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ABSTRACT

This study examines the trends in the ¢ ../-al reception of
Shakespeare's Romances in England and Germany from approximately
1750 to 1850, using the methods of description, comparative analysis,

and evaluation. Within the overall fr k of Europ

Romanticism, such criticism can be seen to exhibit two distinct
trends. English criticism is essentially empiricsl and demonstrates an
overriding concern with psychologicsl, moralistic and socio-historical
considerations, whereas German criticism takes an idealistic view of
literature as a synthesis of dialectical opposites under the influence

of a unifying central ides. The German criticism of the Romances

therefors involves philosophical sp lations about the truth of
Shakespeare's characterization and the nature of man genersily.
Where -~ -glish criticism reveais an increasingly antiquarian and
socio-h...orical approach io the plays, German criticism becomes more
positivistic in its major orientation. Despite the divergences between
the two trends, they can be seen to reveal an overall unity, which

is enhanced by the points of contact between them.
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INTRODUCTION

This study was undertrken for several closely related reasons. Ths
most impurtans of these was the desire to begin to make sense of ths
veritable Babel of criticzl opinions surrounding the .eception of
Shakespeare's Romances by studying, in braa-' outline, the critical
responses to these masterpieces of Shakespears's mature genius from
the significant point in their critical evolution when their generally
grudging ascceptance by neoclassical critics began to make way for
ithe increasingly generous praise bestowed upon them by the
Romantics, snd when the generally unified body of neoclessical
opinion begen to be repleced by a variety of critical responses. Tho
assumption underlying this study, then, is that, as & conceptusl
discipline, criticism is not a haphazard collection of ideas, and that,
es part of the history of ideas, it can be seen to exhibit en
underlying continuity. The historical ‘amnesia’ from which many
‘modern’ critics conveniently or unwittingly would seem to suffer, in
pert explains why they citen parade, without criticel
scknoviedgemont, ideas which derive from better brains. Thet this
critical ‘amnesia’ is also to ba found in the English departments of
some universities is evident from the fact that the 'ruling’ critical

interpretation is often that of the lecturer conducting ti‘e course.

Another reason for the prevalence of so much critical dixtortion is
that tha business of criticism is too often viewed from s narrow
national perspective, which must inevitably ignors tha obvious fact
that it is not an encapsulated phenomenon but often the result of &

valuable cross-fertilisation of ideas. That the significant contribution




of German critics to the history of Shakespearean criticism in general,
and of the Romances in particular, is seldom, if ever, mentioned or
discussed in the English departments of some universities, can only
be imputed to a distressing lack of exposure to the work of the great
German critics on the pert of the lectursrs concerned, which is most
probably due to over-specialisation and to the fact that such critics’

work is not always readily available in transiation.

Althaugh i+ is fully spprecistcd that each critical text examined in
this study often forms part of *he much larger critical output of the
critic concerned, ("¢ sheer vast:.ass of the bulk ot their writings(1)
made a concentraton on their critical commentaries o the Romances
as such essential (a'though some of thair other writings were often
examined where it became necessary to come to a better
understanding of the essential critical principles underlying their
work); even so, the volume of primary research material on which
this study is based, the bulk of which had to be brought out from
Europe, s considerable. The only two critics whose works could not
be obtained are .ulian Verplanck end |.A. Eccles(2) but, in view of
the total amount of critical writing examined, there is suffici.nt

reason to ba believe that their omission cannot significantly influence

1 The critical writings of Johann Gottfried Herder alone, for
example, run into some twenty-nine volumes.

2 The two works concernad are Eccles's The Plays of King Lear
ond Cymbeline (1801) and Verplanck’'s The Illustrated
Shakespeare (1847). According tu Augustus Ralli, the author
of the HMistory of Shakespearean Criticism, he had sesrched in
vain for Verplanck's book in the London libraries and finally had
to resort to borrowing a copy form J.G. fils Robertson (See the
Preface to his History).




tha findings of s study that examines the general trends in the

reception of the Romances during the period reviewed.

That which made the study particularly difficult was, first of sii, the
complexity and scope of the investigation and, secondiy, the sheer
bulk of material to be analysed and integrate( into a flexible
corceptual frameworx. The delays involved in obtaining some of the
matsrial often proved » burden. That every sttempt has been made
no! to impose any preconceptions on the material will hopefully be
evidaont from the fact that seversi conclusions concerning the work
of individual critics (those on Richardson’s work, for example) run
contrary to established opinion), sithough it must also be pointed
out that there is very little secondary material on the actual primary
taxts on which this study is based. The extensive Shakespssre
bibliogrsphies examined have not revesled any single work in which
anything like a comparative analysis of the criticism of the Romances

during the Rcmantic sge is undertaken.

The method tollowed in this study is largely that of description,
comparative analysis ard e. sluation in tha interests of identifying a
trend or trends in the critical responses to the Romances in England
and Germany during . period reviewed, and of accounting for their

differences and similarives.

The first chapter of this stu briefly at the question of genre,
tha sslient features in :ensure of the Romances by some
representstive neoclassicai « critics, and the reasons for the

total lack of German criticism on tha Romances before 1750. As this

study is based on tha reception of the Romances ofter approximately




1750, it follows that it cannot purport to give a detailed sccount of
tha neoclassical critics' generally unfavorable responses to the
Romances. The second and third chapters of this study purport to
examine ths critical reception of the Romances in England and
Germany respectively; and the final chapter, the divergent trends
in English and German criticism, in terms of essentisl differences,
points of contact, snd similarities, in that order. The wider context
in which this study is embedded, and which it therefore to a certsin
extent reflects, is the fundamental reorientation In literary criticism
heraided by the gradual, though often revolutionery, breskdown of
the neoclassical creed which had held sway for simost three hundred

years. (3)

It should be explained that the Reneissance brought with it s revival
of interest, not only in the spirit of antiquity generally, but elso in
the critical writings of the ancients, made accessible to the age
through the efforts of the ita’an theorists and refined and codified
by the efforts of t.  Academie Francaise in the first part of the
sevanteenth century + ~ ‘ract from them s set of guiding principles
for the production of literary art. There is widespread consensus
among critics that the ins ‘nct which made them consuit the writings
of the ancients for guidance was essentially sound,(4) but that the
scientific spirit of the so-calles Age of Resson resulted in too

dogmatic and rigid an application of the 'laws’ deduced from the

3 Suew.llok, R A History of Literary Criticism (Vol. 1), (1981)
p. 6.

4 Ses Wellek, R oup. cit, (Vol. 1), p. 12, and Atkins, J.W.H.,
English Literary Criticism: 17th and 18th Centurles (1951), p.
12f.
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ancients. Thase 'laws’, which derive mainly from Aristotie and
Horace, as Wellek points out, were not simply taken over from the
ancients but were integrated into their overall rational outlook on life,
since they believed them to be based and reason and experience. (5)
Although there would seem to be some disagreement among critics as
to the intensity or extent of the paralielism assumed between the
scientific and literary ideels of the time, there is agreement on the
suspicion with which subjective slements in the work of art, and on
the pert of the poet, were regarded. The imagination, in particular,
wae almost universally denounced aithough, as Cassirer argues, the
iheory of classicism [th " is, neoclossicism in Cassirer's usege] was
by no means "blind : reai nature of the imagination”.(6) Wellek
sums up the com very eptly i his statement that neoclassical
critics "believed in a rational theory of poetry but not that postry
was entirely rational”, (7) pointing out that in poetry, as far as the
imaginat was ned, it was d d y to subjugate the

fac - to the tutelage of reason.

Central o neoclassical aesthetics was the concept of mimesis or
imitation which, as Wellek pei=ts out, did not involve giving e
photographicaliy accurate cof . of reality, but representing or
reproducing nature or reality . t1e work of art.(8) In this regard,

the unities were meinly supp | wit’ naturalistic arguments, of

5 Wellek, R. op. cit., p.

6 Cassirer, E. The Phit-:z ..y of the Enlightenment (1951),
;;a‘nslatod by Fritz C.A. % oller and James P. Pettegrove, p.

7 Welluk, R, op. cit , p. 13,

8 Ibid., (Vol. 1), p. 14,




which the concept of probability was an important ingredient, not in
the sanse of defending art against reslity, but of imposing certain
restrictions on art. As a result, the marvellous and supernaturs! were
largely excluded. But nature was also interpreted to mean general
nature: that which is typicsli or universal and which informad the
doctrine of decorum or propriety. Individuslly ugly, low, or vicient
actions, it was believed, should not be imitated but exciuded from
all artistic representation. This, as Weliek argues, naturaily led to
idesiisation in art, resulting in an emphasis on poetic justice.
Imitation of nature further led to a rigic theory of genres and to an
atomistic spproach to the literary work in the sense that it wes
broken up into any number of formal categories viewed in isolation
and, therefore, in violation of Aristotle's organic conception of the
work of art.(9) The naoclessical interest in the effect of literature
on its audience, which was based, to a certain extent, on Aristotle’s
doctrine of purgation and on Horace's emphasis on pleasursble
instruction, led to a confusion, on the part of a great many critics,
of art and morality. This confusion is still reflected in some of the

early or so-called pre-Romantic critics' work e-amined in this study.

The advent of neoclassicism in England was the direct result of the
strong French infiuence in that country after the Restoration of the
monarchy in 1660. Ailthough the fundamentals of the neoclassicsl creed
had been developed prior to 1660, it was only during the reign of
Louis xiv, from 1661-1715, that the creed came to be codified in its

final form by Boileau, Rapin, Ls Bossu and others, v-hose writings

9 The effects of these responses to the question of artistic iinitation
will be seen from the discussion, in Chapter 1, on the reception
of the Romances in England before 1750.
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ware almost immcdiately translated into English to become widely
accessible. (10) During this time, as Atkins points out, the influence
of Aristotle's Poetics became increasingly "recognised as the one
infallible authority”, aithough frequent modifications of his theory
did occur.(11) The well-known system of neoclassical rules that was
formulated, anc which was based la jely on Aristotle and claimed to
be in accordance with the findamental rules of Nature and reason,

becams authoritative until about 1770, when it begen to disintegrate.

Ine of the main characteristics of English criticism in genersl, before
and aven during the advent of Romanticism, wes its strong
Aristotelian bias which, it will ba shown in this study, distinguishes
it from thet of the Garvana. As Spingarn points out, the
“introduction of Aristotelianism waa the direct influence of the italian
critics”; and the agent in bringing this new influence into English
letters was Sir Philip Sidney, whose Defence of Poesy ia the
"veritable epitome of the literary criticism of the Italien
Rensissence” . (12) He claims thet "dramatic criticism in England was

thus, from its wvery birth, both Aristoteli ancg classicel, and

[that} it remained so for two centuries".(13) The authority of
Aristotie for English critics of the time, as Spingarn shows, was
stressed by Ascham, Watson, Sydney, Harrington and others. but
only beceme dictstorisl in England with the advent of the so-called

Atkins, J.W.H. op. cit (1951), p. 7.
Atkins, J.W.H ibid., pp. 9-10.

Spingarn, J E. A History of Literary Criticism in the Renal. sance
(1954), p. 268.

ibid.. p. 282.
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French pl.se. There is now genersl agreement among critics that
the excessive emphasis on rules considered to be immutable and valid
for all tines was contrary to the empirical spirit of Aristotie’s

treatise.

After approximately 1700, the neoclassical creed was more or less
cnerally accepted in England but, at the same time, a growing
interest in the more liberal theories of Longinus, Saint-Evremond and
others began to present a challenge to the it. Critics such as Charles
Gildon, John Dennis and Addison took up the cudgels on behalf of
Shakespeare. I~ his discussion on the growing opposition to the
creed, Atkins concludes that, during this time, the it enjoyed a
limited acceptance in England and that, after 1740, such opposition
mounted. The growing popularity of Longinus brought about an
interest in the emotional side of poetry and an interest in the creative
psrsonality of the artist. The widening outiook, as Atkins terms it,
siso witnessed the growth of an antiquarian spirit, with a strong
interest in old-world ballads as well as in the works of Chaucer,
Shakespesare and Milton, which resulted in ihe application of historicel
and psychological methods to criticism. More importantly, the concept
of imitation, which had been interpreted more mechanically than
imaginatively, nuw began to be transformed into a spiritual process:
prospective writers were urged to capture, not formal detasils, but
the "vital force, the imaginative stimuius that had animated the works

of the ancients”.(14)

14 Atkins, JW.H. op. cit., p. 194,
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Another English critic whose influence would seem to have been
grester in Germany, or whose thought at least has more in common
with the idealistic speculation of the Germans than with the empiricism
of his English countrymen, is Shaftesbury (1671-1713). His basic
premise that beauty is equal to truth is essentially also that of the
German Romantics, which differs from the English equating of besuty
with moral good. Shaftesbu.y directly influenced the pre-Romantic
German writer Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) in his emphasis

on spontaneity and original composition.

The period 1740-80 Lilian Furst aptly terms the "Age of Sensibility”,
a period characterised by an "unbridled display of sentiment”, »
"vogue for the Gothic in srchitecture and literature after 1750, »
melancholy outlook fostered by Methodism, a belisf in the efficacy of

the doctrine of returning to nature esp d by R , and an

interest in the spontanecus utterances of natural man.(15) Of the

ati

many literary d produced et the time, Young's Conjectures
on Originel Composition (1759) proved to be of lasting influence.
In it he drew » distinction between imitation and originality, learning
and genius, the rules and free crestion, end emphesised the
importance of organic growth, originality and spuntaneity. As both
Lilien Furst and Abrams point out, the Conjectures had little
influence in England, unlike in Germany where it was widoly studied

after it was first transiated in 1760.(16) Abrams points out that

"German thought was much more receptive than the English to

15 Furast, L. Romanticism (1969), pp. 28-31.

16 See Furst, L. /bid., p. 37, and M.H. Abrams, The Mirror and
the Lomp (1858), . 201-202.
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Young's suggestion that a great work of literature grows out of the
impenetrable depths of the mind of genius”, and adds that the
"dominant English psychology of empiricism had no place either for
the concept of growth or of the subliminal in the activities of
mind". (17)

An essential difference between the history of aesthetics in England
and Germany is that, in Germany, aesthetics formed part of
systematic philosophy and therefore experienced a more unified
development. The person responsible for attemp ing to introduce a
strict neoclassicism into Germany was the influential critic Gottsched
(1700-66). Proceeding n the tradition of Cartesian rationalism, he
attempted to impose a set of rigid rules prescriptively upon literary
production. His rational approach to literature is well-illustrated by
his argument that, "first of all, one should choose an instructive
mors! thesis suitable to the nature of the purpose one desires to
fulfil; then one shouid think of a general event involving an action
which concretely illustrates the chosen moral”.(18) The Swiss critics
Bodmer and Breitinger rebelled against this conception by arguing
that rules shouid not be imposed from without but should be
dizcovered [inductively] in the works themseives and then

.oncerstualised. (19)

Bu: the first thinker to overcome the dichotomy between rationalism
and sensationalism and who achieved a "humanisation of sensibility”,
17 Abrams, M.H. op. cit., p. 202.

18 Cassirer, E. op. ci/t., p. 336.

19 /bid., p. 337-38.

10




in spite of his belisf in the importance of reason, was the German
thinker Baumgarten (1714-62).(20) A major contribution to the
history of sesthetic appreciation was his distinction between the reaim
of art and the realms of philosophy, morality and plesasure, a
distinction that was further developed in Kant's Critique of
Judgement. The gradual development in the direction of a more
subjective response to art and aesthetic sppreciation genersily geined
further ground in the work of Johann Eliss Schiegel (1719-49), who
stressed the emotional effect of art, and that of J.J. Bodmer
(1698-1783 ) and Moses Mendeissohn (1729-86), both of whom stressed
the importance of the imagination as s creative principle. In his
celebrated defence of Shakespesre agains® Gottsched, the famous
playwright and critic Gotthcid ~ssing (1729-81) not only
argued that geniua and the rule nagination and judgement,
are fuily compatible, but ciaimed that. all that matters in the end,
is the “"coherence of the poet's worid".(21) What is clearly evident
at this pe.nt is the graduat displacement of rationaliztic criteria by

an emotional concept of postry, a definite pre-Romantic development.

The real reaction against the French taste, which had also made its
influence feit in Germany, as seversl critics have pointed out, broke
out in the form a of a new movement known as the “Sturm und
Drang”, the idess of which derived from the French sentimentalists
and the British primitivists.(22) As mentioned previously, Edward
Young's Conjectures, which had excited comparatively littie interest
20 /tbid., p. 354f.

21 Weliek, R. op. cit. (Vol. 1), pp. 170-71.

22 ibid.(Vol. 1), p. 176.

wom




in England, exerted a vary strong influence on the members of the
new revolutionary Storm and Stress movement in Germany, especially
on Herder. Prior to Herder, Gerstenberg (1737-1823) anid Hamann
(1730-88) had contemptuously dismissed the so-cslled rules,
emphasising inspiration, imagination, novelty, originality and genius
instead. But as the ver first German critic to break with the
neoclassical past, Harder, who was influenced directly by
Shaftesbury, Brown, Blair, Parcy, Warton and Young, paved the
way for the German Row.antics.(23)

In his very useful book on the German St.rm and Stress, Roy Pescal
argues that the ultimate touchstone for the supporters of the Storm
and Stress movement was "personal experience, impelling experience

which intensified their ness of being alive”,(24) and that

for these artists "true art ... must reflect the inner nature of the
poet and the external nature and socisty in which he is placed”. (25)
His further claim that the fusion of imaginative experience and reality
is one of the suprems contributions made to criticism by this

movement comes as no surprise, because this movement falls midway

betwesn fassicism and R ticism. It also comes as no surprise
that Shakespears should have been regarded as the grest exempler
of their theories because of his obvious flouting of the rules of the
classical theatre and, by implication, because of the apparent

‘lawlessness’ of his writings.

23 Ibid., (Vol. 1), pp. 187-83.

24 Pascal, R. The German Sturm und Drang (1959), Chapter V111,
p. 233.

25 Ibid., p. 264.

12
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The importance of Herder in the history of literary ideas will bs seer
from the discussion on the German critics of Shakespeare's Romances.
The salient features of his critical doctrines are his insistence on an
organic conception of mind and matter, on studying language in
relation to its sccio-historical circumstances, on the importance of
regarding every work of art as embedded in a field of historical
influences into which the reader needs to transport himself if he is
to unde: stand it properly, on the on¢ hand, and the importance of
intuition and inspiration in literary production, on the other. Herder
argues that the poet cannot simply imitate, that he must find and
give expression to his own inspirstion and, therefore, originality.
These viewpoints combine in his statement that, "using native
traditions, customs, religion, the spirit of the time and the langusgze,
Shakespeare's geni served to combine the most diverse

“elements”.(26) It has been indicated that, in the second haif of the
sighteenth century, distinctly Romantic tendencies began to sppear.

At this point it should be remarked thet the very concept
“Romanticism” is fraught with difficuity and that it has given rise
to literally hundreds of definitions. Cynical as it may sound, this
plethora of definitions characterize whet are, essentially, futile
atomistic attempts at confining developments during perhaps the most
complex period in the history of literary criticism within the limited
compass of ¢ single definition in the vain belief that it will prove to
be definitive. A sample of the "incongruous as .rtment of definitions"

(culled from E. Bernbaum’'s Guide Through the Romantic Movemerit)

26 Gerold, K.G. (ed.), Johann Cottfried Herder: Werke in 1wel
Bénden (1963), (Bd. 1), p. 884.

13




is given by Lilian Furst in her monograph on tha period.(27) In her
larger volume on the period, she writes that no other term of literary
criticism has been invested with such a startlingly wide range of
meaning”. (28) It is small wonder then that a scholar of the standing
of A.O. Lovejoy should argue that the word "Romantic” has come to
mean so many different things that it has ceased to have any meaning
at all.(29) For the multiplicity of definitions, Lovejoy substitutes a
plurality of Romanticisms, a kind of nominalism to which Wellek takes
exception. (30) It is not the task of this study to attempt to examine
the plethore of strange uonvolutions in meaning that the concept of
Romanticism hes undergone since A.W. Schlegel's influential
distinction between classical and Romantic.(31) instesd a large debt
must be acknowledged to R. Wellek for his impressive scholarly
survey of the evolution of, and evaluation of the critical debete
centred on, the term;(32) and 1t must be stated unequivocally that
this study does not share the belief in whet Lilian Furst calls the
"fallacy of the 'synthesising’ approach”, whicli she attributes to
Wellek for arguing that, despite the meny individual differences,

European Romanticism, reveals an underlying unity.(33) in his essay

27 Furst, L. Romoanticism (1976), pp. 2-4.

28 Furst, L. Romanticism in Perspective (1969), p. 17.

29 Quoted by Furst, L. Romonticism, p. 1. Romanticism iIn
Perspective, p. 17; Wellek, R. Concepts of Criticism, p. 128;
and by “everal others.

30 Wweliek, R. Concepts of Criticism (1963), p. 128.

31 Schiege!, AW. A Course of Lectures on Uramatic Art and
Literature. (1846), Lecture 1.

32 Ses the chapters entitied "The Concept of Romanticism” and
'Romanticism Re-examined” in Wellek, R. Concepts of Criticism.

33 Furst, L. Romonticism, p. 64.

14
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"Romanticism Re-examined”, Wellek concludes that in all the various

studies on Romanticism,

"

... however diverse in method and emphasis,
a convincing agreement has been reached: they
all see the implication of imagination, symbol,
myth, and organic nature, and see it as part of
the greet endevor to overcome the spiit between
subject and object, the self and the worid, the
conscious and the unconscious. This is the
contral cread of the great Romantic posts in
England, Germany and France. It is & closely

eohe ~ent body of thought and feeling”.(34)

He stresses that he would not be understood to bs “minimising
nationa! differences or forgetting that great artists have crested
something unique and individual”. (35)

in this study it will be shown that, while the English and German
criticism produced on the Romances during the Romantic Era exhibit
certain fundamental differences, the several shifts which took place
in literary criticism in the course of the transition from neoclassiclsm
to Romanticism are common to both English and German critics. it

is aiso hoped that this study will further elucidate the growing

Wellek, R. Concepts of Criticism , p. 220.

ibld., ». 221. In an interesting essay entitied "The Romantic
School in Germany” in his Mistory of English Romanticism in the
Nineteenth Century (1902), H. Baers argues convincingly that
Romanticism is not an isolated phenomenon.

15




enth  m in the reception of the Romances after approximately 1750,
when . ~iticism had at last begun to break free from the formalistic
constraints inposed upon it by the neoclassical creed. Finally, it
should be mentioned that, in this study, the term “Romanticism” will

be used as a concept in thc sense suggested by Wellek.

18




CHAPTER 1

THE QUESTION OF GENRE IN RELATION TO THE NEOCLASSICAL
RESPONSES TO
THE ROMANCES AND THE ABSENCE OF GERMAN CRITICISM BEFORE
1750

Owing to a lack of conclusive external evidence, tha actusl dating
and sequence of Shakespeare's Romances -- Pericies, Cymbeline, The
Winter's Tale and The Tempest -- is surrounded by a grest deal of
conjecturs and speculation, but there is now » large measure of
consensus on their forming a distinct group written towerds the end
of Shakespeare's caresr and, with the exception of Pericles perheps,
belonging to some of his finsat dramatic achievements. (1)

in so far as the Romances, written after the terrible tragedies end

the 'dark comedies', can be seen to blend el ts from Shakespesrs's

earlier works into an outlook on life and approach to the drama
significantly different from those embodied in the rest of the canon,
thev can be seid to constitute a separate genre. As will be shown,
they differ not only from the great tragedies and comeclies but also
from the tragi-comedies, an essential festure critics often tend to
overiook.  Although the question of genre is too complex end
spacialized a problem to be dealt with in detail in this study, it

The problem of chronology is discussed by Sir Edmund Chambers
in Chapter VIl of his monumental work Williem Shakespeare: A
Study of Focts end . blems (1830). Tha dates suggested for the
Romances are: Fericles (1608-10), Cymbeline (160-11), The
Winter's Tele (1612-13), and The Tempest (1612-13), In
assumptions concerning chronology and collaboration this study
follows Sir Edmund.

17
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requires me attention to characterise the plays that happensd to
elicit such regative responses from neoclassical critics and such

rapturous praise from the romantics.

A feature which is immediately evident about the Romances as a group
is their tragi-comic structure. In each one of these plays the scene
is set for tragedy right from the start: although Pericles is too
virtuous and just to be considered a tragic hero in the Aristotelian
sense, his guessing of Antiochus's infamous secret precipitates a
series of calamitous events that aimost destroy him; in "ymbeline,
Imogen's secret marriage, the treschery of her evil stepmother,
lechimo's  Machiavellian scheming, and Posthumus's potentially
disastrous credulity ail set the stage for calamity to triumph; in The
Winter's Tale, Lo-ntes's disessed and inexplicable jealousy causes him
to give instructions for his virtusus friend Polixenes, King of
Bohemia, to be poisoned, his belovad and chaste wife Hermione to
be imprisoned and their child to be abandoned on a desert shore; in
The Tempest it is only through exercising his humane white magic
that Prospero, the great artificer in the pley, is able to control the
forces of darkness threatening to overthrow him and plungs the
island into cheos. Over all these plays, the "shadow of tyranny lies
hesvily ... and is only lifted after grest suffering has been
caused”, (1) but the evil and suffering in these plays is never as
relentless, as merciless as in the tragedies. Pettet argues that the
sutfering and wickedness dapictea in these plays is confined and

diluted by the "theatrical emotion”, which "crestes an sbiding sense

2  Knowles-Williams, G. The Shokespearean Conception of Comedy
(Vol. 11) (1954), p. 183.
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of remcteness and unreality”, as well as by the lyric beauty of
Shakesgeare's lang- age which obscuras the "potential distress of a
scene”.(3) In these last plays, however, the awareness of evil is
never so fully dispalled as to clear the stage for the fraquently
unbridisd gaiety characteristic of so much Shakespsarean romantic
comedy. the humour is muted, and there is little of the spontaneous

love interest shown by the pairs of young lovers of tha comedies:

"In these last plays ... the audience is neither
closely involved with the suffering of the hero
(as in tragedy) nor consistently shielded from
such suffering (ss in comedy). Tregedy and
comedy so blend in these pleys that, as R.J.
Kaufmann has expressed it, our immediate
participation In the suffering is not so much
prevented, as it is in pure comedy, but
disciplined and calculatedly occesional”.(4)

A clearer psrspective of the Romances as s seperate genre is gsined
by comparing them with a tragi-comedy such as Measure for
Measure, » play which has severs! features in common with them, for
example the basic structure and improbability of its plot, the
providential part played by the Duke to prevent the action from
becoming that of a fully-fledged tragedy, and the ending on a note
of forgiveness and reconciliation. But the conflict in this play

3  Pettet, £.C. Shokespeare and tho Romantic Tradition (1970), pp.
180-181).

4 Kaufmann, J. in Mowat, B.A. The Dramaturgy of Shokespeare's
Romances (1870}, pp. 180-181).
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involves "suffering to a far greater extent than comedy”, (5) and the
strongest impression left on the spectator is "one of the seamy side
of human nature”.(6) More important for the purpose of this
discussion is Knowles-Williams's illuminating comment that Measure or
Measure deals with the seamy side of human nature "in - mood which
is predominantly a mood of realism”.(7) Similarly, "corruption and

lust are frankly depicted without any attempt to mitigate their
seriousness. The characters -- except for the Duke -- are drawn

realistically”. (8)

Compared witt the portrayal of the main characters in Measure for
Measure, the characterization in the Romances is more superficial.
The characters in the Romances also have none of the immenss
psychologicsl complexity and verisimilitude of the major charscters
in the tragedies, and differ from the characters in the romantic
comedies in that they are not fully rounded individuals within the
context of the play. This very "sketchiness of the portraiture”(9)
is, of course, wholly appropriste to the overa!l sffect of unreality,
of remoteness from the realistic concerns of everyday life and the
motives underlying people’'s actions, because it contributes to the

fairy-tale atmosphere in these plays.

