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Abstract

Engaging and Evading the Barslabout British theatrical modernism and its
ambivalent relationship to Shakespeare. The conventional narrative of earigthivent
century British theater and drama situates their rise within the broagédzaur context of
Continental artistic developments, such as the rise of Henrik Ibsen. Emgriigiwork
of George Bernard Shaw, T. S. Eliot, W. H. Auden, and Peter Brook, this dissertation
argues that the inauguration of a specifically British theater, tbalitlyj and dramatic
movement in the modernist period is absolutely contingent on a turn to Shakespeare, the
icon par excellencef British drama, British culture, British identity, British history, and
British power. The turn to Shakespeare enables the emergence of a Bdtigintra
formally and politically distinct from its Continental counterparts.

This dissertation argues, however, that a modernist logic of paradox,
contradiction, and irony governs the dynamics of British theatrical modésnism to
Shakespeare: the engagement with Shakespeare is always co-extehdive erasion
of ShakespeareEngaging and Evading the Baskplores the modernist irony towards
Shakespeare. For Shaw, a Fabian-inspired anti-idealist politithéaegset forth imThe
Quintessence of Ibsenismotivates his condemnation of “Bardolatry” throughout his
career, most notably i@aesar and Cleopatraln stark contrast to Shakespeare, a high-
church, conservative Christian religiosity and ideological investmenediewval
modernism lie at the heart of Eliot’s 1935 verse druneder in the Cathedral The
interpenetration of media (print and performance) and genre (poetry, crjtansim
drama) inThe Sea and the Mirror: A CommentaryTime Tempest allegorizes Auden’s

new-found liminal identity in the 1940s as both a British and American poetic a
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political subject. Post-war, post-imperial, Cold War geopoliticaltiealand existential
anxieties, especially concerning the Bomb and the threat of nuclear aronhiad
Brook to adopt the late modernist theatricality of Samuel Beckett in his 1962 Royal
Shakespeare Company productiorKofg Lear, a production that succeeds in staging
Shakespeare’s play as the metatragedy (that is, a tragedy abouutieedi@itagedy) that
it really is.

Ultimately, this dissertation problematizes nationalism as an animaticeg) for
British theatrical modernism by positioning nationalism in the modernigichm
relation to its ethical and political universalist antinomies: socialistnationalism,

transatlantic transnationalism, and an emergent utopian postmodernistipoatisan.



For Teresa
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1. Introduction: Shakespeare and lrony

That breakthrough into the godless
present moment was, of course,
less a discovery than homage to the
touchstone of all writerly merit:
Shakespeare, who defied the popes,
bishops, and deconstructionists by
unflinchingly holding the mirror up
to nature’
George Bernard Shaw thought comedy could be a philosophy; recall the falf hitke
1903 playMan and Superman: A Comedy and a PhilosépRhilosopher Ted Cohen
writes that laughter in the face of the absurd reveals our hunfahliggin this
dissertation with a discussion of an academic parody, from Frederick Crews’s

Postmodern Poah

At the December 2000 meeting of the Modern Language Association in
Washington, DC, a group of the most highly esteemed literary critics iretdg\iho do

not exist) organized by N. Mack Hobbs, a distinguished English professor atétjnce

! Frederick CrewsPostmodern PoatNew York: North Point, 2001. p. 70. Hereaftited
parenthetically.Postmodern Pools the sequel to Crews’s 1963 bofitke Pooh Perplex

2Man and Superman: A Comedy and a Philosophy

% “Many successful jokes incorporate an absurditg, #herein lies the lesson that a human response to
absurdity is laughter. It is not just jokes, lmdeed it is also the world itself and its varionisabitants that
are sometimes absurd to human contemplation. Wiediaugh at a true absurdity, we simultaneously
confess that we cannot make sense of it and thaceept it. Thus this laughter is an expressioouof
humanity, our finite capacity, our ability to liwgth what we cannot understand or subdugokes:
Philosophical Thoughts on Joking Matte@hicago: Chicago UP, 1999. pp. 40-41.



(who also does not exist) convened a panel (which, too, did not exist) on Winnie-the-
Pooh (who does exist but only as a fiction). Each presenter delivered a paper on the work
of A. A. Milne from the perspective of one specific critical hermeneutic, lggtifig the
strength of that hermeneutic as an appropriate and necessary form areaegagith

Pooh. An elder statesman of the literary humanities, the distinguished Romanticis
Shakespearean Orpheus Bruno (who, like Hobbs, does not exist) read a paper, entitled
“The Importance of Being Portly,” in which he denounces the various hermeneutic and
critical methodologies that have emerged in the Academy in the wake of the rise of
“theory”—the various articulations of French poststructuralism and their guése
transmogrifications within the matrices of American identity politics—anghich he
argues for the centrality of Pooh to the Western Canon. He does so by equating Pooh
with Shakespeare.

The different theory-driven readings of Pooh delivered by his colleagues on the
panel fail, to Bruno’s mind, to engage with the “heraldic image of an amply propaktione
Winnie-the-Pooh tiptoeing on a chair to reach a honey pot in his larder.” Theyeead th
image allegorically. Addressing his fellow panelists, Bruno claims,

If you were an earnest high school senior in AP English, you
might translate this image into a kitschy allegory; it’s a figure,
say, of Aspiration. Being modish academics, though, you
doubtless prefer an allegory drawn from your own sewing
circles: the picture really bespeaks Commodity Fetishism, or

Depletion of Natural Resources, or the Recycling of Social
Energy, or, best of all, Male Rapacity. (69)



Bruno rejects the rendering of image into language-game, which he sees as a
flight from immanence into interpretation (and interpretation he finds banal):
“Translation itself—the escape from literary presence to packageficagoe—is
precisely the error here. What you ought to be registering is a teddstistelning for a
honey pot.” He holds up the example of modernist lyric and its “daring litefadistine
lens through which to see and read the image, citing the exemplarity ofif\@kalos
Williams and his poem “This is Just to Say”: I have eaten / the plums / tratiw/
the icebox™ (69)*

To reject the literalism of Williams’ lyric in the pursuit of furthesignificance” is
folly and reactionary (Bruno, then, as the true radical, saving Literary Studie
itself). Bruno writes, “To insist on further portent is to take a step backward in

sophistication. It aligns soi-disant postmodernists with the invisible universattohC

* The entirety of Williams’s “This Is Just to Say”:

| have eaten
the plums
that were in
the icebox

and which

you were probably
saving

for breakfast

Forgive me

they were delicious
so sweet

and so cold

The Collected Poems of William Carlos Williams,Woé |: 1909-1939Eds. A. Walton Litz and
Christopher J. MacGowan. New York: New Directioh886. p. 372.



Mather and the medieval fathers of the church” (69). In a cheeky dig, Brumts dlsat
the superstitious, diabolical cosmology of medieval ecclesiastical dutfiods its
contemporary analogue in the hermeneutics of suspicion of the contemporary.théoris
is against both that modernism enters into existence, not as an original cottueanent
or phenomenon but rather as a rearticulation of the supremacy of the Greatest Writ
Ever, the one against all others are measured, Shakespeare. We return to ngy openin
epigraph: “That breakthrough into the godless present moment was, of course, less a
discovery than homage to the touchstone of all writerly merit: Shakespeare, who defied
popes, bishops, and deconstructionists by unflinchingly holding the mirror up to nature.”
Pooh, Bruno tells us, breathes the same rarefied air as Shakespeare. Shakespeare

and Pooh are sublime subjects of aesthetic creation, not just incorrupt and pure but
themselves incorruptible, themselves purifying. We stand in their company-edimet
deign to stand in ours. As Shakespeare defied (and continues to defy) those who would
subjugate him to their explanations of the universe,

As doesPooh which is to literature for the young what Shakes-

peare is to literature altogether. We do not extaioh it ex-

plains us, through the sheer fullness of its represented life. It

possesses no portable meaning that we can corrupt to our tawdry

didactic ends; nor does it allow us to forget that artistic facts

are alwaysvilled. “In poetry,” Pooh tells Piglet, “—well, you

did it, because the poetry says you did. And that’s how people

know.” There’sa wisdom far more radical than that of the neo-

phyte Nietzscheans and Rolex revolutionaries who have seized
control of the academy. (70)



J. L. Austin writes that poetic language, like theatrical language, is tikieearg
of a performative utterance, for it is a speech act which is pecaliar wayhollow or
void if said by an actor on stage, or if introduced in a poemdoh’s explanation of
poetry to Piglet contravenes Austin’s. Poetry, like allisperformative. Saying poetry
is doing poetry. The poem itself is what confirms the felicity of the uptake of the
utterance to the poet and to the world (“And that's how people know”).

For Bruno, the purpose of the “strong author” is not the financial reward
emblematized by the Rolex on the wrist of the would-be “revolutionaries” whom he
castigates. Nor is it didactic. His intent is not to communicate, to convey sortebfpor
meaning,” or to teach. Rather, it is achieving immortality, “ensuring thétrveger be
able to dispense with his brainchild” (70), that most extraordinary performaecanae
that has a life all its own. The best writers know it when they have done it, and they
“can’t resist rubbing their immortality in our faces.” Bruno tells hisofglpanelists,

Shakespeare flaunt the fact that Prospero’s cloud-capp’d
towers, though made of the sheerest cardboard, will out-last
every castle in England. So, too, there’s no exaggeration in
the final, startlingly boastful clause ©he House at Pooh
Corner. “a little boy and his Bear will always be playing.”

It's nothing but the truth—and centuries after your clamorous
“isms” have faded into silence, the boy and the Bear will be

playing yet. (70)

®J. L. Austin.How To Do Things With Wordg&™ ed. Eds. J. O. Urmson and Marina Sbisa. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard UP, 1975. p. 22. The rest of the peaiph and beginning of the next take freely from thkus



It is not merely the greatnessdohthat warrants its comparison to
Shakespeare. There is something of Shakespeare’s annihilating and catggoric
destructive negative energyRooh“adding nihilistic starch to the limp sentimentalities
of the romper room” (70). In Milne’s character Eeyore, Bruno sees as “an akaiist
surrogate for Hamlet”:

Like the dyspeptic prince, this character doesn’t “seem to
have felt how for a long time.” Not technically a canine but
distinctly hangdog in demeanor, he might almost be called a
melancholy Great Dane. And just as his literary ancestor
does, he manifests a depressive inability to take arms against
a sea of troubles—into which he literally tumbles in one epi-
sode of unmitigated terror: “There was a loud splash, and
Eeyore disappeared.” That the “sea” in this instance is a syl-
van stream only goes to show that Milne’s imagination was
caught up not only in Hamlet’s plight but in the doomed
Ophelia’s as well. (70-71)

There is another Shakespearean valence of tragdttyoin one that recallking

Lear and its “sabotage” of the audience’s expectations of a fortunate resolution, $a happ
ending” (71)® Without comfort, justice, or redemption, both stories end offering nothing
but a vision of total desolation:

No more inThe House at Poof Cornénan inKing Leardo

we find the hero repaid with good fortune for his admirable

traits and for the many indignities he has been made to suffer.

Lear dies, heartbroken, over the corpse of Cordelia. Pooh will

be unceremoniously tossed into an attic by some domestic
factotum as Christopher Robin put[s] away childish things].]

® For a reading ofear as a tragedy that refuses any humanistic affionaif essential (and essentializing)
value and that “sabotages” the possibility of ctesef. Jonathan Dollimor®adical Tragedy: Religion,
Ideology and Power in the Drama of ShakespeareHindContemporaries3® ed. Durham, NC: Duke UP,
2004. pp. 189-203.



(71)

This sense of injustice and irresolution, this denial of the “sense of an ehdaimg”
feel at the prospect of Pooh’s spending the rest of time alone and disposed ofimign att
compounded by the fact that Milne’s tragic hero, for Bruno, is a version of Shakespeare’
greatest, most vital achievement, one that exerts a powerful influermobn Of
Pooh’s child companion, Christopher Robin, Bruno writes,

Everybody loathes a goody-goody mama'’s boy, as | learned
the hard way at Music and Art. [...] It is Pooh, not the privi-
leged, self-advancing, all too socializable Christopher, who
has earned out lifelong affection. And yet we perceive with
stark clarity that Christopher, not Pooh, will be the survivor
here. It doesn’'t seem fair to a Friendly Bear—does it, now,
my dears?—to throw him away like a broken chair. (71)

Christopher will grow up and get on in the world, while Pooh, his erstwhile
friend, is forgotten, disowned. Bruno asks, “For those of you who have actually taken the
trouble to read some Shakespeare, doesn’t this rough treatment ring another bell—
specifically, from2 Henry I\?” Based on this reading of the narrative parallels between

Shakespeare and Milne, Bruno maps the story of Prince Hal and Falstaff omto that

Christopher Robin and Pooh, casting the bear in the role of Sir John, “twin to that very

"“In King Leareverything tends toward a conclusion that doeootrr; even personal death, for Lear, is
terribly delayed. Beyond the apparent worst thergorse suffering, and when the end comes it ionty
more appalling than anyone expected, but a mergdrothat horror, not the thing itself. The eachow

a matter of immanence; tragedy assumes the figmstf apocalypse, of death and judgment, heavén an
hell; but the world goes forward in the hands dfausted survivors. Edgar haplessly assumes tinéydig
only the king’s natural body is at rest. Thistie tragedy of sempiternity; apocalypse is trandlatg of

time into theaevun’ Frank KermodeThe Sense of an Ending: Studies in the TheoryctibR. 2" ed.
Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000. p. 82.



friend—a character meant to embody the fun-loving plentitude that will be &llpyme
sacrificed to his ex-companion’s worldly ambition. He’s a reincarnation, imflr a
stuffing, of the most profoundly human and sympathetic personage ever drawn by
Shakespeare, or by anyone else, John Falstaff” (71-72). Christopher’s $topntimue
as Prince Hal's does, gloriously, ktenry V, Pooh’s will not. Dismissed, the latter will
vanish from the former’s life and be no more, just as Falstaff—nothing more than an off-
stage character about whose death we hear only through the second-hand reportage of
those on the peripheries of the narrative at which Hal, now King Henry, is the heroic
centef—is present to us only insofar as he is an absence we barely register.

Bruno continues in this vain, expounding the influence that Shakespeare and his
“most profoundly human” character had®aoh He then proceeds masterfully to
uncover Henry James’s and William Wordsworth'’s roles as two further influences
Pooh “So much, then, for the major influences and Milne’s cunning means of

containing them” (75J.

8 Hostess: Nay, sure, he’s not in hell. He’s ithir’s bosom, if ever man went to Arthur's bosoAn.
made a finer end, and went away an it had beermlagtom child. Henry \, 2.3.9-11. All citations to
Shakespeare are Tthe Norton Shakepear®™ ed. Gen. Ed. Stephen Greenblatt. New York: W. W.
Norton, 2008.

° The rest of Bruno’s paper takes up again the thef®@oh as an antiauthoritarian, anticlerical
“blasphemer,” aligned with great heretics suchthe Gnostic Valentinus, the Kabbalist Moses Cordoyve
the Sufi Ibn al-‘Arabi, the Shi'ite al-Hallaj,” anBruno himself (75-76). As such, Bruno argues,ndil
cannot possibly be the author. After the thougitegiment of imagining Kafka as the real authoPobh
Bruno settles on Virginia Woolf (76-78) and makésdlosing peroration against his theory-driven
colleagues on the panel: “If you could grasp thpart of the following exchangereally grasp it, as
countless ordinary readers have done with my eagsiment—you might be able to leave your
fashionable shibboleths behind: ‘Oh Bear! saidi€tbpher Robin. ‘How do | love you! ‘So do |,axl
Pooh.” | recount all this because Virginia Woadlutd easily have been an object of study in this



If | may take a step back from what | have written thus far, | hope it is obvious
that the “text” (note the scare-quotes) under discussion is Frederick Cpansty of
Harold Bloom on Shakespeare, and | have begun my dissertation with this parody
because it raises several themes, problems, questions, and opportunities. Fromt{he outse
| want to make perfectly clear what this dissertation is and whatdtisThis is a
dissertation about British modernism, nationalism, theatricality (in printrand
performance), and the relationship between this constellation of terms and Saekespe
Whereas Shakespeare is the central trope of this project, this dissertatiemsasel!f
first and foremost with those other terms. This is not a dissertation on Shakesgkare
his relationship to them. The difference is not simply one of priority; it is one of
directionality. It is my task in this project to examine the heterogeneoushyayisich
the four figures on whom | focus in this project—George Bernard Shaw, T. S. Eliot, W.

H. Auden, and Peter Brook—approach the challenge of Shakespetaie ways in

dissertation—less because she is, “uniquely iniBhdjterature, the only author [to have] produeed
book-length biography of a cocker spaniélltish, as Bruno writes (77), than because: 1) she wrote
extensively on Shakespeare and other authors @riglish Renaissance; 2) she made her own foray int
dramatic writing with the comedyreshwater(written 1923, given private performance in VareBsll's
studio 1935); and 3) the event at the center ofdstmovel Between the Actss the performance of
something akin to a medieval pageant play, writtevelistically as a quasi-closet drama. On Woolf,
Shakespeare, and the Reniassance, cf. Cary DiPsttakespeare and Modernis@ambridge,UK:
Cambridge UP, 2006. pp. 168-199; and Sharon StocKtrginia Woolf and the Renaissance: The
Promise of Capital and the Violence of Materialis@LIO: A Journal of Literature, History, and the
Philosophy of Historp4:3 (Spring 1995): 231-250. On Woolf and modsrperformance ikreshwater
andBetween the Actscf. Penny Farfarivlodernism, Women, and Performan€ambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 2004. pp. 49-64 and 89-101.



which Shakespeare approaches them. Implicit in such this latter line of argument
believe, would be the belief that Shakespeare acts on Shaw, Eliot, Auden, and Brook, that
his agency is more important than theirs, the he influences and controls themntheathe

that they negotiate the pressures his work puts on theirs. This takes mepbfebrsé

to pursuing a study in the theory of the “anxiety of influence,” the work that Bloom has
made into his own cottage industry, especially as centered on Shakespearemtethe c

of the Western Canofl. That is not to say that the relationships between the artists |
consider and Shakespeare do not matter. They do, but 1) only insofar as | am interested
in the “cunning means” by which Shaw, Eliot, Auden, and Brook contain Shakespeare,
not in the “major influence” he has over them; and 2) only in relation to their social and
historical contexts. This dissertation traces the formal developmenitishBheatrical
modernism, not because | want to perpetuate a cult of poetic personality, but rathe
because intertextuality is more important to me than influence. That is, @toedon

the “relationship among texts,” as Pierre Bourdieu defines intertetyt(atid for the

sake of argument, a given theatrical production is a text), is more useful thalitatiore

19 For Bloom’s first major statement on, the “anxiefyinfluence,” cf.The Anxiety of Influence: A Theory
of Poetry 2" ed. Oxford: Oxford UP, 1997. His works, from whicam trying to distance myself, are far
too numerous, and repetitive, to cite in full. Meheless, Crews’s parody targé&tee Western Canon:
The Books and School of the Agdsw York: Riverhead, 1994; ai8hakespeare: The Invention of the
Human New York: Riverhead, 1998. For a lively set e$ponses to BloomShakespearef. Christy
Desmet and Robert Sawyer, EHsrold Bloom’s Shakespearew York: Palgrave, 2002. In the
“biographical headnote” to Bruno’s piece, Brunotoks includeThe Breaking of the Win@he Savage
Sublime: One-Upmanship at the Muses’ Gitg Vico, My Shakespeare, My Gp@hat You Don’'t Know
Hurts Me Just Read These BooledAs | Said Before Postmodern Poqgtpp. 65-66.

10



on individuals'* What | want is to situate the formal development of British theatrical
modernism within the “space of possibles” in which it occurred—that is, within a
sociology of cultural productioff.

| also begin this dissertation with a turn to Crews’s parody because thagefini
characteristic of parody, irony, is also the defining charactedgteitish theatrical
modernism’s relationship to Shakespeare. Irony, paradox, ambivalence, and
contradiction—these terms are at the heart of how Shaw, Eliot, Auden, and Brook
approach Shakespedfeln their work, they go to Shakespeare throughout their careers
to the extent that it is not much of an exaggeration to claim that the development of
British theatrical modernism is impossible without Shakespeare. Thegogcning
their repeated returns to Shakespeare, however, is not one of pure, unalloyed adulation. It
is more critical and complex than that—it is a dynamic of simultanelegagemerdand
evasion The works of Eliot, Shaw, Auden, and Brook are constantly embracing
Shakespeare yet at the same time keeping him at arm’s length. Theypeagriate,

laud, and perform Shakespeare in their own ways, but there is always the spiusaif re

" The Field of Cultural Production: Essays on Artldrterature Trans. Randal Johnson. New York:
Columbia UP, 1993. p. 179. Ifind it telling thheater, and not just dramatic literature but ffsesn of
actual theatrical production and consumption, ftheticket-paying audience to the director, playshsan
important role in Bourdieu’s conceptualization o€®logy of cultural production. Given how intrioally
collaborative and communal staging and watchintag, pespectively, are, theater lends itself extrlym
well to Bourdieu.

21bid., p. 176.

13 Bloom'’s theory of influence is essentially a psyahalytic one of Oedipal conflict. Given the catity
of ambivalence in Freud’s psychoanalytic genealwigyivilization and culture, | use the term guarged
Cf. “Taboo and Emotional Ambivalencel'btem and Tabadlrans. and Ed. James Strachey. New York:
W. W. Norton, 1950. pp. 24-93.
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hovering at hand, a need to avert their attention from him to something else. @f$entim
that something else is the Elizabethan and Jacobean drama of Shakespeare’s
contemporaries or the lyric and epic poetry of his successors, e.g., Donnet,Herber
Milton and Dryden. More often than not, though, it is a turn to the drama and culture of
his medieval predecessors; hence, medievalism in the modernist period 8 therap
in my work. The evasions of Shakespeare that Shaw, Eliot, Auden and Brook make and
the forms that those evasions take are of paramount importance to me becauséfthey te
to the power of irony as the modernist trope supréme.

Modernism is one of the central terms of this dissertation because it is an
important dimension of the sociology of cultural production in which Shaw, Eliot,
Auden, and Brook worked. For Crews’s Bruno, modernism is mimesis, and its exemplar
is Shakespeare, “holding the mirror up to nature.” Shakespearean representhtitn a
modernism of Williams’ “This Is Just to Say” are alike in that theyteth expressions
of realism, a kind of literalism that constitutes a denial of a metaphysdios; eligious
or theoretical, that distances us from redifitylust as with the image of Pooh reaching

for the honey pot and the words of Williams’ poem, all we have to do is read whatever is

4 The modernists themselves certainly understoodehéality of irony to their project. Recall the
valorization of irony by the New Critics in thegwvaluation of poetry; for example, cf. Cleanth Be®o
“Irony as a Principle of Structurel’iterary Opinion in AmericaRev. ed. Ed. Morton Dauwen Zabel. New
York: Harper and Brothers, 1951. pp. 729-741.

!> Recall Stanley Cavell's warning: “Philosophy mhstuseful or it is harmful. Must We Mean What We
Say?Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1976. p. xlii.
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in front of us in order to see a real and present wrlealism, then, is a poetics of
everyday life that extends into practice, into howlwe everyday lifet” It is an
affirmative engagement with the experience of being in the world, livirmpgrather

things, other people, and their ways of being in the world (what Wittgenstein called

11)’ 18

“forms of life an engagement that acknowledges danger and loss, in addition to

pleasure and consolation. Marshall Berman’s sense of “modernity” and whaini hoe
be “modern” coincides with Bruno’s “modernism.” Berman writes,

There is a mode of vital experience—experience of space
and time, of the self and others, of life’s possibilities and
perils—that is shared by men and women all over the world
today. | will call this body of experience “modernity.” To
be modern is to find ourselves in an environment that pro-
mises us adventure, power, joy, growth, transformation of
ourselves and the world—and, at the same time, that threa-
tens to destroy everything we have, everything we know,
everything we are. Modern environments and experiences
cut across all boundaries of geography and ethnicity, of
class and nationality, of religion and ideology: in this sense,
modernity can be said to unite all mankind. But it is a para-
doxical unity, a unity of disunity: it pours us all into a mael-
strom of perpetual disintegration and renewal, of struggle

'8t is not clear to me that there is not a contridin, though. Bruno’s reading of Williams’s “lidism”
suggests, to me, at least, the possibility thatdatism is no different from a formalism, that the
immanence of the poem is inextricably bound up withform of the poem. Does this not put us right
back on the slippery slope of deconstruction, freinich Bruno thought Williams’s literalism had brake
through? If it does, then the “soi-disant postmadss” are right, for deconstruction is the theimadt
paradigm of postmodernism, albeit a paradigm incihine “supreme theoretical concept and value of
traditional modernism and the very locus of thaambf self-consciousness and the reflexive,” irony
survives. Fredric JamesdPgstmodernism, or, The Cultural Logic of Late Caligm Durham, NC: Duke
UP, 1991. pp. 258-259.

"My use of the expression “poetics of everyday ligea deliberate nod to the work of Michel de @ei:
cf. The Practice of Everyday Lif@rans. Steven Rendall. Berkeley and Los Angéladifornia UP, 1984.
'8 |n Germanlebensformen Cf. The Philosophical Investigation8® ed. Trans. G. E. M. Anscombe.
Oxford: Blackwell, 2001. § 19.
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and contradiction, of ambiguity and anguish. To be modern
Is to be part of a universe in which, as Marx said, “all that is
solid melts into air*®
As ought to be the case with a philosophical definition of modernism that aligns
the term with Marx, there is something profoundly utopian here that makes it very
appealing. Yet, there is a problem in accepting this line of thought: modernisnst at lea
as constellated within the academic field of Modernist Studies, is virtualgrn
understood to be realism—realism is almost always figured as modernism'¢®Othe
This has led to the near-omission of drama from histories of modernism, as dre®a, Si
the rise of Ibsen, has only ever been considered in its relation to realismasitiked
with it or as a reaction against it, e.g., expressiofifsidence, there are classic studies of
modern dramdut notmodernist drama?
Albeit ever so modestly, this dissertation understands itself as a contribution

towards a new literary and dramatic history, one which acknowledges therdixtaay

theatricality of Ibsen and his successors, a theatricality thatrlib® iface of a simplistic

9 All That Is Solid Melts Into Air: The ExperienceModernity New York: Penguin Books USA, 1988. p.
15. The line from Marx is from th@ommunist Manifesto"All that is solid melts into air, all that ily is
profaned, and man is at last compelled to face satver senses his real conditions of life anddiegions
with his kind.” The Portable Karl MarxEd. Eugene Kamenka. New York: Viking, 1983. p7 20

2 Georg Lukacs is the most forceful exception, adtiog a politically-committed (read: socialist) liemn.
Cf. Realism in Our Time: Literature and the Class §gle. Trans. John and Necke Mander. NewYork:
Harper and Row, 1964; anBitudies in European Realisifrans. Edith Bone. New York: Grosset and
Dunlap, 1964.

2L | invoke expressionism in order to recall the atler] Brecht-Lukécs debate. Cf. Adorno, Benjarain,
al. Aesthetics and Politics.ondon: Verso. 1980.

% Three that leap to mind: Robert Brustdihe Theatre of Revolt: An Approach to the Moderania.
Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1964; Raymond Vdiflis,Drama from Ibsen to Brech©xford: Oxford
UP, 1968; and Richard Gilmafhe Making of Modern Drama: A Study of Biichnesehy Strindberg,
Chekhov, Pirandello, Brecht, Beckett, HandKew York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1974.
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dismissal of “modern drama” as merely realist or anti-realist and annctiveegsr as
theater, as a self-conscious, reflexive form no different from the motlgrigsor the
modernist novel Engaging and Evading the Baadigns itself with Toril Moi's 2006
bookHenrik Ibsen and the Birth of Modernism: Art, Theater, Philos@sha literary
and dramatic history that realizes modernism not as anti-realist butaatheti-idealist
and opposed, as well, to the other modes and genres aligned vis a vis gender with the
nineteenth century tradition of aesthetic idealism: romance, melodramé, End (
Bentley is right that the desire for melodrama is also the desire for Ytteeaser itself>
This dissertation, then, also aligns itself with recent work on modernist atriithbgy,
but it does so by taking British theatrical modernism’s engagement with andregfis
Shakespeare as its starting péfht.

In doing so, in treating the four figures at the center of this study, a variety of

ancillary topoi manifest themselves in discussion. For example, it is télabh@tuno

% “The dramatic sense is the melodramatic sensenasan see from the play-acting of a child.
Melodrama is not a special and marginal kind ofitialet alone an eccentric or decadent one; itame

in its elemental form; it is the quintessence @fda. [...] [T]he young person who does not wish tdewri
melodrama, does not write drama at all, but atteraptondramatic genre, lyric, epic, or what ndhé

Life of the DramaNew York: Applause Theatre Book, 1964. p. 216.

24 Martin Puchner’s inspired work is extremely im@otto me both here and throughout. $tage

Fright: Modernism, Anti-Theatricality, and DramBaltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 2002; and (with Alan
Ackerman) IntroductionAgainst Theatre: Creative Destructions on the Mo Stage Eds. Alan
Ackerman and Martin Puchner. New York: Palgravéd®@p. 1-17. In relation to that other classigkvo
on antitheatricality, Jonas Barisiihe Antitheatrical PrejudiceAckerman and Puchner discuss their
project in terms of “a number of revisions” (2)afsh’s treatment of modernist antitheatricalitytet end
of his magisterial study, from Nietzsche to the dtalust, treats antitheatricality as a manifestation
fascism and anti-Semitism—in other words, as a lytddstructive force; for Ackerman and Puchner,
modernist antitheatricality borrowing the phrasenfreconomist Joseph Schumpeter, is a concerned with
“creative destruction,” a negative force which ésually generative (“creative destruction” as defitc)
and which produces the innovations we know as nmistetheatricality. Cf. BarishThe Antitheatrical
Prejudice Berkeley and Los Angeles: California UP, 1981.4Q0-417, 450-477.
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characterizes the modernity and modernism into which realism breaks through as
“godless.” Religion, then, is a major theme in this dissertation. Questions cagcerni
religion were extremely important to Shaw, Eliot, Auden, and Brook, questions such as,
What is God'’s place in the world? in history? This includes problems pertaining to
periodization, especially with respect to the Renaissance, the Middle Agekeand t
recurrence of medieval modernism. The question of God and history also pertains with
respect to modernity’s apocalypticism, one which Bruno identifies with pisttglly
yearning and eternally restless” vision of America, where “the quarigakAmericans
aren’t Franklin, Edison, and Ford [...] but Joseph Smith, Elizabeth Clare Prophet, and
David Koresh” (67)—a vision frightening enough to make me fall to my knees indeed.
Fredric Jameson, in his reading of the four levels of allegory, defines thie liexat, the
anagogical, the one concerned with eschatology, as political, the levielguirglin

which we find “the collective ‘meaning’ of history> The anagogical plays an important
role in my reading of T. S. Eliot arMurder in the Cathedral Related to the question of
history, other questions concerning religion that this dissertation will adichaade:

What is our relationship to God? How is that relationship organized, mediated? through
Church? through the Saints? What is the relationship between politics and théslogy?
modernist political theology culturally coherent? Shaw was an avowed sbhialentire

life. What does the example of Christ have to offer him, ethically? politicislliie

% The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socigdlymbolic Actlthaca, NY: Cornell UP, 1981. pp. 30-
31.
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Christian logic of sacrifice one that transcends or perpetuates violenceauitya
Auden rediscovered the Anglicanism of his childhood upon emigrating to America.
What is the relationship between new nation and religion, identity through bel@rging
conversion? Brook directs a play that, more any other by Shakespeare, is rifeewith t
typology of apocalypse. How does his directorial concept speak to an existential
situation in which, for the first time in the history of humanity, the means tolljterad
the history of humanity exist?

Related to the question of religion is nationalism, which, like modernism and
related to modernism, is also one of the central terms of this dissertationebiectnes
is an important dimension of the sociology of cultural production in which Shaw, Eliot,
Auden, and Brook worked. “Pooh will be unceremoniously tossed into an attic by some
domestic factotum as Christopher Robin put[s] away childish things, “ Orpheus Bruno
writes, comparing Pooh’s fate with Falstaff's. This will be done as ChristOioloés
ahead to the well-known stages of English character-building: schoolwork, regpanki
sodomy, self-abuse, and eventual espousal to a bucktoothed stick” (71). The theme of
“English character-building” is one bound up with the rise emergence of British

nationalisn?® Benedict Anderson defines nationalism as “an imagined political

% For me, the termBritish andEnglishare interchangeable. This is not mere intellddazness on my
part. Late nineteenth- and early twentieth-cenBnitain recognized the increasing porousness eseh
terms in response to Irish agitation, the growtthefEmpire, and, in consequence thereof, a nascent
national self-doubt. “The Unionist idea of theional character was necessarily coloured by theceffof
the Home Rule crisis and of rampant imperialismth®y/greater emphasis laid upon the state and the
binding institutions of the nation, and by the newderstanding of the artificiality of nations.” tBe
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community” in which, by virtue of the size of any given nation, howbeit ever so small,
the individuals who live in it are strangers to one another, will never know more than a
miniscule number of their fellows citizens, “yet in the minds of each lives thgarof

their communion?’ What is communion if not a sacramental bond? Anderson maintains
that nationalism emerges as a post-Enlightenment response to the declimggoim, rible
desacralization of monarchy, and a transformation of temporal subjectisiff #om

what Walter Benjamin terms “Messianic time,” a medieval conception aflsineity, to
“homogenous, empty time,” the temporality at work in a novel or a newspaper;
nationalism, then, steps in where religion leave$®ffinderstanding the relationship
between religion and nationalism allows us to skirt the trap of conceptualizing
nationalism purely “aanideology”; Anderson suggests that we treat nationalism “as if it
belonged with ‘kinship’ and ‘religion’, rather than with ‘liberalism or ‘fascisAt."The
conceptualization of nationalism as the sense of kinship or belonging | find uskfsl. T
dissertation does not concern itself with trying to analyze and identiffispyg British

characteristics in a structuralist synchrony in either the works ibiexs or the four

Mandler,The English National Character: The History ofldea from Edmund Burke to Tony Blaiew
Haven, CT: Yale UP, 2006. pp. 133.

2"Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origid &pread of NationalisnRev. ed. London: Verso,
2006. p. 6.

2 bid., pp. 12-36. On “Messianic time” and “homogenamspty time,” cf. Walter Benjamin, “Theses on
the Philosophy of History.llluminations Ed. Hannah Arendt. Trans. Harry Zohn. New Yorgh&ken,
1968. pp. 253-264.

#bid., p. 5.
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artists discussed. | do not essentialize Britishness with respect toatrecttiéy of this
period or with respect to Shaw, Eliot, Auden, and Brook themselves. They negotiate the
guestion of Britishness and nationalism for themselves through their engagentients wi
and evasions of Shakespeare—and other ways, as well. Anderson writes, “Communities
are to be distinguished, not by their falsity/genuineness, but by the siytecimthey are
imagined®® The value of using Shakespeare as a trope in this project, then, lies in
Shakespeare’s status as the embodiment of British drama, British culitisé, l@story,
British power, and British identitgar excellence the style with which Shaw, Eliot,
Auden, and Brook engage and evade Shakespeare is the style with which theterticul
their desire for a sense of belonging to a community called Great Britainet.or
Anderson tells us that nationalism is a cultural artifact of a particularkihtty to
recover the sense of it. This is no easy task, given that Shaw emigratéditofBrm
Ireland, Eliot from America, Audeto America, and Brook to the Continent.

Parallel to politics, ethics a major theme in this dissertation. It is trstiopef
the Other. The Williams’ poem that Bruno quotes in relation to Shakespeare, “This Is
Just to Say,” is a poem that seeks forgiveness for a wrong done to the Othgitheat
Other’s plums. The challenges posed by forgiveness, keeping promises, livingrid a wo
defined by the presence of others are often bound up with religion and questions of

redemption and salvation (Christ). It is fortuitous, then, that Bruno frames the work of

*bid., p. 6.
#bid., p. 4.
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“English character-building” in such ironic terms (“schoolwork, spanking, sodomy,”
etc.). To consider Shakespeare with respect to Shaw, Eliot, Auden, and Brook is to
consider nationalism with respect to its ethical and political universatisoaies:
internationalist socialism, transnationalism, and postnationalism.

That is, the teleology of nationalism in this narrative is one of potential utopian
irony. While internationalist socialism, transnationalism, and postnationalls
dialectically produce their reactionary antitheses (e.g., xenophobia, fas@shthe
audacious hope exists, in tandem with the ever-increasing escalation aftthleagid
technological scale of war carried out in the name of the nation, that the diafectic
nationalism culminates with a total revaluation of human belonging predicated on a
desire for community that transcends the nation-state altogether, thengdar peace
over patriotism, for cooperation over sacrifice, for an infinite horizon of global
citizenship® The hydrogen bomb and the threat of nuclear omnicide that loom in the
historicist imaginary of Peter Brook’s 1962 RSC productioKiafj Learare only the
reductio ad absurdarof the nationalism emblematized by the sword of Caesar in Shaw’s
Caesar and Cleopatrat the commencement of the twentieth century, It is my hope that

the ways in which the relationships among the categories moral value, thegter, a

32 Anderson writes that the nation “is always conedias a deep, horizontal comradeship. Ultimatesy i
this fraternity that makes it possible, over thet pao centuries, for so many millions of peoplet B0 muc
to kill, as willingly to die for such limited imagings.”lbid., p. 7. For a passionate advocacy of a
cosmopolitan universalism against patriotism amdrthtion-state, as well as a variety of critiques i
response to that position, cf. Martha Nussbaunh gfar Love of Country: Debating the Limits of
Patriotism Ed. Joshua Cohen. Boston: Beacon, 1996.
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nationalism develop over time in the modernist period constitute a through-line in this
project. For Shaw, the British imperialist nationalism embodied by Shakespear
obstacle to a universalist ethics predicated on a Marxist conception of soaial, jast
the medieval models a didacticism important for bringing change. Fortlgiot
reactionary, theater offers a form of nationalist self-fashioning bound up wgiousl
and political medievalism, a form of conservatism to which Shakespeare irppiosaés
a threat. For Auden, the interpenetration of theater, criticism, and poetry in his
engagement with Shakespeare transfigures Eliot’s conservatism into k libera
transnational subjectivity, one as keenly aware of mortality and death as &tidt
Shaw’s. For Brook, even transnationalism, finally, is found to be inadequate in the face
of the Bomb and a qualitatively new global scale of war that can potergaibe the
death of nations and nationalism altogether—postnationalism and a postnational
theatricality must transcend (trans)nationalism and its culturalikaticns (institutional
and canonic) in theater. The dramaturgical shift fking Learduring the Cuban
Missile Crisis toThe Mahabharatan the 1980s and his later work parallels the shift from
a conservative late modernism to a more utopian postmodernism.

While there is a bias towards a Marxist critical hermeneutic on my part, I, t
wish to resist the restraining dogmatism of dialectical metaphysicesire to inhabit
and empathize with the imaginative space of Auden, Shaw, Eliot and Brook within a
historically specific sociology of cultural production as each engages andsevade

Shakespeare is my primary commitment. As might be clear by now, the counter-
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metaphysics of ordinary language philosophy animates me more than anighing e
Perhaps this is a way of saying that mine is actually a post-Marxigegérx®. Taking
Anderson’s admonition against conflating nationalism and ideology seriously, |
nonetheless hold that nationalism, the communal desire for kinship and belonging, is
often animated by ideology and certainly has real-world political reatifins, such as
war. The critical tools that Marx bequeathed to us—including the rhetorics of
production, consumption, class, and ideology—are more useful to me than his philosophy
of history in addressing the dynamics of power at play in everyday life divchor
language, language that includes the literary and theatrical laangtiagpdernism. No
single theoretical orientation determines the course of this project. Thidatisse
reserves the right to appropriate responsibly from whatever criticatoretical matrices
necessary in it to pursue its goal, an understanding of the ironic development of
modernist theatricality in relation to Shakespeare as trope of Britisinabsim.

Chapter One, “George Bernard Shaw: Beyond Shakes versus Shav,” argues that
an ironic, dialectical engagement and evasion of Shakespeare is necesdaayftr S
inaugurate a new British society and a New Drama. The short story “Time it
Theater” is an allegory of Shaw’s process of revising Shakespeare. A Fatiia
idealist aesthetic, announced in his manifd$te Quintessence of Ibsenjggoverns his
work, both formally and ideologically. Realism, as a mode of authentic engagsittent
the modernity of everyday life, is his guiding principle; for example, Shangitiae

romance out oAntony and Cleopatran his “prequel,”"Caesar and CleopatraYet, in
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his later works, an increasingly tendency towards medievalism occurs, sucrhas in
Dark Lady of the SonnetsThis is especially the case in response to the Great War,
Shakespeare now being tainted by the British nationalism that had, at least ¢aymsed
World War I. Ironically, in his evasion of Shakespeare through a turn to thevaladie
Saint JoanShaw reinscribes one aspect of the ideological underpinning that had led to
World War 1.

In Chapter Two, “T. S. Eliot: The High Modernist as Early Modernist and
Medieval Modernist,” | argue that the constant critical and poetic attektiot pays to
Shakespeare’s contemporaries—the Elizabethan and Jacobean dramatists and the
seventeenth-century poets—and to Shakespeare’s predecessors—the drama of the
medieval ages and primitive ritual—are symptomatic of an evasivenessisowar
Shakespeare himself. For Eliot, Shakespeare’s Renaissance offers &chewsoand
disorder comparable to that of his modernity. A medieval modernist, Eliot’'s conception
of the Middle Ages, albeit ever so inauthentic and ideologically driven by histi@hr
conservatism, provides a template, both formally and theologically, for his awfufi
length playMurder in the Cathedral The play’s investment in questions of ends and
means, on the one hand, and endings and beginnings, on the other, is one to which
Shakespeare cannot speak.

Chapter Three, “W. H. Auden and Peter Brook: Trans- and Postnational
Commentaries on Shakespeare,” proceeds by a different route. Whereas #s cmapt

Shaw and Eliot are more expansively synoptic in assessing those two modernists’
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engagement and evasion of Shakespeare, this shorter chapter focuses on two artists’
specific engagements with Shakespeare as interpretive performanciesthenorm of a
book of poetry, the other a staging of a play: W. H. Aud&his Sea and the Mirror: A
Commentary on Shakespear&lse Tempest, and Peter Brook’s 1962 Royal Shakespeare
Company production ding Lear. One of the first texts Auden composes after
emigrating to the United States from Great Britain, the interperatratigenre (lyric,
prose, drama, criticism) ifihe Sea and the Mirras homologous with a new sense of
poetry as constituting a transnational canon. Brobé&a, | argue, historicizes the
political and existential reality of the Bomb, the Cuban Missile Crisis handgd only
two weeks before the production’s premiere. In doing so, it explodes tragedy and genre
altogether and lays the groundwork for a more utopian postnational performative
postmodern.

It is hoped, then, that this dissertation, in its investigation of nationalism hBritis
theatrical modernism, and the myriad ways it engages and evades Shakdapear

groundwork for a future history of universalism and theater, especiallyirage
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2. Chapter One: George Bernard Shaw: Beyond Shakes versus Shav

George Bernard Shaw begins his career as a would-be novelist and short fiction
writer in the 1880s. In the short fiction, we see the germinal seeds of future plays; for
exampleMan and Supermafprem. 1905) can trace its origins at least as far back as the
1887 short “Don Giovanni Explains.” By the turn of the twentieth century, he was
established as the leading playwright in Britain, and, as Michael J. Hollares vi&Ghaw
would return to short fiction only to present subject matter not conducive to dramatic
presentation® The 1905 short story, “The Theatre of the Future,” is such a story, and |
wish to begin this discussion of Shaw by turning to this story precisely becangesdoi
is instructive: cast in the form of a lengthy propagandist diatribe agairisbrien
theater scene of his day, its subject matter is “dramatic presentasieli” Bhaw’s
theatrical modernism is animated by an anti-idealist ethical and plodiisthetic that
seeks to overturn the structures of nineteenth-century British theater agtg.séar
Shaw, creating an avant-garde theater of the future is contingent on an irdecticdia
engagement with the theater of the past, as exemplified by Shakespearatdlijtithe
telos of Shaw’s engagement with Shakespeare is, ironically, a medievdikshogically

borne out of the catastrophe of the World War I. “The Theatre of the Future” lays the

! The definitive study of Shaw’s early novels is iRicd F. Dietrich’Bernard Shaw’s Novels: Potraits of
the Artist as Man and Superma@ainesville, FL: Florida UP, 1996.
2«Shaw’s Short Fiction: A Path to Dram&HAW: The Annual of Bernard Shaw Stu@i€$989): 122.
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groundwork for understanding Shaw’s achievements, with regards to both Shakespeare

and British theatrical modernism.

2.1 The Ironic Bridge to the Future

In “The Theatre of the Future,” Shaw narrates the life of one Gerald Bridge
“Bridges was a millionaire,” Shaw writdsHe returns from Buenos Aires having made a
fortune as a wholesaler of “picrate of selenium” (121). He stumbles into tlecanal
stumbles out of it by chance “when his business suddenly vanished like a railvadly wre
of summer steam” (123) due to a new industrial innovation that rendered his picrate
obsolete. Yet, he maintains an equanimity through it all grounded in his own innocence.
It was “without emotion (for he was far too callow to grasp how near ruin he stood)” he
discovered the means to become rich (122-123); he “saw his business go as he had seen it
come, without emotion” (124): “Gerald was convinced that he had ‘built up’ his business
by his own industry and astuteness, [but] he regarded its disappearance in quite a
different way, as a natural catastrophe” (123). Bridges treats peopleainists and
honesty. His supplier, “a person who reminded him of the pictures of Spanish farmers in
the Doré Don Quixote” (122), shares in the wealth, for Bridges thinks the farmer “ought
to have a fair profit” (123). The farmer is “delighted to have found an honest man.”

