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In hcr rcccnt Richard Ill artd His Early Historiarrs, I Alison 
Hilnllam sccks "to rc-cvalui~tc the historical ev idc~ icc  itbout Ki- 
chard's deeds and  intcntions", and  t o  discovcr through chronicles 
i ~ n d  liistorics wri t tcn  bctwccn 1483 and  1535 "how t l ~ e  l i tcrary 
Richard camc in to  bcing" (p.  1 ) .  O f  special intcrcst to  s tudcnts  o f  
Morc is licr discussion o f  his History of KirlX Ricllard 111,~ wliicli 
elljoys an uncasy prornincnce in the  schcmc o f  licr book.  Ha~ i l i an i  
discusscs most  o f  hcr tcxts  against licr o w n  reconstruction o f  t h c  
rise and fall o f  Richard. As historical works  t l ~ c y  arc judgcd 0 1 1  

thcir reliability as cvidcncc. But Morc's History is trcatcd di f fcr -  
cntly. Hanham argues tha t  it should n o t  be rcad as a source o f  
information abou t  Richard,  b u t  rathcr as a "litcrary" work uridcr 
thc rubric o f  "satirical drama". This account  al lows a nunibcr o f  
perceivcd historical dcficicncics -- sucli as uncor robora ted  , 
cxaggeratcd and  palpably factitious rcpor ts  -- t o  bc  cspla incd in 
terms o f  Morc's "litcrary purposc" (p .  106). But  is this ;In a p p r o -  
priate rcilding o f  thc work ? 

Dr;lliiatic in tcrprc t ;~t ion o f  the Hi.itor-y is ~ i o t  new. H.111- 
ham joins wha t  has bccomc  a minor  traditioli.' A.F. Po l l ;~~-d  W;IS 

its primogenitor, altliougli o t l ~ c r s  had noticcd thc drillnatic clualitics 
of  the History long bcforc I I C  wrote. Pollard. Iiowcvcr, dcvclopcci 
t l icdramatic aspcct  in to  all cspla~i ; i tory  dcvicc t o  covcr t l ~ c  f ;~c tuk~ l  
dcficicncics o f  t l ~ c  work.  T o  quo tc  him, "if Mol-c's /tic-lictrtl 111 is 
primi~rily d r ; ~ ~ i i ; ~ t i c ,  tlic qucstioli o f  fidelity to  Iiistorical f ~ c t  I ~ a r d -  
ly  ; ~ r i s c s " . ~  Yet, despite its suggcst ivc~~css ,  Poll;1rc13s dcvicc Iias 
littlc cxplan;~tory  powcr. I I I  effect  it distracts ;~ t tc i i t io l l  from tl ic 
problems o f  treating 'tlic work a s  ;I Iiistory t,y cnipl i ;~s iz i~ig  i t s  
literary qualities. It appcilrs pl;tusiblc because its r ~ i c t ; ~ p l i o ~ . i c ; ~ l  
naturc is undcrst;ltcd a n d  it passes ;IS ;I gcliuilic ; I I  t c r~ i ;~ r ivc  ca tegory  
to history. 

Hai~liani  is confronted wit11 siinilar p r o b l c ~ ~ ~ s  a b o u t  tlic 
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historicity of the History, but shc is lcss cautious t1i;ln Pollard in 
proposing her solution. Shc gocs bcyond ~nctaplior to  prcscnt an 
act and sccnc ;lnalysis of tlic tcxt. This is hcr undoing.for i t  dcstroys 
the illusion of ;I gcnuinc a1tcrn;ltive catcgory yct givcs no critical 
purcllasc on the work in rcturn. On Hanham's rcading tlic History 
must literally Lcconic a drama. Yet simply to rclatc its dctails un- 
dcr the divisior~s of act and sccnc cannot make i t  so. Nor will 
rcfcrcncc, in tlic vcin of Poll;~rd, to  Morc's sustained intcrcst in 
dr;l~na makc thc tcrm lcss of a n~isnomcr. Indccd, givcn his' 
intcrcst ; ~ n d  cvidcnt ability, it is clcar tliat if More h;id wantcd t o  
writc ;I dranl;~ instcad of  a history he could havc donc so. T o  in- 
sist that Iic ;~ccomplislied this undcr the elastic label o f  LLl~istory" 
is merely to  exploit tlic cquivocations of  thc term. not to dcmon- 
str;ltc thc cast. 

