification' 
of Lear. Nevertheless it is in the words 'The Redemption of King 
Lear' that the idea has permeated subsequent criticism. Before 
discussing the critical history of this conception of the whole 
play, however, it will be interesting to investigate the fate of 
Bradley's Interpretation of the final speech. Bradley was the 
first critic to suggest that Lear died in joy because he 
believed Cordelia lived; the faAe of this easily isolated 
critical perception will illustrate perhaps the waywardness of 
critical development and the erratic progress of seminal ideas.

As a corrective to any suggestion that all critics recognise 
the sources for their ideas or are even conscious that their 
ideas have sources except in their own minds, there exists a 
remarkable number of critics who refer to this interpretation 
of Lear's death without making any reference either to Bradley's



original thesis or th the fact that the idea is a controversial 
one# P.N.Siegel, a critic wtoo gives plenty of evidence of 
having studied Bradley, expresses his opinion that Lear thinks 
Cordelia lives and makes no reference to A.C.Bradley. (29)
H.S*Wilson likewise is of the opinion that "he dies in the 
belief that Cordelia lives" (30) and makes no reference to 
Bradley although three pages before he wrote:

"what Bradley missed we may think is the symbolic 
appropriateness of this final scene# It is worth 
examining carefully." (31)

In the course of this examination he px^duces Bradley's own idea,
quite unrecognised# Fluchere further refers to Bradley's own
quoted lines "Look there" to demonstrate that Lear thought
Cordelia lived; but he makes no reference to Bradley. (32)

Parker similarly shows no knowledge of the source for his
statement:

"He dies believing that, after all, she does 
live." (33)

John Holloway however goes further than this and rejects 
what he refers to as'^.W.Chamber's opinion that both Gloucester 
add Lear die of joyV (34) This seems a little perverse.
A.G.Bradley propounds the idea, using almost exactly these 
words in a well known work of Shakespeare criticism, published 
in 1904 available and well known ever since; yet Holloway 
accredits this idea to a lecture delivered in Glasgow by a man 
not noted for his Shakespeare criticism thirty five years after 
the idea was first made known. What would be interesting if it 
were possible would be to know how knowledge of the idea's true 
source would have affected Holloway's attitude towards it. 
Bradley because he is a conscious Innovator expends some time 
over proving his point, within the body of the lecture and 
also for the benefit of the readers in a footnote. Chambers 
was relying on an already proven idea and accompanies his
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statement only by reference to his sources. This in itself 
makes Holloway's confusion even more illuminating of the ways 
of critics because Chambers recognises and acknowledges the 
source of the idea. Chambers wrote of the 'unbearable joy' 
theory*

"That Bradley's interpretation is not fantastic 
but a true perception of Shakespeare's meaning, 
can be proved I think when we examine Shakespeare's 
sources." (35)

The American critic Heilman on the other hand recognises
the source and the supporters of the idea:

"Bradley, Granvil1e-Barker, and Chambers agree 
that Lear dies in the ecstasy of thinking that 
Cordelia is alive" (36)

Heilman however is not sure that Bradley and the others are
right. Lear, he says, is:

"possibly convinced that he does see life." (36)
This dissent from Bradley's interpretation of the fact is not
uncommon among people who recognise the idea as Bradley's,
though there are those among mid-century critics who like Ribner
approve the interpretation and acknowledge its not altogether
fashionable source. (37)

On this point there is a surprising number of critios 
who are prepared to let the issue rest on an 'if. It seems 
almost as though they are unwilling to agree with Bradley 
overtly and yet need to use his basic idea. There is an almost 
awed reluctance to enter into the debate combined perhaps with 
8 resigned feeding that the rightness or otherwise of Bradley 
is a matter not to be decided by man. It is a regrettable effect 
of the extent and nature of the Bradley controversy that this 
has come about; for if oritidh opinions are to be allowed to 
stand prefaced by the writer's 'if almost any opinion will 
come to serve its turn.

Helen Gardner, it must be allowed^was lecturing when



she saidt
"If Bradley was right in thinking Lear dies 
in joy - he dies in typical hope." (38)

and so could urge shortage of time as an excuse for passing over
the debate in her remark. On the other hand the second part of
her comment ceases to have validity as a comment upon the play
if the first half of the sentence is not true and surely whether
or not the hero of a Shakespearian tragedy dies in illusion
(Miss Gardner went on to point out that the other ohafaoters
knew Cordelia to be dead) is of crucial importance in any
criticism of the play. Miss Gardner seems here to be content
to throw out a conjectural idea based on the original perception
of another critic to whom she is not prepared to give her
unconditional support. It seems an odd way to conduct a critical
argument especially as this is not an isolated example. Early
in the lecture Miss Gardner saidt

"It is possible and is done very finely by Brad&ey
to display this progress of Lear."

This seems a method of criticism verging on the ridiculous; the
conception would hardly be worth repeating if it did not have
at least enough critical validity for another critic to build
upon it. If it has such critical validity then it seems a
tozfiaous way of presenting the argument to hedge it with *it is
possible* and *if. All criticism must to a certain extent be
conjectural, but all critics must to a certain extent make up
their minds which conjectures they are going to accept. To deny
an audience the help of knowing whether or not the speaker agrees
with the ideas he relies upon for his argument, is sophistication
at Its worst.

In view of the uncritical nature of the Bradley controversy 
it is perhaps in many ways not surprising that critics are 
unwilling to enter into a debate to which, at least at one time, 
there seemed no answer and which was possibly going to brand



th«D for their oritic&l life# Certeinly kiss Gardner Is not
alone In her 'if*. 0#X»« Bickersteth in s British ic&defsy
Shakespeare lecture wrote*

"If Bradley be right, it i® not the chance, but 
the certainty that she does Indeed so live which 
causes even Bear's hitherto indomitable heart to 
break,end the great sufferer dies at last, not 
of sorrow, but In an ecstasy of joy." (3#)

Here the *.lf* in the light of #he rest of the sentence seems
only rhhtoTlcalf the hesitation of a 'modem* critic who had
earlier moreover dealt with Bradley with the disdain more
fashionable in 194^, to accept one of that critic's most
typical utterances* To have agreed downright would no doubt
have b e ^  an uneomforteble s<hmis@icn for a critic who wfcte
sternly*

"The effect of King Bear**.has never been denied 
even by critics like Charles lamb and Andrew 
Bradley who were persuaded#•#that by no more 
stage^representation of the play could It ever 
be more than dimly suggested, if indeed by this
means it could be ooBaaunicated at all." (40)

Geoffrey Bush, however, is prepared to leave the whole 
issue in question*

"Lear dies In happiness, if Bradley is right. " (4I) 
he says and this seems to be his total oontribution to the
debate. The question is settled as simply as that; all that
ie needed, it seenm, is for some arbiter of criticism to decide 
whether Bradley ia right or not* The question cannot acoording 
to this highly flattering (if somewhat bewildering) reference 
to Bradley, be settled any other way; reference to the text,
%ho structure, the oharaoters andthe source of the play, all 
these are omitted « Bradley offers the only answer.

Other critics have, however, been prepared to quarrel 
with Bradley* Barsyana M<mon felt*

"It befits tragedy that Lasr ohould die of a



"paroxysm of anguish (Dowden*•.) rather than 
of the ecstatic joy (Shakespearean Tragedy, 291) 
horn of delusion;" (42)

which presents and accepts the alternative reading possibly
using Bradley's interior. Two later critics in articles in
Shakespeare Survey discussed the matter at length. J.K,Walton
in an article wholly devoted to the last speech of King Lear;
that this article should have been written is probably owing
primarily to Bradley's original interpretation. Perhaps the
highest award which criticism can make is to devote a whole
article to the discussion of one idea first propogated by one
critic. Walton, of course, aolcnowledges the source of the 'joy'
interpretation but he cannot agree with it as he finds no support
for it in the text. Walton, unlike several other critics, not
only recognises Bradley's original reading of the speech but also
pays some attention to the argument with which Br&dley supported
his reading - such notice, as is often the case, only arises
because of disagreement. It is a disagreement which at least
allows the reader to see that there are alternatives, Walton
wrote;

"Bradley thought that there was a cry 'represented 
in oldest text by a four times repeated *0", but 
since it occurs only in the Quarto it is presumably 
an actor's interpolation, a fact of which Bradley 
in the then existing state of textual studies 
could not be expected to be aware," (43)

J« Stampfer agrees with Walton's judgment and rejects the 
theory;

"that Lear’s death is a transfiguration of joy,,, 
because the textual evidence points to the 
opposite interpretation." (44)

though he sees fit to quote Bradley's view at the beginning of
his artiole. This is because he, like Walton, connects the
interpretation of the whole play with the Interpretation of
this one speeoh, Stampfer wrote:



"It is only by giving Lear's death a fleeting, 
ecstatic joy that Bradley can read some sort of 
reconciliation into the ending, some renewed 
synthesis of cosmic goodness to follow an 
antithesis of pure evil*" (45)

This seems to simplify and distort Bradley's reading of the play;
it makes a connection between the two points which Bradley himself
does not make, Walton provides an even more original comment;

"We should remember that Bradley's interpretation 
of Lear's last speeoh finds its logical development 
in the view proposed by William ^pson, who regards 
Lear in the last scene as mad again, and, as, finally, 
the eternal fool and scapegoat who has experienced 
everything and learned nothing," (46)

Whether this is just to Epson's interpretation or not, is not 
of importance here; what is of interest is that both these critics 
read into Bradley's intdrprstation of the last speech a 
psychological connection with the rest of the play, Bradley 
himself here was indulging in a piece of interpretation of which 
Stoll himself would have approved. He was considering the 
emotional effect of the one scene without considering its co
herence to the general theme of the play or it5plausibility in 
terms of character. The Bradley tendency to cohere all the facts 
of the drama into a living whole appears in far more critics 
than would like to admit to it.

To Bradley's conception of the tragedy as a po«n "The 
Redemption of King Lear" even more critical attention has been 
aooorded; and in this matter Bradley has generally, though neat 
always received due acknowledgment,

C,J,Sisson whose remark;
"We have long ago learned to recognise in its 
action and development a theme which might 
justify the title The Redemption ^  King Lear 
in place of The Tragedy of King Lear, pointing 
to a happy ending of deeper truth than Tate's 
or that desired by Bradley," (47)

seems to imply an ignorance of Bradley's argument about the



nature of Lear's redemption even if it does not display 
ignorance of the source of the now title. This, however, is 
an isolated case* though D.Q.James repeats Bradley's argument 
about Cordelia's death but makes no reference to Bradley#
James wrote*

"to give her (Cordelia) some thirty years of 
life in his world would have been as silly as 
to give ps some assurance of temporal immortality 
for her in another. She, and through her Shakespeare, 
had come to a sense of life, and therefore of death, 
in which the soul makes no demand either of life 
or death." (48)

There is an obvious connection between this view, which Bradley
expressed*

"What happens to such a being does not matter; 
all that matters is that she is. How Chis can 
be when, for anything the tragedy tells us, she 
has ceased to exist, we do not ask; but the 
tragedy itself makes us feel that somehow it
is so." (4 9)

and Bradley's general view of the progress of Lear in the 
tragedy, which James fails to notice.

In general though critics have been ready to acknowledge 
and to use Bradley's interpretation of the play*

"It was Bradley who suggested that the play 
might be called 'The Rédemption of King Lear'; 
and the account given above of the development 
of his character Is partly based on his analysis." (30)

Kenneth Muir wrote this in his introduction to the 'Arden'
edition of King Lear. There have been dissenters from this view
of King Lear but in general it has suited the new religious
criticism of Shakespeare to see this play;  ̂as O.J.Campbell
put it in an artiole fashionably titled * The Salvation of Lear's

Lear le in my opinion, a sublime morality
play, the action of which is set against a 
backdrop of eternity." (5 1)
' ■ V ’This is reflected in James* remark and in Sisson's, which he 

saw as a contrast to the view held by Bradley and his followers*



"Bradley's dissatisfaction" he wrote*
"finds itself refé^bted in the not uncoiamen 
estimate of the play as a tragedy of pessimistic 
outlook upon the world of men, and undue stress 
is still frequently laid upon Gloucester's words*
'As flies to wanton hoys, are we to the gods; 
they kill us for their sport." (52)

It is shown in titles of articles?"The Catharsis of Xing Lear"
"The Salvation of Lear" "The Golden World of King Lear".

As usual it is those who dissent from Bradley's view who 
have provided the most thorough critical commentary on 
Bradley's interpretation. One of the earliest of these was 
W.Bmpsoh who counters Bradley's optimistic if not religious 
view of King Lear with a commentary on the necessary conclusion 
to which Bradley's argument tends. Having summarised Bradley on 
the work of the gods and the end of King Lear he says*

"nothing matters except to build up a good 
character, and once that is done the sooner 
you die the better. Bradley does not put it so 
brutally...but it is what his argument requires*..
I do not see what else he can have meant except 
that Cordelia would have become ourrupted after a 
happy ending, so that the gods defended her in the 
only possible way. We can 0£l11 this pessimism if 
we like, he remarks, it is In the play, but cannot 
be prominent in it or the play would no longer be 
tragic. The main thing about this argument, no 
doubt, is that it succeeds in turning the blasphemies 
against the gods into the orthodox view held bj Mrs.
Gamp that the world is a Wale. I do not know how 
seriously he took his last little twist of piety, the 
view that Cordelia was sure to become corrupt. It is 
curious how often the puritan high-Haaindedness can be 
found interlocked with an almost farcical cynicism.
But even if involuntary it seems to be a reductio ad 
absurdum of his line of argument...This is not to 
deny, of course, that pious members of an audience 
might adopt Bradley's point of view at any date." (33)

This deliberately cynical attitude to Bradley's eritieism is
salutory as it provides one of the few antidotes to the embtional
Bradley approach which seduces most readers by its very emotionalism.



On the other hand, as Mpson warms to his point he heoomes 
less aocurate; Bradley did not say that Cordella would he 
corrupted by the world; moreover he explicitly warned the 
reader against taking too extreme a position with regard to 
Cordelia's death- He wrote*

"The extremity of the disproportion between 
prosperity and goodness first ©hooks us, and 
then flashes on us the conviction that our whole 
attitude in asking or expecting that goodness 
should be prosperous is wrong; that, if only we 
could see things as they are, we should see that 
the outward is nothing, and the lnw#rd is all.
And some such thought as this (which,to bring it 
clearly out, 3 have stated, and still state, in a 
form both exaggerated and much too explicit) is 
really present through the whole play." (54)

%Dp8on, in oritioialng Bradley, adopts the other extreme; 
one of the dangers of criticism is that in order to achieve 
clarity it is obliged to embrace extremes which it knows are not 
really tenable. Almost ten years after Empson published his 
antidote to Bradley's interpretation of King Lear Barbara Everett 
wrote an article tracing the history of this particular criticism 
of King Lear. It is a summary worthwhile quoting at length for 
the light in throws on modem criticism adaptations of Bradley. 
Miss Everett wrote:

"Though these critics (Lamb, Haalitt and Coleridge) 
stress 'feeling* in King Lear, their treatment of 
the play could scarcely be called transcendental.
The first critic of whom the word might be used is, 
of course, Bradley; though he himself acknowledges 
his debt to Bowden, who stresses the sovereignty of 
the 'moral world" in the play. Bradley's profound 
study of the play is remarkable, both for the way 
in which he feels a Romantic sympathy for, or 
participation in, the central character, to an 
extras degree, and also for the way in which he 
soberly refuses to take it any further. If he 
directs the reader to a more 'transcendental' inter
pretation of the play, he does so hesitantly, hedging 
hie observations round with careful reservations...
Thus, though Bradley is the first to make an Impressive
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"appeal for a more 'mystical* interpretation of 
King Lear he insists again and again that it is 
•a mystery we cannot fgthom' and that no explicitly 
religious interpretation will serve...His feeling 
for the intense actualli^ of Shakespearian character
isation (and the ability to see a dramatic character 
as a cluster of images is notÿ perhaps, one that 
comes without some peculiar habituation) makes him 
resist any theoretical design overriding such 
characterisation...For him the plays stand rather 
at the part where intensity of experience becomes 
religious potentiality* but that potentiality finds 
no fit expression in the world that is a necessary 
stage for tragedy and becomes rather aspiration, 
suffering, moral responsibility. It might perhaps 
be said that this sense of unfulfilled potentiality 
is a part of his vision of Shakespearian tragedy.
To turn from Bradley to the criticism of King Lear 
that has appeared over the last twenty or thirty 
years is to realise to what a startling extent it 
is indebted to him ̂  startling, in that he has 
hardly been popular among critics for a very long 
time. Obviously the 'new* approach to King Lear 
cannot wholly be explained by Bradley's influence...
But it is interesting to see so many of Bradley's 
cautious hints and suggestions purified of their 
accompanying réservations and now as dominating the 
play."

