deroyatory iabels, is seen as a mere tool in the hands of the evii
queen; but Gervinus also wonders whether his character should not
be generalised to represent that of the "man of privilege and of rank,
the courtier who has grown up in nothingness and has been trained
in self-conceit”, adding rather maliciously that the original should
be sought "among the ranks of the military and the squires".(124)
But from this earlier comments it follows that the brutish Cloten's
odious advances are important to the development of the plot, because
they influence Imogen’'s decisiun to flee the court. And as a foil to
Posthumus, he also serves to show what virtue is not. From
Gervinus's comments on the king, it is clear that he considers him
a foil to those characters who exemplify his conviction that
Shakespeare shows us that true virtue is virtue tried, that even if
virtue has wavered, it has "a much higher value than that which is
unshaker and untempted...”, that virtue "ought not to shrink from
any trial, not even from the most painful”.(125) Gervinus would sesm
to regard the king as a mere negative contrast to the active struggle
waged against the forces of evil and disorder in the play, as a
character who is in all other respects a nonentity. This tendency
to abstraction in Gervinus results in a failure on his part to consider
the eovil consequences which result directly from Cymbeline's failure
to be in control of his own faculties and subjects. The lesson tha’
the king never learns is that "the gods decree evil for the trial of
the good”, that “God loves him best whom he crosses”, that

"consequently only tried virtue, ripsned by its contact with evil, is

124 Ibid., p. 654.
125 tbld., pp. 676-77.
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worthy of love".(126) In contrast to the weak king, Pisanio "unites
the cunning of the serpent with the harmlessness of the dove:(127)
Gervinus believes the position of Pisanio to be a crucial commentary
on the play as a whole: if Cymbeline is seen as an elaborate metaphor
of the world in which man has to struggle to survive, then Pisanio
exemplifies the inner law (as opposed to a sta ic outer law of moral
action) and feeling "which ought to guide us according to case and
circumstance in adding or taking away from the letter of duty”. (128)
What Gervinus is saying in effect is that Pisanio, if he were to be
passive and meet evil with good, would not only remain ineffectual
but would inevitably suffer defeat. In order to survive in an evil
world, and to align oneself with the forces of good, it is necessary
to practise "healthy dissimulation”, “necessary faisehood" and

"necessary deception”.(129)

In The Tempest, Ariel, a spirit who enters into s bond \ th »
creature from the human world, is a foil to those humans who live
in active envy and hatred with their own kind, just as Caliban is a
foil to Antonio and Sebastiar., and to Stefano and Trinculo. In the
face of ail the trials which the pressure of circumstances causes the
virtuous characters in the play to suffer, they are forced to practise
deception and to resort to lies -- as long as they remai.. virtuous.
[One wonders if Gervinus is aware ol the implications and rossible

ramificaticns of these claims.] Pisanio does not shapa his destiny

126 Ibid., p. 877.
127 (bid., p. 673.
128 /bid., p. 675.
129 Ibid., p. €75.
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according to the demands of the world but obeys that inner law which

Gervinus believes to be written on the human heart.

These otherwise perceptive comments on the characters and their
functions in the plays make one wonder why Gervinus thought it
necessary to suggest that there can be no consensus on their value
and function:

"... it would be an idle underiaking to
endeavour, in the explanation of Shakespeare’s
characters, to balance the different opinions of
men, or arbitrarily insist on our own; each can
only annoutn.ce his own view, and must then learn
whose opinion stands best the test of time and
of the experience of iife. For returning to these
characters at another time, our own greater
ripeness and enlarged experience willi lay open
to us ever new features in them, of which we
ourselves were not previously aware. Even the
deepest among them cannot quite be exhausted
but by men who have made anasiogous experiences

in their own lives".{130)

In this view they would seem to be likened to comp'ex Rorschach

tests: what the reader finds in them will depend entirely on his own

130 /bid., p. 851.
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predilections and personal experi .(131) Readi the criticism

o

of Shakespeare's Romances one is, of courss, struck by the great
diversity of opinion, but also by a measure of consensus -- on at
least certain aspects of the plays -- running through the variety of

critical opinions,

In his discussion of Shakespeare’'s moral system, in which all his
other commentaries cuiminate, Gervinus stresses that Shakespeares
works not only show man to be born with self-dutermination and
seif-government but that they stress the crucisl imr r*unce of an
accive life for realising one's innate potential. He jues that
Shakespeare held nothing more unmanly than to despair in
misfortune, to give up and resign; that man has a duty to use his
power of action and that, when all is said and done, man's actions
and activities shouid reflect moderation, for Gervinus thc essential
attribute of a virtuous nature.(132) And to illustrate what he means
by moderation, Gervin‘'s refers to the character of Posthumus, who
is "strong aven to the control of his passionate and excited
nature”.(133) Shakespeare's favourite charactes, he clsims, are those
who “"unite the most contradictory qualities, a Posthumus so strong

and tender..., and furthest from him lies pe-haps that dogmatic

131 This approach would seem to have something in common with
Schleiermacher’'s argument that each work is purely subjective
and must be looked at absolutely in terms of itself. See Wellelk,
op. cit., p. 305,

132 1bid., pp. 912-15,
133 /bid., p. 916.
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Leontes, who is shut out from all iruth by his one-sided

narrow-mindedness”. (134)

Finally, Gervinus imputes s rigid moral system to Shakespeare, in
spite of his stated belief that no system of moral philosophy [in the
torm of a broad, tolerant humanism, it would seem] can be distilled
from Shakespeare's work. Shakespeare, he ciaims, points out to us
"the middie line of action between deiect snd excess" so admirably
that he "deserves to be called & moral teacher and guide through the
worid”, and one who teaches by "actions instead of words, by living
nstead of cold doctine”.(135) in the remainder of his

cies, Gervinus develops the thesis of Shakespea ta
synthesiser of discordant qualities to achieve an idesl mean be.. .u
all extremes which testifies to his great moderation. That the
Aristotie's doctrine of moderation implicitly cautions moderation in its
application is a consideration that would seem to have escaped
Gervinus. From our critic ; arguments, it becomes clear to what
extent he has succeeded in making =oetry subservient to the tyranny
of the idea, a trend that was forshadowed in the writings of his
native contemporaries but which cuiminated in his work on

Shakespeare.

134 1tid., p. 930.
135 /bid.. pp. 918-19.
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CHAPTER &

DIVERGENCES AND CORRESPONDENCES IN THE CRITICISM OF THE
ROMANCES IN
ENGLAND AND GERMANY DURING THE PFRIOD REVIEWED

in order to understand the essential diffcrences between the
philosophical and, thereforo, also aeithetic orientations in England
and Germany during the Romantic age, it should be borne in mind
that, broadly speaking, they are the manifestation of two generzi
divergent trends within the overall devaicpinenit of western
philosophy: the empirical trend, of which Aristotle's Anima and
Poetics are said to be prototypes, and the ideaslistic trend, which

has its recorded origin in the various Dislogues of Plato.

1,

Essentially, the whole of English ampirical philosophy, as a r
against Cartesian rationalism, derives its bias and methodology from
Aristotie, whereas German philosophy, which, after Kant, builds on
the thought of Descartes, Spinoza, Lsibniz and Wolff, is essentislly
Platonic. These two trends in the history of western philosophy,
which were geographically concentrsted in England and Germany
respectively, have been aptly labslled "objective” and "subjective”
by Bertrand Russell.(1) Since the gradusl disintegration of the
neoclassical creec and the consequent liberating influence of this
development on critical production during the Romantic age has been
dealt with in the introduction to \nis study, what remains is to
uistinguish the divergent philosophical orientations exhibited by

1 Russeil. 8. Mistory of Western Philosophy (1947), Chapte - XV.

168




<

English and German criticism within the overall framework of
European Romanticism, and to elucidate the critical shifts from
neoclassicism to Romanticism, as manifested in the critical reception

of Shakespeare's Romances in the two countries concerned.

At the risk of stating the obvious. it should be explained that the
British empirical tradition in philosophy, represented by Locke,
Berkeley(2) and Hume, takes it point of departure from the sensible
world, from which they believe all ideas derive. Unlike in Cartesian
and, iater, in German ideslistic philosonhy, no ideas are innate, but
derive entirely from the sensible worid acting upon the sense organs
-- in other words, from experience, either from sensation or
reflection. This orientation, which also finds expression in assthetic
thought, has important implications for litersture, involving as it does
one of the most fundamental probloms in literary criticism, namsly
that of mimesis or imitation. As already suggested, the prototype
of the empirical orientation in literary criticism is Aristotle's
Poetics, a work which the rationalistic neoclassical critics mistakenly

supposed to be a codification of absolute rules for successful “ramatic

d

position, as opposed to an tively produced essay by / .stotle
on his observations of dramatic performances during his day.
Numerous critics have already pointed out that Aristotle could never
have intended the Poetics tc be treated as a body of inflexible rules

to which all dramatic activity has to conform.