Dr. H ; i n h a ~ ~ ~ ' s  intcrprctation bccomcs cvcn lcss plausible 
whcn slic characterizes More's "drama" as a "comedy" in which 
"the Icading players all make fools o f  themselves. Richard and 
Buckingliam arc shccr figures of  farcc" (p. 182). Her later 
clarification of L'comcdy" is I~ardly a : the History 
"is, by the mcdicval dcfinition of tlie word, a corncdy bccausc it 
cnds happily for tlic ccntral figurcU (p.188). That  Richard and 
Buckingliam arc figurcs of  farcc is difficult enough to entcrtain, 
but thc claim that Richard comcs to  a happy end defies explana- 
tion. His fall is graphically, albeit briefly, anticipated even though 
i t  is not rc;~clicd clironologically and rclated in detaiL5 Moreovcr, 
to  itnposc this classification on tlie text in virtue of its unfinished 
statc is sinlply pcrvcrsc. For tlic historiograp1icr the decoy of  
drama bccomcs rnorc dangerous undcr the guisc of  comcdy. 

It secrns that Dr. Hanham's two strands of  cnquiry have 
bccomc conflatcd. In hcr dctermination to  establish the facts o f  
Ric1i;lrd's rcign s l ~ c  applies thc standards of  cvidcnce propcr to  hcr 
craft ; but in intcrprcting licr texts shc cxpccts to find the same 
standards at work. I t  is onc thing, howevcr, to  asscss thc reliability 
of  a tcxt and its uscfulncss to tlic modern historian, and quitc 
anotlicr to  eva1u;ltc it on its own tcrms. Yet all o f  Hanham's 
clioscn works arc interprctcd according to modcrn historical 

convcntions, that is, how fully, objcctivcly and  fairly each presents 
its information. Such convcntions arc presumed to  guarantee 
autlicntic historical tcxts, and cvcn writers like Polydorc Vergil 
who d o  not quitc satisfy t h a n  may bc commended for trying (p. 
125-9). Morc, o f  coursc, diverges from Hanham's standards and  
must bc rcad not as an historian but  as a litcrary artist. Hence  
Rogcr Ascham is callcd "unrealistic" for holding "Morc u p  as a 
modcl for histori.ms" (p.189). But if Ascham is t o  be so judged it  
cannot bc bccause hc failed t o  apply ninetcenth and twentieth 
ccntury critcria. Indeed, Hanham can only chasten Ascham in 
ignorancc or  dcfiance of  Tudor principles of history writing : hc 
a t  least was in possession of the appropriatc convcntions for 
evaluating a con tcmporary work. 

Hanham's application of  her own scholarly standards o f  
approval is particularly regrettable in the case of Morc. S h e  is 
clcarly aware o f  the need for other criteria when she discusses tlic 
History in tcrms o f  "poctic truth" (p.160) and "fictitious Tru th"  
(p.170). Yct shc is unable to untangle hcr two strands o f  cnquiry 
sufficicntly t o  look upon thc work as a document to be under- 
stood in thc contcxt o f  its timc rather than in that of a dcba tc  
which carnc latcr. For all hcr apprcciation of the literary and  
rhetorical qualitics o f  Morc's work, Hanliam docs not cxplorc the 
Tudor notion o f  history suf f ic ic~~ tly to rc.~lizc tliat such qualities 
wcre implied in it. Thc authenticity o f  Morc's Tudor history is 
vouchsafed by the vcry fcaturcs which may make it "the least 
authentic" (p. 189)  t o  a modern historian. Thcrc is, thcn,  no 
nccd to rcsort t o  drama. R;~tlicr than tlic invoc;~tion o f  this 
misleading catcgory, onc might 1i.1vc cxpcctcd somc cxplor;~tion 
of thc conncxions bctwccn history and  rhctoric in tlic carly 
Tudor pcriod, in thc vcin, pcrhaps, o f  Nancy Strucvcr's Lnqua fe  
of History in the Renaissance. But this would LC only o n c  way 
of affirming Morc's rolc as an liistoriqi. Thc rcal o b j c c t i v ~ ~  hcrc 
is to  his displ;~ccnlcnt at tlic p r o r ~ ~  pting of anacl~rol~is t ic  dcmands. 