Uncorrupted by the capital he has acquired, he is an uncomplicated man who simply

% George Bernard Shaw. “The Theatre of the Futuree Black Girl in Search of God and Some Lesser
Tales Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin, 1946. p. 121. Heezafited parenthetically.
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wants to lead a good life.  For Bridges, wealth is no more than a means to an end, not an
end in itself: “He did not care even for money any more than for any other nmgcessa
convenience of a comfortable life” (124).

What he cares about more than anything else is theater. An outsider who had
spent so much time away from London, he had cultivated naive fantasies aboutets theat
scene based on the visits to the theater of his youth. “And in Buenos Ayres,” Shaw
writes, he could “look forward to spending some of his millions in visiting them. He
could go to the stalls instead of to the pit as he used to do when he was at the bank” (124-
125).

Much has changed during his time abroad. Bridges makes a point of visiting the
theaters of his youth, but to no avail: “Many of the old theatres were gone” (125); but
several new ones have sprung up like rabbits: “for every old theatre he coutdb@me
there were three new ones” (125). When he steps into one of the new theaters, he is privy
to a conversation between a “deadhead,” a Society patron who is paid a small sum in
exchange for his attendance at the theater, Mr Glossop, and the theater'ssmeamage
Glossop waxes nostalgic for earlier times: “I can remember the tirae thie stalls of
the London theatres—the first rate west end houses, mind you—were often filled with
people who got in simply by paying” (130). Ironically, when the audience had to pay to
see a play, Glossop points out, it was cheaper: “When | went in those old days at my
own expense, paying for my own traveling, and thanking the acting manager fallsy st
as if he was doing me a favor, my theatergoing cost me LESS than it doeslB&yv” (

When the actor-manager of the theater, one Mozart Denbigh (a name that £timéirm
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management’s desperate aspirations for class and social distinctjmesses
incredulity, Glossop defends his assertion that the theater cost less, when he ldd to pa
get in, than it costs now, being free:

Oh yes it did: dont [siéJmake any mistake about it. To begin
With, theyd done away with fees at all the best houses: cloak
room, programs and all. Here I’'m blackmailed at every turn:
a schilling for my hat, shilling for my coat, a schilling apiece
for the two programs [...] Lucky if you get out of it all for
half-a-sovereign! (131)

Later in his diatribe against the current state of London theater, Glossop says,
“now it always means a supper, with wine and one thing and another, ending with an
engagement for Brighton from Saturday to Monday that runs into a lot more” (132). If
play-going is class punishment in the form of economic whipping, the fiduciary pan doe
not stop with the final curtain call. Glossop mocks Denbigh and his associateg)glaim
better knowledge of how the system works than they do:

You know jolly well that your theatres are only touting lobbies

to your big hotels, and that every farthing you pretend to give

me here comes back to you with a hundred per cent profit in

your hotel. | know the game better than you do. It was flourish-
ing in the east end long before it came to the west: fortunes were
made in Hoxton out of owning one theatre and ten public houses
—not counting bars before and behind the curtain—long before

it was accidentally discovered at the west end that Savoy suppers
paid better than Savoy opera. Nowadays the theatre is thrown in
for nothing and a trifle over to people who can afford the suppers.
(132)

* Throughout, | preserve Shaw’s non-italicizatiortités and idiosyncratic use of punctuation, esisc
apostrophes, and spelling, includiBgakespedfor Shakespeare
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Clearly, Glossop is a Shavian proxy who gives vent to Shaw’s indictment of the London
theatrical establishment, which Shaw knew extremely well by 1905, having been a
theater critic for several years during the 1890s, a job he called “theofuxdam” in
his preface t@aint Joar? and having become a successful playwright himself.

Bridges is shocked by the impoverishment of the London stage and the
institutional-commercial bureaucracy that serves it, and that it, in turnssefbhe
theatres are no different from the clubs, salons, and fashionable houses wherfe the ri
idlers who constitute Society go to $eenrather than tseewell-performed, well-
written plays® Consequently, theatre managers only have their eye to who their patrons
are, who's on the free list and who'’s not, and the kickbacks get from the parasitic
enterprises, especially the restaurants and hotels, that feed on theahestablishment
rather than to the product they purportedly puri/éshe quality and entertainment value

of the plays actually mounted are an afterthought, “a nothing and a trifle.”

® George Bernard ShaWhe Complete Prefaces, Volume 2: 1914-18%. Dan H. Laurence and Daniel
J. Leary. London: Allen Lane, 1995. p. 546. HeexalThe Complete Prefacese cited parenthetically,
abbreviatedCP with volume number and page, e.CP: 546).

® Shaw continues in his prefaceSaint Joan“For in London the critics are reinforced by asiulerable
body of persons who go to the theatre as manyotieto church, to display their best clothes and
compare them with other people’s; to be in theifashand have something to talk about at dinnetigmr

to adore a pet performer; to pass the evening aesemather than at home: in short, for any orever
reason except interest in dramatic art as SUCR2( 546).

" | use the language of parasitism and feeding ediiely to play on Shaw’s motif of the after-dinner
supper. In addition to “The Theatre of the Futut®05 was the year in which Shaw wrdtajor

Barbara, my favorite play by Shaw. Poverty, food, nounigmnt, and spiritual redemption thematize the
dilemma that Barbara, the Salvation Army stalwarbvoses her faith, faces in the play in importaays.
Barbara visits Perivale St. Andrews, the utopidiagé built around the munitions factory owned ley h
father, Andrew Undershatft, the play’s Mephistophalantagonist. When Barbara asks her father tifyjus
“this dreadful place, with its beautifully clean rkshops, and respectable workmen, and model homes,”
Undershaft replies, “Cleanliness and respectahiiitynot need justification, Barbara: they justify
themselves. [...] In your Salvation shelter | saw poyenisery, cold, and hunger. You gave them bread
and treacle and dreams of heaven. I give from thirty schillings a week to twelve thousand a year. They find
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One aspect of Shaw’s critique here is that the costs associated with & thight a
theater render the actual experience of it prohibitively expensive. Therthead to be
a substantially more democratic institution. “Everybody could afford to deettheatre
then” (132), Glossop tells us. No longer. The subsidiary expenses associated with a
night at the theater, such as the “Savoy suppers,” have beabenggaieurpart of
London play-going, about which Glossop asks, “But how many peaplafford them?”
(132). Only the rich, for whom the actual play being performed, the event for which the
entire endeavor of play-going exists, is irrelevant.
Another part of Shaw’s critique of the London theatrical establishment is jsist thi
point: the plays being performed are terrible. Glossop contrasts the theaseday hi
with that of “away back in the nineteenth century” (which is to say, historicallghabt
long ago at all), and holds out the stars of the nineteenth century as exempléat for w
acting should be (133). If theater at a historical remove is one exemplan;, Hieate
geographical and class remove is another. Sarcastically, Glossop askDenbig
You dont suppose | come here to enjoy plays, do you? Why,
| can see any of your cast-off successes at a suburban theatre
for a few schillings. Just turn in when the humor takes me,
you know. No dress: no smart women to drag about. No-

body knows you and you know nobody: nothing to do but
look at the play. (133)

their own dreams; but | look after the drainageh& Bodley Head Bernard Shaw, Volum&@®. Dan H.
Laurence. London: Max Reinhardt, 1971. p. 171. eldfter quotations from Shaw’s plays will be frore th
Bodley Head Bernard ShajabbreviatedH) and parenthetically cited with volume and page.,, 88H3:
171).
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Shorn of its parasitical economic and societal dependents, the proper business of play-
going can begin. Only in the “suburban theatre” can theater itself can fwag@lpen. It is
only there that the audience can happen, as well. Herbert Blau writes,

The audience [...] is not so much a mere congregation of people

as a body of thought and desire. It does not exist before the play

but isinitiated or precipitatedby it; it is not an entity to begin

with but a consciousness constructed. The audience is what

happensvhen performing the signs and passwords of a play,

something postulates itself and unfolds in resp8nse.
Undressed, unclassed, unsexed, unknown—ironically, only in the suburbs can one have a
pure communal experience in the theater, Glossop suggests, initiated by nothing other
than the immanence of the play itself, by simply looking at the%blay.

Overcoming his shock at the conditions Shaw, through Glossop, describes,

Bridges walks up to the box office nonetheless: “I want two stalls for tonight, hlbase

is answered with the flabbergasted reply, “Wot?!!111I” (sic) (138). Dghbefuses to

8 Herbert BlauThe AudienceBaltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1990. p. 24. Hisiem is as much a part of
this process as “thought and desire,” terms deterdhby history: “That is a matter of subjectivityt also
of historical process, subjectivity underwritten iorthe Freudian sense, overdetermined. Theristo
the drama records but also prompts the double dinfplof this equivocal dialectic. If the drama vessf-
reflexive in other periods, the theater of modemigs impacted that mode of consciousness. |gphee
of introversion, the audience is more egregiouslgra not only of its responsive but its potentially
subversive presence in the event” (24-25). Theesefhthe audience as not only self-aware but aofare
its own subversive potential in the theatrical é{and in consequence of it?) resonates powenfuilly

the dialectic central to Shaw’s Marxist politicdaaesthetics, confirming my sense that Shaw's
theatricality is indeed a modernist theatricalitye less naturalist and realist than simply ardaiibt.

More on this later.

° Blau'’s rhetoric ofnitation vis & vis theateresonates strongly with Stanley Cavell’s rhetofitiiation
vis a vis language: “Instead, then, of sayingezithat wetell beginners what words mean, or that we
teachthem what objects are, | will say: We initiaten, into the relevant forms of life held in langaag
and gathered around the objects and persons afdHd.” | believe Shaw would respond well to Cdvel
and Ordinary Language Philosophy. Cavell's comrauiain ethos intersects with Shaw’s Fabianism:
both share a strong ethical commitment with resfreletnguage and action—they demand of us that we
mean what we say and “make ourselves exemplaryadedresponsibility for that assumption of
authority.” The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism alitgr and TragedyNew ed. Oxford:
Oxford UP, 1999. p. 178.
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sell him the tickets: “’Look here!’ he said: ‘do you supposed you can walk intsta fir
rate west end London theatre without an introduction merely because you have two
guineas in your pocket?’” (139). Bridges argues with him, but Denbigh, who feels
insulted, as though Bridges expectation that he could gain entry into his theatgimgy bu
tickets from the box office were a personal affront, offers further aesist culminating
in a peroration he intends as a threat but which Bridges accepts as a challenge:

Youll get no tickets here; and I'll see that you don’t get a stall

in the west end of London until you apologize. Go and tell

that to the Lord Chamberlain or to your Radical friends on the

County Council. If you want a theatre to do as you like, you

can build one for yourself. (140)
Shaw describes Bridges in terms consistent with his innocence, as “A dragen
amateur,” and he tells us, “Therefore he had a hobby” (124). And what would that hobby
be? “He collected Shakespeariana and read the Elizabethan dramatists it thie spi
Charles Lamb and Mr Swinburne” (124). As an Englishman in Buenos Aires dreamed of
seeing the plays of Shakespeare and his contemporaries, he would ask himself, “Wer
there not Societies in London for the performance of the mighty works of Martave a
Webster? Mermaid Societies, Elizabethan Stage Societies and whatli2&)?” for
Denbigh, the desire for Shakespeare is the desire for theater itself., antblein go
and build his own theater is not a dismissal. It is a challenge, a door opening onto an
opportunity. He politely responds to Denbigh, “Thank you: | will,” before turning to
walk away (140).

But in a remarkable twist, his explosion is only mock outrage, a performance for

the sake of anybody who might be an unwanted spectator to the exchange. Denbigh runs

32



outside to stop Bridges and persuades him to come into his office for a cigar and a
conversation. He reveals his true name to be Henry Wilkinson and tells Bridgés his li
story: “He was a thoroughbred Englishman, but was compelled by the financial and
artistic prejudice against his countrymen to pretend to be a Jew” (140). Hdlkaso ta
about his family, also involved with the theater’s operations, and his love for his wife,
Mrs Wilkinson. In the process, for Bridges, Denbigh reveals his true chraaacte

homely breadwinner of a Finchley villa, and the idolator of a little woman who managed
to keep his humanity green through all his Mozartian and Mosaic metempsychoses”
(141). Won over, Bridges convinces Denbigh (now Wilkinson) that he has “a hundred
thousand pounds to spare to back his fancy,” to build his own theater (141). He shames
Wilkinson into acknowledging the degrading nature of his work as an actor-mamager i
theater that he knows to be an “imposture,” in which “the humbug of the box office and
the comedy of the stage were not only housemates but children of one father, the Father
of Lies” (142). Unconsciously, Wilkinson repudiates the false theater that had nmrade hi
betray “That fancy for the theatre which had made him an acting managedia$ any
other sort of functionary in the great west end fashion machine for squeezing maibney

of rich people,” a desire for authentic theatrical art that “must have spiftergalg from
some aborted miracle of genuine artistic passion which made him hanker rafad

theatre, driven by the same passion in real actors, real authors, reatesidiestead of a
simulacrum galvanized into a show of trickery” (142). Wilkinson agrees to go into
partnership with Bridges in a new theatrical venture, a “Cash-for-Admissiatrehe

(141).
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Thus ends part one of Shaw’s story. The satirical case made, part two is much
shorter, more impressionistic, narrated “in a few observations, and art extiao from
the theatrical advertisements of the time” (144). Part two answers th@®qgsge¥/as the
C.F.A. (Cash-for-Admission) Theatre successful? What kind of work did it prodide?
Bridges and Wilkinson’s new theater stage any plays from the movement knétva as
New Drama™?

The C.F.A. scandalizes the playwrights on the scene with the announcement:

The manager of the C.F.A. Theatre regrets to have to announce
That his attempt to procure a new play introducing a married
woman in love with her own husband, and without a past, has
been wholly unsuccessful. An appeal to our leading dramatic
authors to write such a play has elicited a unanimous refusal to
compromise their professional reputation by dealing with an
abnormal situation and catering for morbid tastes. The manage-
ment has, therefore, determined to open the C.F.A. Theatre
with a revival of the most successful play in English literature,
the one which opened the theatre to Shakespear and inaugurated
the Elizabethan stage (not Mr William Peel’s but an earlier
XVI-XVII Century enterprise known by the same name). (145)

Failing to find dramatists who will present a moral and realistic vision of
domestic relations, Bridges turns to Shakespeare. Ironically, the Old Drashawvi
over the New, the theatre of the future is really a “revival” of the theathe gfast, and
Bridges, who had dreamed of “Mermaid Societies, Elizabethan Stage &oaiati what
not,” is the backer of such a society himself. The plays of Shakespeare&tiaisigy,
Henry VI Parts |, ll,andlll andRichard lll, are the ones with which Bridges opens the

C.F.A. While this announcement makes clear that the C.F.A. should not be mistaken for

William Poel’s Elizabethan Stage Society, they both share one thing in conar@sire
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for presenting Shakespearean performances based on the actual unbowdlerized, uncut,
and unrevised scripts by Shakespeare that have survived into modernity but which
Victorian theater had all but abandoned in its transmogrification of Shakesqteare i
mindless spectacle: “These plays will not be altered or revised foreapagsn in any

way, as the C.F.A. Theatre has, unfortunately, not succeeded in obtaining the sérvices
a stage manager whose judgment in these matters can be accepted as unquestionably
superior to Shakespear's” (145-148).

Initially the theater, driven by its desire to at least intimate an authentic
Shakespearean theatricality, is not a commercial success, but that dnzioiggs One
announcement from the C.F.A.:

TWENTY SEATS FOR A SCHILLING

In consequence of the derisive and almost unanimous
condemnation of the C.F.A. Theatre by the London Press, it
is now the cheapest and most comfortable house in London.
Only one seat in every twenty is occupied; so that each mem-
ber of the audience, in addition to his own fauteuil, has nine-
teen others on which to dispose his hat, overcoat, playbill,
opera-glass, etc. etc. (146)

Only four days later:

The manager of the C.F.A. Theatre has to apologize to the
public for the disappointment caused after his recent an-

nouncements by the crowded condition of the theatre. Only
one seat can now be guaranteed to each person, and the ven-

19 Our best contemporary historians of ShakespeateiVictorian period are Richard Foulkes and
Richard W. Schoch. Cf. Foulkesihakespeare and the Victorian StaGambridge, UK: Cambridge UP,
1986;Performing Shakespeare in the Age of Empg@r@mbridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2002; and Schoch’s
Shakespeare’s Victorian Stage: Performing Hisfarthe Theatre of Charles KeaGambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 1998; aridot Shakespeare: Bardolatry and Burlesque in tmetdenth Century
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2002.
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tilation of the house, though carefully attended to, is far from
what the manager could desire. If the rush continues, he will
be compelled to stem it by producing a fashionable comedy.
(47)
There are other comical initial missteps:
The manager greatly regrets that the conclusion of the Second
Part of King Henry VI was last night reduced to absurdity by
the inartistic behaviour of the Lancastrian army, which in the
excitement of the moment defeated the Yorkists instead of
retreating in confusion. In future the numbers of the contending
forces will be so apportioned as to make a recurrence of this
regrettable incident impossible. (147)
The C.F.A. eventually becomes such a success that the entire institutiectarstof the
London theatre scene is reformed, along with its audiences. The short staywethse
Bridges and his manager Wilkinson quietly observing a performance fromrtge and
commenting on the transformations in play-making and theatre-going thbirsstd.
“Good old Shakespear! always touches the spot,” Wilkinson says (150).

While “The Theatre of the Future” is a satire, the autobiographical elements
within it should not be overlooked. There are several parallels between GergesBrid
and Shaw, enough to warrant the claim that “The Theatre of the Future” legorabf
Shaw’s own experience assimilating to the scene of British theater andtitie B
nation—and making them assimilate to him. Both Bridges and Shaw spent part of their
youth working as clerks, Shaw for Uniacke Townshend and Co., Bridges in a bank.

Poverty in youth had also been a pressing concern for both: Gerald loses all his money

within three days of his arrival in Buenos Aires (121); the “ridiculous povertyhah&
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family as a child is a frequent motif in his autobiographical writirfigBoth had
unconventional uncles, from whom they later became estranged, who nonetheless
inspired them to make something of themselves: A. M. Gibbs details how Shaw saw his
maternal uncle, Walter John Gurly, as a father figure and describes the [aitien @&s a
Rabelaisian abettdf:it was Bridges’ uncle who owns the cargo boat in which Bridges
sails to South America, “giving him the perfunctory advice that he should ‘take up a

agency of some sort” (121). Shaw and Bridges had problems with women: about
Bridges, Shaw writes, “He had never cared enough for any woman to getdhéifl4);
although Shaw had an enormous number of female friends, especially the leading
actresses of his day (including Janet Achurch, Stella Campbell, Lillah iihgCRllen

Terry, and Sybil Thorndike), his relationship to his mother, Lucinda Elizabeth {gBgss

was always fraught and it is telling that he did not marry Charlotte Payne-Townshend
until he was 41. Both men were self-made men: Bridges invested in his agencyand buil
it into a fabulously successful operation; for the autodidact Shaw, the Reading Room of
the British Museum was his base, the place from whence his self-diraadgdtthe

literary classics, on the one hand, and the political philosophy of Marx, on the other,

launched his intertwining careers as Fabian campaigner and man of'fetters.

L A. M. Gibbs points out, however, that the youn@®s family was actually much better off financiall
than he led on later in lifeBernard Shaw: A LifeGainesville, FL: Florida UP, 2005. pp. 30-31.
21bid., pp. 19; 43.

13 As with poverty, Gibbs tells us that Shaw exaggetahe extent she was a “cold and emotionally
reserved woman [...] deficient in maternal feelinipitl., pp. 26-27.

4 Shaw’s most important statement on educationsipteface to the playlisalliance (prem. 1910),
entitled “Parents and Children.”
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Most importantly, both arrived in London after some two decades spent in cities
that, in relation to the imperial center, can only be described as cultural backwat
Bridges “returned from Buenos Ayres after twenty-two years’ ale$€al1); Shaw
arrived from Dublin and settled in with his mother in West Brompton in April 1876,
some two months shy of his twentieth birthday. In other words, both Shaw and Bridges
are outsiders to the nation whose culture they wished to reform and to which theg desir
to belong. Bridges has a difficult time of it trying to convince Wilkinsonite gp “the
game,” to abandon the degraded theatrical-institutional establishment in which he ha
worked. Wilkinson is stubborn, telling Bridges, “Ilve always played the game; and |
always shall play the game” (141). Mere habit, though, is not the reason Wilkirssmon is
reluctant to abandon a theatre that had long ago sold its soul: “whilst franklygavain
he could not justify his feelings by argument, [he] pleaded that he should feel a cad and a
jugging and a number of other indeterminate ignominious things if he did anything but
what Dabernoon did, what Durberville did, what, in short, everybody did who was not
that abject thing, an outsider” (142).Bridges and Shaw are both “that abject thing,”
outsiders in the institutional and national communities to which they long to belong.
Their status as outsiders, however, is precisely what enables them to aslkdhepli
reformations of those communities, and they do it by deploying Shakespeare,usi@inex

the intersection of the British theater and the British nation.

15> Dabernoon and Durberville are Denbigh’s backers.
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They do so, however, by deploying Shakespeare ironically. Not only is Bridges
use of Shakespeare’s original scripts a point of disjunct between Victoridncideg
and modernist theatricality, Bridges uses the scripts criticailjng to make
dramaturgical interventions to rectify problems with Shakespeare’s drigkia. In the
theatrical advertisement announcing the use of Shakespeare’s scitiygseg‘dlays will
not be altered or revise for representation in any way”), there is alsoltweifgl
qualification: “Mr Algernon Swinburne, however, who all but idolatrous veneration for
the Bard is well known, has undertaken to rewrite the Joan of Arc scenes from the point
of view, not only of what Shakespear undoubtedly ought to have written, but of the
entente cordialdetween this country and France” (14%)Simultaneous with Bridges’
engagement with Shakespeare is an evasion of Shakespeare, a denial of thoke parts
Shakespeare’s plays that he finds so offensive that he outsources their revasiga. S
Freeman Loftis writes that Shaw’s “artistic conflicts with his deionpredecessor draws
attention to what is essentially a generational conflict: the old distmalii smother the
creativity of the new, the new dramatist will rewrite the canon of the oltiedmto must
join elements to create a new dram&.This ironic dynamic of engagement and evasion

is allegorically emblematic of a Shavian desire for the New Drama and Stehéctical

16 Cf. A. C. SwinburneA Study of Shakespeateondon: Chatto and Windus, 1880.

17«shakespeare, Shotover, Surrogation: ‘BlamingBhed’ in Heartbreak Hous& SHAW: The Annual of
Bernard Shaw StudieZ9 (2009): 56. Loftis’s piece appropriates Josephch’s “theory of surrogation” in
making the argument thatéeartbreak Houseepresents the climax in a lifetime spent speafinghe
literary dead, a culmination in Shaw’s ongoing s to present himself, both in his criticism amdhis
drama, as a cultural surrogate for Shakespeard’ 60 surrogation and the relationship between
performance and cultural memory, €ities of the Dead: Circum-Atlantic Performandéew York:
Columbia UP, 1996.
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style with respect to Shakespeare and the British nation itself, a ididhettseeks its
utopian synthesis in the ascendance of a universalizing socialist order thas Shhiah

politics and Fabian dramaturgy have made pos&ible.

2.2 Against Ireland

Shaw, born and bred in Ireland, is always aware of his status as an outsider in
Britain, yet he is always suspicious of what it means to “be Irish” in the mistiperiod,
as well. He lived and worked in Britain, not Ireland, after all. In threkeofast four
meetings of the Modern Language Association of America, | have ordahizae special
sessions on George Bernard SHawn the program for the annual convention, these
sessions have not been listed under British literature but rather under énstufié. This
is problematic. While Shaw himself self-identified as Irish throughoutfjshis work
exists within a specifically British sociology of cultural production, onehirch the
“space of possibles,” to use Bourdieu’s language, is delineated by Britidhshpt
parameters. The modernist period saw an extraordinary Irish cultural mayémnee
Celtic Revival, animated by Irish nationalism, and the theater, as imstdlized in the

Irish National Theatre Society and the Abbey Theatre, played a sudistalatj with W.

18 On Shaw’s membership in the Fabian Society angoitds and tenets, dernard Shaw: A Lifepp.

107-111. The notion of a “Fabian dramaturgy” i$ my own; | am indebted to an unpublished confegenc
paper by J. Ellen Gainor, “Githa Sowerby’s Fabiaarbaturgy.” International Shaw Society. Catholic
University of America, Washington, D.C. 16 OctoB&09. Shaw’'s Fabian essays and speeches are.legion
92006, Philadelphia: George Bernard Shaw at 18@eafer, Criticism, Contemporaneity; 2007, Chicago:
George Bernard Shaw and History; 2008, San FramciStaw and His Contemporaries.
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B. Yeats, Lady Gregory, J. M. Synge, and Sean O’Casey at the forefrontvefiiashe
nationalist dramatic canon. Shaw was not active in this scene. OndgiiayBull's

Other Island was written for the Abbey, but it is as much a satire on Ireland as a
provincial, backwards, reactionary would-be state as it is on England as amignora
sentimental colonial power; consequently it did not have its premiere at thg Aide

25 September 1918. Geardid O'Flaherty writes that “Shaw’s attitude towards Ireland
and the ‘Irish Question’ vacillated at any given time between disenchatgepegation

and obdurate promotion. It was in essence a very particular Shavian diléhShaw
himself was not only not a participant in the movement, he was also very skeptieal of t
Celtic Revival and the conservative politics that undergirded it. In “Thellistary
Movement,” a 1910 address following a lecture by Yeats on contemporary Irigér tinea
London, Shaw says, “It is a very significant thing that Synge began his cgreer b
wandering all over the world, and I think it probable that he did not become acutely
conscious of Ireland till he got out of Irelant.Shaw’s point is more explicit in his
answers to a 1946 questionnaire by James Whelan, “Shaw Speaks to His Native City
Shaw is asked, “The revival of the Gaelic language in the schools and as theyeveryda

language of the people has been pressed by both the Cosgrave and de Valera

2 Robert WelchThe Abbey Theatre, 1899-1999: Forms and Pressdxéord: Oxford UP, 1999. pp. 33,
70-71. A Shavian theological critique disguisedasdAmerican Western, Shawfee Shewing-Up of
Blanco Posnepremiered at the Abbey first, on 25 August 19G8jiing been banned by the Lord
Chamberlain on the grounds of blasphemy (51).

% Geardid O’Flaherty, “George Bernard Shaw and h@faThe Cambridge Companion to Twentieth-
Century Irish DramaEd. Shaun Richards. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge20P@4. p. 123.

22The Matter with Ireland2™ ed. Eds. Dan H. Laurence and David H. Greene.&3gilte, FL: Florida
UP, 2001. p. 66.
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Governments since 1922. Hasn't Mr. de Valera, in achieving complete independence
from Britain, been of the greatest benefit to future generations ofishedice?” Shaw’s
reply is the emphatic, “Nonsense! How can we be completely independent of cur next
door neighbor? Are we not Europeans and citizens of the wotiBRaw was a great
admirer of Yeats (although Nicholas Grene claims that Shaw’s failureltowfthe

curve of development of other late-Victorians-turned-modernists, his neanqmorary
Yeats being the most striking case,” is reason enough to exclude Shaw fromahefta
modernism¥* In a questionnaire by Andrew E. Malone published in 1932 in the
Manchester GuardiarShaw is asked, “It is suggested that you are interested in the
foundation of an Irish Academy and that you will be one of its members. Do you reall
believe in such things?” His response: “Man alive, it exists already, ancIraember.

Mr Yeats and | elected one another. | see the Irish press is almost alsifar the times

as the English® Yet, Shaw distanced himself from Yeats’s particular version of

cultural nationalism, one that found its most extreme expression in the short eugenicist

3 bid., p. 335.

24 “The Edwardian Shaw, or the Modernist That NeversWHigh and Low Moderns: Literature and
Culture, 1889-1939Eds. Maria DiBattista and Lucy McDiarmid. Oxfoi@dxford UP, 1996. p. 136. Grene
argues that “The matrix of looking forward faithfuto the future underpins Shaw’s thinking and iz

as writer and thinker, and made much of modernispessarily unavailable to him” (146); but he
foregrounds his argument by acknowledging the deliwes to the three-volume biography of Shaw by
Michael Holroyd and its psychologizing of Shaw witlthe context of a narrative of the “search fordd
followed by “the pursuit of power,” and, havinglé in that pursuit, ending in the “lure of fantafiyat
someday Shaw would someday be recognized as thergem, far ahead of him time, that he was (145).
Holroyd’s master-narrative has been roundly regbig contemporary Shaw Studies. Shaw’s most recent
biographer, A. M. Gibbs, sums up the position: fidgd’s account of Shaw seems to me in many ways
reductive, trivializing, and condescending. ltalepeatedly misrepresents and distorts primary
biographical evidence in vitally significant aredgliscussion. An approach to biography that adidiae
writer frequently to adopt a role akin to that af@mniscient narrator in a novel is not one theridorse; it
is the source of many problems in Holroyd’s worRérnard Shaw: A Lifep. 461.

% bid., p. 302.

42



play Purgatory(prem. 10 August 1938%. O’Flaherty writes, “Shaw was wary of the
myopic, prejudiced, cultural nationalism establishing a firm foothold in Irelanke s
projected an internationalist or transnationalist vision of Ireland which wers oft
interpreted as unpatriotic, but only because it was modern and certain elemiats of t
Irish Literary Revival/Gaelic League were antagonistic to and fogpdgnant the notion
of Ireland having any association with modernfty.To lump Shaw in with the
luminaries of Irish theatrical modernism rather than British theatmcalernism simply
because he was born in Ireland is a mistake, and it that betrays how undeethinariz
national identity of Shaw and his works have been. Biography is not an intellectual
substitute for a sociology of cultural production.

Shaw makes a point of informing us that the unnamed theater which Bridges
enters, only to discover the terrible conditions of London play-going and play-making
from Denbigh and Glossop, is located “on the of site of St Martin’s Church” (125),
which, in Shaw'’s fiction, had been torn down. | believe that this St Martin’s Church is
St. Martin-in-the-Fields, the famous eighteenth-century church inlgeaf8quare.
Denbigh’s theater would be a very short stone’s throw from The NationalGatid a
short walk down Whitehall to Westminster. In addition, given the history of Geafal
Square itself, the location of Denbigh’s theater is symbolically frauglkeixists as the

locus of the British public sphere, not the Irish public sphere.

% OnPurgatoryand its eugenicism, cf. Marjorie Howé&ats’s Nations: Gender, Class, and Irishness
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1996. pp. 160-185. Y®@ats’s cultural nationalism more generally, cf.
Michael North,The Political Aesthetic of Yeats, Eliot, and Pou@dmbridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1991.
pp. 21-73.

“"“George Bernard Shaw and Ireland,” p. 131.
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2.3 The Challenge of Dramaturgy and National-Canon Formation

The alignment between theater and nation is important for Shaw and his
contemporaries. The creation of a British national theater was a project thabtted
on for many years. Shaw wrote “The Theatre of the Future” in 1905; only the year
before, William Archer and Harley Granville Barker had written theiu&BBook,” the
Scheme and Estimates for a National The&tand Granville Barker, with manager John
E. Vedrenne, took control of the Court Theatre in Sloane Square. From 1904-07 the
Vedrenne-Barker seasons at the Court endeavored to put some of the instthional
of the Blue Book into practice, with Shaw’s plays at the heart of the Court’saeper
The challenge of dramaturgy, specifically literary management, ticggds had
encountered in trying to find a “new play introducing a married woman in love with her
own husband, and without a past” and in trusting Swinburne with the rewrites of the Joan
of Arc scenes il Henry Vlis a problem that Archer and Granville Barker must take up
themselves. In her recounting of Gotthold Lessing’s tenure as the ficgtlaframaturg
at the National Theater in Hamburg, Germany, 1767-1769, Mary Luckhurst makes, for
me, a very important point: “The political implications of Lessing’s experirtieth
positive and negative) have resonated, and it is noteworthy that the first official
appointments of dramaturges or literary managers in any country, Easttohdes

always come about in the context of a campaign for a national theatre or ol @bty

2 pyblished a# National Theatre, Scheme and Estimatesdon: Duckworth, 1907.
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characteristics of a distinctively home-grown dramatic literattiteThe stakes of literary
management are nothing less than the mission of the theatrical institution, and for
theatre which defines itself as the National Theatre, the stakes are nefisiigan
defining some sense of national identity.

In their plans for a national theatre, Archer and Granville Barker had also
struggled with looking back to the Old Drama of the past or looking ahead to the New
Drama of the future. According to Luckhurst, part of the failure of the Blue Bookand t
movement for a national theatre in Edwardian England more generally owes to Arche
and Granville Barker’s own inability iScheme and Estimatasstrike the right balance
between a theatre that would monumentalize Shakespeare and a speEifighdh
repertoire grounded in Elizabethan and Jacobean drama, “an acceptably coeservati
national repertoire” and a theatre that would “promote an avant-garde thesdmabf
and aesthetic refornt® The conflict between the theatrical imperatives for a national
theatre that would monumentalize the great works of the national past, on the one hand,
and disseminate an aesthetically forward-looking and socially peigedbeatre
concerned with its own political contemporaneity is, for Shaw, a conflict batwe
Shakespeare and Ibsen.

Bridges returns to London on 15 April 1910. It is a date that has no special
significance that | have been able to discover. However, that Bridgdseka gone for

twenty-two years is important. If he left in 1888, he would have missed the 7 June 1889

? Dramaturgy: A Revolution in Theatr€ambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2006. p. 40.
30 i
Ibid., p. 87.
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London premiere of IbsenA Doll's Houseat the Novelty Theatre, produced by Charles
Charrington, his wife, Janet Achurch, starring as Nor@hat premiere was a major
cultural and social event, the catalyst for a decisive turn in the directignitish theater
and drama and for the inauguration of a new kind of critique of late Victoriar socia
mores regarding class, gender, marriage, domesticity, and power—the idaologic
commitments taken for granted by a late nineteenth-century London audience. The
English premiere of Ibsen’s play, rather than a play by Henry Arthur Jortesy A¥ing
Pinero, or even Oscar Wilde, marks the break between nineteenth-century Baitnsh dr

and an emergent theatrical moderniémin other words, Bridges would have missed the

31 Shaw wrote a review of the performantafchester Guardiar8 June 1889). A Marxist critic who
understood theater dialectically as an event tapplns between actors and audience, he notes “the
wonderful intelligence” of spectators in the gajlerho “saw plainly that that Helmer not Krogstad [is]
the true ‘villain’ of the piece, and when the saimcovery flashes on the wife in the last act thveye in
perfect sympathy with the situation and Miss Actut@lthough Shaw continues, “it would be absurd of
course to pretend that Nora’s assertion of hentida to leave her husband and home in obedienaa to
impulse of duty to herself before which all thetitugions and prejudices of society must yield vielsto
have the irresistible power of an awaking sociatédbehind it,” he concludes his review calling the
production “an unprecedented dramatic experimeint.a piece entitled “Is Mr Buchanan a Critic with
Wooden Head?” published only a few days laRau] Mall Gazette13 June 1889), Shaw attacks the critic
Robert Buchanan and his letter to the editor, Beh Zola with a Wooden LegP4ll Mall Gazette 11
June), Shaw uses a considerably stronger rhetododier to establish the London premierddoll’s
Houseas a watershed after which everything—most immblstatheatrical taste—has forever changed:
“There are many people who have never admittechayt in Wagner’s music; but they cannot stand
Donizetti's operas after it. There are more peegie laugh at Mr Whistler’'s “impressions” and rage

M. Monet’s; but when they go back to their pet pies the find, to their dismay, that there is mbtrathe
landscapes and no light—except studio light—orfidn@es. The London playgoer has now seen a giay o
Ibsen’s acted. | do not claim that he likes it—agrs he is only pretending—but let him just try a
Buchanan play after it'The Drama Observed, Vol. I: 1880-18%«. Bernard F. Dukore. University Park,
PA: Penn State UP, 1993. pp. 106-110. In the 188tce to his first volume of playBlays Unpleasant
entitled “Mainly about Myself,” Shaw writes, “Ibsetihen, was the hero of the new departure. Itiwas
1889 that the first really effective blow was skixy Charles Carrington and Janet Achurchlie
Complete Prefaces, Volume |: 1889-19&8s. Dan H. Laurence and Daniel J. Leary. Londdlen Lane,
1993. p. 28. Hereaft&@omplete Prefacewsill be abbreviatedP, and all citations will be parenthetical
and include volume and page (e@R 1:28).

32 |n a letter to the editor afhe Dramatic Reviewated 27 June 1885 and signed pseudonymously as
“George Bunnerd,” Shaw asks whyDoll's Househas not yet been staged in England: “Because no
manager woulgroduce it until its intellectual seriousness was deliberately extirpated by British ‘adapters.””
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rise of Ibsenism and the “New Drama” which Shaw and his contemporaries from 1889 to
1910 (e.g., William Archer, J. T. Grein, John Vedrenne, Harley Granville Barker)
promoted and producéd.

While there were a number of important, aesthetically challenging new
playwrights on the horizon at the turn of the last century (for Shaw, Strindberg is the
“only genuinely Shakespearean modern dramat&®l: 77), few were read as social
reformers and political prophets as much as Ibsen. Indeed, in his magmsstoigl of
twentieth-century British drama, Christopher Innes situates Ibsen, gialiaaly
Shaw’s “reinterpretation of Ibsen,” at the origin of British theatrical mudm. For
Innes, “the beginning of modern drama in England can be dated in 1890 when Bernard
Shaw gave his lectures on ‘The Quintessence of Ibsenism,” which marks shedter
between traditionalism and new politicized forms of draffalt’is important, then, to

examine Shaw'Quintessence of Ibsenismorder to understand something of the nature

This is clearly a sarcastic allusionBoeaking a Butterflyan 1884 adaption & Doll's Houseby Henry
Arhur Jones and Henry Hermamhe Drama Observed, Vol.p. 34.

| do not include Shaw’s most important contemppwirthe 1890s London theater world, Oscar Wilde.
Wilde was by no means a dim-witted writer of “welkade plays” in the tradition of the French playwitiy
Victorien Sardou and Eugéne Scribe. For me, how&Véde's plays represent the apotheosis of
nineteenth-century British theatricality, not thehbof twentieth-century British theatrical modesm.
Nonetheless, Wilde saw himself as more “an Endhbskn” than “an English Sardou”; for a sympathetic
account of Wilde's relationship to Ibsen, cf. KeRgwell,Oscar Wilde and the Theatre of the 1890s
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1990. pp. 73-88. tRerimportance of Archer, cf. Thomas Postlewait,
Prophet of the New Drama: William Archer and thedn CampaignWestport, CT: Greenwood, 1986.
Although his plays are still revived today semiutzgly in the theater capitals, London and New York
Granville Barker is tremendously under-worked. Hovtunate that the only major recent study (frem
within the last thirty years) on him is so excetld¢reating both his work as a theater practitiqireeiuding
his work directing Shakespeare) and his work dsyight: Dennis KennedyGranville Barker and the
Dream of TheatreCambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1985.

3 Modern British Drama: The Twentieth Centur@ambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2002. p. 3.
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of Shaw’s “reinterpretation of Ibsen”™—and its ramifications for Shakesp&ére
Quintessence of Ibsenigman anti-idealist manifesto that sets the agenda for Shavian
drama as an avant-garde. Its strident anti-idealism is the basis fos Skawee against

“Bardolatry.”

2.4 Idealism Modernism Manifestorhe Quintessence of Ibsenisrand the Avant-
Garde

Along with William Archer, George Bernard Shaw is the central instigzttre
“Ibsen Campaign,” arguing for Ibsen’s merits in the hostile world of |latéskan
England. His pamphldthe Quintessence of Ibsenjdirst published in 1891 and
extended and revised in 1913, paves the way for Ibsen’s acceptance in London theater
and London Society. It offers brilliant and insightful political and philosophical
interpretations of Ibsen’s plays from the 1866 closet dfaraad to “the last four
plays™—The Master BuilderLittle Eyolf, John Gabriel BorkmarandWhen We Dead
Awaken It is important to understand the political and philosophical terms that Shaw
uses to achieve his stated “purpose” in the book, “to distil the quintessence of Ibsen’s
message to his age”; | turn towards the beginninbhef Quintessence of Ibsenidm

Shaw ends the opening section of the book, “The Two Pioneers,” with a sketch of

social progress and human evolution that calls for “the evangelist” of the “evoditi

% shaw and Ibsen: Bernard Shawke Quintessence of Ibsenismd Related Writing€Ed. J. L.
Wisenthal. Toronto: Toronto UP, 1979. p. 132. Héer cited parenthetically &l.
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the concept of duty” to “preach the repudiation of duty” altogether if freedom and self
actualization are to be achieve®l {16-117). Shelving the concept of “duty” for a
moment, | want to examine Shaw’s idea of evolution. After concluding “The Two
Pioneers,” Shaw begins the section “Ideals and Idealists” with a consideshthe
evolution of courage. He writes, “We have seen that as Man grows through the ages, he
finds himself bolder by the growth of his courage: that is, of his spirit (for so the
common people name it), and dares more and more to love and trust instead of to fear and
fight” (S1118). The “growth” of courage and the human “spirit” Shaw speaks of has a
profound moral and political entailment, as “love,” | think here understood in the broad
context of human fellowship, and “trust” are, | hope it is fair to say, necessary
preconditions for human community. There is an epistemological dimension to this
“growth” as well:

But his courage has other effects: he also raises himself from

mere consciousness to knowledge by daring more and more to

face facts and tell himself the truth. For in his infancy of help-

lessness and terror he could not face the inexorable; and facts

being of all things the most inexorable, masked all the threat-

ening ones as fast as he discovered them; so that now, every

mask requires a hero to tear it of6l {18)

The metaphor of the “mask” Shaw deploys and the observation that “now, every
mask requires a hero to tear it off” recall the origins of Western theatanabked
theatricality of ancient Greek tragedy and its immortal heroes—t&3reRrometheus,
Oedipus. Unlike Sophocles and Aeschylus, however, Shaw is not a classical tragedian.

A journalist, a socialist, a soapbox orator (recall Tite¢ Quintessence of Ibsenibagan

its life as a series of lectures for the Fabian Society)—in short, acpbétid cultural
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critic profoundly concerned with social progress and human evolution, Shaw sees in
these masks humanity’s evasion of reality and everyday life, the inextyrabil

136

“facts.”™” “The masks,” Shaw writes,

were his ideals, as he called them; and what, he would ask,
would life be like without ideals? Thus he became an idealist,
and remained so until he dared to begin pulling the masks off
and looking the spectres in the face—dared, that is, to be more
and more a realist.S(118)
In his 1890 “Fragments of a Fabian Lecture,” Shaw states, “If a definition of
idealism as a sense of obligation to conform to an abstract conception of abswate f
of conduct is of any use to any member of the audience, he or she may quote it as the one
given by myself” §195). Idealism, in other words, is bound up with duty and moral
conduct that, because abstract, removed from the realities of everyday litgdaleing
and absolutizing, destroy the lives of men and, especially, women. Realism, then, is not
simply a mode of representation. It is a mode of emancipatory ethical andapoliti
subjectivity.
In The Quintessengc&haw writes, “In our novels and romances especially we see

the most beautiful of all the masks: those devised to disguise the brutalitiesexula

instinct in the earlier stages of its development, and to soften the rigorous adbet

3% Shaw emphasis on “facts” receives its grandesittival expression in Undershaft’'s exhortation to
Barbara near the end bfajor Barbara “Come, com my daughter! dont make too much afntle

teapot tragedy. What do we do here when we speaidyf work and thought and thousands of pounds of
solid cash on a new gun or an aerial battleshipttinas out just a hairsbreadth wrong after allfagat.

Scrap it without wasting another hour or anotharmabon it. Well, you have made for yourself
somethingthat you call a morality or a religiorvdrat not. It doesnt fit the facts. Well, scraprid get

one that does fit’"BH3: 170-171).
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iron laws by which Society regulates its gratificatior8l 118)>’ The institutions of

marriage and family become the examples by which he illustrates the appbsitveen

idealism and realism:

The family as it really is a conventional arrangement, legally
enforced, which the majority, because it happens suit them,
think good enough for the minority, whom it happens not to
suit at all. The family as a beautiful and holy natural institution
is only a fancy picture of what every family would have to be

if everybody was to be suited, invented by the minority as a
mask for the reality, which in its nakedness is intolerable to
them. G1119)

The realist not only acknowledges the reality that marriage and fareily a
convenient legal “arrangement” suited to many but not suited to all; the sdsdist
acknowledges the power dynamic by which the majority impose marriagenaityl da
the minority, which, in its turn, creates the “fancy picture” of a “beautiful ang hol

natural institution” to mask its own status as object of majority coercion. Etadgptiae

mask, Shaw writes,

We call this sort of fancy picture an Ideal; and the policy of
forcing individuals to act on the assumption that all ideals

are real, and to recognize and accept such action as standard
moral conduct absolutely valid under all circumstances,
contrary conduct or any advocacy of it being discountenanced
and punished as immoral, may therefore be described as the
policy of Idealism. $1119-120)

3" To me, Shaw prefigures the critique of religiorFieud’sThe Future of an lllusioand Freud’s
assertions that “It seems rather every civilizatiounst be built up on coercion and renunciatiomefinct,”
and this is accomplished via a civilization’s enderaf “ideals—its estimates of what achievementstiae
highest and the most to be striven aftd@ihe Future of an lllusionTrans. and Ed. James Strachey. New
York: W. W. Norton, 1961. pp. 8, 16.
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The definition of idealism as “a sense of obligation to conform to an abstract
conception of absolute fithess of conduct” we find in the earlier fragmergaatesly
the same as the definition Shaw provides hefiéghin Quintessencwvith this one
difference: by the time Shaw had publisAde Quintessencéis antipathy towards
idealism’s coerciveness had grown. Towards the end of the section, Shaw writes,

The realist at last loses patience with ideals altogether, and
sees in them only something to blind us, something to numb
us, something to murder self in us, something whereby, instead
of resisting death, we can disarm it by committing suicide.
[Death being, in Shaw’s narrative of Man’s growth “through
the ages,” the “king of terrors...the Arch-Inexorabl&t118).]
The idealist, who has taken refuge with the ideals because he
hates himself and is ashamed of himself, thinks that all this is
so much the better. The realist, who has come to have a deep
respect for himself and faith in the validity of his own will,
thinks it so much the worse. To the one, human nature, naturally
corrupt, is held back from ruinous excesses only by self-denying
conformity to the ideals. To the other these ideals are only
swaddling clothes which man has outgrown, and which insuffer-
ably impede his movements. No wonder the two cannot agree.
The idealist says, ‘Realism means egotism; and egotism means
depravity.” The realist declares that when a man abnegates the
will to live and be free in a world of the living and free, seeking
only to conform to ideals for the sake of being, not himself, but
‘a good man,’ then he is morally dead and rotte$i.123)

Shaw’s rhetoric here, the language of moral death and putrefaction, makésclea
things: his sense that idealism as is not merely a flight from reality,fbgibttafrom self;
and his sense that realism, as idealism’s antinomy, is the will to spirfiéuahd
freedom.