Miss Everett here gives as example the vogue of Bradley's theory
about Lear's death with Empson, Wilson K^ght and Muir.

"What is most remarkable is the predominance of 
the idea of 'reconciliation* at the end of the 
tragedy, which is Brfdley's attempt to answer the 
question of * tragic pleasure* # since one finds this 
quite as strong in those who would probably deny 
keenly any affiliation to Bradley, or even any desire 
to see the play as a Christian allegory; the sense of 
a 'happy ending* takes the form of what is called 
variously the Restoration of Order, or of the Family 
Bond, or of Reason. In reading such studies, one is 
impressed by their inner coherence or their cogent 
force; yet one remembers, perhaps, Bradley's own 
introduction of such a thesis of moral order and 
his doubtful conclusions.•.Bradley's 'Redemption 
pf King Lear* is tempered by such oonsiderstions.
The ;modern King Lear is certainly redeemed* what 
has disappeared is Bradley's 'honest doubt*." (35)
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Five years later the extreme position of Lear criticism 
is still attracting attention* John Rosenberg is a little less 
sympathetic to Bradley and his review of the position varies 
accordingly*

"The movement away from the Tragedy of King Lear 
to the modem revision - "The Redemption of King 
Lear" - behan with A.G.Bradley's 'Shakespearean 
Tragedy (1904)# The most persuasive Shakespeare 
critic since Coleridge Bradley suggested that the 
play is primarily about Lear's situation rather 
than his fate and this suggestion, fruitful enough 
in his own hands has since proved fatal. Adversity 
to the blessed in spirit* Bradley writes * is blessed*•• 
Let us renounce the world, hate it, lose it gladly.' 
This is the language of religion not of dramatic 
criticism*" (5 6)

Here, however, Rosenberg is creating his own extreme view of
Bradley using Bradley's text to suit his own purpose* The
paragraph following the one from which Rosenberg's carefully
chosen quotations are taken represents the true corrective*

"As we have seen, it is not by any means the 
whole spirit of the tragedy, which presents 
the world as a place where heavenly good grows 
side by side with evil, where extreme evil cannot 
long endure, and where all that survives the storm 
is good, if not great. But still this strain of 
thought, to which the world appears as the kingdom 
of evil and therefore worthless, is in the tragedy... 
Pursued further and allowed to dominate, it would 
destroy the tragedy; for it is necessary to tragedy 

we should feel great suffering and death do 
matter greatly, and yet happiness and life are not 
to be renounced as worthless. Pursued further, again, 
it leads to the idea that the world, in that obvious 
appearance of it which tragedy cannot dissolve without 
dissolving Itself, is illusive^" (57)

This as Bradley says leads to The Tempest. Seen in the one
context Bradley's remarks become once more 'dramatio criticism'
but Rosenberg needed the extreme to further his argument and it
is flattering to Bradley that Rosenberg should prefer to use him
as that extreme (even at the expense of a partial view of his
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criticism) rather than take as hiqbhief example one of the 
many others who, following Bradleys

"overwhelmed by the impact of King Lear#.#
(resort) to the only idiom adequate to such 
intensitites -the language of religious 
experience."

As Rosenberg points outs
"If Bradley goes soft at the end of his second 
essay on Lear, Q.Wilson Knight all but gibbers 
at the end of his."

One may in fact wonder if it is not something of Wilson Knight's
extreme view which in Rosenberg's mind has rubbed off on Bradley's.
There is nothing in Bradley to touchs

"The naturalism of the play travails to produce 
out of its earthly womb a thing of imaginatiee 
and miraculous splendour, high-pitched in bizarre, 
grotesque, vivid mental conflict and agony* which 
in turn pursues its rocket flight of whirling 
madness, explosive, to the transcendent mystic 
awakening into love, dropping bright balls of 
silent fire, then extinguished, as the last tragic 
sacrifice claims its own, and the darkness closes," (38)

Here in fact is Rosenberg's perfect extreme; but it is Bradley
whom he quotes and Bradley on whom he places his emphasis. Rosenberg
is trying to capture a star for his argument and Bradley is a
greater star than Wilson Knight; this is one of the implications
of Rosenberg's article.

To conclude this somewhat tortuous survey of the history of
an idea there Can be nothing more suitable than the above discussion
of Rosenberg's article, for which he himself said at the conclusion
of the debate*

"This essay is in a sense an epitaph on the last 
half century of criticism of King Lear - the period 
that began with Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy and 
has ended In the publication in English of Jan Kott's 
widely praised Shakespeare our Contemporary (1964)*..
If the older Lear was too celestial the 'contemporary' 
one is merely squalid an anti—Lear who is the inverted 
image of his predecessor# Bradley's King was part



"tragic hero, part Christian saint. Kott's hero 
is a clown King in a refuse can.••Idealisation 
has been replaced by caricature." (39)

It is doubtful if the mere writing of the epitaph will serve
to put to death a whole structure of critical ideas. Rosenberg's
conclusions about the play, that it is*

"A savage and beautiful confrontation of the 
ambiguities of human experience." (6o)

in some way undermine his epitaph. There is little in that summary 
which is not also found in Bradley's*

"Its final and total result is one in which the 
pity and terror, carried perhaps to the extreme 
limits of art are so blended with a sense of law 
and beauty that we feel at last, not depression 
and much less despair, but a consciousness of 
greatness in pain, and of solemnity in the mystery 
we cannot fathom." (61)

Out of two ideas which could be summed up in the two short 
quotations 'unbearable joy' and 'The Redemption of King Lear' 
has sprung the whole critical complex discussed above. It would 
be folly to attribute the birth of such ideas to Bradley, it 
is merely that he first stated them in the form which has 
penetrated to modern criticism. Neither can the subsequent 
prevalence of such ideas be attributed wholly to the originator. 
Many if not all of the critics involved in the debate would 
have no doubt come to similar conclusions without the influence 
of Bradley, had Bradley never put his ideas on paper.

The fact remains that Bradley did publish those ideas and 
that, whatever critical fashion has to say of Bradley every 
critic worth the name must have, at some stage in his career 
read about those ideas in Bradley's own words. As M.B.Ridley 
wrote of Shakespearean Tragedy as a whole*

"Whatever else that book was, whether it was just 
or mistadcen in its conception, skilful or unskilful 
in its execution, it was a landmark in the history 
of Shakespearian criticism. Ro criticism which 
followed it could, unless its author was negligent.



"be the same as it would have been had that 
book not been written; no reader who had taken 
the trouble to study the book could either read 
or see any of the four great tragedies of 
Shakespeare in the same frame of mind as that 
in which he had read or seen them before," (62)

If Bradley's observations on King Lear have done little else 
they have helped to give shape to critical ideas on the subject.
His criticism has become a support or a whipping boy, a touch
stone Or at very least a peg far the arguments of subsequent 
criticism* Such is Bradley's stature, that to Ignore Bradley on 
such a topic is to make a comment in itself; to discuss one's 
criticism in terms of Bradley's criticism (even if this means 
some distortion of Bradley) seems to be what more and more 
critics desire. It is as though they wish to put their minds 
against that of one of the most widely read if not the most 
perceptive of Shakespeare critics*

This example has been taken and followed through in detail 
but it is not possible to do this in the case of every one of 
Bradley's critical ideas. On the other hand it would not be 
right to leave the impression that the processes remarked in 
the above summary only occur in the ease of criticism of King 
Lear. Other and more mechanical ideas of Bradley's have been of 
similar influence. One such was his observation of the animal 
imagery in King Lear. Mies Spurgeon in her first published work 
on Shakespeare's imagery remarked on her predecessor in this 
aspect*

"The large number of animal images and their effect 
in the play has been noticed (notably by Bradley, 
Shakespearean Tragedy pp. 266 and following)" (6 3)

If she relied on the established position of Bradley to add 
authority to her then highly original method of reading Shakespeare, 
the same could not be said/either the edition of the Hew Cambridge 
King Lear who quote Bradley on *his subject, (6 4) nor Barbara 
de Mendonoa who writing of the relationship between Qorboduc



and King Lear referred, to*
"Animal imagery, examined, by Bradley in his 
Shakespearean Tragedy and by Caroline Spurgeon 
in her Shakespeare's Imagery". (65)

This it would seem is a perception which Shakespeare criticism
is unreservedly aware that it owes to Bradley.

The same is true of his comment on Macbeth's killing of
Duncan. This has been noticed by several critics. Wilson Knight
went so far as to says

"One of the finest interpretative remarks ever 
made on Macbeth is A.G.Bradley's to the effect 
that Macbeth sets about the murder as'an 
Appalling duty*. This is profoundly true." (66)

If it Is true to Wilson Knight it is not to A.P.Hossiter who says*
"I know what he is pointing to, but cannot accommodate 
the word 'duty' either to my own philosophy or to 
what I take to be Shakespeare's. Hence my use of the 
term 'compulsion*. It does prevent one's delving
back into Macbeth's past biography after this
fashion. 'But when Macbeth heard them [the witches' 
prophecies] he was net an innocent man...' Later on 
(as he so often does) Bradley says the right thing*
'The temptation was already within him*. Ho man is, 
or ever can be, 'innocent* where his advantage is 
cohoemed." (6?)

The debate is on again.
Even if it were possible to count how many debates in 

Shakespearian oritloism Bradley started by his chance remarks or 
tersely phrased perceptions^ it would not be possible to set them 
down here. Moreover, it would give a distorted view of Bradley's 
influence. Other critics have provided ideas which have started 
debates; Bradley's utterances seem insignificant when compared 
with the fate of Goleridge's "Motiveless malignity". There are 
critics who write books of Shakespeare criticism and never make 
reference to Bradley. (68) The nature of this thesis is to give 
perhaps exoessive emphasis to the importance of Bradley in 
Shakespeare criticism; but he wrote little on the histories



and comedies and omitted discussion of large areas of criticism 
within his chosen field. No critic can cover all aspects of his 
subject or even exhaust his chosen aspect.

The influence of Bradley has been and still is considerable.
But while A,Glutton Brook admitted:

"It may be that I owe more to (Shakespearean 
Tragedy) than I know." (69T"

W.K.Wimsatt and C.Brooks in their history of literary criticism
discuss Bradley only in terms of his Hegelianism. He is for them
only an example of the "great and lasting influence of Hegel";
the only quotation that they make from Bradley is from his lecture
"Hegel’s View of Tragedy" and the only critical comment on Bradley
is a mild complaint that he diverged from the true Hegelian spirit.

"In rejecting as a ground for tragedy, Hegel's 
austere idealism in favour of a milder humanism,
Bradley certainly acted in the spirit of the age.
He praised tragedy for bringing home to us the 
spiritual qualities of the hero - his self-assertion, 
his noble endurance, his magnificent vitality - and 
nearly all recent writers on the subject have joined 
Bradley in this emphasis." (70)

One has the feeling that were it not for his lecture on Hegel,
Bradley would net have been worth including in the history. Other
historians of literary criticism have felt the same as was notioed
above. Q.Watson in his book The Literary Grltios only includes
Bradley as an exapple of a latterday Morgaun and a faded Coleridge.(71)

Nevertheless in the narrower world of Shakespeare eritieism,
Bradley has been received as an accepted standard. Over sixty
years have passed since Shakespearean Tragedy was first published
and there are still works which accord him considerable interest.
As critics have been quick to point out he belongs to a past age
and was once termed old-fashioned. To be old-fashioned and to
survive when "no day is so dead as the day before yesterday" is
to survive as a classic even if only as a minor classic in a
specialist field. The thousands of footnoted references to



Bradley, the use ef his phrases, his ideas and sometimes of 
his research in works of contemporary criticism testify to 
his position as an accredited authority (even if in the nature 
of the work, that credit sometimes involves disagreement*)
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CHAPTER 8.
BRADLEY'S CRITICS.

B e s id e s  th e  l a r g e  num ber o f  S h a k e s p e a re  c r i t i c s  who h av e  
tu r n e d  a s i d e  from  t h e i r  m ain  s tu d y  to  a t t a c k  d r  d e fe n d  B ra d le y ,  
t h e r e  h av e  b een  some o r i t i o s  who hav e  w r i t t e n  e x p r e s s ly  a b o u t 
him* U s u a l ly ,  b u t  n o t  a lw a y s , th e y  have  b een  a d m ire r s  o f  B r a d l e y 's  
w ork and  m ore o f t e n  th a n  n o t  th e y  h av e  b een  S h a k e s p e a re  c r i t i c s .  
B u t i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r  i t  i s  f o r  t h e i r  c r i t i c i s m  o f  B ra d le y  t h a t  
th e y  a r e  in c lu d e d .  T h is  h a s  m e a n t, s i n c e  o n ly  th o s e  w orks w hich  
c o n s id e r  B ra d le y  a s  a  w h o le , and  n o t  one a s p e c t  o f  h i s  work in  
r e l a t i o n  to  S h a k e s p e a re  a n d  th e  w r i t e r ' s  own c r i t i c i s m ,  th e  
o m is s io n  o f  many o f  th e  m o st i n f l u e n t i a l  w orks w hich  hav e  d i c t a t e d  
th e  f a s h io n a b l e  a t t i t u d e  to  B ra d le y .  What em erges  i s  a  p a r a l l e l  
c o u r s e  o f  m ore s o b e r  an<L c o n s id e r e d  ju d g m en ts*  I n  g e n e r a l  t h i s  
t h e s i s  h a s  a v o id e d  a n  h i s t o r i c a l  a p p ro a c h , a s  i |  ÿ ^ s v / f e l t  t h a t  
t h i s  w ould  c o m p lic a te  r a t h e r  th a n  c l a r i f y ,  an d  a t  th e  same tim e  
sugÈ^est an  i n e v i t a b l e  p r o c e s s  o f  a m e l i o r a t i o n ,  i n s t e a d  o f  a lo n g  
c h a in  o f  c r i t i c s  e a c h  w o r t l^  o o n e i d e r a t i o n  i n  h i s  own r i g h t .

Nevertheless, criticcennot be totally divorced from 
history and in the foregoing chapters it has sometime been thought 
useful to suggest the part idiioh thé paeeage of time has played in 
the establishment of Bradley's reputation. It is for this reason 
that in discussing criticism of Bradley in this chapter that 
chronologioal considerations will become apparent. As compared 
with the mass of Shakespeare criticism, there is very little 
Bradley criticism; and what there is falls into three convenient 
groups. The review Of his works; the notices of his death and the 
critical notices which have become prominent in the nineteen 
sixties - although the first of them appeared in 1948.(1) It is 
hoped that these articles considered in this historical framework 
will act aa landmarks in the history of Bradley's reputation as 
a critic.



