University of the Pacific

Scholarly Commons

University of the Pacific Theses and

Dissertations University Libraries

1950

A comparison of the nineteenth and twentieth century criticism of
Shakespeare's heroines

Grace McLeod Gartman
University of the Pacific

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds

b Part of the Dramatic Literature, Criticism and Theory Commons, Literature in English, British Isles
Commons, Playwriting Commons, Theatre History Commons, and the Women's Studies Commons

Recommended Citation

Gartman, Grace McLeod. (1950). A comparison of the nineteenth and twentieth century criticism of
Shakespeare's heroines. University of the Pacific, Thesis. https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/
uop_etds/1132

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the University Libraries at Scholarly Commons. It has
been accepted for inclusion in University of the Pacific Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of
Scholarly Commons. For more information, please contact mgibney@pacific.edu.


https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/libraries
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/555?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/456?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/456?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/557?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/553?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/561?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/1132?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
https://scholarlycommons.pacific.edu/uop_etds/1132?utm_source=scholarlycommons.pacific.edu%2Fuop_etds%2F1132&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:mgibney@pacific.edu

A COMPARIBON OF THE NINETEENTH aAND TVWENTIETH
CENTURY CRITICISM OF SHAKESPEARE'S HEROIRES

4 Thesis
Presented to
the Fae&liy of the Department of English
Gollege of the Pacifie

In Pﬁrtial Fulfilliment
of the Reguirements for the Degree
¥aster of Arts

By
Grace MeLeod gartman

June 1950



CHAPTER

I
II
I1I
IV

VI
VII
VIII
IX

INTRODUCTION

JULIET . .
PORTIA . .
ROSALIND .
OPHELIA .+ .
DESDEMONA .
LADY MACBETH
CLEOPATRA .
CONCLUSIONS
BIBLIOGRAPHY

*

L 3

L 3

-

»

TABLE OF

* * - L

-
L
-
»
-

- . - - L

CONTENTS

PAGE

16
23
32
41
50
61
64



CHAPTER I
INTROGUCTION

The nineteenth century eritics appraised Shakespearetfs
heroines by standards different from those of the twentieth;
consequently the two ages resched different conecluslons.

The purpose of this paper is to point out just vhat these
differences are.

& paper of this scope had to be narrowed in some ways. |
Utherwise 2 formidable array of hercines would have been
eﬁ&me?ateﬁ, but little depth Qf‘resa&rcﬁ;aa&ié have been
shown. In the penersl conelusion the result Qmulﬁ have been
the saze, as I have discovered through wide reading. Yo
limit the sublect, only the most famous heroines could be
included. The process of assembling s biblicgraphy on the
field of eritieism of Shakespeare's heroines showed that
some hercines had been fully discussed, while others had been
given little in the wsay of eritieism. A grest mass of
material on a certaln heroine, for example, would show that,
since she was considered imporisnt by meny writers of a
certain period, she should be given consideration in this
disgcussion. In this wey the number of heroines discussed in
 this paper was limited to seven: Portis (in JYerchant of
-ggg;gg}, Hosalind, Juliet, Ophella, Desdemona, Clevcpatra,
and Lady Hacbeth. |
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dnother guestion, that of locating the division between
the ninétean§h and twentieth century eriticism, then srose.

The original plan was to divide at 1900, but the discovery

‘of a reactionary period 1n the early twentieth century

necessitated three, not twe, divisions. The first, or Vie-
torian, period beging with Willlaw Hazlitt, reached a high

polnt in Nps. Jameson and Mr. Bowdler, and eontinued to

a%&thXQEE, The next pericd commences with th&rpublieatiaﬂ :
of Frank Harris' Women of Shakespesre. The standsrds of
this aaamﬁ&,yeriaé are exactly opposite to those of the
Victorian era, those heréiﬁa& that were previocusly frowned
upon rising in the erities' estimation; whereas the gentle,
séeet, and long suffering hereines eulogized by the Vie-
torians now recelve severe eritieism. Following that
reactionary periocd comes another change. ﬁhe h@rciﬂ&s are |
ne longer praised Yo the heavens nor sublected to extremely
gdverze criticism, but instéaa are given more dignified and
accurate treatment. The.¥ietariaa standsrds are not hang-
ing over ths h@ad# of the eritics; nor do the eritiﬁs”feel
they must debunk all the herolnes to prove that thay‘are as
dering or worldly as the crities of the reactionary period
tried to be. This is the type‘af“eriticiﬁm of the herointes
that 1alin vogue today.



CHAPTER IX
JULIET

ﬁf'&ll Shakespeare’s heroines Juliet receives the most
adoration and preise. Furthermore, probsbly more has been
written on her than any other heroine. |

The German eritics, Goethe, Wilhelm Schlegel, and
Friaﬁrich'ﬁehleg&l, were enraptured by this glorious
'erestienal"fha English crities equal the lermans’ praise
in every way. fﬁiliiam Hazlltt, for example, chose Juliet

to "ghew the perfect rafiasment and ﬂ&iicacy of Shake-

example of the high-sounding pralse which he applies to
Juliet:z

The character ls Iindeed one of perfest truth
and sweetness. It has nothlng forwerd, nothing
oy, hothing affected or coguetiish about ity - it

- 18 s pure effusion of nature. It is ss frank as
it 1s modest, for it has no thought that it wishes
te conceal. Et reposes in conscious innocence en
the strength of its affecticns. 1Its delicacy does
not consist in coldness snd reserve, but in com~
bining wernth of imagination and tenﬁarnasa of
heart with the most voluptuous sensibillity. Love
is & gentle flame that rarefies and expsnds her 7
@h@l@ being.3

L. Cf. "Shekespeare in Germany,” Blackwood's Magazine,
¥arch, 183;4

2. William ﬁazliti‘- Eharacters of Shakespear's Plays,
p. 110, B 7

2. aﬁ: Qit*; Pe L1224
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Arma Jameson, another nineteenth-century critiec, felt
that it was impossible to say better things than had already

been sald about Juliet; she could only say more. The

- following passage is typleal:

Such is the simplieity, the truth, and the love-’
liness of Juliet's character, that we are not at
first s ware of its eemplexity, its depth; and its
variety.

After glving Juliet superiatives, Mrs. Jameson cham-
pions her in the following passage, which bothered some
nineteenth century erities. She had been

shoocked at the utter want of taate and refline~
ment in those who, with cearse derision, or in a
spirit of prudery yet more gross and perverse, have
dared to comment on the beautiful "Hymn to the
Eight," breathed out by Jullet in the silence and
solitnde of her chamber.....het it he remembered,
that in this speeeh Juliet is not supposed to Ee
addressing an audience, nor even a confidante.

This exglanaiion is repeated by Henry Hudscn and hss become

" a standard defense af'Jaliat?s prapriety;é Hudson's

eriticism is in essence the same as Hrs. Jameson's.
Dowden's criticism is of the same type as Hudson's and

Mrs. Jameson's. Dowden waxes elogquent in his praise of

'Juliet, whose depiction by Shakespeare he considers one of

the two grest portralts of women. The other was Portla

(Merchant of Yenige).