Charles A. Carpenter writes that the “basis for the structural org@mzat

Shaw’s early plays is “didactic rather than mimetic. In this respleot, lsis dramaturgy
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diverges sharply from canons of playmaking then standard, for Shaw was violating the
long-ascendant ideal of drama as an ‘imitation of an act®3nThe tension between
idealism and realism is not concerned presenting a mimetic mode of tHeatrica
presentation per se; a realist theatricality is less important thahieallgtand politically
realist content of theatricality. The opposition between idealism and ideafidtse one
hand, and realism and realists, on the other, is one we see played out in Shaw’s early
plays, particularly the “Plays UnpleasahVidowers’ HouseandMrs Warren’s

Profession Shaw's first major play. From the outset of the latter play, Vivie reveals
herself to be a strong, clear-eyed, practical woman, one who rejects the bmaatyce,

and culture members of her class, like Praed, and especially memberseof &iex s
supposed to valorize and to which they are supposed to aspire. Praed tells her, “But you
are so different from her [mother’s] ideal” and explains, “Well you must haer e,

Miss Warren, that people who are dissatisfied with their own bringing up gertarak

that the world would be all right if everybody were to be brought up quite differently”
(BH1:279). Praed’s remarks about Mrs Warren’s desire for her daughter’'s upptimgin
be different from her own demonstrate Shaw’s point that idealism is predicatad on a
abstraction of everyday life that is an evasion of reality: the logic umsengithe
assertionBecause my childhood and adolescence were so terrible, surely yours will be

smooth and wonderful if only they’re differgistthe logic of fallacy. Indeed, if

¥ Bernard Shaw and the Art of Destroying Ideals: Haely Plays Madison, WI: Wisconsin UP, 1969.
pp. 16-17. Carpenter’s work, though strong on imgytor Shavian anti-idealism as profoundly ethjdsl
weak in its conceptualization of the specificalbfifical, socially revolutionary dimensions of theatit-
idealism and does not attempt to theorize Shawtisidealism in terms of modernism or the avant-gard
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knowledge and the engagement with the inexorability of the facts of everiglay li
constitute something of the realist spirit, the crisis in the play arrives Notia's

discovery of her mother’s past as a prostitute in Act Two but rather at her gpiphan

Act Three that she is, and has always been, complicit in her mother’s past ly havin
profited, and continuing to profit from, her mother’s business; the key line in the scene is
her line to Crofts, “Conscience-strickgriYou might go on to point out that | myself

never asked where the money | spend came from. | believe | am just as bat as you
(BH1:331). Even Vivie's final condemnation of her mother at the end of the play is
bound up with the problem of idealism for Shaw. Vivie tells Mrs Warren, “If | had been
you, mother, | might have done as you did; but | should not have lived one life and
believed in another. You are a conventional woman at heart. That is why | am bidding
you good-bye now’BH1:355). InThe Quintessenc&haw deems those people who
conform to ideals “conventionalists,” and writes, “If you ask why | have not alltte
terms the other way, and called Shelley and Ibsen idealists and the convestsionali
realists, | reply that Ibsen himself, though he has not formally made thestiist, has so
repeatedly harped on conventions and conventionalists as ideals and idealists that if
were now perversely to call them realities and realists, | should coefaders of The

Wild Duck and Rosmersholm more than | should help the&8h121-122). For Vivie to
damn her mother as a “conventional woman” is to damn her as an idealist who herself has
not made peace with her existence and the way she lives her everyday life. The
implication, of course, is that Vivie, ever the practical realist, would have toterms

with her life as a prostitute and brothel keeper if “circumstances” hadifbereto live
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her mother’s life of struggle and hardship rather than her own life of pri\alege
entitlement. It is important that the play ends with Vivie, having dismissethditer,
having dismissed Frank, her suitor and possible half-brother, and having left thel pastora
world of Haslemere in Surrey where we find her happily ensconced at the hggifhini
the play for the chambers of her business partner Honoria Fraser in Chaneery La
central London, alone with nothing but her work. In@hentessenceshaw performs a
kind of hypothetical census of the nation:

For the sake of precision, let us imagine a community of

a thousand persons, organized for the perpetuation of the

species on the basis of the British family as we know it at

present. Seven hundred of them, we will suppose, find the

family arrangement quite good enough for them. Two hun-

dred and ninety-nine find it a failure, but must put up with

it since they are in a minority. The remaining person occu-

pies a position to be explained presentlyl 1(19)

The happy seven hundred are “Philistines,” oblivious to any potential problem
with the arrangement. The unhappy two hundred ninety-nine are “Idealists,” people who
recognize the moral and political horror of the situation but who “lack the courdaest
the fact that they are irremediable failures, since they cannot prevéitiGisatisfied
ones from coercing them into conformity with the marriage |&V119). That one
person in a thousand, neither happy nor unhappy with “the British family” (or any other
ideal, for that matter) because he rejects the coercion of the ideal oftibk Buinily
altogether, is a realist. To be a realist is to occupy a lonely place inysacidtthe

tableau of Vivie alone at her desk with her calculations and her pen at theMrsd of

Warren’s Professiodrives that fact home.
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Toril Moi, like Christopher Innes, positions Ibsen at the beginning of an emergent
theatrical modernism. Drawing especially on Naomi Scheesrge Sand and Idealism
Moi argues that Ibsen’s place at the beginning of modernism has been satfyeque
marginalized in the historiography of modernism because of the extent to which
modernism is so often seen as the antinomy of a dominant nineteenth-century tradition of
realism. In reality, however, as Schor and Moi powerfully demonstrate, ideaiigned
over realism in the nineteenth century, both in the novel and in other forms of artistic
production. Moi writes,

In this book “idealism” is used as a synonym for “idealist

aesthetics” or “aesthetic idealism,” understood as the belief

that the task of art (poetry, writing, literature, music) is to

uplift us, to point the way to the Ideal. Idealists thought that

beauty, truth, and goodness were [...] Idealism thus

seamlessly merged aesthetics and ethics, and usually religion

too, since most (but not all) idealists also believed that God

was the highest incarnation of the trinity of beauty, goodness,

and truth®®
Borne out of the emancipatory German Romantic literary tradition of Hisldert
Schiller?® this conceptualization of idealism is quite different from both the German
Romantic philosophical tradition we associate with Hegel and his contempdtiahés
and Schelling and the absolutizing, life-crushing, freedom-robbing code of conduct and

moral duty Shaw rails againstTihe Quintessencdt is an aesthetic category that is

almost wholly unfamiliar to us today:

% Henrik Ibsen and the Birth of Modernism: Art, TtexaPhilosophy Oxford: Oxford UP, 2006. p. 4.
“0“We have seen that Hélderlin connects ideas (dedls) to freedom. Freedom is the great theme of
Friedrich Schiller’s aesthetics, not least in hissterly little treatis®©n Naive and Sentimental Podtty
Ibid., p. 73.

56



As anaesthetiderm, “idealism” appears to have disappeared.

It is absent from major dictionaries of literary terms. | have

never seen it discussed as a literary or aesthetic concept on a

par with realism or modernism. We appear to have forgotten

how important idealism was as a general way of understanding

art and literature; how strong its hold on the hearts of nineteenth-

century writers, artists, critics, and audiences was; and what a

long, slow, piecemeal task it was for a whole generation—the

first generation of modernists—to work itself free of that Hold.
Moi argues that the “ideology of modernism” played a decisive role in erasing the
importance of idealism as the major nineteenth-century aesthetic catedqging
assimilates the work of Fredric Jameson on the “ideology of modernism” to dedge i
“a set of aesthetic norms that arose as a response to the artistaepratthe Cold War
generation of artists and writers” that were projected back to egelnmrations of

modernists?

In other words, late modernists such as Beckett define modernism for
everyone els& The autonomy of the aesthetic, characterized by a strident formalism
and a resistance to the claims of culture and political identity (sex aradtelass, for
instance); depersonalization, often articulated as impersonality, objecivi the death
of the author; and the autonomization of language underpinning “the taboo on
representation, the hatred of realism, the preference for language predawsiipithe
unsayable, the unrepresentable, the impossibility of meaning, absolute negati\sty a

on"—these components of the ideology of modernism posited realism as the antinomy of

modernism, the aesthetic category which must be rejected, supplanted, evaodated, a

“Llbid., p. 68.

*2 Cf. Fredric Jamesom, Singular Modernity: Essay on the Ontology of Biesent London: Verso, 2002.
pp. 141-210.

“**Henrik Ibsen and the Birth of Modernism 19.

*4 A Singular Modernitypp. 197-210.
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supersede® Schor writes that, “Whereas in twentieth-century critical theorylisea
appears, if it appears at all, as a reaction to realism, in the nineteenth temtpposite
was true. What secures the superiority of realism within the paradigm cfeafaton
is the alignment of its terms with the paradigm of gentfer®s an aesthetic category,
idealism is the mode aligned with women, both female artists and female asdi¥®te
in the course of the writing of a phallocentric literary history, idealisendsed, locked
away out of sight and out of mind like the mad woman in the attic.
For Moi, Shaw and th@uintessencare inadvertently complicit in the erasure of
idealism. “Because Shaw defends Ibsen by turning idealism into the expression of a
personally and politically thwarted psycfdie Quintessence of Ibsenisonveys no
sense of the illustrious origins of idealist aesthetics, no sense thatdeats had
genuine claims to be taken seriously,” Moi writes. She continues,
By reducing idealism to an effect of psychological repression,
Shaw accelerated the process that would lead readers and critics
of Ibsen to forget idealism entirely. But when we forget all about
the idealist tradition in aesthetics, we are no longer able to see
thatGhostsis not just about family sickness and family secrets,
but about aesthetic norms. Paradoxically, then, the death of
idealism that Ibsen helped to bring about makes it more, not less
difficult to understand what Ibsen was doing in his modern
47

plays.

PaceMoi, Shaw did not defend Ibsen “by turning idealism into the expression of a

personally and politically thwarted psyche’—idealism had already becottbatidy

the end of the nineteenth century. More importantly, Shaw ar@uimessencelayed

“5Henrik Ibsen and the Birth of Modernism 20.
“6 George Sand and IdealistNew York: Columbia UP, 1996. p. 11.
“"bid., pp. 93-94.
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a profoundly important role not in only demystifying Ibsen to the London stage and its
audience but also in providing an aesthetic and political challenge directed ttheards
very possibility of a New Drama not imported from Norway but indigenous to Britain
itself. Simon Shepherd and Tony Womack write,

Shaw'’s tract was the manifesto of a movement. Its immediate

occasion was the foundation of the Independent Theatre, a

small-scale non-profit-making company committed to new

writing. Its opening production (in 1891) Ghosts and the

famous torrent of shocked abuse it provoked from the London

press partly accounts for Shaw’s adversarial version of Ibsen

himself [...] “Ibsenism” was a definite theatrical practice,

playing semi-professional matinées and Sunday performances

to artistically and politically progressive audiences, and trying

by these means to open up a non-commercial space for new

drama’®
TheQuintessences more than a literary-political pamphléiheQuintessence of
Ibsenismmust be understood within the context of the manifesto, theaexxcellence
of the avant-garde. THhuintessencexemplifies one of Moi’'s most important points:
that there are a multiplicity of modernisms, that “modernism, like realgsmgtione.*°
Along with the other feminine generic and modal forms of the nineteenth century,

romance and melodrama, idealism, more than realism, is modernism’s Other. The

modernism of th€uintessencées in its status as an anti-idealist maniféSto.

“8 English Drama: A Cultural HistoryOxford: Blackwell, 1996. p. 260.
“9Henrik Ibsen and the Birth of Modernism 3.
*0 Indeed, Shaw characterizes Gerald Bridges as afistehen he first returns to London in “The Fatof Theatre.”
He writes that “in Buenos Ayres he could idealize London theatres” (124-125). As Bridges discevie truth of
the commercial-institutional structure of Londottigater scene but proceeds to radically transforwei see that his
trajectory through the short story is one fromittealism he had being thousands of miles distamh fihe reality he
dreamed of to the realism necessary for the operafia successful theater that manages to maiitsadmtistic
credibility.
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Peter Burger characterizes the avant-garde as not merely a kindwatadrcof
modernism but rather as the cultural formation opposed to the art of the bourgeoisie. In
bourgeois modernity, “the separation of art from the praxis of life becomes tke/eleci
characteristic of the autonomy of bourgeois art” as the consequence of adlistufts
in the function, production, and reception of art going back to the sacral art of the Middle
Ages>! For Biirger, the autonomy of art, what for Jameson is an integral component to
the “ideology of modernism,” is symptomatic of a bourgeois ontology that positions art
outside the space of everyday life. The avant-garde seeks to redresgthenfedion of
the subject with respect to art:

When the avant-gardistes demand that art become practical
once again, they do not mean that the contents of works of art
should be socially significant. The demand is not raised at the
level of the contents of the individual works. Rather, it directs
itself to the way art functions in society, a process that does as
much to determine the effect that works have as does the parti-
cular content?
For the avant-garde, bourgeois art is an art of containment that “projects ¢eedfrea
better order and to that extent protests against the bad order that prevailg. But b
realizing the image of a better order in fiction, which is sembla®cegin only, it

relieves the existing society of the pressure of those forces that onatteahge > This

is nothing if not the idealism that Shaw opposes. The social energies for pdsinge c

1 The Theory of the Avant-GardErans. Michael Shaw. Minneapolis: Minnesota W84. p. 48-49.
52 hi

Ibid., p. 49.
*3| use the terncontainmenas a deliberate nod to Stephen Greenblatt, wieseyt of subversion and
containment in the essay “Invisible Bullets” is gicated on a theater that potentially operatekérsame
manner as what Birger here describes.S6&kespearean Negotiations: The Circulation oféoc
Energies in Renaissance Englamkrkeley and Los Angeles: California UP, 1988.21p65.
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“are assigned to confinement in an ideal sph&tgVhat the avant-garde calls for,
according to Burger, is a radical transformation in the system of dyfta@uction such
that art and life are one: “When art and the praxis of life are one, when theipraxi
aesthetic and art is practical, art’s purpose can no longer be discoveredelheeaus
existence of two distinct spheres (art and the praxis of life) that is coivstiof the
concept of purpose or intended us has come to an°@nbhe avant-garde must not be
misunderstood as an articulation of Aestheticism. Shaw himself was strongly @ppose
art for art’'s sake. His ideal form of literature was utilitarian: alism. In the preface
to The Sanity of ArtShaw writes that “journalism can claim to be the highest form of
literature; for all the highest literature is journalism,” that is, gjgeaind useful. “I also
am a journalist, Shaw declares, “proud of it, deliberately cutting out of my \abrikeat

is not journalism, convinced that nothing that is not journalism will live long aatlite,
or be of any use whilst it does liveCP1: 283). For Burger, what distinguishes the
avant-garde from Aestheticists is the avant-garde’s “attempt to organexe ldenpraxis
from a basis in art® (From here it is but a short step to Nietzsche, one of the most
important stars in the constellation of Shaw’s intellectual formatiors. nibi Nietzsche’s
aesthetic ideology per se—which, summed up in the line “for it is only as an aestheti

phenomenon that existence and the world are etejjoatified” is fundamentally

> Theory of the Avant-Garde. 50.
% |bid. 50 Biirger acknowledges a kind of irony in therdxgarde’s desire for the bifurcation between art
and life to be dismantled: “For the (relative)efdem of art vis-a-vis the praxis of life is at g@me time
the condition that must be fulfilled if there islie a critical cognition of reality. An art no kyper distinct
from the praxis of life but wholly absorbed in itlMose the capacity to criticize it, along wittsidistance”
(50).
*%|bid., p. 53.
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pessimistic (read: Schopenhauerean) and antitheatrighlat is important as much as it
is his desire for the integration of art and bein@né thing is needfit-To ‘give style’
to one’s character, a great and rare at!”)

To that end, the avant-garde seeks to negate the categories of both individual
reception and individual production. No wonder, then, that theater and theatricality are
embraced by the avant-garde because the processes of putting on a play and sitting in a
audience watching a play, of performance and spectatorship, are both inherently
collaborative and sociological. The avant-garde’s desire for an inteycddtife praxis
and art vis a vis a revolutionary overthrow of the bourgeoisie is homologous with the
Fabian program of Shaw@uintessencets call for a New Drama and a new British
society.

For Martin Puchner, the avant-garde is inextricably linked with the gerthe of
manifesto. The genre of the manifesto for him is unique in its embodiment of both
theatricality and performativity, terms that define the political anthats mission of
the manifesto. Turning to ordinary language philosophy and speech act theory, Puchner
notes that “From the point of view of Austin, the manifesto would have to be described as
a series of speech acts singularly invested, even overinvested, in theteéfggisoduce
in the real world, what Austin termed ‘perlocutionary effect&”In other words,

manifestoglo something. There is agency as a consequence of the manifesto, agency

" The Birth of Tragedy and The Case of Wagiieans. Walter Kaufmann. New York: Vintage, 19p7.
52.

*The Gay Sciencdrans. Walter Kaufmann. New York: Vintage, 1984232.

% poetry of the Revolution: Marx, Manifestos, ane #vant-GardesPrinceton, NJ: Princeton UP, 2006.
p. 23.
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such as the revitalization of the London stage and emergence of a reforngsminde
politically-concerned British theatrical modernism. The performatofithe manifesto
is coextensive with its theatricality— ironic, as Puchner points out, givemnAustvn
infamous denial of the efficacy of theatrical language. “Speech acts nilestipa
conquer the threat of theatricality in order to become speech acts. Such bdiatten
theatricality and performativity is nowhere as visible as in the manifdstaytites,
“indeed, [the manifesto] tried to exorcise its own theatricality by borroworg &in
authority it will have obtained in the future. All manifestos are intertwineal thi
theatrical, driven by it and troubled by it, and they all seek to turn the theater into a
source of authority® The theatricality of Shaw®uintessencehowever, is not limited
to the need for self-authorization formally intrinsic to the genre of the memdeshe
style of language that grants that authority. Rather, the theatrichftyaw’s
Quintessences central to its very content. It is a manifesto about theater itsetiette
for a new kind of theater, an anti-idealist theater, an avant-garde theatesthatsliihe
remains of nineteenth-century idealism for the dual purpose of creatingsooety and
a “New Drama.®’ Indeed, it is a manifesto that launches just such a new theatrical

tradition. The alignment between an anti-idealist theatricality anthiar~anspired

bid., p. 25.

®1 Within the fictional worlds Shaw creates, therésesxone prominent manifesto, John Tanndrte
Revolutionist's Handbogkn Man and SupermanLooking back to the play’s premiere productidmhe
Court Theatre, London, in 1905, we see that theeeldng tradition of presenting Tanner as a starfdr
Shaw, with the actor who created the role, Harlegr@ille Barker, having been made up to look like
Shaw, complete with beard. To say tiihe Revolutionist’'s Handbodk Man and Supermais as much
Shaw’s manifesto and it is Tanner’s is apropos—eiafig given that Shaw actually wrote a text wiktat
name and appended it to published version of thg. pl
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realist politics in th&Quintessencégures Shaw’s pamphlet as a revolutionary anti-
idealist manifesto which, no less than any other manifesto, represents, to ugloterP
“the very wish fulfillment of modernism” (7), modernism’s wish to be a revolutionar

play like one by ShaW?

2.5 Without History: Romance and Violence @aesar and Cleopatra

Marx, who provides the philosophical basis for Shaw’s Fabianism, wrifEsen
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonapattet the “social revolution of the nineteenth
century cannot derive in poetry from the past, but only from the futéiréf.the case can
be made that Fabianism represents a compromised version of authenticasapjuti
Marxism, perhaps it can be made here. Shaw’s short story allegorizes thstpexde
creating the theater of the future dialectically by means of the thedfater past. The
past cannot be altogether abandoned. Marx writes, “The revolution of the nineteenth
century must let the dead bury the dead in order to arrive at its own cdfitent that is

something that Shaw and his theater cannot do. If a new phase in British national histor

%2 Given Puchner’s standing as one of the luminafi¢ke New Modernist Studies and contemporary
Theater Studies, it is ironic that he fails to #e®Fabian-inspired movement of the New Drama, thi¢h
Quintessencas its anti-idealist manifesto, as a home-grovstindtly British avant-garde. IRoetry of

the Revolutionhe cites the Wyndham Lewis and the Vorticisteepsesenting a “read guard” “marked by
belatedness in relation to the Continental avantdegs (107). That said, the Futurists in Europe toe
Vorticists in Britain admired Shaw and what hisatex accomplished; cf. an unpublished conferenpempa
by Lawrence Switzky, “The Nietzschean Motor-Caragtamong the Futurists and the Vorticists.” Shaw
and His Contemporaries. MLA Convention. San Fraieci28 December 2008.

%3 Quoted inPoetry of the Revolutiom. 1.

® Ibid.
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is to be inaugurated by and alongside theater, then the revolutionary impulse that Shaw
and his contemporaries embodied must engage that history’s greatest theatrjcal
Shakespeare, not so much to revive him as to revisé&him.

For Shaw, idealism characterizes nineteenth-century Britisretteetieatment of
Shakespeare. In the section of the prefadétee Plays for Puritangl901) with the
provocative heading “BETTER THAN SHAKESPEAR?,” Shaw dissects what
Shakespeare had become, diagnosing it as “Bardolatry.” In the nineteently cent
Shakespeare becomes a figure so revered, placed on so high a pedestal driterary
national consciousness that any critical consideration of the performanseptdys in
the theater and their content runs counter to the prevailing “Bardolatry.’hiaar, #is
was a matter of anachronism: Shakespeare is centuries ahead of his time Baitidlihe
people are only beginning to catch up:

As to our ordinary uncritical citizens, they have been
slowly trudging forward these three centuries to the point
which Shakespear reached at a bound in Elizabeth’s time.
Today most of them have arrived there or thereabouts,
with the result that his plays are at last beginning to be
performed as he wrote them; and the long-line of disgrace-
ful farces, melodramas, and stage pageants which actor-
managers, from Garrick and Cibber to our own contem-
poraries, have hacked out of his plays as peasants have

hacked out of the Coliseum, are beginning to vanish from
the stage. GP1: 79)

% Martin Harries analyzes MarxBighteenth Brumairén relation to its allusions to Shakespeare,
particularlyHamlet literalizing the Foucaultian trope of archaeoltgyturning its attention to metaphors
of digging and mining in its reading of Hamlet'sckatmation to the ghost of his father, “Well saitff o

mole. Canst work i'th’earth so fast?” (1.5.164)f. Scare Quotes from Shakespeare: Marx, Keynes, and
the Language of Reenchantmestanford: Stanford UP, 2000. pp. 54-122.
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Though Shaw presents himself as antagonistic with respect to the Bard anatBardol
the reality is not that Shaw has no reverence for Shakespeare but rather tsanbecha
reverence for Shakespeare than anyone else, for he, too, like Shakespeare isethan a
of his time. He writes, “I am far too good a Shakespearean ever to forgive IH&mgy

for producing a version of King Lear so mutilated that the numerous critics who ha
never read the play could not follow the story of Glost€PY: 79)%° Shaw recognizes

the irony of Victorian theater’s idealism of Shakespeare: “It is afgignt fact that the
mutilators of Shakespear, who never could be persuaded that Shakespear knew his
business better than they, have ever been the most fanatical of his worshippérs” (

79). That “most fanatical” worship of Shakespeare had become a form of idolatry,
reverence for a false god. Shaw repeatedly casts himself as a tonanyisn his

writings, in doing so, he endows himself with the revelatory authority to denounce what
Shakespeare had become and to write,

It was the age of gross ignorance of Shakespear and inca-

% Earlier in the preface, Shaw writes, “In 1896, wiS#r Henry Irving was disabled by an accident at a
moment when Miss Ellen Terry was too ill to appelae, theatre had to be closed after a brief attempt
rely on the attraction of a Shakespearean playpedd by the stock company. This may have been
Shakespear’s fault: indeed Sir Henry later on dainpd that he had lost a princely sum by Shakespea
But Shakespear’s reply to this, if were able to enttkwould be that the princely sum was spent,amohis
dramatic poetry, but on a gorgeous stage rituasisperimposed on reckless mutilations of his téw, t
whole being addressed to a public as to which ngtls certain except that its bias is towards rewee for
Shakespear and dislike and distrust of ritualis8PX: 62). This is typical of Shaw’s attacks on Iyin
which especially in his journalistic work as a ttegacritic, are too numerous to ennumerate. Saiffito
say, Alan Hughes presents his case in supportvioigias a Shakespearegighty years lateby

positioning his argument in opposition to Shaw, pheface to his book culminating: “Here, too, isew
of Irving that should be set over against that cammnd easy dismissal of his contribution to treatr
which derives from hearsay, fashion, and the martsomments of Bernard Shawi&nry Irving,
ShakespearearCambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1981. p. xiii. Bomore contemporary response to Shaw
and Irving, cf. L. W. Connolly, “The Matter withving: Bernard Shaw and Irving Reconsiderddehry
Irving: A Re-Evaluation of the Pre-Eminent VictriActor-ManagerEd. Richard Foulkes. Burlington,
VT: Ashgate, 2008. pp. 185-193.
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pacity for his works that produced the indiscriminate
eulogies with which we are familiar. It was the revival of
serious attention to those works that coincided with the
movement for giving genuine instead of spurious and silly
representations of his plays. So much for Bardolatry!
(CP1: 80¥’

Despite its self-theatricalizing audacity, Shaw himself acknowlethgedis particular
renunciation of Bardolatry is not historically original. Of his rejection afdBlatry,
Shaw writes,

Such criticisms are no more new than the creed of my
Diabolonian Puritan or my revival of the humors of Cool
as a Cucumbé&f. Too much surprise at them betrays an
acquaintance with Shakespear criticism so limited as not
to include even the prefaces of Dr Johnson and the utter-
ances of Napoledii. | have merely repeated in the dialect
and light of my own time and in the light of its philosophy
what they had said in the dialect and light of theirs.

(CP1: 78-79)

Repetition with a difference: the light and philosophy of the “Diabolonian
Puritan” that Shaw details in the first part of the preface is a light and philosbphtji-

idealist antitheatricality, one that seeks to makeover the stage andtéheReading

%" The theatrical “movement” Shaw refers to heredistlexemplified by William Poel and the Elizabethan
Stage Society. Cf. Robert SpeaighMijliam Poel and the Elizabethan Revivabndon: Heinemann, 1954;
and Marion O’ConnorWilliam Poel and the Elizabethan Stage Soci€ymbridge, UK: Chadwyck-
Healey, 1987. This latter title, unfortunatelyeigremely difficult to acquire.

% Shaw’s notion of the “Diabolonian Puritan” is ditd in the first two sections of the preface, “Wioy
Puritans?” and “On Diabolonian Ethics.” In sh@haw holds up the Puritans as a model for a kind of
modernist antitheatricality because he, like tloeyydemn a theater predicated on “a systematictigyadd
sensuousness” that “has crowned the idolatry ofatt the Deification of Love,” evacuating any cajig
for critical (read: political) engagement with rigal “The pleasures of the senses | can sympathitte

and share; but the substitution of sensuous eckiagytellectual activity and honesty is the veligvil”
(CP1: 70).

%9 Napoleon had based “the superiority of Cornedl&hakespear on the ground of Corneille’s power of
grasping a political situation, and of seeing metheir relation to the State.” Letter, Shaw totdic
Tchertkoff, 2 August 1905. Quoted@P1: 79.
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Shakespeare without the impediment of an idealizing Bardolatry, Shaw confronts his
plays for what they actually are. For Shaw, making an authentic engageitient
Shakespeare’s plays leads to the realization they are not necessatily efdhe esteem
in which they are held. Shaw is not above saying that he would be willing to discard
forever “half a dozen of Shakespear’s plays for one of the prefaces he ought to have
written” (CP1: 72). Clear-eyed and unsentimental in his reading of Shakespeare, he is
harshest on the play that embodies the idealist spirit ®pginy and Cleopatra
Condemning Shakespeare’s play, Shaw writes,

Shakespear’s Antony and Cleopatra must needs be as intolerable

to the true Puritan as it is vaguely distressing to the ordinary

healthy citizen, because, after giving a faithful picture of the

soldier broken down by debauchery, and the typical wanton in

whose arms such men perish, Shakespear finally strains all his

huge command of rhetoric and stage pathos to give a theatrical

sublimity to the wretched end of the business, and to persuade

foolish spectators that the world was well lost by the twain.

Such falsehood is not to be borne except by the real Cleopatras

and Antonys (they are to be found in every public house) who

would no doubt be glad enough to be transfigured by some

poet as immortal lovers. Woe to the poet who stoops to such

folly! The lot of the man who sees life truly and thinks about

it romantically is Despair.QP1: 77)
Shakespeare’s tragedy romanticizes political affairs of world-htsiamportance and
trivializes them, subordinating them to the transfiguration of two individuals’ logte a
emotional loss. In doing so, Shakespeare’s play is no less corrupt and morally bankrupt
than the nineteenth-century stage he rails against, and insofar as hismpb#ieadrical

power, his “huge command of rhetoric and stage pathos,” are the means by which the
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political is negated by the romantic, it is a power of darkness, of a bourgebistiaesn
of “Despair.”

Shaw’s own playCaesar and Cleopatré&copyright perf. 1899; prem. 1909)
must be understood as a dialectical engagement with its Shakespearearspoedace
that, ethically and politically, gets its themes right, and in so doing, exesitheater
and theatricality of the future, the British modernist stage. In the pr&Shes writes,
“Ten years of cheap reading have changed the English from the most staolidimati
Europe to the most theatrical and hysteric@lP{: 70). The imagination of romance,
substituting reading for reality, fantasy for lived experience in everyigays the
primary object of Shaw’s anti-idealist critique. In act two of the play, iaea’s
brother, husband, and rival for the throne, Ptolemy, and his army capture the city of
Alexandria, and the following exchange takes places:

THEODOTUS: The fire has spread from your ships. The first of the
seven wonders of the world perishes. The library of Alexandria in flames.
RUFIO: Psha!Quite relieved, he goes up to the loggia and watches the
preparations of the troops on the behch

CAESAR: Is that all?

THEODOTUS: [inable to believe his sen$ddl! Caesar: will you go

down to posterity as a barbarous soldier too ignorant to know the value of
books?

CAESAR: Theodotus: | am an author myself; and I tell you it is better
that the Egyptians should live their lives than dream them away with the
help of books.

THEODOTUS: kneeling, with genuine literary emotion: the passion of
the pedarjtCaesar: once in ten generations of men, the world gains an
immortal book.

0 For information on the premiere and the literasyrses of Shaw’s play, cf. Gordon W. CouchniBinis
Our Caesar: A Study of Bernard Shawaesar and Cleopatra. The Hague: Mouton, 1973.
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CAESAR: [inflexiblg If it did not flatter mankind, the common
executioner would burn it.
THEODOTUS: Without history, death will lay you beside your meanest
soldier.
CAESAR: Death will do that in any case. | ask no better grave.
THEODOTUS: What is burning there is the memory of mankind.
CAESAR: A shameful memory. Let it burn.
THEODOTUS: ildly] Will you destroy the past?
CAESAR: Ay, and build the future with its ruinsdBH2: 218-219)
For the pedant Theodotus, tutor to the young would-be boy king Ptolemy, the burning of
the library of Alexandra is a “Horror unspeakable,” an attack not merely on a book
repository but on the “memory of mankind” itself, an assault so traumatic thas vailr
to describe it or express its magnitude.

The scene functions as an ironic allegory of writing and culture in Shiavds
siecleEngland. Shaw was a playwright uniquely concerned in his day with the literary
production of his plays and the establishment of a privileged category of dramatic
literature through the publication of his plays as books, grouped under thBlatjyes
Pleasant and Unpleasait898) andlhree Plays for Puritan€l901) (into which latter
categoryCaesar and Cleopatrtalls). Shaw’s letters to his publisher Grant Richards
give a clear sense of the precision Shaw wanted in the design of the books for
publication, for example, fancifully calling for Richards to print the Plays éhgznt “on
light brown paper (Egyptian mummy paper) in an ugly style of printing and theapteas
ones on white paper (machine hand made) in the best Kelmscott style;” as W tiBertwor

writes, “For Shaw, the design of the book was not merely part of its packagihg for

market: it was a means both to stage the value of modern drama as printditenad a
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means to represent the drama in the form of pfinEdr Shaw to render his Caesar, a

fellow author himself, so cavalier about the burning of the library of Alexargdiianic
because there is the expectation that writers, who produce books, are people who care
deeply about books, for reasons ranging from the pedantic humanism of Theodotus to the
economic and political motivations of Shaw as he embraces the ideology of print for the
dissemination of the New Drama. Yet, Caesar, like his brusque aide-de-camp Rufio,
brushes off the conflagration, regarding it as no less a bonfire of the vanities than
Savonarola. For Caesar, the “memory of mankind” scrolled, codexed, and booked in the
library is a memory not worth keeping, a “shameful memory” grounded in violence,
bloodshed, destruction, and war.

For Shaw, Shakespeare, that most revered of writers, is complicit in this
“shameful memory.”Antony and Cleopatreepresents exactly the sort of imaginative
literature against which Caesar warns Theodotus, telling him, “I tell yeuétter that
the Egyptians should live their lives than dream them away with the help of books.”

Shaw critiques Shakespeare’s romanticization of imperial Roman history in
Antony and Cleopatrand asserts his own latter-day “history,” as the play is subtitled, as
a corrective, a revision, one which displaces the romantic pathos and sentiynehtal

Shakespeare’s tragedy with a hard-nosed ethical and political realisith vette life-

and-death stakes of the dynastic struggle between the young Cleopbler diusband-

" Print and the Poetics of Modern Dram@ambridge, UK: Cambridge UP: 2005. p. 45. Shdetter to
Grant Richards quoted in Worthen.
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brother Ptolemy and his retinue, as well as the colonial enterprise of ihfpemie’
Antony and Cleopatraaccording to R. A. Foakes, is a play which grounds the
representation of its two protagonists and the power they wield in terms ofolgidm
especially in its association with “gaudy, sensual pleasdréniplicit in Foakes’
discussion of glamour is romance, the genre, mode, or strategy which Barblasecklls
a “concatenation of both narratological elements and literary topoi, including
idealization.”* For Shaw, the formal (which is to say, ideological) contamination of
Shakespeare’s high political drama by the idealizing glamour of romaanatisema. It
is against this articulation of Shakespearean romance that Shaw, through €heses
that the “memory of mankind” is a “shameful memory” best disposed of, best burned.
That romance is aligned with idealism entails, for Shaw, an ethical, pblaitd
aesthetic demand that romance be rejected, and that realism and aecameinktion of
history be assumed in its place.

The problem, then becomes, the nature of history itself. The late Victorian and
early modernist attitude towards history can be characterized as a positivance of
“Progress.” In the “Notes: Apparent Anachronisms” appended to the play, Shaw writes,

The more ignorant men are, the more convinced are they that
their little parish and their little chapel is an apex to which

2 Ever an ardent believer in the journalistic topigaf literature, Shaw writes his play as an gtiey of
Britain’s colonial endeavors: “Conversely the deban colonialism and carving up Africa, at itsdidi
when the play was written, is reflected in the inglesm of Classical RomeModern British Dramap.
24. Of course, Shakespeare’s play, too, partiefpat a cultural dialogue on empire in early modern
England, although the discoursefoftony and Cleopatreés markedly different from that of New World
colonialism; cf. Ania Loomba, “Shakespeare and @altDifference.’Alternative Shakespeares 2
London: Routledge. 1996. pp. 164-191.

3 Shakespeare and Violend@ambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2003. p. 172.

" RomanceLondon: Routledge, 2004. p. 9.
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civilization and philosophy has painfully struggled up the

pyramid of time from a desert of savagery. Savagery, they

think, became barbarism; barbarism became ancient civil-

ization; ancient civilization became Pauline Christianity [etc];

and the Dark Ages were finally enlightened by the Protestant

instincts of the English race. The whole process is summed

up as Progress with a capital P. And any elderly gentleman

of Progressive temperament will testify that improvement

since he was a boy is enormouBHR: 294-295)
Shaw rejects the romance of progress his contemporaries held dear tistdtiiy
reason then for ignoring the popular conception of Progress in Caesar and Cisopatra
that there is no reason to suppose that any Progress has taken place sincetheir ti
(BH2: 298). He takes a decidedly ahistoricist, approach to imperial Egypt and Rome, for
example, creating characters who represent types found in modern Britedly:soc
Cleopatra’s nurse, Ftatateeta, is analogous to the late Victorian dowagenass;
Britannus, one of Caesar’s attendants, finds his counterpart in the uptight, efficienc
obsessed clerk of the City; Apollodorus, with his motto “Art for Art’'s salBq: 226),
is nothing if not a fin-de-siecle aesthete and dandy; Theodotus could just awbeasil
Oxbridge don; etc. In the anti-idealist revision of Shakespeargtny and Cleopatra
into a “history” (as its subtitle announces it) that deliberately stages-aimetic,
ahistorical, yet theatrically robust (imagine the scenography of tig@mpfaoduction)
and rhetorically playful portrait of its titular characters and theirady@haw, ironically,
creates a play that presents to Britain an ethically and politicallyrdighp®rtrait of
itself, one that reveals British sentimentality, British irrespongybiind British

chauvinism as the faults that they are, and the narrative of Progress nothinganae

myth. According Otto Reinert “Shaw’s point is that where there has been nechang
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there can be no anachronisf.’If there is no history, there is no difference. What is left
is a universalism of passive despair, an inversion of the universalism of the Fabian
Marxism that Shaw promoted.

This point with respect to despair is underlined by the fact that, for Shaw, the only
progress that has taken place has been in the sphere of technological development, and
what has spurred it on, more than anything else, is war and the desire to ctegte bet
more destructive weaponfy:

It might as well be assumed as indeed it generally is assumed

by implication, that a murder committed with a poisoned arrow

is different from a murder committed with a Mauser rifle. All

such notions are illusions. Go back to the first syllable of

recorded time, and there you will find your Christian and your

Pagan, your yokel and your poet, helot and hero, Don Quixote

and Sancho, Tamino and Papageno, Newton and the bushman

unable to count to eleven, all alive and contemporaneous, and

all convinced that they are the heirs of all the ages and the privi-

leged recipients of THE truth (all others damnable heresies),

just as you have them today, flourishing in countries each of

which is the bravest and best that ever sprang at Heaven’s com-

mand from out the azure mairBH2: 296-297)

Whether because there is a universal human essence or, more likely, beceageribe
conditions that determine human subjectivity are, in some sense, always andtfaever
same—or both—Shaw asserts that progress is an “illusion,” an illusion maede bali

the historical fact of murder and vengeance omnipresent across time. Accomling t

Sean Saunder€aesar and Cleopatradestabilizes rather than upholds his culture’s

commonly held views concerning race, imperialism and colonialism, degeneration, a

5«0ld History and New: Anachronism i@aesar and CleopatraModern Drama3 (1960): 38.
8 Recall the Devil ilMan and Superman“There is nothing in Man’s industrial machindryt greed and
sloth: his heart is in his weapon8H?2: 654).
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sex and gender.” In exploding the narrative of progress that defines history for
modernist BritainCaesar and Cleopatrtells us that the same people exist
transhistorically. It conflates “Newton and the bushman” into a singutarityltural
narcissism and solipsism that negates the binary logic of “us-and-them,” thetfonnda
of Britain’s idealizing sense of its own superiority, specifically, and therpimdeng of
bloodshed and war, more generally.

In act four, after Cleopatra’s ill-advised orders to have Pothinus assad$inae
been carried out, a mob descends on her. Cleopatra and even Caesar’s men justify the
killing of this dangerous rival as Caesar listens and observes the threat jigk: outs

Do you hear? These knockers at your gate are also believers

in vengeance and stabbing. You have slain their leader: it

is right that they shall slay you. And then in the name of that

right [he emphasizes the word with great s¢shall | not

slay them for murdering their Queen, and be slain in my turn

by their countrymen as the invader of their fatherland? Can

Rome do less then than slay these slayers, too, to shew the

world how Rome avenges her sons and her honor. And so,

to the end of history, murder shall breed murder, always in

the name of right and honor and peace, until the gods are tired

of blood and create a race that can understaBid2:(277-278)
History is an endless cycle of war, oppression, bloodshed, and murder—"always in the
name of right and honor and peace,” Caesar seethes—that characterizesaniStioayvt

It warrants Caesar’s claim that the “memory of mankind” is a “shamefulomygha

claim that lies at the heart of Shaw’s damning assessment of Shakespeare.

" “From Metropolis to ‘Impossible Edges”: Shaw’spearial Abjects."SHAW: The Annual of Bernard
Shaw Studie®2 (2002): 102.
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Hannah Arendt’s work on violence, power, and government provides a lens
through which to rea@aesar and CleopatraFor Arendt, power and violence are not
synonymous terms, nor are they merely separate, discrete categotles:., RRay are
thoroughly oppositional and mutually exclusive. For Arendt:

Powercorresponds to the human ability not just to act, but to

act in concert. Power is never the property of an individual; it

belongs to a group and remains only so long as the group keeps

together. When we say of somebody that he is ‘in power’ we

actually refer to his being empowered by a certain number of

people to act in their name. The moment the group, from which

the power originated to begin with disappears, “his power”

also vanishe$&’
Power is concerned with empowerment, the realization of human potential through
collaboration, cooperation, through polity. It is not merely social; in the best garse
communitarian. Violence, then, is a function of the absence of power, the inability of
people to work together. This is, of course, not to say that violence itself isangeftis.
However, violence is necessarily excluded from the utopian conception of polis, polity,
and human intersubjectivity central to so much of Arendt’'s work. As she writes,
“Violence can always destroy power; out of the barrel of a gun growandkeeffective
command, resulting in the most instant and perfect obedience. What can never grow out
of it is power.”® For human beings to live together and act in concert, Arendt writes, two

things are necessary. Caesar alludes, albeit obliquely, to one of those things in when he

tells us that the cycle of bloodshed will continue vertiginously “until the god#regdeof

80n Violence New York: Harcourt Brace, 1970. p. 44.
1bid., p. 53.
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blood and create a race that can understand.” The pulpit preacher of a doctrine of
Creative Evolutiof® Shaw is foreshadowing the coming day of the Superman, but |
believe that there is a specific historical example of a man who had evolved into a
Superman that Caesar is pointing to. The invocation of gods, the vision of a new
dispensation, and the historical setting of the play mere decades befor¢htla@dbir
evangelism of Jesus Christ strongly suggest that Jesus is an exemplar ad¢hbdt can
understand® The first thing necessary for society and power is forgiveness, as
discovered by Jesus. Arendt writes, “The discoverer of the role of forgivenasshan
affairs was Jesus of Nazareth. The fact that he made this discovery gicasatontext
and articulated it in religious language is no reason to take it any lessshein a
strictly secular sensé? As the Lamb of God, Christ is the ultimate scapegoat, the
sacrificial victim whose death is supposed to atone for and end the cycle of tevenge
sacrifice, and violence throughout hist8fyHis death is supposed to be the ultimate
pedagogical lesson in the value of forgiveness. This is not to say that thelpolitic
theology of Shaw’s Fabianism is Christian; rather, the political economy dfti@hity,

according to Shaw, must be Fabian. Towards the end of the 1908 cGitithg

8 For Shaw's most sustained discussions of Cre&sution, cf. the prefaces tdan and Supermaand
Back to Methuselghhe latter frames Creative Evolution within a Langkian scientific discourse that
contrasts with the biological and political discees that emerged from the Darwinian theory of @dtur
selection.

81 Shaw wrote and spoke extensively on religionStfaw on Religion: Irreverent Observations by a Man
of Great Faith Ed. Warren Sylvester Smith. New York: Dodd, Mead Co., 1967. The 1912 piece “God
Must Be Non-Sectarian and International” is esghcigseful in detailing Shaw’s universalism as iined

by his Fabian socialism.

8 The Human Conditiar?™ ed. Chicago: Chicago UP, 1998. p. 238.

8 This line of argument is deeply indebted to Reir@r@; cf. Violence and the Sacredirans. Patrick
Gregory. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 1972.
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Married, the character Hotchkiss asks the beadle Soames, “Soames: youre a communist,
arnt you?” Soames reply: “l am a Christian. That obliges me to be a Comn{Bii3t”
660). This is more than an ironic little joke at the end of one of Shaw’s talkiest plays. In
the preface to his 1929 playe Apple CartShaw dissects the problem of capitalism and
Christian with respect to his charitable contributions:

[...] any spare money that the government leaves me is invested

where | can get the highest interest and the best security, as there

by | can make sure that it goes where it is most wanted and gives

immediate employment. This is the best | can do without Gov-

ernment interference: indeed any other way of dealing with my

spare money would be foolish and demoralizing; but the result

is that | become richer and richer, and the poor become relatively

poorer and poorer. So you see | cannot be a Christian except

through Government action[.CP3: 53)
Again, at the risk of belaboring the point, Shaw’s avant-garde anti-idealism is not a
political theology invested in the inauguration of a theocracy. The metaphysics of
Christianity (the Trinity, the Resurrection, divine presence in the Euthetds are of
less import than the ethics of Christianity. In the preface to the 193®pl#éye Rocks,
In the form of a mini-closet drama, Shaw writes the dialogue he wishes hagtake
between Christ and Pontius Pilate. Christ presents himself as a revolutideatyon
overthrowing the Roman moral and political order. Towards the end of their exchange:

PILATE: What do you mean by believing in you?