-'J

la 1904 when Shakespearean Tragedy was first published 
Bradley had received some oritioal attention on account of his 
Gemmentary on Tennyson's 'In Mencriam*. As the quotations from 
reviews, displayed in the advirtlsemimts for its second edition 
appended to the first edition of Shakespearean Tragedy show, 
however, he was, understandably not the literary figure then that 
he was to become shortly after Shakespearean Tragedy's publication. 
The nature of Bradley* s reputation is suggested, howevdr, even by 
those early reviews# The first quotation from The Pilot praises 
the section of the commentarys

"entitled 'The Way of the Soul', reviewing the 
spiritual experience which 'In Xmaoriam' records*
This is quite admirable throughout, and proves 
eonelusively that Dr. Bradley's keen desire to 
fathom the exact meaning of every phrase has only 
quickened his appreciation of the poem as a whole." (2)

The Saturday Review concentrates on Bradley's thoroughness:
"Here we find a model of what a commentary on a great 
work should be, every page instinct with thought
fulness; complete sympathy and appreciation; the most 
reverent care shown in the attempted interpretation 
of passages whose meaning to a large degree evades, 
and will always evade, readers of 'In Xamorlam'. It 
is clear to us that Mr. Bradley has devoted long tine 
and thought to his work, and that he has published 
the result of h$8 labours simply to help those who, 
like himself, have been and are in difficulties as 
to the drift of various passagos." (3)

These quotations illustrate clearly that Bradley's reputation was
not made by the publication of this commentary; but this was known
already. More important perhaps, they display the distrust of
commentary and precise criticism, especially perhaps in the case
of quasi-religious works like ' In Henoriam' and$ as is shown more
clearly in the second thfii the first, a refusal on the part of
the critic to be won over to any of Bradley's interpretations.
The individual readers ought he seems to say come first, and
Bradley is only one individual reader. Bradley himself was aware



of this attitude revealed in the reviews and wrote to Murray 
of reviewing!

"What a trade that isj I would rather he an honest 
publican. Some of the reviews with other things 
have made me think that perhaps most people who 
are more or less fond of poetry do not want to 
do what X should call reading er understanding 
the poem - i.e. making the same process occur in 
themselves as occurred in the poet's head - but 
rather want what may be called the effect of the 
poem - i.e. something vaguer which is produced in 
them by reading the words. And if this is so I 
understand why commentaries annoy them so much." (4)

In 1904» then the world was not particularly receptive to 
academic criticism or commentary and in part Bradley made his 
reputation Æsoet as a popular preacher of Shakespeare than as 1 
modem critic and university don. This is Svidwt to varying 
degrees in all the reviews even if none of them go so far as
B.T.Tyrpell writing in the Aofdemyi

"Brofossor Bradley's book is popular in aim. He 
desires to propogate a tamiliarity with Shakespeare's 
work. * .That which chiefly tends to render Professor 
Bradley's book an essentially popular one is the 
method of criticism employed. Every question, every 
controversy, theory, view or supposition which arises, 
he subjects to the same test. His divining rod is in 
every case guided solely by an appeal to the written 
words." (5)

This view leads the writer to some unexpected conclusions 1
"The first lecture, perhaps the least good in the 
book, is suspiciously like a sop thrown to the 'Bens'. 
It consists in a generalisation with regard to the 
sdbstanoe of Shakespearean Tragedy in the abstract, 
a subject which would mover occupy the attention of 
anyone except a professional académie critic. And 
indeed it is not a ssitter of great importance, oven 
for such an one, that the 'tragic fact' should be 
accurately defined. "

In contrast to this condemnation there is praise of the other
general lecture#

"The second lecture is an interesting and illuminaging 
disquisition on dramatic construction." (6)



Moreover he speaks favourably of the appendices and unfavourably
of the characterisation of the minor characters in Hamlet. Of
Claudius he spys, Bradleys

"recognises the nobility of his bearing but he
construes his character in the ugliest light,
which interpretation, in the opinion of most 
people, would subtract somewhat from the 
interest of the play." (?)

Oddly enough in adopting the 'opinion of most people' as his
criterion for judging Bradley's criticism Tyzcell has gone quite
against the general body of later criticism.

Vhile Tynell has little but praise for the popular nature 
of Shakespearean Tragedy, John Churton Collins writing in the 
Westminster ganette was rather stem in his disappointments

"We very much regret that we have not been able to 
speak more favourably of these lectures. Possibly 
knowing Professor Bradley's deservedly high 
reputation as a critic and scholar, we have ezpeotdd 
too much from them and have measured them by a 
standard to which they were not intended to conform.
Ho doubt like Aristotle, he has ̂ s exoteric as well 
as his esoteric side as a teacher and lecturer; we 
certainly wish that he had given us a work lAioh 
must necessarily appeal to Shakespearian scholars 
a little less of the exoteric and a little more 
of the esoteric." (8)

Churton Collins seems to have had the same idea as 
R.T.Tyrmll as to what appealed to popular taste and what to the 
academic:

"The real points of interest and importance in the 
drama are not so much touched upon on the particul
arity with which lAat is teuchod on is dealt with is 
a&moSt invariably in an inverse ratio to its interest 
and importance.. .Every lecture teems with... irrithting 
superfluities, aggravated it may be added by the 
unnecessary diffuseness with which thea^cisoussod.., 
Thus Professer Bradley treats us to special dissert- 
atiens on su#i subjects as; 'Md lady Macbeth really 
faint!' 'Bid Emilia suspeot lago?' 'Had Macbeth any 
children?'" (9)



Gilbert Murray wrote in defmoe of Bradley to the Moetmineter 
Gaaetto $10) but Bradley regarded the outburot with more dotaeh- 
ment; he wrote that the artiole gooat

"ao mueh too far that I don't think hie review 
will damage the book with oenaiblo reader## " (11)

The Times Literaa^ Simplement alee and for different roaeons 
ia oritioal of the detaila of Bradley's oritioiam. The Literary 
Supplmsent then newly eatabliahed aa part of The Time# perhap# 
repreaenta beat the more general attitude to oritioal work 
prevalent at that time# Certainly the oommenta made in ita review 
of Shakeapoardan Tragedy ate romlniaoent of the above quoted 
review of Tennyson' a 'Sn Memoriam'i The only general fault found 
ia that:

"he ia at hie beat in the large queationa and at hba 
weakest in the detaila. Ho la apt to oonsider words 
too ouriottsly and find too much in them."

The praise, however, ia more indicative of the reviewers attitude
to oritioiam#

"Mr, Bradley koepa hia finger on the heart of the 
poet and deals with that part of hia achievement 
which is of all, the most oaaentlal, the most 
universal, the moit Immortal,"
"Shakespeare ia a large subject and not a little of 
Mr* Bradley's wisdoms ia seen in the part of it ho 
has ohcaen to deal with."

that ia not language» voraification, relation to contemporary
society or souroea. This conatitutoa an intdroating comment on
later objections that Bradley» like the Victorian he vas» omitted
these modem aspects of study bocauao ho was unaware of them* MCat
telling of all» however» ia the ooncluaion with ita hinted reproach
and heavy hyperbole#

"Ivon to attempt to put in to prose the impression 
loft by the tragedy, a# Mr* Bradley does, though 
ri#d#t and inowitable, ou^t only to be done, aa he 
does it» with a conaoiouanoaa that one is moaauring 
the heavens and $ranalating the voice of the winds." (12)

The critical procoaa is re#^rdod with suspicion; oritioiam according



to thifi view quickly becoming oacrilege.
The review in Revue dee deux Mondes reveals further the 

amateurish approach to oritioiam. Bradley's book was reviewed 
in the same artiole as J.W*Gray's Shakespeare's Marriage and 
Departure from Stratford. The two books, to the critio, belong 
to the same olass, and moreover Gray's work occupies half the 
space and was the first reviewed of the two. Bradley's wori# was 
regarded as that of a devoted amateur, one among many#

"o'est..,essontlallement, un professeur, 
oonsoienoieux et volontiers pesant, procédant 
à son oxposition par les voies les plus banales, 
avec foroes divisions st subdivisions soolastiques."

The reviewer notes the fashionable reception of the work in England
but considers#

"Que demain un autre critique nous deltlnisse 
d*une autre faqon le caractère des héros de 
Shakspeare nous le suivrons à son tour oubliant 
les définitions de M.Bradley." (13)

The greater part of this review comprises a eulogy of Shakespeare
and a summary of Bradley's characterisation of Cordelia, Desdemona
and Ophelia* This critic is clearly finding in Bradley what he
wants to find - praise of the miraculous nature of Shakespeare's
characterisation.

With the exception of Ghurton Collins all the above reviewers 
have been more interested in communicating their appreciation of 
Shakespeare's genius than in estimating the usefulness of Bradley's 
oritloism. In the light of suoh reviews some of the exoessos of 
Hadley's style are more easily understood* To say that he was 
pandering to public taste would be to distort the fasts; there is 
nothing to suggest that Bradley's taste was essentially much 
different from that of, for example, the reviewer in The Times 
Literary Suppbmsent, The fact is that tdien Bradley was writing 
the fashionable term was ' appreoiation' not 'oritisâsm'; Bradley 
himself says hia aim is 'dramatic ^preoiation'. Anything which 
approached analysis, dissection of speeches or collection of



relevant haokground facts was suspected of depreciating the 
almost religious importance of the original. This attitude to 
criticism was not likely to do justice to Bradley's criticism, 
as an appredator he ranks no higher than Swinburne, or even 
Frank Harris. What in Bradleys critioism fits him to be considered 
as a Shakespeare prophet is that which has had least vitality in 
the growing profession of Shakespeare ci^iticism, that which, in 
the long run, has marred his reputation.

This was not, however, the only attitude to oritloism at 
that time. Ghurton Oollins, as was notioed, reproached Bradley for 
hia too popular approach to Shakespeare and Oollins, was like 
Bradley, a university man. G.H.Ierford writing in the newly estab
lished Modern Language Review also represents the more professional 
attitude. He moreover seems to be conscious that criticism as such 
needs to analyse its purpose and methods. The praise of Bradley is 
perhaps the highest in any contemporary review, but lerford strives 
always to avoid the merely eulogistic and to analyse in what 
Bradley's peculiar success consists.

"The interpretation of Shakespere has been proverbially 
a touchstone for men and methods. The giants of criticism 
have exposed their limitations there as clearly as their 
strength...Shakespere is full of pitfalls alike for the 
poet who uses nothing but his imaginative intuition, for 
the 'realist' who uses nothing but his practical sagacity, 
and for the philosophic interpreter who uses only his 
synthetic and ocnstruotive intellect. What makes the 
problem so fascinating and so difficult is that each of 
these methods is up to a certain point so legitimate 
and so successful...To say that Prof. Bradley's criticism 
seems to combine in a rare degree all these three types 
of facultyhnd method may sound like journalistic hyper
bole but it is merely an attempt to define and explain 
the impression which it will we think produce upon any 
open mind at all inured to the Shakesperean controversies 
of the past. And the combination has proved singularly 
fruitful. In several quite distinct domains he has either 
clarified old diseussions or made traditional dogmas 
insecure, or at least, driven home ideas, net in thms# 
selves unfamiliar, with fresh cogency and insight." (14)



Harford alone of the reviewers of Shakespearean Tragedy seems
prepared to recognise that it is the work of a man who is at onoe
scholar and amateur; to make this observation at a time whan the
amateur was supported by all the traditional poetry readers and
the scholar only just carving himself a niche among the more
respeotgble elassieal soholars, shows considerable foresight,but
it must be apparent to any open-minded reader of Bradley, that it
is true to his criticism. Uerford has perhaps one of the truest
comments to make upon Bradley's character studies#

"Critics preoccupied with the study of 3hakespere*s 
art are apt to estimate hi^6haraot@rs only in terms 
of their rank as artistic creations. Prof. Bradley's 
criticism in reality owes much of its technical 
mastery to his quick human sympathy with them. He 
treats them as men and women, with as lively a 
feeling for personal values as for plot-funeticms." (15)

Herford was able not only to see both the 'technical mastery* and
the 'human sympathy' in Bradley's character studies, he recognised
in a way which few later critics have, Bradley's comprehension of
the paradox of tragedy.

"Ihat gives Prof, Bradley's discussion (̂ of "The 
Substance of Shakespearean Tragedy"J its chief walue 
and interest is his peculiarly vital grasp cf the 
contradiction latent in all properly tragic emotion, 
where the sense that suffering and death areboth real 
and greatly matter^ and the sense that they are somehow 
transcended and sublimated, are equally involved,.»Ho~ 
one has analysed this exaltation more keenly then 
Professor Bradley, or distinguished more subtly its 
varying sources and complexions, in the several 
tragedies,** (16)

This review might be seen as the first mark of approval which 
the academic world offered to Bradley; it is more wholI|rrfashion
able than many later criticisms but its value lies in the serieus- 
nesB with which it sets out to discover Bradley's means and result», 

The «MLtour of Shakespeare, has hardly ever withdrawn his 
approval# Bradley perhaps offers more obvious food for bardelatry 
than any later critic (with the possible exception of 0,Wilson



Knight). It was, perhaps in Bardolatry that Bradley worship 
had its roots and inevitably the reaotion oame to both. In the 
review quoted above there has been some lavish praise of Bradley.
The Times Literary Supplement for example said:

"One may well doubt whether in the whole field of 
English Literary Criticism anything has been written 
in the last twenty years more luminous, more masterly, 
more penetrating to the wery centre of its subject." (1?)

The best example, however, of that adulation of Bradley of which
Miss L.B.Campbell later spoke (18) with such scorn oomes from
the review in The Spectator. This is unsigned but Bradley
dbmmenting upon it to Gilbert Murray thought it might be Lucas
or Graves. (19) The note of eulogy is sustained throughout»

"from the beginning to the end the level of sustained, 
exact criticism never sinks, and at times there is 
in the interpretation an imagination and a poetry 
which make the book in the truest sense afwork of 
creation. "

The writer disagrees with Bradley's views on the Porter and the 
blackness of Othello, but hastily prevents any suspicion of 
sacrilege*

"But these are merely personal preferences on details; 
and on the greater matters we should feel it heresy 
to question his eonolusions. Certainly the Oxford 
Chair of Poetry has never produced a finer fruit, and 
we do not forget the lounger Barton. Many have had 
their say on Shakespeare, in this country and elsewhere, 
and among his critics have been many sound scholars and 
excellent writersBut we have no hesitation in putting 
Professor Bradley's book far above any modem Shakes
pearean criticism that we know, worthy to rank very 
near the immortal work of Lamb and Coleridge. It is.
Indeed, difficult ta^raise it in language which shall 
do it justice and yet seem free from exaggeration, for 
it is more than a study of Shakespeare* it is a unique 
piece of constructive criticism, which from its fresh
ness of method and distinction of form desorves to rank 
as the most important exercise in the craft since 
Matthew Arnold' s Bssays in Criticism.

This review in fact seems ahost wilfully to stress those aspects
of Bradley which wore to make him anathema to following generations,



It continues*
"It is in his treatment of the story and rit» personnàl 
of each play that Professor Bradley's critical power 
is at its highest...The axiom he starts from is that 
every character is psychologically intelligible, if 
only we labour sedulously to understand it. Shakespeare 
was far too great an artist and profound a thinker to 
attempt to give the effect of the mystery of life by 
psychological confusion. "

Towards the end of the review there is praise of an aspect of
Bradley which idien it has met with criticial attention has always
boon met with approbation, although the expression of the praise
gives more credit to Bradley's dramatic sense than was later
fashionable.

