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influence the interpretation of these themes. Shakespeare’s King Lear,
written in the early 17th century, explores human suffering, justice, and

Keywords the concerns of monarchical power. Edward Bond’s Lear (1971) tackles
Corruption, violance, injustice, contemporary issues like war, state power, and social disintegration.
redemption, suffering and rational The comparison illustrates how a classic text, when viewed in a
society different historical context, can be interpreted in multiple ways.

Thematic comparison and close reading are the techniques used.
Violence, power dynamics, and the question of whether the
protagonists can be saved are the main topics of the analysis of
significant scenes from the plays. The analysis further emphasis how
King Lear portrays violence as a natural part of the tragic human
condition, frequently associated with human imperfection and fate.
Bond, on the other hand, highlights how oppressive and unfair social
structures lead to violence. Bond’s play depicts authority as brutal and
purposefully constructed, while the original portrays it as sacred. Lear
is reinterpreted in the contemporary adaptation as a commentary on
the violence and power of the modern world as well as a personal
tragedy. This demonstrates how timeless texts can be adapted to appeal
to younger audiences. Both the original and Bond’s adaptation analyse
the complex struggle between existence and violence as well as the
ongoing human experience of dealing with brutality, authority, and
violence.

1. Introduction

William Shakespeare’s King Lear, composed circa 1605-1606, is recognised as one of the most heartbreaking
tragedies of English literature. The focus of the play is the breakdown of a king who, in a futile attempt to earn
loyalty and peace, surrenders his power only to face betrayal and death. A.C. Bradley puts it, the king “without
delay ... proceeds to his fatal division of the kingdom” (Bradley, 1904: 44). The primary focus is the intersection
of power and violence, family disintegration, and deep-rooted despair, all posing critical inquiries about humanity
and ethics. Even after more than 400 years, the vision of Shakespeare still holds relevance, albeit interpreted from
different cultures and politics. In recent times “Shakespeare as part of the Grand Mechanism of power politics ...”
(Worthen, 2010: 91) One such reframing is Edward Bond’s Lear (1971), which modernizes the Shakespearean
tragedy for audiences familiar with the realities of war, dictatorship, surveillance, and systemic violence. But
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Bond’s Lear is much more than a Shakespeare’s tragedy retelling; it is a radical reinterpretation that strips the
spiritual and metaphysical violence from the original and exposes the ideological brutality and the destructive
nature of power.

Within the context of an unnamed, brutal state, Bond’s adaptation critiques the authoritarian regime and
implies that if there exists any possible hope of moral reconciliation, it must happen through social and political
upheaval instead of self-flagellation or grace. His Lear begins as a tyrant and gradually comes to acknowledge the
horrors he has wrought, but this realization brings not salvation but despairing understanding of human suffering
within a fundamentally unjust world. The transition from Shakespeare’s metaphysical vision to Bond’s materialist
critique offers a compelling space to consider how and why literature responds to and reflects its moment. The
focusing problem of this study is framed around the interlinked concepts of violence, authority, and redemption
as King Lear and Lear grapple with these themes in two vastly different socio-political contexts. While King Lear
has been understood as a moral and theological tragedy hinged on an order dominated by divinely sanctioned
hierarchy, Bond’s Lear is firmly situated in the landscape of the twentieth century’s political suffocation, upheaval,
and ethical cynicism. This paper is concerned with how each version of the play portray violence—as inflicted
through divine wrath, as personal failure, or through state violence. In what ways is authority encountered,
claimed, passed down, or destroyed? Is redemption portrayed as a possibility, or is it denied by the structure of
the narrative itself?

The goal of this paper is to examine the texts of Shakespeare and Bond side by side to analyze the changes
brought about by history and ideology and how they shift the themes of the common narrative within the two
works. This paper claims that Shakespeare’s King Lear considers the violence to be a tragic consequence of human
folly and a disordered universe, whereas Bond’s Lear reinterprets violence as politically framed, systemic, and
essential to sustain illegitimate dominance. Also, while Shakespeare considers kingship and political power as
fragile and divinely bestowed, Bond reveals it as violently coerced construction, highly contested, and thus
overwhelmingly challengeable. Finally, the study maintains that the redemption in King Lear, albeit partial and
highly ambiguous, is emotionally and morally reconciliatory in nature, while in Lear, the concept of redemption is
deferred, questioned, or wholly negated.

The importance of this research lies in its demonstration of how timeless works can be reimagined for political
and ethical discussions today. Considering both Lears’ approaches to common motifs allows us to appreciate the
extent to which literature serves its time and critiqued and reimagined the prevailing ideologies. Bond does not
simply revision Shakespeare; he freely adapts Shakespeare into a modern story he can use to defy and interrogate
the old, using the structure of a tragedy to confront today’s challenges. Thus, the comparison makes clear the
fluidity of the boundaries between early modern and modern ideas of dominion and human suffering,

The scope of this paper is limited to the analysis of William Shakespeare’s King Lear and Bond’s adaptation of
Lear, with a particular focus on three thematic areas: violence, authority, and redemption. It does not attempt to
account for all modern adaptations of King Lear or delve into a full historical reconstruction of early modern or
20th-century Britain. Instead, the study concentrates on close readings of selected scenes and characters that
foreground these central concerns. Methodologically, the paper employs comparative textual analysis, drawing
upon literary criticism, political theory, and adaptation studies. Secondary sources on tragedy, modern theatre,
and the ethical dimensions of literature support the analysis.