41 MPS; Jam@s@n, gﬂs cit«t’ p. 696

5. Ibid.
6. Henry Hudson, Leectures, II, p. 50.



&n {llustration of his effusive language is as follows:

If in 3 rich garden we found some red-hearted
flower not yet unclosed, and if we had arrived
Just at the moment when sunlight fell upen it, and
the petals suddenly burst open, and all the sweet-
ness and bleoom in an instant spread abroad, we
should have befoére our eyes an imege of Jullettls
awakenling to passion, and of her instantaneous
transit from c¢hildhood to womanhood.

The preceding passage illustrates one of the wain
differences between the Viectorian ce¢ritics and those of the
present day. - The former treat their subjects more emotlon-

glly. They use flowery words, and feel as if they are

gonfidsntes of the heroines; whereas the twentieth century

- writers see the heroines from a less personal viewpoint.

An example of a critie.whg felt very near to Juliet
was Helena Fauelt. So much did.tﬁe scene in which Julilet
takes polson terrify Miss Faucit that on one oecasion while
playing Juliet she really fainted at the end of it, "so much
was 1 overcome with the reality of the *'thick-coming
fancies. 1o

Like many eritics before her, Miss Paueit praises
Juliet for her beauty, her charm, her graciousness, her
nobleness, and her gentleness. She uses the same dramatic

wording, as weil a8 the usual superlatives.g

7. E. Dowden, "Shakespere's Portraiture of Women," in

Zranscripts and Studies, p. 539.

8. Helena Faucit, Some of Shakespesrs!
Cheracters, p. 146.

9. Ibid, pp. 113~117, pagsim.

Female
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William Winter, the noted dramatic eritie, exemplifies

the usual remantie e¢onception in this summatien of Juliet's
charaeter* _

- . Her attributes ef aharacter are nobility, which f
includes chastity, integrily, and fidelity, deeision,
courage, fortitude, inflexibility of purpose, and !
the capability of passionate devotion.+l -
Frank Harris, writing in 1912, shows the tendency of

the twentieth century writers to be more critical, Although

Jullet is still henored highly, there is somewhat less

" heroine worship. Harris either ignored or falled to read

'Mrs, Jamescnf$:explanatisn of Juliet's "Hymn to the Hight.®

He is as shocked as a Victorian and expresses his feelings

vehemently: "The words sin against humah nature in their

- genguality and buidness. Girls‘hgrdly‘ever say as much as

they think or feelj bubt this Jullet is as outspoken as a

.:yaung man,“ll His eoneluglon is “In everything elsé.Juliet

is natural enocugh far tha purpese ol the poem. nl2
_Helen Mcriarty rebuked Harris and eritics like him for
his rude comment on Juliet. Fhe asks,, |
Ehall we, because Jullet falls unconseionsly
into the free 5§eeeh of the day, suffer a foul

imagination te smireh the failr, whiﬁe robe of her
virgin inneeenea?13

lG. William Winter, “Romeo and Juliet,“ entury 87 399-
419, January, 1914. -

1l. Frank Harris, gmgn,gﬁ Shakespesre, p. 64

12. Ibig.
13« Helen Moriarty, "The Women of Bhakespeare," p. 452,

Latholic World, July, 1922.



Her epinion is that of most of the critics who came

- after her. -Two years later Aghes Mackenzie. noted the dangexr

af'surning,the.naymn to the Night® into a sentimental farce

or a wanton speech. However, “That flaming'selilequy of

hers is.ngbly-handleé.#14 Mackenzie regards Jullet as
ﬂiﬁcemﬁarébly the greatest figure of Shakespa&re‘s.ﬂls No
adverse comments are found on asny of her pagas,, |

E. K, Qhambérs likewige saw that there was no reason to

fmeralizé-wheﬂ-thé twhite-souled Jullet® changed by love *into

& breathing,;yassienabe, daring waman,ﬂlé

| many of these~writers find theé charm gf’Jnliét in the

'faet that she is such a child. /Both Moriarty and Harley
keranvillewBarker do this. The latter says, "Her tragedy is

a chilﬁ’$ trageéy, half its polgnancy would be gone other-

‘wise. Hor bold innoceénce is a child's."17’ Thraughe&t his

book Granvilie-Barker gives benevolent and aympathetic

: treatment-te-&uliet‘_ He champions her on the one passage

- which has worried so many eritics of the Bowdler schael,"

14, agnes Mackenziea _ﬁmga.l_._ggkgﬁﬁgazgi_ Blays,

15 Ibid, p. 67.
lé. E. K. ﬁhambers, §Q§§g§g§g§g. g SUrvey, P ?é
17. Harley GraﬁvilienBarker, Prefaces to Shalke

Vol. II, p. 343.



He hopes, as do the rest of us,
| that the last hes been heard of sueh.nonsense -
eliminating of 'Gallop apace, you fiery-footed
steeds'... {some of the finest verse in the play)
ggmggzsfg?%g& - God save the mark! of its
Juliet has been admired by both centuries. In the
nineﬁeeath there was a tenéengy to overpralse. 3Such crities
as Mrs. Jemeson and ¥r. Dowden besﬁ exemplify this. On ﬁhe
other hand, some passages did not agree with the econduct of
the age, aué Hr. Bowdler fell it was necessary to delete
sgome of them so that Shakespeare'emulﬁ be read by the family
without impropriety. 4s iate as 1912 eritics worried over
“Gallop apace, you flery-footed steeds." The tendency today
ig to be impatient with such nonsense. The generally
sympathetie feeling of the nineteenth century critics toward
Juliet could almost be termed possessive, They suffered with
her and therefore felt a right to speak for her.
~ While théftﬁeﬁtieth century still ranks her among Shake~
sbeﬁ&e‘s greatést'hereines; if not t&e‘gféatestrone, it tends
to be more ehj;ctive in i%s eriticism. Perhaps this is a
reflection of the mge, just as the extravagant language of
the nineteenth century was characteristic. UNevertheless,
both centuriés agree in admiration. The differences éansist

of method and judgment in terms of respective eras.

18. Ibid, p. 347.



CHAPTER I1I
PORTIA

4 heroine who 1s among the less ¢entr9versial.figuras
is Portia. There was no moral stigma atitached to her, as
there was in the case of Lady Mascbeth or Cleopatra. The
majorityiaf_the Victorian eritics admired her; only her
intellactﬁa& superiority brought forth any compments against
her.