5 Knowles-williams, G. op. cit, p. 254.
¥ Ibid, p. 256.

1 Ibid., p. 256.

8 Ibid., p. 262.

9 Pettet, E.C. op. cit., p. 166.
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But if tl. ~ffect of the Romances on the spectator is one of unreality,
of an insubstantial pageant, what is the essential difference betwesn
them and such a play as A Midsummer Night's Dream, with its fanciful
plot and elaborate supernatural machinery ? Despite the fantastical
elemants in this play, the element of realism is stronger than in the
Romances.(10) The story of the inconstant Athenian lovers as
portrayed in this "court revei”(11) is given full comic treatment, so
that the play becomes » "true comedy, a deliberate picture of life
as life revesls itselt to the shrewd insight of the comic spirit”.(12)
Chambers further suggests that, as far as the story of the lovers
is concerned, "the introduction of the supernatursl does not bring
about anything which would have been impossible or improbable
wi.thout it".(13) Knowles-Williams points out that, in A Midsummer
Night's Dream, there is not, as in the Romances, "the sense of
preoccupation with the theme of the purging of evil, its forgiveness

and the emergence of a new order”.(14)

By contrast, the unreal, fairy-tale like quality of the Romances, with
th:e possible exception of Cymbeline, is in large measure due to the
totsl improbability of their plota, which are crowded with incidents

10 Concerning the claim that the element of realism in A Midsummer
Night's Dreum is stronger than in the Romances, it should be
explained that, in the former, the basic plot structure conteins
elements that are credible in terms of a possible experiential
framework; that, essentially, significant aspects of the action
could be real. The term "realism”, in other words, is not being
used as a period concept.

11 Chambers, E.K Shokespeore: A Survey (1964), p. 65.

12 1bid., p. 66.

13 Ibid., p. 68.

14 Knowles-Williams, G. op. cit., p. 275.
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so far-fetched and fantastic as to strain credibility to the limit; the
superficiality of the characterization; the elaborate stage machinery
required to realize the spectacle; and the use of Providence as the
great manipulator of the action. The fantastic and, therefore, totall:
improbable nature of the basic plot structure in these plays is

well-characterized by Charles Frey in his statement :

"Shakespeare's Romances share interests and
procedures that help us respond with confidence
to each. in all, an initisl familial disruption,
associated with a court context, leads to
estrangement and to warndaring far in space and
time, to intricate contrasts between naturs and
art as well es between artificers ... , to crises
of near despair, to purgative storms and music,
and to miraculous raconciliation. In all of these
last plays, individuals or groups ... become
submerged eventually in dream and wonder, as
if to stimulate their, and our, faith in a wider,
more benevolent harmony seen in the limiting
context of egocentric and anthropomorphic

society”. (15)

The use of the superratural is not peculiar to the Romances, of
course, but nowhere else in Shakespeare does the spectator become

aware of the presence of the supernatursl hovering over ‘he plasy

15 Frey, C. Shakespeare's Vast Romance: A Study of The Winter's
Tale (1930), pp.8L-87.
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continuaily to determine the outcome of the plot and the destiny of
the characters as playthings of the gods, as is especially evident in
Pericles. In at least one of the plays (The Tempest), the action is
completely controlied by Providence in the person of the great white
magician Prospero and his sttendant spirit Ariel. The action involves
an engineered shipwreck, which the charactors miraculously survive
without any physical mark of their ordeal, a masque, a vanishing
banquet, and tF . pursuit of the conspirators by s pack of spirit
hounds; in Pericles, there is the vision of Diana; in Cymbeline, the
asppearance of Jupiter; in The Winter's Tole, the oracle of Apolio.
If we add to these the miraculous escapes of the characters, it
becomes clear to what extent Providence functions as the great
artificer in sach of these plays. Spectacic in these plays takes the
form of a shipwreck, a near shipwreck and s dumb-show in
Pericles; s grotesque dance of the satyrs in Cymtsline; »
‘resurrection’ in The Winter's Tole; and a shipwreck, s formal masque
and a disappearing banquet in The Tempest. The use of the
supernatural, snd particularly of Providence, in these last plays .s
cisarly important thematically in preparing for and Lringing about
the resolution of the conflict, as well as reconciliation and
forgiveness. The much greater scope given to scenes depicting tha
reunion with loved relatives believed to be dead, Schanzer arguass,
is one of the main characteristics distinguishing the Romances from
the previous comedies (with the exception of Twelfth Night).{16) He
points out that in three of these last plays "this reunion is

accompanied by reconcilistion and forgiveness (the exception being

16 See Schanzer, E. Introduction to the Penguin edition of The
Winter's Tole (1968), p. 40
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Pericles, in which the united parties have nothing to forgive each

other).(17)

Other structural features pecuiiar to the Romances include the use

of a characteristic double plot involving parents and children,(18)

not to be found anywhere else in Shakespeare; long time-spans of

up to sixteen years; and a general looseness of organization (with

the exception of The Tempest). It is, however, not isolated festures

which account for the distinctive quality of the Romances, but rather

the cumulstive effsct of all the features.

The question concerning the specific linguistic features characteristic

of the Rom is complicated by an unsystematic approach by

critics, a considerable amount of speculstion, and often, it would

seem, by the necessity of having to prove preconceptions, such as

the one that the language of the last plays reflects Shakespeare's

resignation at the end of his artistic career. This fauit is, for

example, evident in as distinguished a critic as B. Ifor Evans who,

despite many valuable insightc, characterizes the language of

Cymbeline sz having on the whole "a quietness. a thinness, an

absence of overtones or subtie associstions ... , a gentleness, an

easy intelligibility” (own emphasis).(19) In the absence of a

searching, weli-substantiated anaiysis of the language of tle last

plays, such statements are of little value. Similarly, the contrast

Ibid., p. 40.

Hoeniger, F.D., in his Introduction to the Arden edition of
Pericles (1968), p. Ixxii.

szor Evans, B. The Language of Shakespeare's Plays {1965), p.
01,
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between the "boisterous prose scens” and the "deliberately quiet and
brilliantly retrospective speech” by Prosperc in The T-ompest(20) is
an insight too obvious to warrant communicating. Sir Ifor's basic
premise would seem to bs that the last plays reflect a "sense of
withdrawal, of some imaginative exhaustion”(21) on Shakespeare's
part -- the ‘end-of-the-ivad’ theory propounded by Strachey and

others.

More illuminating are H. Smith's comnents on the languege and style
of the Romances a: a group where he discusses two passages from
Cymbeline (11, v. 13-35) and The Winter's Tale (i1, i. 81-95) to
demonstrate how "seif-conscious, rhetorical and tortured in syntax
and strange in vocabulary”(22) these plays sometimes are. Quoting
Jonathan Smith's description of Leontes's language ss composed of
an "‘exsufflicate’ vocabulary, extrsordinary in every way", and
containing polysyliabic latinisms and such words as "distinguishment”
and "federacy”, h» argues that Leontes's language shifts to suit the
context in which and the purpose with which It is employed. He
further argues that the language of the Romances is "often used for
purposes other than characterization, and that this has led to a
"misunderstanding of the quality of the last plays, and especially of
Cymbeline”. He points out that Imogen's speech in 1.iii.17-37 is not
primarily intended to characterize her but "sharpen the audience's

awsreness of the situation” (own emphasis). Similarly, Shakespeare

20 /bid., p. 209.
21 ibid., p. 206.

22 Smith, H. Shakespzare's Romances : A Study of Some Ways of
the Imagination (1972), p. 176.
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would sometimes deliberately "destroy the syntax to indicate »

combination of excitement and uncertainty” (Imogen's speech in

111.1i.48-68), and Id even ploy incoherence with calculated
dromatic effect (own emphasis).(23) Smith further suggests that in
the Romances language is used in a way that would render it both
dramatically and psychologicaily persuasive (lachimo's speech in
11.1i.37-51), and that it sometimes is "in that middie ground between
prose and verse”.(24) In conclusion, he argues that a new complexity

(my emphasis) end beauty is to be found in tha Romances, because

... the plays of this group offer more theatrical
displays, suitable for the kind of romance
material being handied; and because this
theatrical emphasis provides more opportunity for
music of all kinds. It brings about in the
sudience a heightened awareness of the

improbable, the incredible, the marvelious.(25)

So complex is the use of language in these lest plays, that it is even
possible to find two kinds of language in opposition in a speech by
the same author, a feature Jonathan Smith draws attention to. The
first part of Leontes's spesch addressed to Mamilius (i.ii.128-146) is
colloquisl, with a “libsral number of slang words and low

Ibid., pp. 176-178.
ibid., p. 187.
ibid., p. 193

Smith, J. "The Language of lLeontes” in Shakespeare Quarterly
19 (1968), p. 318.
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phrasings”;(26) then tha language of 'gracs’ is invoked in an attempt
to impose logic and a decorous cohesion on his thoughts. These lines,

so "extrsordinarily dense in . uch lstinats and rars words", are

"difficult to spesk and to understand. So heavy

and pompous, so strained ars the words in the
mouth, so intricate the rhythms necesssry to
convey the complex thoughts and distorting
passion at dramstic moments thast actors have
often found great difficulty in delivering Leontes’
lines with the subtle variation they demand".(27)

These shifts betwsen the broken-up syntax of Leontes' jealousy and
the decorous ilsnguage he uses, Jonsthen Smith asrgues, ere
determined by the demands of the occasion and reflect the "movement
of this consciousness”.(28) in the lest sct of the play, Leontas hes
found

“the true language of a king. It is not so much
» fusion of court sophistication end country

simplicity, s a pletely new language. The

maturity is achieved in and through the verse.
{t is unequivocsl, purged now of the
pseudo-rational phraseology and the
portentous" . {29)

27 ibid., p.318.

28 /bid.. p. 321.

20 Ibid., p. 426.




Although the essays by H. and J. Smith do not in any way constitute
s clear and systematic characterization of the language of the last
plays, they have at least the distinction of drawing attention to the
highly complex and subtle use made of language in these last plays,
the frequent shifts in register and the mixing of more than one kind
of language. They implicitly challenge the contention that
language of the Romances may be characterized by a quiet uniformity
reflecting Shakespeare's exhaustion and resignation at the end of his

prolific career.

Viewed against the transition from necclassicism to Romaticism as
outlined in the introduction to this study, the brief cheracterization
of the Romances in this chapter should give a better insight into the
critical responses to them before approximately 1750, when the
neoclassical creed begen to disintegrate after almost helf a century
of mounting opposition to its fundsmental tenets. Although for

| creed was never as

various socio-historical r , the
deeply entrenched in England as on the continent, and particularly
in France where it had besn codified, English criticism of the
Romances up to 1750 is more or less consistent with the demands of

the dominant critical theory of the time.

There is a great deal that a neoclassical critic could take exception
to in these last plays. As regards their hybrid tragi-comic
structure, they would be seen as being neither flesh nor fish and,
therefore, as constituting a direct violation o! the rule pertaining to
purity of form. The form of a play such as Cymbeline, in particulsr,
follows tha curve of action of tragedy aimost to the very end where,

contrary to all expectation, the confusion generated by the
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complication of the plots is resolved, the king's sons and their sister
united aftar a ssparation of almost twenty years, and all is forgiven
and all offendars pardoned. A second characteristic of these plays
that would qualify for severe censure is their blatant disregard of
the supposedly Aristotelian unities of place and time, the only
exception being The 7empest, in which a lapse of many years is
ingeniously bridged at the beginning of the action and in which the
unities are otherwise strictly observed Unlike in The Tempest, the
action in Cymbeline extends over seversl months, and in Pericles
and The Winter's Tole the time span excesds sixteen ysars. Although
dramatically justified, these inordinately long time spans are
unacceptable in terms of neoclassical theory. The frequent scene
chenges in thres of the plays would nerplex a serious neoclassicist.
in Pericles thers are some {.fteen scens changes, often remots In
space; (30) in Cymbeline they niternste betwesn Englend and Rome
in repid succeision; in The Winter's Tale, between Sicily end
Bohemis. The preference neoclassicel critics showed for The Tempest
can only ba due to its strict obsarvance of the supposedly clessicsl
unities. it would be too Isborious a tesk to list the numerous
improbabilitisa to be found in the plots of these plays ~- the action
of any one of the plays would serve as an example of just how
incredible they are. Neoclassical critics would further object to the
inaccuracies of historical detail, such as the "deliberste juxtaposition
of scenes from different periods or belonging to different
conventions”.(31) They would further object to the deliberate

30 In Pericies the scene shifts in rapid succession from Antioch to
Tyre, Pentapolis, Tharsus, Mytilene and Ephesus.

31 Muir, K. (ed.), The Winter's Tale: A Selection of Critical Essays
(1968), p. 1.
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violation of tha demands of propriety in, for example, the scene
where Imoc 'n wakes up next to the headless body of (loten, which
she mistakes for that of her Leloved Posthuinus.  Above all, the
demand for reslism inherent in the neoclassical requirement that art
should above all be an 'imitation of nature’ would seriously inhibit

an appreciate, enthusiastic response to these last plays.

After the and decad of 50 much post-Restoration drama,

and in the absence of a theory of art, or at least of the imagination,
to 'legitimize’ the intermingling of reslism and fantasy as well as the

other ‘licences’ to be found in Shakespesare’s Romances, neoclassical

critics in England inevitably responded with ambivaience to these

plays, as is evident from their many pronouncements.

As 8 sumptuous spectacle, Pericles was such a popular pley among

theatre-goers of its time that Ben Jonson, who is often unjustly slated

for his supposed animosity to Shakespeare, compleined that people
were flocking to see it in praference to his own play, The New
Inn.(32) But after 1661, the play went through s period of neglect
lasting almost eighty years. The theetrical success thst the play
snjoyed in its own day was £y no meens parsileled by the trestment
it received at the hands of critics. Jonson objected to the "faulty
construction, jigging chorus and the antiquated dumb show” in the

play; (33) Pope lists the play as being one of the "wretched plays”

32 See Parrot, T.M. Shakespearean Comedy (1948), p. 371.
a3 /bid., p. 3T1.




which, he claimed, could not be Shakespeare's;(34) and soma years

later, in a letter to his fellow-editor Malone, Steevens remarked that

Pericles, in short, is little more than a string
of adventures so numerous, so inartificially
crowded together, and so far removed from
probability, that, in my private judgement, |
must acquit even the irregular and lawless
Shakespeare of having constructed the fahric of
the drama, though he has certainly bestowed

some decoration on its parts”. (35)

Several of the neoclassical objectior. raised to Shakespeare’'s Romances
are contained in Steevens's rejection of the pley. In fairness to him,
it must be said that today it is genersily agreed that only the lest
three acts of the play are by Shakespeare's hand, and thet some of
Steevens's objections are echoed to this day. But his contention that
Shakespeare only "bestowed some decoration” on parts of the play
is no longer taken seriously. The objections rsised by Stesvens, as
Hoeniger points out, explain why “most 18th .century editors,
including Pops, [Malone], .ir Johnson and Capell, refused to include

the play in their editions of Shakespeare's works.(36)

34 See Pope's Preface in The Plays of Willlam Si ukespeare...(1765)
edited by Samuel Johnson. It is interesting to note that Pope's
ideas or. Shakespeare were disseminated in Germany directly and
through the influence of Voitaire. In this regard see L.M. Price,
The Reception of English Literature in Germany (1968), p. 260.

35 Steevens quoted by Hoeriger, F.D. op. clt., p. Txx.
36 Ibid., p. Ixx.
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The relentless progression of potentially tragic events in Cymbeline,
arrested only towards the encd of the play, and the fact that the
historical sub-plot was considered too serious for the play to be
grouped with the comedies, probably expisin why this remarkable
"‘historical-pastoral’ tragi-comical romance”, as Kermode has labelled
it,(37) was first grouped with the tragedies in the Folio. As an
"unprecedented mixture of ancient Britain and modern italy, comedy
and tragedy, history and romance, (38) the play obviously presented
a serious prohlem of classification to neoclassical editors and critics,
who objected on principle to a mixii.y of genres and of disc.: ‘lent
elements. As late as 1765, Dr Johnson is found to condemn the play

in almost characteristic neoclassical terins:

"This play has many just sentiments, some
natural dialogues, and some pleasing scenes, but
they are obtained at the expense of much
incongruity. .. To remerk the folly of the
fiction, the absurdity of the conduct, the
confusion of the names and anners of different
times, and the impossibility of the events in any
system of life, were to waste criticism upon
unresisting imbecility, upon fauits too evident
for detection, and too gross for

aggravation”. (39)

Kermode, F. The Final Plays (1963) p. 29.

‘bid.. p. 18.

Johz(gn, S. (ed.), The Plays of Willlam Shakespeare ViI, (1765),
p. .
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The Winter's Tole is yet another of Shakespeare's Romances which
was censured by neoclassical critics. Dryden characterized the play
as "grounded on impossibilities” and "meanly written”, and criticized
Shakespeare for the general "lameness” of his plots, claiming that
many were “made up of some ridiculous incoherent story”.(40) Bu*,
as C. Frey prints, it "is likely that Dryden was more concerned about
the violation of the supposedly classical unities, since his critique
of The Winter's Tale occurs as part of a more general attack upon
alleged defects and failures of Elizabethan drama: "loose pilots,

coar ., bombast, incorrect grammar and diction, excessive

punning, i tency, and frequent duliness”.(41) Pope showed
himself willing to excuse Shak- . --re's blatant violation of the unities
but, faithful to his high neoclass:.ai :tandards, he listed The Winter's
Tale as being among those “wretched” plays which, he claimed, were
not Shakespeare's -- plays in which "only some character, single
scenes, or perhaps a few particular passages, were of his
[Shakespeare's] hand".(42) Chariotte Lennox went so far as to claim
that the poetry story on which the play was founded was superior
to Shakespeare's play, which she then procesded to criticise for its

"y "

18t

Her insist on verisimilitude, on psychologicsl
realism, is obvious from her statement that it is inconceivable that

Hermione wouid

40 Dryden quoted in H.H. Furness's New Variorum edition of Tk~
Winter's Tole {1964), p. 379.

41 Frey, C. op. cit., p. 20.

42 See Johnson, S. op. cit., p. xc.
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"conceal herself during sixteen yesr: in a
solitary house, though she was sensible that her
repentant husband was all that time consuming
sway with grief and remorse for her dasth. How
ridiculous aiso in stending on a pedestsl,
motionless, her eyes fixed, and it last to be
conjured down by a magics! command of
Paulina”™. (43)

Warburton, in his critique of the play, claimed that the "mesnness
of the fable” and the "extravagant conduct of it” had led many »
critic to overiook the play's merits as regards “sentiment and
character”. And in conversation with Garrick ho is reported to have
praised the lstter for giving “elegant form to s monstrous
composition”. (44) Malone stated that "none of our author's plays has
been more censured for the breach of dramatic rules than The
Winter's Tole,” pointing out that Shakespeare violated the "lews of
drama as clearly lasid down by & writer once universall; read, and
admired, Sir Philip Sidney, who, in his Defence of Poesle (1383),
has pointed out the very impropristies into which our suthor has
fallen in this play. (45)

Although The Tempest enjoyed more widespread acceptance than any
other or the Romances during the neoclassical age, it aiso did not
escape censure. Rowe mildly criticizes the play for “"departing too
43 Furness, H.H. op. cit., p. 25.

44 Ibid., p. 28.

45 Ibid., pp. 379-80.




much from that likeness to truth which ought to be observed in these
sort of writings”.(46) But although the play fails as an imitation cf
nature, '* is praised for observing the unities and for containing a
character as consistent with himseif as Caliban, for whom Shakespeare
had "devised and adspted a new manner of language”.(47) This praise
of Caliban's authenticity of character persisted throughout the
Augustan Age until it was eventually contemptuously dismissed by
Johnson in a statement that clearly shows the shift from an essentislly
rationalistic (that is, formalistic) approach to criticism to a

psychologicai-empirical one:

"Whance these critics derived the notion of a new
language appropriated to Caliban | cannot find:
they certainly mistook brutality of sentiment for
uncouthness of words. Caliban had learnt to
speak of Prospero and his daughter, he had no
names for the sun and the moon before their

arrival, and couid not have inventod a language

of his own without more understanding than
Shakespeare has thought it proper to bestow

upon him. His diction iz indeed somewhat

louded by the gi of his temper and the

malignity of his purposes; but iet any other

being entertain the same thoughts, and he will

46 Johnson, S. op. cit., p. clviii.
47 Ibid., p. clix.
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find them easlly issue in the same

expressions. " (48)

Although Dr Johnson was too great sn individualist and a literary
critic to be considered a strict necclassicist in any way, it is not
altogether surprising to find him echoing the genaral opinion of "Full
Fathom Five" as being an "insufferable and senseless piece of
trifling”.(49) The abundance of these lyrics in the omances, and
particularly in The 7Tempest, was most probabiy felt to constitute
unnecessery interrurtions in the flow of the action and altogether
too fanciful to be taken seriously -- neoclassical theory had
considerable difficulty in appreciating Shakespeare's imaginative
aschisvement in these plays. 7o wide-spread desire during the
neoclassical age to ‘improve’ on Shakespeare’'s play is exemplified by
the adaptation composed Hy Dryden and Davenant in 1667, an
adaptation in which “"spectacular elements were elaborated and the
comic potentislities of Miranda’'s ignorance of the opposite sex
exploited to the full".(50) if this acdaptation was designed to render
the play more realistic and probable, Dryden and Davenent had failed
to realize thet, untrammeifed by the d ds of realism, The

Tempest, paradoxically enough, achieves a philosophical focus on life
sharper than tha. ¢f many a reslistic work. But, whatever their
raasons might have been, their decision nevartheless clearly showed

& dissatisfaction with the original. Although The Tempest was

48 Ibid., p. 21.
49 Ibid., p. 25.

50 Paimer, D.J. (ed.) Shokespeare: 'The Tempest': A Caseb
(1968), p. 15.
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genarsily populsr and praised for its imaginative power, neoclassicsl
critics showed little awareness of the serious philosophical themes in
the play. Consequently, the play was variously enjoyed and praised

as » charming fantasy not to be taken at ail seriousiy.

This brief sketch of the cha-~acteristic features of the Romances and
ovarview of their critical reception by neoclassical critics cannot lay
claim to being at all comprehensive. The purport of this account,
which is subordinate to the main concern of this study, is merely to
identify the salient festures of such criticism which, based on a body
of inflexible rules sesn to be universally valid for all time, could not
but fail to appreciste plays so foreign in structure end spirit from

the classical ideal.

The only reason why the Romances escaped cesure in Germany is
that there were no translations of the plays in that country before
1730. The first Shakespeare transistion was only produced during
tha vyears 1762-66, when Christoph Martin Wielend, @ classirist
strongly influenced by the French taste and an admirer of Voltsire,
transiated twenty-two of he plays into prose, using the notes
supplied by the bed Pope-Warburton edition of 1747 to inform his
assessment of Shakespeare’'s achievement. Whatever the demarits of
Wisland's prose transistion might have been at the time, its immediate
offect was (o make Shakespesre available to the educsted German

middle-class.

Prior to 1750, the history of Shakespeare's influence on the continent
concerns the fascinating story of English comedians crossing the

channel from the late-sixteenth century onwards until the end of the
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seventeenth century, end wandering far and wide to perform to
audiences generally appreciative of their art. These English actors,
as Albert Cohn points out in his masterly study on the subject,
scoured the German countryside st s time whan acting was not yet
an establishad profession in that country. Whan the supply of actors
in the English capitali exceeded the demand, they were forced to find
a means of livelihood elsewhers. That the continent afforded them

lucrative possibilities is clear from Cohn's statement:

"English talent of every description waa fully
sppreciated and well remunersted on the
Continent. English musicians, fiddlers, flutists,
trumpeters, to say nothing of English athistes
snd riders, had been objects of popul

admiration in Germany and the Netherlands since
the middle of the seventsenth century.”"(51)

These players were often invited by the ruling princes to give
performances at their courta, which eventually led to the
establishment of court theatres; but their extensive wanderings and
performances in public pieces resulted in their art becoming »
genuinely public one. The plays that these actors brought with them
were mostly garbled versions of English pleys which were then
presented to the German public mainly for the spectacle which could
be squeeszed out of them, Since they were presented in English, the

languege as such was of Jittle consequence; but as time passed,

51 Cohn, A. Shokespeare In GCermany in the Sixteent) ond
Seventeenth Centuries (1967), p. XX1.
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German actors eventually came to join tha English comedians so that,
by the late seventeenth century, "only a minority of the numbers,
frequently indesd only the managers, were Englishmen".(52) It was
the Thirty Years' War, which eventually embroiled the whole of
Germany, that effectively hindered the English companies from

further visiting the country.

Cohn points out that in 1720 a collection of "English Comedies” was
printed in Germany, but that it luded not authentic texts of plays

staged by the English Comediana but rather a collection of often
parbled lines "taken down in 8 hurry from the mouths of sctors” and
sven displaying “confusion among the characters”.(53) Cohn
concludes:

"We possess therefore in this collection nothing
but the subjects of pieces which had been
brought over by the Erglish players, not the
pieces themselives in the form in which they were
played; so fer from it, indeed, the pieces had
been corrupted by rude hands to such an extent,
that hardly the mere skeleton was left. . “(54)

As many English players came to settie in Germany, more and more
German came to be used in the performances so that, gradually, the
texts became even farcther removed from their sources. Somae of the
82 Ibid., p. XCV.

83 Ibid., p. CV.

54 Ibid., p. CV.
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subjucts of Shakespeare's niays werc acted in garbled versions not
evon remotely approximatin: the originals -- notably Titus
Andronicus, Homlet, Lear, Romwo and Juliet, The Merchont of
Venice, end possibly alsn The Comedy of Errors, A Midsun e
Night's Dream, The Taming of the Shrew, Othello snd Jullus Ca.sar
-- but it was only a certury lster that Shakespears's name first

sppeared in Germany. (55)

This brief outlina is intended to show why, in Germany, there could
not be any serious concern with Shakespeare's work piior to
spproximately 1730. The first who wes "favoured with the gift of

spprecisting Shakespeare to » certain extent wea Baron von Borck,

Prussi b dor in London, who in 1741, trensieted Julius Cousar
in German Alexandrines, & very creditable performance for that time,
which however was tebooed by Gottsched and his school”.(56) As
Paacel points out, the German critics of Shakespeare wers. made up
of only a smull part of the German population, mainly of middle-ciass
academics, while the thestre-going popuistion at large were expossd
to liberal adaptations and bowdlerizavions of the plays. The first
transiation of two of Shakespe.ra's R -~ The Tempest ana
The Winter's Tole -- was by Wieland (1762-66),(57) followed by

Sulzer's prose translation of Cymbelire in 1772; » transiation (bessed

on Wisland's) of all four Romances by Eschenburg in 1782; another

55 Robertson, .G. Shakespeare in Cermany In the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth Centuries (1867), p. XX1.

56 Cohn, A. op. cit., p. CXXXVI
57 For an interesting discussion of the nature and recaption of

Wislsnd's transistion, see publisher's Epilogue in Wieland, C.M.
Shokespeares Theatralische Werke (1909-1.11),
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prose transiation of Cymbaline by F.L.W. Mayar in 1782; s free verse
translation ¢f The Tempest by L. Tieck in 1796;(58) and an operatic
adaptation of the play by Gotter and Linsiedel in 1797. The first
authoritative blank verse transiation of Shalespeare's plays, the
iwmous A.W. Schiegel edition, was only completed during 1797-1801
and includnd only one romance, namely The Tempest. This grest
edi*’ ~, which wrs completed under the supervizion of Ludwig Tieck
by .rothy Tieck and Count Baudissin ‘furing the yesrs 1825-33,
contains translations of The Winter's Tole and The Tempest.(58)

The rropur reception of Shakespeare in Cermany was hampered not
only by coarse asdaptetions and bowdierizations in the sbsence of
suthoritative transiations of his work, but by the strength of the
neoclessical “reed as established through writers such as Martin Opitz
and the bers of his school. Since this influence is dealt with in

the introduction to this study, it should suffice to draw attention to
the excellent account J.C. Rebertson gives of Voitsire's role as the
supreme continental dramatist of the time in first of all acquainting
Europe with Shakespeare and then in waging a relentiess war agasinst

the English dramatist. Voitsire's opposition to Shakespears was the

“last determined struggie of the classicism of the
seventeenth century, with its Cartesian lucidity
and regularity, to assert itself against new and
insidious forces which were making themselves

58 Ses Koch, M. "Ludwig Tiecks Stellung zu Shakespears” in
Jahrbuch der deutschen Shakespeare Gesellschaft (first published
1896; reprinted 1963), po. 320-47,

58 Pascal, R op. cit., pp. 191-199,
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felt in literature and criticism. It was Voltaire's
lot to fight in this losing battie to the bitter
end..."{60)

It was the singular achievement of Lessing's crushing victory over
the rigid classicism of Voltaire and his disciple Gottsched in Germany
that marks the beginning of serious Shakespearean scholarship in

Germany.