The paper is organized into five sections. The first offers a contextual overview of Shakespeare’s King Lear
and Bond’s Lear. The second examines representations of violence in both texts. The third analyzes the shifting
conceptions of authority. The fourth explores how each play treats the possibility of redemption. The final section
concludes by reflecting on the enduring relevance of Lear in different political and cultural moments.

2. Literature Review

Jan Kott’s Shakespeare Our Contemporary (1964) significantly revisits analyzes the oeuvre of William Shakespeare
in light of 20th-century modernity. Kott, a notable Polish critic, adds a different dimension, which accentuates
Shakespeare’s relevance even in modern times. A.C. Bradley read the play as a metaphysical tragedy of individual
downfall. However, by the mid-20th century, more politically and socially conscious readings emerged,
particularly in the wake of World War I1 and the rise of global authoritarianism. Critics such as Stephen Greenblatt
(1980) and Jonathan Dollimore (1984) have emphasized the play’s engagement with power and subversion. In
Radical Tragedy, Dollimore argues that Shakespeare’s tragedies often expose the instability of authority and the
socially constructed nature of power. Harold Bloom (1998) see the final reconciliation between Lear and Cordelia
as a moment of spiritual clarity, even if short-lived. Bond, by contrast, offers no such comfort. His Lear is denied
any sentimental resolution. Jones (1980) focuses on Bond’s concept of “rational theatre,” which replaces
emotional tragedy with critical reflection, drawing on Brechtian techniques to engage audiences intellectually.
Klein (1989) interprets Lear as a moral journey, where suffering leads to ethical awareness, underscoring Bond’s
belief in theatre as a tool for social change. Hay and Roberts (1980) provide a comprehensive overview of Bond'’s
early work, emphasizing his use of violence not for shock but as a means of revealing social and moral breakdown.
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They argue that Bond’s theatre demands responsibility from its audience. Scharine (1992) similarly examines
Bond'’s plays as sustained critiques of authority and injustice. He notes how Bond reshapes traditional dramatic
forms to expose the roots of violence in institutional structures. His study affirms the consistency of Bond’s
political vision across his career. Jenny Spencer focuses on dramatic strategies, analyzing how Bond employs
Brechtian techniques, narrative disjunctions, and symbolic imagery to provoke critical awareness. Her work
highlights the pedagogical intent behind Bond’s dramaturgy—his belief that theatre can reshape consciousness
and inspire social change.

3. Research Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative and comparative literary approach to examine how the themes of violence,
authority, and redemption are represented and reinterpreted in William Shakespeare’s King Lear and Edward
Bond’s Lear (1971).

The study is based on a comparative textual analysis, which involves a close reading of selected scenes,
dialogues, and dramatic structures from both plays. By comparing thematic and structural elements, the research
identifies how Shakespeare and Bond use similar narrative frameworks to convey distinct political, ethical, and
philosophical messages. The comparative design allows for the exploration of intertextuality and ideological
transformation across time.

The two primary texts analyzed are William Shakespeare’s King Lear (early 17th century) and Edward Bond'’s
Lear (1971), taken from Plays: Two (Methuen Press). These texts are treated as literary artefacts situated within
their respective socio-political and theatrical traditions: Renaissance tragedy and modern political drama.

The research employs thematic analysis as its central method. The themes of violence, authority, and
redemption are identified as recurring motifs in both texts. For each theme, the study investigates how it is
manifested through language, plot development, character interaction, and symbolic representation. The study is
also informed by theoretical perspectives drawn from adaptation theory, Marxist criticism, and political theatre
studies.

Key secondary sources include scholarly articles by Berger (1980), Jones (1980), and Cohn (1988), as well as
critical commentaries on Bond’s dramatic theory. These sources assist in framing the ideological and aesthetic
intentions behind Bond’s adaptation of King Lear and contextualising the differences in dramaturgical strategies
between the two playwrights.

Each theme—violence, authority, and redemption—is discussed in separate analytical sections, beginning
with its representation in Shakespeare’s play, followed by its reconfiguration in Bond’s adaptation. Comparative
observations are made throughout to highlight contrasts and continuities. Where relevant, theoretical insights are
applied to support the textual interpretations and situate the plays within broader discourses on power, morality,
and justice.