ﬁiliiam'ﬁazlitt's conments, for instance, were cool be-
czuse 6f;her show of intelligence. He appiied the words
"affectatianﬁ and "pedantry® to Portia, "¥hich perhaps were
proper gqualifications for the office of Teivil doetor,’
'which she undertakes and executes so snccessf&lly,”l On
the famaus méray speech, Hagzlitt's mry ramark was, "There
;.are_a thousand finer in Shakespear."? |

anné'Jamesen, whom we would expeet to stand up for -

- Portia, worried so much about the "masculine quality of

' intellect” in Portla that she felt the necessity of apolo-

§ giziﬁg_fer it:ta the extent of two pages. After @gﬁlaining
‘ Part1a*ﬁ intellect tc her own satisfaction; Hrs. Jamesén a
attacked Schlegel for calling Portis "elever.® Aside from

this instance, Mrs. Jameson gives her usual superlatives to

2« 1bid.
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& Shakespearean heroine. These phrases included "commanding
grace...hlghbred, airy elegance...a spirii of megnificence..
and genuine ten@ernesé,“B

Edward Dowden, continuing in the vein, showed that
Portis in masculine attire could still be feminine. *Shake-
speare is most careful to accentuste the feminine charscter-
istigs,“4 The mesculine dress must have brought about some
eriticism, or Dowden would not have bothered to defend it.
No twentieth century writer worried about Portia's dress.
Dowden goes on to pralse her highly. PPortia marks gn epoch
in Bhalkespeare's creations of female character.....How
refined an inteliect, how ardent = heart,“g are but a few of
the highly complimentary phrases applied to Portia.

Francls Anne Kemble, an actress of the nineteenth
century, &xemglifies the critie ﬁh@.saw;ﬁa faults in Portis.
She wrote: |

Shakespeare's Portia, my ideal of a perfect
womahn, the wise, witty womah, loving with all her
soul. ané,submitting with a1l her hesrt to a man

whon everybody but herself (who was the best

judge) would have judged her inferior; the deep-

hearted woman, full of keen parcaptian, of

active—efficiency, of wisdom prompved by love,

of tenderest unselflishness, ol generous pagna~
nimity; neble, sipple; humble, pure, true;

3. Mrs. Jameson, gp. git., p. 65.
4. Dowden, op. ¢lt., p. 553,
5. 1bid, p. 363.
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dutiful, religlous, and full of fun;
above all others, the woman of women.

] Helena ¥aucit, Lady Martin, writing in the latter half

galightful

of the nineteenth century, continued the praise of Nrs.
Jemeson, Edward Dowden, and Franeis Kemble., She says of
Portia, |

_ 1 have always looked upon Portla as a perfect
plece of Hature's handiwork. Her: character combines
alli the graces of the richest womatihood with the -
strength of purpose, the wise helpfulhess, and
sustained power of the noblest manhood. ind@ed,
in thig instance, Shakespesre shows us that 1t iz
the women's keener wit snd insight which see inte
~and overcomeg the dAifficulty which ha.: perplexed

- the wisest heads in Venlce. For, without s doubt,
53 1t seems to me at least, it is to her culti- .
vated and bright intelligence and not alone to _
the learned Dr. Bellario, her cousin, that B&S&&ﬂi$
is indebted for the relesse of his friend Antonio,

Miss Fauelt, in an extrsvagant moment, invents an
- aftermath in which Portis zets as a ministering angel to
- Shylock and eonverts him. Miss Faucit foresees that the
J@w_wi;l not live long, and in his last hour
' His looks will be upon the eyes which have
opened his, and shown him the light to lighten
hig darkness, and he who was desplised, reviled,
and himself at war with all men, will now have

felt the happiness of bestowing forgiveness, . 8
and the blessed hope of being himself fergiveﬁ-“

. Jﬁst before the baginniﬂg‘wf the twentieth ceﬁtury

snother critle undertook an explanation of Portists masculine

- 6, Francis anne Kemble, “An 0ld anania‘G93$ip," In

Herces and Heroines of Fietlom, p. 303,
7. Helena Fauclt, gp. git., p. 26.

B. Ibid, pp. 4l-42.
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éisguisea He fully approved her assuming the dress of a
man because of the dire need.’ The article appeared in &
most conservative magazine, the Catholic World.
Typical of the emotional treatment given to Shake-
‘spéaré*s-herainés, it expastalatas on her character:

_ Ber pure Christian character preVQntea her
from overwvhelming Shylock untlil she had given
him every opportunlity to show a merclful ﬂis—
poeition. But when he had refused thrice, nay,
ten times his principel, and conbtinued to ’ olamor
for his pound of flesh, then she saw the terrible,
cold~blooded vindietiveness of the usurer, and,
like Jupiter fulminating over Ureece, she 1f5
fall the thunderbolt she had long withhelﬁ..

At the beginning of the twentieth aeqﬁury the eritics

no longer bothered te defend or disgcuss her inballaéﬁ Qr'

felt that théy had to explain her doublet and hose. Neither
did they wax emotional about her. This does not mean that

" mest of these writers did not think highly of her, but that

they presented théir views in a more reserved manner.

- Frank Harris, fbr'instanae, believed that Portis was an

. idé&%&g@d.ebaraeter, s brilliant and careful stuﬁy;'haﬁ |

lacked inﬂiv1&ualit&. She possessed the good points of
Shakasyeara & dulle {(Iwe Geptlemen L1 Jf%ojk) and Juliet.

There is a contrast to the strong nineteenth century feeling .
for the ﬁéraine's individuelity in this stabement:

- Portia's humility and her desire to be married
are merely‘usual naiden qualltles...congsequently

9, "thakegpere and the New Waman,ﬁ ratho
November, 1896, p.. 165.

10. Ibid.
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the saal'painting is not only supevfif}al, but
2 little unsteady and unsatisfactory.*

Harris shows here that the period immediately Tollowing
beginning of the century tended to tske the opposite

view to the nineteenth century conception of Bhakespesre's

heroines; however, his comment was not so extremely opposed

here as in the dage of some other heroines.

that

Agnes Meckenzle agreed with Frank Harris' contention
Portia was somewhat typed. Her words are

8he is...8 little generslised, s little made
upon 2 formulaz, and theugh the formula is & very
attractive one and she comes alive enough, she is
not born of that c¢lear passion of the Imagination
that turns Jullet from ah element of stoek {gmanae

- to a lovely am@'fierily living human being.

was

Contrasted to this, E. K. Chambers' appraisal of Portis
that the whole play |

- stands under the dominatlon of Portia, the
first and post triumphant of Shakespeare's guest~
ing heroines) and its atmosphere is throughout in
harmony with Portis's sunny halr, gnd_gartia'aj
sunny wit, and Portis's sunny temper.l o

The eriticism of more recent years finés little-wréﬁg

- with Portia, though the way the feelings are expressed

‘aiffers markedly from the Victorian praise. Later oritics
" * do not feel so emotionally about Portia; they are better’

able to detach themselves and view,herfmbjaﬁﬁively;"

1. Frankﬁaﬂ‘is, ,ﬂﬁ,i ,m:; Pe 77
- 12. Agnes Maakenﬁié;'gﬁ. eite, po 8L,

l3u . Ks Ghafﬂb@r%, ﬂﬁt m;, ﬁ;lﬁ?.
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Virginia Taylor MHeCormick, writing in 1939, had a high.

~regard for Portia as & “serious-minded character with a

sweet reasonsbleness, wid but notes that Portia “"Carrles the
gteel of a 5harp swara beneatn her exﬁariar»“15

These calm and dignlfiad words give an honest epinion
of a shakespearaan herolne. The propriety of dressing as &
men is not even mentioned in the artiole., This is typlcal
of the twentleth century commentaries.