2 In spite of Berkeley's immaterialism, his philosophy contains
strong empirical elements as implicit in his argument that nothing
can be said to exist uniess perceived - in other words, sen.ible
obiects act upon the sense organs to produce an idea in the mind.
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it needs also to be mentioned ' .t the twin doctrines of sensualism
and associationism within the overall empirical orientation of British
thought, can be traced back to Plato, Aristotle and Epicurus in
ancient philosophy, but that they are actually the resuit of the steady
svolution of empiricist thought from the seventeenth to the nineteenth
century, from Galileo to Hume, and coming into their own right only
in Hume's contemporaries Hartley, James Mill, J.S. Mill, Thomas
Brown and Alexander Bain in England, who can be said to have
initisated the development of a school of psychology in which sensation
and the association of ideas are fundamental concepts.(3) Since
davelopments in philosophy and psychology are the ripening products
of 8 much larger process of societal growth, other sreas of growth
will show a similar development, but with significant individual
varistions. It therefore stands to reason that 10 one-to-one
correspondence bewween different areas of human evolution can be
assumed. In the discussion of the English criticism of Shakespeare's
Romances in the first part of this final chapter, it will be shown that,
despite the influence of the brief flowering of neo-Platonism in
Shaftesbury and his followers in England during the early eighteenth
centiry, and the new metaphysics which later found its way to
England from Germany, the oversil smpirical orientation in British
criticism remained sufficiently consistent and enduring to distinguish

it from the German criticism of the Romances.(4) In this regard, it

3 Succinct accounts of these develop ients can be found in The
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Vol. 7) edited by Paul Edwards, and
in various other encyclopediae and histories of philosophy, details
of which are given in the bibliography at the end of this study.

4 See Cassirer, E. The Phliosophy of the Enlightenment (transizted

by by F.C.A. Koeinn and James P. Pettegrove) (1951), Chapter
VI, "Fundsmental Problems of Aesthetics”, p. 312
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is aiso interesting to note that, from the Renaissance until the second
part of the 18th century the literary influence of Aristotle (and
Horace) reigned suprems in England; that it was Sir Thilip Sidney
who was responsiblo for introducing renaissance Aristotelianism into
dramatic criticism, (5) and that such criticism exerted a powerful

influence in England for some two centuries afterwards.

Compared with the overall empirical trend in British philosophy and
aesthetics, which derives mainly from Aristotle, the trend in German
thought is idealistic, the most important landmarks in its complex
evolution being the work of Plato,(6) Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz,
Berkeley, Hume (who is said to have woken Kant from his dogmatic
slumbers), Kant, and Hegel. This idealistic trend graduslily began
to exert its influence in English philosophical thought oniy after about
1800, until which time British empirical philosophy remained dominant
in England. This is, however, not to ignore the growing subjectivism
in English literary criticism towards the middie of the 18th century
already. As mentioned, t.e empirical orientation in British critical
thinking never disappeared completely, but the pragmatical influence
of Aristotle and i{orace, which was supreme during the neoclassical
age up to sbout 1740, was graduaily disiodged oy expressive theory

towards the end uf the century, when the "artist became the major

5 See Spingarn, J.E. A History of Literary Criticism in the
Renaissance (1954), Chapter Vill, p. 282

6 In the history of philosophy, Plsto's system is the "First to which
the name of idealism 's applied”. In Plato’s sytem, "reality does
not belong to the everchanging worid of sense ...; true being
is found in the incorporeal essences or ideas, which communicate
to phenomena whatever permanent existence or knowability they
r("o;u;b". J.M. Baldwin, Dictionary of Philosophy (Vol 1),

11).
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element governing both the artistic product and tha criteria by which
it should be judged”.(7)

Unlike empiricism, idealistic philosophy does not take its point of
departure from experience, as given in sensstion and perception,
but endeavours to show that human knowledge cannot uitimately be
accounted for in terms of experience, that there are certain mentai
cutegories or forms which are a prerequisite to knowledge. in this
sense, Kant's philosophy can be seen as an attempt to bridge the
vacuum between rationalism and empiricism. Idealism, then, s
opposed to the notion that mind and spirituai matter are reducible
to sensual experionces of the material worid. The most immediately
evident and significant implication of this orientation for literaturs
is & funuamental departure from imitation theory rooted in the
Aristotelian  tradition, to one which, essentially, takes its
philosophical orientation from Platonic theory; that is, from a concern
with outer reality as an experiential frame of raference to a concern
with the ideal and, in Wellek's terms, with a "dialectical, symbolistic

view of poetry ... as s union of opposites, & system of symbols”.(8)

These, then, are the overall divergent philosophical orienta.ions in
English and German philosophy and criticism during the Romantic
age. and it aimost doet not warrant pointing out that this broad,
yet important distinction, is in no way intended to split English and
German criticiam ints two completely separate entities. Although the
scope of this study cannot possibly include an examination of the
7 Abrams, M.H. The Mirror and the Lam, (1953), p. 22.

8 Wellek, R. History of Criticism (Vol. 2), p. 3.
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intricate individual convolutions and cross-currents in this highly
complex period in the evolution of literary criticism, the different
shifts common to both English and German criticism in the transition
from neoclassicism to Romanticism will e examined with specific
reference to the criticism of the Ronisnces, and the examination of
the criticism of Coleridge and Lamb will be shown to reflect some
of the valuable advantajes of cross-fertilisation in literary thcught,

particularly in the reception of the Romances

Before the various shifts that have occur-ed within the overali
framework of Romanticism, as reflected in English and German
criticism, are examined diachronically, in the second part of this
chapter, in terms of their correspondences and also in terms of the
divergent orientations mentioned, it is necessary to undertaks a
brief ovarali synchronic comparison of the two divergent orientations

described and evaluated in the two previous chapters.

Compared synchronically, the overall critical orientation in the
English and German criticism of the Romances exhibits the broad
distinction made earlier on: the English criticism of the Romances
takes its point of departure from the experiential framework of
everyday reality, whereas in the German criticism of the Romances
the mimetic mirror, to modify Abrams's metaphor slightly, would ssem
to be permeable on the side of outer reality, with the result that
sense experiences are not reflected directly but becom: incorporated
into the ideal reflected by the mirror, the reflecting side of which
is turned to the shaping personality of the artist -- in other words,

the overall orientation is away from experiential reality towards an

173

fm - - — - Ao . _Aiwa. . ..



idealised and highly abstract consideration of the plays and even

towards the inner vision of the artist.(9)

It must be stressed that the following discussion only purports to
demonstrate the overall distinction in the works of the critics
discussed in the two previous chapters, and that this discussion,
which takes place on a synchronic axis, is of necessity general. Finer
correspondanit:s  and differences in the several shifts which took
place in the gradua! transit-un f~om neoclassicism to Romanticism, as

discussed in the introduction to thi. ... .21 be -deslt with more

or less diachronically in the d half of this chapter.

in the following pages the predominantly experiential nature of the
British criticism of Shakespeare's Romances after about 1750 will be
discussed in terms of the following broad categories: the appeal to
empirical reality generally in the work of Johnson, Richardson,
Haziitt and Birch; the historical frame of reference implied in some
of the critical commentaries of Mrs Montagu, Drake and Fietcher; the
sensualistic trend in several of the observations of Warton and
Richardson; and the emphasis on morsl instruction in the critiques
of Mrs Montagu, Mrs Griffith and Richardson. Coleridgs and Hazlitt
will b~ -¥vn to have been influenced by the idealistic metaphysics

that en.. .ceu from Germany.

As demonstrated in Chapter 2, Jlchnson's criticism contsins a blunt
dismissal of those elements of the plays that fail to conform to his
standards of experiential accuracy: poor old Gonzalo is drowned in

9 M.H. Abrams, op. cit., Chapter 3.
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the critic's ink-weii for using the term "brother” metaphorically,

instead of literally, and for expressing his grief hyperbolically; (10)

and Ariel, possibly the most poetic of Shakespeare's imaginative
creations, is given the proverbial cold shoulder by the man who
shares Locke and Hume's distrust of the imagination, and who praises [ ﬁ
Shakespeare'~. achievement in The Tempest only in so far as the
dramatisi has managed to create characters that are "preserved with
profound skill in nature, extensive knowiedge of opinions, and
accurate observations of life"(11) -- in other words, characters that,
when all is said and done, are ‘true to life’. Mrs Montagu, as
indicated in Chapter 2, argues that the poet's fiction shouid have
an  air of reality and truth.(12) in Richardson's commentary, the

ptual fr k of his sensualistic-associationist observations

on the character of Imogen, which will be discussed in more detail
in the second half of this chapter, is clearly abstracted from
experiential reality.(13) Similarly, his clsim, in his comments on the
iovers in Cymbeline, that memory and imagination are but a poor
substitute for actual sensation, clearly presupposes a belief on his
part in the reliability of sense perception as a source of
knowledge. (14) Birch's philosophicai and religious inquiry, unlike the
work of the critics mertioned above, does not presuppose an empirical
framework that finds imaginati ‘e reflection in the plays: instead the

plays are seen as the embodiment of so many manifestations of the

10 Chapter 2, pp. 44-45.
11 Ibid., p. 46.

12 Ibid., p. T1t.

13 Ibid., p. 72-73.

14 Ibid., p. 72.
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poet's philosophy of life. According to Birch, Pericles contains
abundant evidence t~ show that Shakespeare the man must have been
little more than a reneqade. It is interesting to note that in none of
the Ge man critics’ work examined in this study is there an equally

blatant, non-dramatic extraneous approach to the plays.