4. Results and Discussion

Shakespeare’s King Lear (1606) and Edward Bond'’s Lear (1971) both examine suffering, power, and authority.
Their ideological and historical backgrounds, however, differ significantly. Shakespeare’s Lear and Bond’s Lear
both have historical and ideological backgrounds that capture the political, social, and philosophical zeitgeists of
their respective times. Shakespeare “dramatises a revolution in which the cosmology, politics, and ethics of
feudalism, which the play nostalgically idealises, are supplanted by the bourgeois politics and ethics which the
play abhorrently idealises and which continue to define our culture” (Markels, 1991, p. 11). King Lear is not just
about individual ruin but reflects the transformation from feudalism to consumerist modernity. The plays’ themes,
characters, and depictions of violence, authority, power, and redemption are all influenced by these settings. In
the early 17th century, Shakespeare wrote King Lear. The early modern world of Jacobean England, a period of
social and political upheaval in England, is reflected in King Lear. Concerns about monarchy and the king’s divine
right were prevalent during King James I's reign (1603-1625). The political philosophy of the time was centered
on divine justice and order. The handover of power was tense, particularly following the demise of Queen
Elizabeth I. Her failure to produce a direct heir raised questions regarding legitimacy and line of succession. The
division of Lear’s kingdom in the tragedy by Shakespeare sets in motion a series of events that ultimately lead to
anarchy. Lear’s inability to understand loyalty ultimately leads to his demise in a society where allegiance to the
sovereign is revered. Protestantism, which placed a strong emphasis on a person’s relationship with God, shaped
the ideological climate of Shakespeare’s day. Lear’s moral journey reflects this. Spiritual enlightenment results
from his suffering. In King Lear, redemption is presented as an individual, divine process. Table 1 outlines the
historical and ideological contexts of Two Lear’s.
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Table 1 The historical and ideological contexts of Two Lear’s

51

Aspect

Shakespeare’s King Lear (1606)

Edward Bond’s Lear (1971)

Historical Context
Political Climate
Social Context
Religious Influence

View on Power and

Jacobean England; reign of King James I

Concern over monarchy, divine right of
kings, and succession

Feudal society; hierarchical order;
loyalty to the sovereign is sacred

Protestant worldview; divine justice;
moral and spiritual order

Authority seen as God-given; abuse

Post-World War II Britain; Cold War
tensions; rise of totalitarianism

Skepticism of authority, critique of
political oppression and militarism

Industrialized, class-conscious
society; resistance movements
Secular, humanist, and Marxist
ideologies; rejection of divine justice
Power is oppressive and corrupt;

Authority leads to downfall must be dismantled or reformed
Concept of Suffering  Suffering leads to self-awareness, Suffering is socially caused and often
moral growth, and spiritual meaningless without action
redemption
Redemption Personal and divine; Lear gains insight  No divine or moral redemption; only
through pain political awareness and resistance
Ideological Purpose  Reflects divine order and human Calls for social change and
fallibility revolutionary responsibility

Representation of
Lear

A tragic hero seeking moral clarity and
love

A tyrant turned activist; his personal
change is not enough

The results indicate that while Shakespeare’s King Lear upholds divine justice and moral redemption through
suffering, Bond’s Lear rejects this, portraying suffering as socially constructed and urging collective resistance. A
complex cast of characters is introduced in Bond’s 1971 play. Many of the dramatis personae from Shakespeare’s
great tragedy are immediately recognisable to us, but they are also modified to express their truths, both
individually and collectively. However, the strange equilibrium between the living, the dying, and the dead—
rather than any particular character—emerges. In Bond'’s Lear “the Dead occupy the same spaces as the Living,
and nightmares rule the quotidian.” (Lamont, 2003, p. 310)

Bond is a Marxist who opposes capitalism and the power structures that underpin it. Shakespeare’s moral
universe is rejected in his play " The Lear. Rather, it emphasises the violence and oppression brought about by
social structures. In Bond’s world, suffering is political rather than spiritual. Resistance and group action, not faith,
are the keys to change. “According to the playwright, plays like King Lear have outlived their historical moments
and entered the realm of myth. ... The audience must escape from a mythology of the past to correct injustices.
The author felt the necessity to correct those injustices. “Lear was standing in my path and I had to get him out of
the way.” (Klein, 1989 p. 71)

Cold War tensions and post-World War II disillusionment are reflected in Bond’s Lear. Social unrest, civil
rights movements, and criticisms of established institutions were prevalent during the 1960s and 1970s. Marxist
concepts and a mistrust of authority characterised the ideological climate. Critiques of capitalist society also
became more prevalent during this time. Shakespeare’s work is drastically different from Bond’s Lear. The
political and social structures that support systemic violence are criticised in the play. Lear, played by Bond, is a
despotic leader. His demise represents the social systems that sustain misery. He questions the conventional
understanding of redemption. “Bond’s Lear is an answer to Shakespeare 's King Lear and not a simple adaptation...
A major difference from Shakespeare is found in the dramatic character of the protagonist. Old Lear at the end of
Shakespeare’s tragedy is a shattered man who has reached a painful awareness of his own mistakes and the
realities of nature and who accepts his death with resignation. Bond’ s Lear, too, gains insights into social and
political truths after immense suffering. However, he finally gives up his idyllic retreat and takes action against
the violence of the new regime.” (Berger, 1980, p. 66) The two plays reflect their times. Shakespeare’s work
connects with early modern beliefs, while Bond’s version critiques modern power structures. Both “show a king
and father acting arbitrarily and being opposed by two daughters whose sole concern is to acquire power. Both
Lears move from autocratic behaviour into a kind of insanity and come towards some understanding and pity.
Incidents to do with the partition of the kingdom, blinding, the imprisonment of father and daughter and the
general deployment of animal imagery are common to each of the versions” (Hay and Roberts, 1980, p. 180) This
comparison reveals how Lear evolves from a tragic story to a call for political change. Figure 1 shows Comparison
of Bond’s and Shakespeare’s Approach. This bar chart emphasizes Shakespeare’s moral reflection within
traditional structures, while highlighting Bond’s advocacy for radical social.
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Fig. 1 Comparison of Bond’s and Shakespeare’s approach