Harley Grenville-Barker completes the comments of the
writers of this century, %hila he admires Portia, he like- |
vise judges her on standards different from those of the
yraviaus century. His evaluation of her, so aptly phrased,
1s a8 fcllmws: '

To the very end she expands in har fine free~
dom, growing in suthority and dignity, fresh '
_ tmuehas of hamor enlightening her, n@w tralts of-
 graciousness showing. She is a greaﬁ lady in her
perfect gimplicity, in her ready tact,..and In
her guite umeaaseimus sféfwsufficieney.a.xat she
is no mara than a girl.

Qhemaa Parrmt*s eriticism is &ssantially the same a8

- Harley Granville-Barker's. Both emphasize her gracious and

happy humor and note that although she is a great lady, she

s wlittle mére than the girl she onee calls herself "7

14, virginia Taylor HeCormick, "Women and Love as
Shakespesre Sees Them," Catholic World, Dec., 1939, p. 331.

15+ Ibid.
16, Barley Granville-Barker, gps @i, p. 348.
an Comedy, py 141.

17. Thomss Parrot,
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Portia waé-guﬂgad in the nineteenth century in terms of
the way in which she suited the age. Her doublet én& hcs§
displeased some of her eritics, as did her intelligence.

- Those who praised her felt as if they knew her and eould

spaéklfar her. ' This cheracteristic 1s also notable in the
eammeﬁtg oh other heroines. The writers at the opening of
the next eéntury-fauﬁﬁifault with Portia for being s %type,
not an. individual. More recently, however, she has been
élevated t§ har-rightfai p@sitian, The oriticism of Parﬁia'
differs from that of the other heroines in that the extreme
praises aﬁﬁf&iétribag a#é not found. & nearly middle aaursé

is followed in most cazes, with only slight varlstions.



CHAPTER IV
ROSALIRD

Rasalinﬁ,-lika.?ortia, is a heroine who does little te
be criticized, so that moast commentaries in both centuries
have only pgood te say of her. Henry Huﬁaan, in his edition
of shakaapaa?&iﬁ,ﬁer&a, put very aptly the resson for Roga-
lind's finding little unfavorable eriticism among the
Vietorisns. He sald, |

. Bhe never starts any moral or smotional
reluctances in our converse with her; sll our
sympathies go along with her freely, because

she never 3§ra upon them or tauch@a them against

the grain. _ C

The writers who will be guoted substantig%&‘ﬁudscn’ﬁ
.statemﬁnt,: William Hazlitt, for example, gives this commen-
tary on Rmsalinﬁ, '

Roselind's character is made up af sportive
galety and natural tenderness: her tohgue runs

the fester to conceal the pressure at hep haart.‘

8he talks herself out of breath, only to get

deeper ian love, The coquetry with which aha

plays with her lover in the double character.

- whish she has to support iz menaged with the
nicest address. How full of voluble, laughing

graces 1s sll her conversation with. 5rlanﬁc. 7

When this ﬁ&aeassiam turns to Wrs. Jameson; as it musﬁ,
the reader may axga@t some rapturous eomments about enother

agqn&aite‘ﬂraaﬁion of Shakespesre's, and the resder ia\nut

1, William Shakasgeara gg,ggg @;ﬁg ;& aﬁiteﬁ by ﬁenry
Hudson, "Introtuction,’ p. 19 ’

2. ¥Willdlam Hazlitt, op. 2&3 ¢y Pv 235
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disappointed. The following illustration will suffice:
To what else ghall we compare her, all-
enchanting as she is: -~ to the ailvery summer
¢louds, which even while we gase on them, shift
thelr huas and forms, dissolving into air and
light, and reilnbew showers? - to the lay marning-'
fiush with the opening blossoms and yoseate
- dews, and charm of the earliest birds? - to some
wild and begutiful meledy, such as some shepherd
boy might 'pipe to &maryllis in the shade'? -
to s mountsin streamlet, now smooth as a mirror
in whieh the skies may gla&s ‘themselves and anonm
leaping and sparkling in the sunshine - or rather
to the very sunshine itgelf? for so her genlal
apirit toughes into life and haauﬁy whatever it
shines 9&23

Hrs‘-aamagan éeas foel hhg necesgliy @f_telling us that
Rogalind cah wear héf.méééuiimésglethesﬁwith&nﬁ the slight~
ast impugﬁmemt-a§rhér éelieaay;“ﬂ. | |
_Fieﬁaher;'wéiﬁing ten years after Mrs., Jameson, héé .
nothing but‘highésbipraisé\fﬁr Rosalind's intelllgence,
tendernesa, graeﬁ,‘an& gell gassasaiem« Acoprding to kim,
she and Iﬁmg@n w&ra "two of the nablast anﬁ most exquisit&ly .
-cempaﬁnda& awang the idaal women @f &hakasy&are.”g |
Biahar& &ramt Whit@, writing at the tura of the
century, comes tw_su%stanhially the seme conclusions as Mr.
mFlétehér, Mrs. Jameson, snd Mr. Hazlitt, His evalm&tian-éf
Rosslind follows: o

Rosalind has vivaeity and wit encugh to aapti~=
vate thes@ wh& like n woman of splrit; and yet with

3. Anne Jamﬁsan,«gg. cibe, pe 52,
4, Ibid, p. 54. :
« Fletcher, Mﬁﬂ gg

2y Do 237,



this there is interwoven sov much womanly tender-
ness and delicacy, she is, in her gayest moods,
g0 truly, scmetimes so touchingly, feminine,
that she wins more sdmirers thaen she dazzl&s;é

Huch the same idea is conveyed by Dawden‘ Each of
these critics has the same thought of Rosallnd, but each
expresges it ig.a slightly different way. Dowden's point
that :

Rosalind’s briliiance is never hard or cold.
A caseade of sparkling gpeech gallles from her
lipss it is sun~illumined as it fallg, and over
it hangs the iris of a lover's hope.?

In ﬁhﬁ forest of Arden and in her ﬁar%ial
dress, Rosalind is, if possible, more exquisitely
a2 woman then whgn she threw the chain sround '

Orlando's neck,C -
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is

The Victorisns are concerned with emphasizing Rosalind's

femininity, yet research disclosed no passages eriticizing

. her for wearing male attire. In Portia's case there were a

fow defenses for her masculine dress. Many of the defenses

 ssem to be bullt sgainst non~existent opponents or, perhups,

the conventions of the age.

Helena Fauelt, who wrote in the latter half of the nine-

teenth aenﬁury,_keegs'ap the sare admiration for Rosalind |

“that had been going on from the beginning of the century.

8he plcks out kér'gaad points and gives a detalled account of |

6. Bichard Grant White, "Rosalind® in He

‘of Fietion, p. 322.
7+ Es BGW@@B}' B0« Q_i_tr_u, P 3549
8. Ibid.



| 19
them. Of Rosalind's personality she says,

All the playfulness, the wit, the sarcasm
bubble up, asparkle after sparkle with bewil-
dering rapidity, Can we wonder they should
work a c¢harm upon Orlando?9

Ber conelusion is:

Iin the days that are before her ali the
- largeness of heasrt, the rich imagina%i tha
bright eommanding intellect, which mad@
the praaiﬂing genlus of the forest of Ardan,
will WGI‘K with no &&55 wnm:&afgu 51?2&}" in the
wider sphere of princely duty.