The graduzl rise in critical estimation of these plays after a long
period of critical neglect and resistance forms the basis of the
inv_stigation pursued in the rast of this study, which will explore
the racentirn of the Romances in England and Germany, with
darticular emphasis on the considerabie contribution to Shanespesrean

scholarshipy made by sone German critics of the Romantic age.

50 Robertson, J.G. op. cit., p. 287.
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CHAPTER 2

THE CRITICAL RECEPTION OF SHAKESPEARE'S ROMANCES IN
ENGLAND FROM
1750-1850

Although Samuel Johnson left no legacy of any sustainred aesthstic
criticism on Shakespears’'s Romances, it would seem ineppropriate to

2 any di ion of Shekespearean criticism in England after

1750 without reference to Johnson, not only becauss of his literary
stature, but also because his work exhibits the strong empirical bias
so characteristic of the bulk of English Romantic criticism. Johnson
is furthermore a convenient point of departure since his work signals
a bresk with the neociessical past, although remnents of the
neoclessical creed are still to be found in his writings, and therefors
the beginnings of a gradual transition to Romanticism. However, Jean
Hagstrum's offorts at suggesting a course midwey betwesn

icism and R tici in her excellent dissertation on
Johnson's literary criticism would seem to ignore the lack of any
significant evidence in his Shakespears commentsries of insights
anticipating Romantic criticism -- that is, if one excludes his
celebrated dismissal of the unities and tha lack of critical censure
of the marvelous in Shakespesre. But that this claim is strongly
controversisl is evident, tor example, from the difference of opinion
between two such eminent scholars as D. Nicoi Smith and Rene
Wellek (1)

1. Nicol Smith writes, "... his com:dn sense and independence
of judgement led him to aiticipate much of what has bean
supposed to be the discovery of the Romantic school” (D. Nicol
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Jean Hagstrum rightly argues that "experience for Johnson did remain
the foundation of all knowledge”,(2) that for him "all mental action,
whether rational or imaginative, is always secondary to the direct
experience of reality”(3) and that the philosophical basis of Johnson's
empiricism 'may have been derived ultimately from the empiricism of

Locke, Isaac Watts and David Hume. (4)

Johnson, as Jesn Hagstrum argues, "considered the work [of art]
as an expression of the reality and nature that the poet had observed
and contemplated, and he was profoundly concerned with the
psychological effects of the work upon its reader”.(5) in this regard,
Abrams points out that Johnson's repeated emphasis on Shakespeare's
work as an .mnitation of nature, shows his dependence on mimesis as
8 criterion, and that this pragmatic orientation only gradually made
way for a concern with the personality of the artist.(6) Johnson's
celebrated disparagement of the unities was a major contribution to
praparing the gradual shift from the concern with plot and structure
to the predominant subsequent interest in the personality of the artist
and kis method of character portrayal.

Smith, E£ighteenth Century Essoys on Shakespeare, p. xx.).
Wellek, on the other hand, states that Johnson is “no Romanticist
or even unconscious forerunner of Romanticism™ (R. Wellek, A
History of Modern Criticism, Vol. 1, p. 719).

Hagstrum, J. Samuel Johnson's Literary Criticism (1952) , p. 5.
Ibid., p. 7.

ibid., pp. 13-28.

Ibid., p. 43.

(OIS T T

Abrams, M.H. The Mirror and the Lamp (1952), pp. 19-21.
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A~ slready mentioned, Johnson did not write any sustained sesthetic
criticism on any of tha Romances, but it is nevertheless possible to
draw some conclusions from his textual notes on the plays. the first

of which concerns his literal-minded . He objects, for example,

to old Gonzalo's cry, "Brother, farewelll we 1dilt, we spliti", (7)
pointing out that Gonzalo had no brother on the ship. That » wider
meaning could be attributed to the word “"brother" is a possibility
that Johnson’s literai-mindedness does not permit him to entertsin.
Then he objects to the unrealistic exaggeration implied in "When |
have deck’d the sea with drops full sait”, (8) an objection which would
sesm to imply a standard of experiential accuracy. The character
of Prospero .1 related to the "medieval system of enchantment”,(9)
which could be interpreted to suggest that even the supernatural
has to be oxplained in terms of empirical reality. Johnson's
dependence on empirical psychology is evident from his explan. .on
that the effects of Prosperc's wonderful tale ire fully comprshensible,
as "experience will prove Lhet any violent agitation of the mind easily
subsides in slumbar”.(10) On the question of Caliban's language,
Johnson divagrees with Warburton and other critics that Caliban's
spsech constitutes a new language, and argues that Caliban’s speech
is perfectly in character and appropriute to the occasion: "...let
any other being entertain the same thoughts and he will find them
sasily issue in the same expressions”.(11) And finally, Johnsan's
Sherbo, $. (ed.), Johnson on Shakespecre (1968), p. 118.
ibid., p. 120.

Ibid., p. 122.

10 /bid., p. 123

11 Jjbid., p. 123.
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comments on Ariel's lyrics ara so soberly reslistic and lacking in any
imaginative enthusiasm that it is actuaily difficuit to understand his

approval of the play:

"Ariel's lays, however seasonsble and
officacious, must be allowed to be of no
supernatural dignity or elegance, they express
nothing great, nor revesl any thing above mortal

discovery”.(12)

But that Johnson does approve of the play is evident from his final
statement:

"... whatever might be Shakespeare's intention
in forming or adopting the plot, he has made it
instrumental to the production of many
characters, diversified with boundiess invention,
and preserved with profound skill in nature,
extensive knowledge of opinions, and accurate
observation of life".(13)

However, Johnson's statement inevitably conjures up Hume's cleim
that "this creative power of the mind [the imagination] amounts to
no more than the facuity of compounding, transporting, augmenting,

or diminishing the materials afforded us by the senses and

12 Ibid., p. 124.
13 Jbid., p. 135.
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experience”. (14) At least it would seem to stress the share of mind
in imaginative production while, st the same time, invoking an
empirical framework in terms of which such production should be

seen.

The next critic after Johnson to write on any one of the Romances,
is Joseph Werton, who contributed some essays on The Tempest to
the Adventurer (1753-54). It is significant, as Atkins points out, (15)

l

that Werton not only questioned the greatness of Pope ~ lsading
Augustan poet of tha time), aithough he later lamented .  hostility
to him,(16) and decried the "shallow learning on which neoclassical
doctrine was based”, but that he calied attention to the charging
standards and methods of criticism. As one of the first critics to
stress the importance of originslity in literary production, Warton
slso supported the changing outiook on Shakespears.(17) Wellek
points out that the "disparagement of the unities went slong with a
shift from interest in plot and structure to intarest in character
drawing and depiction of human nature”, and that, during the
eighteenth century, » "large body of criticism was devoted to the
discussion of Shokespeare's dJdramatic cheracters, quite often
indeper ‘ently of the plays themselves”. Joseph Warton's essays, he
argues, are "good examples of a kind of cr' ‘cism which Warton
14 HHagstrum, J. op. cit , p. 89.

15 Atkins, J.W H. English Literary Criticism: 17th ond 18th
Centuries (1851}, p. 204-5.

16 Sherburne, G. & Bond, D A Literary History of Englond: The
Restoration and Eighteenth Century (1660-1788) (1967), p. 1010,

17 Atkins's opinion is echoed by D. Nicol Smith in the Introduction
to his Eighteenth Century Essays on Shakespeare, (1962) p.
XXXii.
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himself feit to be new: namely... ’psychologicel'".(18) In passing,
it should be remarked that Warton would seem to bs doing tha right

thing for the wrong rssson in that his raason for choosing

Shakespesrs as a bject fit for criticism is trite: whereas the
"regularity end correctness of e Virgil or a Herace” afford their
critics "few opportunities of diversifying their remarks”,
Shakeapeare's "numerous faults and Llemishes” render him "a fit
subject for criticism™(19) -- after all, "writers of a mixed character,
that s»~und in transcendent beauties and in gross imperfections, are
s oper and pregner* subjects for criticism”.(20) He
e “e neoclassical belief thet Shakespeare is "blsmes "
the conduct of his febles, which have no unity, end sometimes ..r

his diction, which is obscure and turgid”.(21)

Once, however, this tribute to neocisssical theory hes been paid,
Werton showa himself to be nc rigid adherent to the creed:
Shakespesro is prasised for his “lively imagination, his strokes of
neture and passion, and his preservation of the consistency of his
rharacters”. It is surprising to find Warton advancing the argument
-- which, it is clsimed, Johnson was the first to avail himself of in
his Preface of 1765 -- that the unities of place and time ere purely

18 Wellek, R. A Mistory of Modern Criticism. (Vol. 1}, p. 111, in
this regard, consider Warton's largely psychological ocbservation
thai Prospero "sppears to be grratly moved; and suitably to this
agitation of mind, which his danger has excited, he tekes
occasion, from tne sudden appesrance of the visionary scene, to
moralise on the dissolution of all things” (J. Warton, in The
Adventurer edited by J. Hawkesworth, p. 194},

19 ibid., p. 196.
20 Ibid., pp. 185-86.
21 /bid., p. 186.




mechanical, unlike the unity of action. The empirical-psychological
strain of Warton's commants is evident from his statement that, "to
portray characters naturally, and to preserve them uniformly,
requires ... an intimate knowledge of the heart of man". What sets
Warton's essay apart from those of earlier critics' is his explicit and
unequivocsl praise of The I'ciapest as the "most atriking instance of

his [Shakespeare's] creative powar”, as a play in which hs hat given

"w.e reins to his boundl imagination, and has carried the
Romantic, the wonderful, and the wild, to the most pleasing
extrevegance”. Although the difference in tonc between Johnson's
and Warton's comments on The Tempest cannot bs accountsd for by
the chronological age difference betwsen the two men, it is
neverthelesa worth noting that Warton was only thirty-ons when he
wrote his essay, whereas Johnson was aireacdy fifty-six whan he wrote
his Preface. in Warton's essay, the imagination is still very brozdly
conceived, but it is in any case no longer regarded with suspicion

as in the criticisi: of Johnson and in some of his contempora.iis.

For Warton, Shakespeare's "chief excallence is the consistency of his
characters”, which quaiity he discusses in relstion to Ariel, whose
offices are "enumerated with amazing wildness of fancy, and yet with

equal propriety”. Although the qualifying rtatement "with equel

propristy” echoss sn important aspect of lassical doctrine, Ariel
is acknowledged, not as & relic of tiue "medieval system of
enchantment” referred to earlier on, but as an imaginative creation
consistent with his own nature, his own particular character, and
with a “"set of idess and i1 uges peculiar to his station and

22 Ibid., p. 186.
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office”.(22) His famous song “Where the bee sucks...” is
enthusiastically praised as delightfully suited to his character, which
marks the shift from the rationalistic neoclassical rejection of Ariel's
song as an “insuffersble and senseless pisce of trifling”(23) to an
sppreciation of ite imaginative achisvement in relation to Ariel's
character. In his brief comment on "Full Fathom Five..."”, Warton
once agein stresses the propriety of the song, the words of which
are "not proper for any but a spirit to utter”.(24) Finally,
Shakespears is said to be a magician greacer than his own Prospero
in thet he is able to sustain the theatrical illusion to the very end
and transport us into "a fairy land” where we are "rapt in a delicious
dream, from which it is s misery to be disturbed; aii sround s
srchentment” (25) That the imagination is now praiasd in glowing
terma, and no longer denigrated as a ‘licentious and vagrant
faculty”, indicates the fundemental changing orientstion in
Shakespearesan criticism after about 1740 and raises, in particulsr,
the herstical question whether Johnson's Shakespearean .riticism la
at il as remarkable as made out to be -- a question which not
intended in any way to minimize the greatness of his contribuuon to
English letters in generel or the excellence of his Preface in

particuisr.

in his second essay on The Tempest, published in the Adventurer
of October 9, 1753, Joseph Warton specifically quotes Horsce on the
importance of preserving original charscter with uniformity and
23 See Chapter 1, p. 36.

24 Ibid., p. 187,

25 /bid., p. 187.




consistency, and pays specisl trioute to Shakespeare for his supreme
achievement In this regard in The Tempest. And most interestingly,
Warton claims *hat Caliban is completely a character of Shakespeare's
imagination and that the post could not possibly have derived any
“assistance from observation and experience”,(268) which clearly

indicates 2 change in the aotion of mimesis. Caliban is further

"...introduced with grest propristy, cursing
Prospero and Mirsnds whom he had endeavoured
to defile; end his execrations are artfully
contrived to have reference to the occupation of
his mother ... His kindness is afterwards
expresssd o8 much in character as  hie

hatred...".(27)

What Warton is saying. is that Caliban is completely in character with
himseif and in harmony with the imaginative worid he inhabits. Such
is Shakespeare's achisvement in creating this monster that it s

scarcey

"pessible for any spesch to be more expressive
of the manner end sentiments, than that in which
our post hes psinted the brutsl barbarity and
un‘esling savageness of this sc . of Sycorax, by
making him enumerate, with a kind of horrible
delight, the various ways in which it was

26 Ibid., p. 192.

27 Ibld., p. 1983.
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possible for the d' ~ken sailors to surprise and

kill his master”, (28)

As proof of Shakespeara's pocwer of "uniting poetry with propriety
of character”, Warton quotes the line, "Pray you traad softly, that
the blind mole may not / Haar a footfall--", and finds it a pity that
Shakespeare did not sustain Caliben's "fierce and implacabla spirit”
to the very and of the play instead of putting into his mouth words
implying "repentance and understending”.{29)

Another charscter thet Warton praises as an authentic end unique
Shake:ipsaresan creation is the "lovely and innocent” Mirands. Finding
Ferdinand beautiful, she immediately essumea thet he must bs one
of her father's asriel agents which, Werton argues, ciearly shows
her responses to be perfectly in keeping with her experience and
situstion. When she sees him carry the heavy logs, she says, "Would
the lightning had burnt up chosa logs, thet you ere enjoined to piis”,
end then offers to carry them for him, which shows that

"Shakespeare has more truly painted the passions
than eany other writer: affection is more
powerfully expressed by this simple wish end
offer of assistanca than by ths unnatural
sloquence and witticisms of Dryden, or tha
declamations of Ruwe".{(30)

28 Ibid., ¢. 193.

29 Ibid., p. 193,

30 ‘bid., p. 194,
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Shakespears is here praised for his ability to render cassion naturally
and, tharefore, devoid of all conventional artifice: once these
imaginative creations appear on stage, they are totally convincing
and true to themaelves. This, Warton, points out, is also true of
Prospero, whose consistency of character is preserved throughout
the play. Warton's comments furthe: indicate a shift from the
retioralism of neoclassical criticism to the emotionalism of Romantic

criticism.

Unlike Johnson, Warton is not intent on the genersl, but on the
particular, which may to some extent account for his tendency to
discuss charscter in isolation -- that is, divorced from the overall
postic or thematic structure of the plasy. Although Lis comments on
The Tempest remiin isolated in the sense suggested, and show that,
unlike later Romantics, he has not yet entered inio the characters
to explore their 'pcetic psychology'(31) as well as the workings of
the poet's imagination, they do reflect a movement awey from the
literel-mindedness of Johnson and earlier critics to an appreciation
of Shakespasare's achisavement in the Romances. This indicates a
change in the attitude to nature in the criticism on the plays. The
imagination, in Bate's general terme, has not yet "by an effort of

sympethetic intuition... penetrated the barrier which space puts

31 The concept, wtich is the writer’'s own co ‘age, is meant to imply
that, in tha works of the Romantics proper, the characters are
regarded as imaginative creations which are consistent in
themselves and therefnore not subject to experiential stanclards
of evaluation which, in neociassical criticism, inevitably result
in demands for propristy and verisimilitude.
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between it and its object”.(32) To call Warton a Romzntic critic would
therefore be wrong. Finally, it riust also be remarked that Warton's
commentary on The Tempest contains none of the moral standards
invoked by Johnson and by Mesdames Montagu and Griffith, the next

two critics to be discussed in this chapter.

The next critical work which contsins some significant comments on
the Romances, is a dissertation by Mrs Elizabeth Montagu, (33) whom
Johnson satirically called the "Queen of the Blues”,(34) and who is
ssid to have been the "hostess of perhaps the most elegant, exclusive
literary and socially literate salon in mid-century London".(35)
Written to defend Shakespeare against Voitaire's strictures, and to
point vut the many biatant mistranslations in his French version of
Julius Cuesar [as any number of critics have pointed out], this work
constitutes the "greai literary effort of her life".(36) A'“hough the
essay was widely admired by her contemporaries, time would seem
to have moderated the excessively rapturous praise by at least
poir- ing out its limited value in the bulk of Shakespearean
criticism. (37)

32 Bate, W.J. "The Sympathetic Imagination i Eighteenth-Century
English Criticism” in A Journal of English Literary History, Vol.
12, p. 144.

33 Montagu, E. An Essoy on the Writings and Genlus of Shokespeare
compared with the Greek and French Dramatic Poets (first printed
in 1769).

34 Ward, A.W. znd Waller, A.R. (eds), The Cambridge History of
English Literature (1914)., Chapter X1V, p. 346.

35 Montagu, E. op. cit., p. 2.
36 Ibid., p. 20.
37 Cambridge History, op. cit., p. 353. In this regard it is

interesting to note that Johnson was almost the cnly one to
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In the Introcuction to her Essay, Mrs Montagu acknowledges the
literary and critical standing of Voltaire, but rejects his insistence
on the observance of Aristotle's rules as a criterion of artistic merit,
quoting Pope on the fallacy of judging Shakespeare "by the laws of
another country"” and pointing out that "genius is superior to
rules”.(38) In this regard she pays tribute to Johnson for defending
Shakespuire's neqgirct of the unities of time and place. (39) Two
interesting criticai feztu'o: which emerge in this Introduction are
the historical nature of her crititize. .tvi hie emphasis on moral
instruction, which will be discussed in the following paragraphs with

specific reference to the Romances.

Mrs Montagu's comments on Shakespeare's "preturnatural beings” are
prefaced by a few introductory comments on the marvellous fables
of antiquity gradually establishing &  mythological and
lit wary-historical tradition, thereby imposing certain limits on the
post's imaginative range by at least making him realize that "new

inventions lean on the old traditions”:

"The post, who can give to splendid inventions,
and to fictions new and bold, the air of reality

and truth, is master of tue genuine sources of

censure the work. In his Praface to the Essay, Arthur Freeman
attributes Johnson's derision to his “endemic misogyny”,
conveniently ignoring, not only some of the tacts of Johnson's
life, but also his admiration of Mrs Montagu's inteliectual prowess
-« a demonstration of the astounding lengths editors would
sometimes go to in their efforts to promote the sales of works they
happen to partial to.

38 Montagu, E. op. clt., p. 7.
39 Jtid., pp. 14-15.
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the Castaiian Spring, and may justly be said to
draw his inspiration from the wellhead of pure

poesy” . (40)

Tha poec, Mrs Montagu would seem to argue, should not simply
represent the mythology and fables of other ages, but must create
his supernatural beings "within the limits of popular tradition”.(41)
And to all these beings, she cle’'ms, Shakespeare has "assigned tasks,
and appropriated manners adapted to their imputed dispositions and
characters”.(42) Within this suggested historical framework, Mrs
Montagu quotes Hurd on the critical importance of truthful /maginative
representation [own smphasis].(43)

Her further claim that such representation should "indeed bs what
our imagination will adopt, though our reason would reject it", clesrly
highlights the increasing opposition of reason and imagination in sarly
Romantic criticism and the increasingly psychological direction in
English criticism within the overall empirical tradition.(44)

Unlike in German Romantic criticism, an "air of reslity [some kind
of empirical frame of reference] should be given to fictitious

existence” in the different scenes of the play and actions of the




characters.(45) Prospero’'s address to his attendant spirits before
their discharge is quoted as a summary of tne “"popular stories
conrerning the power of magicians” of the time.(46) During
Shakespeare's time, the world had not yet become entirely "learned
and philosophical”, with a result that fable had not been refined into
allegory.(47) Unlike Ben Jonson, who had created a grest many
allegorical, and therefore artificial characters, Mrs Montagu argues,
Shakespears "contented himself with giving "... sublimity and its
appropriated powers and charms to fiction". (48)

Unfortunately, Mrs Montagu's essey contains only very few comments
on the Romances. She concludes her 1ssay by referring to the
“ingenious criticism” in the Adventurer [which is clearly a reference
to the contributions by Joseph Warton] ... which "alone would prove

our author to heve had a fertile, a sublime, s original genius”. (439)

Considering that the appeal to moral truth is one of the two _reat
principles underlying Johnson's criticism, it is not altogether
surprisit,; to find Mrs Griffith paying tribute to and aligning herself
with him in her treatise entitied The Morality of Shakespeare's Drama
Hlustroted.  What Mrs Griffith is either ignorant of, or otherwise
conveniently igrores, is that Johnson often criticised Shakespeare
for his supposed lack of morality, claiming that he generaily wrote
Ibid., p. 138.

ibid., p. 142.

. 147,

p
ibid., p. 151,
p. 169.

Ibid.,
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to please rather than instruct, that lie seemed to write without morasl
purpose. Mrs Griffith clearly states her 'critical’ manifesto in the
Preface (which amounts to little more than a series of long quotations)

to her work on Shakespeare:

"I have ventured to assume the task of placing
his Ethic merits in a more conspicuous point of
view, than they have ever hitherto been

presented to the Public”.(50)

From her further statement that Shakespeare is not only her "poet”
but !'so her 'philosopher”, and that his "anatomy of the human heart
is delineated from noture, not from metophysics”, it is clesr thzl bor
concern is not only with the postic and dramatic quality of hie work
but also with the morality of his work, as perceived by her. What

her approuch actuslly amounts to will be seen in the following pages.

At the very outset, the tone of Mre Griffith's effusions and the
uncritical use she makes of her quotations -- not to mention her inane
and puerile reference, in the Preface to her study, to Voltaire as
"this minor critic, this minute philosopher, this fly upon a pillar of

St Paul's” -- raise serious questions about her critical judgement.

Quoting Warburton's praise of Shakespeare's imaginative achisvement
in The Tempest and A Midsummer Night's Dream, Mrs Griffith would

seem to share his conception of the imagination as a crestive force

50 Griffith, E. The Morality of Shakespeare's Drama lllustrated
(First printed 1775), p. ix.




S/

which elevates nature [empirical reality] to a higher plane. By the

"powers of his genius”, Shakespeare

“sontrived to make these chimeras of his bra's,
act, and speak, in + manner which aprears so
suited to the anomalous personages his magic: has
conjured up, that we readily ado, t them into the
scale of Nature, from a presumption, that were
they really to exist, they would probably
resemble the characters which his wand has

endowed them with".(51)

This statement would seem to suggest e dichotomy in the creative act:
first the imaginative being is conjured up in the post's brain, end
then endowed with language. At any rate, these "snomalous

per ges” are found to be consistent with themselves and fully
convincing as such, which would be proved enpirically if they were
to exist. Mrs Griffith does not think highly of The Tempest, cleiming
that there is unfortunately not much to be “collected"” from it
morally, (52) sithough the following morel may be deduced from it:

"...that the ways, the justice, and thc qoodness
of Providence, are 3o frequently manifested
towards mankind, aven in this life, that it should
aver encourage an honest and guiltiess minc to
form hopes, in the most forlorn situations; and
51 Ibid., pp. 1-2.
52 Ibid., p.2.




ought also to warn the wicked never to rest
assured in the false confidence of wesith or

power, agsinst the natural abhorrence of vice,

. both in God and man".(53)

Having disposed of the general moral of the play, Mrs Griffith
proceeds to comment on the “particular maxims and sentiments”
oxp: *ted in the dislogue >f the play, which would almost sesm to
suggest that Shakespears .vrote a serias of maxims: Miranda's use
of the term "good ship” -hows tha “peculiar tenderr.wss in her
compassion for “he unhappy .ufferers”; Prosperc's statament that
Mirands's preserce essed his sufrering poirts to "that virtue of true
womanhood which serves to strengtiren our fortitude and double our
activity” whan those we love "require our solace or assistance in

distress or danger”; Prospero’s t of the education he has given

Miranda elicits & long statement from Mrs Griffith on the higher aims
of education and the folly of abdicating the duty of "forming the
minds ... and hearts of children” to “"mercenery preceptors™:
Trinculo's cos sely humorous comment on Caliban's zoological potential
in England, Mrs Griffith protests, should not be interpreted to r-fluct
unfavorably only on the English, since the tendency to stare and
gape is the "common disposition and i¢ curiosity of mankind, in

I general” -- after all,

"...No nation is more distinguished for charity,
humarity, and benevoience, than the English are
at present. And this must have been always their

ibid., p. 2.




characteristic; for manners masy refine, but
cannot creae virtues. Polishing may give taste,

but feslings come from nsture”.(54)

Mrs Griffith points out that, in Act iV, Sc.i, "s chaste conduct
between betrothed lovers is strongly urged, asnd sanctified, by
severs maledictions, and very natural pradictions”; and Prospero's

famous speech, "Our revels are now ended...”, is @

“...beautiful, but humilisting reflection on the
inconsidersbleness of life and grandeur, made
by Prospero, in this scene, which is worthy of
being added to the golden verses of
Pythagoras, end ought to be pleced in giit
characters, as an inscription, ~n oll the palaces,
monuments, or triumphal arches of the

earth”. (55)

Finally, the pley rises to the "summit of all Ethic and Christisn
virtue, humanity and forgiveness” (56) -- presumably
indistinguishaible from the atone tablets which are said to heve

contained the Tor “ommandments.

Mrs Griffith's moral "illustration” of some passages in The Tempest
clearly shows that she o aroceed from a central idea or system
54 Ibid., p. 9.
55 ibid., p. 1.
56 /bid., p. 12.
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of mors! philosophy, and that har comments, which are offered in »
spirit of moral zeal, are essentirlly eclectic, unrelated and lacking
in unity. Some of her comments are maudlin and trite, for exsmple
when she effuses that "the beautiful sentiment expressed in these last
lines, must draw tears of pity from virtuous mothers”;(57) whe. azs

others take the form of sweeping generalizations, such as:

"This is the true character of youth in the
uifferent sexes. Sincerity on one side, end
confidence or: the other. Deceit and diffidence
ere the fruits of riper, or more rotten
years".(58)

What is disturbing ebout Mrs Griffith's comments is not only the
facility of her morsl 'deductions’, but her generally uneritical use
of assthetic terms. Assuming a coterie of like-minded readers, she

obviously fesis no nesd tc substantiate her assumptions.

The extreme pove . ~f Mrs Griffith's method -- which does not
permit of asny organic approach to the plays, sny sustained
examination of characi»r and the interreletedness of character and

action, or of any cun~ern with symbolism -- exemplifies the folly of

57 Ibid., p. 107. The eighteenth-century sentimental novel, widely
distributed by the circulating libraries of the time, and to which
Sir Antony Absolute amusingly refers as an "evergreen tres of
disbolical knowledge”, would seem to have exerted s strong
influence on the formation of Mrs Griffith's critical standards.
in this context it is interesting to riote that she was aiso tha
writer of three sentimental plays, viz. A Double Mistake (1765),
The School (or Rakes (1769), and A Wife in the Right (17172).

58 Ibid., p. 113.




plundering literasry texts for moral maxims and parading them with
laboured mediocrity in the form of a series of disjointed 'comments
on the plays’'. Un'ike in the German criticism of the Romances, wherse
an attempt is made to understand Shakespesre's moral system through
a close sxamination ¢f each play as a whole -- even though such
criticism incressingly .82 to do justice to the plays us plays -- Mrs
Griffitn's effusions disregarc the structure of the plays so completely
that they simply do not amount to litersry or even practical criticism
at all.  Fcrtunately Mrs Griffith remains an obscure minor figure,
whose work is in no way repretentative of the bulk of English
criticism during *b ‘econd half of the eightaenth century. In so
for as Mrs Gri’ interent in Shakespeare is essentially of an
extra-literary . ..ure, it looks jorward to the work of Birch discuased
later in this dissertation, although Mrs Griffith would have been
outraged by Birch's exemination of Shakespsare's 'morality’.