4.1 Bond’s Vision of Lear

In his “Introduction” to Lear, Bond explains the nature of what he calls Socialist Art. His Rational Theatre justifies
its existence by providing a criticism of Shakespeare’ s historical plays which “were an attempt to show the need
for good government ... to protect good and punish evil ... (and) to protect itself against its own weaknesses and
save itself from corruption” (Plays One: 1976: 1). But for Bond Shakespeare’ s characters failed to fit in these
societies of good government because it was a ‘class government’ administering class justice. Its internal freedom
from corruption was almost irrelevant to the sort of good government it was pretending to be. For Bond, there is
no good government, no order to protect ordinary men. As he says, “Lear dies old, Hamlet dies young ... goodness
struggles, and there is no good government... to protect ordinary men. Shakespeare cannot answer his questions
but he cannot stop asking them” (Plays one: 2). In King Lear Shakespeare came close to the problem of society, but
there is a problem of unanswered questions. Bond observes that “the play is closed by the rumbling of an idiotic
old Lear, babbling for buffoons and giants who will one day bring the good government... that will make men
happy” (Plays One: 2). At the end, Lear dies, and Cordelia dies. The question of how to change society remains
unanswered. His Rational Theatre rejects this and is determined to display the necessity of change in society for
the survival of good government. For Bond, only rational men with rational actions and attitudes can remove
irrationality and bring about a good government.

Bond's Rational Theatre also questions Shakespeare’s ‘romantic comedies’, which, according to him, were
“first plays of the theatre of absurd” (Plays One: 2). Shakespeare created the literature of the bourgeois, because
the solution he provided does not seem to work. For Bond, the question of ordinary men would have to be
understood in a new and revolutionary way. For him, there are no supernatural solutions to the day-to-day life
problems as Shakespeare advocated in comedies, for example, The Tempest. As he comments, “there are no
supernatural answers to the natural problems, as Shakespeare himself knew the peace he created on the stage
would not last an hour on the street” (2). The magical solutions for Bond to the problems of society are simply
idiotic tricks. Thus, to maintain the standard of a Rational Theatre, Bond is determined to show the struggle,
suffering and agony of his characters in shaping a rational society, where irrationality and injustice will be
subordinated to good government. Unlike the magical solutions, he shows the suffering transforming into
knowledge, followed by firm determination to act on the guidelines of this newly gained consciousness.

Moreover, Bond in his rational theatre aims to highlight the relationship between literature and society. He
proposes that “literature is a social act; it 's a social expression of thought and uses the social medium of language”
(Plays One: 3). In this, Bond is greatly influenced by the theories of Raymond Williams, who advocated the close
bond of the two. For Bond, if a writer writes about himself, it will be meaningless and without a language to give
expression. A writer writes what he experiences outside himselfin society, and “the subject of literature is society”
(Plays one: 3). He states that literature is always an expression of historical circumstances in which it is created.
This raises the question of how literature survives through succeeding ages. Bond says, “Greek artists wrote about
men and society as objectively as they could: that is, they wrote rationally” (4). But Greeks, while creating this
seemingly rational order, are inevitably misled by the bias of class position. This misinterpretation, according to
Bond, is not accidental but historically necessary because accurate objective knowledge is not possible. This
misinterpretation demonstrates its class origin. For Bond, the ruling classes have the surplus value to create art,
and their influence over it is predominant. However, “human beings as a species are neither passive victims nor
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passive beneficiaries of history but its creators. That is the logic of human conditions” (5). For him art as a detail
of a historical past is not passive (a hint he received from Cultural Materialists) but conveys a human imperative
and enables “the subjectivity of the past to survive when its objectivity is superseded or destroyed” (5). Art,
therefore, is not only the evidence of the moral autonomy of individuals but also of the fact that they can achieve
moral sovereignty to create a just government. According to Bond, this is the foundation of his socialism. His
Rational Theatre aims to create a good government, but if such a government is not there, then his artis a weapon
in the struggle to create such a government.