JESUS: Seeing the world as | do. What else could it mean?

PILATE: And you are the Christ, the Messiah, eh?

JESUS: Were | Satan, my argument would still hold true

(CP3: 210)

For Shaw, to “see the world” as Christ does is to engage with the reality pil@aydife

and live an ethics of forgiveness and charity. Jesus Christ sets an ethicalitécad pol
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example to follow, one characterized by the recognition of the need for forgiaress
the organization of the nation’s political economy according to a program ohFabia
socialism®*

For Arendt, the second thing necessary for people to live together and act in
concert is making and keeping promises: “In contrast to forgiving, which—perhaps
because of its religious context, perhaps because of the connection with love gitendin
discovery—has always been deemed unrealistic and inadmissible in the pubiicheal
power of stabilization inherent in the faculty of making promises has been known
throughout our tradition® In a specifically political sphere, this amounts to respecting
the social contract. This is whefaesar and Cleopatrbecomes a play about
Cleopatra’s development, from theéreamless sleepélying on a Sphinx BH2: 181) we
see at the beginning of act one to the worldly young woman who cries, despilk aerse
the end of the play when, recognizing the enormous transformation he has wrought in he
soul, Caesar takes his leav@aesar and Cleopatravidences the work of history,
destroying the past (Shakespeare) to build the future with its ruins. Theaframa
Cleopatra’s maturation from insolent willful child to responsible politicadiés is the
microcosm of this historical process. In her first encounter with Caesar, €Céeopa
describes to him her fantasies of violence and death: “When | am old enough. | shall do

just what I like. | shall be able to poison the slaves and see them wriggle, and poete

8| realize that the category of ethics itself islenintense philosophical scrutiny from the lefiay,
particularly from Alain Badiou. For his critiqud Arendt and ethics, cEthics: An Essay on the
Understanding of EvilTrans. Peter Hallward. London: Verso, 2002. dfh-116.

8 The Human Conditigrp. 243.

79



Ftatateeta that she is going to be put into the fiery furn&id2:(184). Over the course
of acts two and three, however, as her position as queen is imperiled by Ptolomy and the
retinue that controls him like a puppet on strings, she becomes increasinglyhtiare
precariousness of her power. In act three, she is smuggled out of her palace thuprolle
carpet, and, at the end of the act, she is pitched into the sea, forced to swim fertber lif
the Roman fleet which alone can save her position as queen. The play is nothing if not a
lesson in humility for Cleopatra. By act four, she develops beyond mere childish desi

When | was foolish, | did what | liked, except when Ftatateeta

beat me; and even then | cheated her and did it by stealth.

Now that Caesar has made me wise, it is no use liking or

disliking: 1 do what must be done, and have no time to attend

to myself. That is not happiness; but it is greatness. If Caesar

were gone, | think | could govern the Egyptians; for what

Caesar is to me, | am to the fools around ni8H2( 256)
The maturation of the subject over time and the transcendence of self, traioratiat
political leadership and power are grounded in the truth articulated in the line Hato w
must be done, and have no time to attend to my&ethiaracterize history’s dialectical
orientation towards futurity, political and ethical realism grounded in an aiafistle
aesthetic, and Caesar’s hopes for the “new race that can understand.” Thenaeaaipt
responsibility to others and the sacrifice of individual desire to a broader, morautopi

view of power lie at the heart of Shaw’s conception of the art of government, titye abil

to create an order wherein violence does not and need not exist, an ethical and political

8 Recall Undershaft and CusinsNtajor Barbara act three—CUSINS: | shall cannons to whom | séea
and refuse them to whom | please. So there! UNDHEARST: From the moment when you become
Andrew Undershaft, you will never do as you pleagain. Dont come here lusting for power, young.man
CUSINS: If power were my aim | should not comeehfarr it. You have no power. UNDERSHAFT:
None of my own, certainlyBH3: 169)
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order that operates “Without punishment. Without revenge. Without judgment’—as
Cleopatra describes Caesar’s “waBH2: 289)—having evolved beyond the romantic
bourgeois order in which these categories exist. For Shagsar and Cleopatra
imagines a history of the future grounded in moral and political responsibility, a

corrective to Shakespeare’s irresponsible romanticization of a violentytodtibre past.

2.6 To Restore the Art of Playing to Its Former Use and Dignity: Shaw’s Mediswal
and the Great War

Shaw revised Shakespeare repeatedly Geisar and Cleopatralhe plays
themselves, liké&ntony and Cleopatreghowever, were the only object of his critical-
creative attention. The personage of William Shakespeare was as wglghout his
career, Shaw identifies himself with Shakespeare, not merely in terimes sthture of his
work compared with the Bard’s, but literally—casting himself in the role oBtrd
himself. In the 1930 preface to the nokematurity, Shaw delights in being able to trace
his genealogy back tdacbeths McDuff, “the third son of that immortalized yet unborn
Thane of Fife, who, invulnerable to normally accouched swordsmen, laid on and slew
Macbeth. It was as good as being descended from Shakespear, whom | had been
unconsciously resolved to reincarnate from my cradlé&3( 7). The identification with
Shakespeare does not preclude Shaw from taking license with the historicap8hedes

it authorizes him to do just that.
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One instance in which Shaw appropriates the biography of the historical
Elizabethan Shakespeare is the 1910 plagy Dark Lady of the SonnetShaw writes his
first play featuring Shakespeare as a dramatic character intongese funds for a
“Shakespear Memorial Theatre” in Stratford-upon-Avon for the edificationeoBtitish
people. Shaw presents us with a Shakespeare who is ridiculous and bathetic,especiall
in his dealings with women, much like Shaw himself was. In the play, Shakespeare woos
a cloaked Elizabeth, believing her to be the Dark Lady, the female object osines de
After offending his beloved, leaving the Dark Lady to run from the scene in broken-
hearted humiliation, Shakespeare tries his hand at wooing Elizabeth in earnest. In a
metatheatrical move, he breaks the diagetic fourth wall and begs her for a “boon of
State,” money to endow a National Theatre, “for the better instruction andgodicin
your majesty’s subjectsBH4:322). At the end of the play here, in begging Elizabeth for
the theater’'s endowment, Shaw’s Shakespeare gives a short lesson in thehistory
English theater. Shaw’s Shakespeare cites not his own period’s theater buttdreothea
the period preceding his own, the didactic religious drama of the Middle Agég, ase
he would want this new national-theatrical institution to imitate in order “toreethe art
of playing to its former use and dignity"—the theater of his own period, the Remassa
representing, in relation to medieval drama, a fallen theater that “fethathands of
poor players and greedy merchants that had their pockets to look to and not thegreatnes
of this your kingdom,” he tells ElizabetBl4:324).

There is a something of a sly, self-deprecating humor in Shakespeareks knoc

against the theatrical establishment of his era, a theatrical dstadfisthat is just as
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easily Shaw’s as well as Shakespeare’s. While the critique here ofdatgan and
Edwardian theater as intellectually vacuous and ethically (and spirjtaatypt is far
from being a new line of argument in Shaw, the valorization of the medieval, over a
Shakespearean Renaissance Shaw saw as ironically aligned with his own tywaderni
Shaw had previously voiced his admiration for the medieval and its later
incarnations repeatedly. Foreshadowing his mature stance againgtrigeaimance, in
the very early 1878 prose work for childigly Dear DorotheaShaw advises his child
reader that if she is “careful not to read ‘good’ books, you will spare yourself much
discomfort, and keep yourself in good health.” Shaw continues, “There is, however, one
good book which you ought to read, because it is a very pleasant Biloiym’s
Progress’®’ Shaw repeatedly held up Bunyan’s 1678 book as one of the true classics of
world literature. Given the status Blfie Pilgrim’s Progresss the end point of the
tradition of English allegory that had extended back historically at leést as
Langland’s 138Piers Plowmar(a fellow example of an English canon of literature of
dissent), Shaw reveals himself to have a predisposition for the medieval. This is
confirmed by another text from 1878, his very first attempt at playwriting, théeabor
Passion Playpublished 1971), a verse drama is in the mode of a medieval Biblical play
(its provisional title wa3 he House of Joseph
Shaw held the art of the Pre-Raphealites in particularly high esteem asetptai

frequently; for example, in the prefaceRtays Unpleasant1898), Shaw writes,

8" My Dear Dorothea: A Practical System of Moral Edtien for Females Embodied in a Letter to a
Young Person of That SeéMew York: Vanguard, 1956. p. 22.
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In the autumn 0f1894, | spent a few weeks in Florence, where |

occupied myself with the religious art of the Middle Ages and its

destruction by the Renascence. From a former visit to Italy on

the same business | had hurried back to Birmingham to discharge

my duties as musical critic at the Festival there. On that occasion

a very remarkable collection of works by our British “pre-

Raphealite” painters was on view. | looked at these, and then

went into the Birmingham churches to see the windows of

William Morris and Burne-Jones. [...] When my subsequent

visit to Italy found me practising the playwright’s craft, the time

was ripe for a modern pre-Raphealite pla@PX: 41)
This “modern pre-Raphealite play”Widowers’ Houses That the desire for a
resuscitated, didactic, medieval British drama generates the ftret ahti-idealisPlays
Unpleasanis demonstrative of Shaw’s predisposition for medievalism within a
modernist context®

Yet, Shaw’s attitude towards the medieval after World War | becomes

gualitatively different from what it had ever been before. It becomestaamely
important means of evading Shakespeare. Shaw’s 192%aialyJoanlike Caesar and
Cleopatraanother putative “history,” must be understood within the context of a Shavian
evasiveness to Shakespeare that was a consequence of the Great War. $hdleebpea
come to signify everything wrong with the romance of British historyjdBridentity,

and British power. Gearo6id O’Flaherty writes, “Shaw believed that Irisarsdism had

to be ancillary to the more essential objectives of international socidfisithe same

8 For further discussion of Shaw and his relatiomsbithe Pre-Raphealites, cf. James D. Merrittai@h
and the Pre-RaphealiteShaw: Seven Critical Essaysd. Norman Rosenblood. Toronto: Toronto UP,
1971. pp. 70-83. On the medievalism of the PrehRalites and the Victorians more generally, cf. hiel
AlexanderMedievalism: The Middle Age in Modern Englahdw Haven, CT: Yale UP, 2007. pp. 165-
210.

8 “George Bernard Shaw and Ireland,” p. 130.
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held even more true with respect to British nationalism, indeed, with respect to
nationalism altogether after World War I. Medievalism offers amredteve for a
dialectical Shavian imagination that must rework the past and, now more urgently tha
ever, articulate a vision of an anti-nationalist Fabian universalism.

World War | is an event of such singular world-historical importance it become
the means by which the modernists themselves periodize their era. In his 192léook
Acquisitive Societyeconomist R. H. Tawney asserts the contradiction of capitalism for
the bourgeoisie in the modernist period:

When they desire to place their economic life on a better

foundation, they repeat, like parrots, the word “Productivity,”

because that is the word that rises first in their minds; regard-

less of the fact that productivity is the one characteristic of

the age before the war, as religion was of the Middle Ages

or art of classical Athens, and that it is precisely in the cen-

tury that has seen the greatest increase in productivity since

the fall of the Roman Empire that economic discontent has

been more acut®.
As Martin Harries writes, “Tawney’s phrase, the ‘age before the veargals the extent
to which he considers the time when he writes to be discontinuous with the time before
August 1914.** For Tawney, World War | marked a singular point in the periodization
of modernism: there is onheforethe Great Wamlndafter.

For Shaw, however, periodization is not so simple. Shaw realizes that with the

fetishization of the singularity of a given historical event, there is the waedes

consequence of becoming blind to the social energies and the slow, subterranean

% Quoted inScare-Quotes from Shakespegrp. 126-127.
lbid., p. 127.
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mechanisms of process, development, and transformation that made the event possible i
the first place and that may yet dictate the course of the future. Contesttben
maintained®® Bourgeois capitalism and its co-optation of a virulent nationalism, Shaw
argues, are the contexts that led inexorably to the Great War. Shawigsvati the

Great War are remarkable in their refusal to dehumanize Germany i ilatk of
sympathy for Britain. What enables sympathy, on the one hand, and denies it, on the
other, is Shaw’s understanding of the Great War as a class wa@ommon Sense about
the War(1914), Shaw writes, “I do not see this war as one which has welded
Governments and peoples into complete and sympathetic solidarity as dgainst t
common enemy. [...] | see both nations duped, but alas! not quite unwillingly duped, by
their Junkers and Militarists into wreaking on one another the wrath they should have
spent in destroying Junkerism and Militarism in their own country.” Shaw tiees
German translation falunker “young nobleman, younker, lording, country squire,
country gentleman, squirearch.” In realityjumkeris a member of the landed gentry in
particular, that is, part of the bourgeoisie. World War | took place because of thgyvenal
of the bourgeoisie in Britain and in Germany as an economic class and becaese of t
stupidity of the bourgeoisie in Britain and in Germany as a political claapable of
effective government The war's casualties were the poor, “duped” into an insane

conflict. For Shaw, World War | gives new urgency to the case that “treanby two

%2 The dialogue between medievalists and early mastsrim the humanities and the increasing tendémcy
situate the medieval and the Renaissance wittin@duree(the works of James Simpson and Eamon
Duffy leap to mind) have influenced my own thinkiagout how we “do” periodization.

% What Shaw Really Wrote about the Great Wats. J. L. Wisenthal and Daniel O’Leary. Gainésyi

FL: Florida UP, 2006. pp. 17, 18.
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real flags in the world henceforth: the red flag of Democratic Socialisirthe black
flag of Capitalism, the flag of God and the flag of Mamm®h.”

The desire for an anti-national socialist universalism animates Shaw’s
engagements with and evasions of Shakespeare after World War I. SomgarFree
Loftis reads Shaw’s first important theatrical response to the GreatH&artbreak
House as a condemnation of romance similaCtaesar and Cleopatrand as a Shavian
attempt to revise the bleak pessimisniKofg Lear, which Shaw’s play parallels and
alludes to in a such a variety of ways that he himself refdigantbreak Housas “my
Lear” BH7: 475)% | will not rehearse her arguments, but there is one point she makes
that | want to highlight. Loftis writes that Shaw “frequently represenék&speare as a
symbol of cultural stagnation, which Shaw suggests is the artistic and moral diwegth of
human race® | would like to add that Shakespeare, especially, represanitish
cultural stagnation, one that needs to be overcome through the creation of an anti-national
Fabian socialist universalism and the evasion of Shakespeare.

Yet, with respect to the medievalism that is symptomatic of an evasiveness

towards Shakespeare after World War I, there are ideological contradiati®haw’s

*bid., p. 65.

% Loftis’s work builds on and extends earlier wogk®haw scholars: Margery Morgafhe Shavian
Playground: An Exploration of the Art of GeorgerBard ShawlLondon: Methuen, 1972; Stanley
Weintraub,The Unexpected Shaw: Biographical Approaches Bx%.and His WorkNew York:
Frederick Unger, 1982; and Martin MeisBhaw and the Nineteenth-Century Thea®imceton, NJ:
Princeton UP, 1963. While holding Meisel's worktive highest regard, | believe that it has had an
unintentionally insidious effect on Shaw Studidi&ding Shavians to the modernity and modernisrhisf
art. No one will argue with that fact that Shawesva profound debt to Victorian drama and theatdr|
worry that it has been overstated. Nineteenthtogrtheater does not define Shaw, certainly no ricaa
T. S. Eliot’s debts to Walt Whitman and Robert Bning define him.

% «Shakespeare, Shotover, Surrogation,” p. 54.
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other great post-war plagaint Joan.| will discuss the play briefly towards the end of
my discussion of Shaw. More immediately, | want to make sense of those cdiatinadic
within medievalism as an ideology in play during modernism. Only therSaiilit Joan
come into focus.

For Shaw, the medieval is the nineteenth century. In “Preface on the Psaxpect
Christianity,” Shaw’s preface tndrocles and the LigrEhaw writes, “We must
therefore bear in mind that whereas, in the time of Jesus, and in the ages which grew
darker and darker after his death until the darkness, after a brief falserddne
Reformation and the Renascence, culminated in the commercial night of themtimete
century, it was believed that you could not make men good by Act of Parliament, we now
know that you cannot make them good in any other way, and that a man who is better
than his fellows is a nuisanceCP2: 200-201). Shaw’s attitude towards the medieval is
extraordinary similar to his attitude towards Shakespeare: he treatbaliemith
profound ambivalence. The Dark Ages, for the authdmafrocles and the Ligrare not
to be found in the medieval period, whose art, culture, and intensity of moral and spiritual
conviction Shaw celebrated repeatedly in his writing, but rather in the Diekensi
hardship and capitalist exploitation of the “commercial night of the nineteenthycéntur
To paraphrase a point made by J. L. Wisenthal, the aesthetic and the moral sppériori

the Middle Ages owes to the medieval world’s superiority as a society in Skses)’

" Compare: “the aesthetic superiority of the Middfges is owing to the medieval world’s superiorit/a
society.” J. L. WisenthaGhaw's Sense of Histor@xford: Oxford UP, 1988. p. 79.
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There is a certain irony in Shaw’s casting of the nineteenth century Baitke
Ages. Indeed, the nineteenth century saw the rebirth of medievalism, and Shaw had the
utmost admiration for such Victorian medievalists as William Morris, ThsoGelyle,
and John Ruskin. Michael Alexander tells us that the medievalism of the Arts ared Craft
movement was a response to “the Industrial Revolution and its social conseqd&nces.”
No doubt the functionalism of Ruskin, Morris, and the medieval modernists who were
their successors would have appealed to Shaw, a playwright who rejected #iesferm
cry “Art for art’s sake!” and saw his own plays as no less didactic, which igto sa
utilitarian, than the medieval drama that Shakespeare prefers to his dive Dark
Lady of the Sonnets.

Shaw frequently valorizes the medieval especially over his own modern
contemporaneity. There is a dark side to the medieval as well, and Shaw ackesewledg
its horrors. Wisenthal discusses Shaw’s abhorrence of the anti-SentigsBiatk
Death, and the oppressive feudalism of the Middle AyeEhere is one more item to add
to the list of medieval terrors. A. M. Gibbs, in his reading of Shaw and change, quotes
Edmund Burke’s famous line at the end of the eighteenth century, “the age of chivalry is
gone.™® Chivalry was rediscovered in the nineteenth century, and the historical and
theological underpinnings of chivalry are important. Allen J. Frantzen argues tieat the
is a logic of religious violence at the heart of medieval chivalry whichdestex

profound misreading of Christ’s Crucifixion. Building on the work of Rene Girard,

% Medievalismsp. 180.
% Wisenthal Shaw's Sense of Histopy 83.
10«5 B.S. and ‘the Law of Change.8HAW: The Annual of Bernard Shaw Stu@@$2007): 33.
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Frantzen tells us that Christ’s martyrdom was intended to end history as a human
narrative of vengeance and bloody retribution, a succession of violent act aftet viole
act. “That, in Girard’s view,” Frantzen writes, “was the purpose of Chrifd’suhd

death: to bring the cycle of revenge to a h#it.’vet, the example of Christ’s death on
the cross, an act Frantzen types as antisacrificial in its intention ioightéilé sacrificial
logic of violence, was interpreted as an act of suffering and bloodshed that demanded
more and more violence. Frantzen writes, “Authors of Passion narrativesisedbsora
theory of ‘quanto magis,” meaning ‘how much the more.” According to this logic, if
Christ suffered greatly, how much more greatly should Jews, hereticgyagnpand the
outcast suffer®? This articulation of the Other as scapegoat, in effect, crystallizes
Girard, and what were the English in Joan’s France if not an Other to be attadked a
expelled? In medieval manuals of chivalry, according to Frantzen, the chivagit ki
justified in his violence because he himself may be a victim of violence anddhave t
suffer and sacrifice his life as Christ Himself id.Death at the hand of a non-Christian
Other brings forgiveness and mercy from Christ—the fact that the Ottwekis the

knight might have been killed himself by the knight notwithstanding. This is chivalry a
a divinely-inspired logic of sacrificial bloodshed. This is chivalry as an odgabf

violence and war. It is no mere rhetorical flourish write that chivalryamakcomeback

with a vengeance in the nineteenth century. As Frantzen demonstrates,ahie ahelt

191 Frantzen, Allen Bloody Good: Chivalry, Sacrifice, and the GreatM\@hicago: Chicago UP, 2004.
p. 44.

1921hid. p. 45.

193bid., p. 42 and 75-118.
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iconography of chivalry are deployead infinitumin propaganda and visual culture both
in Britain and throughout the Continent during World W&¥in Britain, Paul Fussell
tells us, the soldiers in the trenches would have been avid readers of the thiealgf ¢
of nineteenth-century medieval romart€e Always present beneath the surface,
chivalry’s logic of sacrificial violence is central to the medievalithe nineteenth
century and therein Ruskin, Morris, Carlyle—the artists and intellectatsihom
Shaw inherited the medievalism that ma&eit Joarmpossible—are complicit in helping
to create the ideological conditions which made the catastrophe of the/Great
possible, and there is a cruel irony here: the war to end all wars is idatiogic
motivated by a fundamentally erroneous theological interpretation of Ghrist’
Crucifixion, a sacrifice that was intended to end all sacrifice.

J. L. Wisenthal readSaint Joaras a play about the bringing to a close the history
that made Joan possible. Her radical individualism prefigures the Reformation and her
divinely inspired desire to kick the English out of France is nothing if not an atiicula
of a an early modern nationalisif. In other words, Joan is less an agent of the Middle
Ages than the Renaissance that superseded the earlier period: in the pkae the
clash between the Middle Ages and the Renaissance, between the declining eploeh and t

rising one.®” Further, it is less Joan’s embodiment of the early modern values of

19%1bid., pp. 149-194.

1%5The Great War and Modern Memog&/® ed. Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000. p. 135.

19 Benedict Anderson demonstrates that, by means efreergent print-capitalism that made the
dissemination of Reformation ideas possible, thiafReation played an important role in the rise of
nationalism. Cflmagined Communitie@p. 39-45.

197 wisenthal Shaw’s Sense of Histopy 84.
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Reformation and Nationalism that bring the Middle Ages to a close than her embodiment
of a thoroughly medieval ideology of divinely inspired violence, what Frantzen calls
“Bloody Good,” that causes the period to implode. Wisenthal writes, “Joan represents
the modern warfare that made the horrors of 1914-1918 possible” and he calls this a
“post-medieval” developmerit® | suggest a qualification here to the periodicity of

Joan’s deployment of violence, one which points to the irony of Shaw’s turn to the
medieval as the means by which he seeks to evade Shakespeare and the ndtenalism
signified: the sophistication of her tactics might point ahead to the modernity of the
Great War but the ideology of sacrifice that theologically sanctioas iwvéll as her own

martyrdom), chivalry, is utterly medieval.

2.7 Out, out, brief candle!: One Last Fight

Behind the brash, insouciant, self-promoting persona of G.B.S. that took on the
Bard, there is an irony present in Shaw’s dialectical appropriations astrevof
Shakespeare. MBhakes versus Shdkie play which Shaw intended as his “last play”
(CP3: 532) and hence something of a self-conscious culmination of a lifetime spent as a
man of the theater written in the face of an imminent death, Shaw gives the aadience
theatrical vision of his relationship with Shakespeare as he sees it, figimself

pugilistically as a combatant fighting a mock-heroic agon with Shakespessoh one

198 1bid. p. 88.
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literally knocking down the other, declaring himself to have written the grplaig

“Where is thy Hamlet? Couldst thou write King Lear?” Shakes demands. Shbesy

“Aye, with daughters all complete. Could thou have written Heartbreak HoukeRiBe

my Lear” BH7:475)%° To a large extent, we have to characterize the spirit of agon in
the play as broad comedy—atfter all, the two figures on stage arerat hatnan beings
representing actual human beings (the two playwrights) performing beff@reaatual
human beings (the audience)—rather, they are puppets whose “unvarying intensity”
(CP3: 532) and literally stiff, unchanging earnestness undermine and subvert amgfsens
danger and serious threat these two characters pose to one another. The bathos and comic
irony of the play, however, do not carry the implication that nothing is at stake for Shaw
in Shakes versus Shaghaw might lampoon the Bard (and himself), but there is a
profound appreciation and respect for the writer and the man, whom he declares in the
preface to the play to have been “not an illiterate clown [who, by the way, bigatiqoh
could not have written the plays] but a well-read grammar-schooled son in a family o
good middle-class standing, cultured enough to be habitual playgoers and private
entertainers of the playersCP3: 533). He debunks the notion, still on occasion
reiterated today, that Shakespeare was not Shakespeare and could not possibly have
written HamletandKing Lear*'® Shaw concludes his preface, “So much for Bacon-

Shakespear and all the other fables founded on that entirely fictitious figunee®bax

1991t is worth noting that Shaw had been an amatexebin his youth and was a fan of the sport htsen
life. His fourth novelCashel Byron's Professiof1882), features a boxer as its protagonists #lso the
only one of Shaw’s novels he adapted for the stBlge Admirable Bashvill€1901), itself remarkable as
the only play by Shaw written in verse—a verseridesl to parody that of Shakespeare.

191 myself have had this conversation with friendd acquaintances more often than | wish to recall.
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Shasper the illiterate bumpkin. Enough too for my feeling that the real Shakesgletar
have been myself, and for the shallow mistaking of it for mere professiolmalgga
(CP3: 533). This personal turn at the end does not so much mirrors desire for truce at the
end of the play, plaintively expressed, “Peace, jealous Bard: We both are mortal. F
moment suffer my glimmering light to shine” as Shakes puffs out the caludheniting
them both: “Out, out, brief candle!BHCP 7:477).

Shaw spent his career creating a New Drama that move hand-in-hand into the
future with a new society so that, ethically, politically, and spiritually, peojpit live a
life more abundant:! and he did so through a dialectical engagement and evasion of
Shakespeare. For a modernist so invested in the utopian possibilities of life ntaeeulti

irony is the dialectic’s arrival of synthesis in the universalism of death.

1«The thief comes only to steal and kill and degtrd came that they may have life, and have it
abundantly” (John 10:10, NRSV). Shaw paraphrdsiss/erse repeatedly in his prefaces, usuallyeén th
formulation above.
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3. Chapter Two: T. S. Eliot: The High Modernist as Early Modernist and Medieval
Modernist

In response to World War I, the 1920s was the decade that saw Shaw’s anti-
Bardolatry take a new form in a turn to the mediev&amt Joanit was also, perhaps
not coincidentally, the decade in which he reached the apex of his dramagitc batie
as an acclaimed literary celebrity and as a visionary artist. Tars yéter the premiere
of Saint Joan Shaw received the Nobel Prize "for his work which is marked by both
idealism and humanity, its stimulating satire often being infused with a simnétc
beauty’—an ironic citation, given the anti-idealist aesthetics announced at the outset of
his career ifThe Quintessence of Ibseniéms for the dramatic output followinaint
Joan revivals of the “Plays PoliticalThe Apple CartOn the RocksandGeneva and
“Plays Extravagant”f{oo True to Be Goqd he Simpleton of the Unexpected Iséasl
The Millionaires$ are exceedingly rare, and not a single scholarly monograph has ever
been written, to borrow a coinage from Adorno, on Shaw'’s “late Stylah unfortunate
fact as these plays, offering insight into Shaw’s reactions to the geopolitical
developments of the interwar years (e.g., the rise of Stalin’s Soviette@atacreasing

anxiety towards the fascist regimes in Italy, Germany, and Spain, agcbthieg

! http://nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/literature/eates/1925/index.html

2 Toril Moi discusses the idealist politics of thetél Prize; cfHenrik Ibsen and the Birth of Modernism:
Art, Theater, PhilosophyOxford: Oxford UP, 2006. pp. 96-100.

3 On the idea of “late style,” cf. Theodor W. Adorribate Style in BeethovenEssays on MusiEd.
Richard Leppert. Trans. Susan H. Gillespie. Begkdlkof California P, 2002. pp. 564-568; and
Beethoven: The Philosophy of Mudid. Rolf Tiedemann. Trans. Edmund Jephcott. StdnfCA:
Stanford UP, 1998. pp. 123-161.
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awareness of political contexts beyond those of Europe, particularly in the tolonia
territories of the British Empire), are absolutely fascinating aathde me to be begging
for serious critical attention. For Margery M. Morgan, the decline in Shaitisatr
esteem in the late plays followiigaint Joarand those plays’ politics are co-extensive:
“Shaw’s later reputation has suffered, with that of numerous other artisis @&y, on
account of his willingness to concede virtues to fascfsMdre important than the

politics of Shaw's late plays, however, is the shift in theatrical taste arettmomy of
cultural prestige in Britain during the 1920s, best signaled by the sudden riseltorst

of the young Noél Coward with the premiere 25 November 1924 of his domestic
melodramal he Vortexat the Everyman Theatre, Hampstead, a play which Coward
wrote, directed, and starred in as the drug-addicted socialite, Nickydtancdust as
Shaw had come to define British theater to British culture at large for aroutydytars,
from the mid-1890s to the mid-1920s, Coward would define British theatrical taste for
around thirty years, from the mid-1920s to the mid-1950s (with subsidiary figuresas
Somerset Maugham, then Terence Rattigan achieving a subsidiary levelasssasc
well), before suddenly being displaced himself by another young man who would write
and star in what was also essentially a domestic melodrama, John Osbornd,aokose
Back in Angeimmediately opened new possibilities for a “kitchen-sink realism” in
postwar British drama upon its premiere 8 May 1956 at the Royal Court Theatnee SI

Square—the very same theater in which Shaw’s three great Edwardian reastgrpi

* Margery M. MorganThe Shavian Playground: An Exploration of the #frGeorge Bernard Shaw
London: Methuen, 1972. p. 273.
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John Bull's Other Islandprem. 1904)Major Barbara(prem.1905), an¥an and
Supermar(prem. 1905), were first mounted five decades earlier— before it, too, is
displaced, this time much more quickly, by the post-Beckettian comedy of Tom
Stoppard, the post-Beckettian theater of menace of Harold Pinter, and the Second Wave
of British political drama, notably Caryl Churchill and David Hare.

It is, then, a historical irony that, in the decade in which Shaw saw his last gre
successes and the beginning of his artistic and critical decline, T. S. Eliot seeuShaw
as the metric by which his own generation would be measured. In the autumn of 1921,
Eliot writes, “Hardy is Victorian. Shaw is Edwardian. Shaw is therefareenmteresting
to us, for by reflecting on his mind, we may form some plausible conjecture about the
mind of the next age—about what, in retrospect, the ‘present’ generation vallioe to

have been®1t is Eliot himself who we understand today to be the measure of British

® The narrative | recount is very much the convergtimarrative of modern British drama. For a rich,
alternative account of mid-twentieth-century Bhitdrama and theater history, cf. Dan Reballa®56 and
All That: The Making of Modern British Drambondon: Routledge, 1999. In his history of past
British drama, Michael Billington asserts “if ang@event marked a genuine cultural turning pointais
not the first night of. ook Back in Angein May 1956: it was the first shambolic openiregfprmance of a
late-night revue at the Lyceum Theatre, Edinbungi2® August 1960. It was called, significangyond
the Fringe” State of the Nation: British Theatre since 194éndon: Faber and Faber, 2007. p. 127. For
a dramatist and performer who enjoyed such a lmdgdéstinguished career, Noél Coward is remarkably
absent from any narrative of British modernismvéancountered. Perhaps the word “invisible” igeno
apropos, as “queer modernism,” like theatrical moiden, only ever elicits the scantest of critical
consideration within the field of Modernist Studiesceiving no entry iThe Cambridge Companion to
Modernismand only a nine-page entry in the more re¢ef@fompanion to Modernist Literature and
Culture—and only then under the marginalizing heading ‘@tiodernisms.” Cf. Michael Levenson, Ed.
The Cambridge Companion to ModernisBambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1999; and Laura Daath
Jane Garrity. “Modernism Queered"Companion to Modernist Literature and CultuEgls. David
Bradshaw and Kevin J. H. Dettmar. Oxford: Blackw2006. pp. 542-550.

®“London Letter."The Dial21.4 (October 1921): 453. Quoted in Maria DiBs#tj “Introduction.™High

and Low Moderns: Literature and Culture, 1889-19B8s. Maria DiBattista and Lucy McDiarmid.
Oxford: Oxford UP, 1996. p. 3.
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modernism, to have “discovered” British modernism, as Louis Menand putssthis
1922 classicThe Waste Langublished only a few months after Eliot wrote those words
about Shaw, ndbaint Joanwhich stands as the great modernist monument of the British
1920s, if not of the entire “age.” That a poetic text stands as the central chtextio&
British modernism rather than a drama is symptomatic of the conservativelimasc
heteronormative cultural ideology at the heart of the high modernism Einat twa
embody, the sexual ideology that relegates feminine modes and forms—igealism
melodrama, romance, and theater—to the footnotes of literary and cultura}.histor

Yet, a strong theatrical streak ran through Eliot’s personality. Peteoyd
writes, “it is possible that his detachment, of which so many contemporaries spoke, i
simply the effect of Eliot looking at himself from the outside, arrangingé&iimvith his
slow and infrequent gestures as an actor migElidt gave the impression of being an
actor throughout his life. As a student at Harvard, Conrad Aiken notes of the ydoaing El

that he had “a streak of buffoonery in his temperament, just as he sometimesdisplay

” Cf. Louis MenandDiscovering Modernism: T. S. Eliot and His Cont&¥ Ed. Oxford: Oxford UP,
2007.

8 For the sake of argument, | am eliding the quasticthe novel and especially the extraordinarg wfl
that other 1922 classic of the modernist canongdatayce’dJlysses My rationale is simple: no single
novel by Conrad, Forster, Lawrence, Woolf, or argyelse in the British canon can lay claim to theesa
impact thafThe Waste Lantlad; and since | am dealing specifically wittitish modernism, the
importance ofJlyssesan unequivocallyrish cultural production (albeit an Irish cultural pradion
produced in exile (Trietse—Zurich—Paris]914-1921,” as Joyce writes on the last page obtluk), does
not obtain here. James Joyddysses1922. New York: Modern Library, 1992. p. 783.i91s not to say,
however, that there is no relation betwédyssesand theatrical modernism. The “Circe” episode, in
effect, is a modernist closet drama; cf. Martin ther,Stage Fright: Modernism, Anti-Theatricality, and
Drama Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 2002. pp. 81-106r & important work of scholarship that seeks
to find the enormous range of literary and cults@tiologies into which botdlyssesandThe Waste Land
were, metaphorically, born, cf. Michael Norleading 1922: A Return to the Scene of the Modern
Oxford: Oxford UP, 1999.

° Peter AckroydT. S. Eliot: A LifeNew York: Simon and Schuster, 1984 p. 104.
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the characteristics of both a clown and an actbA% a young man in London in the
early 1920s, Eliot had taken to wearing makeup on his face, “pale but distinetty tire

colour of lily-of-the-valley.**

Edmund Wilson heard Eliot well advanced into middle age
give a reading in New York in 1933 and wrote of him to John Dos Passos that Eliot “is an
actor and really put on a better show than Shaw. [...] He gives you the creepsaa littl
first because he is such a completely artificial, or, rather, self-iedeitaracter [...] but
he has done such a perfect job with himself that you end up by admiring’him.”
When Wilson writes of Eliot that he is a “self-invented” man, the subtext is

Eliot’s nationalist self-fashioning as a writer with a specificalhglishidentity, not an
American one, a self-fashioning that is as much a kind of performance as Yefitier.
field of Postcolonial Studies recognizes this type of over-the-top natiosellist
fashioning as symptomatic of the “privileging norm” of imperial power. Elid¢sire
for Englishness is homologous with the normative ideological power of English
imperialism and its attendant cultural articulations, i.e., the English canon, egkshE
Literary Studies itself:

Literature was made as central to the cultural enterprise of

Empire as the monarchy was to its political formation. So

when elements of the periphery and margin threatened the

exclusive claims of the centre they were rapidly incorporated.

This was a process, in Edward Said’s terms, of conscious

affiliation proceeding under the guise of filiation, that is, a
mimicry of the centre proceeding from a desire not only to

bid., p. 31.
2 bid. p. 136.
21bid. p. 199.
13 Cf. Judith ButlerGender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion aititie London: Routledge, 1990.
Esp. pp. 1-46.
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be accepted but to be adopted and absorbed. It caused those

from the periphery to immerse themselves in the imported

culture, denying their origins in an attempt to become “more

English than the English.” We see examples of this in such

writers as Henry James and T. S. Effot.
Contra Wilson, Eliot’'s performance of English identity was not without fault, and he
knew it, frequently signing letters with the Greek woretoikos meaning “resident
alien.”®

Nonetheless, Eliot constantly strove to realize himself culturally and pdiijites

English, and his own self-theatricality was his favorite means. Eliot fdymauges of
himself in the preface to his 1929 essay colleddonLancelot Andrewethat his
“general point of view may be described as classicist in literaturejsoiyapolitics, and
anglo-catholic in religion*® Although the decidedly conservative identity Eliot ascribes
to himself is important, far less important than the content of this assertienfmn of
this assertion, its self-conscious audaciousness. British national ideutityea

theatricalization of self went hand in hand with Eliot. In 1927, the year he took British

citizenship and converted to the Church of England, Eliot’s “dress and demeanor were

14 Bill Ashcroft, Gareth Griffiths, and Helen Tiffithe Empire Writes Back: Theory and Practice in
Postcolonial Literatures2" Ed. London: Routledge, 2002. pp. 3-4. On Saidfdiadion/affiliation, cf.

The World, the Critic, and the Texdambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1983. esp. pp. 16-24tlot, the turn
from John Donne to Lancelot Andrewes, and humanéstucation. For the classic statement on the
concept of “mimicry,” cf. Homi K. Bhabha, “Of mimig and man: The ambivalence of colonial
discourse."The Location of Culture2 ed. London: Routledge, 2004. pp. 121-131. On Sadtl
filiation/affiliation, cf. The World, the Critic, and the Textambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1983. esp. pp.
16-24 on Eliot, the turn from John Donne to Lantélndrewes, and humanistic education. For thesalas
statement on the concept of “mimicry,” cf. HomiBhabha, “Of mimicry and man: The ambivalence of
colonial discourse.The Location of Culture?™ ed. London: Routledge, 2004. pp. 121-131.

15 Ackroyd, p. 88.

8T, S. Eliot.For Lancelot Andrewes: Essays on Style and Or@arden City, NY: Doubleday, Doran,
and Co. 1929. p. vii.
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indeed now of the English type, and on occasions he went to theatrical lengths in order to
proclaim himself one,” Ackroyd tells us, saluting sentries outside MarlborougheHo
and wearing a white flower on the anniversary of the Battle of Bosworth in supplogt of
Yorkist cause, Richard Ill being for Eliot the last true English King.

“His interest in drama was not, at any rate, purely theoretical. He wd to t
theatre often and regularly,” Ackroyd writésLittle wonder, then, that Eliot himself
would turn to playwriting in the decade followifigne Waste Landnd Shaw’sSaint
Joan writing a hagiographical tragedy of his owsirder in the Cathedralthat would
stand as the defining the achievement of modernist British verse Htafe 1933
Canterbury Festival featured a revival of Tennyson’s dismal Victoriae deena
Becket a play which one eminent Tennysonian laments as a failure, a play into which “a
great deal of industry, concern, and skill went [...] but to little avdilWhen offered the
chance the following year to create his own theatrical version of the life atidafest.
Thomas a Becket, there can be little wonder that Eliot seized the chance—eie@fifiom
the opportunity to realize in the most communitarian medium possible his religious and
nationalist convictions and his religious and nationalist sense of self. In a catiside

of the various Tombs of the Unknown that were built in Britain and elsewhere fajowin

7 Ackroyd, pp. 165-166.

18 |bid. p. 105.

9 As one might suspect, there have been many cviticshave written oSaint JoarandMurder in the
Cathedraltogether (not to mention other martyr plays inahgdBrecht’'sSaint Joan of the Stockyards
Anouilh’s L’Alouette and Bolt'sA Man for All Seasons For the best, cf. Louis J. Martz, “The Saint as
Tragic Hero: Saint JoarandMurder in the CathedralTragic Themes in Western Literatuied. Cleanth
Brooks. New Haven, CT: Yale UP, 1955. pp. 150-18] Charles A. Berst, “As Kingfishers Catch Fire:
The Saints and Poetics of Shaw and T. S. EI®AW: The Annual of Bernard Shaw Studie(1999):
105-125.

20 Christopher RicksTennyson2™ Ed. London: Macmillan, 1989. p. 276.
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the Great Waf® Benedict Anderson writes that there is “a sense of the absurd” to the
idea of a “Tomb for the Unknown Marxist, or a cenotaph for fallen Liberals™: “The
reason is that neither Marxism nor Liberalism are much concerned with death and
immortality. If the nationalist imagining is so concerned, this suggesterag affinity
with religious imaginings®* In Murder in the Cathedraldeath and immortality are of
the essence, and we see that, for Eliot, God, England, politics, and identity are all one
Given the extent of Eliot’s writings on Elizabethan and Jacobean drama, it is

ironic that, when he turned to writing his first major full-length play, Eliot did ol ko
his Renaissance predecessors for a model, certainly not turn to Shakespeare, icon of
Englishnesgar excellence Eliot peppered his poetry with allusions to Renaissance
English drama, most famousiihe Waste Landith its “Notes” detailing the poem’s
allusions to plays such as Shakespeakatony and CleopatraCoriolanus andThe
TempestWebster'sThe White Devjland Kyd’sThe Spanish TragedyYet, In Eliot's
own mind, there was a real distinction to be made between Shakespeare and his
Elizabethan and Jacobean contemporaries. Looking back at his career lateeriris lif
the 1961 essay “To Criticize the Critic,” Eliot writes,

At the period in which the stirrings of desire to write verse

were becoming insistent, these were the men whom | took as

my tutors. Just as the modern poet who influenced me was

not Baudelaire but Jules Laforgue, so the dramatic poets were

Marlowe and Webster and Tourneur and Middleton and Ford,
not Shakespeare. A poet of the supreme greatness of Shakes-

2L Cf. Allen J. FrantzerBloody Good: Chivalry, Sacrifive, and the Greatm\@hicago: Chicago UP,
2004. pp. 197-234.

22 |magined Communities: Reflections on the Origid &pread of NationalisnRev. ed. London: Verso,
2006. p. 10.

102



peare can hardly influence, he can only be imitated: and the

difference between influence and imitation is that influence

can fecundate, whereas imitation—especially unconscious

imitation—can only sterilizé®
Eliot understood Shakespeare to be a poetic threat. He was a political oné, @s wel
exemplar not only of English drama but of English identity in comparison to whom Eliot
would always pale. There’s a breathlessness to Eliot’s enthusiastmncthtMarlowe
and Webster and Tourneur and Middleton and Ford,” but he does not place them in the
same pantheon with Shakespeare. They do not possess his “supreme greatness,” Eliot
tells us. Eliot’s valorization of the Elizabethan and Jacobean playwrightstedissi
lesser “greatness,” is an evasion of Shakespeare. Eliot's repeated Ginakéspeare’s
contemporaries are a means by which Eliot can distance himself from Slaake$pe
such a distancing allows Eliot to preserve not only a sense of his own poetic atmiority
also, just as important, his sense of national identity. After all, to be a badEpogt
or playwright is to be a bad Englishman, one exposed to the world as only an “imitation”
Englishman, not a real Englishman, an Englishman whose theatrical performance as
“more English than the English” is lost on his desired audience, the Englistethesnis

That said, Eliot's essays on both Shakespeare and his Elizabethan and Jacobean

contemporaries are extremely important for me in this chapter. In reaéimg tdiscuss
elements of Eliot’s positions towards the rhetoric of poetry, temporalitprizistnd

periodization, important categories that are foundational for my readivgroter in the

Cathedralat the end of the chapter. Ultimately, though, Eliot’s writings on the Middle

T, S. Eliot.To Criticize the Critic and Other Writing4965. Lincoln, NE: Nebraska UP, 1991. p. 18.
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Ages and medieval drama in particular are of central importance to mentémporary
academic parlance, we could say that Eligtigabethan Essayesstablished him as an
“early modernist,” a legitimate scholar of and specialist in early modeghdh literature
and culture. However, Eliot’s status as a “medieval modernist” is more anpoiEliot

is a high modernist far more intellectually, aesthetically, spirituatigl,@olitically

invested in his sense of the Middle Ages than in the Renaissance. In part, Eliot’s
discussion of medieval drama relates powerfully to his writings on verse draiméual
itself, categories | discuss in this chapter since Eliot is a playwoghitfom grounding

the authenticity of religious drama in the liturgy itself is a prereguisittheatrical

success itMurder. More important, for Eliot, Shakespeare’s Renaissance was a period
of chaos and instability, a period analogous to Eliot's own modernity. It was a period
that ended with a “dissociation of sensibility,” a kind of fragmentation of the self,
something that Eliot, as both Englishman ametoikos would have known all too well.
The medieval period, on the other hand, was a time of unity and order, a period in which
all aspects of everyday life, both inner and outer worlds within the human subjext, wer
in harmony. Very different from Shaw’s own medievalism, Eliot’s is a conseevat
Middle Ages, one that stands in stark contrast to the chaos of Shakespeare’s Renaissa
and the liberal modernity he denounced. Put differently, Shaw’s Middles Ages are
defined by the principles of Fabian political economy, Eliot’s by conseevpblitical
theology. Eliot's conceptualizations of history, of course, are extremely prattesnd
shot through with contradictions, as | will demonstrate in this chapter, but thay thie

heart of what he is doing in tligdizabethan Essay# his writings on ritual and medieval
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drama, and itMurder in the Cathedral Ultimately, Murder is an allegory of the
ideological conflict between Shakespeare’s Renaissance and Eliot’s own mpodernit
the one hand, and an idyllic Christian Middle Ages on the other, between chaos and
order.