“he preceding discussion bears out Atkins's claim that, what
listinguishes Shakespearesr criticism at this point” is not the
"vindication of the dramatist”™ by the impression made but

Shakespears's "skill in -harscterization [which is essentially

i, thoned

ioal
vey L4 in

& - often moralistic in its conclusions] as
opposed to the study ¢ ormal matters” [elements of literary
composition] . (59)

Tha first sustained comn« * - = in English criticism on any one of the

charscters in the Ro .- . derives from the pen of William

59 Atkins, J.¥.H. English Literary Criticism: 17th and 18th
Centuries (1951).
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Richardson.(60) Tha Preface to Richardson's Essays clearly suggests
that his inquiry will ba philosophical in nature; and in the
Introduction to tha first of ths two volumes Richardson expressly
states that his intention is to "... make poetry subservient to
philosophy, and to employ it in tracing tha principles of human
conduct”. (61)

The use of the term ‘philosophical’ may lead to confusion unless it
is remembered that, during the late eightesnth century, psychology
as an empirical science was only gradually beginning to extricate
itseif frum philosophicel inquiry in genersl, and that the word
‘philosopny’ st the time also embraced many of the distinctly

listi tionist inquiries of Locke and his successors.

Although Richardscn distils s few moralistic rules and maxims from
his investigation into some of Shakespesre’'s charscters, his mode of

inquiry is eimost lusively psychologicsl in method snd purport.

In this sense, it can thersfore be seid to be continuing in the new
psychologicsl tradition of criticism pursued by Joseph Warton and
others.

The dichotomy between Richardson's allegiance to neoclassice! dogma
and his Romantic interest in character analysis leads to » split
between some of his theoretical pronouncements on the one hand and

actual critical practice on tha other -- a split which not only

60 The author, who was Professor of Humanity in the University of
Glasgow, is not to be confused with the weli-known novelist
Samuel Richardson.

61 Richardson, W Essays on Shakespeare's Dramatic Characters
(1786) (Vol. 1), p. 41.
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lllustrates the grad: ' dissolution of the neoclassical creed and the
contradictions which arise from straddling two literary worlds, but
which also emphasizes the need to judge the critic's literary historical

position from his actual critical practice.

in his la-gely neoclassicsl chapta’ entitled "On the Faults of
Shakaspaa~e”, Richardr>n argues that the artist requires consummate
taste in the sense that he should be cepablie of "fesling what is
excellent”, of "diicerning the parts which occasion excellence”, and
that he shouid have "compstent knowledge in those things which .re

tha subjects of an artist’s labour”. (62)

The first ingredient of “consu te tasie” presupp the Longinien
capacity for receiving "exquisite plessure in contemplating the grest
and the beautiful”; the second, that the artist will be so desply
cultured as not to bland ncongruous emotions, which would only
inspire disgust; snd the third, thet his iudgement will be regulated
by reasonable reflection.(63) That Richardson conceives of rui.s of
composition in absolutist terms is evident from his subsequent
statement that they should be "immutable”.(64) His further statement
that,

62 Ibid. (Vol. 2), p. 117. This emphasis on consummate taste wouid
seem to be based on Hume's belief in a uniform standard of
ouc;!alzonco. In this regard see Sherburne and Bond, op. cit.,
p. .

63 /bid. (Vol. 2), p. 116.
84 Ibid. (Vol. 2), p. 125,




blemish

" heve pr
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“... in the conduct of life, no less than in our

judgements concerning fine composition, if we

have no determined principles, independent of

present emotion, our deportment will be

capricious, teady, and istent, "(65)

results in an unjustifiable equation of morals and criticism and raises
profound questions regarding standards of literary production and,

by implication, literary and practical criticism.

A string of neoclassical reservations about Shakespeare's practice

* Chal

derives from these general pr ts. peare's "gr

"Having no perfect discernment, proceeding from
rational investigation, of the true cause of
beauty in poetical composition, he had never
established in his mind any system of regular
process, or any standard of dramatic excellience.
He folt the powerful effects of beauty; he wrote
under the influence of feeling; but was apt to
be misied oy those general maxims, which are
often repested, but ill understood; which have
foundation in truth, but must be followed with

caution”. (66)

. (Vol. 2), p. 125.
. (Vol. 2), pp. 127-28.

ded from his want of consummate taste:-




According to Richardson, Shakespeare misunderstood the rule of
following nature to mean that it should be observed literally, with a
result that he indiscriminately mixed tragic and comic scenes [the
solemn and the ludicrous] and availed himself of vulgar language. (67)
Praising Milton in preference to Shakespeare, Richardson propounds
a neat little theory of ‘one emotion at a time in orderly
succession’, (68) and s.resses the importance for the mind to adhere
to "one leading idea” or to be moved by "one particular set of
feslings” -- maxims which he attempts to prove with reference to
music, painting and gardening.(69) In his imitation of nature, the
artist should illuminate only that which "coincides v/ith his purpose”
and "conceal those circumstances which may bs an opposite or
unsuitable tendency”.(70) In terms of these arguments, then,
Shakespeare feiled to understand the maxim of imaginatively
improving on life and, instead, adhered to s rigid form of realistic
imitation in his art. A curious anomaly arises at this point in the
history of Shakespearean criticism: whereas neoclassical critics aimost
universally criticized Shakespeare for his want of rules, we now find

him censured for his supposed improper understanding of the rules.

Shakespeare's second grave error, according to Richardson, arises
from his "want of critical and historical knowledge". His ignorance

of the classics resulted in his works becoming "irregular and

Richardson would seem to echo the Hobbesian dictum that
whatever pleases is good, and whatever causes pain is bad.

Ibid.(Vol. 2), p. 134.
ibid (Vol. 2), p. 135.

1bie (Vol. 7V, p. 136.
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incoherent”,(71) and his want of proper historical knowledge, in
several historical inaccuracies in his plays. in consequence of these
glaring errors, Richardson claims, other artists have been corrupted

by the "very grossest of his enormities”.(72)

According to Richardson, Shakespeare no doubt possessed genius
but, "unimproved by the discernment of the philosophical, or the
knowledge of the learned critic, his sensibility was expcied to

perversion.. ".(73)

In his essay on Shakespeare's imitation of temale characters, which
contains 8 brief comment on Miranda, Richardson propounds the
critical principle that "diversity of character dapends a good deal
on diversity of situation, and [that] situations are diversified by
variety of employment”(74) -- a socio-historical canon of criticism
which is followed by a long reference to social conditions during the
Elizabethan Age. in other words, Shakespears's portraysl of
character is subject to the demands of social realism, which "restrains
the exertion of female genius; and must limit the display both of
talents and dispositions”. (75)

Shakespeare's faithful, and therefore realistic, imitation of nature in
his portrayal of character is, however, here uxcused by Richsrdson.
71 Ibid.(Vol. 2), pp. 142-43.

72 Ibid.(Vol. 2), p. 143.

73 1bid.(Vol. 2), p. 145,

74 Ibid.(Vol. 2), p. 59.

75 Ibid.(Vol. 2), p. 61.
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His claim that diversity of character s dependent on situation doas,
of course, to a certain extent conflict with his emphasis on the need
for the artist to imaginatively extend the principle of following

nature.

In his commentsry on Mirands, Richardson remains faithful to his
eurlier argument that the artist should be guided by one leading idea
or particular set of feelings. iIn Miranda, "simplicity is extended to
bs the most striking circumstance”.(76) This quality cannot,
however, be said to imply 8 symbolistic view on Richardson's part,
since it is briefly deduced from Miranda's singular status in life.
Having postulated this Iaeding ides, Richardson extends it by
association [a distinct!y ¢ rical mechanism] to embrace other
attendant qualities such .ntieness of disposition” and
"compassionate tenderness”. e concludes his psychological
commentsry by arguing that such qualities render Miranda "incapable
of sny form of dissimulation”. (77)

Richardson's long commentary on Imogen is prefaced by an extended
argument stressing the Horation dictum of pleasurable instruction.
The original poet ultimstely "teaches us to know ourselves, inspires
us with magnanimous sentiments, animates our love of virtue, and
confirms our hatred of vice”.(78) He continues to quote Plutarch and
Socrates on tha value of literature as moral instruction,(79) not
76 1bid.(Vol. 2), p. 64.

77 Ibid.(Vol. 2}, p. 65.

78 Ibid.(Vol. 1), p. 1.

19 Ibid.Vol. 1), pp. 2-5.




realising, it would seem, that such an overriding didantic aim imputed
to art as a form of discourse, would render it indistinguishable from
a moral or religious tract. Richardson’'s general co:mentary on the
working of the mind clearly reflects the influence of the British
empirical philosophers on his view of the artist, who, he argues,
should reflect on his own feelings and on the behaviour of
others. (80) An imporiant ingredient in his argument is his belief that
the artist should in some messure enter into the person he
‘represents’ {as opposed to 'describes’]), which requires "delicacy of
affection” as we!! as "warmth and facility of imaginetion” on his
part.(81) Shakespeare, he argues, actually “feit the passions and
contending emotions ascribed to them" [his characters],(82) and the
N ] of dramatic writing consists in its imitating with truth

and propristy the manners and passions of mankind”.(83)

It is evident, therefors, that Richardson not only imputes a moral
aim to art, which shouid faithfully observe the neoclassical demands
of truth and propriety, but that he argues in favour of an intuitional
sssthetics, which is a definite step forward in the direction of

Romantic criticism. (84)

80 /bid.(Vol. 1), p. Tf.
81 Ibld.(Vol. 1), p. 26.
82 Ibid.(Vol. 1), p. 27.
83 Ibid.(Vol. 1), p. 32.

84 In his essay "The Sympathetic Imagination in Eighteenth-century
English Criticism” (p.144), Bate points out that "amung the more
common romantic dicto” which had their roots in the eighteenth
century was the insistence that the "imagination, by an effort
of sympathetic intuition, is able to penetrate the barrier which
space puts between it and its object, and, by actusily entaring
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As the first fully sustained psychological approach to =ny one of the
charactars in the Romances, Richardson’s commentary on the
character of imogen is actually s landmark in the critical history of
the Romancas. In its sensualistic method it further distinguishes itself
radically from the idealiscic trend in the German criticism of ths

Romances . (85)

Tre empirical framework of Richardson's psychologicasl ovservations
is that of everyday life as cxperisnced through the senses. As such
it involves none of the metsphysica! speculations characteristic of
German criticism. (86) In keeping with his dictum that the artist
shovid be guided by a leading idea or particular set of circumstances,
he then argues that in Imogen the leading passion is iove, "but...s
love ratified by wedlock, gentle, constant, and refined”, (87) »
comment which neatly illustrates the imposition of certain morsl
considerations on empirical fact. From this initisl conmentery,
Richardson evolves a kind of psychological sketch for a theory of the
emotions. The “"strength and peculiar features” of such 8 ruling
passion [love] become ciear when threatened by other emotions, svch

into tha object, so tc speak, secure s momentary and comniete
identificatior with it".

85 Atkins's comment that, in his philosophical anslysis of
Shakespeare's charscters, Richardson "takes for granted tha
fidelity of Shakespeare’'s character-drawing and endesvours to
extract from the plays tha guiding principles of human corduct”
raixas tha perpiexing question for the writer of this dissertation
whether a critical commentary is essentially philosophical if only
some of the conciusions drawn from the main body
psychological speculation ara of a mor:! nature. (See Atkins.
J.W.H. op. clt., p. 261.

86 Coznlidcr Ulrici’s comments on The Tempest. {(Chapter 3., p.
142)

87 Ibid.. (Vol. 1), p. 173.




as fear, hope and grief -- concomitant and secondsry emotions cuolied
forth by such empirical reslities as "separation, the apprehansion of
inconstancy, and the absolute belief of disaffection”. Richardson
expleins that sevcaration causes sorrow or regret; inconstancy,
jeslousy or solicitude; and disaffection, despondency;(88) and then

relates each of his psychological observations to the actuasl

experi of imogen within the imaginative framework of the play.
To Richardson, this framework is clearly sn imaginative reflection of
empirical reality. In his psychological comments on Shakespeare's
insight into character and passion, Richasrdson would seem to have

initiated & new direction in the criticism on Shakespears’'s Rom .

in perticular, his work shows o greater awareness of the excellence
of Shakespeare’'s women characters than that of the critics before
him.

Richardson continues his sensuelistic commentary by pointing out
that the banishment of Posthumus Leonatut "overwhelms the lovers
with grief”, that, reluctant to part with the "objects of its
sffections”, Imogen's heart struggles with disappointment. The
separation has caused certain feelings to be "annexed to the idea”
of the loved one who is absent, but "memory and imagination” prove

to be & poor substitute for actual tion. (89) Richardson argues

that perceptions wae receive by the senses are preferred to

88 /bid. (Vol. 1), pp. 173-4.

89 Ibld. (Vol. 1), pp. 174-6. Terms such as "feelings”, "memory"
snd "imagination”, and "actual sensation” clearly belong to the
realm of psychology as opposed to that of philosophy, although
their usage as distinctly psychological terms had not yet been
established in the 18th centucy.

n




representations merely fancied.(90) Richardson’'s speculations a-e
very diffuss at this point, but ha would seem to ba suggesting that
the distant and imperfect view of Leonatua which Imogen is given
by lachimo is atill prefersble to the imeges conjured up by the
operations of memory and imagination.(91) He doss suggest that the
lovers' agreement to think of each other at certain fixed periods
crestes a sensation of reslity which gives to the "idesl tha authority
of actusl perception, and [that] its concomitant images would be
cherished with Romantic fondness”.(92) But why, then, does
Shakespears concentrate on such relstively insignificant actions
[earlier in his commentary Richardson quoted Longinus on the
importance of "discernment in the choice of significant sircumstances
and rkil’ in execution”]?(83) Richardson provides a long snslogical
argument, cleiming that these spperently trivial sentiments and
expressions of imcgen lead back to tha significant principies on which
they are founded; that, considered "in regard to character”, thay
exhibit to us "uncommon affection, sensibility and miidness of

disposition”, not permitting of any bitterness or resentment.(84)

The second situation thst Richardson desls with in his anslysis of

the character of |

is that loned by | tancy. Given

to feslings of "apprehension and solicitude”, which so often beset
lovers, Imogen momentarily falis victim to the treachery of lachimo,
80 Ibid. (Vval. 1), p. 178.

91 /bid. (vol. 1), p. 179.

92 Ibid. (Vol. 1), pp. 178-80.

93 /bid. (Vvol. 1), p. 178.

84 ibid. (Vol. 1), pp. 182-83,




tn is sufficiently crafty and evil to realize that since "we never feel
.1y passion or violent emotion without a cause, reul or imagined”,
he has to feign emotion -- the mover himself has to be moved to be
at all convincing. He uses pity, which "supposes calamity”, to
"heighten her unezsiness”, disposing her to believe him until she is
"overwheimed with anguish”.(83) ignorant of the "purity of refined
emotion”, and incapable of distinguishing clearly between feelings of
solicitude, which are "sorrowful and tender”, and feelings of
iealousy, which asre “fierce, wrathful and vindictive”, .achime
suggests the idea of revengse, but falls to destroy her love for
Leonstus. Motivated by jeslousy, instead of by feelings of solicitude,
Leonatus orders his beloved wife's death at Milford Haven where, on
hearing the charges levelled against her, imogen's "ccnscious virtue”
once again triumphs. Her momentary resentment is immedistely
"extinguished ... in her sorrow” and despondency.(86) From this
Richardson concludes that "a sense of misfortune, rsther than a sense

of injury, rules the dispasition of Imogen”.(97)

From these speculstions. Richardson draws s number of general moral
conclusions. Since "happiress depends on the gratification of our
desires and passions [a distinctly hadonistic  psychological
argument), and one passion generally "sssumes pre-eminence in the
mind” [to act as & kind of magnet to others}], our happiness bescomes
attached to one "ruling or ardent passion” which, if frustrated, leads

95 Ibid. (Vol. 1), p. 192.
96 /bid., pp. 194-96.
97 Ibid. (Vol. 1), p. 197.
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to sorrow, anguish and despondency.(98) The 'great’ morsl lasson

which is therefore to be distilled from the example of Imogen is that

we

"...ought, therefore to beware of limiting our
felicity to the gratification of any individual
passion. Nature, ever wife and provident, hath
endowed us with capacities for various pleasures,
and bhath opened to us many fountains of
happiness: ‘Let no tyrannous passion, let no
rigid doctrine deter thee, drink of the streams,
be moderate, and be grateful’”. (99)

Nesdiess to say, if Shakespsare had observed this utilitarian maxim
of hedging his bets and practising a deliberate form of moderation
[which would no longer have had anything in common with
moderation], thers would have been no imogen and Richardson's

essay would not have been written,

Earlier in these pages on Richardson's contribution to the history of
criticism on the Romances, mention was made of certain discrepancies
between his theoretical and practical criticism. Richardson's repeated
smphasis on the importance of the different parts of the literary work
forming a harmonious whole would lead one to expect thac he would
then at least relate, or attempt to relste, his character analyses to
the overall design of the play in question, but in his practical
8 Ibid. (Vol. 1), pp. 200-2.

98 /bid. (Vol. 1), p. 203.
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¢r ‘sm ha does nothing of tha kind. In feirness to Richardson, it

must however be said that his scathing indictment of Shakespeare in

his chapter on the latter's faults could be construed to mesn that
he simply did not think the overall structure of esch play in question
worthy or deserving of serious commentary, and that he may have
been of the opinion that the characters in a play can be completely
divorced from their imaginative context, which would of course be
consistent with his eim of making "poetry subservient to philosophy”,
if the term postry in his usege Is meant to refur to characters
exclusively. Furthermors, nothing in his analys’s of Imogen's
character, which he finds most pleasing end agresable, suggests that

Shakespesars was incapable of an imaginative extension of the principle

of following nature in his crestion of the character. in fact,
Richardson's perceptive psychological com.ents on and generous
praise of Imogen highlight a serious fallacy underlying his
pronouncements: if Shakespesre were so deplorably lacking in
consummate taste, such a slave to his misinterpretation of the rules,
and so totally incapable of any imaginative extension of the rule of
following nature -- by virtus of what, then, should he excel at
character-drawing, which reouires both consummate teste and skill

on tha part of the artist?

Although Richardson clearly uses the pleys to extract some moral
rules from thewn, there is such a breach between his psychologically
stimulating [although sometimes confusing] comments on the
characters of the plays snd tha threadbare moral lessons he extracts
from them that the reader is left to agonize over the question whether
Richardson is restly so much less of & literary critic than he is made

to be, and whether his work fails to amount to literary criticism at
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all, as Ralli would seem to suggest.(100) Whatever the answer to this
question mav be, Richardson's argument that imaginative art should
have at least some underlying relation to empirical reality, his
perceptive comments on the character of Imogen, and his emphasis
on an intuitional sesthetics in artistic production make his essay a
uocument worthy of serious consideration in the history of the
criticism of the Romances. On this point, the writer of this essey
cannot but disagres with Raili's assessment of Richardson in his

monumental History of Shakespecrean Criticism.(101)

The next commentary, after Richardson's, on the Romances, derives
from the pan of John Monck Mason,(102) a minor critic who, in his
literal-mindedness, is closer to Johnson than to any other of his
contemporeries. Since his commentary contains only purely editorisl
comments on isolated words and phrases in the play, and no sustained

assthetic criticism whatsosver, his work is -t discussed here.

The smphasis on character analysis per se, which is already an
established fact, if not & tradition in the sighteenth century, notebly
in the work of Warton and Richardson, finds further expression in
the work of Coleridge, the first real Romantic critic to be discussed

in this chapter on the contribution of English Romantic critics.

100 Ralli, A. op. cit., p. 90.
101 Ralli, A. op. cit., pp. 91 and 101.
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In a study such as this one, it would be methodologically unacceptable
to discuss Coleridge's contribution to the criticism of Shakespeare's
Romances in his 1811 lectures in isolation -- that is, as divorced from
the German origin and temper cf many of his pronouncements ---
because doing so w.uld lead to patently absurd conclusions. The
tendency to view Coleridge from a nation2l, as opposed tc an
international perspective, as Wellek rightly argues, has led to the
misconception that his "principles of the reconciliation of opposites,”
his "definition of the imagination”, his "iJea of the organic whote"
and his "distinction between symbol and allegory” are his own
individual contribution to criticism.(103) Needless to say, it has been
demonstrated over and over again that these are German idess that
Coleridge mediated to England. It would be tedious to list all ths
ideas and arguments which Coleridge took over without any
acknowledgement from Herder, Schiller, Schelling, the Schiegels and
others, hut with reference to his Shakespearean criticism it should
be mentioned that some forty pages of his lectures were plagiarized

from Schlegel. (104)

A disturbing tendency in Coleridgean criticism is the partiality with
which some writers attempt to defend the indefensible in the face of
the overwhelming evidence of Coleridge's blatant 'borrowings’. It is,
for exampie, disturbing to find so eminent a Coleridge scholar as
Raysor pursuing his defence of Coleridge by suggesting similarities

in experience and education between Coleridge and Schlege!, by

103 wellek, R. op. cit., (Vol. 2), p. 151.

104 See, for example, Coleridge, S.T. Shakespeareon Criticism
(1967) (edited by T.M. Raysor) (Vol. 1), p. xxvi.
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explaining that Coleridge "hast/ly drew upon Schlegel for his own
ninth le_ture”,(105) and that Coleridge used such material with "so
little deviation from Schlegel's text that they amount to free
transiotions”, and that the churgs of "plagiarism is not quite justified
in regard to such preparation for oral lectures” [own emphases].(106)
it goes without saying that the similarities between Coleridge and
Schiegel did not extend so far as to encourage the latter to engage
in plagiarism, that ‘haste’ is no justification for intellectual
dishones\y, and that what may reasonably be expected of a
‘trauislator’ is that he will at lesst identify his work as being a
translation and indicate whose work he is transleting, especially if
the materials 'transiated’ are to be presented in the form of a public
lecture. Raysor's personal conviction that "Coleridge, st best, [is]
fully equal or superior to Lessing, to Schiegel, or to any of the other
critics described as his teachers”, that they were his "tsachers oniy
in sesthetics”, and that in the "criticism of an actusl work of art
he was as original a critic as well may be" begs the question why
he then found it necessary to pick their brains so extensively and
use the principles estabiished by them as if they were his own.(107)
Raysor claims that tha "German influence has been vastly
exaggerated”, that Coleridge's studies of Shakespeare's characters
“are the most significant part of his lectures and notes”, and that,

»

in this regard, tha "possible German influence is so insignificant as

to be scarcely worth noting”(108) ring singularly hollow considering
105 Ibid.. p. xxvi.

106 Ibid., p. xxvii.

107 Ibld., p. xxviii.

108 /bid., p. xxi.
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the extent of his 'borrowings'. It would seem to have ri juired a
comparativist of the stature of Wellek to ‘set the record straight’ by
demonstrating the importance of assessing Coleridge’'s contribution
to Shakespearean criticism from an international perspective so as to
form a proper understanding of his indebtedness to his German
sources and of his own originai contribution to Shakespearean

scholarship.

in the following discussion of Coleridge's brief commentaries on the
Romances, the question of intellectusl dishonesty will no longer be
referred to. Instead, an attempt will be made to indicate similarities
betwes:: Coleridge and Schlegel, to demonstrste Coleridge's
significance as a mediator of Ge..ixn ideas in England, and to focus
attention on those aspects of his thinking which constitute his own
distinct contribution to Shakespearean criticism, d.*ficult as this may

prove to be.

With the exception of his comments on Polixenes and Ler..ces in The
Winter's Tale, which are too brief to warrant discussion, Zoleridge's
comments on Cymbeline snd The Winter's Tale are of a purely textual
nature. The only sustained sesthetic commentary on any one of the
Romances is his discussion of The Tempest in his Ninth Lecture

delivered on the 16th December 1811.(108)

109 See "Records by H.C. Robinson" in Coleridge, S.T. op. cit.
(Vol. 2), p. 172. in this regard it is also worth noting, as Wellek
points out, that already on the 29th January 1811 Coleridge had
discussed Schlegei's idea of the Creek chorus with H.C.
Robinson; that on the 6th November 1811 Coleridge had written
to Robinson saying that he was very anxious to see Schlegel's
Werke before the lecture commenced; and that on the 12th
December 1811 Coleridge was given a copy of Schlegei's Lectures
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Coleridge specifically refers to The Tempest as a "specimen of the
romantic drama”, stressing that the drama in general is an imitation,
ik and not a copy, of reality, (110) and that the immediate objective of
the drama is postic and theatrical illusion. He reiects the “"two

extremes in critical decision”:

... the French, which evidently presupposes
that a perfect delusion is to be aimed at -- an

i hiekh

opi w now ds no fresh confutation;

the opposite, supported by Dr Johnson,
[which] supposes the auditors throughout [to
be] in full and positive reflective knowledge of
the contrary, [and which] ...makes no sufficient
eliowance for an intermediate state, which we

distinguish by the term 'illusion’ . (111)

This illusion, Coleridge argues, is comparable to the act of
dreaming, (112) a supposition which he proceeds to explain in the
following sensualistic terms: since outward sensory impressions are
excluded from the mind during sleep, images are rendered all the

. more vivid; during sieep, "sensations”, "emotions” and” passions”

by the German auditor Kruse. In this regard, see R. Wellek, op.
cit. (Veol. 2), p. 155-7.

110 /bid., pp. 114-115. This is, of course, not an original thought
because, throughout neoclassical criticism, one finds the idea of
an ideal interpretation of nature, of nature heightensd,
improved.

11 /bld., p. 186.
112 Compare Schlegel: "The theatrical, as wall as every other poetical

illusion, is a waking dresm”. (A.W. Schlegel, A Course of
Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literoture, lLecture xvii, p. 246,
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[all begging definition] are the "causes of our dream images”; and
finally, illusion then results ‘whan the mind'~ "comparative power"
and will are suspended.(113) The success of the theatrical illusion
"depends on the degree of excitement in which the mind is supposed
to be".(114) All the other "excellencies of the drama, [such] as unity
of interest, with distinctness and subordination of characters,
appropriateness of styla, nay, and the charm of language and
sentiment for their own sakes are all means to this chief end, that

of producing this willing iliusion”.(115)

After th s digression, Coleridge returns to his initial reference to
The Tempest as a specimen of the Romantic drama, which he
characterizes as

"a drama, the interests of which are independent
of all historical fact and associetions, end arise
from their fitness to that facuity of our nature,
the imsgination | mean, which owes no allegiance

to time end piece, -- a species of drama,

113 Coleridge, S.T. op. cit., p. 116,

114 Compare Schiegel's comment: "Hence the dramatic post, as well
as the orator, must from ths very commencement, by strong
impressiona, transport his hearers out of themselves, and, as it
were, take bodily possession of their attention,” (Schiegel, A.W.
op. clt., Lecture 1, p. 68.) and "to produce it [the poetic and
theatrical illusion], the poet and actors must powerfully agitate
;&4\; 2&:%001..." (Schlegel, A.W. op. cit.. Lecture xvii, po.