4.2 Bond’s Lear at Odds with King Lear

Bond sees modern society growing increasingly irrational because it does not allow people to live freely. For Bond,
the theatre which recommends the necessity of action in a public situation would fulfil his sense of urgency. This
need for immediate action is also the source of Bond’s major quarrel with Shakespeare. “Shakespeare took this
character, and I wanted to correct it so that it would become a viable model for me and... for society. Shakespeare
does arrive at an answer to the problems of his particular society, and that was the idea of total resignation ...”
(Jones, 1980, p. 505). Even though he admires King Lear. However, for him it is set at a disadvantage by preaching
resignation. “The social moral of Shakespeare 's Lear is, endure till in time the world will be made right; that is a
dangerous moral for us” (Bond, 1977: 9). For Bond, Shakespeare’s answer to the problems of his society was the
idea of total resignation. Bond rejects this model as inadequate in his introduction to the play, “Acceptance is not
enough. Anybody can accept. You can go quietly into your gas chamber ... you can sit quietly at home and have a
bomb dropped on you (Bond, 7). For Bond, it was unethical to see Shakespearean Lear evading his problems
simply by suffering or by resignation. Bond wants to show that a man is capable of Learning from the mistakes by
facing them.

In King Lear, the focus is on the society that Lear has subjugated. He presents Lear’s Learning progress from
moral blindness and inhumanity to moral insight and humanity. At the beginning of the play, Bond depicts a wall
as a symbol for the restriction of freedom and authority. Paradoxically, due to Lear’s delusional idealism, the wall
is a symbol of peace and protection: “My wall will make you free” (3-4). This assertion is pursued by Lear’s killing
of an innocent workman who, while working on a wall, lost his axe, killing another workman working downward
“He has a grudge. I took him off this land” (3). Lear affirms the building of the wall for the welfare of the people
and a gesture to protect his people against future aggression. Bond soon shows how hollow this noticeable
generosity is, which is limited only to satisfy his own needs, a gesture to exalt himself, “When | 'm dead my people
will . . . remember my name, no, venerate it!” (7). Warrington (Lear’s councillor) tries to stop Lear’s irrational
command of building the wall because he sees it as against the standards of a rational society. He is disgusted with
Lear and warns him when he demands more workers for the construction of the wall. Lear is blind enough not to
see the logic behind Warrington’s advice, “we can’t take more men. The country would be derelict and there’d be
starvation in the towns” (16). Lear ignores his proposal for an appropriate action, much like a dictator, without
recourse to reason.

4.3 Lear’s Journey from Tyranny to Moral Awakening

Warrington is able to see the futility of his efforts and the subsequent war as a result of Lear’s non-contemplative
attitude. He tries to stop the war that Lear declares against his daughters, “we could refuse this war. We 're old,
sir. We could retire and let these young men choose what to do with their own lives” (8-9). Like a despot, he does
not put up with any criticism, neither from Warrington nor from his daughters, whom he considers as his enemies,
“I knew you were malicious. I built my wall against you as well as my other enemies” (7). He blames his daughters
for being vicious without looking at the responsibility he shoulders for their evil. If his daughters are evil, he is
ready to hinder them with callous strategies. His harsh policies provoke the revolt of his daughters and the final
mutiny of Cordelia.

Lear’ s defeat by his daughters leads to his subsequent accommodation with Gravedigger’s Boy. He wants to
overlook the irrationality he has caused and live in a new world free of the troubles of the past, “I could have a
new life here. I could forget all the things that frighten me, the years I have wasted” (39). According to Bond, this
attitude is contrary to the true values of life. In a rational society he is supposed to fight back and redeem the
irrationalities that he has contributed in the society. To achieve this, Bond brings Lear’s bygone, which haunts him
in the figure of Warrington, who reminds him of his own miserable condition “He's dead! I saw his face! It was like
a stone! I shall die!” (22).

Unsurprisingly, Bond does not sanction his Lear the peaceful retreat of the farmhouse because he must pass
through additional suffering in order to learn. He has been responsible for the sorry situation, and Bond forces
him to face it. All his thoughts, which caused Lear’s distress, are connected with death and violence. They will
finally help him to comprehend the mistakes he committed and to understand why violence erupted, “I killed so
many people and never looked at their faces. But I looked at that animal” (54). Fontanelle denounces Lear, “For as
long as I can remember, there was misery and waste and suffering wherever you were. You live in your own mad
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world; you cannot hear me. You have wasted my life, and I cannot even tell you. O God, where can I find justice?”
(56). In the autopsy scene, the most fascinating scene which serves Bond’s dramatic purpose, Lear sees dead
Fontanelle, and the sight of her body gives him a realisation that humans are not inherently evil, which his society
has made him believe. On the contrary, he sees the innocence in her dead body, “She sleeps like a lion and a lamb,
achild.” (77). Lear is uncertain at this moment about his exact responsibility for the chaos his actions have created.
However, gradually, he becomes more aware that he is indeed guilty of the evil of his daughters. When Bodice,
Lear’s other rebellious daughter, is brought in by a soldier, Lear tells her that he killed Fontanelle, “Look! I killed
her! Her blood is on my hands! Destroyer! Murderer!” (74). Scharine points out, “Lear’ s recognition of his
responsibility in the spiritual death of his daughter is his first step in the journey from fancy to moral maturity”
(1976: 205).