"He has also a full understanding of the dramatic 
value of the mlso-en-seene in each case and whma as 
in Lomp and Maebdh the background becomes as terrific 
as the action, it is interpreted with an imaginative 
power that it would be impertinence to praise." (20)

The review closes with a lengthy quotation of Bradley's inter
pretation of Lear's last speeeh, an odd foretaste of later critieàl 
stress on this one piece of criticism.

This adulation is apparent olses&ere, if not to such a great
rextent. R.T.Tyi/ell wrote a second article on Shakespearean Tragedy 

largely to answer eriticima made by Aldis Bright in his edition 
of Shakespeare which he ended#

"In our opinion a book like that whieh is before us 
is not much less esamatial for the complete 
comprehension of Shakespeare's tragedies than an 
atlas is for the fruitful study of geography." (21)

The Times Literary Supplement thought Bradley almost equally
indispensible#

"If there is anyone she after reading the four 
tragedies and what Mr. Bradley has to say about 
them, is still in the dark, as to the essential 
lines of Shakespeare's aohievea^ent as a tragic 
poet, he will never come into the light." (22)

The Times dees stipulate for a reading of the tragedies as well



as use of Bradley but the attitude vhioh indoaed the folloving 
squib̂  IS ô (̂ reA!:

"I dreamt last night that Shakespeare's ghost 
Sat for a SisiX Service foat 
The English paper for the year 
Had several questions on King Lear 
Which Shakespeare answered very badly 
Because he hadn't read his Bradley!" (23)

There was however, another dissident voloe, one which received 
more attention, A.B.Walkley's criticism in The Times Literary 
Supplement of April 190$. (24) This article is not wholly un
favourable to Bradley but it contains amid Its conventional praise, 
a casual expression of a criticism of Bradley which later became 
orltioal law#

"Vow I have seen it stated, and I quite agree, that 
Oolerldge has had no such worthy sucoesscr as 
Professor Bradley, author of Shakespearean Trage^. 
Certainly this is a notable book, always sane and 
accurate, sometimes prefsund, a credit to our acadmsic 
scholarship. It is the last book wherein one would 
expect to find so unsound a critical methOd as that 
which Morgann first indicated and the 'Semantic' critics 
so sealously adopted. Vevertheless the method is there, 
not overt, but unconsciously."
"To understand Shakespeare you have to supplement exam
ination of the text consideration of other matters, 
and it is here that I hold the Professor to bê at fault. 
What is outside the text? He says (by implication) a set 
of real lives,***! s ^  Shakespeare's dramatic needs of 
the moment, artisitlb peculiarities, and available 
theatrical materials.'* (2$)

Like later critics also Walkley cannot maintain this austere
attitude* Having answered Bradley's characterisation of Hamlet
with the question:

"docs it net occur to Professor Bradley that these 
things are thus merely because Shakespeare wanted 
(1) a 'Sympathetic' hero; (1) an amateur of acting 
for what weiidd have bweme of the play scene?)} and 
(3) a feneef - for the denouement?"

Walkley later a^ees with Bradley's equation of Hamlet to
Shakespeare (which in Bradley goes no further than a paragraph
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or two at the end of #he lecture "Shakespeare the Man", delivered 
in 1904 but not published until I909 in Oxford Lectures on Poetry) 
and expostulates#

"Why does he not perceive that Shakespeare 'the man* 
is speaking again and again in the form of Hamlet, 
whose busy, curious, hedonistic, characteristioally 
Renaissance temperament is the outcome of the 
dramatist's need for self-expression and of nothing 
else?" (26)

This seems an odd idea if Hamlet only had a character to fit the
exigencies of the plots even Walkley could not have meant that
Shakespeare was as devoid of character as the Hamlet he originally
depicted; in fact he is reversing, however unconsciously, his
former criticism.

There is very little criticism of Bradley after this, apart 
from reviews of Oxford Lectures on Poetry and A Miscellany (I929) 
which are not our concern here, although there is a note of 
scepticism in The Times Literary Supplement review of Oxford 
Lectures on Poetry which is worth noting. Bradley is criticised 
for having "Sometimes too muoh the mind of the philosophen" (2?) 
The praise of Shakespearean Tragedy has been modified* Whereas 
then the critic said#

"Mr. Bradley keeps his finger on the very heart 
of the poet." (28)

The critic of Oxford Lectures on Poetry has reservations#
"He scarocely ever takes his finger off the pulse 
of human feeling and character. And he is wise, 
for that is where his peculiar strength lies."

He is compared unfavourably with W.Raleigh then Oxford Professor
of Poetry and even the praise of "poetry for Poetry's Sake" is
a little patronising#

"this leeture shows that he can if he chooses employ 
this method of dotailed criticism in his own way 
and for his own purposes with consummate skill and 
effect."

In A Sketch of recent Shakespeare investigation 1893-1923



7

C.H* Herford not unnaturally included a oritioism of Shakespearean 
Tragedy which he praised as "an essay in purely critical inter
pretation" ignoring current trends of research# This seems a 
dangerous simplification^'purely critical* is a phrase which would 
need pages of justification; later Herford makes his point more 
explioitlyi

"Ho critic of comparable aesthetic power had 
interpreted Shakespeare on the basis of so 
rigorous a scrutiny into the dramatic data of 
the text."

While this is a questionable judgment (the name of Coleridge, at 
least, leaps to mind) it at least attempts to dessribe the peculiar 
nature of Bradley's criticism. Herford also from his twenty years 
distance attempts for the first time to assess the historical 
importance of Bradley's work.

"Shakespearean Tragedy gave a new impulse to the 
literary and aesthetic way of g#proaching Shakespeare.
Its appearance synchronized*, .with the beginning of 
the more intensive study of the Elizabethan s#age 
conditions; but Bradley's book created a countercurrent 
of, for the time, comparable force." (30)

The second volume of Augustus Ralli's History of Shakespeare 
criticism appeared in 1932, it is the last assessment of Bradley 
made while he was alivS and the most adulatory of the uncritical 
eulogies. Unaware of the changing patterns in Shakespearian 
criticism, Halli pours out his praise of Bradleyt

"aoloiowledged to be the greatest living Shakespearian 
critic, and One of the very greatest in the history 
of Shakespearian criticism. "
"never merely philosophical,... there are occasions 
when imagination partly retires mà  yields a place 
to a more purely and scientific method, and in these, 
as we shall sSe, he is less successful." (31)

This sets Halli with those earlier reviewers who worshipped Bradley
as he helpéd them to worship Shakespeare. Halli leans to the
oritioism which P.H.Leavis later called 'sentimental' that is the
oritioism of Othello, for that of Hamlet and lago (notice that



Halli subdivides the oritioism sooording to character and not 
to play) he has less sympathy. His reasons for this are interesting. 
Of his criticism of lago he says#

"Here again, as with Hamlet, the analysis is 
colder and more informed by knowledge of life 
outside Shakespeare than inspired by direct 
communion with his mind." (32)

the words 'odder' and 'communion' are telling, they diftbsy what
would otherwise be a vàlid critical point. What Hall If is talking
about is not Insight into, or sympathy with,the author's mind
but. a quasi-mystleal cosiness which is totally enveloped in a
fictional world. The same is displayed the following#

"Professor Bradley has carried on the thought of
Coleridge an^ightly summarised Macbeth's 
soliloquies as the protest of his deepest self.
These two points exemplify his power - his steady
poetic vision which brings him nearest of critics
to Shakespeare's mind, his meditation on this 
vision which does not fade, and his analytic power.
He also has the seriousness of one with whom the 
great things unveiled by the reading of Shakespeare 
have been no external show, but a strange and 
wonderful experience."

This is a distortion of criticism, in fact it is dmost a denial
that criticism has any useful function to perform; this attitude
of reverence could only have harmed Bradley's reputation and
such remarks as#

"one might almost say that, by means of Shakespeare, 
Professor Bradley has advanced one of the most 
practical existing arguments in favour of the moral 
government of the universe." (33)

bring Bradley down from his prophetic heights only to turn him
into some ultra-Victorian Sunday School ftecher. This appeared
moreover after works by H.Granville Barker, Wilson Knight, Dover
Wilson, Miss Spurgeon and m s s  Campbell had been published.

Of the few obituaries which his death attracted the two 
by J.W.MaOkall (34) are concerned primarily with the facts of



his life. Critieism of Bradley hy this time had reached conclusions 
not fitted for obituaries, Machail was a close friend of Bradley's 
and yet his only criticism of Bradley's Shakespeare criticism (the 
sole reason why Bradley was worthy extended obituary) is reluctant 
and defensive*

"it may be said that it tended to be supersubtle 
and that the psychology of dramatic art, rather 
than the art itself, was sometimes what interested 
him most. But it may be confidently added that it 
was, and is, in the highest degree awakening, 
stimulating, and vivifying." (35)

The word 'confidently' is belied by what follows, a most timid
estimate of Bradley's contribution to Shakespeare studies. The
Times obituary is more overtly critical*

"Bradley approached the poets as thinkers and 
philosophers rather than as what they are first 
of all, creative artists, and had an imperfect 
apprehension of the practical auid technical 
oonsidersticns to which the dramatist, and even 
the lyrist, must have regaird. He tended, too, to 
treat Shakespeare's theatrical and imaginative 
figures as those of Biokens are treated - as if 
they were living men and women, subject to the 
law of the real world and not of an artificial 
world; and his theory that the substance, in the 
style and the soul is the body of poetry can be 
pushed too hard. But Bradley displayed a singularly 
attractive, vivacious, swift, and keen intellect.». 
was an effective and winning lecturer, with the 
natural charm, lightness, and thrilli^ note of a 
delightful bird.« (36)

Apart from the last concession this comment, considering its place
in an obituary, is harsh and unoompromis ing.

It is tempting to say that this period represents the blackest 
in all Bradley criticism. Critical works published about this time 
would amply support this view but little more than six months after 
the appearance of The Times obituary The Times Literary Supplement 
published an article on Bradley whose very title "The Burronder 
to Poetry" Contradicted the criticism of the obituary. This is



the first lengthy estimate of Bradley's oontrihution to 
oritioism as smoh and appearing when it did it is worth close 
scrutiny. The writer desorihed Bradley as a critic with whose 
judgments other critlos aspire to agree; (37) and then to 
preserve a balanced view adds»

"It may be that this is not the highest praise 
than can be given to a critic. Possibly that 
critic serves the cause no less effectively who 
stimulates the eager mind to explorations from 
which it must draw back, and to judgments which 
it must finally relinquish. Bor does the praise 
necessarily imply that the critic to whom it is 
given is the greatest of his kind; for comprehensive
ness in range may well be reckoned more important 
than intensity of appreciation; a fair (though not 
a strong) case could be made for judging that 
Bradley's scope was too narrow, and his output too 
small."

It seems worthwhile to quote this sober and not highly 
favourable comment in order to see the following high praise in 
a proper light; whether or not it is accurate, it is not the 
result of blind adulation* Bradley's preeminent quality is seen 
by the critic to bet

"the capacity for a total experience of the work 
criticised, and for retaining that experience 
throughout the subsequent work of analysis and 
comparison. In this respect, all other English 
critics appear in comparison with Bradley 
fragmentary, or partial or casual or capricious...
Other critics may have experienced poetry as 
inteABely as he, but none surely was so richly endowed 
with the faculty of retaining the experienme in its 
pristine inte^lty throughout the arduous process of 
intellectual auaalysis, so that he seems never to have 
even felt the tenq»tation, to which so many of our 
great critics have succumbed to substitute the concept 
for the experience.*.Bradley might have said, the 
critic is the mCst uncritical of anything in existence, 
except that the poetic achievement is the condition of 
this surrender and transmigration. It is the poetic 
fact which makes possible the experience of poetry.
Bo that the recognition of this fact is at once the 
preliminary and the fundamental critical act. Hrom



"this aspect it might almost he said that other 
critics left off where Bradley began. %at would 
be extravagant; it would commit the critical solecism 
against which Bradley was always on his guard - that 
of exaggeratW distinctions into antithesis. But it 
is certainly true that Bradley was more fully conscious 
of the nature of his own activity than any critic 
before or since."

This is high praise but it is also meticulans criticism; It is
accurate at least to the best of Bradley if not to all, an^it is
true of his intentions, if not of all his achievement. The analysis
of the peculiar nature of Bradley's criticism leads the reviewer
to place Bradley very high in the order of critics. Shakespearean
Trgigedy is described#

"It is an account of an experience of Shakespeare 
which was found finally satisfying by a man of 
unusual capacity, for profound thought and deep 
feeling, Bradley's passionate enthusiasm is 
tempered throughout, sometimes tempered almost to 
the point of apparent suppression, but it is there, 
thrilling and unmistakable from beginning to end." (38)

The writer quotes the end of Oxford Lectures on Pootry »
"wherever the imagination is satisfied, there, if 
we had a knowledge we have not, we should discover 
no idle fancy but the image of a truth." (39)

and resists, as many critics do not, the temptation to oversimplify
but he added#

"Because he believed in the imagination after this 
fashion he was the most genuinely imaginative critic 
our country has produced. Vet even Coleridge, for all 
his flashes, can compare with Bradley in this regard."

this is praise indeed and praise repeated:
"no critic of Wordsworth before Bradley had done 
anything other than 'take the road round' Wordsworth's 
mind - not even Coleridge." (40)

Finally two other quotations the only excuse for the length 
of which is that they seem to say something hekful about Bradley's 
criticism, and his critical attitudes in a way which is not found 
anywhere else. Of criticism the article says#



"It was, as he practised it, one of the severest 
conceivable exercises of the soul. First to separate 
the pure imaginative experience from the subtle 
usurpations of the intellect and the emotions - that 
is a work demanding a rare combination of intellectual 
subtlety and spiritual serenity; then to maintain that 
unique experience, undiminished, uncoursened unchanged 
throughout the delicate work of analysing it and 
comparing it with other unique experiences, which must 
also remain undiminished, unooarsened, unchanged - this 
required the steadiness of a master indeed. And no 
critic with whose work we are acquainted whether in 
England or abroad, has displayed an equal power of 
control of his own processes. At his best, and his best 
is fully three quarters of the work he published,
Bradley is in the middle of the note all the time. He 
leaves nothing out, andke allows nothing in that is 
not essential." (40)
"Bradley made no parade of/sheer work of scholarship 
he had done; and it may be said that it was done in 
order to bo forgotten; in the sense that it was to 
him only a necessary means to the perfecting of his 
own oapaOity for the imaginative experience. But those 
who have carefully followed his criticism are aware 
how many separate paths of knowledge he had travelled 
in order to reach the point where the imaginative 
synthesis was possible, and how unerring was his dis
crimination between the intellectual and the imaginative. 
Such a discrimination is difficult to imitate. That is 
the reason why Bradley's influence on the actual praetice 
of.criticism has been so small. He offered no short cutd 
to the acquisition of a method; he demanded of those who 
would follow him not only the primary endowment of the 
creative artis tt he ' experiencing nature' of which 
Bagehot speaks - but also the intellectual capacity to 
discriminate an experience to its elements, and the moral 
will to be satisfied with nothing less tham a complete 
interpretation of it.̂  The retuzn must always be to the 
imaginative experience, and the task of the critic is to 
complete his analysis so faithfully and to order it so 
harmoniously that the imaginative experience nagurally 
supervenes in a new fulness." (40)

This article seems to have had little influence on the 
falling fortunes of Bradley; (4I) perhaps because it speaks 
generally of Bradley's criticism and does not descend to partioulars, 
fluisvering the recent attacks on Bradley. At all events, the attacks



77̂

did not cease. In the late 1940s LwB.Camphell published her 
two closely argued criticismsof Bradley's theory of tragedy and 
all through the forties works appeared which undermined Bradley's 
judgment. It is not therefore surprising that the next article 
on Bradley's oritioism should be called "In defense of Bradley."
In this article Siegel attempts to answer some of the recent 
oritioism of Bradley; beeause he discusses details first and 
foremost his 'defense' in fact does not convince in the same way 
as the earlier less defensive Times Lijerary Supplement article 
did#

"This essay is a defense of Bradley's work and a 
reaffirmation of the immensity of his contribution 
to the interpretation of Shakespeare." (42)

First of all Siegel summarises Knights' attack and then sets 
out to show how totally irrelevant it is to Bradley's work#

"Knights' central thesis haS a degree of validity. 
Oertainly, the lowest level of oritioism is of the 
sort which treats the characters of a work of art as 
if they were human beings...To detach a character from 
this atmosphere Cwithin the play] , analysing him 
without reference to the universe in which he lives, 
is fatal to an understanding of the play. But this is 
precisely what Bradley does not do...Knights sees a 
drama of Shakespeare's simply as a poem which he reads 
'as we should read any other poem*. He does not seem 
to understand that the drama is an art form with 
requirements of its own. All the 'dramatic patterns' 
and 'poetic symbols' in the world would not make 
Macbeth what it is if it did not present us with... 
characters with whose fate we felt vitally concerned. 
Knights is quite correct in insisting that Shakespeare 
was not primarily intent on creating characters - and 
Bradley agrees with him on this; he was intent, however, 
on exciting our emotions by the imitating of tragic 
events - and events are only tragic as Aristotle pointed 
out, when they proceed from the actions of characters 
with whom we can identify ourselves. Hothing can be truer 
than the sentence of Bradley, which Knights introduces 
as Bxhibit A, that the center of Shakespearean tragedy 
lies 'in action issuing from character, or in character 
Issuing in action'".