115 Coleridge, S.T. op. cit., p. 117.




therefore, in which errors in chronology and

geography ... count for nothing".(116)

The Tempest, Coleridge argues, appeals 3o compietely to the
imagination that alsborate stage effects, which could in some cases
support the theatrical illusion, would actually draw attention away
from tha apirit of tha play, "for the principal and only genuine
excitement ought to come from within, -- from the moved and
sympathetic imagination”.(117) In the brief ensuing discussion,
Coleridge's approach ia shown to be largely psychologicsl: unlike
Schiegel, he does not embark on s discussion of the philosophical
depth of Shakespeare's world view, but comments very brisfly on the
aptneas of the first scene as an introduction to what la to follow, the
psychological and theatrical value of Proapero's “retrospective
narration”, and the "perfect probability of the moment chosen by
Prospero... to open up the truth to his daughter”.(118) These
observetions lesa him to remark on the excellence of Shakespeare's
- portrayal of women, in which | :art and mind are brought together
in perfect harmony. (119) However, as moral beings, women follow the

116 /bid., p. 118.In this regard, compare Schlegel: "The proofs of
his ignorance, on which the grestest stress is laid, are a few
eographical blunders and anachronisms. .. The plays
?smkupuro‘: Romantic comedies and, therefore, also the
Romances, which were included in the genrs], whatever names
they bear, take place in the true land of romance, and in the
very century of wonderful love stories...; his audiences entered
the theatre, not to learn true chronology, gecography, and
natural history, but to witness a vivid exhibition”. (Schlegel,
A.W. op. cit., pp. 354-356)

N7 Ibid., p. N8.
18 ibid., p. 119.
19 /bid., pp. 119-120.




heart and are not influenced by the "intervention of the discursive
faculty”, a characteristic early 19th century argument, which

Coleridge then generalises In tha following terms:-

"in all the Shakespearsan women there s
sssentially the same foundation and principle; the
distinct Individuslity and variety are mersly the
resuit of the modification of circumstances,
whether in Miranda the maiden, in imogen the
wife, or in Katherine the Quesn".(120)

Coleridge’'s characterisation of Ariel as a cresture of the air and

Caliban as one of the earth is a dislectical distinction which derives
from Schiegei.(121)

This dislectical strain of thinking is continued in his interesting
observation that "Mirands is never directly brought into comparison
with Ariel, lest the natural and human of the one and the
supernatural of the other tend to neutralise each other".(122)
Caliban, on the other hend, serves to show thet, without the moral
sense, man remains but a savage: "For it is in the primacy of the

morsl being thet man is truly human".(123) Coleridge claims that

120 /bid., p. 120.

121 Compare Schlegsl: "In the zephyriiky Ariel, the image of air Is
not to be mistaken; even his name aliudes to it: as, on the other
hand, Caliban signifies the heavy elsment of sarth”. (Schiegel,
AW. Werxe, vi, pp. 236-7, as quoted without commentary by
Raysor, T.M. (/bid., p. 120, footnote 3.)

122 Ivid., p. 120.
123 /bid., p. 120.




Shakespeare's plays demonstrate that the moral sense is supreme.
This laads him to tha nice obsarvation that, in his day, "decency of
mannars was preserved at the expense of haart”.(124) Shakespears,
he concludes, is "aslways the philosopher and the moralist”, and "if
he must have any name, he should be styled & pbh' sophical
aristocrat”.(125) These convictions form the basis of “idge's
argument that Shakespeare's characters are "all genera axensely
individuslised”; [a statement which neatly straddies neoclessical end
Romantic critical thoory]; tha results of maditation, of which
observation supplied the drapery and the colors [sic] necessary to
combine them with each other”.(126)

Since Coleridge’'s sesthetic criticism of the Romances amounts to no
more then some ten pages of occasionally convoluted commentary on
The Tempest, interspersed with digressions, the lusi to be

extracted from it are naturally limited. With Schisgel ..6 would sesm
to rhare the belief in The Tempest as a romantic drams; the
importance of the dramas in general es an imitation, and not a mere
copy, of life; the nature of the theatrical illusion as being comparable
to o "waking dream”; the supremacy of the imagination as the
124 ibid., p. 121,

125 /bid., p. 122.

126 1bid ., 122. Compare in this regard Schlegel's statement: "Pope
and Johmon ppear strangely to contrudlct esach other, whon tho
first says, ‘ali tha characters of S pears are indivi |

and the second, 'they are species'. And yet perhaps this opln&on
may admit of reconciliation... The characters which Shakespears
had so thoroughiy dslineated hava undoubtedly s number of
individusl peculiarities, but at the same time, they possess a
significance which is not applicable to them sione: they generally
supply matarials for a profound theory of their most prominent
and distinguishing property”. (A.W. Schlegel, op. cit., Lecture
XX111, pp. 363-64,




fundamental inspiration informing a romantic drama snd randering tha
claims of reslism irrelevant and absurd; the excellence of
Shakespeare's character portrayals; and in the sound morsl sense
informing his artistic judgements. Although Coleridge’'s commentary
on The Tempest fails to illustrate the workings of the "moved and
sympathetic imagination”, it would seem to be based on the beiief
that Shakespeare had imaginatively entered into his crestions and that
such sympathetic identification is at the seme time moral. This
ssscciation of the sympathetic and moral senses derives not from
Schiegel but is chara:teristic of a grest deal of sightesnth-century
and subsequent English criticism. (127) Unless this kind of association
is assumed, Coleridge’'s emphasis on the object of the drama being

illuaion would rasise the question whether illusion should be striven
for st all cost -- mrrality included. If one separastes Coleridga's
theorstical pronouncements from the practical criticism in his essay

on The Tempest, there is only enough inaterial for a few general

observetions. {dealistic pr ments, such as his emphasis on
the imagination as the only genuine internal source of inspiration,

on all Shakespeare's being governed by essentislly the same

underlying principle, and on the irrelevance on any empiricel frame
of reference in The Tempest, ars interfused with psychological
observations concerning the sequence of scenes and the aptness of
the moment chosen by Prospero to enlighten his daughter. s
comment on Mirands and Caliban referred to earlier on could perheps
serve to illustrate the dislectical sirain (so characteristic of the

Germans) informing his psychological observations, just as his

127 Consider Beatie’'s comment in his essay "Of Sympathy" in
Essays, cited in W.J. Bates, op. cit., p. 159,
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statement that Shskespears's characters are all "genera intensely
incividuslised” not only suggests a mixture of rationaslistic and
emp.ricsl elements but an attempt to particularise ths idsa as such.
The moral conclusions Coleridge draws about Shakespears and his
imaginative creations ere more integrated in his overall arguments
than Richardson's, for sxsmple. This balance between ideaslistic and
empiricsl elements in Coleridge's thoroughly Romentic criticism on the
Romances -- in other words, this bridge between German snd English
criticism -- is » new development in this history of Shakespeareen

criticism in Englond.

The tradition of character-anslysis is continued in the brief
commentaries on the Romances by William Hazlitt who, in the Preface
to his dissertation on Shakespears,(128) acknowledges the excelience
of Schlegel's Lectures, which he read in an English transletion in
1815. Thet Hezlitt remains significantly silent on Coleridge's
Lectures, Wellek, suggests, waa "surely prompted by s recognition
of Schlegel's priority and the falsity of Coleridge's pretentions”. (129)
Hezlitt is clearly not e direct literary descendant of Schiegel, of
whose work he was not at all uncritical but, as will be pointed out
ioter in this section, some aspects of his commentaries on the

Romances do testify to the influence of German thought.

Haziitt's comments on the differences between ancient snd modern

drema show the extent to which the Romantic imagination has freed

128 Hazlitt, W. Lectures on the Literature of the Age of Elizobeth
and Charocters of Shokespeare's Plays (1817), p. 2486.

129 Wellek, R. op. cit., (Vol.11), p. 189,
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itself from the realistic limits imposed by esrlier neoclassicsl

criticism: -

"The ideas of the ancients ware too exact and
definite, too attached to the material form or
vehicle by which they ware conveyed, to admit
of those rapid combinations, thoss unrestrained
flights of fancy, which, glancing from heaven
to earth, unite the most opposite extremes, and
draw the happiest illustrations from things the
most remote. The two principles of imitation and
imaginetion, indeed, are not only distinct, but
almost opposite”. (130)

Free, indefinite, and no longer subject to formalistic constraints, the
imagination ~- like Ariel -- can now engage in the most diverse and
limitless flights of fancy and combine the most seemingly discordant
elements to echieve unity in diversity. These observations are
perticulari. 3d in his comments on the differences between the classical
and romantic styles: whereass the classical style demands that things
be described s: .hey are, the romantic style is not et all limited ¢y
the demai.ds of psychological verisimilitude, and represents objects
"for the sake cf the association of ideas connected with them". Unlike
the classical style, which concentrates more on rendering immediate

sense impressions, the romantic style ' wellis on the ideas suggested
to the imagination”, gives not only that which is implied in the subject
but all that can "possibly arise out of it" snd, finally, identifies

130 Hazlitt, W. op. cit., p. 246.
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imitation not with an external object but ".dentifies the original

impressi with thing else . which can strengthen, relieve,

adorn or elevate it".(131)

The precedin commeit explains Hazlitt's conteition, expressed in
the Preface to his Lectures, that Shakes,eare’'s renderings are
"identical with the things themselves. seen through the fine medium
of passion”.(132) In his brief commentary he further argues that

Shakespeare displays the

"...same insights into the world of the
imagination that he has into the world of reality;
and over ail these presides the same truth of
character and nature, and the same spirit of
humanity. His ideal beings are as true and

natural as his resl characters”.(133)

This observation, which is a characteristically Ge:man one, is aiso
made with refersnce to The Tempest, in which, Hazlitt claims,
Shakespeare's ideal characters are as true and natural [in terms of
themselves] as his resl characters, and that their !anguage, manners

and sentiments are therefore perfectly in character. (134)

131 /bid., p. 252.
132 /bid., p. xix.
133 /bid., p. 82.
134 /bid., p.82.
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Hazlitt's affinity with the Germans becomes clear in his particular
comments on the characters of Imogen and Caliban, and in his generasl
observations on the subordinate characters in general. Imogen, the
"most tender and artiess of Shakespeare's women”, who sets a moral
example to others, relies not . - her personal charms, but on her
merit -- and her merit is in the "depth of her love, her truth and
constancy”. This philosophical observation stresses her moral stature
and grounds this quality in an underlying morsl /dea [own
emphasis]. Hazlitt's propensity for abstraction is further evident
from his characterisation of Caliban as "one of the wildest and most
abstracted of Shakespeare's characters, whose deformity wi ether of
body or mind, is radeemed by the power and truth of the imagination
displayed in it".(135) But unlike in his comments on Imogen, there
is 8 strong empirical strain in his philosophical observation that
"Caliban shows the superiority of natural capacity over greater
knowiedge and greater folly”.(136) In his specific psychelogicsl
comments on the influence of Leontes’ jealousy, doubts and fears on
his speeches, and on the stageworthiness of the play itself, Hazlitt

stands aimost alone.

A large part of Hazlitt's brief commentaries on the Romances is
devotsd to stressing the harmony of the different parts that
Shakespesre achieves in these plays. Needless to say, this a
distinctly German contribution which came to be assimilated into
english criticism. In Cymbeline, which has a complicated plot and
numerous characters, "the links which bind the different interests
135 Ibid., p. 83.

136 Ibid., p. 85.
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of the story together are never entire!y broken”.(137) He further
. points out that, in Cymbeline,

"... the plot thickens in the last act; the story
‘ moves forward with increasing rapidity at every
step; its various ramifications are drawn from
the most distant points to the same centre; the
principal characters are brought together and
pisced in very critical situations; and the fate
of every person in the drams is made to depend
on the solution of a single circumstance: the
answer of lacl, *2 to tha question of Imogen
respecting tii. - taining of the ring from
Posthumus”.(138)

At the risk of la ouring tha point, he reiterates the same argument
later in the same essay when he writes, "in the casting of the
different parts and their relation to one enother, there is an affinity
and harmony...".(139) Shakespeare, he further argues, makes use
of the "principle of analogy to reconcile the great diversities of
character and to maintain a continuity of thought throughout”,
pointing out that, in Cymbeline, for instance, the principai interest
arises out of the "unaiterable fidelity of imogen to her husband under

the most trying circumstances”.(140) Shakespea: '3 i artistrv
137 /bid., p. 2.
138 /bid., p. 2.
139 Ibid., p. T.
140 /bid., p. 8.
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in blending the human and imsginary characters, us well as tha
dramatic and grotesque, is siso stressed in his observations on The

Tempest.(141)

There is evidence of » strong awareness in Hazlitt's criticism of the
existence of presumably discordant dislectical e'ements and their
synthesis in Shakespeare's Romances. Cuch opposites include virtue
end vice, court and country, youthful fire and impatience versus
prudent imagination, knowledge as opposed to ignorance, solitude
versus society, and hill versus valliey.(142) Celiban, for exsmple,
is seid to exemplify the contrast between the "material and the
spiritual, the gross and the delicate”.(143) In the light of the German
contribution to the criticism of Shakespears's Rom (to be

discussed in the following chapter), and Hazlitt's familisrity with the
writings of Schlegel, therse can be little doubt where these

observations derive from.

That empiricai reslity could, however, to some extent still constitute
a framework of reference for Hezlitt, may perhaps be deduced from
his statement that Bellarius’ to the expostuistions of Guidarius

end Arviragus [in Cymbeiine] is unsatisfactory because "nothing can
be an answer to hope, or the passion of the mind for unknown good,

but experience”.(144) But, on the whole. Hazlitt's criticism, like that

141 Ibid., p. 82.
142 Ibid., pp. 8-10.
143 Ibld., p. 82.
144 1bid., p. 9.
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of Colaridge, permits of no rigid divisions between empiricsl and

idealistic responses to aspects of the plays.

Lest the impression be given that Hazlitt remained completely
uninfiuenced by Coleridge's Lectures, mention should be made of the
similarity in their spproach to Shakespeare's ideal characters, to their
shared belief in the excellence of Shakespeare's female characters,
to the biending of all ‘he different parts of the plays into » whole,
and to their belief that Shakespeare pends the subject-object

relation by entering into his imaginative creations. Moreover, both
Coleridge and Hazlitt evince an interest in Shakespe:re's morality,
although Hazlitt's comments are so incidental end marginal as to pala
beside those of Coleridge. Perhaps Coleridge's brief comments on
the Romances are more far-reaching in their implications than those
of Hazlitt, but there la a greater warmth and enthusiaem in Mazlitt's
thoroughly Romantic observations. It is in any case to be lamented

thet their comments on the Romances are not mors detsiled.

The full title of Nathan Drake's dissertation on Shakespears(145)
bears out his claim in the Proface to his study that it has been his
aim to "place Shakespeare in tha foreground of the picture and to

throw around him, in groups more or less distinct and full, the

145 Drake, N. Shokespeare ond his Times; Including THE
BIOCGRAPHY =~ “YE POET; criticism on his genius and writings;
a new chronology; a disquisition on the object of his sonnets;
AND A HISTORY OF THE manners, customs, omusements,
superstitions, poetry and elegant literature of his age (1817).
(According to the edition used foi' ths purposes of this study,
Drake's dissertation was first published in 1838, but there is
good reason to presume Raili's dating of 1817 to ba correct.
Wo!!osl;.7 in his Concepts of Criticism (1967) siso gives the dating
as 1817.
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various objects of his design; giving them wrominency and light,
according to their greater or smsller connecticn with the principal
figure".(148) The perspectivism implied in his statement accounts for
tha large amount of space Drake devotes, in his commentaries on the

Romances, to matters as diverse as chronology and Shakespeara's

"y

ignifi 13 t tha inventor of our fairy systam”.(147) But
a8 considerable part of his commentaries is devoted to praising

Shakespaare's skill as a delineator of character.

in Pericles, Shakespeare has succeeded in drawing character with
his usual "strength and verisimilitude” -- not only as regards those
spacimens of “inferior life" but also as regards the main characters,
Pericles and Marina.(148) Pericles is praised as a "model of
knighthood”, who is "chivaleic in his habits, romantic in his
conceptions, and elegant in his sccomplishments”; (148) Marins, "one
of the many amiable and interesting female characters with which the
undisputed works of our poet abounds”, for the "gentleness and
artiess tenderness of her disposition”.(150) in this regard, Drake
claims that almost all the intersst of the last two acts is subordinated
to » sketch of Marina's tenderness and "subdued suffering”.(151)

148 Ibid., p. v.

147 1bid., p. 511.
148 /bid., pp. 473-74.
149 /bid., p. 474.
150 /bid., p. 476.

151 /bid., p. 477.




In point of "variety and truth of character”, and in ths "display of
sentiment and amotion”, Cymbeline, Drake claims, is one of the
loveliest and most interesting of Shakespeare's compositions. In the
light of such virtues, Johnson's "swesping condemnation” of the play
cannot fail to astonish; but fortunately there is no shortage of
"critics of squal learning with, and superior taste to Johnson", A.W.
Schiegel being one of the best. Like almost all the critics after
Werton, Drake singles Imogen out for being the loveliest of
Shakespeare’'s female creations, and for arresting our attention by
“... the pattern of connubial love and chastity,
by the delicecy and propriety of her sentiments,
by her sensibility, tenderness and resignation,
by her patient endurancs of persecution from the
quarter where she had confidently looked for

endearment and protection™. (152)

The other characters in the play tend to pale baside imogen, yet they
are "adequately brought out end skilfully diversified":

"... the troscherous subtiety of lachimo, the
sage experience of Belarius, the native nobleness
of iheart, and innate heroism of mind, which
burst forth in the vigorous sketches of Guidarius
and Arviragus, the temerity, credulity, and
penitence of Posthumus, the uxorious weakness
of Cymbeline, the hypocrisy of his Queen, and

182 Ibid., p. 562.
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tha comic arrogance of Clotan, half fool and half
knave, produce a striking diversity of action and

sentiment”. (1%3)

in his comments on The Winter's Tale, Drake oncs agesin quotes
Schisgel, this time on the "fervent truth in the delinestion of
character and passion” which characterises the play. Like tha
hercine of Cymbeline, Perdits now comas in for specisl praise as s
“portrait fresh from nature'a loveliest pencil, where simplicity,
artiess affection, and the moat generous resignation are swestly
blended with a fortitude at once spirited and tender”.(154) Contained
in this lavish praise is siso the awarenass of antithetical elements and
their resolution or synthesis in the person of the main character,
from which one may deduce ths importance of centrality of character

in Drake’s approach to ihe plays.

This resolution of seemingly discordent or antithoticai elements is
further suggested in Drake's comments on The Tempest, that never
before had the "wild and the wonderful, the pathetic end tha
sublime, more artfully and gracefully combined with the sportive
ssllies of s pisyful imagination than in this enchantingly attractiva
drams”.(155) What makes the play so remarkable an achievement,

sccording to Drake, is that, within the brief P of the action,

“are brought together, and without any violation of dramatic

probability or consistency, the most extrsordinary incident and the

153 /bid., p. 563.
154 Ibid., p. 577.
185 /bid., p. 578.




most singular assemblage of characters, thst fancy, in her wildest
mood, hss sver genersted”.(158) Dirake Isvishes gencrous praise on
the charscters of Miranda, Arisl snd Caliban, and on Prosparo, the
delineation of whose charscter, ha arguss, is “founded upon @
distinction which wss supposed to exist between tha seversi
professors of this mysterious scisnce of megic: "those who commended
the service of superior intelligances”, and those who, "by voluntary
compact, entered into s lesgue with, or submitted to be the
instruments of these powers”. Prosperc belongs ta the "highest class
of the first order”.(157) These comments are followed by an sleborete
discussion of Prospero's status end function as s msgicien in terms

of Elizebethen belisfs end views on the aubject.

Compared with the work of some of the other British critics discussed
in this chapter, tisthen Drske's relatively brief comwuentaries on the
Romances are neither original nor distinguished., The belisf in
Shekespeare's i s a delineator of cherscter, end the

supreme importsnce of the imaginetion in litersry composition, go back
at least o3 far ss Warton. Also in his praise of individusl characters,
Drake is working within the framework of » well-estublishod tradition.
What is, however, new in nis work is his systemitic examination of
Shekespeare’'s maginstive use of populer superstition in the
Romsnces. On the who!s, one cannot help but sdmire Drake for the
breadth of his scholsrship, even though his work is at times lacking

in sufficient depth and subsequent researci. hes produced insights

156 /bid., p. 580.
187 ibid., p. 548.




that conflict with his, notably in tha highly specialised fisid of

chronology.

Augustine Skottowe's commentaries on The Tempest, The Winter's
Tole, and Cymbeline, are exclusively devoted to disentangling
Shakespeare from his - ~1rces uncd!, in tha casa of The Tempest, to
discussing tna play agsinst tha hackground of popular superstitiona
concerning witchcraft, with particular referencs to the distinction
betwesn bleck and white magic, the "importance of 8 book in magical
operations”, (158) the apparel to be worn by » magician, the
magician’'s power over spirits, the conditions of a spirit's servitude,
and the "perfect purity of Prospero's conduct”. (158) Skottowe's essay
on Cymbeline contains a long summary of Boccacio’'s novel end draws
attention to Shakespeare's departure from his source. He concludes

thet Cymbeline is the "junction of a dern Italian novel and an

ancient British story over which Shakespeare has thrown the charms
of his genius”.(160) (The vague effusions which conclude the essey
are not worth repeating.) A similar practice is foliowed in his

commentary on The Winter's Tole, which he compares with Green's

novel Dorastus and Fownla. He praises Shakespeare's lusion to

the play as well as his delineation of the principal characiers. Once
agein, such comments are too vague and sketchy to warrant
discussion. Skottowe's interest in the play is largely of an

extraneous nature, involving 8 predominantly antiquarian approach.

158 Skottows, A. Enquiries into Shakespeare's Dr ic Plots and
Characters (1824) (Vol. 1), p 303f..

158 /bid., pp. 310-23.
160 /bid., p. 275.
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Shakespeara's characters, it would saem, ars only intarasting in so

far as they are relavant to this antiquarian spprosch to ths plays.

The tradition of character analysis in tha criticism of Shakaspesre's
Romances, as esteblished by Warton, Richardson, Coleridge, end
Hezlitt, finds further expression in a dissariation by Mrs
Jameson. (161) Aithough her rigid classification of Shakespeara's
female characters into thres groups -- namely, into characters of
intellect and wit, fancy and pession, and moral sentiments and
affections -- raises the spectre of eightesnth-century rationslism,
which is rendared avan more resl by her method of abstracting
{morel] qualities from the characters, Mrs Jameson insists that
Shekespeare's characters are complete individuals snd not poetic
abstractions. (162)

The first character that Mrs Jameson discusses is Mirenda, whom she
clessifies as @ charscter of passion and imagination. it is sspecially
in her comments on Mirands that her propensity for ebstraction
bacomes evident: Mirands blends tha purely natursl and the purely
ideal; her character resolves itself in tha "very elements of

womanhood”; (163) sha is "so perfectly phisticsted, so Jelicately

refined, that she is all but ethereal”; Shakespesrs has removed
Miranda from all comparison wit. her own sex; she has placed her

"betwesn ths demi-demon of sarth and the delicats spirit of air .

161 Mrs Jamason, Characteristics of Women: Moral, Poaticol, and
Historical (1846).

162 /bid., (Vol. 1), pp. 25 and 3.
163 /bid., (Vol. 1), p. 281,
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Compared with Caliban, sha Is “all but ethereal,” but the presence
of Ariel causes her to "appear a palpable reality, a woman... walking
the earth in her mortal loveliness, with a heart as frail strung, as
passion-touched, as ever fluttered in a famale bosom” . (164) Although
Mrs Jameson further insists that Shakespeare's characters in ger.eral,

dual

and Miranda in particular, are distinct indiv , her it

reveal a distinct propensity for sbstraction: whilst insisting that
firanda is a "consistent, natursl, human being”, she adds that "the
impulses which have come to her, in her enchanted solitude, are of
hesven and nature, not of the world and its vanities”; and further
that, while retc.ning a "woman's heart”, her "deportment, her
language, her thoughts -- all these, from the supernaturel and
poetical circumstances asround her, assumo a cast of the pure
ideal”. (185) Like Ferdita, who also unites differing qualities, Miranda
is compounded of the resl [the natural] and the ideal, and further
exemplifies a c~ntrast between refined and dignified besuty, on the
one hsi.d, and "scft simplicity” end "virgin innocence” on the

other (166) In relation to Miranda, the cheracters of Ferdinand, Ariel

and Prospero have been crested with perfec. propriety.

In the second volume of her dissertation, Mrs Jameson identifies
Hermione and imogen ss characters of the affections, in whom “the
affections and morai qualitics predominate over fancy and all that
hears the name of passion”.(167) Of all Shakespeare's women, Mrs
164 /bid., (Vol. 1), pp. 281-82.

165 /bid., (Vvol. 1), pp. 282-84.

166 /bid., (Voi. 1), p. 285,

187 /bid., (Voi 2), p. 22.
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Jameton argues, Imogen is ths “most perfect” [sic], because in no

other character are "so great a variety of tints...mingled together

into such perfect harmony”. Imogen is further the "angel of light,

wiiose lovely presence pervades the whole piece”.(168) These
comments again suggest a propensity for abstraction on Mrs Jameson's
part. However, while lacking in concrete detail and infused with an
snthusisstic awsreness of sweetness and besauty in the plays, the
language of Mrs Jameson's observations on Shakespsare's hercines in
ths Romances is that associated with high romanticism: concerning
the creation of !mogen, for exampls, Shakespesre is. praised.for the
“sssential truth and beauty of the individusl charscter, for the sweet
colouring of pathos, and sentiment, and postey interfused through
the whols". (168) Mrs Jameson spacifically praises. Shakespeare for the
imagination and skill of his characters. And as for

“... the various anachronisms, ant the confusion
of names, dates, and menners, over which Dr
Johnson exults in ro measured terms, the
confusion is nowhers but in- his own heavy
obtuseness of sentiment and parception, and his
want of poetical faith”.(170)

Mrs Jameson further argues that, in Cymbeline, Shakespesre has
blanded

168 /hid., (Vol. 2), p. 51.
168 /bid., (Vol. 2), pp. 56-7.
170 /bid., (Vol. 2), p. 57.
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. the marvellous, the heroic, the ideal, and
the classical, -- the extreme of refinement and
the extreme of simplicity, -- into one of the
loveliest fictions of rcmantic poetry; and, to use
Schiegel's expression, 'has made the social
manners of the latest times harmonise with heroic
deeds, and even with the ap; earance of the

gods'". (171)

In the midst of ell this marvellous complexity, imogen presents "an
impression of extreme simplicity”.(172) Needless to say, Mg
Jameson's argument of 'unity in diversity' is a distinctly romantic
idea. She further argues that, while resembling Juliet, Helen,
isabel, Viola and Portia, Imogen is distinctly different from them,

and that all the characters in the Romance ar: subordinate to her.

From the preceding discussion two things are clear: that for Mrs
Jameson the pivotal point or unifying centre [that which the German
critics Ulirici and Gervinus call ‘unity of idea'] of each play is the
character of the heroine, and that her interest is largely moral and
not dramatic. The moral adjectives she lavishes on themand her

repeated references to the plays as "poems”(173)

emphasise these predilections. Although it is difficult not to have
serious reservations -Lout several of Mrs Jameson's observations -~
171 ibid. (Vol. 2), p. 8.

142 tbld., (Vol. 2), p. 57.

173 Ibid., (Vol. 2), pp. 60 and B2, for example.
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for example, her classification of Shakespeare's characters, her
propensity for abstraction, and her belief in character (as a vehicie
for moral qualities) as the unifying interest of all variety in each
play (arguments which tend to reduce the plays to little more than
moral disquisitions as opposed to dramatic works) -- there is an
underlying awareness in her criticism of the characters as distinct
individuals -- this, despite some of the abstractions which one
associates with German Romantic criticism, and which prevent her
characterizations from having the psychological verisimilitude of
Richardson’'s, for example. in this regard, her sustained
commentaries on the individual, and comparisons of different
characters result in the creation of portraits painted in a distinctly
Romantic style. At the risk of labouring the metaphcr, it should
be said that these portraits, pleasing as they are to beheld, cannot,
however. reasonably be expected to come alive in any dramatic
context, since they have been created in isolation and are therefore

essentially static.

R, [pre

The second last critic to write on Shakespeare's

1750 and 1850, and the last to concentrate exclusively on the
characters in the plays, as the chapter divisions of his dissertation
on Shakespeare clearly indicate, is George Fletcher.(174) His
criticism differs from that of most of the other ‘character critics'
discussed in this chapter in that his work contains little, if any
theoretical speculation on the nature and aim of literature, the nature
of the theatrical illusion, the workings of the imagination, and so on.
Fletcher is essentially a ‘practical critic’, who undertakes a

174 Fletcher, G. Studies in Shakespeare (1847).
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comprehensive examination of tha character of Imogen as the centre
of the dramatic constellation of characters. Once agasin it becomes
evident how completely critical attention has shifted from a concern
with formal aspects of dramatic composition and the reaction of the

audience to an interest in character per se.