Put differently, Eliot’s conceptualizations of period and periodization demtastra
a profound concern with the conflict between contingency and transcendéuaiaier
asks difficult questions concerning the relationship between ethics (rightrand)vand
temporality (history and eternity). My reading of the play frames theioaship in
terms of ends and means, on the one hand, and endings and beginnings, on the other.
Allegorically, the medievalism d¥lurder articulates a desire for an anagogical
nonconsequentialism—an order, granted to us by divine grace, that transcends the
contingencies of both morality and time, an order that offers release fraxishential
challenge of uncertainty in the face of moral skepticism and death. It effeceading
of the play serves as a gloss on the most famous rhyming couplet of the playastThe
temptation is the greatest treason: / To do the right thing for the wrong reaspn.” M
central argument, then, is this: the constant attention to Shakespeare’s Iz avet
Jacobean contemporaries and, moreover, his medieval predecessors is symptomatic
Eliot’s evasion of Shakespeare; and, within the tradition of British theatradémism

in which Eliot played such a vital role, the ethical, theological, metaphysidal a
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ideological complexities dflurder in the Cathedrahre animated by the medievalism

that is symptomatic of that evasion and are that evasion’s most enduring f&gac

3.1 On the Poet-Critic

In addition to his poetry, over the course of the fifteen years 1919-1934 T. S. Eliot
wrote a substantial body of literary criticism that was to be influertradécades.
Although later in life he felt “bewildered” by his status as “one of the ansestor
modern criticism,” Eliot’s major essays from this period are importantriderstanding

the development of New Criticism and the concomitant academic institutatnahiof

4| must note that | am omitting from consideratiba early experiments in dramatic forifBweeney
AgonistesCoriolan, andThe Rock The status of the first two attempts at a versena as fragments
presents obstacles to consideration that defineriheiple of “diminishing returns.” Consequenfgnd
moreover) they have had such a limited life inttheater (especiallgoriolan, about which | have read
nothing concerning any sort of staged productibaj they are disqualified from a consideration s
theatrical career. Some thoughtful discussiorSveéeney Agonistean be found in: David E. Jond$e
Plays of T. S. EliofToronto: Toronto UP, 1960. pp. 24-38; Carol H.itBnT. S. Eliot's Dramatic Theory
and Practice Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP, 1963. pp. 32-75istdpher InnesModern British Drama:
The Twentieth CenturCambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2002. pp. 461-4Td; llichael SidnellPances
of Death: The Group Theatre of London in the Téétl ondon: Faber and Faber, 1984. pp. 91-107. Both
Innes and Sidnell discuss the Group Theatre’s @8duction of the fragment. Concernifige Rock
Eliot held an ambivalent position regarding his axamtribution to the creation of that pageant. wiites
in his preface to the 1934 published script offifag/, “I cannot consider myself the author of thiay,’
but only of the words which are printed here.” @ Hy the way, points to the fact that, in all tate
collections of his poems and plays from 1935 omgtEinly included “The Choruses” froithe Rocknot
the full extant script.) “Of only one scene antéitally the author: for this scene and of coucselie
sentiments expressed in the choruses | must aghemesponsibility.” He assigns authorial credihis
life-long director, E. Martin Browne, the Rev. Redb-Odell, the Rev. Vincent Howson, and Mr. F. V.
Morely, writing of the latter “I am indebted for erspeech for which technical knowledge of brickhayi
was required. The Rock London: Faber and Faber, 1934. p. 5. Cledihg Rockvas such an especially
collaborative venture for Eliot that to conceptmalthe play ahis play, to situate it in terms iis critical
and dramatic development points to the fallacy Whissumes that plays are the products of a lone,
individual authorial consciousness to an extert¢hanot be ignored.
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English literary studie$’ It should be conceded that, so far as we know, it was never
Eliot’s intention to revolutionize criticism. Rather, Eliot’s criticism hashimself wrote
repeatedly, must be understood in relation to his larger vocational calling asaagoet
later, as a verse dramatist. As he puts itin his 1961 essay “To CriticiZetibg there
are four kinds of critics: the “Professional Critic” of journalism, theti€with Gusto”
embodying the spirit of enthusiasm and advocacy, the “Academic”/"Theoretindl

lastly, “the critic whose criticism may be said to be a by-product afrkative activity.
Particularly, the critic who is also a poéf."It is into this last group that Eliot places
himself. What is significant about this last category is not that “higieritishould be
distinguished for its own sake, and not merely for any light it may throw upon its’author
verse”?’ rather, it is that both criticism and poetic production are products of a specific,
singular “creative activity,” even if one is necessarily a “by prddofcthe other. One of
Eliot’s far more politically-minded contemporaries puts it thus: “The reasdy the
comments of great artists on their own works and the works of others are so insisuctive
precisely because such comments are always based on the inevitable and productive
single-mindedness. But we can really benefit by such criticismsfomng/do not regard

them as abstract canons but uncover the specific point of view from which they$prin

Eliot attaches special importance to the writings of the poet-critic. Hisgs on early

% “The Frontiers of Criticism.” 19560n Poetry and PoetsNew York: Farrar, Straus, and Cudahy, 1957.
p. 117. On Poetry and Poetsereafter is abbreviated B® and page numbers are parenthetically cited.

% To Criticize the Criti¢ pp. 11-13.

" bid., p. 13.

% Georg Lukéacs. “Balzac and Stendhatudies in European Realisifrans. Edith Bone. New York:
Grosset and Dunlap, 1964. p. 65.
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English drama and the relationship between verse on the page and verse on thg stage la
the groundwork for an understanding of his trajectory from poet to playwrightheffurt
his poetry and criticism together provide insight into his moral-spirituajimagive
project, one invested in the conflict between contingency and transcendence.

As early as his 1920 essay “The Perfect Critic,” Eliot, focusing on Coleaiclge
Matthew Arnold, discusses the relationship between one’s practicing of podtona’s
criticism of poetry, asserting that “it is to be expected that the critichencréative artist
should frequently be the same persBhifi his 1923 essay “The Function of Criticism,”
Eliot explores the relationship between artistic creation and critical, laiting,
“Probably, indeed, the larger part of the labour of an author in composing his work is
critical labour; the labour of sifting, combining, constructing, expungingecting,
testing: this frightful toil is as much critical and creati¥eEliot is quick to dispel the
possibility that the critic’s work is as creative as the pogte also mitigates his earlier
valorization of the poet-critic in “The Perfect Critic” (one is tempted toevas “The
Perfect Critic”), stepping off his soap-box to take a more modest position:

But no writer is completely self-sufficient, and many
creative writers have a critical activity which is not all

discharged into their work. Some seem to require to
keep exercising them miscellaneously; others, on com-

% The Sacred Wood and Major Early Essajineola, NY: Dover, 1998. p. 9.

% Selected EssaysS? Ed. London: Faber and Faber, 1951. p. 30. afeneSelected Essays
abbreviated5E and page numbers are parenthetically cited.

314t so large a part of creation is really critigisis not a large part of what is called ‘critieaiting’

really creative? If so, is there not creative cistn in the ordinary sense? The answer seems thdte,
there is no equation. | have assumed as axiottietia creation, a work of art, is autotelic; amat t
criticism, by definition, isaboutsomething other than itself. Hence you cannat fugation with criticism
as you can fuse criticism with creation. The caltiactivity finds its highest, its true fulfilmeint a kind of
union with creation in the labour of the artisBE pp. 30-31).
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pleting a work, need to continue the critical activity by
commenting on it. There is no general rule. And as men
can learn from each other, so some of these treatises have
been useful to other writers. And some of them have

been useful to those who were not writelSE 31)

For Eliot, although one activity takes valuative priority over the other, the most
important criticism is like his own: the work of a poetic practitioner. Hiot,Ehe
practitioner’s criticism is not important because of its potential “teafinimport
pertaining to the work of other practitionéfsRather, the importance of the
practitioner’s criticism, Eliot states in his 1942 lecture “The Music ofriyddies in its
valuative status as either apologia or manifesto: “But | believe thatiticalonritings
of poets, of which in the past there have been some very distinguished examples, owe a
great deal of their interest to the fact that the poet, at the back of his mind,sfmst a
ostensible purpose, is always trying to defend the kind of poetry he is writing, or to
formulate the kind that he wants to writé?K 17). A bidirectional temporal logic with
respect to the past and the future characterizes the present relation oapdetryicism.
One reads (note tense) the criticism as either 1) a defense of theghaetdy written, as
apologia, or 2) as an expression of aesthetic desire for a poetry yet i®dchie
manifesto. In either case, the criticism says something germane to tisecpestive

project. Indeed, the practitioner’s criticism requires the contextualizafithe

practitioner’s actual poetic work. As Eliot puts it, “What he writes about pdetshort,

32«and again, the purely “technical” critic—the dgf that is, who writes to expound some novelty or
impart some lesson to practitioners of an art—aandiled a critic only in a narrow sense. He may b
analyzing perceptions and the means for arousingepgons, but his aim is limited and is not the
disinterested exercise of intelligence.” “The RetiCritic,” p. 7.
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must be assessed in relation to the poetry he wriki®’18). Eliot himself acknowledges
that his own criticism obtains under this rule:
It is a by-product of my private poetry-workshop; or a
prolongation of the thinking that went into the formation
of my own verse. In retrospect | see that | wrote best
about poets whose work had influenced my own, and
with whose poetry | had become thoroughly familiar,
long before | desired to write about them, or had found
the occasion to do so. My criticism has this in common
with that of Ezra Pound, that its merits and its limitations
can be fully appreciated only when it is considered in
relation to the poetry | have written myselPR(117)
Eliot’s valorization of the practitioner’s criticism entails the slatenviction that the

criticism must be understood in terms of the poetry.

3.2 Marlowe, Rostand, and Rhetoric

Eliot would concentrate almost exclusively on the work of dramatic poetry from
1935 to the end of his creative life. Little wonder, then, that he would have served his
intellectual apprenticeship as playwright by writing the dozen essayothatise his
Elizabethan Essayd934)% By putting theory into practice, the essays on Renaissance

playwrights constitute an extension of his critical-theoretical work—fotinerh (essays

% The 1934 volume differs from its later incarnati@ssays on Elizabethan Dran(idarcourt Brace,

1956) ancElizabethan Dramatisté-aber and Faber, 1963) in that Eliot omittedtivis Shakespeare
essays, “Hamlet and His Problems” (1919) and “Sépéare and the Stoicism of Seneca” (1927), as well
as the essay “Four Elizabethan Dramatists” (192g)ng instead to include “Seneca in Elizabethan
Translation,” written as the introduction to thdlection Seneca His Tenne Tragediastwo-volume
collection of the sixteenth-century translationd’abmas Newton, Jasper Heywood, John Studley, and
Alexander Neville. Except as noted, all citatiomdliot’s essays on English Renaissance drama, Hre
from hisSelected Essay8rd Ed. (Faber and Faber, 1951), which includdasvalve essays.
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on Hamlet, Marlowe, Jonson, and Massinger) were published alongside “The Perfect
Critic” and “Tradition and the Individual Talent” ifhe Sacred Woo@d.919)3* They

also provide a sense of Eliot’s understanding of the English Renaissance, the age of
Shakespeare, and the historical conditions in existence at the time of Eagijahge
poetic drama’s last great flourishing.

The essays all share an investment in the poetic quality of each of the individual
playwrights, what Eliot calls “personality.” That his essay on Marlowe, phealisn
Selected Essay4932, first edition) an&lizabethan Essaywith the title “Christopher
Marlowe,” first appeared as “Some Notes on the Blank Verse of Christophienmida
says much about Eliot’s interest in versification, both its quality as it petiaithe
personality and enduring achievement of each individual playwright and its devatopme
throughout the perio®. Eliot’s piece on Marlowe is explicit with regards to its interest in
both. Examining speeches frdramburlaing The Jew of MaltaandDido, Queen of
Carthage much of the piece is a reading of Marlowe’s verse style, his “rhetania.” |
short piece contemporaneous with his essay on Marlowe, “’Rhetoric’ and Paati@Dr

Eliot constructs a defense of the term “rhetoric,” a word similar toddrama,” Peter

3 Writing of the “supremely self-confident voice” Bfiot in The Sacred WogdFrank Lentricchia quips,
“Here is the man, the voice implies, who knowséitg history since Homer with the detail and easano
elder statesman of letters (in fact, the essayhefSacred Woodere written by a young man between his
twenty-eighth and thirty-second years, not that sethooled in literary history, who had worked ug h
knowledge for the occasion). And the composureenekacks.” For Eliot, the practice of criticismalso

a self-theatrical actModernist QuartetCambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1994. pp. 253-254.

% Arts & Letters2.4 (Autumn 1919) 194-199. When the piece appeiar&he Sacred WoodEliot

shortened its name to “Notes on the Blank Versétofstopher Marlowe.”
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Brooks might remind us, in its pejorative force or connotatidtRhetoric’ and Poetic
Drama” serves as a generative intellectual foil for a discussion ofdhewe essay. To
understand what Eliot means by “rhetoric” is to understand what he means by
“personality’—insofar as both are concerned with feeling and vitality, dineyquivalent
terms.

Discussing Rostand’s verse romance of a flgsano de BergeraEliot defends
the late nineteenth-century masterpiece against the charge of beorgahecontrasting
Rostand’s rhetoric with Baudelaire’s, making the assessment that Rosteetdisc was
“so much better” than Baudelaire’s, even though Baudelaire was the superior poet. For
Eliot, the term “rhetoric” loses its pejorative thrust: “the word is meselggue term of
abuse for any style that is bad, that is so evidently bad or second rate that we do not
recognize the necessity for greater precision in the phrases we appl{&i637). He
declares, “The word simply cannot be used as synonymous with bad writing,”
recognizing the potentiality “rhetoric” has to “represent a virt&38). Rostand’s
Cyrano, like Marlowe’s major characters, possesses a vitality, a “gaste|f-
theatricalizing “dramatic sense” that Eliot found desirable. Rhetarits best, most
positive sense, is the product of a character’s self-consciousness takingicafipec

theatrical form. “The really fine rhetoric of Shakespeare occursuatgins where a

% Brooks catalogues the many “connotations of thedivthat “melodrama” carries: “indulgence of stgpn
emotionalism; moral polarization and schematizatextreme states of being, situations, actionsftove
villainy, persecution of the good, and final rewafdvirtue; inflated and extravagant expressionmkda
plottings, suspense, breathtaking peripety.” Ja®raoks’ book is interested (and succeeds) in
rehabilitating its eponymous dramatic-literary ¢y, so does Eliot's essay with regards to theguaty

of rhetoric. The Melodramatic Imagination: Balzac, Henry Jamds]odrama, and the Mode of Excess
1976. New Haven, CT: Yale UP, 1995. pp. 11-12.
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character in the plagees himselh a dramatic light,” according to ElioBE39). Cyrano
is the self-theatricalizing romantic consciousnemsexcellence His speeches, his
insults, his arias in praise of his own nose, his very being is a performandeemiest
exists to us conceptually only as a character within a fiction or, withindtenfin
which he resides, as a real flesh-and-blood subjectivity. Eliot writes,

A very small part of acting is that which takes place on the

stage! Rostand had—whether he had anything else or not

—this dramatic sense, and it is what gives life to Cyrano.

It is a sense which is almost a sense of humour (for when

anyone is conscious of himself as acting, something like a

sense of humour is present.). It gives Rostand’s characters

—Cyrano at least—a gusto which is uncommon on the

modern stage.SE41)
It is his penchant for role-playing, for becoming his own playwright, scripting/tinds
he and others speak, that allow the play in which he (and not just the actor playing him
stars to satisfy “the requirements of poetic dran&41). Though Eliot was very much
a reactionary against Romanticism, he at least recognizes that tadegitmacy to the
feeling and emotion from which Cyrano emerges: the criteria for leagtirare satisfied
by the very existence of Cyrano, as a successful artistic creatiagelhim

Feeling and emotion are omnipresent in Eliot’s critical writing. Theténeds”

of poetry, Eliot tells us in a passage from “Tradition and the Individual Talentida
for its alchemical conceit, are “emotions and feelings” which react tacttalyst” of the
poet’s mind, figured as a “shred of platinun$g18). In “’Rhetoric’ and Poetic Drama,”

Eliot raises the question of “the ‘conversational’ in poetry—the style of tdsgeeech’,

opposed to the ‘oratorical’ and the ‘rhetoricalBE38). The idea of a conversational
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poetic idiom is something that Eliot would take up again and again, especially in his
dramatic criticism. The immediate point is that, as an antithesis to hehari
conversational style is, also, not unproblematic: “if rhetoric is any conventiontigr
inappropriately applied, this conversational style can and does become a rhetoric—or
what is supposed to be a conversational style, for it is often as remote from polite
discourse as well could be. Much of the second and third rate in Ameeialibreis
of this sort; and much of the second and third rate in English Wordsworthiai@&m” (
38). The problem of being “inappropriately applied” speaks to one of Eliot’s major
critical tenets: in every moment poetry (style, technique, form) is camtiran the
feelings, thoughts, and emotions that are the reason for the poetic impulse ir the firs
place. No single kind of poetry is adequate to the task of expressing thadellata
human subjective experience; the specific poetic style or form must grow @algaoid
of the materials which shall form the meaningful substance of the individual ptiean ra
than be unilaterally coerced into being by means of a style or form that doesralatteor
to the specific materials of the poem, that, in other words, does not apply: “There is in
fact no conversational or other form which can be applied indiscriminately] JIJt we
are to express ourselves, our variety of thoughts and feelings, on a varietyeofssubj
with inevitable rightness, we must adapt our manner to the moment with infinite
variations” SE38).

Marlowe and his successors in the Renaissance, including Shakespeare, are
important to Eliot because one can locate the points of origin in the period for the

development of poetic sensibility and style, categories that are amexts¢ably bound
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for Eliot,*” in English poetry: “Examination of the development of Elizabethan drama
shows this progress in adaptation, a development from monotony to variety, a pvegressi
refinement in the perception of the variations of feeling and progressiveatlahaf
the means of expressing these variatio®&38). The emphasis on “progress” and the
“progressive” here is also important. Eliot’s progressivism with regardiziabEthan
dramatic verse towards Shakespeare is only a microcosmic glimpse ofocscoaar
attitude towards history and human development. In his introduction to S. L. Bethell’s
Shakespeare and the Popular Dramatic Traditj®@44), Eliot writes, “But on the
whole, we must assume (as posterity will assume after us) that we drettergposition
to understand Shakespeare than any of our predecessors. This is not merely an
assumption of the Shakespeare critic, or of the literary critic in debatdhe
assumption implicit in all historical study: that we understand the past thettethe
previous generation did, simply because there is more of it. We assume, and must
assume, a progressive development of consciousteBse “progressive development
of conscious” is not limited to historical epistemology—it is, for Eliot, the dagini
characteristic of the development of poetry and human subjectivity over time.

The rhetorical style of Marlowe (and Kyd) represents a starting point in afline
poetic development that reaches its terminus in Shakespeare and Websiedrédima

is admitted to have grown away from the rhetorical expression, the bombast speeches, of

37In his essay on Massinger, Eliot states, “evetgl development in language is a development dinfge
as well” (SE210). This is a position thoroughly consistembtiyhout Eliot’s critical career.

3. L. Bethell Shakespeare and the Popular Dramatic Traditidmndon: P. S. King and Staples, 1944.
pp. 7-8.
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Kyd and Marlowe to the subtle and dispersed utterance of Shakespeare and”\(@Bster
38-39). Eliot sees two interrelated reasons for the “abandonment or outgrowth” of
Marlovian rhetoric, both having to do with a kind of progress: “it is partly an
improvement in language and it is partly progressive variation in feel8t§39). In the
Marlowe essay, Eliot discusses individual poetic personality in terms oicldart

tones.” Any poet worth preservation “has produced particular tones which his nérse a
no other’s is capable of renderin@@€119). Marlowe’s musicality is “cruderSE118)
than that of his successors Webster and especially Shakespeare. “Shakddpsare
asserts, “is universal because he has more of these tones than anyorsEdl$8j. (
Nonetheless, Eliot, in another alchemical metaphor, justifies Marlowe’s tamoer.

“The development of blank verse may be likened to the analysis of that astonishing
industrial product coal-tar. Marlowe’s verse is one of the earlier derivabives
possesses properties which are not repeated in any of the analytic oncatanét

verses discovered somewhat latSEL19).

Eliot's essays on English Renaissance drama can very much be understood as
appreciations of the individual playwrights he treats. In that context, hisaaion of
Marlowe as a starting point on the way up to Shakespeare may seem rathweatrichek-
Indeed, elsewhere, in the 1927 piece “Seneca in Elizabethan Translation,” &fjosas
priority of position as starting point to Surrey and Sackville and Norton (and, from a
purely historiographical perspective, rightfully so): “In 1557 came the @iigicof
Surrey’s translation of Book Il of thé&neid in the new ‘blank verse’, the instrument

without which the Elizabethan drama would have been impossible. The first-fruits,
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Gorbodug are inconsiderable; but this play marks a new epoch; there is no clearer
division in the whole of English literatureSE99). Marlowe is not evethe starting
point in the progressivist trajectory of blank verse towards Shakespearéiahat E
concerned with in his discussion of Surrey &@atboduc Insofar as his is the first not
“inconsiderable” blank verse specifically intended for the stage, howevegvies
poetic drama is “indubitably great poetry,” Eliot concludes “Christopher Mafld8E

125); about how many other poets would Eliot write those words?

3.3 Transitional Playwrights: Period and Subjectivity in “Philip Massingeand
“Thomas Middleton”

Towards the beginning of the Marlowe essay, Eliot lays out for us the critical
presupposition for this trajectory in the development of sensibility and versificat
stating that “blank verse within Shakespeare’s lifetime was more highiblaped, that it
became the vehicle of more varied and more intense feeling than it has esér(SiBc
118). As | have said, Marlowe represents a very important point of commencement, one
specific to dramatic verse, in the trajectory that was to reach culminat®makespeare.
This flourishing hits a wall at the end of the seventeenth century and comes to a dead
stop, “suffering not only arrest but retrogression”: as Eliot puts it, “theeShiWall of

Milton” (SE118). Eliot's 1921 essay on seventeenth-century English poetry, “The
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Metaphysical Poets>® offers a suggestive foil for the essays on Renaissance drama |
discuss, “Philip Massinger” (1920) and “Thomas Middleton” (1927).

English poetic verse reached an apogee in Shakespeare, and his superiority to
every one of his contemporaries (even Webster) was to install him as “a Shaikespe
standard,” Eliot tells us in his essay “John Marston,” the last of the essaysasdRace
drama (1934): “whatever is of the same kind of drama as Shakespeare’s, winaigve
be measured by Shakespeare, however inferior to Shakespeare’s it magtiensdao
be better than whatever is of a different kinBEQ33)*° For Eliot, Philip Massinger and
Thomas Middleton are transitional playwrights. In the literary history heiisgy
Massinger and Middleton mark a departure from a line of poetic-dramagtogenent in
the Renaissance that had culminated in Shakespeare and the “Shakespearraii’ standa

They are signposts on the road to a post-Elizabethan, Restoration poetics andagensibil

39 “The Metaphysical Poets,” along with the 1921 gs$&ndrew Marvell” and “John Dryden,” was later
collected and published by Leonard and Virginia Wedlogarth Press in London in 1926 under thetitl
Homage to John DryderEliot expresses in his preface the wish thaddtessays would have been part of
a longer project “on the poetry of the seventeamith eighteenth centuries: beginning with Chapnmeh a
Donne, and ending with Johnson.” Eliot’s anti-ramigism informs his interest in seventeenth-century
poetry: “I have long felt that the poetry of treventeenth and eighteenth centuries, even mudtabbf
inferior inspiration, possesses an elegance angrétylabsent from their successors” (9). Elioterates
English language poetry after Milton; it says mattout his anti-romanticism, then, that he would fihe
poetry of the eighteenth century so much better that of the nineteenth century.

Ot is for this reason and, it seams, this reasoneathat Eliot can pay compliment to Marston—rittt
Marston, in his best playgophonisbaas Eliot would have it, is following Shakespeanel ought to be
“measured” by Shakespeare, but rather bec8opbonisbahares the sensibility of the French neo-
classicists, Corneille and Racine, the playwrigtit®, in the shadow of Moliére, revolutionized Frenc
theater in the second half of the seventeenth ogpist as (whether Eliot discerns it or not) Marstin

the shadow of Shakespeare, helped to revolutidiizgish theater in the first half of the seventbent
century: “The minor poet who hitches his skiffeastof the great galleon has a better chance aivalr
than the minor poet who chooses to paddle by him$adrston, in the one play on which he appears to
have prided himself, is Senecal rather than Shaesm. [...] He would no doubt have shocked the
French dramatists by his improprieties, and theliEinglassicists [‘Greville and Daniel”] as well:
nevertheless, he should be with them, rather thitinthe Shakespearians” (233).
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embodied, for better or for worse, in Milton. As such, they raise important questions
about Eliot’s practice of periodization, both in terms of his fetishization of the
Elizabethan Renaissance and in terms of his observations concerning that period’s
decline, a decline from Shakespeare.
Eliot on Massinger:
Massinger was, in fact, as a comic writer, fortunate in the

moment at which he wrote. His comedy is transitional; but

it happens to be one of those transitions which contain some

merit not anticipated by predecessors or refined upon by

later writers. The comedy of Jonson is nearer to caricature;

that of Middleton a more photographic delineation of low

life. Massinger is nearer to Restoration comedy, and more

like his contemporary Shirley, in assuming a certain

social level, certain distinctions of class, as a postulate

of his comedy. SE216)
Seven years later, Eliot’s position on Middleton’s periodicity develops inaeltt his
readingThe Social Mode of Restoration ComéghKathleen LyncH! a book which,
Eliot writes, “calls attention to the gradual transition from Elizabetla@ollean comedy
to Restoration comedy'SE167). While Eliot’s perspective on Middleton’s comedic
dramaturgy as mere “photographic” realism, problematic aditrésnains unchanged

(“She observes, what is certainly true, that Middleton is the greatesstraalacobean

comedy”’[SE167]), it at least has a more concrete and material ideational basis, one

! Kathleen LynchThe Social Mode of Restoration Comediew York: Macmillan, 1926.

2 Michael Taylor, in his run-through of the Middletbibliography, tells us that Anthony Covatta’s 397
Bucknell University Press monographomas Middleton’'€ity Comediesis important in upsetting a
critical convention with regards to Middleton tlidiot himself appears to have perpetuated. Co'gatta
book “attacked the common misconception of Middleds essentially a realistic writer, made intengsti
connections between the city comedies and Middletater comedies, and forcefully argued for
Middleton as an ironist rather than a satirist.bfrtas Middleton.A Mad World, My Masters and Other
Plays Ed. Michael Taylor. Oxford: Oxford UP, 1995 xxi.
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homologous with what Eliot understood to be the basis for Massinger’s resemblance to
Shirley and Restoration comedy, the interrelation of economic stratificattbaceial
power—that is, the values and ideologies of “class™: “Miss Lynch’s extygeme
suggestive thesis is that the transition from Elizabethan-Jacobean t0dedéne
comedy is primarily economic: that the interest changes from thercdiing gentry to
the citizen become gentry and accepting that code of mans&46{-168)*
Supporting Lynch’s arguments, Eliot asserts Middleton’s transitiornaissta

She calls attention to this aspect of Middleton’s comedy, that

it marks, better than the romantic comedy of Shakespeare, or

the comedy of Jonson, occupied with what Jonson thought to

be permanent and not transient aspects of human nature, the

transition between the aristocratic world which preceded the

Tudors and the plutocratic modern world which the Tudors

initiated and encouragedSK 168)

Massinger and Middleton, however, are not transitional playwrights marking the
period transformation from the Elizabethan Renaissance to the Restoratioghdaedreh
century merely because their comedies, consciously or subconsciously, deicticdé
shifts and transformations in inter-class relations. There is a larger plogne is a

different relation between the subject and its own human experience, and it iceside

in these playwrights’ dramatic verse. Eliot writes,

3 This proto-Marxist mode of periodization whichd&lappropriates differs sharply from that in hisas
“John Bramhall,” an essay more remarkable for Eipblemic against Thomas Hobbes than for its
commemoration of the eponymous Caroline bishophé&W!I say the Renaissance | mean for this purpose
the period between the decay of scholastic philog@md the rise of modern scienc€H355). Both the
piece on Bramhall and the piece on Middleton werigen in 1927, the former appearing in print il th
1928 collectiorFor Lancelot Andreweghe latter inTimes Literary Supplementune 1927. Gallup does
not provide a specific date for the compositiothaf Bramhall piece. Given the development frorazy |
mode of periodization based on an arbitrary andrattsintellectual history to one grounded morenfir in
economic development and class transformatiommaighelp but to think that the Bramhall piece must
have preceded the Middleton piece, with Eliot regdiynch’s book somewhere in the interim.
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And, indeed, with the end of Chapman, Middleton, Webster,

Tourneur, Donne, we end a period when the intellect was

immediately at the tips of the senses. Sensation became

word and word was sensation. The next period is the period

of Milton (though still with a Marvell in it); and this period

is initiated by Massingéf. (SE209-210)
Massinger’s is an anagogical periodicity: he represents both a begindiag nding.
“We mean that Massinger must be placed as much at the beginning of one period as a
the end of another,” Eliot, with a tone of bitter-sweet resignation and regreysd€iE
210). Massinger’s verse is “a different verse from that of his predecesSE&21Q),
most importantly Shakespeare, and it cannot be assessed and evaluated accarding t
“Shakespearian standard.” It represents a decline in sensibility, in at®ibgpacity to
engage with its own thoughts and feelings, experience both interior and extdrisr: “i
not a development based on, or resulting from, a new way of feeling. On the contrary, is
seems to lead us away from feeling altogeth8E210).

Here, we must turn to “The Metaphysical Poets” and one of Eliot's most famous

critical passages. Discussing the difference in English poetry betwenstihalf of the

seventeenth century, on the one hand, and the Restoration and eighteenth and nineteenth

centuries, on the other, Eliot attributes the difference to “something which pperteal

* A point of clarification: Eliot includes Middletoin this inventory, but not Middleton the Comedaut
rather Middleton the Tragedian. Before this passag cites two passages from Middleton and Tourneu
which evidence “a very high development of the ssna development of the English language which we
have perhaps never equaled” (209). Tourneur'sgggasis fromThe Revenger’'s Tragedy play Eliot
celebrates in his essay “Cyril Tourneur” for itsifgue style in blank verse” and, moreover, “intearnd
unique and horrible vision of life” (191, 189). dtileton’s passage comes out of his great collaioorat
with William Rowley, The Changeling While Eliot lauds the playwright who could per@nedy (also in
collaboration, a fact to which Eliot rather eadé{s himself pay no mind) as brilliant ke Roaring Girl

one has the sense in reading the Middleton essajt ils for the great tragedy rather than the geceaedy
that Eliot bothers to write on Middleton at all.
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to the mind of England between the time of Donne or Lord Herbert of Cherbury and the
time of Tennyson and BrowningSE287). Poets lost the ability to integrate the whole
of their experience with a progressive linguistic development. “But while thedae
became more refined, the feeling became more crude,” Eliot lang#288). A
fragmentation of the subject occurred, and Dryden and especially fiéwacerbated
the problem: “In the seventeenth century a dissociation of sensibility set in, frimm w
we have never recovered; and this dissociation, as is natural, was aggravated by the
influence of the two most powerful poets of the century, Milton and Dryd&ia288).
Eliot paints a broad portrait of poetic subjectivity before the dissociation an@stsntr
with the subjectivity of a non-poet:

A thought to Donne was an experience; it modified his

sensibility. When a poet’s mind is perfectly equipped

for its work, it is constantly amalgamating disparate

experience; the ordinary man’s experience is chaotic
irregular, fragmentary. The latter falls in love, or reads

“ Eliot is less harsh towards Dryden. In “John Bnygd Eliot holds Dryden to be “one of the testsof
catholic appreciation of poetry” (305), prognostasathat “In the next revolution, of taste it isspible that
poets may turn to the study of Dryden,” for “he e#ns one of those who have set standards for Englis
verse which it is desperate to ignore” (316), andst importantly, finds his style “in a high degrestural”
in contrast to that of “Milton, our greatest masiétheatrtificial style” (310). In his 1936 essay on Milton,
Eliot declares Milton, though “a great artist,”ltave been “a bad influence” on the developmentgfiigh
poetry. PP 156). Milton would have to wait eleven years bef&liot could back-pedal in a second essay
on Milton, recant the harshness of his judgmentdton as a bad influence and even declare himréag
poet and one whom poets to-day might study withiyrgPP 169). Incidentally, Mark Van Doren, whose
John Dryden: A Study of His Poegffected Eliot’s writing “John Dryden” as a reviéwTimes Literary
Supplement9 June 1921) and received a very favorable nmota Eliot—"an admirable book [...] which
every practitioner of English verse should studyEB06-307)—notes in the preface to the 1946 third
edition of his book that poets of his time have toobed to the study of Dryden: “From the way Degd
wrote there is always something to be learned,maffakt it has been said of this essay, by T. #@tAhd
others, that is shows how the learning may be d@h.in twenty-five years [since the first editiohthe
book] | have not seen it done. | am not sayingitrehould be done, or that | have succeededdwsty
how it could be. | merely observe that contemppparetry—and criticism—give no evidence of having
benefited by the study of Dryden’s art.” Mark Voren. John Dryden: A Study of His Poet@" Ed.

New York: Henry Holt, 1946. p. viii.
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Spinoza, and these two experiences have nothing to do

with each other, or with the noise of the typewriter or

the smell of cooking; in the mind of the poet these

experiences are always forming new whole&E287)
In Eliot’s literary historiography, Milton is a terminus, the end of a line of dgveént
essentially begun by the Elizabethan playwrights. With Milton and Dryders amenho
longer capable of “amalgamating disparate experience.” Their ateumeo their own
emotional, intellectual, and material selves is diminished. Poets beconeetivef|
rather than “intellectual’§E287). No longer “equipped” like Shakespeare and his
contemporaries to exist in the full presence of the complete experiengelshtheir
existence, poets retreat into the past, looking back nostalgically (which i5 tbreagh
the prism of absence and loss) on memories of experience—memories that are but
imitations, representations, or simulacra present in existence only insalfer @onfines
of the world are drawn at the dark interior limits of the mind. Feelings, thoughts,

emotions—for the “reflective” poet of the “dissociation of sensibility,” eqee’s

fragmented shadows displace its integral light.

3.4 The Irony of Order: The High Modernist as Medieval Modernist

T. S. Eliot’s writings on early modern poetry and drama had a profound influence

on early modern studies, an influence not lost on contemporary early modernists
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interested in the genealogy of the field’s current situdfiomdeed, as a poet-critic, Eliot
hoped that the study and critical reception of early modern verse drama wqeédisha
production of modernist verse drama. In the essay “Four Elizabethan DtashElist
calls for the study of Elizabethan drama to have a “revolutionary influence artuhe

of drama” GE109). Yet, in his later writings as a verse dramatist, Eliot alwaysskae
arm’s length between himself and the early modern dramatic poets, egpeciall
Shakespeare, whom he saw as his strongest precursors in the development of atmodernis
English verse drama. In the essay “Poetry and Drama,” on the matter oftylkerge Isis
own first major poetic dramdjurder in the CathedralEliot writes, “As for the
versification, | was only aware at this stage that the essential wagidoamy echo of
Shakespeare. [...] Therefore what | kept in mind was the versificatiBaesfmarn (PP
85). Elsewhere, he is keenly aware of the challenges of writing versa thram
modernist theatre: “The difficulty of the author is also the difficultyhefdaudience.

Both have to be trained; both need to be conscious of many things which neither an
Elizabethan dramatist, nor an Elizabethan audience, had any need to*kniconitally,

Eliot finds his whip for training his audience and himself, as dramatist, ld$s in t

“ Richard Halpern, for example, begins his studglaéikespeare and modernism by rehearsing the
conventional narrative of Eliot's influence, ans decline, as fable: “Once upon a time, modernists
roamed the earth. They were large, lumbering areatcompared with the smaller, quicker specids tha
dominate today. The fiercest and most awesomieeomodernists, T. S. Eliot, exerted a far-reaching
influence on the whole field of literary studieadanot least on the field of Renaissance criticism.
Shakespeare Among the Modertisaca, NY: Cornell UP, 1997. p. 1.

*" Introduction,Shakespeare and the Popular Dramatic Tradition S. L. Bethell. London: P. S. King
and Staples, 1944. p. 9. As excellent as his mpadgliot’s construction of his poetic audienceoise
wishes Leonard Diepeveen had broached the suldj&diotis construction of his later theatrical aedce
and the matter of what is at stake in the wayshitkvan audience itself is conceptualized. Seé&Ihizan
Have More Than Enough Power to Satisfy Me': TERot's Construction of His AudienceMarketing
Modernisms: Self-Promotion, Canonization, Reregdinn Arbor: Michigan UP, 1996. pp. 37-60.
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examples Shakespeare and his contemporaries provide than in the works theiaimedi
predecessors left behind. Eliot is a medieval modernist. The periodicity ¢$ Eliot
Middle Ages, problematic as it is, represents the convergence of his animus against
modernity and liberalism with his desire for a religiosity that is not mafgiragmented,
and “compartmentalized” but rather central to the activity of everydaynlié culture

and society best characterized by the wairtsy, integration andorder—the ideological
language of conservatism.

In part, the concept of Eliot as “medieval modernist” is indebted to Michael T.
Saler’s work on visual modernism, the English avant-garde, and the London
Underground transport system. What Saler describes in terms of medieval modgrnism
very much a stance or attitude towards the relationship between aestheticipnoduct
(imagination) and the utility of consumption (reception) grounded in a social
functionalism thought to have its origins in the medieval. | should be quick to point out
that Saler is rather ambivalent on the point with regards to Eliot himself: [€Wh§.

Eliot might be called a medieval modernist because of his admiration for thecomgdni
spiritual community of the Middle Ages together with his “impersonal” cptiae of art,

his elitist and formalist views isolate him from several of the cerrald of the tradition

as | have defined it Much of Eliot’s early, pre-1927 (which is to say, pre-conversion)

poetry and literary criticism leans in the direction of a formalism tiaads opposed to

the social functionalism of Saler's medieval modernism, a functionalism c@utesith

“8 Michael T. SalerThe Avant-Garde in Interwar England: Medieval Modsm and the London
Underground Oxford: Oxford UP, 1999. p. 17.
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the moral, spiritual, and commercial economies of the land. Yet, the “elitisbandlist
views” for which Saler disqualifies Eliot as a medieval modernist shét afs
conversion. Utility becomes an animating value for Eliot’s artistic m®ctin his 1932-
33 Charles Eliot Norton Lectures at Harvard University, publishddhadJse of Poetry
and the Use of CriticispEliot considers the importance of reception, writing, “I believe
that the poet naturally prefers to write for as large and miscellaneousdiancuas
possible[.] [...] The most useful poetry, socially, would be one which cut acrokg all t
stratifications of public taste[.]” For Eliot, this is theater: “The ideadium for poetry,
to my mind, and the most direct means of social ‘usefulness’ for poetry, is tive tA2a
Eliot’s theatrical work—work that ia priori social, public, and above all collaborative
and communitarialfi—and the literary-critical work that emerges out of Eliot's
experience as a man of the theatre necessarily point to a modernist deeplyed with
the social, cultural, and spiritual utility of his imaginative production—in othedsya
medieval modernist, by Saler’'s own criteria.

Medieval modernism is the most important articulation of Shakespearean evasion
in Eliot’s poetic-theatrical project following his conversion in 1927. “Among the most
striking of T. S. Eliot’s self-contradictions,” Sharon Stockton writes, “is higydesment

with himself over the poetic status of Shakespeare. [...] This ambivalence applies

“9The Use of Poetry and the Use of Criticisbambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1933. p. 146.

0 Randy Malamud reads Eliot's drama in terms of¢emunity of drama”: “This is a community that is
defined through drama; the dramaturgy itself isfifg sign of community and is at the same time an
analogical model for an extradramatic fulfilmerfittommunity (for which the drama at hand offers
incentive, inspiration, and guidanceYWhere the Words Are Valid: T. S. Eliot's Commesitf Drama.
Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1994. p. 58.
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Eliot's representations of the English Renaissance generallgliot's ambivalence
towards the early modern evidences an ironic contradiction between El{srig

desire for a clearly articulated unity, integration, and order in all aspeet®fday life,
including writing and religion, and his fetishization of an early modern period he
imagines in terms of anarchy, disorder, and decay; his repeated turns talitveahee
symptomatic of this. Eliot repeatedly mystifies the early modern periotis|
introduction to G. Wilson Knight'$he Wheel of FireEliot gives voice to a vision of the
early modern past as a period of phantasmagoric peril, uncertainty, even unkmgwabili
“But with Shakespeare, we seem to be moving in an air of Cimmerian darkness. The
conditions of his life, the conditions under which dramatic art was then possible, seem
even more remote from us than those of DaffteThe most egregious case of Eliot's
early modern mystification pertains to the ever-troublesome category ottsibje

itself. In his essay “Shakespeare and the Stoicism of Seneca,” Eliot, thowgithoot a
hint of ambivalence, practically gives birth to the Burckhardtian narrafittee early
modern period as inaugural of modern subjectivity (hence, the designation “earl
modern”), a commonplace so taken for granted by many literary critics arétaehat
academics, especially medievalidtsyre still correcting the ideational and factual

assumptions that predicate this problematic narrative:

®1 Sharon Stockton. “T. S. Eliot's Renaissance aerdMlaning of SurrenderYeats-Eliot RevieW5:3
(Summer 1998): 8.

*2 Introduction,The Wheel of Fire: Interpretations of Shakespaafisagedy by G. Wilson Knight.
London: Routledge, 2001. p. xvi.

>3 As an example of the sort of corrective medietalimve to write in order to rein in the narratife
modern subjectivity Eliot propounds, see David AéfsWhisper in the Ear of Early Modernists; or,
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What influence the work of Seneca and Machiavelli and

Montaigne seems to me to exert in common on that time, and

most conspicuously through Shakespeare, is an influence

toward a kind of self-consciousness that is new; the self-

consciousness and self-dramatization of the Shakespearian

hero, of whom Hamlet is only one. It seems to mark a stage,

even if not a very agreeable one, in human history, or progress,

or deterioration, or changeSK139-140)
The archaeological and archival work performed by historians, criticshaaddts of the
Renaissance stage sheds a very different light on the period and its drama from the
“Cimmerian darkness” Eliot's imagination excavates.

In the essay “The Metaphysical Poets,” Eliot discusses the line oskmgletry
that ran from Donne, Herbert, and Marvell to Milton and Dryden which, for Eliot, was
the great English literary achievement succeeding from the playwiid Shakespeare’s
time: “The poets of the seventeenth century” were, for Eliot, very much “thessars
of the dramatists of the sixteenth” and both alike “possessed a mechanism ofityensibi
which could devour any kind of experienc&€H287). In “Four Elizabethan Dramatists,”
Eliot argues there is a “philosophical basis” for this devouring insatiabfliEven the
philosophical basis, the general attitude towards life of the Elizabethans, is one of

anarchism, of dissolution, of decay. It is in fact exactly parallel and indeezhdrtbe

same thing with their artistic greediness, their desire for everypteffect together, their

Reflections on Literary Critics Writing the ‘Histpof the Subject,”Culture and History, 1350-1600:
Essays on English Communities, Identities ®friting, Ed. David Aers. Detroit: Wayne State UR92.
pp. 177-202. The growing trend on the part of redlists to identity their period as the “premodern
fascinates me. It remains to be examined.

128



unwillingness to accept any limitation and abide by$E(16)>* It is an interesting
irony that, according to Eliot, in the England of the Elizabethans and the first Hadf of t
seventeenth century, in a period “of anarchism, of dissolution, of decay,” there could be
this “mechanism of sensibility,” whereas, in England during the latter htieof
seventeenth century (the moment of Milton and Dryden) and the eighteenth century, i
period of restoration, of consolidation of (especially parliamentary, whichsigy,
democratic) power, of economic and mercantile development, of the emergence of a
modern nation-state, and, most importantly, of returned domestic peace andterder a
the years of revolution and internal strife, that there would be the “dissociation of
sensibility” afflicting the “mind of England” corrupting the poetic soul of thioma

Order, for Eliot, is the point of intersection between art and life; it is thé idea
towards which they strive. “It is a function of all art to give us some peoceptian
order in life, by imposing an order upon it,” Eliot tells us in “Poetry and Drama”; order
characterizes Eliot’s vision of the perfect poetic drama: “I have befpreyes a kind of
mirage of the perfection of verse drama, which would be a design of human action and of
words, such as to present at once the two aspects of dramatic and musicaPétder” (

93)>° Yet, Eliot’s idealization of order fails to stand in harmonious order with (or to be

5 In “A Dialogue on Dramatic Poetry” of 1928, Eliot makes a statement very similar to that in “Four
Elizabethan Dramatists”: “So far as I can isolate Shakespeare, I prefer him to all other dramatists of every
time. But I can not do that altogether; and I find the age of Shakespeare moved in a steady current, with
back-eddies certainly, towards anarchy and chaos” (SE 54).