The importance of s historical [and therefore largely extra-literary]
frame of reference, or at least of a certain standard of historical
accuracy, is stressed in the criticism of Johnson, Mrs Montagu and
Nathan Drake. Mrs Montagu stresses the importance of creating
fictional characters within an historical tradition, which suggests that
the poet's imagination is not free to do as it pleases, that the act
of literary creation must take its point oi departure from the rea!
world, Her oelief that Shakespeare succeecded in incorporating
aspects of popular tradition into The Tempest is evident from ne:r
brief comment on Prospero's address tc his attend al spirits before
he finally renounces his white magic.(15) Nathan Drake actusily
discusses Prospero’s ‘character’ in terms of one of the two classes
of magicians that were suppos:cd to exist in Shakespeare's day, (16)
which once *gain shows the extent to which an empirical frame of
reference is invoked [and nascent Aristotelian elements are to be
found] in the critical writings of the British critics. The largely
extraneous, antiquarian line of inquiry pursued in Drake's work,
finds further expres-ion in the writings of Augustine Skottowe who,

for example, also discusses The Tempest against the background of

15 Ibid., p. 56.
16 /bld., p. 97.
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popular superstitions.(17) And, finally, George Fletcher, in his

comments on lachimo's challenge and Posthumus’ acceptance of the
ill-fated wager, invokes an empirical frame of reference to distinguish™
tha supposedly ingenuous English temperament from the supposedly ;
crafty italian one.(18) From these observations it foliows that there |
is strong evidence that th~ Aristoteiian concept of mimecic is still
alive and well in the overall empirical orientation of the British

criticism of the Romances discussed so far.

The sensualistic trend in the psychological observations of Warton
and Richardson clearly has its roots in the philosophical writings of
the British empirical philosophers -- in their rejection of all innate
ideas anc! in their insistence that knowledge derives from experience
as conveyed to the mind by the senses -- and, more generally, in

the scientific spirit of the age, with its emphasis on observation and

experiment. In Warton's ts on the R , an experiential
framework is assumed, and he actually goes so far as to insist that
the artist should be a good psychologist. (18) Richardson’s approach,
which will be discussed in more detail in relation to the shift from
the effect of the work cf art on the audience to the personality of ‘
the artist and to character-study in the transition from neoclassicism
to Romanticism, will be seen to bear a strong resemblance to the
sonsualistic-associationist nature of British psychologital thought of

the time.

17 Ibid., p. 98.

18 Ibid., p. 105,
19 Ibid., p. 48-49.
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And finally, as regards the overall empirical trend in British critical

thought in the period under review, it stould be remarked that the

form of utilitarian ethics implied in the strong emphasis on the value
of art a: moral instruction, and therefore also on the social effects §
of art, which achoes the weli-known Horatian dictum of “dulce et ‘
utile”, not :niy nmposes certain empirical limitations on the »-t of }
literary production but presupposes s definite standard of literary
evaluation. Mrs Griffith approves of Shakesreara's Romances only
because they show him to have been a thoroughly ethical poet or
philosopher.(20) Her approach is cleariy informed by a utilitarian
ethical desire to use Shakespeare's work as a compendium of moral
maxims in the interests of the higher [moral] aims of education in
general. Also in Richardson's work there is a strong empl.asis on
the Horatian dictum of pleasurable instruction, as evidenced by his
method of abstracting moral lessons from his

sensualistic-associationist observations on the plays generally. (21)

Of ail the English critics examined in Chapter 2, the only two who
were ciearly influenced by the metaphysical speculations of their
German contemporaries, the one more than the other, are Coleridge
and Hazlitt. It is therefore not at all surprising to find their critical
writings straddiing, to a certain extent, the empirica! and idealistic
trends within the overall framework of European Romunticism. Since
their work will be discussed in some datail in the following pages,

it should suffice to draw attention to the sensualistic elements in

20 Ibid., p. 57f.
21 Ibid., p. 64,
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Coleridge’'s comparison of theatrical illusion to the act of
dreaming, (22) his pragmatical comments on Prospero's "retrospective
narration”, and his moralistic comment on the function of Caliban(23)
-« empirical elements which blend with his partly idealistic ciaim that
the interests of the romuntic drama are "independent of all histcrical g
fact and associations”, in which errors of chronology and geugraphy
are irrelevant, since the appeal is to the imagination, "which owes
no allegiance to time and place”.(24) As pointed out in Chapter 2,
Hazlitt's mmentary on the Rormances exhibits a definite ompirical
strain, particularly in his obse vations on the character of Caliban
and on the extent to which Lec. tes' frame of mind influences his
speeches; (25) vyet, at the sax~> time, other elements more
characteristic of German idealistic thought than that of any of the
other English critics ‘vhose commentaries on the Romances are
examined in this study are also to be found in his work, notably in
his almost Kantian conception of the imagination as ranging, and
presumably mediating, freely between "heaven” and "earth" -- that
is, between the unreai, immaterial or ideal and the real, between
understanding and empirical reality, to breech the aichotomy batween
subject and object. and in his emphasis on the organic unity achisved

by means of an overall idea or "single circumstance”.(26)

22 lbid., p. 82.
23 Ibid., p. B3f.
24 Ibid., pp. 8B2-83.
25 Ibid., p. 90.
26 Ibid., p. 9.
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Just as the observations of Coleridge and Hazlitt to a certain extent
ciearly revesl the influence of German aesthetic thought on their
spproach to the Romances, the German critic Tieck's arguments are
to a remarkable extent rocted in the empirical tradition of British
sensualistic psychology. Like the work of Coieridge, his own work
can be seen to straddle the two divergent trends in Shakespearean
criticism during the Romantic era: on the one hand, for example,
he stresses that the idea of unity and form must have its locus in
the soul ¢. the post, which would seem to echo Kant's reference to
ideas as "representations of the imagination which have a semblance
of reality”, (27) and that in The Tempest, for example, art would seem
to achieve a kind of spiritualisation of the sensuous, expressed in
Hegelian terms; on the other hand, his argument that Shakespeare
derived the 'rules’ for his plays from experience, that he made
excellent imaginative use of such empiricsl realities as the
suporstitions current during his own time, »nd that he derived the

inspiration for his plays from his own dreams -- all these arguments,

taken together with his ts on the techniq Shakespears used

to sustain the dramatic illusion and diversify the action in a play such

as The T for example, clearly imply an empirical frame of

(o .

reforence containing strong sensualistic elements.

It is remarkable just how different the overall critical trend in the
reception of the Romances in Germany is compared with their
reception in England during the same period. The main difference
would seem to be between thr "'~ strain that, to a certain extent,
would still seem to inf nses to the Romances as welil as

27 Wwellek, R. op. cit. (Vol. 1). p. 231.
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the overall conception of the imagination in almost all the English
criticism examined in this study, and the great emphasis in German
criticism on the unifying inner character or idea of each play, on the
value of literature as mediating betwesn the real and the metaphysical
to overcome the various dichotomies between subject and object, the
general and the particular, and ultimstely on a symbolistic view of
the plays in terms of which they come to be seen 23 "smbodying a
profound view of the inward life of nature and her mysterious
springs”, as Schlegel phrased it.(28) As regards the emphasis on
the overall idea as the inspirational centre of each work, Schisgel
praises Shakespeare for subordinating all seemingly discordant
slements in the plavs to an overail design or motif; (28) Horn examines

the "inner character” or "idea" of each play in terms of which the

work of art becomes a kind of philosophical micy imost a
symbol, that is, of idealised human nasture, to breask down -~ in Kant,
Schelling, Schiller, Solger and Hegel's terms -- the barrier betwesn
the real and ideal worids, (30) or -- in Horn's own terms -- to render
nature synonymous with nature, as in The Tempest.(31) In Uirici,
as argued in Chapter the titie of each play is seen to embody the
leading idea [a leadine + of feelings, in Richardson], from which
the essential symbolic structure of the play in question derives;(32)

and outer chance [in The Winter's Tole] is characterised as the

28 Chapter 3, p. 120.
28 Ibid., p. 11N,

30 Their contributions are discussed by Wellek in Vols. 1 (Chapter
2) and 2 (Chapter 12) of his History of Criticism.

31 Chapter 3, p. 124,
32 /bid., p. 138.
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"manifestation of the deep, unrevealabie mystery”(33) which, in terms
of Schelling's arguments, would imply a view of art as a revelation
of the essence of nature or, in terms of Hegel's aesthetics, a view
of art as making the spiritual sensuous. The metaphysical framework
that Ulrici imposes upon The Tempest virtually results in an equation
of poetry and philosophy, at any rate in a completely metaphysical,
and therefore essentiaily unpoetic, interpretation of the play. in
Gervinus's aimost positivistic corimentaries, the idea governs the play

as a whole. (34)

The symbolising trend in the German criticism of Shakespeare's
Romances becomes c’ one considers that, in Tieck and Schiegel,
the fictional unive: wtrdd by Shakaspeare in easch of the Romances
stifl hovers between the real and the ideal world whereas, in Horn,
the ideal world of the play becomes a symbol which, in Ulrici and
Gervinus, is synonymous with the idea that is said to govern each

play as a whole.