In his discussion of Imogen's character in Cymebeline, Fletcher
quotes lachimo's rapturous, disinterested praise of her beauty in the
bedchamber scene, Pisanio's praise of her graceful charms when
advising her on what kind of disguise te assume, and the description
given by Belarius and his ‘sons’ of their "sweetest, fairest lily, the
seemingly dead Fidele!".(175) in a perceptive observation, Fletcher
draws attention to the "exquisite sweetness end harmony of voice”

' t +1

of the heroine which is suggested by Cymbeline's ion, "The

tune of Imogen!”., when he recovers from Posthumus' blow. Even
the thick-skulied Cloten shows himseif sensible of her eauty.
Having collated all th's textual evidence of her personal beauty,
Fletcher proceeds to exurine her "moral and intellectual beauty” as
revealed in the relations Letween her and Posthumus.(176) Fletcher
quotes the long authorial comment on Posthumus' ancestry to prove
that she has made the "wisust as well as the rost generous and most
amorous choice of a husband”,(177) and then Imogen's own praise
of her husband’'s courageous, noble nature. Posthumus improper
conduct in making the wager and subsequently accepting lachimo's
slanderous account of his ‘conquest’ is accounted for in terms of
175 Ibid., p. 45.

176 Ibid., p. 47.

177 Ibid., p. 48.
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national diffe~ences: Fletcher contrasts the proverbially crafty italisn
temperament with the presumably ‘open’' English one to argue that
the wager is perfectly comprehensible and excusable in terms of the
historical reslitiss which Shakespears thought fit to render in the
play. Underlying Fletcher's defence of Posthumus is no doubt the
realisation that any defective judgement imputed to him would

seriously reflect on Imogen's morsl and intellectual rectitude.

Disagreeing with Hazlitt's t of imogen, Fletcher asks,

"Shell it be said ... that a heroine who can so
think, and feel, and speak, is interesting only
from her affectionste constancy to her husband
-=-- that she has no intellectual charms inherent
[in] »and independent of any affection
whatsoever, notwithstanding that  affection
stimulates their most beautiful

development?”(178)

Once again availing himself selectively of historical arguments,
Fletcher claime that, more than anything e!se, Posthumus’' agreeing
to the wager signifies “"the highest proof of his confidence in her
virtue". (179)

The second part of Fletcher's discussion is devoted to highlighting
Imogen’'s moral and intellectual excellence in the exchange with
lachimo, the full extent and consequences of lachimo's sly and evil
178 Ibid., p. 5.
179 Ibid., p. 52
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tchemings, and the depth of Posthumus' suffering and despair in the

prison scenes.

in the final part of his discussion, in which he traces the development

of Imogen's character, Fletcher states that the

more we find reason to believe that

Shakespeare detigned his Iimogen as a type of

£, i

~-- a modei of rich, genuine,

ex
delicate, and cultivated womanhood, -- t' » more
important it seems that we should try to ¢ ate
the quelities with whizh he has really endowed
her...".(180)

in the ensning discuasion, he stresses the share o feeling and,
above all, of intellect in her decisions. In so far es intellect would
seem to bs equated with a penetrating insight into falsehood and

folly, it acquires a distinctly moral dimension in Fletcher's arguments.

Throughout her subsequent triais, Imogen is said to display
"clearness f intellect”, “purity of heert”, "morel energy”, "ready
self-possession”, “pity instead of revenge”, ‘“consistency of

character” and "unshaken constancy”.(181)

Although the preceding paragraphs cannot do justice to the subtlety

of Fletcher's weli-argued discussion, which runs into more than forty

180 Itbid., p. TV.
181 /bid., pp. 75-93.
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pages, they do give an outline of the salient features of his criticism

on the Romances.

The last critic to be discussed in these pages is William J. Birch,
whose trmatise on Shakespesre(182) is rightly characterised by Ralli
as the "work of a man without humour, with & preconceived plan into
which he compels his instances to fit, who assumes that every

character spoke Shakespears's own sentiments”. (183)

in Birch's commentary, character-analysis is made subservient to his
ng concern, whick is to prove that Shakespeare, whose

phy was of a “sceptical tendency”,(184) had n d for
conventional religion, and that he framed his plays on a .uman
system of love, mercy and forgiveness...greater in extent, than in
sny religious schems, present, or to arrive hereafter”.(185) This
kind of approach, needless to say, subordinates character-study to
an extraneous, ncn-dramatic interest. Birch attempts to prove his
thesis by first of all providing biographical -- that is, external --
‘evidence’ of Shakespeare's adherence to nature as cppcsed to religion
and, sscondly, by drawing attention to intrinsic features in the plays

testifying to Shakespeare's 'natural morality'.

182 Birch, W.J. An Inquiry into the Phiiosophy and Religien of
Shakespear . (1848).

183 Ralli, A. op. cit. (Vol. 1) p. 291,
184 /bid., p. 16.
185 /bid., p. 524.
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As extrinsic, and therefore prasumably objective, ‘asvidence’ of

Shakespeare’'s prof s, Birch takes the reader on a tour of the

gellery of Shakespesre's famous, albeit 'disreputable’ (according to
him) friends and acquaintances, identifying Mariow:, who was a
"professor of Atheism”, and his "dissipsted friends”; (188) Jonson,

s,

who spent his dying days “'twixt wine and women" [fortunate
mant); (187) and Raieigh, an atheist with whom Shakespesrs is
"known to have had private anc personal intercourse”.(188; Hs
furthermore points out that Shakespsare's father was "sent up ss a
recusant in 1592, for not attending Church”;(169) thst Shakespsare
wss well-versed in the "two most irreligious authors known to his
times” -- that is, in Boccaccio and Montsigne; (190) that tradition
"does not say he was not adverse to the bottle, or to pursuits still
more criminai”; that anyone who hes "looked into the originai editions
of his dramas, will be disgusted with the obscenity of his
atiusions”; (191) that he "sympathised with those who had no religion,
rather than with those who had; with infidelity rather than beiisf”;

and that it is believed that Shakespeare drank himseif o death.(192)

As regards intrinsic ‘evidence’, we ses that, in Pericies, heaven's

aid in distress is cailed in question, and that Pericles’ "thoughtless
186 Ibid., pp. 2-3.
187 Ibid., p. 4.
188 /bid., p. 5.
189 /bid., p. 8.
190 /bid., pp. 5-10.
191 /bid., p. 12.
192 /bid., pp. 13-14.
108
A

AR ! ' N

r §-%




S

impiety more than counterbalances the ejaculatory raligion™;(193) in
Cymbeline, that the "existence of a future state is questioned”,
nature praised but the gods disparagad, and that the "humour of the
gaoler [who is made out to be a good man] la conceded to be
Voltarian”;(184) in The Winter's Tale, thst nature is changed by

e

natural causes, that "'Dead and rotten’ is still the material end of
life and of life shadowed forth”, and that "Florizel talks Lucretian

philosophy”; (195) and that, in The Tempest, it ia "easy to see how

sely the balance preponderates where he [Shakespeare] adheres
to natural causes” -- in this regard, Birch argues that Prospero’'s
speech on the dissolution of all things is a "signal and brilliant

consummation of the poet’'s materielistic teachings”.(1%6)

Needless to say, Birch's commentary does not warrant further
discussion, as it is perfectly clear, aa airsady stated, that this kind
of inquiry is essentially extra-litersry and of no aesthetic

consequence whatsoever.

From the preceding discussions it becomes clear that ‘“e largely
empirical orientation of English critical thinking, as ret...ced in the
commentaries on Shakespeare’'s Romances, to a certain extent
sncourages an extra-literary approach to the plays. The rest of thia
study will show that this tendency is more prevalent in the English

than in the German criticism of the Romances.

193 /bid., p. 20.
194 Ibid., p. 5.
195 /bid., p. 53.
19€ /bid., p. 55.
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-HAPTER 3

THE CRITICAL RECEPTION OF SHAKESPEARE'S ROMANCES IN
GERMANY FROM
1750-1850

A charascteristic festure of Romentic criticism is that the focus is no
fonger on the work of art as an imitation of nature, as in clessical
criticism, o~ on the effects of the work of art on the audience, »s
in neoclassicsl criticism: instead, the work of art is ssen as a mirror
turned inward to refiect the workings of the post's soul. The
significance of this new critical orientation, us Abrams suggests, is
that the arts sre no longer seen to originste in iwitation but in the
mind of the poet.(1) This new spproach underiies the work of all the

critics discussed in the rest of this study.

The first Romantic criticism of any one of Shakespears's Romances
by a German critic is contasined in s remarkeble trestise entitled
Shakespeare's Treotment of the Marveilous (1793) by Ludwig
Tieck.(2) Written some years before Tieck's first mesting with
Coleridge, who was responsible for mediating Gorman ideas in
Englanct, this treatise, which was first published as an introduction
1  Abrams, M.H. The Mirror and t':e Lamp (1958), p. B88f,

2 Prior to the publication of Tieck's treastise, the only commentaries

on Shakespeare's R were those of J.J. Eschenburg,
published in the Preface to Vols 1 and 13 of his Shokespeares
Schauspiele  (1777-82). Since, however, Eschenburg's

commentaries are exclusively of a textual nature, no proper
conciusions about his aesthetic appreciation of Shaksspeare can
be drawn from them

1o
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to Tieck's free verse transiation of The Tempest, is largely in the
vein of English psych..ogical criticism. .Just as Coleridge exerted
relatively little influence on his native contemporaries, Tieck, who
is also the most ‘classicist’ of the Garman Romantics, would seem to
have remained isolated in his approsch to Shakespeare in his own

country.

in his treatise, Tieck argues that Shakespeare wrote, not for the
mob, but for his people, and that his study of his countrymen made
it possible for him to extract the rules for his plays from sxperience.
The superstitions informing the imagination of his people,
Shakespears elevated to the higher level of his own spirit instead of
merely pandering to them in his plays. in fact, } & succeeded in
transforming common superstitions into "beautiful poetic fictions".(3)
This socio-historical approach was already noted by Coleridge after
their meeting, in the course of which they discussed Tieck's plan for
a great work on Shakespeare.(4) However, what remains of this great
work, in which an historical approach was to be adopted, Wellek
points out, is "no more than a pathetic heap of notes, annotations
and remarks, most of which dete back to “~-ut 1784.(5) In this work,
Shakespeare was to be deduced from his time and environment, and
especially from his own mind. But that Tieck did not see Shakespears
as a mere ‘product’ of his age, is clear trom his subsaquent Letters

on Shakespeare (1800), in which he argues that the "ides of unity

3 Tieck, L. "Shakaspeares Bahandiung des Wunderbasren” in
Kritische Schriften (Bd.1) (1848).

4 Sev Mason, F.N. Deutsche und engiische Romantik (1966) p. 60f.
5 R. Wellek, A History of Modern Criticism (Vol. 2) (1981), p. 94.
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and form of a work of art doss not grow wit' the ages, but [that]
it must hava its origin in the sou! of the poet” (6) In his Letters
Tieck further argues that Shakespeare "couldn’'t have found a more
propitious time for his works of art, because his audience were as
yot so natural and unbiased, and so entirely motivated by a desire
to e amused...that it was through Shakespeare himself that they

arrived at an understinding of his works...".(7)

in his treztise on the imagination, Tieck argues that it is through
Shakespcare's powerful imagination that he is able to initiate the
spactator into the marvellous world of The Tempest and acquaint him
with the meny rmagicsl beings inhebiting the poetic universe of the
play.{8) The major part of Tieck's tieatise is devoted to a discussion
of the method Shakespeare uses to achieve theatrical illusion in the

play.

Tieck first of ali argues that by presenting a poetic world which is
30 entirely marvellous that the wonders become almost naturai,
Shakespeare is able to transport the spectetor out of the world of

sober reality. The psychological nature of his criticism becomes

noticeable when he pares The T t to a dream and suggests

that Shakaspeare derived his inspirsticn for the play from his own
dreams. Ha even generalizes this supposition to suggest that the

post and the psychologist can enhance their experiences by

8 Tieck, L. "Briefe Uber Shakespeare” in Kritische Schrif:an (Bd.
1) (1848), p. 150.

7 Ibld., p. 468.
8 Ibid., p. 4.

n2




researching the progression ("Gang") of dreams.(9) Since
Shakespeare does iiot permit the drermiike quality and development
of the play to be disturbed, we are caugi:t in the magic world of the
play and lose our remembrance of rediity. In this "waking-dream”,
as Kames has called it, the wonderful becomes familiar and natural.
Cut off from the real world, we are no longer suspicious of the
strange beings we encounter. Everything waich the imagination can

observe in the dream, Shakespeare has realised in The Tempest. (10)

Tieck argues that, in The Tempest, everyday events are slevated
to the lesvel of the rare and marvellous: Prospero is not simply
expellied from his dukedom, but suffers the unusual Romantic fate
of shiow-eck on the shores of an uninhabited island, cut off from
the rest of the world. Prospero is furthermore no ordinary human
being, but an almost ideal supernatural creation, whereas Miranda,
in her love for Ferdinand, strikes a bridge between the real and the
ideal worlds. Whe~ the spectator witnesses the magical means
through which Prospero realises his aims, he has the illusion of
sharing all the secrets of the magical world of the play. It is
pre-eminently through Ariel and Caliban that the poet creates this
magical world around the spectator and prevents him from escaping

to the real world before the play ei.ds.(11)

Another technique which Shakespears uses to suscain theatrical
illusion in the play, Tieck argues, involves diversifying the
9 Ibid., pp. 41-44,
10 /bid., pp. 44-45.
11 Ibid., pp. 46-48
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renresentations and softening the passions in the play. Diversity

is achieved by the introduction of Miranda and Ferdinand, and by

the many marvellous situations distributed throughout the action by

Prospero. Passion is strictly controlled by preventing any situation

from moving the spectator deeply or any character from inspiring

pity, even though tragic situations and high passions are potentiaily

present in tu: sction. The naturalistic strain in Tieck's reasoning

becomes more noticeable w:ie- o claims t}at the illusion of a dream

and that of a wonderful play end accu: i, « e s. ~e laws: as soon

as the misfortune of a person in a dream becomes excessive, we begin

to doubt the veracity of the dre~m.(12)

Tieck ccntinues his psychological tary by claiming that

theatrical illusion is further sustained by the introduction of the

comic. Since the comic and the tragic are ciosely related in the

human soul, and since the imagination can render the same object

either tragic or comic, Shakespeare uses comic scenes in his play to

prevent our attention from focusing too critically on the creations of

his imagination. Without the comic characters, the wonderful world

of the play would become too wonderful to be at all convincing. But

also ¢ mic elements require careful handling if they are not to

obtrude: a Falistaff instead of a Stephano would, for example,

seriously disturb this balance. Tieck concludes that it is essentially

due to the presence of realistic elements in the play that the

marvelious elements become all the more probable.(13)

12
13

Ibid., pp. 51-55.
What Tieck probably means is that such ‘realistic’ elements fling

the marvellous or wonderful into sharper perspective: just as
one's conception of good depends on one's awareness of evil, the
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Finally, theatrical illusion is also sustained by the introduction of the
purely mechanical artistic device of music, which has the power to
put reason off its guard and trick the imagination into mistaking the
unreal for the real. it is interesting that Tieck should avail himself
of this argumant because, as the most subjective of all the arts, music

asppeais dirictly to the feelings or sub ious. Of all the critics

discussed in this study, Tieck is the only one who draws attention

to the importance of music in The Tempest.

Tieck's essey contains two important aspects of Romantic criticism,
namely the recognition of the supremacy of the imagination in the
creative act and an emphasis on the need for the poet to be creative
in terms of his own individual nature, free from the burden of
mechanically impoaed rules. These socic-historical interests he

shares with Herder and several of his own contemporaries.

But in the psychological sccount which he gives of Shakespeare's
method of creating The Tempest, and in his claim that Shakespears
"abstracted tha rules for his plays from experience”,(14) Tieck is
closer to his English than to his German contemporaries, an essentiel
distinction which Lilian Furst's generalisations in her chapter on the
role of the imagination in Romantic literature do not permit her to

make. (15) Rudolf Haym rightly draws attention to the naturalistic

marvellous, in order to be appreciated as such, requires the
presence of the real -- in other words, of empirical reality.
14 Ibid., p. 38,

15 Furst, L. Romanticism In Perspective (1969), Chapter 2.
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elements in Tieck's commentary(16) -- elements which invoke an
empirical dimension foreign to the predominantly idealistic
speculations of his German contemporaries. But Tieck's essay on the
marvellous is perhaps too narrow in focus, and his Letters on
Shakespeare too "rambling and diffuse”, to use Wellek's terms,(17)
to drsw any conclusions about Tieck's theory of criticism. His

profound interest in stagecraft could perhaps, tc some extent,

account for the naturalistic el 1ts in his essay and for his interest
in theetrical illusi~n. Tieck's approach to Shakespeare, as reveuled
in his treatise, will be seen to have little in common with that of A.W.

Schiegel, the first major German critic to write on the romances.

in clear opgnsition to the Sturm und Drang conception of Shakespeare
as » wild untutored genius and symbol of aplendid artistic
lawiessness, A.W. Schiegel, in his Lectures or DJi-amatic Art and

.

Literature, emphasises Shakespeare's i artistry by drawing

attention to the "masterly skill” which he has displayed in thr
esconomy of his means, and the ‘dexterity with which he has disguised
his prepari‘ons” in The Tempest and in A Midsummer Night's
Dream.(18) In Cymbeline, Shakespeare, through his conscious
artistry, has successfully blended together "into one harmonious

whole the social manners of the newest times with olden heroic deeds,

16 "Schon die Art und Weise der Fragestellung indes verrit die
naturalistischen Begriffe, die er von der eigentlichen Aufgabe
der Dichtkunst sich gebildet hat" (Haym, R. Dic Romantische
Schule (1928), p. 56.

17 Wellek, R. op. cit. (Mol. 2), p. 95.

18 Schlegel, A.W. A Course of Lectur:s on Dramatic Art and
Literature (1846) (Originally composed !809-11), p. 393




and even with appearances of tha gods. (19) Shakespeare's art is
not fortuitous but the result of his masterful skill in subordinating

all disparate elements in his plays to the overall design or motif, in

balancing dialectical opposites so skilfully as to demonstrate Schlegei's
view of lite: 'ture as mediating be‘*weon the metaphysical and the

physical, the worid of fantasy and everyday reulity.

in The Tempest, "chivairous magnanimity” {[a court ides] and "virgin
openness of heart” [uncorrupted rural innocence] are united in the
characters of Ferdinand and Mirands; the "black falsehood of the two
usurpers is softened by the honest gossiping of the old and faithful
Gonzelo; Trinculo and Stephano... find a worthy associste in Caliban;

and Ariel hovers sweetly over the whole as the personified ge:ius

of the wonderful fable".(20) Aithough completely opposite, Caliban
and Ariel, to Schiegel, are “neither ... simpie aliegorical
personif cations but beings individually determined”.(21) Thus
Schlegel does not fall into the trap of treating The Tempest as an
elaborate allegory but appreciates it as a work of fantasy hovering
delicately between the world of the imagination, of fantasy, and the

real world, In The Winter's Tale

ideal poetry is placed side by side with the most
vuigar prose. Perdita's foster father and his son
sre made simple boors, that we may more
distinctly see how a!l that ennobles her belongs

19 ibid., p. 397.

20 Ibid., p. 395.

21 Ibid., pp. 395-86.
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only to harself. Autolycus, the merry pediar

and pickpocket, is ary to plete the

rustic feast, which Perdita on her part seems to
render meet for an assemblage of gods in

disguise™ . (22)

in Cymbeline, the two princes Guiderius and A: siragus "form a noble
contrast to Miranda and Perdita” and "show the superiority of the

natural over the artificial”.(23)

The subordinating of all elements to the overall design of the play,
Schiegel would seem to argue, justifies such departures from or
violations of neoclassical doctrine as the sixteen-year interval in The
Winter's Tole; the inexplicable nature of Leontes’s sudden, brutal

[P

j y; the pr of the "false and wicked quesn” (as a mers

instrument of the plot) and her stupid son Ciloten, to be disposed
of at the convenience of the dramatist once they have played their

part in the plot.

This blending of disparate el its in the R , as in the rest

of Shakespeare’'s works, is fully consistent with the demands of

Romantic art. As Schiege! argues in an earlier leciure,

“"The ancient art and poetry rigorously separate
things which are dissimilar; the Romantic
delights in indissoluble mixtures; all
22 ibid., p. 397.
23 Ibid., p. 398.
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contrarieties: nature and art, poetry and prose,
seriousness and  mirth, recollection  and
anticipation, spirituality and sensuality,
terrestrial and celestial, life and death, are by
it blended together in tha most intimate

combination". (24)

in Schi —al's perceptive comments on the romances, as on the plays
belonging . the rest of the ccnon, the skill and philosophical truth
of Shakespeare's characteriseti- 1 features prominently -- he is not
intent on giving 4 psycholoy zal exposition of Shakespsare's
characterisation. rospero is celeb.ated for his princely wisdom,
Ferdinand and Miranda for their moral superiority over ell the other
lesser characters. Imogen, in Cymbeline, is praised for her "chaste
tenderness, her softness and her virgin spirit, her boundless
resigration and  her magnanimity towards her  mistaken
husbend..."”;(25) the two princes, for the admirable manner in which
they exemplify the superiority of the natursl ovur the superficial.
Caliban is treated as a synthesis of antitheticel oualities -- a savage
whose understanding is rooted in melignity; a brute who is rude.
"malicious, cowardly, false and base” but without being vulgsr as
the low-comedy characters; a poatical being asistent with nimself,
with a language of his own, & monster ih.oughout inconceival.ly

consistent with himseif and profound, and, notwithstanding his

24 ibid., p. 342.

25 This echoes Eschenburg's question, "What can be gentler, more
captivating and, consequently, more true and natural than the
character of Imogen?”, See Eschenburg, J.J. Williom
Shakespeores Schausplele (1775), Vol. 111, p. 544,
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b {efulness, by no means hurtful to our feelings, as the honour of
human nature is untouched" -- and as a foil to the low-comedy

characters. (26)

These perceptive comments show that Schlegel's interest in
Shakespeara's characterisation takes its point of dsparture from the
morel traits invested in the characters and the skill with which
Shakespezre explores their natures as constituent elements of the
grand oversll design of the plays. This inductive spprosch leads to
» consideration of the plays as embodying a "profound view of the
inner life of nature and her mysterious springs” and as showing
poetry to be altogether incompatible with mechanical physics. In his
comments on The Winter's Tale, Schiegel drews attention to the
"fervent truth in the delineation of character and passion”, an
imaginative triumph which "transports ever manhood back to the
golden ags of imagination™. (27)

rhis imaginative achievement in the creation of such "wonderful and
fisating adventures”, has nothing to do with the “calculation of
possibilities” -- in orher words, the artist is fully justified in
violsting the so-called luws of probability and varisimilitude when "sil
ond at fast in universal joy”.(28) Schiegel shows himself to be fully
aware of those elementy of the plays which have led to their limited
acceptance and aven outright rejection by neoclassicists. in this

regard he draws attention te N of he and

26 Ibid., pp. 395-98.
27 ibid., p. 396.
28 Ibid., p. 396.
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aeological errors” in The Winter's Tale, the structural cleft between
the last two acts of the n»lay, the inexplicable -- and therefore
psychologically unmotivated -- jealousy of Leontes, the strange
admixture of fact and fantasy, the use of both poetry and prose,
and the presence of low-comedy cheracters in the play.(29) Thesc
‘flaws' are fully justified within the oversil framework of these
fanciful plays, "attractive and intelligible to childhood” on the one
hand, and profoundiy thought-provoking (by virtue of the fervent
truth in the aelinestion of character and passion) to grown-ups on

the other.(30)

From Schiegel's comments on the Romances a number of critical
principles can ba glesned, viz. his belief in the conscious artistry
underlying great art (in other words, his rejection of the Sturm und
Dreng conception of art as the sffusions of wild, untutored genius);
the superiority of organic form over mechanical form; his emphaesie
on Romantic character study and his unequivocsl rejection of the
neoclassical doctrine of the three unities. But, as Pascal rightly
points out, A.W. Sch’' . ' (together with Tieck) is the isast dogmatic
of the Romantic critics in that he does not lay down rules. The
slement of dogmatism whicti, after 1800, begins to appear i the form
of e search for highe: meaning, becomes increasingly clear in the

work of the other German critica discussed in this chapter.(31)

29 Ibid., p. 397,
30 /bid., p. 306.
N ;3“ Pascal, R. Shakespeare in Germony (1740-1815) (1937), p.
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Tha next critic after A.W. Schiegel to write in some detail on the
romances In particular is Franz Horn, whko pays tribute in his
commentaries to Schiegel for his brief survey of Shakespeere's
complete works. Altiough his overview of Shakespeare's critical
reception in Germany snd England and his commentaries on the
individual plays are by no means comparable to Schlegel's in critic~!
acumen, they do evince a sufficiently deep and wide acquaintance
with Shakespears's works to refute the harsh strictures with which
Gervinus attempts to discredit his work.(32) in a frank statement
of the criticel intention underiying his five volumes on Shakespesre,
Horn states that ** vim of his work is to give a modest and
sppreciative appr f the progress made in the critical reception
of Shakespeere s work, and io contritute his skzre to the criticsi
tradition by giving an account of what he has thought sbout
Shakespesre and learnt from him.{33) Acknowledging his inability to
give an authoritative account of the literary-historical influences

~~h combined to inform so many of Shakespeare's plays, Horn
« cines himself to an examination of the "inner character” of
Shakespeare's plays, of the “idea, the orgenism end individual

characters” by “critically rep-uducing that which was produced by

32 He claims, for example, - * ‘‘orn's "unqualified praise, coupled
with so much absurdity . an insult”. See Gervinus, G.G.
Shakespeare Commente - - :171), translated by F.E. Burnett,

p. 16. (The original G-« ». ext was first published in 1849).

33 "lich selbst will auf den. .- . Wege fortgehen und nach und nach
bescheidan mitteilen, - .nd zwar auf eine einfache, jedem
Denkenden verstindlich: Y- .se -- was ich Uber Shakespears den
Dichter gedacht und v «hm geiernt habs. Ich accentuire dieses
Wort hier besonders, um jede andere Forderung, die man etwa
michen  kénnte, abzulehnen.” (Horn, F. Shokespeares
Schouspiele Eridutert)(1823-1831), p. 40.
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the poet”.(34) It is, however, to be lamented that Hocn's stated
intention to examine the ~hilosophical themes underlying
Shakespeare's works as well as the organic structure of, and
characters in, his works is often so diluted by the main stream of
‘reproductive criticism' as to disappear asltogether. This s
particularly true of his commentary on Pericles, which fails to rise

above the level of a mere summary.

Horn demythologises Shakespeare by attempting to show that “postry
is not the exclusive pr~perty of & few individusls or an art secret
out a8 gift belonging to humanity”, and that the pleasure to be
derived from his work can beiong to ali psople if they sincerely strive
to appraciate it as the "very air we breathe and as the essence of
life".(35) From this utated conviction it follows that Horn is not
writing for s small, select group of Shakespeare specisiists, but for
the much wider audience of Shakespesre enthusiasts, and that his

aim is didactic.

Horn's commentary on The Tempest reflects thr romantic conception
of the literary work as 8 microcosm imajinatively reflecting
[idealised] human nature in all its different shades and nuances: the
universally appealing image of shipwreck and of life on a lonely islend

becomes the focai point of our ideas and dreams, longing end

34 "ich werde es lediglich zu thun haben mit dem inneren Wesen
der Shakespeare'schen Dramen: ich michte das Lesen derselben
aslien, weiche denken und empfinden ko und !
erleichtern, indem ich jene Werke einzein durchgoho, die ld«,
den Organismus und die einzeinen Charactere zu entwickeln
versuche: indem ich das durch den Dichter Producirte kritisch
reproducire. (/bid, p. 43).