This chapter would nhot be complete without a comment
from thsd aenaérvative magazine, the Cathelic World.
Fosalind had nét-affen&ed any of the at&nﬂards of decency,
so she reeeivea:the most favorable cemmant._.fnis magagzine
1s the one which hurled the snathems at Lady Macbeth and
éleayatr&. Agreeing with Hudson's statement given at the
beginning of thia'ahapber, this article s&ys.af Rasalﬂnﬁ}-

In our opinion she is the most daxightfully
witty person cn Bhakesperet's stage. Every word
and motion seem to sparkle with lifs. So
exquisitely delicate is her woolng of Orlando
that it is impossible to find the least cause
for reprocf. And how modest she ls! Witness =
the srtiess delicacy with which she fears to let
Orlandc see her arrayed in doublet and hose; one

of the most perfeat touches of relined woman is
to love, admire, and emulate her. Ve present
her spotless eh&taatii witheut commentsry. Come -
parisens are adi@us.

That coneludes the eriticism ef thﬁ ninataénth aam%urya

9. Helena Faueit, op. git., 264.

* m, pe 2880
11, "Shakespere and the New Women," p. 164,
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Frank Harris, an example of the slight opposing force
vhich sprang up shortly after the beginning of the twentieth
century, called BEosalind sn improbable c¢haracter on the
grounds that she had no faulis. To Harris, Reoselind was
just snother Portis with archness added to her love and
tenderness; "but the too great sweet is inclined to cloy.":2
The only thing that m
scolding speech to Phebe, and then-snly because 1t-gointe&
out his pet theory of the Fitton-Shakespenre relati&aﬁhip_‘
Fﬁrtuﬂét&ly this blased cpipion 4id not remaln for many
years., The only other writer to suggest that Rosalind was
not an individual was Agnes Msckenzie.l3 In addition she
gave some admiring criticism. Such phrases as tintensely
alive...zdorable...gay homor...clearsighted wit...generous
anﬁ'mhalenheartad,iavar“l&'ara.agplieﬁ to Rosalind, which
would terd to shew thai the criticism had turned again to
favor Rosalind. -
. Charles H. Herford, in 1920, believed Rosalind totally
responsible for the vivacity of 4s jou Like Ii. Hers was a
“refined, yet delightful® contribution.l’?

12. Frank Harris, gp. cit., p. 78,
13. Agnes Mackenzie, op. git., p- 1l2.
14. Ibid.

15» Gharles H. Herford, "The Normality of Ehakespeare,“
iish Association Pamohlet Ho. 47, $ept. 1920.
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Later in the century Virginia Taylor NecCormick reiter-
sted Mrs. Jameson's eecstatic comparison of Easalinﬁ””te the
- flush of a Hay morning or the freshness of a mountain strean-
1@&,*1& and continues her graisa:. | |
Her wit and galety have not the sting of
Beatrice's. Hers is a gentle galety, rising
from a sportive nature, and Rosalind in doublet
and hose is allaging, at once s lovely woman and
2 charming lad.l
There is nothing original here. She writes what had been
written about Rosslind for a full century. Certain repeti-
tions of previous criticisms ceeur in the commentsries on the
hereines. | |
E. XK. Chambers applied such eemplimentary'terms as
twitty and bravey sudacious and tender,” and “ésyeus vitality®
to B&salin&.lﬁ Iﬁ'adﬁitieﬂ, Chambers was convinced that
Rosalind gaﬁéfth&-ﬁlay its humen charm and saved it ffe&
maéiéarity;ig
. Mark Ven Doren, a twentieth eéﬁtary eritic sho has &
genuine 1iking for Rosalind, was moved by her sparkling wit
and gallantery. Paying a c@mplimént ta'Rﬂsaliaﬁ, he says,
"She, not Jaques,.is the philogsopher of ths‘playlﬂga |

16. cf. footnote 3, p. 17 above.

17+ Virginia Taylor HeCormick, gp. glt., p. 333
18. E. K. Chambers, gp. git., p. 156,

19. Ibid, pp. 155-163, passim.

20. Hark Van Doren, Shakespeare, p.. 159.
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Thomas Parrot ealls Resalind "a creature of a natural
and almost ﬁiviaé-simplieity.nEl He, like ¥ark Ven bgrea;
enthusiastically ﬁraises her for her light-hearted galety
aaﬁ'wit. | ' |

There is noﬁ'a gréat contrast here het&ean.the two
e#ntnries of eriﬁieism¢ The only resl bresk ay?e&rs at the.
beginning of the twentieth century. Mark Van Doren can
hardly be called Victorian, although his conclusions are the
same as those given in the nineteenth century. The differ~
ence is appsrent when the languagé of a writer like Mrs. |
Jameson or Dowden is compared to ¥r. Van Dorents. The
langunage of the former is highly embellished with fligurative
1angﬁage, while the latterfs is plaimer and more to the
point. The twentieth century erities do not give such
lengthy conments or the heroinesg. Irs. Jamesont's two page
guestion an_what,shé conld compare Rosalind to would never
be found in today's eriticlsms. The difference, then, is

one of method of presentation, not conelusien.

an Comedy, p. 171.

- 21. Thomas Parrot, Shake
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CHAPTER V¥
 OPHELIA

Ophelia-poor Ophellia! Oh, &r too zoft, too/
good, too fair, to be cast among the briers of
this working-day world, and fall and bleed upon
the thorns of 1life! What shall be said of hert
for eloquence is mute before her! Like a strain
of sad, sweet muslie, which comes floating by us
on the wings of night and silence, and which we
rather feel than hear - like the exhalation of the
viclet, dying even upon the sense it charms ~
like o snowflake, dissolved in air before it has
caught & stain of earth-like the 1light surf
severed from the billow, which g bresth dis-
perses; such is the character of Ophelia.t /

2
Thus spoke Anna Jameson.  Placing Ophelia on a pedestal,
Mrs. Jameson defied shyone who dared consider Ophelia's
charascter too &eegiy, for 1t was so gsnetified in her own
mind that she felt sure that a "touch would profane 1t."2
Considering her as a dellecate, lnnocent creature, yet making
sure that everyone knows she does not consider Ophelia
weak, Mrs. Jameson continues:
_ Thé iavé-af Ophelia, which she never once .
confesses, is likte a secret we have stolen from
bher, and whieh ought te die upon our hearts as
upon her ¢wn. Her sorrow asks not words, but
tears.3 | - | .
Willism Hazlitt seems fo echo this coneception by ecall-

ing ﬁphelia "s charagter almost toc exquisitely touching teo

1. Anns Jam&&@l’i, £ba _c_j;i. s Pa 1ii.
2. Ipig. |
3. Ibid.
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be dwelt upen;“4 anﬁ continues with the lament,
Oh rose of an, oh flower too soocn faded !
Her love, her madness, her death, are deseribed
with the truest touches of tenderness and
patheos.’

Mary Cowden Clarke, another imsginative Victorian,

“invented, with'the aid of the internal evidence in 3&&&34

speare's plays,; the girlhood of Ophelia te the epening‘af

- Hamlet. She wrste in much the same veln as did Charles
Lamb in his Igles From Shakespeare. Thﬁy both had wide~.
_eyed adoration for Shakespeare and his herolnes and set

”éown their theaghts in equalily bad prose.