%5 Eliot’s use of the word “mirage” echoes a pasdam@m the 1920 essay “The Possibility of Poetic
Drama™ “These poets [nineteenth century poets siscWordsworth, Keats, Shelley, Tennyson,
Browning] were certainly obliged to consume vastrgy in their pursuit of form, which could neveade
to a wholly satisfying result. There has only beer Dante; and, after all, Dante had the bengfiears
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ordered by) the heterogeneous, disordered, cacophonic reality of history. tBhet’s
with regards to art, drama, and order may nod towards a reluctant acknowledgement of
the reality of disorder that characterizes, and has always charedidnigtory; however,
such a nod paradoxically reinscribes the mystification of a past that, ast ttvelas
three generations of historians and literary historicists have demedstnats
profoundly structured and regulated, sometimes, in part, through the intervention of the
stage itself. History is simultaneously replete with order and disorderregponsible
historian recognizes this fact. What history is not, and this is a major probldmtis E
conceptualization of early modernity, is a “Cimmerian darkness.”

With regards to order and ideology, Eliot’s periodization of the medieval, like his
periodization of the early modern, is built on contradiction. Eliot’s fetishizatiameof t

early modern belies a desire for the period as a historical moment of eraabiversive

of practice in forms employed and altered by numloéicontemporaries and predecessors; he did not
waste the years of youth in metric invention; afdteivhe came to tHeommediahe knew how to pillage
right and left. To have, given into one’s handsrwade form, capable of indefinite refinement, tmtbe

the person to see the possibilities—Shakespeareavgdortunate. And it is perhaps the cravingdome
suchdonnéewhich draws us on toward the present mirage ofipdeama.” The Sacred Wood and Major
Early Essays Mineola, NY: Dover Publications, 1998. p. 3liot’s use of the trope of mirage in relation
to verse drama of a Christian nature is approprfatehe very possibility of theater is predicatedthe
material deployment in space and time of illusionthe construction of an alternative of/to realit/ith
Thomas’ line “Humanity cannot bear very much rgalés the epigraph to his discussion of Eliot, Aontia
S. Abbott considers Eliot's dramatic career intielato the illusion-reality dialectic: “In a stuaf reality
and illusion in modern drama, the place of T. $otH$ both central and unique, central becausityead
illusion are major concerns of his plays and unigeeause he is the only major modern dramatisetd t
the theme from a Christian perspective.” For AbbBliot’s plays fromMurder in the Cathedra1935) to
The Elder Statesma1958) form both a unity and a continuum. Alldiplays deal with the difference
between the saint and the common man and the degvedch each is able to confront reality as Eliot
perceives it. All five plays contrast reality asmally understood by human beings with reality as
understood by the ChristianThe Vital Lie: Reality and lllusion in Modern Dram Tuscaloosa:
Alabama UP, 1989. p. 100.
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potential, a desire that flies in the face of his otherwise-rigid conservaligsn

subversive desire for the early modern stands counterpoised against aayagtalgided
in the works of Victorian medievalists such as John Ruskin and William Morris, for a
medieval period that Eliot imagines in terms antinomially opposed to those ly kéhic
understands the early modern, the same terms that underwrite his conservatigm: uni
integration, and order. As with his “early modernism,” the contradiction in Eliot’s
medievalism lies in the fact that such a nostalgia is shot through with the ideblogy
romanticism, a historical development rooted in revolution, individualism,
anticlericalism, and antiauthoritarianism, political categoriesnagaihich Eliot
consistently fought throughout his life. As Louis Menand remarks, “Eliot idedtifie
main stream of modern culture as romanticism, and he regarded romantidesesret
friend and abettor of all the tendencies of modern life he most deplored: sberali
secularism, laisser-fairé® In his most telling critical engagement with the medieval, the
1937 essay “Religious Drama: Mediseval and Modern,” Eliot takes up the problem of
writing verse drama that is Christian in substance and modern in form. Inasnitish as
valuable for better understanding Eliot's dramaturgy, especially reggvtlirder in the
Cathedral it is much more important for its highlighting the difficult and problematic
relationship amongst the categories of religion, ideology, and history witldscigar

Eliot's medievalism.

*% Louis Menand. “T. S. Eliot.The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism, Volume Modernism and
the New Criticism Eds. A. Walton Litz, Louis Menand, and Lawref@ney. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 2000. p. 17.
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He commences his essay, “When we speak of ‘religious plays,” we inevitably
have in mindeverymanand the various cycles of plays, such as those of York, Beverley,
Wakefield, Coventry and Chester, which flourished in the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries and lingered on through the time of the Tudors. These plays give us a kind of
standard by which we measure anything that we write and produce now—however far w
depart from the aims and methods of the older drahafedieval drama stands as a
very different kind of standard from the “Shakespearean standard” Eliot had announced
only three years earlier in the “John Marston” essay. Eliot is quick to poigebut
qualify the extent to which late medieval English drama can function asnadsté for
new religious drama. He recognizes the legitimacy, even the neadss#tyular drama,
from the popular performance traditions of Marie LIG§the music hall, and
Shaftesbury Avenue, on one end of the spectrum, to the high modernist dramatic art of
Cocteau, Hofmannsthal, and Yeat$or example, on the oth&}. However, secular

drama needs to be integrated with religious drama to the extent that theyhavedeotéd

*"“Religious Drama: Medizeval and ModertJhiversity of Edinburgh Journdl.1 (Autumn 1937) 8.
Hereafter cited parenthetically.

*See T. S. Eliot, “Marie Lloyd,” first published 4sondon Letter,”Dial 6 (December 1922) 659-663.
%9 Cocteau’d.a Machine Infernaldad its premiere in 1934, the year befherder in the Cathedral Eliot
thought highly enough of Hugo von Hofmannsthal tidena “Preface” in hi¥®oems and Verse Play&d.
Michael Hamburger. New York: Pantheon, 1961. pyxiixand “A Note on ‘The Tower™ in hisSelected
Plays and Libretti. Ed. Michael Hamburger. New York: Pantheon, 19§8.Ixxiii-Ixxiv. Michael North
understands Yeats’ cultural nationalism and Eliodaservatism as homologous in their ideologicdl an
poetic intimations of fascism. See hise Political Aesthetic of Yeats, Eliot, and Pou@ambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 1991.

% An increasing amount of scholarship in Eliot Sesiin recent years takes up the problem of “high”
versus “low” culture, as exampled here in Eliotsmplicated attitude towards secular drama and
performance. For important accounts of Eliot arabsnculture, see David Chinitz, “T. S. Eliot and th
Cultural Divide,”"PMLA 110:2 (March 1995): 236-247; and Barry J. Faulkotiernism and the Popular:
Eliot's Music Halls,”"Modernism/Modernity:4 (November 2001): 603-621. Chinitz has expdrids
argument into a full-length study, S. Eliot and the Cultural Divid€hicago: Chicago UP, 2003.
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by a common attitude towards Christian principles and morality: “I do mean that we
want, and must have, more than we seemed to want when we first started out to examine
the future of specifically religious drama: we want the whole of serionsadia have a
religious background and to be informed with religious principles” (11).

Eliot’s idealization of order is concomitant with a philosophy of action and belief
which holds those two categories as not merely parallel in the practice pdayéfe
but as integrated in a unified ontology. It is this impulse towards integration in our being
with respect to our thoughts and deeds, our conviction and agency, which animates
Eliot’s literary criticism, social criticism, and dramaturgy. Tlogitally, it animates
“Religious Drama,” as well. There is a polemical thrust to the piece. dtinds firm
against any structure, whether political, ideological, cultural, or drantlaéitwould
force or coerce human beings into becoming divided selves that have comparzedntali
their deepest religious beliefs and their everyday lives: “What | am oppissnot
merely a division of religious and secular drama into watertight compagnvemat | am
proposing is not merely that we need to go to a religious play or to a secular play in much
the same spirit. It is an opposition to the compartmentalisation of life in getoettzd
sharp division between our religious and ordinary life.” Eliot remarks that “inehiel
in which we live this compartmentalisation is constantly being forced upon us.” It
represents a threat not merely to some abstract and vaguely-defined afigiméty
individual soul; its danger is tangible and imminent: “The terminus of such a dastrine

of course to put an end to man’s private life altogether, for the division cannot be
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maintained” (13). For Eliot the compartmentalization that would divide the subject
would eventually effect the death of the subféct.

Though Eliot’s insistence of unity between inner religious being and outer social
being is, according to Rowan Williams, in line with a tradition of high-churchiéagl
thought on the relationship between religious experience and everydHifet's
paranoia (evident in his apocalyptic fear of “an end to man’s private lifeettitej) and
animus against modernity, liberalism, and their entailments of pluralism anatioh
for the non-Christian Other are peculiarly his own. Liberalism is the idgthag poses
the greatest single challenge to the devout modern believer, Eliot would havant. *“
thinking also of the ways in which we have to adapt ourselves, every day, to the
compromise of liberalism: to live among, and to maintaining common sympathy and
common action (as indeed is duty as well as necessity) with, people who deny er ignor
the fundamentals of Christianity. On the one hand we accept, and on the other we must
never accept as a finality, this state of affairs” (13). There is a fastest virulence to

Eliot’s casting of the non-Christian Other that is undoubtedly related to hisonsidnti-

Semitism (an anti-Semitism that, in its modern incarnation, also has itsdaiktoots in

®1 Eliot had broached “compartmentalisation” two eearlier in the essay “Religion and Literature”:
“And if we, as readers, keep our religious and rhooavictions in one compartment, and take our irgad
merely for entertainment, or on a higher plane afesthetic pleasure, | would point out that thénayt
whatever his conscious intentions in writing, iagtice recognizes no such distinctions. The authar
work of imagination is trying to affect us whollgs human beings, whether he knows it or not; andrere
affected by it, as human beings, whether we interizk or not” E394).

%2 Rowan Williams Christian Imagination in Poetry and Polity: Someglcan Voices from Temple to
Herbert Oxford: SLG Press, 2004. Many thanks to Difrdg McCurry for the reference.

134



the medievalf? it is not too far a leap from these sentences to the following now-
infamous one from his 1933 Page-Barbour Lectures at the University of Viitea,
Strange Gods “What is still more important [than cultural homogeneity] is unity of
religious background; and reasons of race and religion combine to make any large
number of free-thinking Jews undesirabié.Eliot Studies has been concerned with this
nasty strain of Eliot’s thought for some time now; it is not my intention to rehekse
arguments on the matt®r.The important point is that Eliot’s desire for order and
integration of inner and outer life over and above a compartmentalization of action and
belief, in short, his conservatism takes the form of a medievalism that offersubam ins
alternative, in Eliot’s devotional imagination, to pluralism, liberalism andxtbgnsion, a

modernity Eliot had, elsewhere, repudiat@d.

% On Eliot and fascism, see Paul Morris@hge Poetics of Fascism: Ezra Pound, T. S. EliatjiRle Man
Oxford: Oxford UP, 1996. pp. 60-108.

& After Strange Gods: A Primer of Modern Heres§ew York: Harcourt Brace, 1934. p. 20.

% For the most important readings of Eliot's antivfiism, see Christopher Rick8, S. Eliot and
Prejudice. Berkeley and Los Angeles: California UP, 1988. 26-76; and Anthony Juliug, S. Eliot,
Anti-Semitism, and Literary FormCambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1995. The secadatiiiba of Julius’
book (London: Thames and Hudson, 2003) includdastenesting summary of and point-by-point
“response to” his critics. Even more recently, special issues (September 2003 [10:3] and Septembe
2004 [11:3]) of the journa¥lodernism/Modernitgontinue the debate.

% In the 1928 essay “The Humanism of Irving BabbHljot critiques his former teacher’s analysis of
modernity and his objection that the “moderns [.. yédaot been sufficiently modern,” writing, “Thosg o
us who lay no claim to being modern may not be lvea in the objection, but, as bystanders, we nay b
allowed to inquire whither all this modernity arxperimenting is going to leadSE478). The tone is not
one of bemusement as much as it is one of dreadp@a can hear a quietly menacing apocalyptic
undercurrent in the stream of Eliot's words. Wilklet's conservatism is frequently characterizey (
myself, among others) in terms of fascism, he hiht$®racterized liberalism as a potential prectodi

of fascism. In his reading of the temporality ibEralism in chapter one of EliotEhe Idea of a Christian
Society(a book which was written only two years after ligeus Drama”) Kenneth Asher argues,
“Perceptively (and Eliot is often a telling critid the liberal cause) he attacks liberalism fotatk of a
telos. Because liberalism is a freedsom and not a freedotfior, it is in grave danger of leading the
democratic mass toward ‘that which is its own niegat the artificial, mechanised, or brutalised ttoh
which is a desperate remedy for its chaos.” Tfasgism and communism appear to Eliot as merely the
logical extension of audderless, democratic materialism. It is with this in mind that he presents the reader
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Eliot’s “Religious Drama” is burdened with a romantic nostalgia for a Middl
Ages that, in contrast to the anarchism, dissolution, and decay of the Elizabethan period,
was “simple” in its social, cultural, and ecclesiastical structuresin&gliberalism, the
compartmentalization of action and belief, and the binary of religious and se@uta,d
all of which he finds untenable, Eliot seeks “reintegration”: “We need to striveds\aa
kind of reintegrationof both kinds of drama, just as we need to strive towards a
reintegration of life” (13). For Eliot, the work of reintegrating seeminiigyparate
aspects of drama and of the self does not take the form of a leveling, erasure, or
“simplification” of difference: “When | say ‘reintegration’ | do not want to alken to
mean ‘simplification.” We do not want to get back to the state of mind of the village or
cathedral-town audience of the later Middle Ages, for whom the religious eigied
everything simply because it was the only kind of play they had” (13-14). Yetuste m
be wary of Eliot’s disqualification of “simplification,” for it is disingenuous
Underwriting Eliot’s characterization of the work the medieval dramanaplishes vis a
vis the adverb “simply” is the assumption that the drama works “simply” bedaise t
people and the period were simple—which is deeply problematic. Eliot might teltus
theirs is a “state of mind,” a simple “state of mind,” to which we do not wishuoet
but does he believe it? As already discussed, he qualifies his statementieabame

drama is a “standard” according to which we must judge new theatrical wadsbyting

with his concluding either/or: ‘If you will not va God (and He is a jealous God) you should pay you
respects to Hitler or Stalin.”T. S. Eliot and IdeologyCambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1995. p. 88.
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that, even where “their aims and methods” differ from medieval drama, botlousligi
and secular modern drama should share an investment in Christian values and belief.
Eliot also qualifies, with respect to this “standard,” the extent to which theewaddind
the simplicity of the people and the period might be problematic to modern audiénces o
religious drama. He writes,

The qualification is important. For this standard of the

mediaeval plays may be applied in an undesirable way.

We are apt to think of the Middle Ages as having been

somehow specially favoured in the way of their mode of

life, their religious stability, and their atmosphere of faith

and devotion; and we start with a feeling of discourage-

ment and timidity that is fatal to the production of any-

thing new. | suspect that, for the most part, people still

tend to regard the performance of a religious play as

something to be attended, like a bazaar or a jumble sale,

from a sense of duty rather than for the purpose of

enjoyment. (8)

Eliot asserts the status of the medieval as “specially favoured”—diviredged

and anointed, we hear in a tone that suggests a sharp, condemning contrast between the
religious and social idyll of the Middle Ages and the fallen spiritual Waasdeof liberal
modernity wherein the attendance of a religious play is done more out of onerous “duty
than out of the soul’s longing for a specific (and exalted) pleasure and “embyme
While Eliot may be disturbed by our modern potential towards a fatalisticugirit
“discouragement and timidity,” we should be disturbed by Eliot’s utter disregard f
historical fact. Apparently, Eliot’'s Middle Ages are a fantasyland devoiduefigg

hardship and excruciating pain. Not everyone had to live in the mud, by the plow, killed

by sword or plague; but many people did; many people were. The morality and the
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spirituality that remain oblivious to this pain, that do not acknowledge it, arectuape
Stanley Cavell tells us, “A ‘failure to acknowledge’ is the presence oftbamyea

confusion, an indifference, a callousness, an exhaustion, a coldness. Spiritual emptiness
is not a blank®" Likewise in Eliot's Middle Ages there are not to be found heresy;,
heterodoxy, and religious and ecclesiastical instability—let alone individual dadbt

crisis of faith. When reading Eliot and considering the ironic periodicity of hilslligli

Ages, we must be careful not to allow Eliot’s projection of an idyllic utopian Cdomisti
society and subjectivity onto the medieval to substitute for the historicay r@alit was.

The portrait of the Middle Ages we glimpse from Eliot’s discussion of migdrama

would be foreign not only to the historians and historicists who have painted, at the least,
a much more complicated picture than Eliot’s “specially favoured” idemizatit would

be foreign to the people of the Middle Ages themselves.

3.5 From Ritual to Religion and Theatét

Eliot conflates the historical realities of the Middles Ages and theliglthan

early modern periods with the thoroughly mystified historical landscapes ofarder

7 Stanley CavellMust We Mean What We Sagambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1976. p. 264.

% |n addition to being a nod to Jessie L. Westénam Ritual to Romangevhich Eliot prominently cites
in his “Notes” toThe Waste Landhe title of this part of the chapter is an homamganthropologist and
performance theorist Victor Turner, authoffsém Ritual to Theatre: The Human Seriousnesdayf P
(New York, PAJ Publications, 1982); see his “sodi@ma” approach to the actual incident between
Becket and Henry Il, “Religious Paradigms and RultAction: Thomas Beckett at the Council of
Northampton,” inDramas, Fields, and Metaphors: Symbolic Actiotdinman Society Ithaca, NY:
Cornell UP, 1974. pp. 60-97.
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anarchy in his conservative political and devotional imagination. Eliot, however, makes
no such mistake with regards to the difference between religious drama and actual
religious observation. Eliot tells us we must be careful not to allow a modern tendency t
substitute religious drama with religious observance. While there is somettiirey
dramatic in the liturgy and there is (or ought to be, Eliot would argue) someithiimeg
liturgical in the drama, they are not categories that can be conflasedbstituted one for

the other without diminishing the full utility of each category. However, Eliot's
valorization of late medieval English drama stems, in part, from the fact ibat fiorm

of drama that, historically, emerged directly out of liturgy, the Mast. sthcramental
drama. A play such d&verymanwhich, Eliot claims, serveas the model for his
versification inMurder in the CathedralPP 85), is an achievement because “in
Everymarnthe religious and the dramatic are not merely combined, but wholly fused.
Everyman is on the one hand the human soul in extremity, and on the other any man in
any dangerous position from which we wonder how he is going to escape—with as keen
interest as that with which we wait for the escape of the film hero, bound and higlpless
a hut to which his enemies are about to set fire” (“Religious Drama” 7). Eliot i
concerned with pleasure and entertainment in drama. Part of his task, as himsees i
“Religious Drama,” is the reorientation of a modern audience’s attitudedswaligious
drama from resigned dutifulness to full appreciation and enjoyment on every level
Engagement of the audience is key, and Eliot, in a short piece entitled “Five Points on
Dramatic Writing” published in 1938 after the succesklofder in the Cathedrabut

before the disappointment ©he Family Reunigrhas at least learned this much: “But if
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you can keep the bloody audience’s attention engaged, then you can perform any monkey
tricks you like when they ain’t looking, and it's what you do behind the audience’s back
so to speak that makes your play IMMORTAL for a whfié.”

Pleasure and amusement, however, are not enough. Eliot contrasts deep spiritual
ennui with “mere amusement”. “There is a very profound kind of boredom which is an
essential moment in the religious life, the boredom with all living in so farhas iho
religious meaning. The capacity for this boredom is latent in everyone, and itvesin ne
really be appeased by mere amusement” (“Religious Drama” 12). Ekd aesnew
poetic religious theater that, rather than merely amuse as Shakesplesaieer would,
satisfies the human desires for both aesthetic, specifically dramatisupeand
spiritual, specifically religious, fulfilment. Understanding his turn to thgits of
theater in ritual in his pursuit of a suitable theatrical and poetic form helps to
contextualize what Eliot accomplished\turder in the Cathedral

In an earlier, uncollected piece, “The Beating of a Drum” (1923), Elionkdgi
work through the relationship between drama and poetry, on the one hand, and religion
and spirituality, on the other, by means of the category of ritual. Eliot lanmenisck of
“rhythm” (remember that the order which characterizes Eliot’'s mivégjen of the
perfect poetic drama is one of “dramatic amglsicalorder” [italics mine]) in the drama
of his time: “It is the rhythm, so utterly absent from modern drama, eithez veprose,

and which interpreters of Shakespeare do their best to suppress, which makes Massine

%9 “Five Points on Dramatic Writing.Townsmari.3 (July 1938) 10.
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and Charlie Chaplin the great actors that they are, and which makes the jofigling
Rastelli more cathartic than a performance of ‘A Doll's House.” Sogséve and
insidious has Ibsen’s influence on theatrical modernism been that the musicality of
Shakespeare, in modern performance, is lost and one has to turn to other forms of
performance to find something that approximaté$ Rhythm and musicality are present
in Massine, Chaplin, and Rastelli by virtue of the exquisite choreographysaecés
them to carry off their acts. Eliot recognizes this connection to dance: “The d&sna
originally ritual; and ritual, consisting of a set of repeated movementseastesly a
dance.” The problem with respect to the “drought” of rhythm in modernist drama is a
teleology of reason which dictates that human beings act in some such way, e.g., dance,
poetry, and drama, because they have reasons for acting:

“We suggest, then, that the origins of the sacred dance was

the desire of early man to imitate what he conceived to be

the characteristics of supernatural power,” he says. lItis

equally possible to assert that primitive man acted in a

certain way and then found a reason for it. An unoccupied

person, finding a drum, may be seized with a desire to beat

it; but unless he is an imbecile he will be unable to continue
beating it, and thereby satisfying a need (rather than a “de-

" Interestingly, Eliot is very harsh to Ibsen (ahg extension, to Shaw) in “Religious Drama.” Inciray
the decline of Greek tragedy from Aeschylus andhBoles to Euripides, he writes, “For the conditions
and requirements of his time, Euripides is as adoanybody. If his plays are not as good astbbsis
two predecessors, it is because of a less profgrasp of religious and moral problems; because of a
preoccupation with serious, but more superficisliés: and this has made him more congenial teat gr
part of the later nineteenth century, to the wasldvhich Ibsen and Shaw belong. (Tchechov seemeto
a more serious dramatist than Ibsen, in that heaat presents profounder problems, though he oy n
attempt to solve them.)” “Religious Drama: Med#eand Modern,” p. 11. In a 1954 book editiontad t
essay printed for charity, Eliot repudiates hisndssive condemnation of Ibsen, writing in the peefaf
the piece that “It is also obvious that it was tentbefore | had re-read Ibsen’s plays. As a tedul
studying Ibsen’s plays, and criticizing my own @ayf contemporary life, | have a very much higher
opinion of Ibsen than | appear to have held in 19B8i7fact, | repudiate what | have here said albosgn.”
Religious Drama: Mediaeval and Modefdew York: House of Books, 1954. n. pag.
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sire), without finding a reason for doing so. The reason
may be the long continued droudht.

Eliot finds in his primitive man, as he finds in his medieval peasant, a simplererea
prerational, precultural, still capable of attending to his needs without havingify just
doing so according to logic, “without finding a reason for doing so.”

Eliot universalizes humans as having needs for poetry, drama, and religios. In hi
1928 essay “A Dialogue on Dramatic Poetry,” his homage to Drydenisssay of
Dramatic Poesy1667), Eliot declares that “there is no ‘relation’ between poetry and
drama. All poetry tends towards drama, and all drama towards poetry”; alorgrée s
lines, he states, “The human soul, in intense emotion, strives to express itsedéin ver
[...] The tendency, at any rate, of prose drama is to emphasize the ephemeral and
superficial; if we want to get at the permanent and universal, we tend essxqurselves
in verse” SE52, 46). This is not only a universalizing assertion concerning desire and
“the permanent and universal” in verse and expression—it is a universaliger@as
concerning human nature and its prerational, latent primitive needs.

Eliot begins with anthropology but, by way of the Church, ends with theater.
From ritual it is but a short step to liturgy and, from liturgy, to the Mass. Dactha
Mass, for Eliot, share a common formalism that he found instructive in the creati@n of hi
first successful verse playlurder in the Cathedral Apropos Serge DiaghilevBallets
Russesthe characte in “A Dialogue on Dramatic Poetry” says,

A few years ago, l—and yddiand youC and youA—was

" “The Beating of a Drum.The Nation & the Athengeut® October 1923: 12.
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delighted by the Russian ballet. Here seemed to be everything
we wanted in drama, except the poetry. It did not teach any
‘lesson’, but it had form. It seemed to revive the more formal
element in drama for which we craved. [...] If there is a future
for drama, and particularly for poetic drama, will it not be in

the direction indicated by the balle&H46)

Dance is the essence of ritual; as, in historical terms, English dramgesnoeit
of the liturgical ritual of the Mass, the ballet, the most mature, expressiveetned
form dance can take, functions as a model for Eliot of what, formally, modern English
verse drama should resemble if it desires adherence to its essential foumdatuath i
and liturgy. Eliot acknowledges problems with ballet as formal exempldre ballet is
valuable because it has, unconsciously, concerned itself with a permanent f®rm; i
futile because it has concerned itself with the ephemeral in con&ted7). There is a
disjunct between the temporal orientations of form (futurity—"“permanent”) anigct
(suddenness—“ephemeral”): they are not ordered in an integral tifittg. valorization
of form over content that characteriZgs idealization of ballet and dance is
symptomatic of the divided self and the compartmentalization of action antitbatie

Eliot reacts to strongly against. The mentality of form-over-content fsfEno hold up

the Mass, genealogically related to ballet, as the telos of drama:

2 My own experience of seeing a performanc@lé Firebird one of the first major successes of
Diaghilev’'s company, at the New York City Balletrahg the junior year of my undergraduate careerdea
out the truth of Eliot’'s remark here. The exqesiss of the dancing and choreography, the
sumptuousness of the costume and stage desigthalfideness of Stravinsky’s well-known score
constitute the memories | take away from the perforce. If | want to remember the names of the
charactersof the ballet’s story or the details of the stemyiot, however, | inevitably have to consult a CD
recording of Stravinsky’s music. My hunch is tHas lacuna of memory is not so atypical and thaays
more about ballet than it does about me.

143



| say that the consummation of the drama, the perfect and

ideal drama, is to be found in the ceremony of the Mass. |

say, with the support of the scholars whBmentions (and

others), that drama springs from religious liturgy, and that it

cannot afford to depart far from religious liturgy. [...] But

when drama has ranged as far as it has in our own day, is

not the only solution to return to religious drama? And the

only dramatic satisfaction that | find now is in a High Mass

well performed. $E47)
The liturgical embodiment of ritual in the Mass may be generative aslel fioo what
can be accomplished in drama—witn&ssrder—but its value, as ritual, as liturgy, is not
necessarily related to its formal construction, to how “well performediidies may be.
This is not to say that the formal performance of liturgy is irrelevant. Hmtexes that
if the Mass “is badly done and interferes with our devotion consequently,” we will be
taken out of our experience of the Mass as believers paying devotional and religious
observance and “we shall only be aware of the Mass asS&#d). The important point
for Eliot is thatE’s statement “And the only dramatic satisfaction that | find now is in a
High Mass well performed” belies a fundamental failure of spiritual digices belief.
B tells an anecdote about an acquaintance whoklikaly took aesthetic pleasure from
the Mass and comes to the realization that the pleasure and satisfaction higaucgia
took from the Mass is predicated on the fact that “he was not a believer”:

But when | came to consider his conduct, | realized that

he was guilty of @onfusion des genredHis attention

was not on the meaning of the Mass, for he was not a be-
liever but a Bergsoniaff:it was on the Art of the Mass.

'3 Eliot himself studied under Bergson in Paris (1)9rid went through a Bergsonian phase. Eliot away
retains something of Bergson in his conceptuatirstiof time and history: “The notion of ‘ideal dtion’,
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His dramatic desires were satisfied by the Mass, precise-
ly because he was not interested in the Mass, but in the
drama of it. $E48)

Where there is a fundamental lack of religious belief within the subjecg, Wikibe
people for whom religion and drama are interchangeable. Yet, Eliot holds the
universalizing conviction that all people do not merely desire but, indeed, “need”
religious belief just as his “primitive man"—which is to say, all of us, a$-weteds
rhythm:

We need (as | believe, but you need not believe this for the

purpose of my argument) religious faith. And we also need

amusement (the quality of the amusement will, of course,

not be unrelated to the quality of our religious belief). [...]

And religion is no more a substitute for drama than drama

Is a substitute for religion. If we can do without religion,

then let us have the theatre without pretending thet it

religion; and if we can do without drama, then let us not

pretend that religion is dramaSE48)
Drama and religion are different categories that pertain to ditfeeeds for which the
prerational human spirit in all of us, Eliot would have it, demands satisfdétion.

Substituting one for the other is not merely an act of compartmentalizat®@anitact of

self-division that replicates the mechanisms of an ontological ironyHmtwvthe only

of immersion in time, of the flow of consciousness;learly an analogy for Eliot's own sense of
experience and its claims.” Ackroyd, p. 41.

74 In “ Religion and Literature,” Eliot makes an analogous point concerning the non-substitutability of
literature and life: “It is simply not true that works of fiction , prose or verse, that is to say works depicting
the actions, thoughts and words and passions of imaginary human beings, directly extend our knowledge of
life. Direct knowledge of life is knowledge directly in relation to ourselves [...] Knowledge of life obtained
through fiction is only possible by another stage of self-consciousness. That is to say, it can only be a
knowledge of other people’s knowledge of life, not of life itself” (SE 395).

145



remedy is a whole-scale shift of subjectivity from the superficialitgmpty rhetoric to
deep-rooted conviction that manifests itself in everyday life; in other wad&stdegel

tells us, “a leap out of language into faifi.”

3.6 From High-Church Nonconsequentialism to High Modernist Anagogicaistbry:
Interrogating Ends and Means, Transcending Endings and Beginningsvarder in
the Cathedral

Eliot’s rejoinder against substituting religion and drama for one another is
predicated on the conviction that, aswverymanthe substance of both religious belief
and dramatic performance can exist in an integral order, “not merely cambirte
wholly fused,” and that this order, in opposition to the threat to subjectivity itsethina
compartmentalization of action and belief poses, can and ought to be a model for our own
performance of life itself (“We need to strive towards a kinceoftegrationof [...]
drama, just as we need to strive towards a reintegration of life”)lsoliradicates
something about the extent to which Eliot is concerned with ends and means. “Religion,
as a means, cannot be used for the end of satisfying the universal human need for drama

(and vice versa),” Eliot could have written. Throughout Eliot’s literary anclsoci

> Paul de Man. “The Rhetoric of Temporalit@lindness and Insight: Essays in the Rhetoric of
Contemporary Criticism2™ Ed. Minneapolis: Minnesota UP, 1983. pp. 222-2A3/ertiginous,

repetitive recursivity of self-consciousness béstracterizes what | mean when | speak of the mésiman
of ontological irony. As de Man puts it, “In temmabterms [...] irony engenders a temporal sequence of
acts of consciousness which is endless[;] [...] ir@nyot temporary but repetitive, the recurrenca eélf-
escalating act of consciousness” (220); “Irony didg the flow of temporal experience into a padtitha
pure mystification and a future that remains hadderever by a relapse within the inauthenticcalt

know this inauthenticity but can never overcomg222).
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criticism there is an abiding concern with the issue of ends and means. In terms of
systematic ethics, Eliot is a nonconsequentialist. Nonconsequentialisnilscartteat
denies the consequences of human agency the privilege of according nitnahdsgo
an act or behavior. One cannot posit that the ends justify the means, where the means
taken to effect whatever ends are achieved are wrong, according to nonconaksmuenti
If an act is wrong, it is inherently wrong, and no consequence of that act, howsoader g
it may be, can justify the act. Utilitarianism—the mentality of thexgst-good-for-the-
greatest-number—is the consequentialist gthicexcellence In terms of sacrifice and
martyrdom, it is the ethical justification for Christ's crucifixi6hlt is an ethics to which
Eliot was profoundly opposéed.

Nonconsequentialism is at the hearMafrder in the Cathedral There is a

definite relation between nonconsequentialism and deontology, the moral philosophy of

¢ Consider this aside in one account of the Passi@frist: “Caiaphas was the one who had adviked t
Jews that it was better to have one person dithéopeople” (John 18:14, NRSV). Christ’'s martyrdism
the greatest theological fulfilment of the conseutialist ethical imperative, a fulfilment whichibgs a
historical logic of talion, retributive violenceg{e for eye, tooth for tooth” [Exodus 21:24, NRSY§)a
close (apotheosis as negation) and ushers in amapeonsequentialist dispensation marked by an
immanence which holds all human life as unequivgcacred and displaces the older ethical orddr tha
permits the sacrifice of even one human beingtersafety or well-being of a “people.”

"In university courses on systematic or appliedcsthihere are a number of scenarios that instrsicto
deploy in order to say something about the difieslin consistently adhering to either conseqadiath

or nonconsequentialism. Perhaps the most famaeissahe following: You are a visitor in a foreignd
ruled by a bloody, oppressive despot. On the dgpuwor visit, ten innocent people are to be exetae
political prisoners. As his honored guest, thepdetells you 1) that if you choose one prisondoéo
executed, he will free the other nine; and 2) thgbu do not choose one to be killed, he will extecall

ten as he had planned. Do you choose to impligaieself in the execution of one innocent person in
order to save nine, or do you refuse culpabilitthe wrongful death of even one person, even satee
nine others, and watch all ten die? Is there & nghvrong answer? (David Edgar, in a blood-cugltoup
de theatretheatricalizes a variation on this scenario fitgonalized version of the mid-1990s Balkans in
his playThe Prisoner’s Dilemm#&2001). In the scene’s endgame, a paramilitasyroander kills two men
when the humanitarian aid worker to whom he hasegnted the option of killing one man or the other
refuses t@ngage with the demand on her conscience that he makes and refuses to answer.) Scenarios like
this one are exercises that are meant to clarify and sharpen our own moral and ethical positions to and for
ourselves.
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duty or obligation. Like the polemical medievalism of “Religious Drama,” Bliot
nonconsequentialism is very much an entailment of his own conservative religiosity
(consequentialism, then, figures as a kind of equivocation or casuistry), which iwor
terms of a communitarian system of obligations and responsibilities to ourselves, our
fellow human beings, and to G4 Eliot tells us, “l wanted to concentrate on death and
martyrdom” in writingMurder (PP 86). Martyrdom is predicated on the belief that one’s
faith obligates one to bear witness (according ta&®, the etymology of the word
martyr is uaproc—witnes$ even unto death. Martyrdom, in theological ethics, is a
problem that can be expressed in the plain language of ends and means: Is the conscious
choice of death a legitimate means for the end of preserving one’s owou®lig
convictions and beliefs? Does deliberate self-sacrifice, in the namégiduslfaith,
form a theologically coherent moral position? If so, what are martyrdorméptable
parameters? These are questighsder addresses.

The spirit of self-sacrifice is fundamental to Eliot’s early critiwating. In
“Tradition and the Individual Talent,” Eliot describes the “process of deperzatiaii”
an artist must undergo if s/he is to achieve anything of true (for Eliot, uaiyers
significance: “What happens is a continual surrender of himself as hinésrabment to
something which is more valuable. The progress of an artist is a contintsda#ite,
a continual extinction of personalitySE17). In “The Function of Criticism,” Eliot

claims that it is only in relation to the “organic wholes™ that constitutetithéition of

8 My sense of communitarianism owes much to Mary Stendon’s wonderfully polemical study on the
banalization of discourse on “rights” and the alosenf a coextensive discourse on responsibilitise
herRights Talk: The Impoverishment of Political Discze. New York: Free Press, 1991.
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European literature that “individual works of literary art, and the works of individual
artists, have their significance”; the implication, then, is that “Therecrdimgly
something outside of the artist to which he owes allegiance, a devotion to which he must
surrender and sacrifice himself in order to earn and to obtain his unique poSton” (
24). There is a strong religious undercurrent to the self-sacrifice Bi®fmain these
two passages (especially in the tone of the latter, which uses the langtsuyeerider”
to “something” that seems to suggest a supernatural being to whom “devotion” is owed),
and it is bound up with martyrdom. Eliot argues, in effect, that great artists radgt m
themselves for their aff.

The Cocktail Party(1949), the most successful of the contemporary verse dramas
Eliot takes to writing after the “dead end®H 84) of explicitly religious historical drama
that isMurder in the Cathedralprovides an interesting dramatic foil to Eliot’s
martyrology as embodied Murder. Reilly (whose name, appropriately, is a pun on
“wry” and “wily”), the mysterious guest/spiritual counselor of the playpsa young
woman, Celia, see beyond her “despair’ and “hopelessness” towards life sdtibeke
two ways of life, the first a happy bourgeois domestic life, declaring dtgeod life”
(CPP417)% About the second he is much more cryptic:

Thereis another way, if you have the courage.
The first | could describe in familiar terms

¥ For Randy Malamud, the parallels between religimastyrdom and artistic martyrdom beg the question:
to what extent did Thomas Stearns Eliot make antifigation with his twelfth-century namesake, Thasn

a Becket? See his note on how Eliot's major biolgeap draw the connectiowhere the Words Are Valid
pp. 192-193.

89 All quotations from Eliot’s drama and poetry areri The Complete Poems and Plays of T. S. Eliot
(London: Faber and Faber, 1969), abbreviated riarphetical citation aSPP.
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Because you have seen it, as we all have seen it,

lllustrated, more or less, in the lives of those about us.

The second is unknown, and so requires faith—

The kind of faith that issues from despair;

You will know very little until you get there;

You will journey blind. But the way leads towards possession
Of what you have sought for in the wrong pladeP® 418)

Reilly sends Celia off to become a nun and a martyr. In the cocktail party of the
last act (which completes a symmetry with the one of the first act)h#raaters of the
play learn that Celia “had joined an order. A very austere @ieP@33). She had gone
to Kinkanja to work as a nurse, and when conflict broke out between the group of
converts whom she tended and the indigenous “heath@elia was killed: “But from
what we know of local practices / It would seem that she must have been cruciied / V
near an ant-hill” (434).

According to David E. Jones, “true martyrdom requires the fulfillment of two
halves of a pattern. The first half must be fulfilled by the martyr himiselimust learn
to accept his martyrdom in the right spirit” (62). Theologically, the legityrof
martyrdom is contingent on the spirit with which one accepts martyrdom. ltsgiaram
relate to the extent to which the martyr surrenders up his/her will to God. As$ Chris
surrenders Himself totally to God, so must those who follow in His footsteps, idying

witness to revealed truth. There must be a purity of will. Martyrdom cannot lvecente

into haphazardly: its power depends on the martyr’'s choosing to accept his/imgr akest

8 The relation between conversion and the non-Ganistolonial Other in Eliot, both here andNites
Towards the Definition of Culturés absolutely fascinating...and problematic. NKiftesin Christianity

and Culture pp. 99ff., 127ff., 137ff., and 165ff. Gauri Viswathan’s work on conversion and colonialism
sheds light on the matter; @utside the Fold: Conversion, Modernity, and BelRrinceton, NJ:

Princeton UP, 1998.
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only God can direct it. Reilly’s attitude towards Celia’s death is one o&faetion”
(CPP436). He explains.

So it was obvious
That here was a woman under sentence of death.
That was her destiny. The only question
Then was, what sort of death@ould not know;
Because it was for her to choose the way of life
To lead to death, and, without knowing the end
Yet choose the form of death. We know the death she chose.
| did not know she would die in this way;
Shedid not know. So all that | could do
Was to direct her in the way of preparation.
That way, which she accepted, led to this death.
And if that is not a happy death, what death is hapBPP@37)

You cannot will your own death. You cannot seek martyrdom. You can choose a “way”
that may perhaps lead to death and martyrdom, but the end of martyrdom does not justify
the means of choosing a “way” that can only lead to death. If martyrdom is your
“destiny,” the only choices you can make with respect to that desting averender
your will to God’s and to allow martyrdom to find you; you yourself may not seek it.
—This is the moral and theological statement Eliot makes to us here.
Turning to the earlier play, will, choice, and spirit are of the utmost impeete

the protagonist diurder in the Cathedrahs they dictate the legitimacy of his
martyrdom. From the outset of the play, the women of the Chorus and Thomas share the
premonition of catastrophe. Deferral and expectation characterize the telogioraf
the play:

Some malady is coming upon us. We wait, we wait,

And the saints and the martyrs wait, for those who shall be martyrs and

Saints.
Destiny waits in the hand of God, shaping the still unshapen:
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| have seen these things in a shaft of sunlight. [...]

For us, the poor, there is no action,

But only to wait and to witnessCPP 240)
We the audience wait as well, and the wait leads to weight, psychic and #ieatric
pressure in need of action for release. The release the play finally provides uisd
pressure of waiting and deferral—Thomas’ correction of spirit and surragdegyiof
will—is internal rather than external action. Raymond Williams remark<=iiat’s
general project is one of “trying to imagine a drama in which, essgnstdkes of
consciousness would be an acti6hNore so than in the later contemporary verse plays,
the dramaturgy ofMurder is one of “states of consciousness,” of interiority. The
essential action of the play has been performed by the end of the first amtis Fra
Fergusson writes, “the theological scene is presented as the sole agaliiy the
realistic horrors of Part Il everything moves by its machinery,” machihe installation
of which is theraison d’etrefor the play?® The knights who murder Thomas in the
Second Act merely fulfill the proper willing of destiny which itself cansés the
governing action of the entire play; put another way, they merely aclhievkdatrical
teleology of the play’s internal action.

More so than in the later contemporary verse plays, the dramatukiyrdér is

one of “states of consciousness,” of interiority, and this interiorityaelat the play’s

liturgical form. Christopher Innes writes, “The performance, incorpayairayers, the

introits, a sermon and the offering of body and blood in martyrdom, is metaphorically a

8 Drama from Ibsen to BrechtOxford: Oxford UP, 1968. p. 175.
8 The Idea of a TheaterPrinceton, NJ: Princeton UP, 1949. p. 216.
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Mass (the church service celebrating Christ's sacrifiten’the twelfth-century

medieval world during which this play is set, which is to say, in pre-Reformation
England, the sacramentality of the Eucharist, temporally, was defined leppeeby the
actual transformation (transubstantiation) of the host and wine into the corporgal bod
and blood of Christ (whereas, in the case of post-Reformation consubstantiation, the
temporal definition of the Eucharist lies in its orientation towards the paktihveitwine

and host functioning as a symbolic reminder of the Christological event two thousand
years ago). In scholastic theology, the consecrated bread and wine nithm&icidents

of their anterior material forms but are in fact Christ’s body and blood. Thatoheery
different materialities can adhere together is a mystery, and thetdrggnaf Murder is

one of mystery as well. The audience cannot peer into the depths of Becket's soul. We
cannot witness the pride in his heart that would taint his will and negate hisdoartyr
(though not his death). We cannot see his will triumph over his pride, submitting itself
wholly to God. These things, like the divine agency that transforms ordinary bread and
wine into Christ’s body and blood, are hidden, undisclosed to reason and the senses. In

this senselMurder is a modern example of the sacramental drama of the middi€°ages.

8 Christopher Innes. “T. S. Eliot (1888-1965): thama of conversionKodern British Drama: The
Twentieth Century Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2002. p. 468.

% For a fascinating overview of the controversighgicance (and signification) of the Eucharistlie late
Middle Ages, cf. David Aers, “The Sacrament of &itar in the Making of Orthodox Christianity or
‘Traditional Religion.” Sanctifying Signs: Making Christian Tradition inteaMedieval EnglandNotre
Dame: Notre Dame UP, 2004. pp. 1-28. For a antlmeditation on absence, presence, medieval drama
and Eucharistic sacramentality, cf. Sarah Beckv@tbnifying God: Social Relation and Symbolic Act i
the York Corpus Christi Play€hicago: Chicago UP, 2001.
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However, we are given glimpses, like the Chorus’ “shaft of sunlight,” into the
interiority of his being by the limited means of langu&é/e hear Thomas’ cry of self-
realization, “Is there no way, in my soul’s sickness / Does not lead to damnation in
pride?” CPP 255), when the Fourth Tempter, after his dismissal of the first three, offers
Thomas exactly that which he has been pursuing, the glory of sainthood and martyrdom:
“King is forgotten, when another shall come: / Saint and Martyr rule from the&’tom
(CPP254). The limits of language we the audience confront do not absolve us of
responsibility to “wait” and “witness” as the Chorus does. There is a spirdjectory
which we, like the Chorus, are subject to, “from passivity to involvement to
participation” (Williams 180). David E. Jones writes, “But as martyrdom reqthiees
right attitude to God on the part of the martyr, so also it requires the right atutie
part of the great mass of men” (67). The value of martyrdom is contingent girihe s
with which the martyr accepted his destiny. Yes, Thomas overcomes himself, and a
nonconsequentialist order, essential for martyrdom to be accepted “in the nif}fithss
been restored:

Now is my way clear, now is the meaning plain:

Temptation shall not come in this kind again.

The last temptation is the greatest treason:
To do the right thing for the wrong reasoQPP 258)

% The intersection danguageandlimit recalls inSweeney Agonistéise eponymous character’s
frustration with language: “But I've gotta use wemwhen | talk to you”@PP 125). Randy Malamud sets
forth an interesting communitarian reading of Edigilays, fromSweeny Agonistde The Elder
Statesmaywhich understands the trajectory of Eliot’s plaiging in terms of a dramaturgy of community
made possible by language, however limited. @iere the Words Are Valid: T. S. Eliot's Commasiti
of Drama Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1994.
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The value of Thomas’ martyrdom is contingent as well on its efficacy in the sodéal
We have a responsibility to his martyrdom because we are responsible for it. Hasmas
an interesting speech before end of the first act:

I know that history at all times draws

The strangest consequence from remotest cause.

But for every evil, every sacrilege,

Crime, wrong, oppression and the axe’s edge,

Indifference, exploitation, you, and you,

And you, must all be punished. So must yadDPR 258-259).
The last “So must you” is ambiguous and richly suggestive. It is the fourth “pou” a
could be addressed to the Fourth Tempter. At the same time, its being graathynatic
removed from the rest of the long sentence which precedes it might alsstsaigge
gualitatively different kind of stage direction. Perhaps Thomas directs shaS@amust
you” to the audience, to us.