When Siegel transfers his defence into more general ground.



he agrees In substance with The Times Literary Supplement 
article:

"Vhat Knights and Bradley's other eritios are in 
reality demanding from hisi is adherence to their own 
highly technical orltioal methods, whether they be 
the study of Shakespeare's language or of his plays 
in the light of the historical development of the 
drama. Bradley's method seems to them plain and 
old-fashioned. It is indeed a very simple one. All 
that a book such as Shakespearean Tragedy demands is 
an intense Imagination, a fine sensibility, a highly 
developed power of analysis of generalization, and a 
close familiarity with Shakespeare's works. Ve are 
mistaken - Shakespearean Tragedy is also the product 
of its author's knowledge of literary history and of 
stage history#..one reason why it is not readily 
apparent is that Bradley's scholarship rests lightly 
on his shoulders. He uses it as a means to a keener 
understanding of the plays and not as an end itself.
He points out, for instanee that Hamlet has great 
nervous instability of temperament and that dis
position to be totally absorbed in the mood of the 
moment which the Blizabethans called 'melancholic'; 
he does not write a scholarly paper, however, proving 
that Hamlet is a study of the melancholio temperament, 
for hé knows that it is a study Cf Hamlet.
With this equipment Bradley produced a remai^ble book 
the fruit of prolonged study of the text of Shakespeare's 
dramas and of sustained thought about its problems. 
Perhaps the mCst remarkable lecture is the opening one, 
on the nature of Shakespearean tragedy. There is nothing 
in Shakespearean criticism which can be oonqpared to 
these thirty four pages. All other writers must in some 
measure base themselves on it. For what Bradley has done 
iB|̂  from an intimate knowledge of Shakespeare's tragedies 
to extract their sâlésnt features. It is a task requiring 
a great ability for generalizatiCn, such as Aristotle 
displayed." (44)

Siegel boldly transfers all the typical criticism of Bradley 
into praise.

"Bradley z^t only keeps his eye fixed on the text; 
he keeps the entire dramatic universe in which Hamlet 
has his being in his mind's eye."
"Bradley's perceptions illuminate not only Shakespeare's 
tragedies: they illuminate the thought and motion of



"the Blisahethan age from which those tragedies arose.
Suoh students of that thought and emotion as Theodore 
Spenoer and W.C.Curry have found Bradley useful for 
their purposes."
"If the study of social history, intellectual history, 
and literary history serves to illuminate the work of 
a great adtist like Shakespeare, the close and imagin
ative study of the works themselveq4lso serves to 
illuminate suoh history." (4 5)

In this article Siegel is seeking more than anything else to
redress the balance of criticism to poAse the predominant
research of the time with Bradley's aesthetic criticism. He thus
illustrates that the work of Miss Campbell, Willard Farnham,
Theodore Spencer and W# 0# Gurry (46) come to cinclusions not
dissimilar from Bradley*si and he ends his article:

"The Shakespearean critic of the future will profit 
by the labor of all his predeoesmiors. One of the 
most rewarding of these he will find to be A.C«Bradley." (47)

The article by M.B.Ridley in the Dictionary of Mational Biography 
(1949) understandably enough conoentrates mostly on Bradley* s life 
and a catalogue of his works* However Ridley observed#

"Even those who disapprove alike of his alms and 
of his methods reluctantly admit his stature, and 
his position is secure above the shifting currents 
of critical fashion."

This stature Ridley saw only in terms of Shakespeare criticism. 
Bradley he thought:

"one of the greatest of English critics of Shakespeare; 
possibly the greatest. " (4 8)

but he had little praise for his other criticism. Also in 1949
appeared an article defending Bradley's essay on Fes te reprinted
in A Miscellany. The essay Itself is not very considerable and
the article is even less so; it is best summed up by the judgment,
"I am enohanted with Bradley's impressionism." (49) The fact
however of its having been written at all is indicative of some
revived respect for Bradley.

Di 1951 Kemncih Muir wrote for Shakespeare Survey a history



of the last fifty years of Shakespeare criticism. Under a
subheading "Bradley and the Bradley!tes" Muir summarised the
contribution of Shakespearean Tragedy. As this appeared just
when Bradley's fortunes were reviving it will be worthwhile to
consider this summary closelyt

"Bradkey's Shakespearean Tragedy (I904) was at onoe 
the culmination of the kind of criticism which had 
started a hundred years before - that of Morgann and 
the great Romantics - and it was also to be for a 
whole generation the truest and most pmofound book 
ever written on Shakespeare. Indeed, when all 
deductions have been made, it probably retains that 
high position to-day with the majority of readers. 
Bradley is not without weaknesses, though they are 
mostly those of his age and not peculiar to himself .
The catalogue he gives of Shakespeare's faults, for 
example, seema now as presumptuous as Johnson's 
similar list in his great Prefaoe...There is not one 
of these accusations which would be supported by a 
oompetent modem critic, at least without many 
qualifications. And this fact is not, of course, due 
to the superiority of modern critics, but rather to 
the fact that the conventions of the Blizabethan 
stage are now better understood and appreciated.

Bradley was very conscious of the imperfections 
of even tho^est stage performance compared with the 
ideal performance in the critic's mind; and unfortun
ately the actors of his day never gave him the 
opportunity of seeing a play uncut and unhampered by 
the elaborate scenery which was supposed to be indis
pensable to success...Bradley* s avowed object was to 
examine each play more or less as if he were an actor 
who had to study all the parts. This - and the example 
of Coleridge and Haslitt - led him to devote two thirds 
of his space to a consideration of the characters of 
the plays. It is net quite fair to say that he 
substituted an interest in psychological for a dramatio 
interest, for he was well aware that 'the psychological 
point of view is not the equivalent of the tragic'; but 
it maiy be said fairly enough that he was sometimes led 
to consider the characters as real people rather than 
as imaginary characters in a drama."

In accordance with this view Muir considers that the side of
Bradley represented by the discussion of what Cordelia would



have done in Deademona'e plaoe as the weaken
"On the other hand, his Hegelianism is comparatively 
harmless, end the frequent aoousation that is made 
against him that he reads into the plays subtleties 
that would have astonished their author is seldom 
true.”

Moreover he oonsiders that despite disagresmeatt
"the main oharaoters of the great tragedies have 
never before or sinoe been analysed so brilliantly 
or so oonvinoingly; we diverge from him, as we 
often must, at our peril. His other Shakespearian 
essays in Oxford Lectures and A Miseellany possess 
the same qualities, though he perhaps sentimentalises 
the rejeotion of Falstaff or fails to appreoiate the 
wonderful oonstrustive power displayed in Antony and 
Cleopatra.” (50)

that is interesting about this summary Is the way Muir 
adheres to some of Bradley's judgments and rejeots others# this 
more than anything else is a sign that Bradley has now bsoome an 
aooepted olassis# a basis for progress, an authority and a 
whipping boy, an Aukt Bally and a grand old man, Muir's article 
is the first evidence of this in oritioism of Bradley although 
ever since reactiwi first set in Bradley's survival of repeated 
attaoloB in the wide field of Shakespeare criticism made it clear 
that,whatever its shortcomings, Sheksspoarean Tragedy was not the 
work cf an inconsiderable and totally misguided mind but that it 
was an exposition of Bhakespoare's tragedies which would survive 
the passing cf time and become a true classic.

It is evidence of Bradley's status that The Times Literary 
Supplement should publish a centre page artiole on the centenary 
of his birth# The article, itself, though, is no trumpeting of 
Bradley's virtu#, no miniature festschrift. The tone of the 
opening seems to indicate odd surprise that the man should be 
worth a cmotenary notice and a desire to explain to the readers 
who this rwuote figure long forgotten actually was.

"For a large paxt of the 19th and 20th centuries 
Andrew Ceeil Bradley, the centenary of whose birth



"falls this week, was like a fixed star. The light 
was fading before his death in 1933, and it seemed 
an set of /remendous courage in PBOFSSSOR fl.B.OHARLTOh 
a few years ago to descend upon Cambridge with the 
Clark lectures proclaiming 'I am a devout Bradleyite*.
The new realists, the plotters of the Cantabrigian 
laboratory, seem to have been little affected by his 
unabashed weaving of Bradley's strands of ethics and 
romanticism into the pattern. All the signs indicate 
that the day of these weavings is over - or awaits 
the return of a more propitious season. There were 
times when students took notice; they were oompelled 
under the fresh impact of A.C.B's eloquence and 
learning. He brought the tradition of philosophical 
and subjective criticism to a climax in Shakespearean 
Tragedy and Oxford Lectures on Poetry. Change must 
follow a climax, so there is nothing to surprise in 
the coming of a new fashion, the exploration of new 
ways of approach." (5I)

This seems to be about nearly twenty years out of date except
perhaps for the lack of vehemence. The inaccuracy over the date
of Bradley's death, the seeming unawareness of the 'Surrender
to Poetry' article and of recent works treating of Bradley in an
altogether more respectful way indioate that this article
represents that field of criticism idiich is always ready to join
what it considers to be fashionable trends. Like all who seek to
follow fashion it follows at too great a distance; a closer
reading of Bradley or even more attention to what eritios were
actually saying about Bradley would prevent the casual and in-
aeourate picture painted above. The praise of Bradley such as it
is (this is supposed to be a centenary artiole and would presumably
not be worth the writing if there were not something to praise)
studiously avoids any praise of his Shakespeare criticism:

"Bradley had a poetic mind, a fine appreciation of 
the romantic poets and since he could write and talk 
in his subject with ease, colour and dignity, inevitably 
his generation was impressed, and the surprising thing 
would be if it were not impressed. What has happened 
is less a ohange in our view of Shakespeare than a 
change in notions of the function of oritioism. Tears 
before the death of Bradley the realism of Sir Walter



"Raleigh in his Shakespeare hook and other writings, 
was preparing the way for the oritios, led by 
shook^trooper Professor S.£•STOLL, who urgo upon 
our consideration the post and dramatist known to 
the Slisabethan audiences, in place of Bradley's 
philosopher, the cloudi-topping thinker and the 
oreator of heroes, and especially of heroines 
whose virtue and bright eyes led to affairs with 
so many Victorian sentimentalists."

It seems a little odd that after this cruel and inaccurate
portrait of Bradley that the article should conclude by crediting
Bradley almost nonchalantly with a most rare achievementt

"What Bradley can be honoured for chiefly now is 
the awareness he showed of the nature of dhhksspeare's 
work in relation to the nature of poetry itself.”

and*
"Allowing for all chance and change, Bradley can 
still offer us a wide comprehension of the meaning 
of poetry and the imagination." (52)

If this is true then the remark about 'the cloud-topping
thinker' and 'Victorian sentimentalists' are ourêously out of
place. It seems almost as if the writer cannot disentangle himself
from the paradoxes cf fashion; he seems perplexed by the choice of
Bradleys which accepted criticism has to offer. The Bradley of
How Many Children, and the Bradley of "%e Surrender to Poetry"
artiole are confused Adthin the writer's mind; desirous of
illustrating at least that ho is abreast of the current trends
he seems unable to locate exactly where the trend is moving.

This peijlexity shows also in Bertram Joseph's article, in 
fact it shows even in the title 'The Problem of Bradley' under 
which Joseph wrote. Uhable to deny the value of Bradley's 
criticism Joseph is unwilling to relinquish what he considered 
to be the prevalent attitude of his time, distrust for Bradley's 
Tictoriattism. (53) The beginning and the end of this article 
perhaps best illustrate the confusion in Jospph's mind. He 
begins#



"Even BOW, half a oentury after it# publioation,
Bradley' a Shakeapaarean Tragedy still influwoes 
the teaehing of Shakespeare, despite «til efforts 
to oust itf for however misleadimg he nay well be 
in the assessment and appréciation of the art and 
intention of a renaissance dramatio poet, Bradley 
happens to be an extraordinarily good critic, and 
not the least of his virtues is his unusual gift 
of being able to write consistently from a viewpoint 
which never changes# Be can be praised, as he can be 
attacked, for refusing to consider Shakespeare's 
characters except in relation to what the later 
nineteenth century felt to be the truth about human 
character in motive and action# and, similarly, in 
the presentation of Shakespeare the dramatist, Bradley 
bases himself on the naturalistic assumption that his 
author had contrived to write idiat was for the most 
part something near consistently naturalistic drama, 
miraculously embodied in verse*” (54)

He concludes#
"Bradley, after all* gives a Shakespeare idiich is 
coherent and satisfying to the mind attuned to the 
late nineteenth century view of human mature and 
#^t# and it seems very likely that the mind of the 
adolescent to-day does not find that view fundamentally 
untenable* Certainly undergraduates in the first year 
have told me that even when they can see that in the 
renaissance or Bradleian interpretation was obviously 
impossible, they nevertheless find it more satisfying 
and that it gives them human beings behaving in a 
way which they have always thought of human beings 
behaving* If it should be the ease that boys and girls 
at sdhecl find it ic^ossible to imagine a consistent 
recreation of an ftiisabethan play with the same 
intensity as they imagine Bradley's interpretation, 
then perhaps they should be given Bradley." (55)

This last seems idmost unbelievably muddleheaded# it cries out
for some fcconsideraticn of Bradley's criticism in the light of
the facts which Joseph reproduces* If Bradley's view of Shakespeare
is coherent» it would Ceçm worthwhile to consider ehether this
coherence is not in fact Bradley's but Shekespgare's; if young
and presusmbly not wholly unintelligent readers of Bradley find
his view of Shakespeare more satisfactory even though they know



it is not true to modern oonoepts of renaleeenoe praotiee,
JoeepW# réaction should surely he then, not resignation but 
an enquiry into whether Bradley's exposition of Shakespeare is 
not in fact truer to the experience of the plays than any 
aoadmmic enquiry into its sources and parallels#

It is hardly surprising that an answer should soon emerge#
In the seme perlodioal MacDonald JSnslie wrote#