Le. the impression has baen given thit English and German Romantic
criticism can be separated into two essentially different halves, it
should once again be emphasis i that these individusl trends are
firmly embedded within the =~uch flarger trend of European

Romanticism in general, Sinc. t'.e transition from neoclassicism to

Romanticism has been dealt v ' :n th. introduction to this study,
the last part of this chap: ‘ports to examine some of the
important shifts that took p. - - the reception of the Romancet in

33 Ibid., p. 138.
34 Ibid., p. 150.
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"manifestation of the deep, unrevealable mystery”(33) which, in terms
of Schelling's arguments, would imply a view of art as a revelation
of the essence of nature or, in turms of Hegel's aesthetics, a view
of art as making the spiritusl sensuous. The metaphysical framework
that Ulrici imposes upon The Tempest virtually results in an equation
of poetry and philosophy, at any rate in a completely metaphysical,
and therefore essentially unpoetic, interpretation of the play. In
Gervinus's almost positivistic commentaries, tha idea governs the play

as & whole. (34)

The symbolising trend in the German criticism of Shakesp are's
Romances becomes clear if one considers that, in Tieck and Schiegel,
the fictional uriverse created by Shakespeare in each of the Romances
still hovers between the real and the ideal world whereas, in Horn,
the idsal world of the play becomes a symbol which, in Ulrici and
Gervinus, is synonymous with the idea that is s»id to govern each

play as » whole.

Lest the impression has been given that English and German Romantic
criticism can be separated into two essentially different halves, it
should once again be emphasised that these individual trends ure
firmly embedded within the much larger trend of European
Romanticism in general. Since the transition from neoclassicism to
Romanticism has oeen deait with in the introduction to this study,
the last part of this chapter purports to examine some of the
important shifts that took place in the reception of the Romances in
33 /bid., p. 139.

34 ibid., p. 150.




the course of thia transition -- shifts common to both English and
German criticism -- and briefly to exsmine the individual differences

in such criticism.

In the preceding discussion it was already briefly suggested that the
concept of imitation underwent a transformation in the course of its
long evolution. from a literal imitation of nature in classical criticism,
to a more general and ideslised form of imitation as a means to
pleasing the audience in neoclassicsl criticism, and, finally, in
Romantic criticism, to a mirror illuminated by the lamp of the
author's personality, to use Hazlitt's metaphor, (35) which reflects
the inner vision or personality of the artis®* In most of the English
criticism examined in this study, the mirror is still turned to outer
reality whereas, in Germon criticism, it is turned inward. Two other

major related thifts in the transition from I ism to Romant

are the transition from the emphasis on reason and the rules to the
belief in the supremacy of fer'ing, geniut [inspiration] and
originality, and that of the concern with plc. and structure to the
overwhelming interest in characte -portrayal, And central to all
these shifts is the changing conception of the nature and role of the
imaginat'on. The gradual breakdown of the neoclassical creed round
about 1750 brought with it a significant shift from the standard of
objectivity and uniformity implied in the essontially rationalistic
rule-orientated outlook on fiterature, with its emphasis on propriety
or decorum, to a much greaier interest in the individual personality

and inner vision of the artist in Romantic criticism,

35 See M.H. Abrams, op. cit, p. 52.




To understand the extent of the shift away from the standard of
objectivity, of -ealism, implied in the continuing preoccupation with
mimesis as a criterion in neoclassical criticism to the subjective
approach of the Romantics, it is necessary to take a brief look at the
criticism the neoclassicists leveiled at the plays. As indicated in
Chapter 1, they took strong exception to the mingling of fantasy
and realism generally [The Tempest, for example, was criticised by
Rowe for violating "likeness to truth”];(36) to evidence of
improbability [Pericles was condemned on this score by
Steevens], (37) not to mention "impossibility” [Dryden criticised The
Tempest for being grounded on impossibility]; (38) and to a lack of
verisimilitude and ¢ vchological realism [for example, Charlotte

Lennox in her comments on Hermione in The Winter's Tale].(39)

The first critic after 1750 to praise Shakespeare for his wonderful
[in the true sense of the word] poetic vision, as embodied in The
Tempest, and who shows an appreciation of the inner, as opposed
to the outer, reality achieved in the Romances, is Joseph Warton,
to whom Shakespeare is s “"magician greater than his own
Prospero”.(40) The word magician is highly sionificant in context,
since it shows that the poet's achievement is no longer seen in terms
of rationalistic criteria but in terms of an awareness of the
mysterious, subjective nature of literary production. Mrs Montagu
36 Chapter 1, p. 34,

37 ibid., p. 30.

38 /bid., p. 32.

39 /bid., p. 33-34.

40 Chapter 2, p. 49
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also stresses that the poet is not subject to rules and that his work
should be judged, not according to experiential criteria, but
according to its appeal to the imagination.(41) Richardson, stressing
the need for the poet to study his own feelings and the need for him
to enter imaginatively into his creations, actually criticises
Shakespeare for his supposed 'realism' -- that is, for having followed
nature too closely.(42) Coleridge, in spite of the empirical
sensualistic nature of his comments on the question of theatrical
itlusion, praises The Tempest for constituting an imaginative universe
independent of experiential reality, made posscible by the fact that
Shakespeare "derived his inspiration from within, from the moved and
sympathetic imagination”.(43) Nathan Drake's and Birch's interest in
the personality of the artist, unlike that of the other critics
mentioned, is largely extra-literary, which is particulariy true of
Birch.(44) The strong idealistic approach of the German critics, on
the other hand, is immediately evident from the 'immaterialistic’
nature of their interest in the plays as deriving their overall
conception or form from the inner reality or vision of the artist's
soul. Tieck, whose work on the Romances is later than Richardson's,
and earlier than Coleridge's, specifically states that the idea and
unity of form of a play shouid have it origin in the soul of the
poet. (45) Schiegel sees the plays as embodying the artist’'s "profound

41 Ibid., p. 49.
42 Ibid., p. €7.
43 Ibid., p. 83.
44 Ibld., 107f.
45 Chapter 3, pp. 111-112,
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view of the inner life of nature”.(46) Horn also evinces an interest
in the "inner reality” of the plays, in the idea, organism and
individual characters.(47) And in Ulrici and Gervinus, this inner
reality of the plays as an expression of the inner vision of the artist
is conceptualised in philosophical terms. These pronouncements show
the change from objectivity to subjectivity in the reception of the

Romances.

in all the English critics, except Richardson, there is an implicit
belief in the irrelevance of arbitrary rules imposed blanket fashion
from without. Richardson’s theoretical pronouncements, particularly
in his essay on Shakespeare's supposed faults, show masy remnants
of neociassical thinking, although his practical criticism, as argued
in Chapter 2, does not labour under the same stereotyped
notions. (48) In the work of the German critics, the rules are
explicitly rejected. Schiegel argues that the artist is fully justified
in ignoring the rules of probability;(49) Horn, that the so-called
rules of literature should make way for the rules of the heart (a
statement which nicely summarises the actual change from the
objective to the subjective that took place in literary criticism; (50)
and Ulrici, that departures from the credible may be fully justified

in terms of the conception of the individual work of art.(51)

4 'bd., p. 120.
41 Ibie., p. 122.
48 Chapter 2, p. 75f.
49 Chapter 3, p. 120.
S0 ibid.,p. 127.
51 Ibid., p. 141.
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It is therefore not at all surprising that feeling, originality and
genius shouid now take total precedence over all formalistic criteria
of literary composition. In the criticism of Snakespeare's Romances
after 1750, the first critic to put a premium on originality in literary
production, and to praise Shakespeare for the originality and passion
[feeling] in his work, for example, is Joseph Warton.(52) Mrs
Montagu, in her few scant comments on the Romances, specifically
states that genius is superior to the rules.(53) Richardson argues
that the artist should fee/ what is good, but adds the rider that
literary principles as suck should not be subject to mere feeling. (54)
And Coleridge states that real excitement, presumably an essential
ingredient of inspiration, shouid come entirely from within.(55) in
keeping with the sensualistic nature ¢t some of his pronouncements
on the Romances, the German critic v ~ck specifically argues
that the poet should derive the inspira’ s play from the study
of his dreams, but would seem to imply tha: such inspiration should
be entirely original and not derived from any general experiential
framework.(56) Implied in Horn's commentary on the Romances is a
clear belief in their complete originality of conception, which is also
implied in his use of such a significant phrase as "poetry of the

heart”, for example, and in his comments on Ariel and Caliban.(57)