Dramaturgically, then, we do not need the Knights’ speeches to implicate us in
Thomas’ murder. Eliot writes, “in the speeches of the knights, who are quitethatare
they are addressing an audience of people living eight hundred yeatheafter
themselves are dead, the platform prose is intended of course to have a dpetialoef
shock the audience out of their complacen®P 86)%” The suddenness of the
transition from verse to prose removes us from the liturgical world of thegmdythat

“shock” value is important. In breaking the fourth wall, the knights’ prose rhetoric

collapses the difference between the temporal order of the stage andpgbetender of

8" In a begrudging admission of Shaw’s having pogdiytbeen a model for the Knights's speeches to the
audience, Eliot continues, “But this is a kind e¢k: that is, a device tolerable only in one pénd of no
use for any other. | may, for aught | know, haeerbslightly under the influence 8t. Joatfi (PP 86-87).
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the audience: the historical distance between the medieval knight and modemisiew
bridged. We share a presence, and therein we share guilt and culpability: v&Ve ha
served your interests; we merit your applause; and if there is abybatever in this

matter, you must share it with usCRPP 279). More than shock and implication of guilt

with the knights, the knights’ defense of their actions aligns us with Thomas: fit is, i
effect, the temptation of the audience, corresponding to the temptation of Thomas in Part
I, as is subtly indicated by the doubling of the Tempters and the Knights” (Jo6@23.61

Like Thomas, we must not be deluded by a consequentialist equivocation that does not
call out wrong as wrong. W. B. Worthen makes an excellent point about the relationship
between the audience and the play it withesses and, ultimately, paricipatéor

Murder in the Cathedraik a playaboutits audience, who, like the play’s protagonist and
like the choral audience onstage, come to know that ‘action is suffering / Andreuffer
action.””®®

Our “participation,” like that of the Chorus, takes the form of acknowledgement,

the recognition that Thomas has died for us and that his death makes a demand on us to

live morally bette® Theologically, martyrdom is a figural repetition of the

8 W. B. WorthenModern Drama and the Rhetoric of Theat®erkeley and Los Angeles: California UP,
1992. p. 123. Christopher Innes explicates thatiogiship between action and suffering: “Indeéd, t
whole play is based on the paradox that ‘actisuféering / And suffering is action’, derived fraime

Latin root of patience/passivity in the veshtio: to suffer. So the protagonist’s usual dramfaticction is
reversed, his objective being to avoid willed atfiv-to such an extent indeed that the original aofahe
role ‘asked ... how the positive character of Becketld be reconciled with so passive a protagonist?™
(Innes 468).

% Stanley Cavell’'s meditation on skepticism anddtstinction between knowledge and acknowledgement
grounds my own deployment of the latter term, wihmoral and ethical implications; see his “Knowi

and Acknowledging.Must We Mean What We Sag@mbridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1976. pp. 238-266.
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Christological event of crucifixiof’ In The Cocktail PartyCelia’s own crucifixion
carries the same anagogical force as Christ’s: it is the negationtiofadean ending and
the transformation of death into a beginning. One character, Peter, mourrs deslih:
And, of course, | wanted to do something for Celia—
But what mattered was, that Celia was alive.
And now it's all worthless. Celia’s not alive.
Another, Lavinia, consoles him:
No, it's not all worthless, Peter. You've only just begun.

| mean, this only brings you to the point
At which youmustbegin. CPP435)

% My conceptualization of the crucifixion in terms®hristologicaleventis influenced by Alain Badiou’s
consideration of New Testament Pauline scriptume foundational texts, according to Badiou, inltrey
history of Western universalist thought in whiclioEfeatures as the greatest modernist exempBut th
spite of everything, when one reads Paul, onaufgesied by the paucity of traces left in his prbgehe
era, genres, and circumstances. There is in thiepunder the imperative of the event, sometbatig
and timeless, something that, precisely becauseaitjuestion of orienting a thought toward thevarsal
in its suddenly emerging singularityut independently of all anecdote, is intelligilbd us without having
to resort to cumbersome historical mediations (Wihscfar from being the case for many passagdsein t
Gospels, let alone for the opaque Apocalypse)”.(38)e key difference here between Eliot and (Badjo
Paul lies in the fact that, for Eliot, the Christgical evenpar excellencés theCrucifixion, the death of
Christ; whereas for Paul (according to Badiou$,itmhore magnanimously, tiesurrection “the
Resurrection [...] is not, in Paul’'s own eyes, of tinder of fact, falsifiable or demonstrable. Ipisre
event, opening of an epoch, transformation of éhations between the possible and the impossibbe.
the interest of Christ’s resurrection does notrligself, as it would in the case of the particular
miraculous, fact. Its genuine meaning is thatstifies to the possible victory over death, ali¢aat Paul
envisages [...] not in terms of facticity, but in texwf subjective disposition. Whence the necesdity
constantly linking resurrection twur resurrection, or proceeding from singularity tovensality and vice
versa: “If the dead do not resurrect, Christ isnegsurrected either. And if Christ is not resatee, your
faith is in vain” (Cor. 1.15.16). In contrast tioet fact, the event is measurable only in accordaiittethe
universal multiplicity whose possibility it presbeés. It is in this sense that it is grace, anchisibry”
(45). For Eliot, martyrdom is and is of necessifgrofoundly communitarian event; yet, its commanign
reach is of a second-order quality, for only theeptional man, like Thomas, can spiritually trahseith
Christ as a martyr vis a vis the crucifixion. Badiou, the communitarianism of the resurrection,
however, is of a first-order quality in which alirc participate in Christ equally—which is to say,
democratically.Saint Paul: The Foundation of Universalisiirans. Ray Brassier. Stanford: Stanford UP,
2003.
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As Christ's death, in Christian doctrine, marks a new beginning, a new point of
commencement for human history in its making available to us the possibility of
redemption and spiritual renewalso Celia’s death offers a new beginning for Peter.

In Murder in the CathedralEliot concentrates on martyrdom, treating it in terms
of ends and means; he concentrates on death, as well, treating it in terms of amdlings
beginnings. The “Interlude” between the two parts of the play, like the knights’
speeches, is another departure from verse into prose. The occasion is Christmas Da
1170, and Thomas is giving his Christmas serffiofhis Interlude, to an extent, stands
asMurder's self-exegesis. Thomas shifts from the question of Christ's Peace to the
Disciples to whom he left it, men who died as martyrs preaching the Gospel. Thomas
elucidates the purposefulness of martyrdom:

A Christian martyr is never an accident, for Saints are not
made by accident. Still less is a Christian martyrdom the
effect of a man’s will to become s Saint, as a man by willing
and contriving may become a ruler of men. A martyrdom is
always the design of God, for His love of men, to warn them
and to lead them, to bring them back to his ways. It is never
the design of man; for the true martyr is he who has become
the instrument of God, who has lost his will in the will of

God, and who no longer desires anything for himself, not
even the glory of being a martyrCRP 261)

1|t was orthodox doctrine that, before Christ’suresction and triumph over death, the souls ofdiad

were denied presence with God in Heaven. Heneantthology of the Harrowing of Hell and the
mythology of Canto IV of Dante’mferno.

%2In his essay “Lancelot Andrewes” (1926), Eliot e readers interested in appreciating Andrewes’
prose and devotion but too apprehensive towardéwhesolumes devoted to AndrewesThe Library of
Anglo-Catholic Theologyo get their hands on a copy®éventeen Sermons on the Nativijiot writes,

“It is an additional advantage that these sermoaskon the same subject, the Incarnation; theyttze
Christmas Day sermons preached before King Jantegée 1605 and 16245€346-347). Eliot
acknowledges the influence Andrewes’ Christmas eaenmust had on Becket's Christmas Day sermon in
Murder. Cf.To Criticize the Criti¢p. 20.
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Just as Thomas is speaking to his audience about himself, so is the play speaking to it
audience about itself. Strictly from this latter metatheatrical petispehowever, the
Interlude is extraneous.

The Interlude is not without worth or function, however; its decisive contribution
to the intellectual, moral, and religious integration of the play is its terdtof
beginnings and endings. Thomas tells us that the Mass performed on the day &f Christ
birth, in its Liturgy of the Sacrament, the Eucharist, is a performance aitGhieath:
“For whenever Mass is said, we re-enact the Passion and Death of Our Lord; laisd on t
Christmas Day we do this in celebration of His Birth. So that at the same mement
rejoice in His Coming for the salvation of men, and offer again to God His Body and
Blood in sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction for the sins of the whole wdaZlEP60).
The simultaneity of Christ’s birth and death in the liturgy is a fundamental paracibx
Thomas acknowledges it: “Beloved, as the World sees, this is to behave in a strang
fashion. For who in the World will both mourn and rejoice at once and for the same
reason? For either joy will be overborne by mourning, or mourning will be cast out by
joy; so it is only in these our Christian mysteries that we can rejoice and maurcea
for the same reason.” The liturgy allows us to transcend the paradox of sgoulta
birth and death, beginning and ending. Ultimately, Thomas intimates an alternative
temporal and historical metaphysics—eternity. Just as Thomas’ (angd)Eliot
nonconsequentialism is a moral philosophy that organizes the problem of ends and means

according to an absolute religious truth, Thomas’ idealization of sacrartier@as a
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philosophy of history and temporality that transcends the problem of endings and
beginnings according to an indefinite divine eterrity.

“Religious Drama” is animated by polemic against Liberalism and Magerni
Murder also carries a polemical force. Carol H. Smith writes, “Eliot saw in the&®ve
leading to the martyrdom of Thomas Becket a situation involving the conflict between
the church and world analogous to the modern struggle of the church against its
enemies.* For Eliot, “world” is synonymous with modernity, both ours and the
“Cimmerian darkness” of Shakespeare’s early modernity, “more remoté tlvansthe
medieval period itself, with which “church” is synonymous, both church and
medievalism representing a historical-imaginative bulwark against trenemiand
disorder of a modernity in which we are complicit and indicted. The church and the
Middle Ages offer two things for Eliot worth defending: 1) a nonconsequentialist
systematic ethics that orders the all-too-frequently difficult gnobdf ends and means,
right and wrong; and 2) a dispensation of grace that permits an anagogica@rndemae
of history and time that, in its gift of eternity, integrates beginnings and eng@agisand
future, life and deathMurder allegorizes the conflict between competing

conceptualizations of historical realities, the one belonging to Shakespeanest

% The fact of “sacramental time” allows William Vp&nos to give a specifically figural readinghirder
that easily ranks as the most sophisticated piadgliot’s play | have read. See higltirder in the
Cathedral TheFigura as Mimetic Principle. Twentieth Century Interpretations of Murder in the
Cathedral: A Collection of Critical Essay$d. David R. Clark. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Ptiea-Hall,

1971. pp. 54-72; antlhe Christian Tradition in Modern British Verse Dna: The Poetics of Sacramental
Time New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers UP, 1967.

% Carol H. SmithT. S. Eliot's Dramatic Theory and Practice: Fr@weeney Agoniste® The Elder
Statesman. Princeton, NJ: Princeton UP, 1963. p. 92
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belonging to Eliot and his audience, the one belonging to God. It is clear which one Eliot
thinks should win, for a return to a medieval sense of spiritual order would bring healing
to a world in need of redemption.

Much like Eliot’'s engagement with and evasion of Shakespeare, the anagogical
impulse is omnipresent in Eliot’s critical and imaginative writing. Higimgs on the
poet-critic; his historical progressivism, which is to say, his philosophy afrjjgtis
early modernism with respect to Shakespeare, the Elizabethan dramatigte, and t
metaphysical poets; his medievalism with respect to religious dramajrhigyism with
respect to dance, liturgy, and the origins of theater; his own practice ag a vers
dramatist—they are all touched by the anagogical, an attention to pastued tiut
endings and beginnings, and a desire to transcend the different limits set by andings
beginnings. While Eliot’'s concern with the poetry and drama not only contemporary
with (the Elizabethan dramatists) but anterior (medieval drama) and postéition @nd
the seventeenth-century poets) to Shakespeare is frequently problenfatiesyéct to
its treatment of actual historical reality and its conservative idez@bgnimus against a
modernity embodied most ominously in Eliot’'s imagination as the non-Christian, Other
Eliot’s preoccupation with the poetry and drama that existed as the past, present, and
future in relation to Shakespeare is at least theatrically genenatodicing a verse
drama unparalleled in twentieth-century British drama in its power ofisdirit
concentration, formal construction, and ethical interrogation. In terms ofsghosition
with respect to his own twentieth-century contemporaneity—that is, Elioi@dmty—

his anagogical investment qualifies him, by his own standards, as not just an early
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modernist or a medieval modernist but as a high modernist. In “The Metaphysical
Poets,” Eliot famously writes, “It is not a permanent necessity that gomikie
interested in philosophy, or in any other subject. We can only say that it aplpelsrs i
that poets in our civilization, as it exists at present’—at the height of the highnisdder
moment—"‘must belifficult” (SE289). Eliot is constantly working to assimilate and
integrate endings and beginnings, the past and the future, life, death, and, in his cosmos,
the life to come—and this difficult, as difficult as the scientific paradigm shifts that
occurred in his lifetime and that themselves inform his pd&tieas difficult as
articulating a physics of faith, a calculus of the Christological, a sgititigonometry
that seeks to triangulate time—a poem that succeeds in doing so:

Time present and time past

Are both perhaps in time future
And time future contained in time pastRP 171)°

% Daniel Albright.Quantum Poetics: Yeats, Pound, Eliot, and ther®ei®f ModernismCambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 1997. pp. 218-287.

%It is worth remembering that these, the openingdiof “Burnt Norton,” the first of thEour Quartets
were excised by Eliot at the suggestion of hisade E. Martin Browne, frofMurder in the Cathedral
For Browne's first-hand account of his work withidElon Murder, see hisThe Making of T. S. Eliot’s
Plays. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1969. pp. 34-88¢ alor a discussion of the Eliot-Browne
collaboration, see Richard Badenhaugder§. Eliot and the Art of CollaboratiorCambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 2004. pp. 149-160.
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4. Chapter Three: W. H. Auden and Peter Brook: Trans- and Postnational
Commentaries on Shakespeare

This chapter takes a different approach to the modernist dynamics of engaging
and evading Shakespeare from what the one | have taken thus far. Whereas the
discussions of Shaw and Eliot were synoptic, addressing much of each writeg's car
this discussion will be more targeted, focused on single engagements withpehages
poetic and theatrical performances that, implicitly or explicitly, annoureragelves as
commentaries on specific Shakespearean dramas. This chapter discusses Wn'd. Aude
poetic tracfThe Sea and the Mirror: A Commentary on Shakespe@h&slempest and
Peter Brook’s ground-breaking 1962 Royal Shakespeare Company produdfiog of
Lear.

With respect to Auden, one reason for the change in approach has to do with a
desire to think beyond the canons of dramatic literature themselves, at lefstass
they have been traditionally constituted as the published writings of playwrigkits
respect to Brook, though Higar has received its fair share of commentators, | myself
would like to engage with Shakespearean Performance Studies and do theater history,
insofar as the ephemerality of theater ever allows one to do so.

What my readings of these two cultural productions share in common is a
positioning of British theatrical nationalism further and further at the efigat it
means to be British—and at the edge of whether or not it means anything at all.

Nationalism and the nation itself are the objects of inquiry here, and | hopehsieate

163



the ways in which Auden§he Sea and the Mirrand Brook’sKing Learchallenge and
even deconstruct those terms—the one by exemplifying a transnational poeticatpdedi
on hybridity, the interpenetration of form; the other by instantiating théi@neat a
postnational theatricality in response to geopolitical and existentiatmide the fact of

the Bomb. So much of the best scholarship at the intersection of Theater Studies and
Modernist Studies is work that takes a broad view with respect to how theater and
theatricality are “done.” In thinking through how Auden’s text performs a kinkleaiter
and in demonstrating how Brook’s production explodes theatrical genre altogétbee, |

that to be operating at that intersection as well.

4.1 W. H. Auden, Transnationalism, and the Interpenetration of FormTihe Sea and
the Mirror: A Commentary on Shakespeare’sThe Tempest

In his 1953 address, “American Literature and the American Language,” T. S.
Eliot reflects on the matters of his own national identity and asserts itsenve
relationship to W. H. Auden’s: “whichever Auden is, | suppose | must be the éther.”
There is little wonder that Eliot would figure his identity in terms of Auden’sot Bhd
played an important role in launching Auden’s career. Having just left Oxford, Auden
submitted his first stab at dramatic writing, the short modern reverggalyBaid on
Both Sides: A Charadéo Eliot for publication inThe Criterionon the last day of the

year, 1928; Eliot published it in 1930. Eliot gets a second edition of AuBerins

! To Criticize the Critic and Other Essayk965. Lincoln, NE: Nebraska UP, 1991.
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(first edition private printing by Stephen Spender) in print in 1930, as well. “Thasvfell
is about the best poet that | have discovered in several years,” Eliot sadyotihg
would-be protégé.

The modernist verse dramatists associated with Eliot as his contempiorhies
1930s and after are often the poets of the Mercury Theatre (having been rewred aft
World War 1l by Eliot's theatrical collaborator E. Martin Browne): AnRidler, Norman
Nicholson, Ronald Duncan, and, most of all, Christopher Fry. Plays such a3liey’s
Lady’s Not for Burning1948) and Eliot'sThe Cocktail Part}1949) actually enjoyed
transatlantic commercial success in the mainstream tivedteeirs does not constitute a
transnational theater, however; the travel of those plays across the Aahaamobility
of a commodity from an exporter to an importer: the nation and nationalism are not at
stake in their content or form.

This is different with Auden, the exemplar of a radical interwar thehanent-
garde. Itis an unfortunate fact of theater history that, though well remeainder
Britain’s foremost poet of the 1930s, he is rarely remembered as one of the most
important British playwrights of the 1930s, as well. Yet drama, performanegettzad
theatricality, like history, politics, ethics, and the practice of everlitlgywere of central
concern to Auden throughout his career. Christopher Innes writes,

Auden focused consistently on opportunities for wider dis-
course and immediate emotional impact offered by various

2 Quoted in Humphrey Carpent&¥, H. Auden: A BibliographyBoston: Houghton Mifflin, 1981. p. 95.
3 Cf. William V. SpanosThe Christian Tradition in Modern British Verse Drna: The Poetics of
Sacramental TimeNew Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers UP, 1967. pp. 252-3#] Christopher InneModern
British Drama: The Twentieth Centur@ambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2001. pp. 477-482.
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kinds of performance. He started writing his first dramatic

script on leaving Oxford at the age of twenty-one, and was

collaborating on an operatic libretto in 1973, the year of his

death. There was hardly a year when Auden was not working

on some kind of performance téxt.
With respect to Auden’s commitment to drama and theater, it is tellingpki, timat the
very first item in the standard edition of Aude@sllected Poems Paid on Both Sides

Throughout the late 1930s, Auden grows increasingly politically disaffedtbd w

his native Britain; along with Isherwood, he emigrates to the United Stalesuary
1939. Leaving the Group Theatre and the emergent modernist verse drama scene in
Britain behind him, Auden is rarely at a loss for opportunities for theatricat&sipn.
Shortly after arriving in America, Auden writes a libretto for an opera onféheflone
of the giants of American folklor&aul Bunyanfor his friend, the composer Benjamin
Britten, which receives its premiere in 19 He also collaborates with Bertolt Brecht in
the U.S. on a production of John Web&tke Duchess of Malfor Broadway (prem.
October 1946), a collaboration which Humphrey Carpenter characterizes as “quit

fruitless.”” More importantly, with Chester Kallman, who would remain Auden’s partner

for much of the rest of his life, Auden wrote several libretti for major operdseby t

* Christopher Innes, “Auden’s plays and dramatidings: theatre, film and operaChe Cambridge
Companion to W. H. Audekd. Stan Smith. Cambridge, UK: 2004. p. 82.

® Auden, W. HCollected Poems: The Centennial Editiéu. Edward Mendelson. New York: Modern
Library, 2007.

® For a fictional account of the two men late iei€f. Alan Bennett's most recent play)e Habit of Art
(prem. November 2009).

"W. H. Auden: A Biography. 338. For a fuller discussion of Auden’s caitus relationship to Brecht,
cf. John Willett, “Auden and BrechtTransformations in Modern European Drant&d. lan Donaldson.
Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press, 1983.5§2-176.
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composers Hans Werner Henze and Igor Stravinsky, most notably the librekie for t
latter'sThe Rake’s Progregprem. 1951).

However, while still in Britain, Auden is as much a presence in some of the same
theatrical circles in the 1930s as Eliot is. When choreographer Rupert Doooefs G
Theatre mounts a production of Eliot’s fragment [@Bayeeney Agonist@s 1934, it is
staged in a double bill with Audent$he Dance of DeathNo less aesthetically daring
than the Eliot fragmeni;he Dance of Deatha scathing satire of bourgeois Britain in the
interwar yearsgemonstrates the strong influence of the German expressionists, with
whose work he had become acquainted during his year abroad in Berlin from 1928 to
1929; it might well be able to lay claim to being British theatrical egprasm’s
greatest legacy. Eliot himself “imitated and parodi€d& Dance of Deatim his 1934
church pageant® he Rockfinding his younger contemporary’s example inappropriate for
the ritual solemnity towards which his theatricality was shifting (lgefoming direction
again, towards modernity itseff).In collaboration with friend and sometime lover, the
novelist Christopher Isherwood, Auden wrote three additional plays for the Group
Theatre—The Dog Beneath the SKjrem. 1935)The Ascent of FGprem. 1936), and
On the Frontier(prem. 19389 Commenting on this body of work and ElioWkirder in

the CathedraglMick Wallis writes, “If Auden and Isherwood’s practice of the poetic

8 Michael SidnellDances of Death: The Group Theatre of London énThirties London: Faber and
Faber, 1984. p. 95.

° As of 2010, no scholarly monograph on Auden’s (aherwood’s) drama has been published. One can
only hope that changes sometime in the near futuré¢he meanwhile, the best place to look fordrigt

and analysis remains SidnelDances of Deathalso, cf. Glenda Leemin&oetic Drama New York: St.
Martin’s, 1989. pp. 138-151.
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stage is centrifugal, deconstructive, Eliot’s practice here is petstj totalising.0
Auden’s revolutionary politics of the 1930s dovetail nicely with a fascination widh a
commitment to drama. To put it differently, the performativity, the impulsertisva
constructive action, at the heart of Auden’s Marxism lent itself naturadiy &vant-
garde aesthetics of performance and theatrichlitpuden writes in a May 1934
unsigned review of Priscilla Thoulesd®/dern Poetic Dramaa collection of verse
plays by Yeats and the Georgian poets,

[M]odern English poetic drama has been of three kinds:

the romantic sham-Tudor which has occasionally succeeded

for a short time on the strength of the spectacle; the cosmic-

philosophical which theatrically has always been a complete

flop; and the high-brow chamber-music drama, artistically

much the best, but a somewhat etiolated blossom. And it

is difficult to believe that the poets are really satisfied with

the solution?
It is against these three paradigms for poetic drama that Auden’s tHeptaisserts
itself. The drama of T. S. Eliot constitutes a nationalist project for Eliosdeks to
reconstitute the spiritual identity of the nation in conservative (sometinrginge
towards fascist) Christian terms. For Tom, the American poet from St. Ltandjrgy at

the vanguard of a medieval modernist English verse drama that stood in opposition to the

ideological horrors of liberal modernity is as much a self-theatricalstizgce to take as

10«30cial Commitment and Aesthetic Experimerittie Cambridge History of British Theatre, Vol. 3:
Since 1895Ed. Baz Kershaw. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP 42@0 185.

M According to Justin Replogle, Marx offers Audertti@ory of human nature” that not only complements
(and at times even displaces) his investment ighsanalysis but also “laid the foundation for a
conception of human existence that, incorporatemand transformed by Christian theology, becaree th
central theme of his later poetry.” “Auden’s Maxi.” PMLA 80:5 (December 1965): 595.

12 Quoted in Christopher Innes, “Auden’s plays arshufitic writings: theatre, film and operdhe
Cambridge Companion to W. H. Audé&d. Stan Smith. Cambridge, UK: 2004. p. 83.
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a literary-theatrical one. From such a position, his own recently-acquiregheng|
national identity is assured.

If Eliot's theater represents a anti-modernist nationalism, then Audesdser
represents a counter- (though not anti-)nationalist modernism. Though Eliot and Auden
both ground their drama in ritual, music, and dance, Eliot’s theatricality looks to the
medieval and classical pastMurder in the Cathedra|1935) andlrhe Family Reunion
(1939); Auden’s theatricality vests itself in a forward-looking utopianismderao
better engage the political realities of modernity by satirizing noad&dusness,
dehumanization, class exploitation, and bourgeois materialism and to attack the
provincial “Little Englandism” nationalism upon which, in political-institutal terms,
they are predicated: “In the case of Auden [...] Englishness finally standefolotying
and claustrophobic legacy to be left behind on the way to lyric cosmopolithhisded
Esty reads the antagonism between Auden’s poetics and Eliot’s in terms ofigaaérat
conflict with respect to the meaning of Englishness in what is becoming anpesial
nation, a conflict that literary historians have not accurately assesseduden and his
generation, “the end of British hegemony was a fait accompli [...] and theredbtbe
occasion for searching for attempts to manage the transition betweeralmperi
universalism and national particularism. [...] The difference between in leeitori

perspective between the modernist [i.e., Eliot] and Auden generations helps ascount f

13 Jed EstyA Shrinking Island: Modernism and National CultimeEngland Princeton: Princeton UP,
2004. p. 216.
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the former’s interest in reviving English culture and the latter’s intaresulogizing
it.” 14 With respect to the binary of inversion between Auden and Eliot, Esty writes,
Auden’s career offers what is perhaps the clearest instance of
the problem of national culture for English writers after
modernism [as exemplified by Eliot and his generation]. Partly
because of the famous symmetry between Auden’s removal to
America and Eliot’s self-styled repatriation to England, Auden
seems to epitomize the internationalist tide pulling against [...]
Anglocentrism[.] Auden leaves an early career rooted in
national tradition to become a roving poet-without-borders,
while Eliot leaves the cosmopolitan and cross-cultural orient-
ation of his early career in order to root himself in a national
tradition1%
Although Auden’s career suggest a poetic and theatrical subjectivity ékattee
transcend nationalism, that is too easy a summation of his trajectory. For Auden a
Eliot, national affiliation has its implications in literary form, the atébn to its
audience” mediating between them. Hence, the theatrical form of Auden’savahie f
Group Theatre, though satirizing the British bourgeoisie, what Britain at the @sd of i
imperial power had become, represents a genuinely nationalist form, entesthat
what is at stake is the nation as an imagined community to which one belongs. Though
counter-nationalist, it is not anti-nationalist: “Auden’s political engaggerm the thirties

is inseparable from a thematic interest in the condition of England and frontlaetiaes

stake in the social, collaborative elements of draHfa.”

bid., pp. 8-9.
3 bid., p. 216.
8 bid., p. 217.
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According to Nicholas Jenkins, the poetry that Auden writes in 1939 after
emigrating to the U.S. represents a “post-national” poetry, one that finds, inutedig
the recently-deceased Jewish psychoanalyst in the elegy “In Memory air&idfreud,”

a signifier for the “condition of exile, uprootedness and mobility (poetic and ogeiwi
that is homologous with Auden’s ow. Against this assessment of Auden’s as a post-
nationalist poetry, | want to argue that Auden’s investment in the nati@enrstagr
disappears. Rather, Auden’s poetics transmutes from a nationalist poetics and
theatricality in the 1930s to a transnational poetics and theatricality in the ih94BEh,
frequently, theatricality and poetics interpenetrate to create hybnafa@onstructions.
Auden’s British theatrical modernism becomes a transnational dramatungidarnism.

What interests me here, then, with respect to Auden’s career as dranetisisaft
relocation from Britain to America, is less his work as a writer of opleretti than his
work as a poet who produced some of the most impressive long poems (a term used
loosely here) of the mid-century, poetry that followed his 1940 spiritual cndis a
conversion to Episcopalism and reflected his new-found Christian faith, poetryssuch a
For the Time Being: A Christmas Oratoffaritten 1941-42)The Age of Anxiety: A
Baroque Ecloguéwritten 1944-46), and, most important to me hé&tree Sea and the
Mirror: A Commentary on Shakespeard@se Tempestwritten 1942-44). Following

Esty, what interests me are questions of form. AudBmésSea and the Mirrgeerforms

7 “writing ‘Without Roots’: Auden, Eliot, and Posiational Poetry.Something We Have That They
Don't: British and American Poetic Relations sirnkt@5.Eds. Steve Clark and Mark Ford. lowa City:
lowa UP, 2004. pp. 75-76.
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a commentary oifthe Tempesis modernist Shakespearean closet drama. It participates
in what Martin Puchner has called modernism’s “Stage Fright,” the creative
antitheatricality essential to the innovation of theatrical moder$sifo put it
differently, incorporating a variety of lyric forms, prose, criticism, andndrgorms
associated with print culture rather than performance, the interpenetratmah The
Sea and the Mirrocreates a hybrid text that allegorizes a transnational universdism.
In so doing,The Sea and the Mirraepresents both an engagement with and evasion of
Shakespeare, because to problematize the nation and nationalism, as a transnational
universalism does, is to destabilize the relationship between Shakespeare and a
proprietary British cultural identity and ideology: it is to make Shakesp®zth British
and American.

Written in three parts with a preface, “The Stage Manager to the Catics”
postscript, “Ariel to Caliban. Echo by the Promptditie Sea and the Mirras
comprised of a series of theatrical monologues as the dramatic persohakedf@are’s
play reveal their themselves, sometimes in passages addressed to one another, as w
Part |, “Prospero to Ariel,” sometimes in dramatic monologues addressetlydio the
text’'s audience, such as the long prose monologue of Part Ill, “Caliban to the Autienc

Auden could have written the piece as an actual dramatic script for thkatric

18 Cf. Stage Fright: Modernism, Anti-Theatricality, andaina Baltimore: Johns Hopkins UP, 2002.

19 Auden wrote formal Shakespearean criticism ase@sufr of Poetry at Oxford, 1956-1961; those lesture
are published under the heading “The Shakespe@itghin The Dyer's Hand and Other Essajsew

York: Random House, 1962. His lectures on Shakespshile teaching at The New School in New York
from 1946 to 1947 have been published @stures on Shakespeaked. Arthur Kirsch. Princeton:
Princeton UP, 2000.
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performance (Caliban’s monologue would be a bravura pie@nfaactor, much like
Molly Bloom’s monologue at the end of Joyc&ll/sse$, yet he situates his dramatic
text squarely within the bibliographic confines of a book.

The uneasy relationship between, on the one hand, text, print, and the audience-
as-reader and, on the other, theater, performance, and the audience-asrs$ectat
received much critical treatment in recent years. Julie Stone Petats) Ruchner,

Alan Ackerman, and W. B. Worthen have reshaped the discourse around the so-called
“stage-page” divide, in effect, deconstructing the binary altogether to pdime t
inextricability, even the interpenetration of genre and media, of text andmarfoe20
Worthen’s work on poetry, performance, and drama provides the theoretical means by
which to readlhe Sea and the Mirrte political form. Much modern poetry exhibits
“stage fright”: it resists performance. ltis at its furthest remoyv@ fauthenticity at the
moment of performance, the poetry readihgret, when a performance is translated into
print by means of the publication of its script as a book, it tends to look like poetry.
Worthen writes, “Performance writing sometimes dramatizes éirsganse of print: it

seems to resist the conventional forms of printed (and stage) drama by adopting the

20 Cf. Julie Stone PeterShe Theatre of the Book, 1480-1880: Print, Temti Rerformance in Europe
Oxford: Oxford UP, 2000; Puchne3tage Fright Alan Ackerman and Martin Puchner, Edsgainst
Theatre: Creative Destructions on the ModernisiggtNew York: Palgrave, 2006; W. B. Worthd®rjnt
and the Poetics of Modern Dram@ambridge UK: Cambridge UP, 2005. | see Worthd&wok as an
extension of his 1998hakespeare and the Authority of Performandeereas the latter book tests the
limits of situating theatrical authority in Shakespe with the figures of the director, the actod the
performance-oriented Shakespeare critic, the fotess authority as a construct of the page—wthsdb i
say, a value that privileges the author, as medliayethe practices and practitioners that assebué&s as
materials objects whose conventions determine megarliregret that | did not have time to readjbs-
publishedDrama: Between Poetry and Performance

% The Print and Poetics of Modern Drapzp. 131ff.
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familiar strategies of printed poetr§?” | want to suggest that what performance does on
the page is it colonizes the page. The colonialist is a useful metaphor fahkedsea
and the Mirroras closet drama, as printed performance operates. According to Terence
Hawkes, the colonialist and the dramatist are homologous with one another. “A
colonialist,” he writes

acts essentially as a dramatist. He imposes the “shape” of his

own cultureembodied in his speecbn the new world, and

makes that world recognizable, habitable, “natural,” able to

speak his language;
simultaneously,

the dramatist is metaphorically a colonialist. His art penetrates

new areas of experience, his language expands the boundaries

of our culture, and makes the new territory over in its own

image. His “raids on the inarticulate” open up new worlds for

the imaginatiorf®
Auden andl'he Sea and the Mirraronize the triumphalism of the directional trajectory
of colonial power, and in so doing, problematize identity. Certainly, there iscalcrit
narrative to be written that figures Auden as a colonialist—who, like a tdsat@mes
to a foreign land, “a new world,” America, that he will reshape through languagge. Y
Auden does not reshape American poetry in the (always utopian) image of “his own
culture” because he disavows that culture; nonetheless, is it possible to shy postty

he writes after 1939 is absolutely American, pure, uncontaminated by higdilBattish

culture, the Caliban to his Prospero, “This thing of darkness | / Acknowledge mine”

2 bid., pp. 101. Worthen’s key example is the publishedks of the one-woman shows of Anna Deavere
Smith.

% Quoted in Stephen Greenblatt, “Learning to Cumspects of Linguistic Colonialism in the Sixteenth
Century.”Learning to Curse: Essays in Early Modern Cultu2¥ ed. London: Routledge, 2007. p. 33.
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(5.1.578-579)? His writing is neither American nor British but both, transnational. The
hybridity of The Sea and the Mirraas a modernist Shakespearean closet drama, a
printed poetic performance, allegorizes its transnationalism,

In a different but related register, Mary Luckhurst participates irdiburse on
the relationship between print and performance. She explicates a key term for
understanding the stage-page divide, one of the most difficult terms to define @n theat
practice, the terrdramaturgy Luckhurst clarifies the term, along with its attendants
dramaturgy literary manager andliterary managementerms which, in practice, mean
many different things to many different people but which generally corresp@chhge
of specific material practices that have developed since the Enlightemteeofficial
artistic and bureaucratic positions regarded—especially in the last-féte¢n years—
as necessary institutional presences in different theater cultureghtbubueurope and,
increasingly, the United States as well. | would like to appropriate thefri@mnthis
discourse pertaining to theatrical practice. Luckhurst traces timoletyical career of
dramaturgy stressing its historical tension between theory (dramatic literatware
textuality) and practice (theatrical production and performance), dasvied emphasis
on process. To resituate dramaturgy from a term that describes a kind oepraotie
that describes a kind of theoretical category, | would like to instacfiiateaturgyas the
name for a formal category, one that represents the point of intersedti@ebdext and
performance. If Peters, Puchner, Ackerman, and Worthen have, in effect, decetstruct

the “stage-page” binary, dramaturgy is the supplement which points to the
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interpenetration, even inextricability, of genre and media, of text and perfamanc
Dramaturgy is theatrical poetiés.

There is an ironic homology to be drawn between the dramaturgical stdtioes of
Sea and the Mirroand Auden’s transnational identity. In the introduction to her book,
Luckhurst asserts that the work of dramaturgs has been “under-appreciated” and
“overlooked”; the study of dramaturgy, then, “reveals secret historieseakd 8 make
visible what has been rendered invisitdé.’Her methodology is the creation of a new
theater history that understands the dramaturg, the agent of literary managbment w
adapts, translates, and selects the plays for institutional production, deksstre
development of modern dramatic literatures and theatrical institutionsicdraslitions
whose development historically has been coextensive with broader nationalisalpoli
developmeng® Dramaturgy, as a practical category, then, is ideologically aligri@d wi
nationalism. Yet, as a formal category of theatrical poetics, one thaylisid tihat
performs drama as print culture, dramaturgy allegorizes transnationalisen tGe
counter-nationalist poetics of Auden’s work as a playwright, Auden’s modernist
engagement with Shakespeardre Sea and the Mirras ironic. Dramaturgy as
practice is ideologically nationalist; yet the formally dramatuigstructure of Auden’s
text negates nationalism. In so doing the formal dramaturgi®Sea and the Mirror

enacts a sweeping critique of Shakespeare and a Shakespearean text wellskapiay a

4 This paragraph and the next rework material froypreview of Luckhurst's bookTheatre Surve8.2
(November2007): 386-388.

5 Dramaturgy: A Revolution in Theatr€ambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 2006. p. 2.

% bid., p. 40-41.
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borne out of imperial ambition, New World settlement, and the emergence modern
capital, and the British colonial proje&t. Arthur Kirsch writes that the poem is
fundamentally about the limits of theater and the limits of art for everyidayllhe Sea
and the Mirror, he writes, is a text characterized by its

deepest religious impulses as well as its deepest inspiration

in Shakespeare, radiating both inward to the illusion it

creates and outward to the illusion it imitates, a luminous

counterpart of Shakespeare’s grave and beautiful epilogue

to The Tempest distillation of the reconciliation of

charity and art that Auden sought in his poem and in his

life.28
With respect to the identity, both that of the poet and that of the gdexntea and the
Mirror demonstrates in dramaturgical terms the limits of Shakespeare gmrcon
excellenceof British theater, British culture, British history, and a proprietariyidr
national identity that insists on an exclusive claim to its native sons, Shakespeare
Auden. DramaturgicallyThe Sea and the Mirrgeerforms an ironic negation of British
nationalism. A hybrid form at the intersection of print and performaltoe Sea and the
Mirror, like its author, is a poetic subject that knows itself to be a modernist
transnationalist.

My figuring Caliban as the Britain that Auden’s Prospero wants to deny but

cannot, above, is ironic in relation The Sea and the Mirratself. Caliban is no mere

2" The amount of scholarship dine Tempesind New World colonialism is enormous. Partidylaseful
are: Jeffrey KnappAn Empire Nowhere: England, America, and LiteratiromUtopiato The Tempest.
Berkeley and Los Angeles: California UP, 1992.2#0-242; and the various essays in Peter Hulme and
William H. Sherman, Eds:The Tempest” and Its Travel®hiladelphia: Pennsylvania UP, 2000. Aimé
Césaire’Discourse on Colonialismhould be required reading alongskl&empest

% The Sea and the Mirror: A Commentary on Shakespe@ihe Tempest. Ed. Arthur Kirsch. Princeton:
Princeton UP, 2003. p. XXXiX.
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colonial abject inThe Sea and the MirrorPart I, “Caliban to the Audience,” is an
homage to Henry James, another transnational writer like Auden, although, inites des
to erase his transnationalism by means of nationalism, in his self-entemanrBritish
culture and literary tradition, a writer more like Eliot than AudenTHe Tempest
Prospero relates teaching Caliban how to talk, only for Caliban to repay him by
attempting to rape Miranda, threatening the binary logic of racial tgentihe

relationship between Prospero and Miranda, on the one hand, and Caliban, on the other,
with miscegenation. Accordingly disciplined, Caliban can only renounce his former
attachment, one borne of shared language: “You taught me language, and nonjtrofit
/Is 1 know how to curse” (1.2.366-367). Auden’s Caliban contrasts powerfully with
Shakespeare’s. The dense, rich Jamesian prose of Auden’s Caliban represents an
embrace of language—which is to say, an embrace of community and sodiahse ke
possibility of belonging. It reconciles Prospero to Shakespeare’s Galbsuggesting

the possibility of multiple simultaneous affiliations. It is the languagedtblangs

equally to Britain and America in a transnational poetic canon, in WhielSea and the
Mirror is a major text; and, in problematizing the Anglo-American binary, it offers
vision of the universal commonality those two nations and their citizens share.

Such a vision is a consolation in a world ever in need of it. In Shakespeare’s play,
Prospero speaks words of comfort to Ferdinand when the masque he presents to Miranda
and his would-be son-in-law is interrupted, words that erase the distinctiorehetvee
phenomenology of theater and the phenomenology of human life:

Be cheerful, sir,
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Our revels are now ended. These our actors,
As | foretold you, were all spirits and

Are melted into air, into thin air;

And, like the baseless fabric of this vision,
The cloud-capped towers, the gorgeous palaces,
The solemn temples, the great globe itself,
Yea, all which it inherit, shall dissolve,

And, like this insubstantial pageant faded,
Leave not a rack behind. We are such stuff
As dreams are made on, and our little life

Is rounded with a sleep. (4.1.147-158)

The limit of theater and the limit of life is death. The topos of death h&betSea and

the Mirror. It does so, however, in a politically and existentially positive form, for death
is aligned with a transnational universalism that stands in contrast to tts fasci
nationalism at the heart of the global conflict taking place at the time ¢éxit's writing,
World War Il. A Christian poeniThe Sea and the Mirrands with an intimation of
immortality, a vision of redemption and mercy which stand on the other side of an all-
universalizing death:

Yet, at this very moment when we do at last see ourselves

as we are, neither cosy nor playful, but swaying out on the
ultimate wind-whipped cornice that overhangs the unabiding
void—we have never stood anywhere else,—when our reasons
are silenced by the heavy huge derision, —There is nothing to
say. There never has been, —and our wills chuck in their hands
—There is no way out. There never was, —it is at this moment
that for the first time in our lives we hear, not the sounds which,
as born actors, we have hitherto condescended to use as an
excellent vehicle for displaying our personalities and looks,

but the real Word which is our onigison d’etre Not that

we have improved; everything, the massacres, the whippings,
the lies, the twaddle, and all their carbon copies are still present,
more obviously than ever; nothing has been reconstructed; our
shame, our fear, our incorrigible staginess, all wish and no
resolve, are still, and more intensely that ever, all we have:

only now it is not in spite of them but with them that we are
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blessed by that Wholly Other Life from which we are separated
by an essential emphatic gulf of which our contrived fissures
of mirror and proscenium arch—we understand them at last—are
feebly figurative signs, so that all meanings are reversed and it
is precisely in its negative image of Judgement that we can
positively envisage Mercy; it is just here, among the ruins and
the bones, that we may rejoice in the perfected Work which is
not ours. Its great coherences stand out through our secular
blur in all their overwhelmingly righteous obligations; its voice
speaks through our muffling banks of artificial flowers and
unflinchingly delivers its authentic molar pardon; its spaces
greet us with all their grand old prospect of wonder and width;
the working charm is the full bloom of the unbothered state;
the sounded note is the restored relatfon.

To demonstrate the limits of theater and art is not to reject theater andreytht—after

all, if the proscenium arch is only a “feebly figurative sign” of a world beyondbties a
“Wholly Other Life,” then a poor vision remains better than no vision at all. Better
envisage Mercy than not—an ethical and political pointTiat Tempesht play deeply
bound up with the difficulty of forgiveness, makes. That is the commentary that Auden’s
The Sea and the Mirrgrerforms on Shakespeare. Lyric, prose, drama, criticism—the
interpenetration of form central to Audeee Sea and the Mirras a hybrid text

points towards a vision of a transnationalist self and political universalisnre$taed

relation” where Shakespeare, Prospero, Caliban and Ariel are redeemed.

#The Sea and the Mirrppp. 52-53.
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4.2 Peter Brook'King Lear, the Cuban Missile Crisis, and Postnationalist
Theatricality

In 1962, the director Peter Brook performs a commentary of Shakespeare in his
production ofKing Learat the Shakespeare Memorial Theatre, Stratford-upon-Avon,
starring Paul Scofield in the title role, Diana Rigg as Cordelia, IrenehvésrGoneril,
and Alec McCowen as the Fool. In the Beckettian desolation and violence of his
production, one that historicizes the Bomb, Brook lays the foundation for a
postnationalist theatricality: Auden’s transnationalism is inadequate ¢potbe-
historical situation of the Cold War. Brookear exemplifies the need for a world in
which new forms of belonging exceed the space of possibles defined by thetpesarhe
the nation-state. In doing so, hisar creates the ideological conditions for a politically-
engaged performative postmodernism.

By 1962, Peter Brook had already by this point in his career made a name for
himself in Britain as a director of Shakespeare’s plays, one whose aesstiwte rooted
in modernist spectacle and an embrace of the experience of everydayrddennity.
Dennis Kennedy writes that “Peter Brook has made it his life-long busingsglyo a
innovative and avant-garde methods to the mainstream theatres, asking his ataliences

rethink classic plays in terms of contemporary life and transcendent ii#g&nema,

%0 ooking at Shakespeare: A Visual History of TwethtiCentury Performanc@™ ed. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge UP, 2001. p. 164.
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modernism’s most representative art, was Brook’s first ¥8vi his memoir, Brook
writes that, after his five terms at Oxford studying languages and phjdthgre was
no doubt in my mind that all | wanted to do was direct films,” and that he “spent every
spare moment writing scripts—none of them was ever completed—and discusdigg wil
ambitious movie projects with shady men in Soho pulsHis desire to make cinema,
though frustrated?3 found consolation in the stage and its scenographic possibilities.
According to Jan Kaott,

Mr. Brook introduces film conventions into theatre. Intervals

of time are marked by black-outs. Scenes fade, one into the

other, as in film. The audience do not seem to notice the con-

vention; they accept it. It is then that Shakespeare is taken in

literally. The King really sets out for a hunt; Tamora and Aaron

really meet in a forest; Lavinia is really rap¥d.
While other theater artists, particularly in America, were importingroatic devices

both in writing and production, Brook is differefit. The terms with which Kott describes

Brook’s directorial practice are the terms of montage, which, Michael Wooddens,

31| call cinema modernism’s most representativéacause cinematic form, more than any other adists
form, is predicated on irony: stillness yet mot{@4 frames per second), performance without paesen
For postmodernity, this latter binary is especiathportant. So much of what we think of us posterod
performance blurs the line between theater andwanaevhat Philip Auslander calls “liveness” and
“mediatized performance” to the extent that theah#ity between them is a defining characteristif.
Liveness: Performance in a Mediatized Culti#¥ ed. London: Routledge, 2008. As for the modesnist
themselves, from H.D. to Virginia Woolf, they wdesscinated with cinema; cf. Laura Marcilifie Tenth
Muse: Writing about Cinema in the Modernist Peri@kford: Oxford UP, 2007.