"'Perhaps they should be given Bradley* says Mr#
Joseph (The Use of English p#9l). I don't 
see why# I find that the better way of teaching 
Shakespeare can also be the easier."

and proposes his alternative#
"to view the plays as poetic wholes, to e»miae 
the themes they contain and the pattems made 
by those themes, to give attention to the 
relationships between the 'persons' and the 
shifts and readjustments of such relationships - 
this is an approach to replace Bradley's that 
can be consistently applied to all Shakespearean 
drama, in an elementary form, by O.C.B# candidates#" (36)

The alternative to Bradley must seem to anyone acquainted with
Bradley's woxk strangely like Bradley himself; this is an
inaccuracy whioh Jcseph's confusion has formed on the more
stfaightforward Mr, Baslie# It illustrates though how persistent
was the view of Bradley as a ' character' critic unoonoemed with
the dramas# ^

In 1935 Herbert Veisinger published an article called "The
Study of Shakespearian Tramgedy since Bradley". %i s  is a sane
attempt to see all later criticira against the background of
Bradley# The mature of the attempt makes It seem rather a
partisan affair; he says for example#

"for all the strictures he heaped on Bradley's 
discussions of Macbeth, Mr, L,6#Knights finally 
manages to say pretty much the same thing about 
the play that Bradley does, and in words not 
very different from %Padlcy's." (37)
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Be defends Bradley similarly against the imagery and historioal 
sohoels; the balance of the article is preserved however by 
such cemmentm as#

"just as Bradley's learning and critical depth put 
an end to nineteenth-century didactic, impression- 
is tic, and romantic interpretations of Shakespeare's 
tragedies, so now a number of developments in 
modem criticism and scholarship have tended in turn 
to undermine his labors, • «brought about a general 
disparagement cf Bradley's point of view and a 
corresponding lack of interest in the idea of tragedy 
and its applicatims*" (5Ô)

and
"Despite the trends idiich I have briefly oharae$er- 
ised here, the kind of approach #&ich Bradley
represents still seems to .he the most fruitfhl for
the understanding of tragedy# However, I do not at 
all mean to suggest that we must forthwith return 
to him in his matirety for there is, after all, a 
lack in his work whioh must be supplied, a necessary 
correction which must be made, before this Criticism 
can be employed in its proper perspective#" (59)

After this criticimm of Bradley became quiescent, though
Hagarajan devoted some attention to Bradley in his 'Bote on
Banque' as did Kirshhbaum in his essay 'Banque and Bdgar Gharacter
or Function*, L#C#Knights reversed some of his former strictures
in 'Some Shakespearian Themes' and at the beginning of the I96OS
considerable critical attention was accorded to Bradley in
diverse wczks of Shakespeare criticism# (60) Bet until 1963
however was ^ere another attempt to estimate Bradley's criticism
for its own sake, as opposed to use of it as a stepping stone to
further a certain critical method.

In a Times series of articles called 'Critics idio have
influenced taste* Peter Alexander wrote an article on A,G#Bradley
published on 11th July 1963# Alexander's treatment of Bradley
is unusual in that he considers in detail Bradley's historical
background# He notices for example#

"In 1660» the year in whiWt Bradley contributed his 
early essay "Aristotle's Conception of the State"



"to the eolleetlon edited by Evelyn Abbot oalled 
Hellenloa. Matthew Arnold introduced Wards' English 
Poeta with his essay "The Study of poetry*̂ , which 
begins:
'The future of poetry is immense, because in poetry, 
where it is worthy of its high destinies, our race 
as time goes on will find an ever surer and surer 
stay!.,'" (61)

Also writing of the superseding of P.H.Bradley's philosophy by
Oaad^hidge philosophers he observed:

"With the coming of the logical positivists who felt 
that metaphysios as ezq^ounded by Hegel and his school 
was meaningless and should be replaced by a rigorous 
analysis of language, there also appeared on the 
literary rosta those who prenounoed Bradley's attitude 
to characters in drasm and his interest in their 
oosmie slgnifioanoe as irrelevant, and prescribed 
instead a study of the dramatist's imagery and symbols 
and search for idiat was called the tentacular roots 
of every word. A, G .Bradley's criticism shared the 
fortune of his brother's philosophy; " (62)

While this seems to imply a general assooiation in the minds of
other philosophers and critics of the two brothers for whioh
there is little evidence, at the same time it does prdffer an
original explanation of Bradley's loss of favour, which probably
oomes near the truth# It was undoubtedly the same spirit In
philosophy and criticism which prompted the birth of scrutiny of
linguistic detail rather than #he visionB of the Absolute#

Alexander quotes am^eXaz^les of Victorian writers who made
the largest 61aimsfor poetry, Myers the classical scholar and
Huxley the famous scientist. With regard to the latter writer's
feeling that in dramatic poetry:

"the cosmos might well seem to stand oond«nned."
Alexander feels:

"It was part of Bradley's mission to give a different 
answer and to offer a vindication of the cosmos; and 
here many of his listeners found the satisfaction in 
such reassurance that they had looked for and missed 
elaewhore*" (63)



Whether or not this was what Bradley oonsoiously intended in 
writing Shakespearean Tragedy it seems unlikely that by I904 
there were many readers still looking for this kind of consolation 
from works of criticism. As has been seen at the beginning of 
this chapter none of the early reviewers made any special reference 
to this aspect of Bradley's criticism.

In his conclusion JAlexander seems almost deliberately to 
become more Victorian in this way than Bradley ever appears. He 
concluded, Bradley*

"regarded the tragic characters as embodiments of 
the qualities that will always command the respect 
and admiration of men; yet at the same time he seemed 
to find a formula that justified the scheme of things 
and absolved the cosmos from the charges that Huxley 
and others were bringing against it. In addition to 
the careful, learned, and sympathetic analysis he 
gave to every author he disoussed there was the 
additional attraction, for those generations that 
were disturbed by the implications of biblical and 
scientific criticism, of finding in Bradley what 
seemed, in Arnold's words a stay in an age of 
religious doubts and questionings." ((4)

Alexander's whole article studiously avoids the more modem
literary critical approach to Bradley and concentrates on, what
he presumably feels to be a more Bradleian approach to Bradley;
the value of this exercise seems doubtful, even if it could have
been done successfully at a distance of over half a cmtury; on
the other hand #he historical parallels are interesting and
deservM$he attention lAlch Alexander alone of Bradley's critics
draws to them*

The following year there appeared an article on Bradley
written more in the true vein of twentieth century acadwio
literary Criticism; the result, not surprisingly, is a more
interesting study. B*J.B^mer who wrote this criticism had spoken
of Bradley before in his "Short Guide to Shakespeare Studies,"
This in^armial guide gives no indication of particular interest



in Bradley, although he includes him among, if not at the head 
of, the three leading modern Shakespeare critics*

"excluding Bradley he, (Granyille-Barker) and 
Wilson Knight are the two most inqportant critics 
of Shakespeare produced in this century.” (65)

Also his Rice of English Studies published in 1965 accords no
undue credit to Bradley* He is in fact referred to as Walter
Raleigh's predecessor at Liverpool and Glasgow without there
being any mention of his professorship for its own sake. Of
Raleigh's book on Shakespeare moreover Palmer wrote*

"As a piece of criticism it avoids that occasionally 
oppressive thoroughness of Bradley's method by 
maintaining a balanced and flexible point of view; 
the brevity lends itself to the aperqu rather than 
to close analysis and speculative interpretation," (66)

However, before the publication of this book Palmer printed 
an artiole devoted entirely to A, G.Bradley which he begins almost 
defiantly*

"Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy belongs with 
Dr* Johnson's Preface Morgann*s Essay on Sir John 
Palstaff the prefaces of Harley Granville-Barker 
and G,Wilson Knight's Wheel of Fire in that 
surprisingly small collection of ghakespeare 
criticism which however diverse in its assumptions 
is by general agreement authoritative. Bradley joins 
the immortals on the strength of this one book for 
his other writings are fragments be&ide the massive 
struoture and substance of Shakespearean Tragedy." (67)

Palmer's article is the first to display almost historical 
interest in the fluctuations of Bradley's reputation. That Palmer 
probably could not read before the publication-of the great 
anti-Bradley works were published probably accounts for this, also 
the passage of time which helped to clarify the movements of 
fashion. Palmer writes*

"The history of his critical reputation is curious 
and instructive. While no other book on Shakespeare 
has been reissued as often, (68) indicating that 
Bradley* é Immense prestige and following among the 
general reading public has continued undiminished



"hi# name in aeademlo oiroles has only reeantly begun 
to emerge from the eoorn or embarras ament vhioh it 
has provoked for over thirty years. Even now it Is 
almost impossible to assess his work syapathetioally 
without adopting a defensive posture. This duality 
of Bradley's repuhdion is a measure of the gulf 
whioh has opened between aeademie oritioism and the 
coamen reader sinoe Bradley's own lifetime*" (69)

This histerisal appreash enables Palmer to make points 
about Bradley's oritioism whieh had earlier gone unnotioedt

"The number of Individual judgm«ats and peroeptions 
which originate in Shakespearean Tragedy and have 
sinoe passed into oommon ourrenoy is remarkable in 
view of all that has been written in refutation of 
Bradley#"

"Shakespearean Tragedy is a kind of watershed in 
the history of Shakespeare oritioism; if many of the 
minor points whieh Bradley takes up for discussion 
seme futile or irrelevant to-day it is of%m beoause 
he himself has made them seem so#««Bradley's work 
includes a great deal of tidying up (muoh of it done 
in the despised notes) in the prooess of clarifying 
and defining what are now taken fopkranted by his 
sttooessore as some of the oruoial facts bearing upmi 
interpretation,"

"It is worth remembering that Bradley's theory of 
tragedy was the first alternative aooount to appear 
sinoe the neo-olasaioal preoonoeptions of eighteenth 
oentury oritioism." (70)

"It is possible that Dudley owed something to 
the metaphysios of his elder brother 7#H#Bradley,"

Hot only does Palmer see Bradley histerioally in perspeotive 
he also defends Bradley's right to be oonsiderdd for what he did
say and not oendemned for what he did not say.

"The tdavesties which have passed current for Bradley's 
views deny him even a modioum of critical intelligence# 
Of course he never supposed that the characters of a 
play are real people; but he did believe that we 
respond to them mi if they were human beings, that they 
are sufficiently credible for our interest te be caught
by their actions and relationships. And he shared his
belief not only with his critical predecessors but with 
almost every reader and spectator of Shakespeare at 
oil times,*,If then Bradley not infrequently writes



though the oharaeters did have vii existenoe 
off the stage, or as though they were c&pahle of
axi unoonsoious level of thought and motive like 
real people, he is employing a stratagem, a kind 
of critical shorthand which assumes for the purposes 
of dramatic conviction that "behind the rest there 
is an identity, a oohersnoe of individuality which 
it is possible to Investigate and artioul&te."

Like The Times hiterary Supplement and Paul P. Siegel earlier,
Palmer considers that Bradley's peculiar ability was to render
a coherent account of the dramatic experienoei

**lt is a task requiring infinite patience, detailed 
referenoe to the text and a philosophical consistency 
to draw everything together into an Integrated and 
convincing experience. *%e experience is the matter 
to be interpreted*! this is a key to Bradley's method.
It reveals his great debt to the Romantic critics and 
explains why he adopts the stratggem of writing about 
characters as though they are living beings.•.Bradley's 
fidelity to this experience of the tragedy is 
scrupulous and almost never deserts him, despite his 
awareness of the extreme diffioulty of the unddrtaking. ** (71)

Palmer however tempers his praise. He feels that the criticism 
of Hamlet falls of Bradley's aim and that in general Bradley does 
not go far enough*

"Suffioient for him is the belief that Shakespeare's 
characters are lifelike and this belief after all 
has the authority Of tradition behind it* Hevertheless 
the critic's task is not merely to render our responses 
more articulate but to explain what in the work of art 
produces and controls those responses. And here Bradley 
steps short* he does not really, tell us why we feel 
this illusion of extraordinary lifelikeness in 
Shakespeare's characterisation, he only shows us how 
lifelike the illusion is."

This seems an odd criticism to make since it makes a totally
inaccurate assumpticn about what Bradley says in a imy thick
Palmer previously avoided. If Bradley's idea of Shakespearian
tragedy were that it presented us with lifelike characters then
his failure to shew hew many and why would be a grave shortcoming*
any reading of Shakespearean Tragedy however will show that



Bradley nowhere says that the aim of tragedy is to show seemingly 
real people, the aim of tragedy in so far as Bradley presumes to 
define it is a much deeper thing - the presentation of a oenfliot 
of two good foroes, which involves tragic waste hut the resolution 
of which brings a sense of reconciliation to the audience. This 
experience Bradley repeatedly attempts to define and aooount for.

Palmer's eonolusion similarly attempts to reduce the 
stature of Bradley in a way which disagrees oddly with his opening 
remarks. He ends the article#

"The great debate in modern Shakespeare criticism has 
been about dramatic form, about the kind of structure 
and unity to be sought in a Shakespearian work whether 
in the poetic imagery of the ' themes ' or the framework 
of inherited literary or stage conventions, or in the 
rhythmic patterns of tensions and contrasts. In this 
respect we oannot go back to Bradley as though nothing 
had happenéed since; though no criticism is ever to 
be swallowed whole but rather swallowed and digested. 
Apart from his exemplary manner of conducting the 
critical argument what above all Bradley still offers 
is that sensitive response to the amplitude and detail 
of Shakespearian criticism which later criticism has 
tended to underestimate or neglect. The ohallenge he 
leaves us with and in the spirit which pervades his 
own work#
'that close familiarity with the plays.that native 
strength and justice of perception an^hat habit of 
reading with an eager mind idiioh make many an 
umsoholarly lover of Shakespeare a far better critio 
than many a Shakespeare scholar.'" (72)

This omits any mention first of all, of Bradley's attempt 
to find a synthesis behind the varied responses to tragedy and 
his attempt to account for thos e responses and finally forgets 
that Bradley was scholar and academic. All of these things had 
been mentioned before by Palmer; why there is this final reversal 
is difficult to say but it is tempting to see the diektes of 
fashion intimidating the writer.

When X.R.Bidley wrote an introductory essay for the papers 
back edition of Oxford Beotures on Poetry fashion was clearly on



Bradley's sida. To be reprinted in paperbaok is an aeooXade in 
itself but to merit the addition of an introduction is a sign 
of a reverent acceptance surpassing any previously aooorded 
Bradley, Bidley's introduction is vitiated to a oertaln extent 
by his biased attitudei

"Mush of the adverse criticism of Bradley has sprung,
1 believe from no more creditable or better considered 
a feeling than a jealous exasperation at the extreme 
diffioulty of disproving his oonolusions, "

This overlooks mnay serious objections to Bradley's critioisn,
the more balanced oomment carries more conviction#

"The final justification of Bradley's method is surely 
the plain fact that it corks, as with an inferior 
dramatist it would not wo^* X am not saying that 
Bradley's is the only method which is worth while» 
but it is certainly one such method; and he brought 
to his chosen method a knowledge, a sensitivity, 
and an acuity of perception which put him in the 
very top rank of all our critics of Shakespeare," (73)

Most of the introduction is taken up with specific criticism of
the lecgures which are net of first importance here but there
are some illuminating comments t

"He is inviting his readers to a joint exploration, 
not to a docile reception of doctrines promulgated 
ex cathedra, I do net knew whether it has been 
ebservcd hew much of his criticism preoeeds by the 
methed of questiening; in this he is singularly like 
Wigisus, and Socrates," (74)

Hidley cleses his introduction with almost Bradleyan bombast, 
this is his pradse of the lecture on Antwur mad Cleopatra lAich 
he thought 'the crowing of his critical achievement.'