Hudsnn, in 1382, continued the praise and gity of

'7'_féphelia,_de¢1aring, "Indeed I love the dear girl much as

ffﬁﬁst'ef those aﬁout'her_&ﬂ,“

:'and the following,

46 Thig 111u3trétes anothar_“

trait of this periaé thét of feeling very'parsanally about
'thﬁ héreines. ﬁany of the writers. felt that they knew the
. heroinas w&ll encugh to speak for them‘ Further praisa for

':Qphalia is feun& in the revelatiﬁn that she is "the anly

 pure, sweet, hmﬁourable form of humanity about the courg, "f '

Qpheiia is an intelligent girl, &ﬁeidedlyk7

so, though not at all intellectual or strong~
- winded: Whenever she speaks, she does it with

5. Ipid.

6. Henry Hudsaﬁ, hekespeape: His Life, Arf, and
Characters, p. 307.

. ?s Ihiét
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exquigite grace and propriety...3he has good
SeNnse.«.5he begh thinks feelingly and feels,
thoughtiully. -

Lady Hartin (Helens Faucit), writing in the latter half
of the nineteenth century, gives further sympathetic treat-

ment to Ophelia., 4gain sn echo of Mrs. Jameson 1s heard in

the lines,
¥ho can wonder that a charscter gso delieately
outlined, and shaded in with “tgak@s so fine,
should be often misunderstoed? ©

Such lines as these imply thai adverse criticism may
have been utteréﬁ-against the untouchable Ophellas yet each
eriticlism seems to have been glilenced and ﬁutnﬂmbére& by her
meny stsunch defenders, o |

The ballads sung by-aphélia,?whiah "never cught to
issue from a young and cultured wcman’a_liﬁs,“lﬁ were
_ exglaineﬁ.father‘apalagetically by both iééy Hertin and Mary
fowden Clarke as tﬁe result of her.@euntry upbringing.  The
latter includes a passage sﬁuwing Opheliats ﬁaarae-ﬁérséméid'
singing those eyebrow-raising tunes. After absolving Ophelia
of all blame, Lady Martin 1mmeﬁiately lsunches an attack on
| Hamlet. She neither trusts him nor bélievéﬁ his love. This
_Vattiﬁnde ig the result of welghing his actions against.his

nords. 11

8. Ibid, p. 308

9. Helena Fsucit, op. glt., p- 3.
10. Ibid, p. 8.

11. Ibid.
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As a stern protecting cheperone to ﬁyhelia; Lady Martin
would have made short work of Hamlet's petitions.

[%ndrew C. Bradley brings the period of excesgive pity
apnd praise of Qﬁhelia to & close. ¥With most of the writsrs
who cast their lots with Ophelias, Mr. Bradley agreed with
Mrs. Jemeson that "the analysis of her charscter seems
almost a desecration.”? Mr. Bradley further defended
Ophelia against critles who founmd her wesk for going mads
he points out that the three persons closest to her either
are dead or have departed and that Gphﬁlia feels responsible
for Hamlet's madness. HNr. Bradley eﬁnclu&es, "In her made
ness Ophelia continues sweet and 1evabla.“13 |

The great revolt wasg led by Frank Harris. ¥hat & cone-
trast is his opinion to that of Lady Mertin. Harris believes
Hamlet well rid of Ophelis, which contrasts greatly with
Lady Hartin's beliaf that Hamlet had better be deserving of

of Ophelia's 1@ve.i}ﬁarris‘ words are, "Hamlet's love to

Ophelia is scarcely strong enough to &eserve the name, but

Harris garrias this further by ealling Hamlet's love
for Ophelia "mersly incidental.”'? His dominant passions

12. fndrew Cecil Bradley, gggeggegzegn ragedy, p. 160.
13, Ibid, p. 112.
14. Frank Harris, op. git., p. 157.

- 15. Ibid, p. 151.
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'are ¥ lealousy of his'muther and & desire for revenge on her
seducer,s16 This, of course, is supposed to tie in with the
Fitton-Shakespesre incident.

Expressing an attitude soon to be typical of most of
the later erities, Mr. Harris sees in Ophelia “no redeeming
vices or weaknesses." He said, "Ophelia can only weep and
go erazy when Hamlet insults her.....(S8he is a) mere
abstraction of patience.....Hardly a taint of earthly temper
or tincture of warm humanity in her w17

Agnes Mackenzle used the reasoning of Mr. Harris.
Following is the essence of her opinion of Ophelia:

- fhe is pretty and sweet aznd gentle, and she
ruins herself, so all the eritics have forgiven

her and said nice things about her, except a few

young ones this side of the Great War., But I am

not at all sure that Shakespeare forgave her

altogether, though I think the mad scenes were

given to her ss her expiation. Even there,

however, she is never sentimentalised, though

the prudery of managers has regulgrly cut the

song that spoils her prettiness.lo

Crowning these bitter lines is the following equally
trenchant ststement, which leaves no doubt that Ophella is
- golng through a pericd of scornful eriticism:

Simply she (Gertrude) is stupld, coarse, and
shallow. And Ophelia is not unlike her; she is
not coarse, only obviocus, but that is the maln

difference. 8o between them, with the very best
intentiong, they sow rulsn all about them, and

16. Ibid.
17. Ibid, p. 149.
18. agnes Mackenzie, g9p. git., p. 200.



28

most of all among the men they love. And they
never for a moment know that they have done 1t.19

althgugh net written with such bitterness as the pre-
ceding exsmples, Charles Herford's conviction is that
Ophella‘'s love is responsible for Hamlet's downfall...."Her
love bears within it the seed of tragedy both for Hamlet and
herself."20 iside from this Herford does express sympathy
for Dghelia*slylight.

E. K. Chambers also expressed the sttitude that Ophelils

was inaéaquate. He said:

o

Ophelia, a timid conventional girl, was toa’
fragile a reed for a man %o lean upon. 21

Furthermore Hr. Chambers was among those whom John
Corbin in 1940 eriticized for saying that Ophelia was a
liar because of the episode behind the BTTEE .22

¥hen, in 1940, the pendulum sterts to swing irn the
 opposite éiréetian, John Corbin comes to Uphelia's rescus.
 He in&ignantly refutes the secandalous charges that had been
urged against her. jDiﬁagreeing gith Bawd&n's declaration to

_ the effeat that ¥she was a little 1iar,‘23 Corbin continues

19. Ibid, p. 225.

20. Charles H. Herford, "The Normality of Shakespeare,®
z:i * 12"13&

21. E. K. Chambers, op. cit., p. 187.

22. Ibid.
23. John Corbin, "Ophelia Against Her Critiecs," p. 1l.
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te break down the arguments of Elmer Stoll that sh; told an
untruth when answering "At home,” to the question, "Where's
yghr father?" Corbin fia&s-tha answer "at worst the whitest
of lies - and the literal truth if cne insists on those
localities."24 That is, Polonius was in the castle, shich

was his hone.

clinches the argument for Ophelia by asking,

r O0f what 1s Ophelia guilty? At worst, of a
J single lie told to & msdman for his good. We may
¥ eall her docility a fault, when, as she is bid,
‘ / she shuts herself zway from Hamlei; but how not
. trust to her brother's care for her and her
. father's wisdom?? |

Later Herley Granville-Barker gives great sympathy to

-

Ophelia in the scenes of Hamlet's denunclation of her and in
the play scene whan.ﬁémlet launches smutty jJokes at her.
This eritic commends her bravery to try tc joke with Hamlet
after her "gentle, fragile naturen2® has sustained such
 wreachiﬁg, aﬁd-eenelaéea,.“ﬂer madness tragically Qutmatches
| his whose work it ja.ne7 |

Thomas Parrott's opinionh agaln agrees with Harley Gran-
ville Barker's. He doesn't try to place blame on Ophella

just because Hamlet is so grezt. In fact, he is cne of the'

24. 1Ipid, p. 12.
25. Harley: Granville-Barker, op. g_g., p. 212.