Hanham's discussion of  tlic "centr;~l problcm (of )  Morc's 
intentions" is equally unsatisfactory (p.1 55-1 61 ). The History, 
shc clainis, "forms a Lucianic and so irrcvcrcnt commcnt  o n  the 
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whole craft o f  history" (p .155) .  At othcr  shc suggests that 
i t  specific;~lly p;~rodics Tudor  propaganda (p.1 57, 1 59, 160) .  
Hcncc, Polydorc Vcrgil's "ncw historical mctliods wcrc a t  oncc 
the inspiration and tlic but t  of Morc's History" (p. 146).  But why 
would Morc wish t o  p;~rody his contempor;~rics in this way ; is hc  
to be crcditcd with an historiographical prcsciencc whicli cnablcd 
him to rcgard them as worthy objects o f  satire? lf so, why did 
he invitc his audience t o  ovcrlook his parody by choosing a 
subicct and style dcsigncd to  cxcitc serious political in tcrcst 1nor.c 
than ;~muscmcnt?  In s l ~ o r t ,  if hlorc was sending u p  thc historians 
o f  his t i ~ n c  hc was too  subtle : nobody until Dr. Hanham got thc 
jokc. 

1llustr;ition takcs thc placc o f  cvidcncc to support  tlic 
parody tl~csis. Hanham takes Morc's catalogue of  Richard's 
crimes6 bascd on what "wisc mcn" "wccn" and "dccm" and 
argues that it is a "p;lrody o f  thc  kind o f  argument put  forward by 
contcmpor;lry 'Richard cxpcrts' ... frcqucntly citcd by Vergil ..." 
(p.157). Hcncc tlic irony of  thc statement which follows the list : 
" ~ u t  of al this pointc, is thcrc no  ccrtaintic, & whoso diuincth 
vppon coniccturcs, mayc ;IS we1 shote to  farrc as to short."' But 
this irony cuts  another way, as the larger context  reveals. For 
Morc continues, "How bcit this haue I by credible informacion 
lcarncd ...", and hc rchcarscs thc Pottycr incident. As a whole, 
then, thc irony o f  the passagc rcinforccs thc credibility o f  thc  
Pottycr report. FOE if the prcvious information, showing Richard 
cvcn during King Edward's reign "forcthought to  be king", was 
uncertain, thc bcttcr testimony of  the Pottycr informant 
substantiates the point. Whcther Richard really did aim a t  the 
thronc long bcfore Edward's death is immaterial. Morc's im- 
mcdiatc conccrn is thc csposition o f  Richard's malcvolclit desires :. 
and cvil character, and these arc reprcscntcd according t o  proper 
rhetorical canons, ;IS consult;~tion o f  Er;~smus or  Thomas Wilson 
will show8. 

Why should Hanham havc interpreted this passagc as I 
parody? Again thc answcr lics in hcr use o f  inappropriate criteria: ; 

she looks for logical rathcr than rlictorical proofs (p.1 57). A n d  

:lssumcs that Morc's reasoning s l~ould  follow hcr own : 

If Kicli;~rd had, "as they deem", becn aiming at thc th ronc  
cvcn bcforc the death o f  Clarence, he was remarkably 
optimistic and unbelievably foresighted ... More has  the  
cffrontcry to  cspousc the ... improbable and unprovable 
... idea that Richard liad aimed a t  the throne for over  five 
ycars wlicn four peoplc had a bet ter  claim. In p r o o f  o f  
this lic offcrs o n e  o f  thc "conjectures" whose validity hc  
has just dcnicd, a casual prophccy by one  o f  Glouccster's 
nicn ... (p.158).  