35 Ibid., pp. 43-44,
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playfuiness, seriousness and love.(36) In the opening scene of the
play, sl levels of society, and such opposing qualities and conditions

as reverent age and blossoming youth, fear and jealousy, are

dramatically juxtaposed by the magic mirror of the poet's mind.(37)
The great success of Shakespeare's achiievement in this play, as in
several others, is due to his powerful imagination. It is through
Shakes; 2are’'s masterfu! c.rtrol over the fantasticsl elements in the
play that .sture bacomes synonymous with the wonderful, and the
wondacf il with nature(38) --- nature is presented as the grest
wonder controlled b+ Prospero, so thet all the other wonders ssem

compistely natural. That all imitations of the play have feiled, Horn

[P POY N} i inabi
t LJ ] ve

argues, is an indication of Shakespesrs's
achievemert in the play. it wouid seem that, in Horn, there is »
stronger emphasis on the role of the imagination than in Schiegel:
to Schiegel, poetry is speculstion through imagination, and mediates
between the real and the idesl, wheress, in Horn, it is the
imagination per se which fuses [my emphasis] external reality and
human nature. From these few introductory comments i foliows thet,

unlike in neoclassical criticism, the Romances are no innger subjected

to the demands of psychologicel verisimilitude but praised for

38 "Hier sind alle unsere Ahnungen und Triume, alle Sehnsucht und
Scherzhaftigkeit, aiie Ernst und alle Lisbe, mit denen wir je sine
solche Insel austattoten, zu einem grofien lisblichen Kunstwerk
vereinigt. (/bid., p.98) This is consistent with Pascal's premise
thet, after 1815, Shakespeare began to be studied for the depth
of his knowledge and for the artistry of his technique (Pascal,
R. op. cit., p. 36), although this trend is alresdy discernibie
in Schlegei's commentaries.

37 ibid., p. 98.

38 "... wo die Matur selbst zuin Wunder und das Wunder zur rlatur
geworden ist.” (/bid, p. 100)
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constituting an imagirati.e universe unshackied by the constraints

of realism.

As opposed to the particular physical world of his Dukedom, which
Prospero so fatefully neglucted in his sesrch for deeper spiritusl
knowledge embracing both love and fantasy, the enchanted island on
which he is able to practise his white magic, unrestrained by the
exigencies of life, affords him the much yearned for chance to perfect
his knowledge of and beneficent control over nature: "his knowledge
is enhanced, and Nature serves him, possibly because he has learnt
to know and love her more intimately”.(38) Nature is therefore not
seen as an essentially static external reality to be faithfully rendered
by the artist, but as s spiritual force infusing all things. of which
man is part. It is only as the spiritual centre of this enchanted

island that Prospero is able to realise his great humane wisdom.

Unlike the static, and therefore largely mechanicsl, supernatural
stage mechinery created by lesser writers, Shakespeare's creations
reveal the "varied and entertaining ways of dealing with the
supernetural”, particularly in The Tempest, where nature is
represented as tha greatest of wonders -- controlled, significantly
enough, by Prospero’s superior spirit -- (0 which all other wonders
are inferior. Both Ferdinand and Miranda are superior to the wonders
of nature: their greater wonder is that of the wonderful power of love

revealed by them. (40)

39 Ibid., p. 98.
40 Ibid., p. 112
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In The Winter's Tole, the wonderful fairy-tale of the play, Horn
argues, lives on in all seasons of the human spirit because it
"blossoms in the richest colours of Romantic poetry and envelops in
the most miraculous manner the listener, whose whole being is here
refreshed and satisfied". Referring to his use of the word magical
("zduberlich™), Horn stresses the need for an even more specific term
with which to characterise "the wonder of .he poet”, revealed even
more poignantly in this play than in The Tempest.(41) Since love can
ac longer flourish in the stifling wcild of the court, the poet
transports us into the "freedom of nature, under the blue sky, in
verdant forasts and tranquil valleys".(42) Horn writes, "It is with
pleasure that we follow the poet out of the now dark halls of the
king's palace, where now only remorse and pain reside, into the
freedom of nature”. After an interval of sixteen years, we meet
Perdita as a "pastoral flower queen, with Florizel at her feet". The
love that "unites their souls, is compounded of all the wonders of

idanl 1 13

the courage of early manhood and y lov B ient

chivalric nobility of character and pastoral gracefulness"(43)

Taking issue with Pope, Mrs Lennox, Johnson and Warburton, Horn

argues that their strictures are understandable if we bear in mind

41 Ibid., p. 16.
42 Ibid., p. 117.

43 "Wir sehen Perditen, nachdem wir sechzehn Jahre Ubersprungen
haben, wieder als schiferliche Kénigin, ja wenn man will als
Biumengbttin, und zu ihren FiiBen Florizel, den Sohn des
B8hmerkdnigs, der als Schifer verkleidet an dem liindlichen Feste
Theil nimmt, zu dessen Feier man jetzt zusammenkommt. Die
Liebe, welche beide Gemiither vereint, ist mit allem Zauber des
Junglingsmuthes und der Jungfrauenlieblichkeit, altritterlichen
Edelmuths und schiferlicher Zierlichkeit ausgestattet...” (/bid.,
p. 133)
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that almost no drama offenda against "philoscphical reality” as does
this play which is only concerned with the pure, eternal truth of
Naturs and love.(44) In view of the purple prose used, it is not

surprising that Horn fails to say what this pure, eternal truth ..

In his comments on Cymbeline, Horn would seem to use the
problematical term 'nature’ to refer to the best in human nature, to
that which is noble, natural and totally devoid of artifice. The
"language of the heart” -- for exampie, Imogen's utterances on
hearing from lachimo why she was summoned to Milford Haven -- Hern
arques, had been lost since the age of Louis xiv until it resppesred
again in Werthers Lelden. He adds that this loss is not only evident
in printed literary works but in life itself which, from the middie of
the seventeenth century, started becoming moribund until, in the
esighteenth century, bhaving lost the tone of nature ("Ton der
Natur”), the full roar of the stream ("Rauschen des Stroms"), it
could aimost no longer render deep thoughts and sentiments
appropriately.(45) The scenes in which imogen has disguised herseif
as a boy are rendered so faithful to [human] nature and so

artistically as to put a great deal of subsequent literature to shame.

In Horn's p-onouncenents there is a clear identification of the
spontanecus 3n” ‘ree ‘postry of the heart' with the natural and
unspoiled heauty of nature. In terms of Horn's arguments,

Shakespeare is therefore true not to the 'rules of literature’ but to

the best in human nature and life. And it was his singular

44 Ibid., p. N8.
45 /bid., pp. 163-64.
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achievement to render the wonde: of nature, and the wonderful in
human nature, most successfully in these last plays. The work of
art, ths poet's magic window to the world, becomes a reflection of
the best in human nature; and our critic's concern with the bard's
ability to achieve this is evidenced by the generous praise of

Shakespeare running through his commentaries.

It is what Lilian Furst aptly terms the “"transformation through the
craative imagination”(46) that affects the fusion of nature and human
nature, reslity and fancy, particularly in the romances. Horn

mentions Shakespeare's s at pending disbelief in these last

plays, but in his enumarstive criticism he unfcitunately makes no

attempt to systematically explore the manne: i Shakespeare

achieves this susp ion of disbelief or to ¢ nature is
rendered synonymous with the wonderful, and the wonderful with
nature. However, a hint may be given in his discussion of Caliban
and Ariel, whom ha regards as two of Shakespeare's most successful

fantastica' creations.

As @& strange hybrid, with something wonderfully stirring end
something absurdly elevated in his character, Caliban has "long since
been seen as tha inimitable creation of a powerful poetic fantasy; and
the more we regard him the more he satisfies our attention”.(47) We
are not told who Caliban's father was, but our fantasy has more than
enough to work on if we consider him as Sycorax’'s son. In Caliban
we have a strange mixture of devil, human being and animal; in the
46 Livian Furst, Romanticism in Perspective (1969), p. 67.

47 Franz Hor.., op. cit., p. 105.
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art of swearing he displays the highest virtuosity, using language
which is totally in character; he revels in abominations because they
relieve the monotony of his existence; and he loves disorder for its
own sake.(48) Even so, this ridiculously disgusting, weak monster
is delightful because the raider realises that he is neither essentially
dangerous nor nasty -- in fact, he is superior to Trinculo and
Stephano. He is endowed with poetic vurisimilitude in that the post
gives us his (Caliban’'s) history as a being who was once completely
ignorant and colossally uncouth and whose only human quality is his

love for his mother.(49)

As opposed to the earthly Caliban, Ariel is a spirit of the air [as
many a critic has pointed out with an air of authority, not realising
that the distinction derives from Schiegel], "charming and liberal,
but also roguish and even a little naughty”. Although indebted to
Prosperc for having set him free, he is not given to feelings of
gratitude -- in fact, it is only the knowledge that he will be set free
in two days' time that restores his “amiability”.(50) Unlike the
creations of inferior writers, Shakespeare's Ariel is totally convincing
imaginatively. Unfortunately, Horn does not attempt to expiors the
essential differences between their supernatural creations and
Shakespeare's, but engages in a brief, generalised and
unsubstantiated discussion of Nature as representing the great

wonder controlled by Prospero.

48 Ibid., pp. 105-107.
49 Ibid., p. 108.
50 /bid., p. 111,
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However, despite Horn's failure to explore the critical notions or
principles underlying his commentaries, it is possible to glean from
his brief statements on Caliban and Ariel that he regards them neither
as mechanical, supernatural devices nor as mere allegorical presences
within the framework of this poet'c drama, but as fully-rounded
imaginative creations with a verisimilitude of their own and as fusing
the reaims of fact and fiction, of the reel end the ideel, into a
credible whole. Horn .sould also seem to suggest that this delicate
balance is achieved because the smotions shown by the characters

are real even while the events depicted are unreal.

It is on the basis of th's fusion that Horn defends Shakespesre's
deiiberate violation of fact and of the unities in thase pleys,
particularly in The Winter's Tole. Shakespeare's violation of the
demand for geographical accuracy, Horn clearly states, is not due
to ignorance. Arguing that the fairy tale is not subject to the
demands of yeographical and topographical accuracy, that the world
of tha fairy tale has much in common with the world of dieams, in
which there are no clear barriers pertaining to time and place, Horn
states that the ’‘liberties’ taken by Shakespeare are completely
justified. In The Winter's Tale, the interval of sixtesn yeers betwcen
the third and fourth acts is easily bridged by letting Tims himself
eppear in a humorous appeal to the spectator to 'think away' the long
interval. Horn justifies this long interval by drawing attention to
ideal as opposed to real time.(51)

51 "Wer mit einer so gelihmten Phantasie behaftet ist, dafl er den
Gedanken der idealan Zeit nicht fassen kann, wird sich auch
durch die aristotelischen zehn bis vierundzwanzig Stunden wie
durch ein UbermaB bedringt fiihien, da er sich ja griindlich
bewufit ist, daB er hichstens drei Stunden auf einer Bank im
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in dealing with some of the other well-known necc!~ssical strictures
on the plays, Horn aiso emphasises the distinction between the real
world and ths imaginative universe constituted by the literary
artefact. It is Shakespsare's singular achievement that he is able
t0 render Leontes's sudden and inexplicable jealousy convincingly.
However, Horn's psychological account of Leontes's jesiousy is not
only uncritical but, by applying ths 'test of life’ to the character of
Leontes, Horn is actually violsting his basic premise that the
imaginative universe constructed by the post is subject to its own
rules. This dichotomy in his critical cutiook is also be found in some

of his other pronouncements.

Horn's critical commentaries on Shakespeare's characterisetion in the
romances are intarwoven with his many other pronouncements and
are only dealt with separately in this chapter for the sake of clarity.
Prospero is celebrated, it would seem, as the epitome of Renaissance
man, whose spirit strives for wisdom; whose mind, for love; and
whose fantasy longs for knowledge of nature. Although his morasl
sense earned him the love of his people before his banishment, it is
only on the magic island that he becomes Duke and father, thet which
he wes previously not. His knowledge prospers and Nature submits
to his beneficent control, possibly because he hes learnt to know and
love her more intimately than before.(52) Endowed with great wisdom,
and as the spiritual centre of the play, Prospero now knows how to

Theater sitze, weshalb er natiirlich eben so wenig zehn Stunden
als zehn Jahra einriumen kann. Indessen verstent es sich von
selbst, deB wir den Monolog der Zeit bei Sh. mit Dank
annehmen..."(Iibid., p. 122.)

52 "Sain Wissen gedeiht, die Natur gehorcht ihm, vielleicht weil er
sie inniger kennen und lisben lernt.” (ibid., p. 99)
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deal with friend and enemy alike, aithough his wisdom and goodness
of heart are often in conflict, Presparo emerges as a complete,
fully-rounded character and as a tribute to Shakespeare’'s power of

characterisation. (53)

If Prospero is the spiritual centre of the morasl universe created by
Shakesgears in this play, then Mirends is one of his loveliest
creations: life-loving, gracious and exquisite in her love for
Ferdinand. In these tenderly portrayed scenes between Mirands and
Ferdinand, Horn further claims, the world becomes fable end love
the only truth.(54) in fact, their worid bacomes supsrior to the
wonder in nature, since the mainspring of the world is their love for

sach other.(55)

Another character in The Tempest who is celebrated for his
satubriousness and goodness of heart is the old courtisr Gonzalo,
who single-mindedly pursues his seif-imposed task of searching for
his friends. Horr argues that it is due to these moraily beeutiful

crestions of Shakespeare's that the spectator is filled with the "pure

53 "So haben wir hier einen volistindigen Character vor uns, we
vielleicht tausend andere Dichter uns nichts wiirden gegeben
haben ais das Prunkbild eines weisen gekrankten und
verzeihend h de qualite qui s'est retire du monde'".
(Ibid., pp. 101-102)

54 "Die Welt wird zur Fabel .nd die Lisbe erscheint ais aliein
Wahrheit”. (/bid., p. 103)

55 "Ferdinand und Miranda sind ohne sichtbaren Zauberstab und
ohne weitlliufig Anstaiten den Naturwundern véllig Uberlegen und
sie | sich d Ib bloB als ein ergdtiiches Schauspiel
gefallen, denn das hichste Wunder ist in ihrer esigenen Brust:
die Liebe, die rein menschlich und eben deshalb gittiiche."
(lbid., p. 112.)
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poetry of nature 2 <1 'he snirit".(56) This effect, Hurn argues,
is not disvipated by e "sinful persons” in the play, because they
remain "mercly ridiculous, incffectual, and with the cause of their
spiritusl drunkenness aslways visible in their hands”. As ridiculous
characters in & play in which the protagunist's power is more than
adequete to deal with their vagaries, they are not as evil as in real
life, not sufficiently evil to inspire feer, and mersly wretched and

objectionable morally. (57)

in his largely psychologicel initial tary on Leontes in The
Winter's Tole, Horn would seam to be confusing fantasy end realism:
queting Mamillius's words "a sad tale's best for winter” to emphasise
the unresl, fairy-tale astmosphere of the play, Horn nevertheless
embarks on a psychological defence of Leontes’s actions, vhich
invokes the demand for verisimilitude of cheracter. Experienzing
himseif to be both spiritually and linguistically inferior to his friend
Polixenes, Leontes is said to bacome incressingly snvious of his friend
in the course of the letter's nine-month visit, until envy makes way
for active hatred.(58) These initiel commants Horn generalizes into
8 moralistic consideration of the "spiritual darkness” that eventuaily
sets in to obhscure Leontes’'s heart and fantesy, arguing that,
asithough a trace of ressonableness is however evident in his decision
to send a dispatch to the Delphic Oracle, "someone who has stoopad
so low” can only regain respect and love if his sense of remorse in
"thown to he permanent and if he never cesies to experience ths
58 /bid., p. 113

57 Ibid., p. 104.

58 Ibid., p. 123.
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unending pain caused by the loss of his spiritual dignity”.(59) And
in the last act he is indeed so gentle that the reade: responds with
anger to Paulina for having deprivad Leontes of his beloved wife for
s0o many years. But in the end this painting is soc consistent and
coherent that only the "arrogant and spiritually barren Lennox could
see it fit to criticise the poet”.(60) According to Horn, therefore,
aspects of Shakesp .re's characterisation that are unacceptable to »
critic demanding verisimilitude are fully justified in terms of the

overall organic conception c¢f the work in question.

Two female characters who qualify for special praise ars Hermione in

The Winter's Tole and imog in Cymbeline. Horn singles out

Hermione for her moral excellence: her purity of soul is such that
she is even incepable of understending the question of infidelity.
The manner in which she suffers the terrible accusastions flung st

her is totally convincing:

"she suffers the accusations with equanimity,
until she is informed of the death of her son.
Her collapse is essentially different from the
fainting fits experienced by most princesses in

French tragedies. Only miraculous strength of

59 “"Wer aber so tief gefailen ist wie Leontes, der kann zwar durch
tiefe, flammende Reue unser Mitleiden gewinnen: doch Achtung
und Liebe kann er nur zuriickerwerben, wenn dieses Geflhi
dauernd sich zeigt und er nie aufhért den unendlichen Schmerz
uzbsornd)io veriorne Seelenswiirde zu empfinden.” (/bid., pp.
126-27.

60 "So ist denn in diesem Gemi.Jde alies folgerichtig und
zusammenhingend, und nur die hochmlitige Lennox konnte in
ihror1Gohtnd0rro hies gegen den Dichter auftreten.” (/bid.,
p. 127)
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charactar car ve her, and .vu realise only too
well that after st has suffered such pain even
a fifteen-ysar pericc of rest and ioneliness in

Paulina’'s home could be besrable”.(61)

in Cymbeline, Imogen not only possesses beauty and charm, but
combines these qualities with the besuty of a virtuous life. Secure
in herseif, she knows the people with whom Fate brings her into
contact for what they are; and even in her moments ot greatest pain
caused by her father's trestment of her does she respond not with
anger but with sadness. She even suffers Cloten's coarse and
distasteful advances with courtesy, until he attacks her husbend. (62)
But in spite of her angry response to Cioten's insuits, she is
essentially gentie and loving. Horn argues that her words show ner
to be so deeply inspired by nature, love and pain, that even
Richardson praises the language of love used by her. In the pastoral
scenes, where she appears dressed es a boy, the wonder of her
prasence is sufficient to earn her the immediate liking of the people
she encounters. According to Horn, Imogen is one of the finest,

most neturel end deep characters ever created.(63)

61 "Sie hilt sich aufrecht bis zu dem Moment, wo inr der Tod ihres
Sohnes berichtet wird, und die Onmacht in dia sie dann sinkt,
ist von ganz anderer Art, als die der meisten franzlsischen
Tragidien-Prinzessinnen. Nur sine Wunderihnliche
Characterstirke konnte sie retten, und wohl begreifen wir, deff
nach  soichen Schmerzen wie sie ertrug, selbst eine
funfzehnjlihrige Ruhs und Einsamkeit in Paulinens Wohnung ihr
ertriglich sein konnte.” (/bid., p. 131.)

62 /bid., p. 155.
63 ibid., pp. 157-60.
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1. his commentaries on The Winter's Tale Horn demonstrates his
organic conception of the worl of art and praises Shakespeare for

having created works in which all elements are in perfect harmony:

"if we imagine the tone and coiour, for example,
in the last act to be different from what it is;
if we force just one character out of his part;
if, for example, we consider the relationship
between Florizel and Perdita to be more pathetic;
if we depict the suffering occasioned her by the
king’'s wrath to be deeper than it is ...

everything is spoilt”. (64)

The first three acts of the play, he claims, constitute a “horrible
and disturbing painting without the last two; [and] the last two lose
tneir deaper idyllic wonder without the first three”.(65) He does
concede that some editing could be done, but stresses that, in his
opinion, The Winter's Tale is one of Shakespeare’'s most successful
pleys  d-amatically. Unfortunately his statements remain

unsubstantiated.

64 “Hier ist der Punkt, wo wir Shakespeare immer nur zu rihmen,
i» im hiichsten Grade zu rilhmen haben. Denken wir uns Ton
und Farde, z.B. nur in den letzten Acten des Wintermirchens,
anders, ja ricken wir nur eine Person aus ihrer Stells, nehmen
wir z.8. das Verhiitnis zwischen Fiorizei und Perdits
pathetischer, malen wir ihr Leiden bei dem Zorn des Kinigs tiefer
aus, ... so ist alles verderbt.” (/bid., pp. 136-127)

65 "Die drei ersten Acte bilden ohne die zwei letzten ein
schaukrliches unberuhigendes Gemilde; die zwei letzten ohne die
darei eruiten verlieren den tiefern idyllischen Zauber." (/bid.,
p 145)
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Although it is not the function of this essay to undertake a critical
assessment of the merits or failings of individual critics, it must be
remarked that Horn's Commentaries are ofter diffuse and vague; that
the critical principles underlying his many and varied effusicns a-e

haddad

sometimes s¢ deeply in ping generalisatiors as to make

their extraction difficult; and that he occasionally lapses into
sentimantality and purple prose. But in spite of these failings, his
comments on the work of art as constituting an imaginative reflection
of human nature; his discussion of Shakespeare's ability to render
nature and the wonderful synonymous in the Romances by means of
his powesrful imagination; his defence of S-.akespeare’s deliberate
violation of the unities and the demands of realism in these plays
particularly; and his concern with an organic conception of literature
== all these points, although not explored in sufficient depth, are
worthy of serious consideration. That his criticism amounts to little

more than an insuit, as Gervinus claims, is neither fair nor just.

The last two German critics of note to be discussed in this chapter
are Ulrici and Nervinus. The importance of their contribution to the
history of Shakespearean criticism is evident from isaacs's statement
that "... in Germany Hermann Ulrici and G.G. Gervinus were the
chief buiiders of a Shakespeare whose pattern of growth could be
traced in well-marked successive periods™.(66) He further points out
that “"the first serious attempts to present Shakespeare as a whole"

were made by these two critics from 1839 to 1847, adding that

66 lsaacs, J. "From Coleridge to the Present Day"” in A Companion
to Shakespeare Studies (1534) (edited by Granville-Barker, H.
and Harrison, G.B.), p. 30.
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“this was so marked that it can be truthfully
said, anJ it was emphatically said by Furnivall
in his prospectus of the New Shakspere [sic]
Society, 'It is a disgrace to Sngland, that ...
no book by an Englishman exists which desls in
any worthy manner with Shakspere as & whole’,
and this was true until Dowden's Shakspere: His
Mind end Art, 1875, which acknowledges a heavy
debt to the Germans".(67)

In his perceptive comments on The Winter's Tale, The Tempest and
Cymbeline, Ulrici in each instance takes his point of departure from
the title of the play as representing the centra! idea from which the
course of tne action and deeper symbolic significance of the play
derive. The importance of the leading idea of each play was already
stressed by A.W. Schiegel, but it is only in Ulrici and Gervinus that
this concern leads to a conceptualistic approsch to the plays that fails
to trest them as poetic works. Ulrici's detailed examination of the

supposedly symbolic structure of the play is a new development in

the trend in the Romantic criticism of Shakespeare's R
outlined in this chapter, although the pervasive concern with

symbolism can also be traced back to A.W. Schlegel, at least.

Once again, the organic conception of 8 work of art which, in German
criticism, can be traced back to Herder, and which is a pervasive
concern in the critical writings of all the German critics examined in
this chapter, is the leading ides around which all the other features

67 /bld., p. 318.

138




#

\wf

are arranged, a feature which is stressed more by Ulrici and
Gervinus than by the other German critics discussed in this chapter.
Unlike Horn, whose criticism does not go beyond the appraisal of the
morel quslities invested in the central characters, Ulrici develops hit
symbolic discussion of the plays into an elaborate metaphysical and
profoundly thought-provoking perspective of them. His clarity of
thought and expression, persussive and unlaboured asrgumentation,
concentration on essentials, and depth of insight render the study
of his work both enjoyable and rewarding. It must, however, be
noted that his overriding concern with the leading idea as the centre
of each play involves treating it more es a philosophicsl than as a

poetical entity.

In his discussion of The Winter's Tale, Ulrici regards the pley as a
Shakespearsan fairy-tale [sithough he does not go to the extent of
squating thn fairy-tale with the poetic, es Novalis does}, (68) arguing
that zs far as the general features of the action are concerned, they
are in sccordance with reslity, whereas tha individual faatures of the
play are notably fantastic and characterized by chancs and caprice.
He further argues thet the supremacy of outer chence is thet which
gives the fairy-tale quality to the play, since outer chence is
essential to the fairy-tale as a ruling principle based on a mystic view
of life which sees outward ci.cumstance as the manitestation of the
deep, unrevealable mystery.(69) He then suggests that, in the play,

the wonderful or fairytale-like is presented not so much outwardly

68 See Wellek, R. op. cit. (Vol. 2), p. 84.
69 Ulrici, H. Shokespeares Dramatische Kunst (1868), pp. 224-26
(This work was first published in 1839).
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as in terms of its inner, ideal nature and content, and that it exists

in the play in the incomprehensibility of outward chance and its

mysterious relation to the deeds and fates of the leading characters.

Having commented on the general and individual features which The

Winter's Tale has in common with the fairy-tale, Uirici generalizes

his argument to claim that in this play Shakcspeare wanted to

"hold the mirror up to nature, to show the body
of time the imprint of its form -- that is, he
wanted to show that, from a certain perspective,
life itself appears as a strange, serane and yet

eerie winter's tals ..."(70)

and that it becomes this only by the mysterious veil covering the

force of chance, which is spread out over the whole.(71) Essentially,

the spirit of the play is cheerful, because we realise that light will

triumph over darkness, good over bad.

This conception of life as a winter's tale should not necessarily be

taken to be a compiete and absolute truth because, according to

Ulrici, it was Shakespeare's intention to set forward oniy one little

regarded element of the whole by illustrating the profound truth that

n

"Er wollte such hier 'der Natur gleichsam den Spiegel vorhalten’,
‘dem Kérper der Zeit den Abdruck seiner Gestait zeigen' -- d.h.
er wolite zeigen, daB von einem gewissen Gesichtspunkte aus das
Leben seibst ‘wie ein seitsames, heiterss zugleich und
schsueriiches Wintermirchen erscheint ..." /bid., p. 228.

itd., p. 229.
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"life does not simply represent itself to man as
a bright, cheerful and claarly transparent
summer day, but that a mysterious, not
completely removable veil envelops it, that a dark
and not always identifiable power governs

it". (72)

Ulrici not only attributes a philosophical intention to Shakespeare but
gives an ethical dimension to his argument when he cleims that man
can only protect himself against this force by strictly observing the
ethical iaws of the wurld; that by giving free reign to passion and
lack of seif-control man falls victim to chance to become a mere
plaything in her hands. That our play ends happily, Ulrici argues,
is due to the comic spirit of the play as a whole.(73)

The departures from (e credible, the violations of the unities of time
and place, the seemingly unrelated strands of the action -- all these
are only fully sxplicable in terms of the conception of the play as a
fairy-tale. Any attempt to regard the play from the point of view
of the historian would result in the belief that the twe parts of the
play were unrelated and that the action was insufficiently motivated
-- that is, improbable.(74) From these comments it is clear that Ulrici
implicitly rejects the demand for realism as essential to the drama.

72 "Und in der That birgt sich in dieser Lebensansicht die tiefe
Wahrheit, dafl das Laben keineswegs blos wie ein heller, heiterer
Sommertag in reiner Durchsichtigkeit und offener Klarheit dem
Menschen vorliegt, sondern daf ein geheimnisvoller, nicht véllig
zu lichtender Schieier es umzieht.” Ibid., pp. 229-30.