26. Ibid, p. 216.
27. Ibid.
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few writers who face the fact that Hamlet has driven
Ophelia to madness and death.28

. another eritic, writing in a recent magazine,'seems
almost & resurrection of Mrs. Jameson. Ophelia is described
as, "toc sweet, too solt, too gentle, ... a lyric poem
ecstatie and fragile, ... more a beautiful thought than a
woman. 27

The psycho-analytical method did not by-pass Shake-

speare!s heroines. 4n example of the less rabid type is to

be found in H. CGoddard's suggestion, *In Ophelia's Clogset."

This scholar sees signs of madness much sarlier in the play

'than‘are'faunﬁ in the usual aancegtisn and expands his

article on this aasamptian.39 This psychologleal delving'is
mentioneé.becaﬁse it was done by é schélar anﬁ"ié of suffi-
clent merit for exemplification of a trend.

The latest piece af.evidencé to show that more sympa-
thetic iraatmént is being given to Ophelia is Laurence
/ Olivier's recent production of Hamlet. Here the whole- :

\\haarted sympathy of the audience is gained for the Rose of

28. Thomas Parrott, op. git., p. 279.
29. Virginia Taylor McCormick, op. elt., p. 332.

30. H. Goddard, %In Q§helia‘s Closet," Iale ] evie 5
ns 35 no 3:462-74, ﬁarch, 1946.
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May, at the loss of that for Hamlet, thinks &rthur Hopkins,
eritle, who séys:' |
f It is the tragédy of Hamlet that is lost
/ throughout the pleture. Instead, it becomes the
" tragedy of Ophella, because she is permitted to
-follow more nearly the author's intent.3l
Thls conecludes the last period in which opinions can be
grouped. The {irst pericd, from Mrs. Jameson to Dr. Bradley,
could see little or no wrong in the actions of the gentle
Ophelia. This would seem to reflect the idesls of the time.
A romantic maftyr was Just what the Vietorians relishe&, and
they probably read a little too much of this into Ophelia‘s
charascter. A&fter this kié glove tresatment poor Qphelia:was
plunged into icy waters. Crities found they had little

~ patience with a Hose of May. She was untruthful, shallos,

or Vreacherous. This reactionary ﬁerzad lasted but a_shert
time, and again fortune smiled upon Ophelia with such pro-

tectors as #ehn-ﬂerbia and Harley Granville-Barker. & saner
treatment is given in this last era. EBueh things as Ophelia's
humor or her diplomacy are in the crities! minds instead of
the superflcial quaslities treated by elither the Vietorian or

the reactionary writers.

31. ﬁrthnr ﬁﬁgkins, “Hamlet and Olivier," Theafre Arts,
32:30, &ugust, 1948.



CHAPTER VI
DEEDEMONL

The gentle Desdemona has gone through the trials that
ancther heroine of her kiﬁd, Ophelis, was forced to contend
with. Just as the disturbance about Ophelia grew out of her
assQﬁiaﬁiaﬁ.%ifh Hamiet, Desdemona was eriticized in terms
of her Othello. /The main point of contention was the

T

marriage of a Venetian lady to a coal-black moq;; The de-

.fenses for Desdemona range from disagreeing that Othello was

black at all to saying what a beautiful, democratic relation-
ship 1t was. 4side from the gquestion of Gth&llo‘é‘enlor, the
only other point which caused any hlama't@ Desdemona was

her equivocation concerning the handkerchief. _

Barly in the nineteenth century Williem Hazlitt paiad
what he thought was a high tribute to Desdemona. Eis con-
ception of her was that she had no will of her own, which
was exasctly What a prim ?icterian'haﬁsewifa should have
been. He states, |

| He?.rasignatioa and angelie éwaetneﬁs of

temper do not desert her at the last. The scenes .

in which she laments and tries to account for

Othello's estrangement frox her are esxguisitely
beautiful.l |
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A. ¥. Schlegel, the Cerman critic, makes his comment
almost Jamesconien in nmature:

Degsdemona is an offering without blemish...
Full of simplieity, sofiness, and hurility, and
30 innocent she can hardly form to herself an
idea of the possibility of infidelity, she seems
ealculated to make the most ylelding and tender
wife... The only error she ever committed was
marrying without the consent of her father.2

Hazlitt. Mr. Campbell answers a query arising from these
eriticisms: what would the eritics think if Desdemonz had

retaliated?

_ The terrors of the storm sre also made strik-
ing to cur imsginstion by the gentleness of the
victim on which they fail, ~ Desdemona. Had one
synptom of an angry Spi?i% appeared in that
lovely mariyr, our sympathy with her would have
been endsngered; but Shakespeare knew better.3

Mrs. Jameson tells us what would bappen if Desdemona

displayed any lIntellectuality.

In Desdemona...the slightest menlifestation
of intellectual power or sctive will would have
injured the dramatic effect. B5he is a vietinm
consecrated from the first, ~ *an offering with-
out blemish,' alone worthy of the grand final
saerifice; all harmony, all grace, all purity,
all tenderness, all truth; But alas! to see her
flattering like a cherub in the talons of a
fiend! ~ to see her - O poor Desdemons!?