Eventually, Lear has not Learned enough from all these experiences to fit into the category of Bondian heroes.
His immaturity and lack of vision make Lear assume the role of an apostle who is listened to by throngs of people.
Bond does not want his central figure to get caught in these useless mutterings but believes in action as a healing
touch for his horrible past. Instead, Lear tells them “a fable about a bird that was locked in a cage” (74-75). Bond
expresses vividly the need to tell the audience that words are not enough if bereft of action, and talking about the
wrong happenings and mistakes will justify nothing unless we assume serious concern to redress it, “We talk to
people but we don'’t really help them. We should not let them come here if that is all we can do” (90). With his
gradual transformation and increased knowledge, Lear is ready to prove his wisdom, even if it costs him his life.
When he Learns Cordelia is moving ahead with the construction, he determines to write to her a caveat about the
consequences. Figure 2 shows Lear’s Path from Tyranny to Moral Awakening. This triangular chart visualizing
Lear’s transformation in Bond'’s Lear, highlighting his progression from tyranny, through guilt, to moral maturity.

Realisation ofGui

Leaps Tyranny

Journey to Mora

Fig. 2 Lear’s path from Tyranny to Moral Awakening

4.4 Lear’s Final Act of Resistance

Bond makes it manifest that by taking over Lear’s power system Cordelia sustains the pattern of his oppression.
She successfully leads the resistance movement against Bodice and Fontanelle’s army. The war has turned her
into a cold-blooded pragmatist. Cordelia goes up against the Carpenter’s proposal that they should let the prisoner
fight on their side and has him executed off-stage. When Lear and Cordelia finally meet, Bond gives Cordelia a
chance to justify the violence: “I watched them kill him (her husband). I covered my face with my hands, but my
fingers opened so I watched. I watched them rape me ... my child miscarry. ... | watched and I said we won'’t be at
the mercy of brutes anymore, we’ll live a new life and help one another. The government’s creating that new life -
you must stop speaking against it (38).

In order to protect the new order, Cordelia resumes the building of the wall, a symbolic perpetuation of the
tyrannical regime that victimised her. When Cordelia goes on to insist that the wall must be built, Lear yells, “Then
nothing 's changed! A revolution must at least reform!” (97). With this new direction, Lear is turning to a new
attitude of social regeneration.

Out of this new understanding, Lear heads forward towards the wall with the intention of knocking it down.
Even though it is a difficult undertaking, a small gesture in comparison to his share in the irrationality, but this is
not a pointless gesture. It is a heart-splitting gesture, full of hope and buoyancy for the future development of a
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rational society. It suggests thatif there is only one person to fight against the evil system, there will be a possibility
of altering it. The ending implies that if we change human consciousness and adopt the idea of accountability, as
Lear does in his final recognition, then societal change is possible. When Lear goes to tear down the wall, he takes
Susana with him and wants her to go back to tell the people about his attempt. With a spade in his hand, pulling
the wall, he is shot from behind. With his death, critics lament that it is a sombre ending, in which Lear failed to
change anything, and the wall at the beginning of the play still stands as a symbol of evil. But it is worthwhile to
note that what Bond conveys through Lear’s action is that there is a possibility and necessity to take a
revolutionary action. “Can find at the end of Lear; only such freedom is gained in the teeth of a vicious, military-
based society which is nearer to the reality of most Western governments than anything else Bond has shown.”
(Worthen,1975: 473) The gesture he makes is neither final nor futile. It is the demonstration of Lear’s uprightness
to those he leaves behind that action is necessary and conceivable.

The play’s conclusion is a measured account of the difficulty of action in an unjust society, but it also
demonstrates that action is the only moral retort in such a situation. It would be a surface reading of the play to
suppose that any optimism other than this could convincingly be shown at the end. Lear has been responsible for
the direction of the disturbing state and he has to live with the consequences. The ending implies the difficulty of
changing the society, because changing himself does not alter his society. What he did is live out an idea of acting
in difficult times, and this is all he can appeal to at the end of the play. As Spencer comments:

4.5 Contrasting Endings

The determining question for Lear, and by extension the audience as well, is not how to survive the experience of
the play, but how to act— how to change the conditions that cause such suffering. Lear’s final gesture at the wall
thus propels us towards a future that is not connected to hero’ s death but to those nameless characters that
witness it as the curtain falls (1992: 92). Bond at the end sets a sense of control over the events that makes Lear’s
gesture of defiance meaningful. It is true that at the end the wall remains where it stood, but Lear 's death keeps
alive a revolutionary idea of its destruction in the future.

Edward Bond 's Lear directly opposes the tragic resolution of Shakespeare’s King Lear. Shakespeare’s play,
though tragic, upholds a sense of moral and cosmic order. Lear’ s death, while devastating, is framed as
redemptive. His suffering reveals truths about power, loyalty, and love. The play suggests that suffering, while
painful, is meaningful. Lear 's grief over Cordelia highlights the enduring value of compassion and human
connection. For Shakespeare, suffering is not futile. It serves as part of a moral or divine reckoning, inspiring
reflection on human frailty and the nature of relationships.