73 Ibid., p. 230.
ibid., pp. 231-32.
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Ulrict stresses that the characters are arranged in a manner that
brings out the differences and parallels Letwsen them as well as their
larger groupings within the play, and that they act in terms of the
spirit of the whole. This organic conception of the play, in which
all seemingly discordant elements are ideally synthesised, is a
pervasive theme in the romantic criticism of Shakespeare's Romances

by all the German critics discussed in this chapter.

it is only in his detailed and penetra.ing commentary on The Tempest
that the full force of Ulrici's symbolic approach, culminating in a
complete metaphys' .u! structure for the play, becomes evident. By
far the most detsiled analysis of any one of the romances, his
commentary on The Tempest takes its point of departure from the title
of the play as s symbol of a complex poetic world embracing the real
and tha ideal and serving as an analogy to the resl worid.(75) The
Tempest, Ulrici axplicitly states, is not a fairly-tale, from which one
can deducs that, in his estimation, it is not to be taken much more
seriously than The Winter's Tale. Explaining that the poetic werld
of The Tempest embraces both the real [the reasonable and

predictable, pr bly] and the idesl [the fantastic, the

wonderful], ha argues that The Tempest is not a fairy-tale, because

the fairy-tale only moves in the realm of the ideal, which, on its own,

serves to conceal reslity. Since The Temp is P ded of both
theae realms, the ideal exists and is meaningful only in terms of the

[N

real and therefore

symbolical . (76) The  Marxist

base-superstructure model could to a limited extent serve to examplify

75 Ibid., p. 236.
76 /bid., pp. 237-39.
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the reiationship batwaen the two realms as Ulrici conceives of them,
provided that no strict causal relationship is assumed. The play's
centre of gravity is to be found in the real world, in which familiar
characters are depicted as subject to laws and customs, but who also
interact with the ideal world in which the laws of nature are
suspended and in which everything contradicts everyday experience.
Ulrici makes it clear that this double verspective clearly distinguishes
The Tempest from the fairy-tale, and that it is essential to maintain
this double perspective of the interpenetration of the real and the
ideal, if one is to understand the play.(77) To ground the play to
some extent in reality, Ulrici argues, Shakespesrs makes use of
reali y of detail in the storm scene (which is real and magical at the
same time) and individualises the characters by giving them
personality and a personal history. The interaction between the real
and the idea! is further suggested by the characters’ unusual, almost
humorous response to calamity in the first scene, by the unres!
quality of the foolishness and moral weskness exhibited by the
characters from the resl world, and by ‘he reality and magic of
Miranda's falling asleep.(78) Real action and accurate concrete detail
are interrelated with happenings strange and wonderful. The gradual
movement of the action away from the real to the ideal crosses the
Rubicon with Prospero’s strange tale, which still has its basis in
reality, and with the introduction of the spirit world that ha
commands. In terms of Ulrici's interpretation, Prosperc is then by
implication the central mediating force between the real and the ides!
worid.

77 ibid., p. 236.

78 Ibid., pp. 243-45.




The interaction between the characters and the spirita in the play
is the resuit of the characters losing control over themselves and over
outer reality because of their own foolishness, thereby falling victim
to chance, to the personified forces of nature represented in the play
by Ariel and the lesser spirits under his command, all of whom have
nothing in common with reality, with the resuit that they are also
indifferent to man's lot. The real reason for the characters' falling
victim to passion and instinct, Ulrici stresses, is to be found in the
fack of ethical principle characteriring their actions. Although too
lengthy to reproduce here, Ulrici's discussion of the action in terms
of this movement from the real to the ideal, and the interaction
between the tragic and the comic until all confusion is disentangled
("die Entwirrung nach der Verwirrung") and all ends in reconciliation

and forgiveness, is most readable.

At the beginning of this discussion on The Tempest it was said that
Ulrici takes his point of departure from the title of the pley. The
storm, then, is the central point which serves to contrast and

combine the most heterogeneous elements in the play:

"Happiness and unhappiness, virtue and vice,

misdeeds and charitable actions, sudden

gnancy and equally s

dd remorse, the
height of human nobility and dignity together
with the deepest depravity, the highest purity
and innocence side by side with almost brutish
coarseness and sensuality, tragic seriousness
and gay laughter, princely sovereignty and

common servitude, magic and wondars amidst
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everyday reality -- indeed, the extreme end of

humanity a oear bound up in one knot".(79)

The violent movement suggested by the title and which characterised
the action is called forth by these heterogeneous, antithetical
eluments in the play, presumably struggling for resolution. As U}, -
points out, at the very outset of the action we are aiready shown life
and desth locked in a fierce struggle. The restiess movement also
takes possession of those characters who have been typified earlier
on as having lost control over themselves, and both the inner and
outer actions are characterized by a rise and fall. This movement
Ulrici generalizes to symbolise human life in general and claims that
this is what(80) Shakespeare intended to show in The Tempest. He
argues that this central idea of life as baing buffeted about as if by
a storm would explsin the title of the play, the nature of the
characterisation, the content and development of the action, end tne
intervention of the supernatural.(81) Prospero’s magic is the moving

force, and the magical beings ded by him are reslly only the

fantastic, symbolic forms of the mysterious forces of nature which
influence human life. They are furthermore said to be enormously

powerful instruments in the hands of Fate and, as such, therefore

79 "Glick und Ungliick, Tugend und Laster, Verbrechen und
Wohitaten, rasche Bosheit und eben so rasche Reue, die Spitze
menschiicher Hoheit und Wiirde neben der tiefen Verworfenheit,
héchste Reinheit und Unschuid neben halb- tcoruchor Rohhoit und
Lusternheit, tragischer Ernst und aL
Fiirstenherschafft und Knechtsdienst, Zaubersi und Wundor
inmitten der alltiglichen Wirkiichkeit, -- in der That die
#ullarsten Enden der Menschheit scheinen in einen Knoten
zusammengekniipft”. Ibid., pp. 256-57.

80 Ibid., pp. 257-60.
81 Ibid., pp 261-62.
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tiso the personified plans of Fate responsible for chance and
fortune. (82) The struggle between good and bad is therefore the

pivot of the play.

From what has been said so far, it is clear that Ulrici conceives of

the poetic universe of the play as log to or symbolic of life,
resl ard wonderful at the same time, buffeted about by the forces
of nature, and safe only to those characters secure in their ethical
convictions and conduct. In terms of this metaphysicsi interpretation
of the play, Ulrici would seen to suggest a metaphyaical chain of
being ranging from Caliban at the bottom to Prosperc st the top.(83)
in keeping with the symbolic interpretation which he has given of
the play so far, Ulrici argues that Prospero is the personified force
of virtue, a "representative of one of the powerful spirits of nature”,
one of the "geniuses of humanity entrusted with determining the

course of destiny”. In the course of the action, the specttor is

shown that "only those ideas informed by ethical derations renew
the life of the individual and bring about spiritusl rebirth”.(84) The
evil end misguided characters in the play, who had in fact occasioned
the tempest by their misdeeds, are punished, which is the sole

purpose of the action of the play as a whole, according to Ulrici.

The storms of life, as The Tempest ciesriy demonstrstes, come not
from within but from without, from "inner discord, from the perennial
struggle between the good and the bad”, and the real content of the
82 Ibid., p. 264.

83 Ibid., pp. 265-66.

84 /bid., pp. 264-65.
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play is that the characters have not only "lost their outer happiness

of life, but “ave lost and found thonselves".

The question of genre is one that is fraught with some perplexity
for the critics whose work on the Romances is examined in this
chapter. In the absence of the modern classifying term "romance”,
they jeneraily refer to the Romances as "dramas (Schauspiele”) to
denote a genre somewhere in between tragedy and comedy und yet
different from tragicomedy. Although the differences between the
tragicomedies and the romances are nowhere worked out, these critics
in their discussions of the plays all touch on ti.c essentiel attributes
associated with the genre. For example, Ulirici's description of those
features which make Cymbeline thoroughly Romantic in character also
holds good for the other plays: he draws attention to the changing
scanery, strange and discordant elements, fantastic and wonderful
happenings together with their complication and resolution, and the
sudden intervention of the supernatural, claiming that only on the
basis of Romantic postry was this synthesis possible. These comments

actually imply 8 whole body of romantic dramatic criticism.

In his commentaries on all threa plays, Ulrici stresses that tha
mainspring of the action is dramatic in nature: it is largely due to
the characters of the main persons in the play and the intrigues that
result from their interaction that the action takes tha course it does.
In other words, Ulrici, together with the other critics discussed in
this chapter, believes thet action derives from character, and from
characters in interaction. The structure of the action resulting from
this interaction serves to exemplify the main idea of ths play. In

Cymbsline, tha queer’'s slanderous intrigue; lachimo's siyness and
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fraudulent behaviour; Posthumus's decision to murder his wife while
he is overcome 'with despair and revenge; Pisanio's honest but
ili-fated intrigue -- all these complications only serve to exemplify
Shakespeare's belief that man is not completely in control of his own
destiny, aithough love, loyaity and unsullied purity of mind triumph
in the end. In this view, tha representation arranges itself to
exemplify the struggle between good and bad, with the two poles of
the antithesis being represented on the one side by the queen and
Cloten, and imogen and Posthumus on the other. At the centre of
the two actions is Cymbeline himself as the static cause of ali that
harpens in the play -- as the resting centre of the play, he
nevertheless influences, through his indolence and failure to do his
duty, the destinies of the oth.r characters. [Ulrici does not share
Gervinus's enthus.astic praise of Cymbeline, but echoes Coleridge's,
Tieck's and Knight's belief that the play had been attempted in
Shakespeare's youth and that he reworked it towards the end of his
life. | (83)

The reason wh, Uirici's commentary on Pericies has not been
discussed together with the other plays is that it is atmost exclusively
of a textual nature. A ‘hough he shares Gervinus's view of Pericles
as an early play, he argues that Shakespears remodelied it towards
the end of his life, end rightly asks why, if the play in its originat
form was so wretched as made out to be, Shakespearse, "in the fuil
maturity of his judgement”, shouid have spe t time and trouble on
80 miserable a production”.(86) He arguass that Peric/es is not the
85 Jbid., p. 3983.

86 Ibid., p. 55.
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clumsy, mechanical piece it is made out to be, and that the action
is by no means unmotivated: the "motives which Shakespeare
introduces into the drama” to give action and movement to the play
"correspond perfectly with the semi-epic structure and with the
thoroughly Romar . : basis of the whole”.(87) In conclusion, he
argues that Pericles is much less than a d~ama than a dramatised
narrative, thoroughly epic in colouring, tha*t the characters, although
lacking in roundness, are well delineated and with an innar life of
their own, and that the action as a whole is held together by the
thread of a leading idea. The only ‘fauit’ of the play is that it is
more epic than dramatic, which accounts for the general looseness
of the action. In the following discussion of Gervinus's contribution
it will become clear that he shares Ulrici's view ¢* the interpenetration
of action and character as well as his concern with the unifying
function of the leading idea in a play. It will also be seen to what

extremes this concern with a leading idea can be taken.

Gervinus's critical commeutaries on the Romances, which tostify to
thorough and searching scholarship, marks a ciear shift away from
the empiricism associated with Aristotelian criticism, although
remnants of a belated neoclassicism can still be found in some of
them.(88) That is to say, Aristotie's law of the primacy of action is
enlarged to inciude an interpetietration of action and character, of
which character is the more important. The characters are

furthermore not merely imitations of nature but, as beings deriving

87 Ibid., pp. 57-58.
88 Gervinus, G.G. Shakespeore Commentaries (1847)., See, for
example, his discussion on The Winter's Tale, p. 802f.
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from nature, aiso representatives of a whole class of men, thereby
constituting a blending of the particular and the general. This
argument leads him to postul.te the maxim that the idea which
"penetrates” the chief character also rules the whole action, (89)
which clearly introduces an idealistic -- and more specifically, a
Piatonic -- strain into his approsch to Shakespeare. Unity of ides,
the intellectual centre of Shakespears’'s work, Gervinus would seem

to argue, is the great synthesising agent, combining all the dialectical

and discordant el 1ts in Shakespeare's work. Shakespeare's moral
view, which carresponds to the inteliectual centre of each work,
shows man to be born with the abi. 'ty for self-determination ....d
self-government, as well as with the capacity for receiving and
developing virtue through active exposure %o struggles and
temptations. In the end, Shakespeare's art combines "imagination
and sober judgement”, the "labour of experience and the freshness
of soul”, and the "reason of sge and the youth of the heart” in an
ideal synthesis.(90) Gervinus's pronouncements on the Romances,
which will be examined in the following pages, clearly reveal the
idealistic nature of his responses tc Shakespeare, as well as his

symbolistic and dialectical view of art.

The first Romance that Gervinus discusses, albeit ever so briefly,
is Pericles. Quoting Dryden, he also subscribes to the view that it
is an early play, and attributes the genesis of this "fantastic, rude,

and badiy versified play” to Shakespeare's desire to "do homage to

89 /bid., p. 853.
90 /oid., p. 9.
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the multitude”.(91) In his very brief commentary on the play,
Gervinus voices his most fundamental objection to the play: the
absenca of any unity of ideas to "unite the parts of the play".(92)
Although the idea of “representing the passion of revenge...is
adhered to in its repeated gratification”, giving rise to the moral
lesson of the contrast between chastity and unchastity, the "middie

scenes of the play have no connection with this idea”.(83)

in his determination to dismiss Pericles as a bad piay, Gervinus aligns
himself with those English critics who share his assessment of the
play. Altnough these pronouncements are consistent with the main
body of Gervinus's critical theories, they are too superficial to
warrant such s summary dismiss - - the play. They really only serve
to reveal tha full extent anu :...urdity of his insistence on the
centrality of idea as the uitimate test of artistic merit. With Pericles
out of the way, Gervinus embarks on a detailed and searching
analysis of the rcmaining plays in terms of his central critical tenets.
Since Gervinus's commentaries on Cymbeiine, are more detailed than
those on the other Romances and clearly exemplify his approach to
Shakespeare, they will be discussed in detail in this chapter. iIn
Cymbeline, Gervinus distinguishes three parts: the first, a minor
part which he does not discuss, concerns the "dispute about the
tribute and the war between Britain and Rome”; the second, the fate

of Cymbeline’'s sons; and the third, the plot agasinat Imogen.

91 Jbid., p. 106.

92 This observation was aiready made by J.J. Eschenburg in 1782,
See his William Shakespeares Schauspiele (Vol. 13}, pp. A16ff.

93 /bid., p. 108.
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According to Gervinus, no formal unity is distinguishable between
the three different actions and, at a first glance, also little ides!
unity. Howaver, on a closer examination of ths "internal nature of

the different parts and tha motives underlying them,

“we shall see at once persons and actions forming
themselves like crystals into a fixed figure; we
shall catch the idea which links them together,
and, comparing the Idea and the mode of
carrying it out, we shsll obtein clearer
elucidation of the whole, and we shall perceive
a work of art, the compass of which widens and
the background [of which] deepens in such a
manner that we cen only compare it with the most
excellent of all that Shakespesrs has

produced”. (94)

In order to approach the ideal unity underlying the different parta
of the play, Gervinus embarks on a critical discussion of ths main
parts -- the actions involving Belarius and the king's sons and,
secondly, Leonatus and Imogen -- in terms of his critical tenet
referred to earlier on, viz. that in Shakespeare there is an
interpenetration of action and character. At this point it becomes
necessary to diverge for a moment to explain what Gervinus has in

mind.

94 Ibid., p. 647.
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Gervinus claims that, in Shakespeare, we have an sniargement of
Aristotie’'s essential rule of unity of action -- which, he claims, many
of Shakespeare's foilowers have imitated mechanically at the expense
of an in~er law -- to include unity of character. Since there is no
unity of action to be discerned in a number of those Shakespearean
plays which contain a two-fold action, it is reasonable to deduce that
Shakespsare eithsr had to abandon Aristotie’'s law completely or
enlarge it, and that he did enlarge it is evidant from the fact that
in his works character and action penetrate each other completely.
He proceeds to point out the obvious, viz. that dramatic action
inevitobly involves characterisation, however weak, and that no
“character could be dramatically developed without action”.
Consequently, in a Shakespeareen theory of poetry -- in contrast
but not in contradiction to the Aristotelian -- character, as the cause

of the action, is more important, which explains why "Shakespeare's

characters have always been his greatest glory”.(95) Gervinus
nowhere mentions that the distinction between unity of action as being
Aristotelian, and the unity of character as being typically English,
was alreadv made by A.W. Schliegel and given point to later by
Gerstenberg. (896) The disproportionate stress which Gervinus puts
on action and character explains the comparstive brevity of his
comments on Pericles and also on The Tempest, of which he remarks
(not without disappointment) that it contains very little action. (97)
It furthermore explains his inability to appreciate The Tempest as »
poetic drama.

95 Ibid., pp. 847-49.

96 See R. Pascal, op. cit., pp. 4-9.

97 Gervinus, G.G. op. cit., p. 788,

153




Although there is no evidenrs of any formal or deliberate attempt
by Gervinus to juxtapose dialectical opposites, his discussion of the
first main action of Cymbeline shows him to be aware of the dialectical
contrasts inherent in the action. On falling victim to calumny, the
guiltiess and faithful old warrior Beiarius abandons the active world
of the court -- associated with usury, vainglorious ambition and
corruption in general -- for a life of simple-hearted goodness close
to nature together with the weak king's two sons, whom he abducted
to protect them from the corruption of the court. But ‘he two boys
soon find the simple rural life that Belarius prefers in his old age
too narrow and lacking in temptations and challenges (which ere to
be found at the king's court) to be at all fulfilling, with the resuit
that their characters initiate a series of events (although not
completely of their own doing) whi~h cause them to gravitate away
from the world of the cavern. The dichotomy between court and
cavern, Gervinus would seem to imply, is alreedy inherent in the
characters of the two boys, who are said to possess the dialectically
opposite qualities of gentleness and strength, modesty and ambition,
candour and obstinate daring.{98) Further contrasts exist between
the two boys themselves -- Guidarius is hasty and passionate;
Arviragus, more tender and gentle -- and between their soft,
thoughtful and tender service to Fidele and their manly, impetuous
rush into battle. Gervinus would seem to argue that, since character
is destiny, that ¢, Cymbeline is ultimately responsible for the
movement away from the court, and those of the twn boys for their
turning-away from the worid of the cavern. In his conments on
Prospero in The Tempest, Gervinus aiso attributes the action to a

98 Ibid., p. 648.
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flaw in tha white magician's character, pointing out how his
“proneness to intellectual things" caused him to neglect and forfeit
his dukedom.(99) Gervinus's love of contrasts and their synthesis
is further evident from his characterisation of Prospero as a man
whose better nature conquers his wrath, whose virtue overcomes his
revenge, whose virtuous nature is more powerful than his magic;
who is the "humane reversc of his inhuman enemies”, who returns
benevolence for malevolence and whose better nature triumphs over

his baser instincts. (100)

The abduction of the king's sons may strain credibility and
verisimilitude, but a later event flings the "circumstances and
relations of the court into clearer perspective: the weak king is easily
influenced by his evil, scheming wife to side with the gross and
stupid Cloten against his daughter Iimoger and his foster-son
Leonstus, which, Gervinus would argue, shows how action is to a
certain extent determined by character. Hedged in on all sides by
falsehood and scheming self-interest, (101) it is not surprising that
the weak and morally blind Cymbeline falls prey to prejudice and
tyranny. in this second action, the forces of darkness and light
are contrasted in two pairs f characters: the dissembling, ruthlessly
ambitious, evil queen and hir rude blockhead of a son, on the one
hand, and Leonatus Posthumi. and Imogen, "two personages upon
98 /bid., p. 791.
100 tbid., p. T92.
101 "The hypocrisy and dissimulation of the courtiers, the web of
backbitings, persecutions, crafty disobedience, faise trust and
true falsehood, which we perceive in Cymbeline's house, explains

itseif as soon as we examine the principal characters that form
the circle of the court”. (/bid., p. 651.)
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whom the whole glory and worth of  erfected humanity seems to have

been shed”,(102) on the other.

in his searching analysis of the character of imogen, Gervinus
concludes that, "as the most lovely and artiess of the female
characters which Shakespesre has deplcted”, (103) imogen becomes
the unsurpassable ideal of feminine beauty: blending "exterior grace
with moral beauty,” she is the "sum aggregate of fair womanhood"”,
the "perfected portrait of a woman, the traits of whose nature are
almost inexhaustible”. (104) Gervinus shows that her actions, and also
her failure to act In certaln circumstances, derive from her character
-- that is, from her “mental freshness and heaithiness", from the
"untroubled clearness of her mind and unspotted purity of her
being”.(105) Gervinus's commentary illustrates his belief that
Imogen’'s character, like those of all Shakespeare's noble characters,

is compounded of both the real and the ideal. (106)

This interpenetration of tha real and the ideal alsv holds true for

The Tempest, which bi the worlids of the Imagination and
102 ibid., p. 654.
103 /bid., p. 657.
104 ibid., p. 657.
105 /bid., p. 658.

106 in his chapter on Shakespeare's ideal of art, Gervinus argues
that Shakespeare's "most ideal” [sic] characters -- Posthumus
and Imogen, for example -- are "realistic ideals, but on that very
account truly ideal characters, consistent with truth, whose rare
eminence in Shakespeare's group of characters is raised, even
by the rareness of their number, into a far higher light than the
excellence of those empty personifications of abstract ideals".
(Ibid., p. 864.)
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reality, particularly in the character of Prospero, whose combination
of contradictory qualities -- passionate, wrathful and given to
revenge [the real?], on the one hand, and humane, benevolent and
virtuous [the ideal?], on the other -- will probably also qualify him
for the praise implied in Gervinus's claim that Shakespeare's
"favourite characters are those which unite the most contradictory
qualities”. (107) At this point it is worth noting that Gervinus often
attributes his own predilections to Shakespeare. This interpenetration

of the real and the ideal is further implied in his t thet

Prospero's magic, as used by Shakespsare, is "merely a symbol of
the most natural relations”, that we "might strike the magic out of
the play, and natu-e would remain”. In this ideal world, "Nature
is, as it were, sisvated above herself, the ectual brought into the
region of the possibie, and reascn never offends by the appearance
of the supernatural”.(108) In his interesting discussion of the
differences between G-een's and Shakespeare's versions of The
Winter's Tale, Gervinus shows how Shakespeare has managed to
render the events in the play still explicable in terms of nature
without the intervention of Providence -- this fictitious play, founded
wholly "on the incredible and improbable,“(109) is compounded of
both the real and the ideal. Their ideal nature, as Gervinus has
suggested elsewhere, becomes clear when we set them side by side

with reality as we know it.

107 ibid., p. 930.
108 /bid., pp. 795-96.
109 /bid., p. 803.
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Because Shakespeare's ideel characters are also grounded in reality,
their moral nature is not presented as static but is tried and tested
in the course of the actiun. This accords with Gervinus's argument
that virtue is not inherent in us, that "inherent in us is only the
capacity for receiving it and for developing it in us by culture and
habit", (110) and with his conviction that Shakespeare iiked above
all that

"purity of morals which has passed through
struggles and tests, not the virtue of habit but
of principle, not instinctive but tested, the
product of the reason and of volition".(111)

In his discussion of Imogen's trials und sufferings, Gervinus saows
her to take arms against a sea of troubles: she is forced to suffer
the machinations of the evil queen, the scheming of the slanderer
tachimo, and the circumstance of learning that her husband, believing
her to be faithiess, has commissioned her death. Even in her utmost
despair she is “alike collected and courageous, ready to seize on
every means for bringing about a reunion with him".(112) Gervinus
shows how the faults, or errors of judgement, committed by both
imogen and Posthumus are responsible for steering the action into a
potentially tragic direction. This leads him to argue that, at least
in "these middie plays”, do the "fates of Shakespeare's characters
exactly accerd with their actions and natures ... whenever the poet
110 /bid., p. 914.

111 /6id., p. 914,

12 ibid., p. 662,
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had to develop a complete life, we shall find that he has himself

administered complete [mora!l justice”.(113)

Having amply demonstrated his bolief in the unity of action and
character in Shakespeare, Gervinus proceeds to ask what the unity

of idea, the inteliectual centre nf Cymbeline is:

"This masterkey... which can lay open to us at
once the various component parts, as well as the
way to one innermost centre, from which the plan
of the whole structure can be easily recognised
as one of artistic harmony, treats uniformly
throughout two opposite ideas or moral qualities,
namely truth in word and deed (fidelity), and
untruth and faithlessness, feiseness in deed or
perfidy, falseness in word or siandar. All the
actions and characters of the play combine to

exemplify these idess".(114)

in similar vein, he accounts for the action of The Tempest in terms
"the overruling idea of the works of the third period -- the
representation of the unnatural rupture of natural ties by oppression,
falsehood and ingratitude”.(115) To emphasise his belief in the power
of the idea to unify the double action be found in the romances,
he explains the lengths to which he believes S!i:kespeare went to
13 /bid., p. 906.
114 1bid., p. 671,
115 Ibid., p. 788.
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achieve this unity in The Winter's Tale and argues that the tenuous
link, the leading ides between the two parts of the play, is the
contrast between Leontes's reaction to 3 "suspected love [between
Hermione and Polixenes], inadmissibie on conjugal and moral
grounds”, and Polixenes's response to a love 'between Florizel and
ardita] "incompatible from a parental and conventional point of
view",(116) a division between the parents which is hsaled by the
iove of the children. This tour de force on Shakespeare's part has
3 rited "tragedy and comedy, making rne elevate the other, and

thus enriching the stage with a tragi-comic pastoral”. (117)

The cardinal importance of the underlying idea to Gervinus is also

evident from his itary on Shakespeare's characters: he claims

that in all of them,

“"every part, every peculiarity [is] referred to
the genera' idea of the character, to a ruling
motive; every manifestation by word or deed

.to a mental principal in the agent ..which
stands out as the main impuise, the nature, the
law, the essence, the idea of the

character”. (118)

This conviction leads Gervinus to .laim that "the same idea, then,

which in a Shakespearean play penetrates the chief character, rules

116 tbid., p. 813.
17 1bid., p. 804,
118 lbid., p. 853.
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also the whole action™. (119, From this statement it is clear that, for
Gervinus, unity of character, which he attributes to Shakespeare,
supersedes unity of action compietely and leads him to claim that "no

future genius will ever be zble to discover a dceper law of dramatic

composition”. (120)

Falsehooa, asscciated in the play with the court, and represented
above all by the queen, is responsible for ensnaring the weak
Cymbeline as well as Posthumus and Imogen. The fidelity and truth
of the lautter two not unly stands in direct opposition to the hypocrisy
and evil of the court but eventually triumphs in the course of the
d'alectical struggle between the two leading moral qualities or ideas
in the play. The fidelity, the virtue, of the two main characters is
not given as a static quality in the play but is severely tested in the

course of the action - in fact, the main purport of the play

"turns upon it and upon the calumny which
riakes each doubt the fidelity of the other, and
upon the noble endurance of their own fidelity
towards the beloved one, even though supposed

to be faithless or dead".(121)

Gervinus gives an historical account of the leading idea in the play,
tracing it to the heroic age of the Odyssey and the /l/iad and to the
harcic German poems t-eating of the fideiity of Penelope and Gudrun,
119 /bid , p. 853.
Y20 Ibid , p. 854,
121 Ibid., p. 672.
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and claiming that Lear and Cymbeline would seem to derive t.eir
inspiration from the traditions of those ages of heroic poetry.(122)
This interest in historical evolvement is also evident from his
comments on the general Elizabethan interest ir. witchcraft and magic
which, he claims, Shakespeare panders to in The Tempest, albeit not
without a satirical intention, (123) and from the tentative historical

account he gives of Antonio's usurpation.

At this point it should be more than evident to wiat extent Gervinus's
commentaries or the Romances are informed by his organic conception
of the work of art as growing from an innermost centre -- the iaua
-- to which all other seemingly disparate ideas are related: his
commentaries on the unity of action and character, the moral conflict
in the play, and the historical antecedents to the inspiration
informing Shakespeare's play are ail related to the inteliectual centre
of the worc. That this idea is synonymous with moral truth is not
only characteristic of Gervinus's commentaries but of a great deal of
German criticism. 1t stil remains to be asked how some of the minor
characters are related to the central idea of the play and what kind
of moral system Gervinus imputes to Shakespeare on the basis of his

searching analysis of the plays.

In Cymbeline, tne three minor characters who are neither active
agents of evil or good, and who are not locked in this dislectical moral
struggle within the confirac of the play, are Cloton, the king, and
Pisanio. Cloten, on whom Gervinus uischarges a volley of amusing
122 fold., p. 673.
123 Ibid., p. 788.

162

s

e e i Wy




Author Herholdt Albert

Name of thesis Trends In The Criticism Of Shakespeare's Romances In England And Germany During The Romantic Era
(1750-1850). 1986

PUBLISHER:

University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg
©2013

LEGAL NOTICES:

Copyright Notice: All materials on the University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg Library website
are protected by South African copyright law and may not be distributed, transmitted, displayed, or otherwise
published in any format, without the prior written permission of the copyright owner.

Disclaimer and Terms of Use: Provided that you maintain all copyright and other notices contained therein, you
may download material (one machine readable copy and one print copy per page) for your personal and/or
educational non-commercial use only.

The University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, is not responsible for any errors or omissions and excludes any
and all liability for any errors in or omissions from the information on the Library website.