52 Chapter 2, p. 48.
53 Chapter 3, p. 55.
54 Chapter 2, p. 65f.
55 Ibid., pp. 82-83.
56 Chapter 3, p. 112f.
57 Ibid., p. 121.
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in view of the predominantly rationalistic nature of neoclassical
criticism, it is not at all surprising that the main concern shouid have
been with formal elements of composition of the work of art in relaticn
to its effect on the audience, which quite understandably involved
standards of propriety and decorum. The nature of the neoclassical
critics’ interest in plot and structure was largely determined by the
overruling belief in the abs- ite importance of adherence to the
supposedly Aristotelian unities in the construction of the pilot, and
in the belief in the importance of propriety, probability, coherence
and purity of genre. As indicated in Chapter 1, the Romances were
seen to violate all the basic tenets of neoclasiicism, with the resuit
that the critical responses to them ranged from outright
condemnation, on the part of rigid adherents to the creed, to
qualified praise of some aspects of the plays by the more perceptive
and sensitive of Shakespeare's critics. Aspects that qualified for
severe censure, as indicated in Chapter 1, were the hybrid structure
of the plays, the genseral unclassical looseness of organisation,

inordinately long time spans, the high degree of probability in the

structure of the plots, the frequent scene changes, and the general
disregard of the ’'sacred’ unities, to name only a few. Such
formalistic considerations eventually ceased to be of importance in the
shift to the personality of the artist and to the overwhelming interest
in character analysis per se, in which the new cult of individualism
naturally resulted. The extensive interest shown in these matters
by almost all the critics discussed in this study clearly shows this
to have been perhapt the most important shift in the transition to
Romanticism as revealed in the criticism of Shakespeare's Romances,
subordinate only to the change *\at took place in the evolution of

the critical concept of the imagination.
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In the English criticism of the Romances, up to Coleridge, an
experiential frame of reference is assumed, with the result that such
commentaries often involve an empirical-psycholugical approach to the
characters. This i3, for example, evident in the work of Joseph
Warton, who argues that, to represent his characters naturaily, the
post needs to be a good piychologist, (58) and in the critical writings
of Richardson, whose Romantic interest in Shakespeare's method of
character portrayal finds expression in sensualistic-associationist
comments on Miranda and Imogen as well as on the effect of
Posthumus' banishment on his beloved. Arguing that the artist
should not only reflect on his own feelings and on the behaviour of
others, but that he should cultivate the ability to traneport himself
into the character he represents,(59) he further claims that the
poet's conception of any character should have its centre in a ieading

ides or passion.(60) Although this phasis id at first gl

seem to be little more than a restatement of the German emphasis on
the centrality of idea as a principle of compositinn, it receives a
distinctly sensualistic-associstionist application, for example, in his
comments on Imogen in whom, he ciaims, the leading passion is her

love for Posthumus Leonatus.(61)

In his tary on Iimogen, Richardson distinguishes betwesn a

primary, or ruling, sensation and tant dary sensations
generated by the operations of the mind when confronted with such
58 Chapter 2, p. 48f.

59 Ibid., p. 70.

60 Ibid., pp. 67-69.

61 Ibid.. p. 7.
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empirical realities as ‘“separation”, or the “apprehension of
inconstancy”.(62) The associationist nature of his reasoning is to
some extent reflected by his claim that empirical realities cause
certain feelings to be "annexed” to the image of the absent loved
one(63) by the operations of memory and imagination and, more
particularly, by his further implied claim that one leading passion
acts like a magnet to others, until clusters of ideas result around

the leading idea or passion.(64)

A clear break with this predominantly sensualistic-associationist trend
occurs in the work of Coleridge and Hazlitt, whose commentaries

reflect the infl of the metaphysical speculations of their German

counterparts. The search for underlying, unifying principles, which
is particularly characteristic of the German critics, is, for example,

suggested by Coleridge's sweeping generalisation that all

Shakespeare's exhibit essentially the same underlying
principle, (65) by the dialectic strain of his thinking and, to some
extent, by his contrasting of concepts such as “natural” and
"supernatursl”, "savageness” and "moral sense” in his comments on
some of the characters in The Tempest. In Hazlitt's criticism, the
search for an underlying principle with which to ‘explain’ a character

is evident, for example, from his arg 1t that imogen's moral nature

is embodied in the single fact of the "depth of her love, her truth

62 Ibid., pp T1-72.
63 Ibid., p. 72.
64 Ibid., pp. 71-72.
65 Ivid., p. 84.
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and constancy”,(66) which forms the principal interest of the play
as a whole. His obvious belief in the dialectical unity of opposites
as expressed in his comments o several of the characters in the
Romances would seem to have its origin in the aesthetic writings cf

Kant, Schiller and Solger.(67) In Drake's tary on cen, the

emphasis is clearly on the beauty of Shakespeare's portrayal of her

moral nature as opposed to her good in terms of any implied

experiential framework. In this regard, it is interesting to note that
he specifically quotes Schlegel on the "fervent truth in-the delineation
of character and passion”.(68) That his comments straddie the
empirical and idealistic traditions in criticism is evident from the fact
that these idealistic statements are counterbalanced by his smpirical
discussion on Prospero's character in terms of the expsriential
framewc' k of Elizeretharn cuperstitions, an approach that iz also to
be found in the work of Augustine Skottows, whose comments on the

characters in the Romances are of a distinctly antiquarian nature. (69)

The conceptualistic trend in Victorian criticism is refiected in the
work of Mrs Jsmeson, who argues that the character of Mirands unites

the real and the ideal, (70) that her character "rescives itself into

the very el ts of hood", (71) and who makes poor Miranda

66 /bid., p. 80.

67 See Wellek's discussion of their critical thought in his History
of Literature (Vol. 2). Also see p. 15 77 of this chapter,

68 Chapter 2, p. 96.
69 /bid., p.98f.

70 ibid., pp. 99-100.
71 Ibid., pp. $9-100.
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perfort. . inge aerobatics in her oscillations between heaven and
earth.(72. .owever, dJespite her predominantly abstract, moral
‘nterest in Shalaspeare's characters, her comments are warm and full
of praise for the imagination and skill that Shakespeare displays in
the creation of his characters. At the centre of George Fletcher's
commentary on the character of imogen is his belief in her inteliectual
and moral beautly. Although her "intellectual charms”™ are to a certain
extent identified with her desp insight into folly, which gives a
distinctly moral qualification to the observation, it is actually a new
deveiopment in the criticism of Shakespeare’'s hercines in the
Romances: in the commentaries preceding Fletcher's, they are greatly
admired for their parsonal and moral beauty, but to a certzin extent
are treated as brainless individuals. Finally, it should be observed
that the overwhelming interest in character ger se to be found in
most of the English critics' work on the Romauces is also

characteristic of Fletcher's work.

Once again, it must be observed how amazingly different the approach
of the German critics is from that of most of their English
counterparts. In the commentaries of Tieck, Horn, Ulrici and
Gervinus, emphasis is laid on the bridge that the characters in the
Romances form between the real and ideal worlds. According to Tieck,
this is especially true of Miranda,(73) and to some axtent of Ariel
and Caliban. According to Horn, it is through the charscters in the

plays that nature is rendered synonymous with the wondasrful, and

72 Ibid., p. 100,
73 Chapter 3, p. 113,
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vice versa,(74) and through the control that Prospero, as the
spiritual centre of The Tempest, exercises over the action, involving
real and supernatural characters, that this fusion of the resims of
the real and metaphysical is achieved.(75) According to Ulrici, The
Tempest embraces both the real and ideal worids, (76) and this fusion
is achieved through the interaction of the real and ideal characters
in the play.(77) Commenting on The Tempest, Gervinus argues that

it is esse: cially in the person of Prospero that the realms of the real

and imaginary are bined. (78)

The aspect that clearly distinguishes the German commentaries on the
characters in the Romances from those of the English critics is that
of investing the characters with symbolic significance, which then
also explains why Shakespeare is praised specifically for the moral
truth of his creations. In his commentary on The Tempest, Schlegal
specifically praises Shakespeare for the skill and philosophical truth
of his characterisations, and treats Caliban as a synthesis of
dislectically opposite ideas. The Winter's Tale he praises for the
"fervent truth in the delineation of character and passion” revealed
in it.(79) In Horn's commentaries, Prospero is treated as the spiritual
centre of the enchanted island; (80) Florizel and Perdita are treated
74 Ibid., p. 130.

75 Chapter 2, p. 130.

76 Ibid., p. 142.

77 1bid., p. 143f.

78 Chapter 3, p. 146..

7% Ibid., p. 120.

80 Chapter 2, p. 124f.
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almost as a p“ilosophical synthesis of existential halves making up

-

the whole anw exeiplifying the "pure, eternal truth of Nature and

i,

love"; and Caliban, as fusing the realms of the real and idesl.(81)

in Ulrici, the supernatural characters in gcneral are treated as

symbols of the mys.erious forces of nature, and Prospero, in

particular, as the personified force of nature.(82) Gervinus's

comments on Imogen reveal a strong symbolising tendency: as pointed

out in the preceding chapter, her character becomes the embodiment
of an accumulation of transcendental virtues, the "ideal of feminine

beauty". (83)

The German critics’ character analyses are often subordinate to the
overall organic structure of the play examined. in Schiegel's
commentary, as already indicated in the preceding chapter, the
characte~s’ natures * - seen as elements of the total overall organic
design.(84) Ulrici argues that, in The Winter's Tale, there is »
definite grouping of the characters in terms of the spirit of the
whole, (85) and that in, The Tempest, the interaction of the
characters, from which the action of the play as a whole derives,

exerplifies the main ides of the play. (86) ’%

81 Chapter 3, p. 124f.
82 Ibid., p. 156.
83 Chapter 2, p. 156.
84 Ibid., p. 120.
85 /bld., p. 142.
86 /bid., p. 143f.
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The essential differences, than, between the English and German
critics’ responses to the characters in the Romances are to be found

in the almost exclusivcy symbolic, philosophical nature of the German

critics’ ts, the plete absence of an experiential framework,
their tendency to praise Shakespeare for the moral truth of his
characters, and the growing emphasis on organic unity as grounded

in an underiying motif or idea.