Thc Mystlcbrook-Pottycr episode is then quoted. Pottyer 's  ex- 
clamation o n  hearing o f  the death o f  Edward IV -- "then wyll  m y  
maystcr the  Duke of  Gloucester bec k y r ~ ~ e " ~  -- provokes strange 
reasoning from Dr. Hanham : "The point  a t  issue ... is no t  in fact 
thc veracity o f  the story, but  what possible rclcvance it can have -- 
how a member o f  Richard's household could have 'any inkling' 
o f  his secret intentions" (p. 1 58). One  might reverse this l ine a n d  
ask, who  bctter than a mcmber o f  Richard's household t o  be 
privy to hisambitions. Nor  is his cxclamation a "casual prophecy", 
but thc justifiable exclamation o f  o n c  "toward" Richard. And 
Pottyer's remark is no t  prcsentcd as "evidence" -- in Hanham's  
scnsc -- b u t  as thc culmination of a series o f  rlictorical proofs  o f  
the Dukc's "ambicion". Its rclcvance is n o t  iii doubt .  What 
Hanham sccs as "remarkably optimistic and u n b e l i c v ; ~ b l ~  forc- 
sighted" in Richard's aim, givcn that  "four pcoplc liad a bcttcr 
claim", is a demonstration o f  h o w  strong and diabolical tha t  
ambition was. 

Hanham's account o f  Morc's intentions is unconvincing 
then, bccausc hcr standards o f  judgment arc irrclcvant. Despitc 
references to  thc rhetoric o f  humanist  history writing ( p . 1 4 4 )  and 
the "literary" qualities of thc  History (c.g. p. 166, 170,  188-90) ,  
shc docs n o t  bring an ;~pprcciation o f  rlictoric to  hcr reading. 
Similarly, o ther  aspects o f  authorial intention arc raised b u t  n o t  
pursued. Hencc, shc notcs that Morc "was ... wcll awarc o f  thc  
political uses o f  I~istory" (p .159) ,  but stops short  o f  suggesting 
that t l ~ c  History, like thc works it supposedly p;lrodics, is political 
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too.  Shc charactcrizcs thc  work as a ''lift o f  thc tyrant  o n  thc  lincs 
pcrhaps o f  Tacitus o r  Suctonius" (p .160) ,  b u t  only  a t  t hc  vcry 
c n d  o f  hcr book docs shc al low that  Morc 

saw King Richard a s  a personification o f  tha t  tyranny 
which hc loathcd with a n  intensely personal hatrcd.  In his 
crcativc purposc,  Richard bccomcs thc  s y ~ n b o l i c  figurc in 
a moral  s tory  (p.  195) .  

Hanham docs  no t ,  howcvcr, clucidatc this moral story o r  cxplorc 
its political implications. )'ct by her o w n  suggestion, this aspect  o f  
Morc's in tcn t ions rncrits closer inspection than shc accords it.  

If, as Hanhdm claims, More's achievelncnt in t h e  History 
of  King Kichard 111 has bccn misunderstood a n d  undcrvalued 
(p.1 53-1 55) ,  hcr o w n  intcrprctation does  littlc to rcdress matters. 

1 0 .  I t  is punctu;itcd with inconsistcncics a n d  equivocations 
More is n o t  t o  be used a s  a sourcc (p.155-6),  b u t  is uscd by  her 
;is onc  (p.3, 8, 13) .  A suggestive me taphor  leads her to  an analysis 
o f  thc  work which cmphasiscs only  s ty le  as impor tan t  a n d  ncglccts 
a thorough investigation o f  More's intentions. Anachronism 
flaws her argurncnts a s  they dcvelop : shc  is unablc to  free hcrsclf 
o f  her o w n  canons  o f  scholarly approval to  evaluate her  a u t l ~ o r s  
on  thcir o w n  tcrrns. In shor t ,  i f  t h e  History is t o  be  properly under- 
s tood,  i t  requires a rnorc penetrati!ig .lnd hisror~c:~lly informed 
elucidation than Hanham provides under the  pseudo-classification 
o f  satirical drama. , 

University o f  New South Wales Damian Grace 

* I am very grateful to  my colleague, Dr C.S. Condrcn, for his judicious 
and hclpful comments o n  this paper. 
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A L L  T H E  WORLD'S A S T A G E  