%2 Threads of Time: Recollectian#/ashington, D.C.: Counterpoint, 1998. p. 26.

3 Frustrated but not totally frustrated. Brook Hascted several feature-length films, including
adaptations of he Lord of the Flie§1963),Marat/Sadg(1967), ancKing Lear(1971).

34 Shakespeare Our Contemporaflyans. Boleslaw Taborski. New York: W. W. Nortd974. pp. 351-
352.

% Cf. Zander BrietzkeAmerican Drama in the Age of Filfiuscaloosa, AL: Alabama UP, 2008.
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is “one of the fundamentals of film theor}?”To think theater in terms of montage is to
theorize it, to fragment it, to place it in an opposition to itself by whikhatvsitself as
theater. Wood writes,

Because films rely so much on our seeing things, on our watching

a world, on the illusion of our being there, their richest effect is not

like that of the great realist novels or plays, where our absence is

what allows us to accept and rebuild and inhabit the offered worlds.

In modernist cinema, or in any cinema that remembers its modernist

possibilities, our absence, however, much we are prepared for it, is

a shock. How could a world so real get on withoutus?
Brook’s cinematic aesthetics of montage in his theatrical work, ratheritbatirg) us
within the world of his productions where neither our presence nor absence matter,
implicates us, makes us complicit, promises that our presence as audiemuariant.
“Montage, then, is not only the organization of cinematic material, it is the irphaaf
meaning—of a meaning that can only be implied, since films, like dreams, haveva synt
which functions chiefly by association and accumulati§nBrook’s use of montage
devices guarantees that our presence is meaningful, that, without us thei@htdivea
theatrical worlds he creates are meaningless. The irony, of coutss, tiset formal
theatrical mechanism of montage before us as an audience in Brook’s workildena

us: “The audience do not seem to notice the convention; they accept it. It is then that

Shakespeare is taken in literally.” Marrying a wildly visual, cinematagination with a

% “Modernism and film."The Cambridge Companion to Modernided. Michael Levenson. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge UP, 1999. p. 220.

37 bid., p. 231. Here especially Wood demonstratesxteneto which his conceptualization of cinematic
modernism owes a debt to Stanley Cavell. T World Viewed: Reflections on the Ontologyilwh 2"
ed. Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1979.

% Ibid., 223.
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grave concern for “scripts,” for authentic engagement with a dramatjBieok’s
theatricality represents a modernist coupling of word and image.

By 1962, Peter Brook has already made a name for himself in Britain @ec#di
of Shakespeare’s plays. In April 1946, one of his earliest productions’s Labour’s
Lost opens at the Shakespeare Memorial Theatre in a production featuring a young,
little-known Paul Scofield, who would go on to play Lear in Brook’s production.
Brook’s conceptualization of scenic design in this early production tyifselater
directorial practice. William Speaight relates that, in Paris, Brook thexded a
performance of the play “in a translation where echoes of Marivaux and Musset, and
even an epigram from Voltaire on the lips of Moth, seemed in no way out of gface.”
Seeking to translate an eighteenth-century French aesthetic into eonsvetl imagery
for the stage, Brook used the paintings of the rococo artist Antoine Wattealbasithe
for his production’s design. In tmise-en-scenef this production, Kennedy writes,
Brook “offered a prototype of what would become his general method: since the
Euphuistic foundation of the play has little or no meaning for a modern audience, the
director searched for a scenographic equivalent, a ‘visual correlativeyabét cut
across the centurie4®

The concern with a theatricality that speaks to the experience of everfgday li
modernity for his audience animates his directorial praxis. A tradition-bourtethieat

cannot adapt itself to its audience is, as Brook writdhamEmpty Space “Deadly

%9 Quoted inLooking at Shakespearpp. 165-166.
“Olbid., p. 166.
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Theatre,” a theater that “not only fails to elevate or instruct, it hasdiy entertains?t
Shakespeare, for Brook, is particularly susceptible to becoming the on-stage aba
Deadly Theatre:

Of course nowhere does the Deadly Theatre install itself so

securely, so comfortably and so slyly as in the works of

William Shakespeare. The Deadly Theatre takes easily to

Shakespeare. We see his plays done by good actors in what

seems like the proper way—they look lively and colourful,

there is music and everyone is all dressed up, just as they are

supposed to be in the best of classical theatres. Yet secretly

we find it excruciatingly boring—and in our hearts we either

blame Shakespeare, or theatre as such, or even ourkelves.
For Brook, Shakespearean performance lends itself to a static, normattee, thea
moribund and dull. Against Deadly Theatre Brook holds out the possibility of
“Immediate Theatre,” theater that is utterly collaborative, not just iloqmeance where
the structure of relationality exists as “actor/subject/audience,” behearsal, where it
is “actor/subject/director,” and even in the very first stages of production,
“director/subject/designert® Against the stasis of Deadly Theatre, Immediate Theatre
recognizes that “Truth in the theatre is always on the move”—and runs &ftewith

respect to Shakespeare, Brook’s maxim “It is only when we forget Shake sipaawve

can begin to find him” sums up the attitude nictly.

;‘: The Empty Spac&lew York: Touchstone, 1968. p. 10.
Ibid.
“31bid., p. 100-101.
“*bid., p. 140.
“5 Evoking (and Forgetting!) Shakespealew York: Theatre Communications Group, 2003 .
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After productions oRomeo and Juligtl947),Measure for Measurgl950), and
The Winter's Tal€1951), Brook directs a production Bitus Andronicusstarring
Laurence Olivierat the Shakespeare Memorial Theatre, the first successful twentieth
century British production of the play. Again, its scenic design plays a keyrtble i
production’s success. Brook “designed a structure of plain wood panels mounted in
monumental fashion, its square pillars capable of different positions for neve’scene
within the geometric angularity of the set, Brook realizes an abstractestyisual
language to convey the horrendous brutality and violend@ws Realizing that
mimetic realism would not work for a modern audience, Bro®dkiss “conveyed the
physical horrors by elegant and even beautiful estrangements,” such asoneahimme
costumes that shifted throughout the play towards the rust red of dry blood; and the use of
scarlet and white streamers flowing from Lavinia’s mouth and wrists laér rape and
mutilation4€é As Dennis Kennedy writes, “Brook’s almost Asian symbolism welcomed
the audience into its unfamiliar spirit, transforming it into a piece of visual and
performative virtuosity 47

When Brook’s production ofitus Andronicugoured Europe in 1957, the Polish
literary scholar Jan Kott saw it in Warsaw. Brookigisopened a door to a whole new
world of possibilities with respect to Shakespearean performance and maod&iatity
writes, “Titus Andronicusas revealed to me a Shakespeare | dreamed of but have never

seen on the stage. | count this performance among [the] five greatest#heatri

“5Looking at Shakespearpp. 168-170.
“"bid., p. 170.
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experiences of my life48 It leads Kott to write a piece readiKing Learin terms of the
drama of Samuel BeckettKing Learor Endgamé’ profoundly effecting Brook’s
conception for his 196Rear.
According to Brook, “The key problem, one that | have been pondering upon for

the year I've been preparing this production, is whether to fix the production spkgifi
in a certain place at a certain time.” One alternative that had beeretreadly was
staging the play as though it took place outside of time altogether. This does not work.
For the play to be effective it must be specific:

You can’t say thatear is timeless, which is what the interesting

but unfortunate Noguichi experiment at the Palace in 1955

proved. In his program note to that production, George Devine

wrote, “We're trying to show with timeless costumes and time-

less sets the timelessness of the play’—an apology which didn’t

actually touch the core of the problem. Although in a sense it

is timeless (that’s a sort of critic’s comment), in actual fact it is

taking place in big, violent and therefore very realistic circum-

stances, with flesh and blood actors in very harsh, cruel and

realistic situation4®
In using Beckett’s theatrical modernism as the basis for the design and aoirtbept
play (the two being so inextricably bound up with one another for Brook that he designs
sets and costumes himself), Brook dirdGisy Learas a play that stages the “very harsh,

cruel and realistic situations” of postwar late modernity. For Brook, latermodes a

period in history that existentially strips humanity to its barest essemug-keeps

“8 Shakespeare Our Contemporapy 353.
“9The Shifting Point: Theatre, Film, Opera, 1946-198ew York: Theatre Communications Group,
1987. p. 88.
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stripping, leaving nothing but a “poor, bare forked animal” (Folio 3.4.969T)uring
rehearsal, Brook tells Scofield his interpretation of the play vis a vishieeself:

One morning | came to Paul with what seemed to me an
illuminating discovery. “Lear is someone who wants to let
go. But whatever he sacrifices, there is always something
left to which he is attached. He gives up his kingdom, but
still his authority remains. He must yield his authority, but
there is still his trust in his daughters. This too must go, as
must the protection of a roof over his head, but this is still
not enough, as he has preserved his sanity. When his rea-
son is sacrificed, there is still his profound attachment to
his beloved Cordelia. And in the pitiless process of strip-
ping away, inevitably she too must be lost. This is the
pattern and the tragic action of the pl&y.”

As Beckett’s theatricality is one of near-infinite loss, so is the thahtyiof Brook’s
Lear—plain, unsentimental, austere, “pitiless,” for that is the modern existerstiatibal
reality for Brook’s audience.

Brook’s design and directorial choices highlight the late modern existential
bareness of the world &fing Lear, including the King himself, as acted by Paul
Scofield. On the premiere 6 November 1962, Edmund Gardner writes,

Peter Brook has mounted a production bald of clutter—dropped

on to a stage draped in off-white and ornamented only with
utilitarian furniture. His only extravagance is a set of portable

9 Brook uses George lan Duthie and John Dover'saiigs1960 Cambridge New Shakespeare edition of
the play, itself based on the 1623 folio text. BierKennedy writes, “His cuts are well known andcimu
discussed. The Gentleman'’s report on Cordeliai®so(4.3), Lear’s passionate happiness in ‘He that
parts us shall bring a brand from heaven / Aneé dis hence like foxes” (5.3), Edmund’s repentirgy hi
order for the execution of the King and his daugftsesme good | mean to do, / Despite of mine own
nature’)—all had to go.Looking at Shakespearp. 172.

*1 Threads of Timep. 31. Brook uses the word “seemed” becausdewlhis interpretation was useful to
him, it was not useful to Scofield: “Paul did meact with enthusiasm. ‘Mmm..." Then he said
thoughtfully, ‘That may be true. But | mustn’tmki of it, as it can’t help me as an actor. | cautéty
negative actions. | can't shawot having. | have to find a different way to mobdlimy energies, so as to
fully active, moment to moment, even in loss, eivedefeat.” p. 31
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thunder-sheets which descend from the flied to rumble while
Lear commands the winds to blow and crack their cheeks.
Throughout one is conscious of a clear intelligence shaping
Every move. The final result is somewhere near to a full im-
pact of the play’s thesis—that life is merciless; virtue and vice,

wisdom and folly, youth and age, all have a common deg#ny.

Felix Barker writes, “No music. No textual tricks. Austere abstrdtihgs. Leather

costumes. A general feeling of primitive bareness. Paul Scofield was gerfegth a

text book intellectual interpretation. This actor never tears a passion ts.tageJ. C.

Trewin captures something of the sense of the modernity of the concept:

tis not, let me say at once, a production for advocates of
traditional Shakespeare. It is of its own day as assuredly as
Irving’s Lyceum revival belonged to another period. In
classical production we cannot set back the clock. The
Stratford stage is surrounded by tall, coarse-textured off-
white screens. Against these are variously-disposed shapes
of metal that look as if they have been raised, in their rust,
from the sea depths. In this setting the tragedy [...] grows
in a world of terrible menace, a world where the first thunder
peal at “I shall do such things—what they are, yet | know
not, but they shall be the terrors of the earth” sounds to us

like the first prelude of a fearful doomsd@.

With the production’s premiere, journalistic critical opinion is overwhelmingly
positive. Although many critics see the play as a production that Brook concagguali

terms of post-World War Il modernity, very few see the influence of Bedketbng the

few who do is Roger Gellert, who writes,

Shakespeare has corralled his poor forked animals in a maze

>24paul Scofield Is a Towering LearStage and Television Toddyondon. 8 November 1962.
3 “A Straightforward Text Book Lear Evening News and Starondon. 7 November 1962.

4 “King Lear at Stratford: Combined Power of Braarkd Scofield.’Birmingham PostBirmingham, UK.

7 November 1962.
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of pessimism, mischance, treachery, and freezing cold:
Endgamas no bleaker. Butearis the great play of the

two because it shows hell on earth, in active relation to
wrath and goodness. Brook has approached it humanly and
anti-heroically, guiding Scofield into the performance of his
career: King Lear without the wuthering and whiskers, with

a sharp tongue and brain even in madness, and best of all in
his penultimate lucidity, which hurts like the emergence

from a chrysalis. The celebrated notion of Lear as “unactable”
suggests precisely the terms of elemental grandeur which
Brook and Scofield have turned their backs on. These two,
with a consistently good supporting cast to second them—
Alec McCowen'’s deeply committed Fool outstanding—have
demonstrated shatteringly how it can be acted for our
generatiorP>

The only other journalistic critic | read who demonstrates an understanding Brook’s

deployment of Beckettian theatricality (vis a vis Kott), fascinayinigl a review entitled

“Waiting for Scofield” is a young Tom Stoppard. On the end of the first part of the

production just before the interval, the blinding of Gloucester, Stoppard expregses dee

appreciation for what Brook does with the scene:

The act ends with the blinding of Gloucester, which bridges the
interval logically towards his blind progress at the beginning of
Act IV. It also makes for the most brilliantly executed and mov-
ing curtain scene | can remember (not excluding Lear’s own
death). The blinding itself is done with Cornwall’s spur. The
line is there—Upon these eyes of thine I'll set my fo@ou-

cester is left alone with the servants. As they start to clear the
furniture he is buffeted and jostled by them until he gropes his
way upstage, with the house lights going on, a broken, figure
long in view of a mesmerized audience sitting in full ligft.

5 “Scofield’s Lear."New Statesmari.ondon. 16 November 1962.

% “Waiting for Scofield.” Scene. London. 15 November 1962. Can there be any doubt that Brook’s Beckettian
King Lear sets the stage for Stoppard’s Rosencrantz and Guildenstern Are Dead, the play which, upon its 24
August 1966 premiere at the Edinburgh Fringe Festival, launches his playwriting career?
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Within the context of the long dramatic absence of Lear from the stage as
Gloucester, then, and other characters hold our attention, Stoppard writes, the production,
like Beckett'sGodot becomes a drama of anticipation, of waiting: “Lear does not appear
again for six scenes, but the positioning of the break, justified by the grand and
dominating curve which Mr. Scofield traces over what has gone before, malasote
missing butawaited The actor capitalized on the deformity of structure, and this kind of
sophistication is part and parcel of Mr. Scofield’s performance which haya trul
intellectual consistence.” In addition to Scofield’s performance, ha givecial praise to
Alec McCowen’s: “The Fool of McCowen is certainly one of the evening’s triumphs
McCowen is always touching, his guarded familiarity with Lear somehowimgpfor
the both of them® Reading this description of McCowen’s Fool, with its description of
a character who clearly knows degradation and hurt and pain and yet desiresaannect
a character whose humanity Stoppard finds emotionally moving, | at leastdeel t
Stoppard sees something of a kinship between McCowen’s Fool and Beckett’s Didi and
Gogo.

Among the critic there are competing notions of the production’s style. Several
saw Brook’s production as owing a debt to Brecht. Don Chapman, one of the few critics
to give the play a negative review, writes, “But, alas, in this last production cfdakers

there are signs that the newly introduced Brechtian approach to presentatibe ma

57 bid.
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carried a little too far®® John Wardle notes, “Much of the acting, and particularly that
of Mr. Scofield himself, able though it is, seems of the applied kind. Brecht’'s “Mothe
Courage,” in which one is supposed to take a detached kind of interest, has moved me
throughout its course, whereas this “King Lear” has only a few moments thatl meye
and Alan Webb’s Gloucester is at the centre of these few, the Scofielddieard in

only one of them, the scene in which he at once taunts and attempts to console the
blinded Gloucester?® Bamber Gascoigne writes, “Even when settling into one’s seat,
one has a foretaste of the chief quality of Peter Brokkig Lear—a magnificent clarity.
The set, designed by Brook himself, lies open. Two vast flats, the backcloth and the
stage itself are all painted a subtle whitish grey, against which aatadble few utensils
stand out as vividly and solidly as chunks of metal on a light silk. The effect so far is
Brechtian, and it remains to in several scenes throughout the prod@&itinis’ true that
Brecht includes Shakespearean theater as “Epic Thé&atefet, | have found no
evidence that Brechtian theatricality serves as a model for Brook’sitléatodernism

in King Lear. Indeed, despite the 1956 residence of Brecht's company, the Berliner
Ensemble, in London, Janelle Reinelt maintains that Brecht’s influence on postwar

British theatricality is more dramaturgical than anything else—ishaeoretical and

8 «King Lear on the Heels of BrechtOxford Mail London. 7 November 1962.

“Too Little Play on the Emotions in This LeaBblton Evening New$olton, UK. 7 November 1962.
0«A Lear of the Head.The Spectator.ondon. 16 November 1962.

For example: “An epic way of acting isn’'t equaliglid for every classical work. It seems to be th
most easily applicable, i.e. to hold most promiseesults, in works like Shakespeare’s and in ddiest
works of our own classic writers (includifi@us). It depends on their attitude to their sociaidiion:
representation of reality with a view to influengiit.” Bertolt BrechtBrecht on Theatre: The
Development of an Aesthetied. and Trans. John Willett. New York: Hill andawg, 1964. p. 225.
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textual rather than directorial. The experience of reading John Wibettht on
Theatre(published 1964) is far more instructive for British playwrights than the
production of his plays in Britain is for British direct®.Ironically, Brook himself is
ambivalent towards Brecht. In his “Manifesto for the Sixties,” Brook writd&retht’s
troupe, “The Berliner Ensemble is the best company in the we#ld/&t, while touring
his 1951 production d¥leasure for Measuragn Germany, Brook meets Brecht, and
Brecht shares his dramatic theory with Brook: “Brecht described to me his tlieory o
‘alienation.” He spoke of his ideal audience: two peasants, sitting side by side |
front row, discussing the action with irony, never caught up in the make-believeadd
articulate and entertaining, but | was unconvinc&dYVhen Brook returns to Berlin with
King Learon its European tour in 1963, Brook attends a rehear€aradlanuswith the
Berliner Ensemble, the late Brecht’'s widow, Helene Weigel, now artisgctor of the
company. Brook relates the experience:

As the main actor entered the stage, | recognized him as one of

the European heavyweights, middle-aged, of peasant stock,

shrewd and commanding, a type of actor for which England

had few equivalents [...] so | was very intrigued to see how he

worked. “No!” cried an overexcited dramaturg as the actor

spoke the first line. “Say it like this!” and he proceeded to

show how the words should be spoken, delivering them in a

tense, high-pitched, singsong voice. [...] As he repeated the

line exactly as he had been told, there came another cry, this

time from one of the two directors, who instructed him to

raise his arm and point his fingers in a certain way to match
the rising inflection. Then Weigel drily intervened to launch

62 After Brecht: British Epic TheateAnn Arbor: Michigan UP, 1994. pp. 7-8.
%3 The Shifting Pointp. 54.
® Threads of Timep. 64.
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a discussion on the meaning of the scene.

When the rehearsal, covering “less than half of a very short scene,” is owvak,d83ks
Weigel, “When you next come back to the scene, do you expect the actor to reproduce all
that you’'ve made him do today?” “Of course not,” she answers, “This is how we work in
order to stimulate the actor. Now he must digest the rehearsal and come back with his
own propositions.” Brook is nonplussed at her reply: “l was not convinced that this
answer was completely genuine and left wondering how much freedom the actor was
eventually allowed 8>

Nonetheless, Brook’s ambivalence towards Brecht throws into relief his own
politics. As a young man just out of Oxford, he writes, he had auditioned to join the
company of “the one Communist theater of the time, called Unity.” He did not receive
callback. Brook writes, “I never heard from them, so | neither joined the @amm
party nor ever again tried to act. Instead, a sense of the relativityposaions
prevented me from attaching myself to any political conviction. | simply eedavents
with journalistic interest and journalistic skepticisP§."The rejection of attachment is a
refusal of belonging, the object of desire of nationalism as an imagineduaity.
Though working within a symbolically fraught sociology of cultural production at the
Royal Shakespeare Company, an institution in Britain’s cultural landstaipeduld
seem to embody Britishness more than any other, Brook’s theatricalitg ihat entails

a political objectivity with respect to the nation.

% bid., p. 66.
% bid., p. 67.
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Peter Brook is a postnationalist director. In its deployment of Beckettian
theatricality, as exemplified iBEndgameBrook’s 1962King Learobjectively historicizes
the geopolitical reality of the Bomb—the arms race and the threat of nucleaina@iar
as Brook’sKing Learexemplifies the sublime, it is only what Frances Ferguson calls “the
nuclear sublime,” the logic of which is suici€ié.The proliferation of nuclear weapons
between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War is the basis for an
existential crisis within the nationalist subconscious, a crisis that hag nesnifested
itself in the form ofactual nuclear waonly two weeks before the play’s premiere when
the Cold War logic of “mutually assured destruction” crystallized itseihduhe Cuban
Missile Crisis, 16-28 October 1962, ending not even two weeks before the premiere f
Brook’s productiorf8

R. A. Foakes writes that there is a shift with respect to which Hiayletor
King Lear, holds the position of ideological preeminence within the Shakespearean canon
over the course of the modernist period. He begins his HaoMet versus Leawith
two lists, a list of critical evaluations of the greatnesdarinletandKing Lear, the other
a chronology of important historical events during the period 1954-1965; for Foakes, that

“is when the great shift in the statuskohg Leartook place.” He writes, “I do not claim

7“The Nuclear Sublime.Diacritics 14:2 (Summer 1984): 4-10.

% Richard Rhodes’s short discussion of the CubarsiMi€risis highlights how obscenely close the worl
came to nuclear obliteration in October 1962&rk Sun: The Making of the Hydrogen BorNiew

York: Simon and Schuster, 1995. pp. 570-576. AmJa Kennedy’s Secretary of Defense, Robert S.
McNamara, barks in the Errol Morris documentahe Fog of War“It was LUCK that prevented nuclear
war.” The two political lessons he draws from #vent are nothing if not sobering: 1) “Empathizghw
your enemy”; and 2) “Rationality will not save usErrol Morris, dir.The Fog of War: Eleven Lessons
from the Life of Robert S. McNamat@ony Pictures Classics. 2003.
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that there is a direct connection, or that what was happening politically in tlteatvor
that time explains the way Shakespeare’s plays were assessed, but anmitichat
consciously or unconsciously reflect the mood of their time; and the mood of that period
was dominated by the expansion of nuclear arsenals and the fear of a war that might
destroy the world® Brook’s Lear confirms Foakes’ (tentative) thesis: thang Learis
a play that better reflects the apocalyptic “mood” of the Cold War.

It does so, in part, because the texKiofg Learis already rife with the rhetoric
and imagery of apocalypse, the typology of the Revelation of St. John, as ntiasy cri
have showr/O More than that, however, the Beckettian dramaturgy that Brook mobilizes
in hisLear is one that itself historicizes the Bomb and its existential ramigstti
Charles A. Carpenter resists the temptation to reduce Bedkrtigameo “a concrete
nuclear-age melodramd?® Nevertheless he reads the play within the context of several
postwar plays in Britain and the United States dramatizing, literally aphetically,
fallout shelters and the dilemma they pose—with only limited resources insides who i

given safety inside and who is forced to remain outside and die along with everyithing a

% Hamlet versus Lear: Cultural Politics and Shakespés Art Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1993. p.
1.

0 For example, cf. Joseph Wittrei¢hnage of That Horror”: History Prophecy, and Apalypse inKing
Lear. San Marino, CA: Huntington Library, 1984.

"L Beckett himself was extremely critical of prodocs ofEndgamethat literalized it as such. Robert
Brustein, then-director of the American Repertohgatre, Cambridge, Massachusetts, writes, “My own
company also got in hot water with Beckett whendinector JoAnne Akalaitis, literalizing a postnest
metaphor, set the ART productionEfidgamen an abandoned subway station (a fallout shedted)
commissioned a brief overture for it from PhilipaGs. Although he never saw the production, Beckett
protested that his play had been ‘musicalized éotgd to the casting of two black actors as Hamah an
Nagg, and, citing his set descriptions, wrote aypam note that said, ‘Any production Bhdgamewhich
ignores my stage directions is completely unactdetm me.” “Samuel Beckett: Millennium Poet
Laureate."Chronicle of Higher Educatiard August 2006.
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everyone elsé? a dilemma that evidences the scale of dread that the possibility of
nuclear war creates: dread continues in the short-term and the long-terheafte
cataclysm. Carpenter writes that “within the ‘allusive fallout’ thatplag generates
through a myriad of suggestive devices is a perceptible metaphor of a fartidy after
a nuclear holocaust, and an unobtrusive but distinct analogy to the dilemma that might
have faced the person in chardé.”

Ironically, even more than the Suez Crisis in 1956, the Cuban Missile Crisis in
1962 reveals the end of the British Empire. At the moment of truth when humanity was
on the brink of nuclear omnicide, still “humbed” from the disaster at Port Saidasx ye
earlier as Jan Morris puts/#,Britain was a spectator, involved only insofar as it
followed America’s military and diplomatic led@. Testifying to Britain’s status as, in
effect, a post-imperial nation, the Cuban Missile Crisis also exengdiifeeidea that the
political demand that the existential crisis the Bomb brings on the subconsciotgs of la
modernity is a postnational universalism, a new geopolitical order in which nations

cannot wage an all-consuming nuclear war against each other because natiorgegtemse

2| write everythingin addition toeveryonen order to include not just the human world the entire
ecological world, on which humanity is dependeatp&ll. Endgameno less thahearas G. Wilson
Knight argues, is an anti-pastoral. The Wheel of Fire: Interpretations of Shakespeafisagedy By

G. Wilson Knight. 4' ed. London: Routledge, 2001. pp. 201-234. Fopeersontemporary take d€ing
Learthat situates the political ecology of the playhiitthe burgeoning discourse of Animal Studies, cf.
Laurie Shannon, “Poor, Bare, Forked: Animal Soigry, Human Negative Exceptionalism, and the
Natural History oKing Lear” Shakespeare QuarterB0:2 (Summer 2009): 168-196.

3 Dramatists and the Bomb: American and British Mieghts Confront the Nuclear Age, 1945-1964
Westport, CT: Greenwood, 1999. p. 137.

" Farewell the Trumpets: An Imperial RetreBax BritannicaVol. Ill. New York: Harvest, 1978. p. 526.
S L. V. Scott writes, “the view that Britain's roleas nugatory clearly exercised officials and
commentators.” The Conservative Prime MinisterditthMacmillan was forced to go on the defensive:
“Labour made great play with Kennedy’s failure timsult the government.Macmillan, Kennedy and the
Cuban Missile CrisisNew York: St. Martin’s, 1999. p. 180.
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are no longer a historical reality. This is not to say that in an ideal posislati
geopolitical order the Bomb does not pose a threat. It does, as long as aeaistxt, a
material reality in our world. (Which is to say, as long as, politically, humaaittinues
to repress its knowledge of the fact that the Bomb exists, that it is reate e
continued need for documentary efforts to raise global public consciousness of the Bomb
in order that serious efforts at nuclear arms reduction will take placedm®ivations,

with the goal, almost attained in 1986, of zero nuclear weagémon-state actors, such
as terrorists and terrorist organizations (which, despite often being fundesdatg,aare
at the same time separate entities distinct from it, workipgrallel with a state to
achieve common goals), become objects of fear and paranoia (all the mordyintense
because they are non-national, and, as such unnamable within the vocabulary of a
conventional geopolitical syntax), but the scale of potential catastrophditatousy
different: though world history would be forever changed by an act of nuclezidery

at least history itself would continue. In no meaningful way would that be the ithse w

respect to nuclear war.

® Richard Rhodes chronicles how extraordinarily elBeagan and Gorbechav came to reaching just such
an agreement at the Reykjavik summit of 198@senals of Folly: The Making of the Nuclear ArRece
New York: Knopf, 2007. pp. 236-270. If , as McNaméells us, humanity was lucky to have had Tommy
Thompson in the room with Kennedy during the Culblissile Crisis, then how unlucky humanity was to
have had Richard Armitage in the room with Reagaingd the Reykjavik summit.

" The possibility of nuclear terrorism has existedhie imagination since at least as far back atatke
modernity of the 1950s. Witness John Boulting’sA 8ritish melodram&even Days to Nopim which a
British scientist steals a small atomic bomb, thelimg to detonate it in central London if the Biit
government does not halt its weapons programhdmiake of September "L Inuclear weapons designer
Ted Taylor's comments have the sad ring of the nng&o them. In 1973 he tells John McPhee while
touring the recently-built World Trade Center tliBlhere’s no question at all that if someone werplaxe

a half-kiloton bomb on the front steps where we came in, the building would fall into the river.” John

McPhee, The Curve of Binding Energy. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1974. p. 226.
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As a commentary on Shakespeare that situates his bleakest tragic vision in the
historical imagination of late modernism and historicizes the existenitéd created by
the Bomb, Brook’d_ear accomplishes is something very profound with respect to genre.
Ironically, Brook’s engagement with Shakespeare tragedy dismantles Steakaspe
tragedy. It explodes altogether, marking the death of tragedy.

Brook’s Lear self-consciously presents itself as a commentary on the death of
tragedy. Brook'King Learspent the winter of 1962-1963 in London at the Aldwych
Theatre (It then went on tour through Europe and the United States, 1963-1964. It was
the theatrical production that opened Lincoln Center in New York, May 1964). When it
transferred to the Aldwych from Stratford, the RSC put together a much moreagdabor
program than the plain cast list that had been the playbill for the play in Strattoed. T
Aldwych program includes texts that underscore the relationship between Brook’s
production and other literary texts concerned with apocalypse, such as W. B. Yeats’s
“Lapis Lazuli” and lines and an image from William Blake’s “Proverbs df’Higom
The Marriage of Heaven and HellUnder the heading “Beckett and Shakespeare,” the
program makes explicit its appropriation of Beckettian theatricalitytipg Lear’s “Is
man no more than this?” speech (3.4.96ff.) underneath what is supposed to be an apposite
moment fromEndgame

HAMM: One day you'll be blind, like me. You'll be sitting
there, a speck in the void, in the dark, for ever, like me. (Pause)
[...] Yes, one day you'll know what it is, you'll be like me,

except that you won’'t have anyone with you, because you
won't have had pity on anyone and because there won'’t be
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anyone left to have pity on. (Pause)
CLOV: It's not certain/8

Most telling is a quotation from George Steiner:

Tragedies end badly. The tragic personage is broken by forces
which can neither be fully understood nor overcome by rational
prudence. Where the causes of disaster are temporal, where
the conflict can be resolved through technical or social means,
we may have a serious drama, but not tragedy. More pliant
divorce laws could not alter the fate of Agamemnon; social
psychiatry is no answer to Oedipus. The destiny of Lear can-
not be resolved by the establishment of adequate homes for
the aged. Tragedy is irreparable. There is no asking for rational
explanation or mercy. Things are as they are, unrelenting and
absurd. We are punished far in excess of our guilt. Itis a
terrible, stark insight into human life. Yet in the very excess

of his suffering lies man’s claim to dignity. Powerless and
broken, a blind beggar hounded out of the city, he assumes a
new dignity. Man is ennobled by the vengeful spite or injustice
of the gods. It does not make him innocent, but it hallows him
as if he had passed through flaffe.

Shakespeare’s play, according to Steiner, may have once representecat aasion of
tragedy in its originary moment, but the inclusion of this excerpt ffbemDeath of
Tragedycontrasts that historical era with that of postwar late modernity, one ih wigc
Bomb and the end of history itself are an ever-present t#fteat.

Brook’s Lear, in self-consciously historicizing its moment, dramatizes what it
means to live in a world in which tragedy is completely incommensurate withoithe

from which, as theatrical genre, it is created. Just as the implication Bdthie for the

8 Royal Shakespeare Company. Progrding Lear. Aldwych Theatre, London. n.d. Archives of the
Royal Shakespeare Company. Shakespeare CentenLiSteatford-upon-Avon, UK.
79 1hi

Ibid.
8 Cf. George Steinefhe Death of TragedyNew York: Knopf, 1961. Its most important resperand
rebuttal is Raymond William$dodern TragedyStanford: Stanford UP, 1966.
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nation and nationalism is, ironically, the death of nations and their inhabitants, the

subjects in whom nationalism coheres as imagined community, the subjects who, in the

name of nation and nationalism had created the Bomb; so the implication of Break’s

is, ironically, the death of Shakespearean tragedy and of genre altogetheic Fredr

Jameson writes that “Genres are essentially literstjtutions or social contracts

between a writer and a specific public, whose function is to specify the propsraise

particular cultural artifact®1 Tragedy cannot speak to this world. Acknowledging the

contingency of human relations and what it is to live in the world, Stanley Catelwr

“We begin to feel, or ought to, terrified that maybe language (and understanding, and

knowledge) rests upon very shaky foundations—a thin net over an 88yBsdok’s

Lear presents an iteration of tragedy that removes us from the everyday, § treged

can only address metaphysical realities. It has no effect except theéthin net” that

holds social being together and cast us into an existential “abyss” from Wwarehig no

coming back; therefore, it has no use. Without use, the value of tragedy and of genre as

such does not obtain. Importantly, if we accept that the nation and nationalism are, like

genre, “cultural artefacts of a particular kind,” as Benedict Andersaasythen Brook’s

Lear, as the destroyer of tragedy, is the destroyer of the nation and nationaliseil, %8s w
To get a sense of this, tragedy’s antinomy, comedy, provides a usefuhfbik |

history of comedy as genre, Erich Segal observes that “comedy alwiags tpon

8 The Political Unconscious: Narrative as a Socigdlymbolic Actlthaca, NY: Cornell UP, 1981, p. 106.
8 The Claim of Reason: Wittgenstein, Skepticism allitgr and TragedyNew ed. Oxford: Oxford UP,
1999. p. 178.

8 |magined Communities: Reflections on the Origid &pread of NationalisniRev. ed. London: Verso,
2006. p. 4.
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outrage and flouting the establishment—or common sense—whether it be an
Aristophanic hero dethroning Zeus and marrying his queen, or Jarry’s Kngléfying

all morality in pursuit of gratification®* In the age that Brook’sear historicizes,

outrage and defiance do not obtain because there is nothing left that cannot be ironized
and made the object of comedy. Segal continues,

But after the savage atrocities of two World Wars, comic
authors had to seek ever more radical subjects to evoke in the
audience the illicit pleasures of “enjoying the outrage and
being spared the consequences.” Even the Nazi concentration
camps have been portrayed light-heartedly—first in Chaplin’s
Great Dictatorand then more recently in Roberto Bellini’'s
prize-winningLa vit'é bella which dealt—albeit at a remove
of half a century—uwith the unspeakable mass slaughters of
the Second World War. [...] It no longer seemed possible
to find any more Freudian objects of wit—moral or religious
precepts that command so much respect that they can only be
approached in comedy, and even then in disguise. What was
left that evoked awe, respect, and fear?

Only nuclear holocau8®.

Dr. Strangelovea 1964 film made in Britain at Shepperton Studios outside London,
directed by an American expatriate, Stanley Kubrick, starringtsiBgomedian, Peter
Sellers, is not merely the film that explodes the conservative ideologiestuiar
Hollywood cinema, as Peter Biskind writs.For Segal, it marks the death of comedy.
It “took the subject of comedy interra incognitg by evoking laughter from the

prospect of the destruction of the entire wofld.Many people categoriZer.

8 The Death of ComedZambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 2001. p. 453.

8 bid., p. 453-454.

8 Seeing Is Believing: How Hollywood Taught Us wpSivorrying and Love the FiftieBlew York:
Henry Holt, 1983. pp. 344-348.

8 bid., p. 454.
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Strangeloves a satire, but this is a mistake. “Satire,” according to M. H. Abrams, “can
best be described as the literary art of diminishing or derogating a subjaeking it
ridiculous and evoking toward it attitudes of amusement, contempt, scorn, or indignation.
It differs from thecomicin that comedy evokes laughter as an end in it88If.”
Classically, satire is performative—it seeks to have an effect on the wpécdifically, to
bring about change for the better. Its highest aspiration is not laughter, sbidly &
means to an end, but agency. Not so WithStrangelove It takes the absurdity of the
world-historical, geopolitical situation that that Cuban Missile €iiisid exposed,
sexualizes it, turns it into a dirty joke. The orgasm of laughter it evokes &xiials
image of a cowboy pilot riding a hydrogen bomb between his legs to global atioihil
whooping and hollering all the way down, is the laughter of nihilism. Fredric Jameson
writes, “Comedy is social in its ultimate perspecti¥®.Yet, beyond nuclear war, there
is nowhere else for comedy to go. In a world in which human beings have created the
possibility of actual nuclear omnicide and that threat hangs politically>asiemtially in
the air like a Damocles sword, comedy confronts its limit.

Brook’s Lear realizes the Shakespeare’s play as tragic failure. One anonymous

reviewer of Brook’King Learnotes, “Mr. Brook, the director and designer, was not also

8 A Glossary of Literary Term$" ed. New York: Harcourt Brace, 1993. p. 187.
8 The Political Unconscioyp. 142.
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the composer of the music, for this production had none other than the sounds that

awakened Lear at the end of Act 199" G. Wilson Knight writes:
thoughlove and music—twin sisters of salvatietempor-
arily may heal the racked consciousness of Lear, yet, so deep-
ly planted in the facts of our life is this unknowing ridicule of
destiny, that the uttermost tragedy of the incongruous ensues,

and there is no hope save in the broken heart and limp body
of death91

In the reconciliation scene of Act Four, Scene Seven, Lear is brought in aledsnus
played to soothe Lear in his convalescence. We know how this scene ends, and it is very
touching; but when we see Lear again, as | have stated, he is not healed but agsaas m
he was before, and his moment of death, self-deluded in a hideous, grotesque joy into
believing that Cordelia still lives, Lear must be said to be his most deranged iiitbe e
play. Those “twin sisters of salvation,” music and Cordelia's love, are not enough to
bring Lear back from his madness and redeem his troubled soul.

The failure of music is one which needs serious treatment. Tragedy, according to
Nietzsche, flourished in the Hellenic world until Euripides drained it of its nvatak
and Socrates, as Stanley Cavell writes, replaced tragedy with thepistemology®?
of rational, scientific inquiry in which knowledge of oneself (Remember $xra
famous maxim, "Know thyself.") would save us®lBrook’sKing Learshows us the

impossibility of achieving redemptive self-revelation and the failure ef'tiew

9«A Polished Mirror for Humanity."The TimesLondon. 7 November 1962. With byline “From Our
Special Correspondent.”

. The Wheel of Firep. 198. lItalics mine.

%2 Must We Mean What We Sagambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 1976. p. 323.

% The Birth of Tragedy and The Case of Wagfieans. Walter Kaufmann. New York: Vintage, 196.
78-86, 93-94.
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epistemology,"” rational thought and inquiry. Tragedy, which arises out of thd tdpiri
music” according to Nietzsche, fails as W¥LIf the progenitor fails, and indeed, music
does, then the issue, tragedy, must fail too. Lear's story is one of fatherhabdridile
monarchy failed. Those things the father and the monarch engender, familyiand na
fail, as well9> By extension, so too must those things engendered and created by
families and nations—tragedy, music, art, nature, language, subjectivitytyfaiuot
humanity themselve® In that Brook’sKing Learrepresents the failure of
representation, it is an allegory of the failure of allegory. Lidr historicizes, but it is a
historicism without content: history has ground to a halt, the perfect negatmelexat
Eliot’s cherished eternity. Tragedy cannot bring us redemption any morentisc can
for Lear. That is what BrookKing Learstages, and it is in this sense thatKiisy Lear
is a not merely a tragedy but also a metatragedy, an ironic allegory ohitisamic
failure. To paraphrase Robert S. McNamara, tragedy will not save us.

To address the failure of that other “twin sister of salvation,” love: one of the
facets of Shakespearean tragedy which makes it so powerful, A. C. Bradésy isrthe

sense of the “waste of good” that occurs in the deaths of the play's tragicHefdes

% Recall the original 1872 German title of NietzssHde Birth of TragedyDie Geburt der Tragédie aus

dem Geiste der Musik

% On the role of dynastic monarchy and its declisa @recondition of nationalism, ¢fnagined
Communitiespp. 19-22.

% Tragic failure in Brook'King Learcan be seen allegorically in terms of the cursé @od put on language in
response to mankind’s pride in building the toweBabel (Gen 11:1-9, NRSV). Because the worl&iofg Learis
a pre-Christian one, one unredeemed by Christth@eal resurrection, language itself in the woflthe play is
inefficacious, doomed, condemned. In Christiarittis not until the Pentacost (Acts 2:1-5, NRSWhen the Holy
Spirit comes down upon the twelve apostles in timnfof tongues of fire to inspire and enable tlesmngelism,
that language is redeemed.

" Bradley, A.C.Shakespearean Tragedyev. ed. New York: Macmillan, 1952. p. 37.
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extent to which Lear is such a tragic hero, one possessed of this “good” idtkebata
Scofield plays Lear anti-heroically, yet one possessed of sinewy stiamdjpower. By

no means do | want to argue that Lear is such a figure, one in whom we find the
“priceless good” about which Bradley writes, but | certainly would not argud¢hia

notsuch a her88 It is unquestionably true, however, that Cordelia fits the mold of
heroine as it is to be understood here. Like Edgar, she stays true to the goodness inher
in her heart even after she has been greatly wronged by him whom she has loved most.
She does not abandon Lear, but rather, works and sacrifices to help him and comfort him
in his time of greatest need. Cordelia pays the greatest sacrificdasflaiar, her life.

Her love, as demonstrated throughout the course of the play, is absolutely unconditional.
It is in this that Cordelia, if she can be said to allegorize anything, aktegdruman love

in all its beauty and hardship, for love is h8%dlt is so much easier in everyday life to

hate, to seek revenge or retribution and perpetuate an endless cycle of violenceyor simpl
to be indifferent to suffering and pain; yet, Cordelia goes down the harder patie of |

and we must love her and hate her for it. The mirackarg Learlies in the fact that, in

a world as barren, hopeless, and devoid of divine love as tKatgt ear, love can exist

at all between two human beings. The tragedying Lear, unique to all of

Shakespeare, lies in the fact that such a beautiful, unconditional love—Cordelids love

98 i

Ibid., p. 38
99«A “failure to acknowledge’ is the presence of shing, a confusion, an indifference, a callousnass
exhaustion, a coldness. Spiritual emptiness iarnmank.”"Must We Mean What We Sap? 264.
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Lear—fails and is such a waste. In the era of late modernity, it is hér, deatear’s
that prompts the line, “There is no God and we are his propH#ts.”

Jameson writes that the “association of Marxism and romangedes not
discredit the former so much as its explains the persistence of the lattdr,[Warthrop]
Frye takes to be the ultimate source of all story-telliig).tAnd so Shaw’s discrediting
of romance irCaesar and Cleopatrs ironic—the story of Caesar and Cleopatra his play
tells does not exist without it, and the problem becomes not romance as such but its moral
content and social utility.) The rhetoric of redemption and salvation | usesengal
investments in a dialectical romance of progress. | make no apologiespr&gaks
must, | think, embrace theeliefin progress—in other words, accept progiess
romance.

It is within this tragic context that Peter Brooksg Learrepresents the
apotheosis of British theatrical modernism. A play by that most British bbest
William Shakespeare, staged by that most British of theatricalutigtis, the Royal
Shakespeare Company; historicizing the global threat posed to late modethigy by
Bomb by means of its appropriation of the theatricality of Samuel BecKetjpaking
the death of tragedy, of genre, and of their political counterparts as cuitifeaitsthat

bind people together, the nation and nationalism—Brokkig Learlays the

1% cormac McCarthyThe RoadNew York: Knopf, 2006. p. 143. Although unlikeeirs it ends with an
uplift towards hope, there is no question in mydrinatThe Roadelongs in the same company as
Shakespeare’s and Beckett's evocations of desplatid annihilation.

%1 The Political Unconscioyp. 105. Much of Jameson’s piece “Magical Navesi On the Dialectical
Use of Genre Criticism” is a deconstruction of Fryésemantic” topography of romance, especially in
relation to structuralist “syntactic” delineation€f. The Secular Scripture: A Study of the Structure of
RomanceCambridge, MA: Harvard UP, 1976.
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groundwork for the increasing postnational performative postmodernism of Brook’s late
works: Marat/Sadeand the Artaud-inspired “Theater of Cruelty” season (1968),

(1966), the white-box production 8f Midsummer Night's Drearf1970), and, upon

leaving Britain for France, his work on the Continent, culminatinghi@ Mahabharata
(1985). Dramatizing the need for a postnational universalism as the road to peace,
Brook’s commentary on Shakespeatgisg Learas the death of tragedy, ironically,

helps give life to the utopian performativity of a postmodern ethical and pobtidei
governed by new forms and structures of an all-inclusive belonging, acknowledggment
the humanity of all individuals in every community, of the dignity of everydayriitae

here and now, of the need for connection and love.
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