Underiying ali the shifts discussed in the preceding pages, and
therefore the most significant of them all, is the transition from the
belief and interest in reason as the essentisl, creative principle to
an overwhelming concern with the crucial importance of the artist's
imagination in the creative act. It remains to be asked how the
English and German critics conceive of the role of the imagination in

the Romances.

Examined diachronically, the English criticism of the Romances reveals
s most interesting three-stage evolution in the concepi of the
imagination: from the severe distrust and open disparagement of this
faculty in Johnson {(and in most of his predecessors), to & conception
of the imagination as either limited by the demands of a
literary-historical tradition or subordinated to the demands of
morality, which invoives an empirical frame of reference, and finally
to a warm, enthusiastic appraisal of the autonomy of the imagination
in philosophical terms that clearly demonstrate the influence of
German aesthetic thought on this evolution. If the emphasis on the
supremacy of the imagination in literary production is seen to be one
of the most essential ingredients of Romantic thought, then the

efficacy of postulating a definite date around 1800 for the onse: of
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Romanticism shouid be called in question, because it becomes e
abundantly clear that literary evoiution does not proceed by fits and
starts but in terms of a graduai development, in the course of which
several contradictory strands in the evolving canvass can be seen :

to remain inextricably intertwined until the final picture graduslly i

begins to emerge. As early as .753, Joseph Warton  specifically

praised Shakespeare for his “lively imagination” as a "most striking g “
instance of his creative power”(87) and for the imaginative g

consistency of his characters, although [as suggerted in Chapter 2]

e

the imagination is still wo broadly conceived in Warton to characterise
its workings.(88) According to Mrs Montag::, the empirical,
extra-literary demands of 2 literary-historical tradition imposes

certain restrictions on what the imagination can legitimately

A

accomplish. Although the increasing opposition between reason and
imagination is to a certain extent reflected in Mrs Montagu's work,
her emphasis on truthful imaginative portrayal, on "reality and truth,
within the limits of popular tradition”, (89) is clearly a remnant of
neoclassical thinking. This largely empirical, extra-literary approach
finds extreme expression in the coarse didacticisms of Mrs Griffith,
which make poetry the handmaiden of her kind of morality. The first
Romantic conception of the imagination after Warton's warm praise of
this faculty is found in the work of Richardson. It is a conception
that derives, not only from his interest in the personality of the
artist, but also from his overriding belief in the importance of
sympathetic intuition as a prerequisite to entering into the character
87 Ibid., p. 48f.

88 /bid., p. 49.

89 /bid., p. 56.




a poet sets out to create. Although this observation is still chainad
to the neoclassical demand for "truth and propriety” in rendering the
"manners and passions of mankind”,(90) and the style and tone of
Richardson's commentary is lacking in the warmth and enthusiasm
associated with Romantic c.iticism, this new conception of the
imagination is a far cry from Johnson's literai-minded distrust of this
essential faculty in literary creation. If Mesdames Montagu and and
Griffith, and Messrs Warton and Richardson, can be grouped
together, then Coleridge, Hazlitt, Drake and Mrs Jameson can be seen
to form a grouping very different from the two of their predecessors

in their approach to the imagination.

As already pointed out in the discussion on Coleridge in Chapter 2,
his jork straddles the empirical and idealistic trends in the criticism
of the Ronmances, which is also suggested by his approach to the
imagination as reveated in his commentary on The Tempest: his
psychological -- that is, sensualistic -- comments on theatricsl or
poetic illusion as the chief end of the drama are clearly subordinate
to his interest in the personality of the artist and, above ali, to his
belie® in the supremacy of the imagination as the inner vision of the
artist, which is not subject to any of the empirical constraints

pr d by Mesd Montagu and Griffith, and which gives the

ultimate unity to the work of art.(91) This is borne out in his brief

comments on The Tempest discussed in Chapter 2. The most’

significant comment on the imagination by any one of the English
critics discussed in this study derives from the pen of William Hazlitt,
80 /bid., p. 70.
91 ibid., p. 85f.
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in his comments on the differences between ancient and modern
drama, a section of which was quoted in Chapter 2, Hazlitt makes
the crucial distinction batween the principles of imitation and
imagination as being not only distinct but virtually opposite, a
distinction that is also to some extent borne out in his
juxtapositioning of the classical and Romantic styles:(92) the standard
of objectivily, of truth to nature, implied in or presupposed by the
empirical principle of imitation, had to make way for that of the
imagination, which operates not by reflection but by imaginative
transformation, and which imaginatively transforms the object of its
attention. The imagination, then, not only mediates betwcan the real
and the ideal world, but achieves a synthesis and, finally, a unity
of the most diverse elements until tie fictional universe of the play
becomes autonomous -- that is, independent of the real world and
analogous to it. This is further borne out by his claim that
Shakespeare shows the same insight into the imagination as he does
into the real world, (93) which clearly implies that the former is no
longer seen merely to have assimilated empirical elements, but that
it has become distinct and autonomous. In its implications, Hazlitt's
distinction is by far the most far-reaching of all the comments on the
role of the imagination made by his English contemporaries. There
is such a striking resemblance between Haziitt's thought and that
of his German contemporaries Jiscussed in this study, that their
influence on his thought carnot be doubted. His argument that
Shekespeare makes use of the principle of analogy "to reconcile great
diversities of character” and to maintain a continuity throughout, in
92 /bid., p. B88f.

93 /bid., p. 89.
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Cymbeline, for example, (94) echoes the general synthesising function
of art attributed to Kant and his successors, notably to Schiller and
Solger. That the union of the many supposedly dialectical qualities
in the Romances -- of the most "extraordinary incidents and the most
singular assemblage of characters”, in The Tempest, for example(95)
-~ is achieved largely through the imagination is also suggested by
Nathan Drake.(96) And the same idea can be found in the

taries of Mrs J , who explicitly quotes Schlegel on the
blending of the mai.y diverse elements in Cymbeline into "one of the

loveliest fictions of remantic poetry”.(97)

Coleridge's argument that The Tempest appeals entirely to the
imagination, and that the illusion achieved in the pilay by the

gination is parable to the act of drear:inn?98) is remarkably

similar to Tieck's comment, made some eighteen years earlier, that

A

it is through his powerful imagination that Shakespeare s in

initiating the spactator into the world of The Tempest, a worid that
is entirely magical and comparable to a dream.(99) Tieck would seem
to suggest that the imagination mediates between the conscious and
subconscious, to achieve a state of mind that Kames somewhere aptly
calied a "waking-dream”, a term that draws attention *o the empirical

and idealistic elements which combine to create this atmosphere ir

94 Ibid., p. 91f.
85 Ibid., p. 97.

96 ibid., p. 96f.
87 Ibid., p. 102.
98 Ibid., p. 81f.
99 Ibid., p. 112.
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The Tempest. Empirical elements can also be found in Schlegel's
argument that Shakespeare blended the social manners of his own time
with those of antiquity but, on the whole, his overriding concern
is with the synthesising power of a leading motif or idea in the plays.
It is hardly necessary at this point to draw attention to the similarity

bet his emphasis on unity in diversity and in the centrality of

organic form and that of Coleridge. in both Schiegel and Coleridge,
that which ultimately achieves the grand synthesis of all the

discordant el ts is the imagination. The same belief is also

represented in Hazlitt's work on the Romances.

That English and German criticism was certainly not without points
of contact is further proved by the similarities in outlook between
Hazlitt and Horn, especially in their emphasis on the organic fusion
of all disparate elements in the plays achieved by the imagination.
This organic principle can be seen gradually to have made way for
a more abstract approacn to the question of how such an essential
harmony is brought about in the plays. That the "idea" has
supplanted the imagination at the very heart of the Romantic debate,
as is clear from the work of Ulrici and Gervinus, is a significant
development in the critical history of the reception of Shakespeare's
Romances in Germany, since it heralds a break with the Romantic
tradition and looks forward to the positivistic approach of the

Hegelians.

From the examination of the critical reception of Shakespeare's
Romances in England and Germany during the period 1750-1850, it
is clear that, despite an almost -evolutionary break with the

neoclassical past in Germany, the transition from neoclassicism to
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Romanticism was essentislly an evoiutionary development to which no

fixed date can be ascribed. There is furthermore sufficient evidence

¢~ support the arg t that Europ Romanticism exnibits an
essential unity in the severai chifts common to the two trends in
English and German criticism within the overall framework of
Romanticism.