"It is extremely close-knit, never wandering for a 
moment from the main read; the awlysis, alike of 
the structure and general temper ef the play, and 
of the characters in it, is as acute and totimatcly 
perceptive as any that had preceded it. But there 
is something acre than that, a new kind of excitement.
It is not just that kind of excitement which must 
have attended the progress of the earlier analyses 
to a elcwsr emergent and satisfyingly rounded



"oonolusion. It Is, however strictly controlled, a 
warmth of emotional excitement, unique in his work, 
which is extraordinarily compelling." (75)

This comment is worthwhile quoting for its remarks about the
Shakespearean Tragedy lectures as much as for those on Antony
and Cleopatra.

Also in 1̂ 65 a book appeared in England, Morris Waits's
Hamlet and the Philosophy of literary Criticism. The aim of this
work is as the title suggests to use Hamlet criticism to arrive
at some idea of the whys and wherefores of literary criticism in
general. The book's first chapter is devoted to A.C.Bradley.
Many of the judgments passed are peculiar to A.C.Bradley on Hamlet
and others are coloured by Wiets's scheme. There are however some
Interesting general criticisms of A.C.Bradley which are the more
interesting because they take no notice of the general criticism
of Bradley or the fashion of his name:

"Bradley is certainly one of many critics who include 
as integral parts of their critical essays fundamental 
excursions into poetics and aesthetics. More particularly, 
Bradley, am a critic of Hamlet, engages in poetics when, 
as we have just seen,he offers a definition of tragedy.
He also practises poetics in his attempt to answer the 
question, How can oritioism best analyse Hamlet as a 
drama? Hamlet, he claims, can be best analysed as 
substance, i.e. characters and plot, and form, i.e. 
construction and yersification. Qf course, he insists 
that the substance and form are organically related; the 
aesthetic implications of which he develops fully in his 
olMBi., sak.." But h. .1m  el.i*.
that what ismostimportamt in Hamlet as its substance, 
especially the character of the hero, aroUnd which 
everything else revolves. ”

"Bradley raises the very important problem of the 
relation between criticism and poetic-aesthetic theory.
Per many critics, including Bradley, state or imply 
that no criticism is possible without a theory of art, 
or at least of the particular genrqbf art in question,

"In Bradley, there is a remarkable paucity of 
evaluation." (76)

Later in the book where Welts is writing more generally there are



other remarks which help to define Bradley's partioular oritioism:
"We know a great deal about Hamlet. One reason we do,
X am suggesting, is that Bradley tells us about him,"

Bradley's Hamlet oritioism:
"is an intelligible uhteranoe beoause it employs 
eertain criteria of 'tragedy' that derive from the 
Greek tragediesyshioh after all, eenstitute the heme 
base of the concept and from Bradley's own recommend
ations and arguments for other, new criteria that were 
suggested to him by Hegel." (77)

Welts in this book accords Bradley a factual treatment which in
itself testifies to the writei% sense of the value of the subject;
also he treats Bradley, as well as fimest Jones, G.Wilson Knight,
J#Dover Wilson and ethers, as an established figure in twentieth
century Hamlet criticism. Purthermore the study of Bradley is,
next to that of John Dover Wilson, editor as well as critic, the
longest in the book. These things as well as vdwt Welts actually
says about Bradley's work are of considerable critical significance.

This can ohly be am open-ended survey; and therefore there 
can be no conclusions. The last word in Bradley criticism has not 
been said. On the either hand this survey should have reinforced 
the impression given by the discussion of his place in Shakes
pearian criticism. That is that after a period of critical 
adulation, followed ihcvitably by ardent reaction (the fashion
able nature ef which has perpetuated it in seme quarters beyond 
its natural term) Bradley is now after half a century being 
recognised as one of the acceptdd Shakespeare critics. This means, 
aaumg ether things that he is now being read for his own sake, 
and mot merely to satisfy the need of critics to find a whetstone 
to sharpen their own judgments and a landmark against which they 
can measure their progress.
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CHAPTER 9> CQHCmSIOH.

As A.B.Herbage said, "the terrible thing" about Bradley's 
criticism, "is its tremendous success." (l) Indeed to its 
immediate success in literary fields and its continued success 
in teaching could be attributed most of the animosity which 
his very name has aroused* If in the world of business nothing
succeeds like success, in the arts nothing is more doomed to
imminent disgrace. To be the darling of one generation is to 
be the bete-noir of the next. Bradley's case is a commonplace. 
Each generation seeks at least to innovate, if not to progress 
and this is barely possible in the shadow of success* This 
was probably exaggerated in Bradley's case by the fact that
his book was published at the beginning of the century and that
within a decade of its publication a war broke out which made 
the next generation even more conscious that it must move on. 
Bradley also offered himself more readily than most as a static 
symbol of the past because after that war he published nothing 
reminiscent of his earlier self except perhaps the first essay 
in A Miscellany* He seems to have sunk readily into the role 
of played-out Victorian; occasional lectures given before 
respected bodies like the British Academy must have helped to 
propogate the idea that he had faded from the contemporary 
critical scene. Thiqtras not wholly Bradley's fault. He was 
fifty three when Shakespearean Tragedy was published, sixty 
seven when the war was ended. He felt himself to be an old man.

Harbage though, was not talking so much of popular success 
or even fame in the narrow world of Shakespeare criticism; he 
was talking of the success of Bradley's work as accurate and 
helpful commentary on the original, Shakespeare. In this sense 
too, Bradley's success did harm to his reputation. Bradley 
chose Shakespeare's four weightiest plays, the plays on which 
a consensus of critical opinion would place the highest value*



He discussed the experience of these plays in a way in which 
none who were prepared to acknowledge their greatness, could 
totally deny, because whatever the faults of his criticism, 
it does make plain Snakespeare's greatness* He discussed the 
substance and the structure and the individual features of the 
four plays; those aspects on which he dwelt, the feeling of 
reconciliation at the end of the tragedy, the characters of 
those involved in the conflict he discussed exhaustively.
What he did has never been done better, and seldom as well.

Shakespeare criticism could not, however, leave empty 
the ground which Bradley had covered before, or at least it 
could not do so so totally as to avoid all discussion of the 
four tragedies. It concentrated on those aspects, therefore, 
which barely figure in Bradley; firstly historical parallels, 
Shakespeare seen in perspective against the theatre of his 
time, Shakespeare's sources, the works from which he took his 
stories, his audience, the limitations of his stage, a 
reconstruction as far as possible of Shakespeare as he could 
have been seen by an almost ideally diligent contemporary; 
later, concentrated study of the words themselves, the symbols, 
the reiterated metaphors, the themes an^he poetry; a Shakespeare 
totally removed in many ways from the reality of his time and 
theatre, but equally removed from the Shakespeare of Bradley who 
was concerned to reconstruct an illusion of reality, an illusion 
occasionally totally convincing but always profoundly meaningful 
in relation to reality.

Shakespeare became after Bradley a different figure. Hot 
different according to Bradley, however, but as far as possible, 
different from Bradley. Criticism was not prepared to say; as 
regards Shakespeare's tragedy seen in terms of human conflict 
Bradley has said all that can be said; we must now say something 
different. It preferred to say hàtegoricall^ Bradley has mistaken



Shakespeare; he was not writing tragedy in terms of human 
conflict, he m s  writing sensational drama suitable for his 
time, or he was writing exquisite poetry. Shakespeare's 
interest in human beings was wholly and emphatically denied; 
Bradley was criticised at first anyway, for concentrating on 
an aspect of Shakespeare which did not exist.

Criticism, however, did not ignore Bradley; his judgments 
were doubted, his methods questioned, in some cases his whole 
outlook was derided, but attention of some sort or another was 
constantly being drawn to him. It seems as if in many ways 
Bradley fulfilled a function for the Shakespeare criticism of 
the 1930*8 (for at that time the 'modern* criticism was at its 
strongest, and Bradley*b fortunes were at their lowest). 
Criticism perhaps needed a testing ground which it found in 
Bradley and it found its ideal testing ground, which varied 
as the criticism varied, only by means of distorting Bradley. 
Bradley had to become simply the antithesis of everything 
that was modern; he became, therefore, a Victorian, even a 
•Romantic», he became exclusively a character critic or 
exclusively a philosophising theorist* His criticism was 
either Aristotle ridden, or suited only to a nineteenth century 
novel; in either event it was everything that Shakespeare 
criticism must not be. It was, of course, because of his success 
that he made such an admirable touchstone* Hot even Bowden 
(although he is much more like this modern Bradley than Bradley) 
had the necessary stature. If the moderns were to pit themselves 
against their predecessors it is a necessary compliment to 
themselves that they should choose the most eminent* On a 
practical level also they had to choose a name which would be 
a cipher for the works of the man:

"The book is too well-lqjown to require much 
descriptive oomment." (2)

said L.C.Knights; this too was a necessary feature of the



opposition which modern criticism needed.
"he ie still a very potent ana mischievous 
influence" (3)

wrote F.B.Leevis; had he not heen, the article in which that
was said could hardly have been written at all.

In fact, there is no better testimony, and certainly no
earlier testimony in print to Bradley's position as a critio
than the works of the 1930*s. There is little evidence in
literary criticism before this of the fame against which these
critics were railing - it must, it seems, have been mostly an
affair of hearsay and spoken recommendation. The impression
received is that of countless University dons and even more
schoolteachers buying copies of Shai-espearean Tragedy for
libraries, passing on (often, no doubt, in garbled fom) his
judgments and impercebtibly perpetuating his name. Bradley's
influence on school children has long been a source of annoyance
to critics; Bertram Joseph's article "The Problem of Bradley"(4)
is evidence of this. In fact, of course, Bradley only has the
influence he has on schoolchildren and undergraduates because
of the influence he has had on teachers and dons. If a Bradljpyan
approach to Shakespearian tragedy is perpetuated in the notes dW
school editions of the plays, (5) this is surely because the
notes are designed, however naively, to help children to give
the right answers to the questions they will be asked, bhile the
questions asked are still of the type:

"Coleride»© speaks of lago's 'motiveless 
malignity'. Is this the impression you 
have received from Othello?**

or more simply:
"Writ© an account of the characters of 
Calpurnie add Portia in Julius Caesar." (6)

then a critio who asked and attempted to answer tke- questions
like "Why did Hamlet delay?" is more help to the student than
a critic who has culled obscure part, 11 els of characters from



medical treatises or listed the recurrent images which explain 
a character's function in the drama*

Exactly why Bradley has had such an influence on teachers 
is difficult to estimate; probably it is the sort of influence 
which perpetuates itself, though it has been perpetuating 
itself now for a long time. Undeniably the ease with which 
Bradley can be read and understood must help; however good 
Villiam Empson'e writings on Shakespeare, for example, they will 
be of little use to the average schoolchild or even maybe under
graduates, if they are not understood. Moreover, fame is made by 
the thousands if not the millions; the only thousands in literary 
criticism are the schoolchildren and undergraduates who work and 
read under some sort of compulsion* If Bradley is accepted by 
these then his fame is assured; ironically the fame accorded to 
L*C«Knights and F«K*Leavis probably comes from the same source.

Bradley's influence has been widespread and long lasting.
There must be other reasons for his influence than his election 
to the position of adversary to the modern critics. In the face 
of 80 much that is merely the dictate of fashion it seems oddly 
naive to think that Bradley's influence has been as great as it 
is because of any intrinsic characteristic of his; but the 
enquiry seems worth making.

As a critio Bradley was, as even his opponents have 
admitted, thorough and honest. Herford in his review of 
Shakespearean Tragedy remarked upon Bradley's "cautious scrutiny" (7)
F.F.Leavis paid respect to his "scrupulosity" (6) J.P.Banby 
spoke of his commonsense;(9) A.J.A.Waldook of "the sanity, the 
care" of Bradley and of his "masterly thoroughness". (10) Thorough
ness and even honesty however, are not characteristics likely to 
have wide influence; although they will serve to perpetuate 
influence if attention is attracted to them by some other feature. 
Waldock, who disagreeing with Bradley on many scores, clearly felt



his influence keenly, said:
"To read Bradley apart from the play (or, for 
that matter, with the play) ie to be entranced 
by an exposition built up with deft skill and 
masterly thoroughness. His Hamlet stands four 
square...It is only when one inspects a little 
more closely thai one sees that some important 
members of this construction (a fascinating 
work of art) have suffered slight alterations 
from the Shakespearean design...Bradley’s 
Hamlet is better than Shakespeare's; it is 
better in the sense that it has a firmer 
consistency that it hangs together with a more 
irresistible logic.” (11)

The Times paid its respects to Bradley as:
"an effective and winning lecturer.” (12)

but the University of Glasgow is more precise, and it had in
this matter close experiences

”The/éontrol of his classes, to those whom he 
controlled, still offers a startling Illustration 
of the victory of mind over matter. His intellectual 
influence, owing nothing to external circumstances, 
was overwhelming and permanent. " (13)

It seems unlikely from this that his influence even as a lecturer
had much to do with personal magnetism. Bradley seems never to
have sought to be and never to have become a 'personality* even
in the narrow circle of his University; according to J.W.Mackail
he was an 'enigma* (14) to hie undergraduates. His influence as
a writer similarly does not come from any display of personal
charm in the style or content. There are few, if any, jokes; the
lightheartedness is only very oeoasional. If there is a little
hyperbole in the conclusion^ the book's opening is more indicative
of Bradley's manner; scrupulous, businesslike and quite un^bellisheds

"In these lectures I propose to consider the 
four principal tragedies of Shakespeare from a 
single point of view. Nothing will be said of 
Shakespeare's place in the history either of 
English literature or of the drama in general.
No attempt will be made to compare him with 
other writers. I shall leave untouched, or



"merely glanced at, questions regarding his 
life and character^ the development of his 
genius and art, the genuineness, sources, 
texts, inter-relations of his various works.
Even what may he called in thé restricted 
sense, the 'poetry* of the four tragedies - 
the beauties of style, diction, versification -
I shall pass by in silence. Our one object will
be what, again in a restricted sense, may be 
called dramatic appreciation." (15)

If this was intended to disarm criticism it failed quite
spectacularly; the omissions Bradley boldly admits to were those
which caused the modern critics of the thirties to despise him;
on the other hand to the plain reader it has one overwhelming
recommendation. It makes quite plain what the reader can expect
from the work; it promises a straightforwara manner and style
easily understood, a workmanlike attitude to the subject which
pays the reader the fine compliment of expecting him to be
orkmanlike also. Bradley eschews all through his work, the

unexpected dramatic revelation, the unprepared reversal of the
argument, the wilder flamboyanoee of style. Whether or not the
fact that Shakespearean Tragedy was delivered first as lectures
affected the style or not, it is reminiscent of the best
conversational style, coherent and graceful. Sentences chosen
at random will illustrate this:

"The Duke of Cornwall, we presume in the absence 
of information, is likely to live in Cornwall; 
but we suddenly find, from the introduction of 
a place name which all readers take at first for 
a surname, that he lives at Oloster (l.V.l.). This 
seems likely to be also the home of the Sari of 
Uloster, to whom Cornwall is patron. But no* it is 
a night's journey from Cornwall's 'house* to 
01o###At, and Olostar's is in the middle of an 
uninhabited heath.” (16)

or from the notes where a drier, less accessible style might be
expected*

"The likeness between Timon's curses and some 
of the speeches of Lear in his madness is.