Bond’ s Lear rejects this perspective entirely. Its ending provides no redemption, no resolution, and no
catharsis. Lear dies alone and powerless, unable to dismantle the oppressive systems he once upheld. Unlike
Shakespeare’s play, Bond’ s Lear insists that suffering leads nowhere. Lear 's transformation has no impact on the
violent world around him. Tyranny and brutality continue, leaving no room for moral comfort. Bond denies the
audience the satisfaction of any emotional or moral conclusion. His world is bleak and irredeemable. “Bond
thought that Shakespeare’ s King Lear teaches us to survive in a corrupt world, and he therefore intended his Lear
to teach us to change a corrupt world” (Cohn: 1988:57). Bond'’s Lear is not a tragedy in the Shakespearean sense.
It is a call to action. Shakespeare does not resolve the tension that exists between virtue and desire or provide a
definite solution to the struggle between the ideal and the real. Dollimore in Radical tragedy claims that "King
Lear, we are left with neither depression nor despair but ‘a sense of law and beauty ... a consciousness of greatness
in pain, and of solemnity in the mystery we cannot fathom” (1984: 54). This shows a Romantic or idealist
perspective, which saw the tragedy as a good thing or spiritually improved. However, the new generation of critics
has vigorously attacked this interpretation. They perceive King Lear as a revolutionary and disturbing tragedy
that refuses to provide any comforting ending. “Shakespeare does not resolve the aesthetic and moral conflict
inherent in the works of Spenser and Marlowe (William Spenser and Christopher Marlowe embody contradictory
aesthetic and ethical viewpoints), though his theatre is enigmatically engaged in both positions” (Greenblatt, 1980,
p. 8). Shakespeare's Lear finds peace in death. Bond's Lear is denied this peace. His death highlights the failure of
personal change without systemic revolution. The play rejects the idea that suffering has meaning. Instead, it
insists on the necessity of collective resistance and reform. Bond 's ending offers no space for passive reflection.
It demands engagement and accountability.

4.6 Implications and Reflections

The analysis of Shakespeare’s King Lear and Edward Bond’s Lear once again reveals the role of theatre as a social
lens and moral critic devoted to society’s shifting concerns. This observation emphasises the need for politically
engaged theatre as a site of battle for contemporary discourse on urgent, unapologetically critical matters of war,
politics, and social justice. In his version of Shakespeare’s tragedy, Bond appeals to the locals not only for a new
artistic understanding but also for a theatre that is socially responsible and morally related to the problems of
modern times. The importance of adaptation as a field of study has been underlined by research and its teaching
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of it. Along with attacking the ‘sanctity’ of canonised works, Bond’s Lear also affirms the capacity of contemporary
theatre to contest oppressive violence and power structures. With such findings, educators and researchers feel
empowered to explore how literature negotiates and subverts power within political discourse and to develop
pedagogies that foster intertextuality and critical historicism.

This interdisciplinary research is a prime example of effective collaboration between different fields of study.
It is a blend of literary critique, political theory, and moral philosophy that explores the intersection of violence
and the power of love. The relationship between the corporeal and the spiritual in the context of the plays thus
allows one to explore human rights, the resolution of conflicts, and the understanding of good and evil. The plays’
insights are not confined to the arena of the theatre but extend to the exploration of leadership, systemic injustice,
and human nature’s insatiable quest for renewal. Besides, such a vision of the works nurtures interdisciplinary
approaches, thereby igniting the creativity of cultural practitioners, educators, and even policymakers,
encouraging them to treat the classics as a living resource for today’s debates rather than just old objects of study.
As much as the close thematic and textual study is valuable, the work in question lacks analysis of the performance
interpretations, directorial interpretations, and audience receptions, which are crucial to a play’s existence. Such
analysis also lacks postcolonial, feminist, and psychoanalytic angles, which invites further constructive critique.
These approaches deepen the analysis, enrich the debate, and transcend the interpretations offered, consequently
furthering the conversation into wider, nuanced spaces.

5. Conclusion

Examining Shakespeare’s King Lear in conjunction with Edward Bond’s Lear reveals that reinterpreted classic
works of literature are capable of uncovering the new fears and problems of each time period. While a reflection
on kingship, suffering, and divine justice forms the beginning of the meditation on the early modern period, Bond
changes it into an unrelenting lampoon of socio-political violence and repression. This research explores the
themes of violence, authority, and redemption, as well as the shifting moral landscapes that frame these two
dramatic works. The findings showed that, in Lear, Shakespeare situates violence within the context of humanity's
inescapable flaws and the universe's disorder, almost as if it were a metaphysical state. Bond, on the other hand,
makes violence disturbingly logical—systematic cruelty, power, and violence deeply entwined. Power that, in the
original, seems lightly and divinely bestowed, in Bond’s adaptation is exposed as brutally constructed and
maintained by fear. In Shakespeare’s work, the chance of redemption, vague yet emotionally powerful, in Bond’s
world of moral collapse and political desolation is destabilised, if not denied. This inquiry reaffirms the adaptive
vitality of those influential canonical works. It continues to highlight the potency of King Lear as a living text,
capable of undergirding radically disparate ideological structures. Moreover, it reveals how dramatic literature
can interrogate power, contest injustice, and speak with urgency to its time and audience. This study has broader
implications, extending beyond literary interpretation. It also poses a need for theatre and criticism to grapple
with the critique of power as well as systemic violence, especially in this time when such concerns still dominate
public discourse and policy. It also gestures to the dialogue that is yet to be had within the realms of literature,
history, politics, ethics, and beyond. Future research might consider how Lear has been adapted in global and
postcolonial contexts, in areas outside of theater, or in terms of gender and identity. However, what remains
unchanged is the play’s timeless interrogation: within a broken world, is it possible to envision redemption, or
does it need to be reconstructed?
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Appendix:

Category

Shakespeare’s King Lear (c. 1605)

Edward Bond’s Lear (1971) or [Other
Modern Lear]

Historical Context

Form and
Structure
Representation of
Violence
Authority and
Power

Redemption and
Resolution

Language and
Imagery
Stagecraft and
Setting
Reception and
Impact

Written during the Jacobean era, it
reflects concerns about monarchy,
succession, and order.

Tragic structure; blank verse and prose;
subplots mirror main plot.

Psychological and symbolic, Gloucester’s
blinding is the most explicit moment.
The Divine Right of Kings is questioned
through Lear’s downfall.

Partial moral regeneration through
Lear’s suffering and reunion with
Cordelia; ends in tragic death.

Poetic, symbolic, often lyrical; uses
nature metaphors.

Minimal props; symbolic storm scene;
imagined geography.

Canonical; interpreted variously through
centuries.

Written during a time of political unrest, it
reflects post-war anxieties and a critique of
authoritarianism.

Brechtian influences; episodic structure;
fragmentation to provoke critical distance.
Graphic, political, and de-romanticised;
violence as systemic and institutional.
Power is seen as oppressive and corrupt;
state violence is foregrounded.

Bleak or ambiguous ending; minimal
redemption, focus on structural reform or
personal despair.

Stark, direct, sometimes brutal language;
emphasizes mechanization and surveillance.
Industrial, dystopian settings; use of modern
stage technology.

Controversial; admired for political
engagement and theatrical innovation.

Glossary of Key Terms

Term Definition

Tragedy A dramatic genre in which the protagonist suffers a downfall due to a
tragic flaw or fate.

Catharsis The purging of emotions (pity and fear) through the experience of art, as
described by Aristotle.

Divine Right of Kings A political doctrine asserting that monarchs derive their authority from

God, not from their subjects.

Brechtian Theatre

A form of theatre developed by Bertolt Brecht that encourages critical
detachment rather than emotional immersion.

Verfremdungseffekt (Alienation

Effect)

A theatrical technique that prevents audience empathy, instead

promoting rational judgment.

Redemption

A spiritual or moral restoration following suffering, failure, or sin.

Modernism/Postmodernism

Movements in art and literature characterized by experimental forms

and a departure from traditional realism.

Surveillance State

A government that extensively monitors its citizens is often portrayed in

dystopian theatre.

Political Allegory

A narrative that uses fictional characters and events to comment on real-

world political situations.
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Key Events

Year Event

1605-1606  William Shakespeare writes and stages King Lear, likely first performed on St. Stephen’s Day
(Dec 26, 1606).

1642 English theatres close due to Puritan rule; King Lear falls out of public performance.

1681 Nahum Tate rewrites King Lear with a happy ending—the dominant version for 150 years.

1838 Edmund Kean restores Shakespeare’s tragic ending to Lear in a major production.

1962 Peter Brook stages Lear in a stark, minimalist production emphasising existential themes.

1971 Edward Bond’s Lear is published and performed, reimagining the play as a critique of
violence and state power.

1985 Akira Kurosawa’s Ran, a Japanese cinematic adaptation of King Lear, is released.

2009- Numerous modern productions reinterpret Lear through feminist, postcolonial, or global

present lenses.

Key Quotation: Shakespeare’s King Lear

Character Quotation Thematic Focus

Lear “How sharper than a serpent’s tooth it is / To have a Filial ingratitude,
thankless child!” betrayal

Lear “I did her wrong...” Realisation, guilt,

redemption

Fool “Thou shouldst not have been old till thou hadstbeen =~ Wisdom, folly, irony
wise.”

Lear “Blow, winds, and crack your cheeks! Rage! Blow!” Chaos, nature, madness

Bond's Lear

Character Quotation Thematic Focus
Lear “I killed hundreds of men. And built walls to keep out Guilt, paranoia, political
enemies that never came.” futility

Lear “Each man is responsible for the society he lives in.” Collective responsibility

Fontanelle  “Truth is not something we can afford.” Political repression,
censorship

Lear “I must learn to listen.” Self-awareness,
transformation

Lear “My body is a wall they’ve built round me.” Alienation, power,
psychological
imprisonment

Warrington “You can'’t stop violence by doing more violence.” Cycles of revenge, anti-
violence message
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