“,

in the face of such essential corresp , one ds to question

the efficacy of postulating a "plurality of Romanticisms”, as Lovejoy
has done. It is furthermore clear that, within the overall framework
of Europsan Romanticism, the English and German criticism of the
Romances can be seen v exhibit two distinct trends: English criticism
takes its point of departure from experiential reality under the strong
influence of the native empirical tradition in philosophy, and shows
the lasting influence of Aristotie on critical thinking in that country,
wheress German criticism ciearly reflects the influence of the
idealistic tradition in Western philosophy. Not suprisingly, then,
English criticism reveals a pronounced interest in psychological,
morslistic, and socio-historical considerations, and is therefore
fargely pragmatic and 'realistic’ compared with German criticism,
which evinces s more ‘other-worldly' orientation in its essentially
idealistic view of literature as » synthesis of dialectical opposites
under the influence of an underlying central idea or unifying
conception, and which, as Wellek has pointed out, concentrates more
on the philosophical truth of Shaksspeare's characterization and on

metaphysical speculations about the state of man.

In the absence of the formal coherence characterising German

Romantic thought, and for a variety of socio-political, cultural and

201




literary-historical reasons, which could obviously not be examined in
this dissertation, the English criticism of the Romances examined in
this study is less unified and, therefore more individualistic than that
of the German critics. Another important reason for this essential
difference is that Shakespesre's Romances became available in
translation to German critics only at a relatively late stage and,
therefore, did not pass through a neoclassical stage in their critical
evolution. Whereas the English criticisn. of the Romances reveails an
increasing antiquarian and socio-historical interest, German criticism
is characterised by an increasingly positivistic trend, which looks

forward to the critical approach of the Hegelians.

The cricical commentaries of Coleridge and Hazlitt reveal the important
influence of the German critics on some of their English counterparts.
Coleridge’s 'mediating influence' undoubtedly resuited in a valuable

cross-fertilization of critical perceptions of the Romances.

Finally, it shoulid be remarked that it took critical theory some two
hundred years to come to a proper appr: iation of Shakespeare's
creative schievement in these last fruits of his creative genius, and
that this development became possible only when the rationalistic
categories of the neoclassical creed had begun to make way for a
more subjective approach to literary production and to a full
appreciation of the importance of the imagination as the central

ingredient in creative art.

202

A - .

e i

i

q

i
Wata



SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY
SHAKESPEARE EDITIONS

Shakespeare, W. Cymbell (edited by J.C. Maxwelil). London:
Meth and Company Ltd, 1976.

-------- Pericles (adited by F.D. Hoeniger). London: Methuen and
Company Ltd, 1969,

-------- The Tempest. (edited by Anne Richter). Harmondsworth:
Penguin Books, 1968,

-------- The Winter's Tole (edited by K. Muir). London: MacMillan
snd Company Ltd, 1968.

-------- The Winter's Tole (edited by G.B. Harrison).
Harmondsworth: Penguin Books Ltd, 1977.

-------- The Winter's Tale (A New Variorum edition edited by H.H.
Furness). New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1964.

-------- The Plays of William Shakespeare. (Edited by S. Johnson)
London: J & R Tonson and others, 1765.

-------- Schausplete. (hrsg.: J.J. FEschenburg) Ziirich: Orell,
GeBner, FiBlin & Co., 1777-82.

-------- Theatraliscne Werke. (hrsg.: C.M. Wisland) Berlin:
Wweidmann, 1808-19M1
SHAKESPEARE BIBLIOGRAPHIES

Berman, R. A Reader's Cuide to Shakespeore's Plays: A Discursive
Bibllography. |linois: Scott, Forman and Company, 1965.

Ebisch, W. & Schiicking, L. A Shakespeare Bibliography. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1931.

Smith, G.R. A Classified Shakespeore Biblicgrophy: 1936-1958.
Pennsyivania: Pennsylvanis State University Press, 1963.

Velz, J.W. Shokespeare and the Classical Tradition: A Critical
Guide to Commentory, 1660-1960. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1968.

Wells, S.  Shakespeare: Select Bibllographical Cuides. London:
Oxford University Press, 1973.

ENGLISH AND GERMAN PRIMARY TEXTS: 1750-1850

203

e

i




Birch, W.J. An Inquiry into the Philosophy ond Religion of
Shokespeare. London: C. Mitchell, 1848,

Coleridge, S.T. Shakespearean Criticism. (Vols 1 & 2). Edited by
T.M. Raysor. London: Everyman's Library, 1960.

Drake, N. Shakespeare and his Times. New York: Burt Frankiin,
1838.

Fletcher, G. Studies In Shakespeare. leicester: J.S. Crossley,
1847,

Férster, M. "Shakespeare in Deutschland” in Johrbuch der
deutschen Shakespeare-Cesel!schaft. Berlin & Leipzig: Walter
de Gruyter & Co., 1921.

Gervinus, G.G. Shokespeare Commentaries. (transiated by F.E.
Bunne.t) London: Smith, Elder & Co., 1877

Griffith, E. The Moraiity of Shakespeare's Droma Illustrated.
London: Frank Cass and Company (first edition 1775), 1971.

Hazlitt, W. Lectures on the Literature of the Age of Elizabeth and
Characters of Shakespeare's Plays. London: George Bell & Sons,
1908,

Horn, F. Shokespeares Schouspiele Eridutert. Leipzig: Brockhaus,
1823.

Jameson, Mrs Characteristics of Women: Moral, Poetical and Historical
(Vols. 1 & 2) London: Saunders and Otley, 1846.

M L IM. ts of the Last Edition of Shakespeare's Plays
London: C. Dilley, 1785.

Montagu, E. An Essay on the Writings of Shakespeare London:
Fr;nk Cass and Co. Ltd. (Reprint of first edition of 1769},
1970.

Richardson, W. Essays on Shaokespeare's Dramatic Characters (Vols
1 & 2) London: J. Murray, 1786.

Schiegel, A.W. Course of Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature.
(Translated by John Black, revised by A.J. W. Morrison).
London: Henry G. Bohn, 1846.

Skottowe, A. The Life of Shaokespeare; Enquiries into the Originality
of his dramatic Plots and Characters (Vol. 1) London: Longman
and others, 1824,

Tieck, L. Kritische Schriften. (Bd. 1). Leipzig: J.A.Brockhaus,
1848.

Ulrici, H. Shakespeares Dramatische Kuns’  Geschichte und
Charakteristik des Shakespeareschen Dramas. Leipzig: T.D.
Weigel, 1868.

204




-------- Uber Shakespeares Dramatische Kunst und sein Verhditnis
ty Colderon und Goethe. Halle: Eduard Anton, 1839.

Warton, J. Essays on "The Tempest" in The Adventurer (Originally
published 1753-54), edited by J. Hawkesworth and others.
London: Henry G. Bohn, 1863.

GENERAL

Atirams, M.H. The Mirror and the Lomp. New York: W.W. Norton
and Company inc., 1958.

Adams, H. (ed.) Critical Theory since Plato. New York: Harcourt,
1971.

Atkins, J.W.H. Enalish Literary Criticism: 1th and 18th
Centuries. London: Methuen & Co., 1959,

Barber, C.L. Shakespeare's Festive Comedy. Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1972,

Bate, W.J. "The Sympathetic imagination in Eighteenth Century
Criticism” in A Journal of English Literary History. (vol. 12)
Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1945,

Beers, H.A. A Mistory of English Romanticism In the Nineteenth
Century. London: Kegan Paul, Treach. Trubner & Co., 1802.

Bannett, J. Locke, Berkeley, Hume: Central Themes. Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1972,

Bernays, M. "Der Schiegei-Tieck'sche Shakespeare” in Jahrbuch der
deutschen Shakespeare-Geselischaft 1. Vaduz: Kraus Reprint
Ltd, 1963, pp. 306-405

Brandi, A. “"Edward Young, On Original Composition: Ein Beitrag
zur Geschichte der Shakespeare-Kritik im achtzehnten
Jahrhundert” im Jahrbuch der deutshen
Shakespeare-Ceselischaft 9.  Berlin: Langenscheidtsche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1903, pp. 1-15.

Cassirar, E. The Philosophy of the Enlightenment. Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1951,

Chambers, E.XK. William Shakespeare: A Study of Focts ond
Problems(Vols 1 & 2). Oxford: Ciarendon Press, 1930.

-------- Shakespeare: A Survey. lLondon: Penguin Books, 1964,

Closs, A. 'Wiirzein der Romantik bei Herder" in Modern Language
Quarterly 2. Washington: University Press, 1941,

Cohn, A. Shakespeare In Germany in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth

Centurles. Wiesbaden: Dr Martin Skndig Verlag (first published
1865), 1872.

208

o A




Copleston, F. A History of Philosophy (Vols, 6 & 7). New York.
tmage Books, 1965.

Craig, H. "Trend in Shakespeare Scholarship” in Shakespeare
Survey 2 Cambridge: University Press, 1948,

Crane, R.8. Critics and Criticism: Anclent and Modern. Chicago:
University Press, 1952,

Danby, J.F. Poets on Fortune's Hill. Port Washington, New York:
Kennikat Press Inc., 1966

Davies, R.T. & Beatly, B.G. (eds.) Literature of the Romantic
Pariod [1750-1850). Liverpool: University Press, 1976.

Dunstan, A. "The German influence on Coleridge” (1 & 11) in Modern
Language Review (Vois XVIi & XViil) Cambridge: Univaersity
Press, 1922 and 1923 respectively.