"in one respect, curious. It is natural that 
Timon, speaking to Alcihiad.es and two courtezans, 
should inveigh in particular against sexual vices 
and corruption, as he does in the terrific passage 
IV, iii 82-166$ hut why should Lear refer at 
length, and with the same loathing to this 
particular subject (iV. vi. 112-132) ? It almost 
looks as if Shakespeare were expressing feelings 
which oppressed him at this period of his life." (17)

A plain straightforward style may seem like an odd feature
to create such a widespread influence as Bradley's; but its
plainness is capable of a certain beauty and charm of its own.

it.The almost regularly hyperbolic conclusions of the lectures are 
examples of the variations in the same conversational style.
He ends the first lecture on Hamlet t

"It was not that Hamlet is Shakespeare's greatest 
tragedy or most perfect work of art; it was that 
Hamlet most brings home to us at once the sense 
of the soul's infinity, and the sense of the doom 
which not only circumscribes that infinity but 
appears to be its offspring.” (l8)

The description of Gertrude is masterly in a different way:
"The Queen was not a bad-hearted woman, not at 
all the woman to think little of murder. But she 
had a soft animal nature, and was very dull and 
very shallow. She loved to be happy, like a sheep 
in the sun; and to do her justice, it pleased her 
to see others happy, like more sheep in the sun." (19)

The influence of this description is such that it was partly to
counteract it that Carolyn Heilbrun wrote her defence of Gertrude
in the Shakespeare Quarterly. (20)

Not only the manner but the matter of ShWcespearean Tragedy
is seductive; Bradley concentrates his attention on character,
beoause he considers that Shakespearian tragedy is about;

"action issuing from character or...character 
issuing in action."

This concentration on character appeals to the reader not on
account of its critical validity, but because it emphasises that
human beings matter. It is the sort of flattery to the human
mind that makes character delineation a perpetually fascinating



subject. Furthermore Bradley concentrates on this world, 
showing it capable of as great heights as depths and this too 
is reassuring to the reader. The average reader of Shakespeare 
will conclude for himself that it is the characters who matter; 
Bradley provides a convincing argument to support this conclusion. 
When Kirschbaum (in theory not so naive in his reaction) wrote:

"Beatrice and Benedick are as real as you 
and I." (21)

what prompted him to this remark so contrary to all his critical
canons seems likely to be the lurking conviction that he is
capable of the wit, the humour and the charm of the pair.
Identification with heroes and heroines is a commonplace reaction;
what Shakespeare as interpreted by Bradley offers is a more
comprehensive, Identification, with characters capable of glorious
if dangerous extremes, with a world magnified and yet obviously
related to the world of the audience. It is little wonder that
a writer who offers the readers as fellow members of the human
race, Bradley's Othello, Bradley's Hamlet or even Bradley's Lady
Macbeth should have a widespread influence.

On a lower level but of no less importance Bradley's 
concentration on the characters of the dramas appeals to the 
average reader's love of gossip. Leaving aside the question of 
their relevance to the drama such issues as:

"Where was Hamlet at the time of his Father's 
death?"

have a perpetual appeal to the curiosity of Shakespeare readers. 
Similarly the mixture of praise and disapprobation which colours 
many of Bradley's criticisms of the minor characters, appeals to 
the susceptible and the superior in every reader. The following 
description is a good example*

"Cassio is a handsome, light-hearted, good 
natured young fellow, who takes life gaily, 
and is evidently very attractive and popular*.•
He has warm generous feelings, an enthusiastic
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"admiration for the General, and a chivalrous 
adoration for his peerless wife. But he is too 
easy going. He finds it hard to say No; and 
accordingly, although he is aware that he has 
a very weak head, and that the occasion is one 
on which he is hound to run no risk, he gets 
drunk, not disgustingly so, hut ludicrously 
so." (22)

Such influence» may seem at first glance far removed from 
the legitimate ends of criticism; hut this is not wholly true.
The above description of Cassio, for example, is unquestionably 
true to the impression left by the play. Moreover Bradley inserts 
proof of the accuracy of the impression*

"Othello, who calls him by his Christian name, 
is fond of him; Desdemona likes him much; Emilia 
at once interests herself on his behalf." (23)

Nor does Bradley let accuracy in portrayal of characters
seem an end in itself;

"it is just because he is truthful in those 
smaller things that in greater things we trust 
him absolutely never to pervert the truth for 
some doctrine or purpose of his own;" (24)

which is as good a brief account of the value of verisimilitude
in art as any. If, characters are not necessarily the most nearly
perfect means to understanding tragedy they are, it seems likely,
the most accessible. Someone seeing Othello for the first time,
for example, will rely instinctively on the characters to guide
him through through the play; however i^Jformative a knowledge of
lago's theatrical forbears (or even a sense that he is descended
from the mediaeval Vice) or the observation of repeated sea
images, maybe in the study, it is of little immediate help in
the theatre, or in any imaginative reading of the play.

To say that Bradley's is one of the most easily understood 
and most generally helpful studies of Shakespeare is to make a 
low claim indeed for one whose influence has been so widespread. 
On the othep6and if a true understanding of Shakespeare is the
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end of Shakespearian criticism these two factors must he of 
paramount importance. Moreover in the case of a critic harmed 
as Bradley has been hy exaggerated statements about his 
achievement, the more modest claims may be thought the most 
useful.

Hilhatever else is debated about Bradley's criticism, 
however, there can be no denial that he has been one of the most 
influential Shakespeare critics to write in English. On the whole 
and seen now in the perspective of the half century since 
Shakespearean Tragedy was published the influence has generally 
been for good.^This is only partly on aooount of Bradley's 
intrinsic merits as critio, it is also beoause while thousands 
of readers and a proportionate number of critics immediately 
adopted Bradleyan attitudes to Shakespeare; after a certain 
interval the same people in the next generation deliberately 
eschewed both Bradleyan methods and Bradleyan conclusions and 
explored a diverse and rew^srding variety of other methods. This 
process meant at one time a considerable loss of prestige for 
Bradley's work, but this is hardly important especially since 
now the balance is being restored and the excesses of the anti— 
Bradleyan movement scorned as the first excesses of his followers.

While it is difficult to put dates (25) to these trends, 
two periods of more marked transition stand out. The thirties 
when Bradley reaction became first of all a real vogue and the 
sixties which have been the rehabilitation of Bradley the 
critic. Why these two periods should so stand out is enigmatic.
In the first case it is due to the publication within five 
years of major works by L.B.Campbell, Granville-Barker, G.Wilson 
Knight, L.C.Knights, Caroline Spurgeon, B o v ^  Wilson and 6.E.Stoll. 
Between them these seven critics account for most of the essentially 
modern criticism which this century has produced, most, if not all, 
did it by methods which were widely different from Bradley's and



some (if not so many as general opinion would think) made 
explicit the reason for their seeking such an alternative.
The word 'modern* however, of its essence cannot for long he 
true; these critics persisted as the modern critics for a 
long while because they still had much to say about Shakespeare; 
this is true of Wilson Knight, L.C.Knights, Dover Wilson and
B.E.Stoll at least. Also they persisted in being modern becauKe 
other critics, F.K.Leavis, D.A.Travers!, S.L.Bethell and 
J.F.Danby perpetuated their aims and methods. By the middle 
1950*8 however, the quarter century which has passed since 
their works were first published had taken the edge off their 
newness. While Fluohere still supported the Cambridge approach 
and Wilson Knight was still publishing his works, the publication 
in the late forties of H.B.Chariton's 'Shakespearian Tragedy'' 
and P.R.Siegel's article on 'Bradley* had been followed by 
Muir's sympathetic account of Bradley in his summary of 
Shakespeare criticism, Sewell's independently very Bradleyan 
work Character and Society in Shakespeare and other individually 
barely significant works which show that the 'modem* criticism 
had become jaded, i960 saw the publication of several works which 
replaced the 'modern* criticism with a new 'modern' criticism 
which perhaps inevitably turned (as the 'modem* criticism had 
largely turned to Coleridge) to Bradley for its authority.
J. Bayley's The Characters of Love, Barbara Everett's article 
on "The New King Lear", Hibner's Patterns in Shakespearean Tragedy 
and John Lawler's Tragic Sense in Shakespeare were all published 
in i960 and if with the exception of the article they did so with 
less flamboyance they no less decidedly left the modem critics 
behind than they had previously left Bradley. Lawlor's work for 
example makes no reference to Leavis, to Knight or to Granville- 
Barfcer, it refers only in footnotes to Knights and to Spurgeon; 
instead there are several references to Bradley.



Thirty years it seems is the expected life span of a 
critical vogue, the real test of any critio, however, is his 
position after he hae ceased to he in vogue. Bradley emerges 
from thirty years of reaction as a critic of lasting value; 
it is seen now as it was not perhaps before, that his inter
pretation of Shakespeare is as worthy serious consideration as 
any published in England. It is doubtful now whether a critic 
could produce a work on a subject which Bradley had handled 
without paying some attention to Bradley's conclusions on that 
subject. An arthole in a recent issue of Shakespeare Quarterly 
is a case in point; the article seeks to prove that King Lear 
is about the 'meaning of chaos'. The argument is conducted with 
no reference to Bradley and few to any critic. Before concluding 
however, the writer feels compelled to add:

"Bradley has subjected King Leah to a very 
different sort of reading from mine, one 
which has not been enfeebled by its longevity, 
and I shall have to say a few words about it 
before summing up." (26)

That Bradley alone of all the holders of 'different' views on
King Lear should be thus singled out is evidence of the recent
pro-Bradley fashion; on the other hand to have said, over sixty
years ago something about King Lear which a modern American
critic feels it his duty to pay attention to is an achievement
of solid worth.

It is to what Bradley said that attention is now being
paid; that what he said so long ago and in conditions widely
different from the modern, in a manner far removed from the
modern professional style and without the help of research
and all the developments which intensive Shakespeare oritioism
has brought about in the last fifty years should still be worth
consideration is the only tribute of meaning to a critic. For
long Bradley was condemned for what later generations assumed
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he stood for; in fact he stood for nothing except the right 
reading of Shakespeare* Row Bradley is read on account of what 
he said and criticism is so much the richer* What he said is 
not necessarily true or even more true than what many other 
critics have said hut it was the product of a sensitive, 
well-educated, honest mind; it is the communication of a 
reading of Shakespeare, conditioned by *a vivid and intent 
imagination* subjected equally and simultaneously to a'process 
of comparison and analysis'. The more writings of this kind 
on Shakespeare that are accessible the better it is for the 
true understanding of Shakespeare; it is as one among the not 
very many such readings that Bradley's Shakespearean Tragedy 
makes its best claim to serious consideration.
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12. The Times 4th September 1935* P# 14#
13. From Minute of Meeting of the General Council of the

University of Glasgow held 30th October 1935 - kindly
pointed out to me by Mr. Quinn, Librarian of Balliol
College, Oxford.

14. J.W.Maokail* "Andrew Bradley" in The Oxford Magazine.
15. S.T. p. 1.
16. S.T. p. 259.
17. SjT. p. 443.
18. S.T. p. 126.
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20. 0.Heilbrun* "The Character of Hamlet's Mother" in 
S.ft. VIII 1957. PP- 201-6.
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NOTE OB METHODS OF SELECTION.
It is not unfortunately possible to read all the works 

of Shakespeare criticism which might offer some help in a s%Ady 
of Bradley, and eclecticism, subjective and fallible, has been 
unavoidable. Selection has however been guided by the aims of 
the thesis, a discussion of Bradley in terms of his influence 
in the twentieth century. Shakespeare study is as subject to 
fashion and fad ad most human occupations and a truer picture 
therefore emerges from a selective study of a wider area than 
from an exhaustive survey of the material provided by a given 
short period or a certain limited category of writing. Although 
the material from such a rich source over a period of more than 
60 years may seem to have been capriciously chosen, this is not 
altogether true.

Starting from the most accessible and famous works of 
twentieth century criticism 1 have allowed the references them
selves to suggest other references. This means that there should 
be few omissions of well known critical works and unfortunately 
many more of obscurer studies. The method has this advantage; 
those works which are best known can fairly be assumed to be the 
most influential. The matter is complicated however, by my
finding hidden the mass of periodical writings several articlesAnot necessarily purporting to be on the subject in question 
which have offered useful material in estimating Bradley's 
position in the critical world and which have also contained 
illuminating criticism of Bradley himself. Therefore the two 
major Shakespeare periodicals in English, Shakespeare Quarterly 
and Shakespeare Survey have been searched as thoroughly as possible. 
This means that there is considerably more material for later years 
but this seems to reflect fairly accurately the development of 
Shakespeare studies.

Finally as a corrective to the worst errors the following 
bibliographies have been consulted.
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Shakespeare Survey.
G.K.Hunter; Macbeth in the 20th Century. Shakespeare Survey.
D.J.Palmer; "E.E.Stoll" Critical Quarterly.
J.D.Rosenberg: "King Lear and His Comforters * Essays in 
Critioism.

1967. H. Gardner; King Lear (John Coffin Memorial Leoture I966) 
Ltorvdo»̂



B. GENERAL CRITICAL WORKS CONTAINING REFERENCES TO BRADLEY.

1920. T.S.BliotI The Saored Wood. London.
1924» I.A.RichardsI The Principles of Literary Critioism. 

London.
1956. T.R.Hennt The Harvest of Tragedy. London,
1957* W.K.Winsattift C. Brooks* A History of Literary

Criticism. New York.
1959» H.Gardners The Business of Critioism. 1959*
1961. G.Watsons The Literary Critics. Harmondsworth.

This highly selective list is not intended as a survey 
on this subjectI it merely notes items of interest 
delivered in the process of research.



DETAILS OF CONTENTS OF'OXFORD LECTURES ON POETRY."
Poetry for Poetry's Sake. pub. Oxford I9OI.
The Sublime. 1903.
Hegel's Theory of Tragedy. The Hibbert Journal II October 
1903- July 1904* PP* 662-668.
Wordsworth. n.d.
Shelley's View of Poetry. English Association Pamphlet 4# 
London I908.
The Long Poem in the Age of Wordsworth, n.d. ? I90.
The Letters of Keats. I905.
The Rejection of Falstaff. delivered 5ih March, 190î . pub. 
Fortnightly Review LXXl. Jan-June I902. pp. 849-866.
Shakespeare's Antony and Cleopatra in Quarterly Review CD VII 
April 1906. pp. 329-357.
Shakespeare the Man. 1904#
Shakespeare's Theatre and Audience. 1922.
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DETAILS Or CONTENTS M1SCKLL..HÏ".

The Reaction Against Tennyson. English Pamphlet >/.
London 1917* (Lecture uelivered to English Association I9I i )
Jana Austen. Essaye ana otudies. Vol.me 11 pp. 7-36.
Lonaon. l^ll. (Lecture aelivared at Nev-nham College, Cambridge, 
n. Q .
CorialanuB. "fiM Annual Shakespeare lecture. British ncacemy. 
1st July 1912. pub. London I912.
English Poetry and German Philosophy in the Age of Aordsworth. 
Adamson Lecture. Manchester 190$.
Shelley and Arnold's Critique of his Poetry, (enlarged Leslie 
Stephens Lecture delivered at Newnham College, Cambridge 1919) 
Odours and Flowers in the Poetry of Shelley.
Coleridge. Echoes in Shelley's Poems, n.d.
Coleridge's Use of Light and Colour in A Miscellany Presented to 
J.M.MacKay. Liverpool 1914.
Keats and "Philosophy'’» in The John Keats Memorial Volume eu.
G.C.Williamson issued by the Keats house Committee, Hampstead. 
London New York 1921.
Peste the Jester, in A Book of Homage to Shakespeare, ed.Israel 
Qollancz I9I6.
Scene Endingc in Shakespeare and in The Two Noble Kinsmen n.d.
Inspiration, read in a Glasgow Church n.d. remark in letters,
: eptembe^ 189V> about "a sermon for Hunter" possibly refers to 
this.
Monosyllabic. Lines and Words in English Verse and Prose, n.d.