For More, no less than for Shakespeare, the drama of real life is performed 
on a stage - "upon scaffolds" as it says in The History of Richard III (CW2, p. 81 17). 
In "Lancelot Andrewes : Renaissance Preacher" Trevor Owen, Selected Papers 
from the West Virginia Shakespeare and Renaissance Association (Spring 1976), 
shows (pp. 56-57) the Anglican bishop (d. 1626) appropriating the simile. "prob 
ably from Petronius" : 

Andrewes declares that, "The heathen man long since observed, thatMurdus 
scena, that in his conceit 'the world for all the world was like a stage or  
theatre,' scarce a true face in it, all in a inanner personate" (1. 406). 
Andrewes frequently uses the metaphor of the theater. In one o f  his Nativity 
sermons, for example, when he discusses the glory of the Word becoming 
flesh, he compares the life of Jesus to a theatrical spectacle. In commenting 
on the events of the life of Jesus, Andrewes says, "All which they saw, as 
being in the theatre all the while from the epitasis to the very catastrophe" 
(1. 95). 
And it is surprising for the modern reader to find, embedded in one  of 
Andrewes's sermons on the Passion, a brief quotation from a Latin comedy. 
Here Andrewes, in describing the shame of the scourging of Jesus, quotes a 
brief line of dialogue from Terence : "Loris ? Liber Sum" (11. 172). ("The 
Whip '! 1 am free.") 



MARY QUEEN O F  SCOTS, 
by a Scots arnica 

Hooks of non-Morean content written by friends of  Thomas More 
are grouped in a special sectio~l of  our  Moreanum library. There you will find 
E.E.K.'s works on Uossuet. Wordsworth or heraldics, N. Barker's life o f  
Stanley Morison, Daniel Sargent's Fourlndependents, etc. The latest accretion 
t o  this "friends' corner" is a historical novel o f  generous bulk (426  pages) 
which I discovered on the shelves o f  Dalton Haughey, and secured - with 
some difficulty, because it is out  of  print - from the author. Margot Robert 
Adamson. The title, A ROPE OF SAND (London , Sidgwick and Jackson, 
1065). comes from an old ballad quoted on p. 152  and p. 265 : 

They could not bind nor burn him 
Till they made a rope of sand. 

Mary Stuart. suppressed by Henry Vlll's daughter, is not far in time o r  space 
from More's world. Her chief interlocutor in Chapter I ,  Abbot Quintin 
Kennedy, has been featured, as character and as author. in Moreana (nos. 5, 
6 .  7). The shadow o f  the murdered Cardinal Beaton, a poor man's Wolsey, 
repeatedly crosses the stage. A sprinkling of Scotch idiom flavors the whole 
banquet, but the queen, if not her kingdom, still clings t o  unbroken 
Christendom : so, in addition to  a few quaint Tudorisms. you encounter 
I'aris and Petrarch. an occasional French phrase o r  "pope-latin refrain", 
especially that moving colophon of  the Te Deum : "In te. Domine, speravi, 
non confundar in aeternum" (Ps. 30.2 and 70: l).Elizabeth 1 (on p. 379) 
ponders t;:c motto she learned from Ascham : "Aut fer, out feri. Ne ferimis, 
fen : Either suffer or strike. Not to  be struck, strike." Antipodic to  this 
stance and spirit is the mood of Elizabeth's victim in the final scene when, 
after the death-sentence has been passed, Jane Kennedy, opening at random 
the book of  the lives of  the saints, hits upon the legend o f  "Desmas the 
Penitent Thief'. More's Messenger in the 1 5 2 9  Dialogue had caricatured 
Ilismas as the saint thieves call hpon "to speed them well in their robbery " 
(Book I ,  Ch. 10). But, as the fully forgiven sinner, the latro poenitens was 
the patron of  every christian in need of  pardon, which meant everyman ; h e  
figures prominently and re-assuringly in both the Dies lrae and the Adoro 
te ; he appears time and again in More's work (see my Bible Repertory under 
Luke 23 : 40). The Queen of Scots belongs to the same tradition : 

"Could there be a better patron? " Mary Stuart had laughed. "He came 
errant and late, much more so I." (p. 41 2). 