Edwards, P. "An Approach to the Problem of Pericles” in
Shakespeare Survey 5. Cambridge: University Press, 1952.

Edwards, P. (ed.) Encyclopedia of Philosophy. New York: The
MacMilian Co. & The Free Press, 1967.

Edwards, P. “Shakespeare's R . 1900-1957" in Shakesper.e
Survey. Cambridge: University Press, 1958.

Enright, D.J. & De Chickera, E. (eds.) English Critical Texts: 16th :
Century to 20th Century. London: Oxford University Press, |
1966.

Evans, B. Ifor The Language of Shakespeare's Plays. London:
Methuen € Co., 1972,

Felperin, H. Shakespearean R . Princeton, New Jersey: !
Princetcn University Press, 1972, !
|
Frey, C. Shakespeare's Vast R : A Study of 'The Winter's ] !
Tale'. Columbis and London: Universily of Missouri Press, 4
1980.

Furst, L. Romeanticism. London: Methuen, 1973.
------- Romanticism in Perspective. New York: St Martin's Press,
69.

Gerold, K.G. Johann CGCottlried Herder: Werke in rwel Biinden.
Minchen: Carl Hauser Veriag, 1953.

Gillies, A, "Herder's Praparation of Romantic Theory” in Modern
Language Review (/ol. XXiX). Cambridge: University Press,
1944,

Girnus, W. "Deutsche Klassik und Shakespears” in Shokaspeare E
éghrbuch 103. Weimar: Hermann Bohlaus Nachfolger, 1967, pp. |
-80.

206




Granville-Barker & Harrison, G.B. (eds.) A Companion to
Shakespeare Studies. Cambridge: University Press, 1934,

Grierson, H. The Background to English Literature: Classicol and
Romantic. London, Chatto and Windus, 1950,

Gundolf, F. Shakespeare und der deutsche Gelst. Berlin: Georg
Bondi, 1922.

Hagstrum, J.H. Somuel Johnson's Literary Criticism. Minneapolis:
The University of Minnesota Press, 1952,

Hartwig, J. Shokespeare’'s Tragicomic Vision. Baton Longe:
Louisians State University Press, 1972,

Haym, R, Die Romantische Schule. Berlin: Weidmannische
Buchhandlung, 1928.

Heuse, C.C. "Deutsche Dichter in ihrem Verhiitnis zu Shakespesrs”
in Jahrbuch der deutschen Shakespeare-Gesellschoft. Vaduz
Reprint Ltd, 1963.

Kay, C.M. & Jacobs, MH.E. Shokespeare’'s Romances Reconsidered.
London: University of Nebraska Press, 1978.

Kermode, F. The Final Plays. London: Longman Green & Co., 1963,

Kettie, A. "Some Tendencies in Shakespearvan Criticism” in
Shokespeare Jahrbuch. Weimar: Hermann Bohlaus Nachfoiger,
1966, pp. 22-36.

Knowles -Williams, G. The Shokespearears Conception of Comedy.
University of Pretoria D). Litt. Thesis, 1961,

Koberstein, A, "Shakespears in Deutschland” in Jahrbuch der
deutschen Shokespeare-Geselischoft 1. Vaduz: Kraus Reprint
Ltd, 1963, pp. 1-17.

Koch, M. “Ludwig 1.ecks Stellung zu Shakespears” in Johrbuch
der deutrchen Shakespeare-Cesellschaft 32. Vaduz: Kraus
Reprint Ltd, 1963, pp. 330-347.

Leech, C. "The Structurs the Last Plays”. Shokespeare Survey
11. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1958,

Locke, J. An Essoy on Human Understanding (Vol. 1) J.M. Dant &
Sons, 1974.

Mason, U. Deutsche und englische Romantik. Géttingen:
VandenHoeck £ Ruprecht, 1966.

Monk, S.H. The Sublime: A Studv of Criti.al Theories In
XV111-century England. Michigan: University Press, 1960,

Mowat, B. The Dromaturgy of Shokespeare’'s Romances. Athens:
University of Georgia Press, 1976,

207

- -, A . L. Al e,



Muir, K. "Fifty Years of Shakespearean Criticism: 1900-1950" in
Stakespeare Survey 4. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1851,

-------- Last Periods of Shakespeore, Racine and Ibsen. Liverpool:
Liverpool University Press, 1961.

-------- “Shakespeare’'s Imagery: Then and Now" in Shakespeare
Survey 18. Cambridge: University Press, 1965.

Nosworthy, J.M. "The | tagrity of Shakespeare: fliustrated from
‘Cymbeline’” in Shake .eare Sirvey 8. Cambridge: Un, ersity
Press, 1955.

Nuttal, A.D. Shakespeore: The Winter's Tale. London: Edward
Arnold ltd, 1980.

Palmer, D,J. (ed.) Shakespeare: ‘The Tempest': A Casebook.
London: The MacMillan Pres; Ltd., 1968.

-------- Shakespeare's Later Comedies. London: Penguin Books,
1971,

Parrot, T.M. Shakespearean Comedy. New York: Oxford University
Press, 1949,

Pascal, R. The German Sturm und Drang. Manchester: University
Press, 1851,

Pascal, R. Shokespeare in Cermany (1740-1815). London: Cambridge
University Press, 1937.

Pettet, £.C. Shakespeare und the Romonce Tradition. London:
Methuen & Company Ltd., 1979.

-------- The Tempest: A Collection of Cricical Essays. London: The
MacMiilan Fress Lid., 1968.

Prawer, S. (ed.) The Romantic Period in Germany. New York:
Schocken Books, 1970.

Price, L.M. The Reception of English Literature in Germany. New
York: Benjamin Blom, 1968

Pyle, F. The Winter's Tale: A Commentary on the Structure.
L ndon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969.

Ra:li, A. A History of Shakespearean Criticism {Vol. 1) London:
Oxford University Press. 1932.

Rohmer, R. "Lessing und Shakespear " in Shakespeare Jahrbuch
103. Weimar: Hermann Bohlaus Nachfciger, 1967, pp. 40-53.

Russell, B. A History of Western Philosophy. London: George Alien
and Unwin Ltd, 1947,

208

b T

£
!
i
;
i

sl a.



Saintsbury, G. A History of Criticism ond Literary Taste in Europe
{Vol. 3). Edinburgh and London: William Blackwood and Sons,
1929.

Secretan, D. Classicism. iLondon: Methuen & Co., 1873.

Semon, K.J. "Fanstasy and Wonder in Shakespeare's Last Plays" in
Shokespeare Quarterly XXV. Washington: Tha  Folger
Shakespeare Library, 1974.

Sherbo, A. (ed.) Johnson on Shakespeare (Vols 1 & 2). New Haven
% London: Yale University Press, 1968.

Siegel, P. His Infinite Variety: Major Shokespearean Criticism Since
Johnson. New York: Arno Press inc., 1979.

Sisson, C.J. "The Magic of Prospero” in Shakespeare Survey I1.
Cambridge: University Press, 1958,

Smith, D.N. FEighteenth Century Essays on Shokespeare. New York:
Russel and Russel Inc., 1962,

-------- Shakespeare Criticism: A Selection. London: Oxford
University Press, 1939,

Smith, H. Shokespeare’'s Romances: A Study of Scme Ways of the
Imagination. California: The Huntington Library, 1972.

-------- Twentieth Century Interpretations of ‘The Tempest'.
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Inc., 1969.

XI1X. New York: The Shakespeare Association of America Inc.,

Smith, J. "The Language of Leontes” in Shokespeore Quarterly f
1968. 3

Spingarn, J.E. A History of Literary Criticism in the Renoissance.
New York: Columbia University Press, 1954,

Supaha, B. “"Shakespeare im Anbruch der klassischen Zeit unserer
Literatur” in Johrbuch der deutschen Shakespeare-GCesellschaft
(52). Vaduz: Klaus Reprint Ltd., 1964.

Stellmacher, W. "Der Junge Herder und Shakespeare” in Shokespeare
Jahr;mch 103. Weimar: Hermann Bohlaus Nachfoiger, 1967, pp.
54-67.

Tiliyard, E.M. Shokespeare's Last Plays. London: Chatto & Windus,
1938.

Traversi, O. The Last Phase. Stanford: Stanford University Press,
1955.

Wward, A.W. ¢ Walier, A.R. The Cambridge History of English
Literature. Cambridge: University Press, 1910.

Warren, A. H. English Poetlc Theory, 1825-1865. New York:
Octagon, 1966.

208




Wellek, R. A HMistory of Modern Criticism (Vols 1-3). London.
Jonathan Cape, 1970.

Weliek, R. Concepts of Criticism. New Haven: Yale University Press,
1963

Wellek, R. & Warren, A. Theory of Literature. London: Jonathan
Cape Ltd, 1949,

Wilsong'égight, G. The Crown of Life. London: Methuen & Company,
1965.

Wincor, R. "Shakespeare's Festival Plays" in Shakespeare Quarterly
1. New York: AMS Reprint Company, 1966,

Wimsatt, W.K. ¢ Brooks, C. Literary Criticism: A Short History.
(Vols 1-3). London: Routiedge Press, 1965,

210