#rs. Jameson displays, in addition, z characterlistic

found in many critiecisms of the heroilnes, that of feeling

2. &. ¥. Sehlegel, Lectures on Dramsiic Art and
Literature, Vol. II, p. 189. . '

3.Thomas Campbell, Remarks on the Life spd ¥Writings of
Shgkespeare, p. 23. '

4. Anna Jamescn, op. e¢it., p. 157.



| 34
that she hag been admitted to the inner circle of confi-
dence., In the passage which follows an sttempt is made to
exylaia'ﬁesdemena’s attraetian to Othello:

Hotwithstanding this disparity af age,
character, country, ecomplexion, we, whe are
admitted into the secrei, see ‘Rer love rise
naturally and aﬁcﬁsﬁarily o?t of the leading
propensities of her nature
Now that the favorable comments have been presented,
-some thought should be directed to the unfavorsble. The
strongest writing against Desdemona came from John Guincy
Adams. He frowned upon Desdemona as almost gs deep a
villain as Isgo. Mr. &dams was not one of those writers who
could nct hear-tq_see the virtue and deliaacy-mf Shake~
~ _speare's Desdemona called into question. He concludes
First. That the passion of Desdemona for
Othello is unnatural, solely and exelusively
‘because of his color. Second. That her elope~
ment to him, and secret marriage with him,
indicate a personal charscter net only very
deficient in delieacy, but totally regardless
of f£ililsl duty, of female modesty and of in-
genuous shame. Third. That her deficlency
in delicacy 1s discernible in ger eanﬁuet and
discourse: threughont the play. : |
Henry Hudson, gallant defender of shakeﬁﬁears‘s women,
gquickly defended Desdemona's virtue against John Q. Adems?
attack. | N '

The truih is, what I inwardly know and feel
respecting Desdemona, cannot, must noi, shall

9. ibid, p. 150.
6. Jehn Quincy Adams, "The Charaat&r of Desdemona,"
American M y Vol, I:216.
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not be utteraﬁ,hera lest I should harden your
heart, by turning ’%he awful modesties of
sorrow' into merchandise. It seems = thing
which she has imparted to me In confidence; a
- secret between us which shall not be wrung
from me; which I scarce dare utter even to
myselfy which it were & betraval of & most
sacred trust to divulge; which you have a
right tc learn from none but herself; whleh
none but herself has a right to impart.?

Rote agalin that feeling of having been admitied to the
select group of denfiﬂanteg.

__Richard ﬁrﬁnt-ﬁhite did not cansiﬁ&r.ﬁthallc a negroj
eens&qﬁently there was no racial problém for him. He gives
a favorable report of her charscter and finds no wrong in
Desdemona‘’s falling in love with athella.s Henry feed in

hisHLeaturgs givag-the gsame main eonclﬁsieas as Richard

© Grant White.

sdams was: nﬁt the only one to frown on Desdemona. Evi-

._denae that disapyreval existed much later is found in.thg:
'writings of ﬁ;'f. Bnider.. Concerning the decislon of thé

state to favcr the marriage, Mr. Snider says, “The guilt af
1@ -
k1]

After &1scussing the marriage and beglnning eenfliets,

Mr. Snider states, "Between such characters no seeare, S

?q Ha E- Hﬂ‘{isﬁl‘!, E;agtﬁgeg 251_ gh, kﬁ's a8 e, Veln I:{Q

- pp. 346~7.

8. Richard Grant wWhite, Shakespeare's Scholar, r. 54.
- 9. Henry Reed, Lectures on British Poets, p. 160.

16' L. J‘ Snidﬁr’ w ‘Qx R A e Inen I - o M,
Vol. II, p. 97. |
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permanent ethical union is possible. Jeaslousy must arisa."ll

He disapproves, in general, of both Desdemona and Othello,

The opposing forces again stood up for Desdemona in the
writings of Baward Rose. His conclusion contradicts those
who éisapprbve'nf her. He says, "Desdesons is the most lov-
able, 1 think5 af Shakaspaare's women. 12

Helena ?a&ait continues the praise of Desdemona and
gives the same conclusions as Hazliti, Campbell, and
Jameson. Such wards a5 the fellowing are enough to illus-
trate thﬁ gaint.

& being so bright, so pure, so unselfish, ?
generous, courageous -~ so devoted ln her love,
so unconguersble in her allegiance to her *kind
lord,' even while dying by his hand; and all
this beauty of body and mind hlasted by the
machinations of a soulless villsin, who ‘out
of her osn goodness' made the net that en-
meshed her too ¢redulouys husband and her abso-s
lutely gnileless gelf 113

., i
R

miﬂs Fan@it gi?as this siepls explanatiag of the
attraction of Desdemona to Othello:

The sccident of the difference in Othello's
complexion, which operates against him in other
eyes, aaﬁearf him to hers. I{ touches her
genera&sity.

1i. 1bi .

12. Edward Rase *Sudden Emotion: Its Effect upon
Different characters as Shown by Shakspere® in New Shake-
speare Society, Transsetions, 1889*1882, p. le

13. Helena Fsucit, gp. eit., p. 47.

14. Ibid, p. 59.
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The latter part of the ecentury brought forth substan~-
tially the same picture of the sweet dcor-mat type of
ﬁesdemana. |

When Bradley put forth his criticism, he belleved in
facing the issue of Othello's color and pot making excuses
for Desdemona. He pointed out that we fail “to reslizs how
xtraordinary i? wags in a gentle Vepetlan girl to love
Othello, and o assall fortune with such a 'déwnright vio-
lence and gtorm' as is éxgectad only of a hero.nl3

The eritics who tried to lessen the éistanaé between
Desdenons and Othello were only blurring the glorious con-
”ceptian, aecorélng to Hr. Bradley.

In 1911 Era. Hinton Stewart disagreed with the accusa~
tions that Desdemona was weak or tactless, wanted moral
force, or was incapable either of resisting or resénting;-'
she called Desdemona's gentle characteristics positive, not
negative virtues. }Eéflﬂating the tendency of the age ta:
think of the equality of women, Mrs. Stesart refuted claims
that ﬁes&em&n&ﬁﬁag childlike and instead saﬁ her as an |
*Intense, sensitive, consciously pure-minded womak, petri-

fied by an eatrageaus acansatian.“lé

15. indrew C. Bradley, op. eit., p. 202.

516. lirs. Hiﬁtan St&wart, "Character of Desdemona,”
p. 544,



%hen Mr. Harris' statements are examined, the reader
can expeet s change from the writings of the previcus
century. Mr. Harris does disagree with the majority of the
former eritics, except D. J. Snider and John . Adans,
although Mr. Harris' writings are not quite so vengeful.

He sees aathing inevitable about Othello's Jjealousy. The
riters up to this time ususlly emphasized the pogsibility
that jealousy might not have arisen, but Mr. Harris finds it
unavoidable. His explanation is: | |

: It is reason-founded on difference of colour,

medness by vile and envions sugeestionsil

Legnes ﬁaekenzie blames Desdemona for the tragedy,
althﬁﬁgh she does admire her for her sttempt o shi&i&

Othello in the final scene., ilss Mackenzie does not seem

%o consider that Othello failed Desdemona because he did not
‘take her into hiS'fullest confidence; the critiec merely
 blemes Desdemona for failing othello.r® Both Mackenzie and

Harrils treat Desdemona in a barsher way than most of the

:,ﬁriters of the previous century.

E. K. ﬁhambera dlscusses Desdemona's character without

. trying tc'plaeé,the blame on either Desdemona or Othello.

... "Failure is presented as a resultant no longer of

'character but of &estiny."lg Desdemona 1s & “tender woman,™

lz. ¥rank Harris, obs git., p. 13.
18. Agnes Mackenzle, gp. git., p. 245,
19. E. K. Chambers, gp. git., p. 220.
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and an “easy vietim“ of eircumstances.go This effers a
great contrast te ‘the opinions of the previous writers,
Harrisz and Mackenzie. 7
The writers of the last decade agree that Besdemona 8
pesiti&n is a high one. Reosamond Gilder writes:

'-"\

Des&emena is much more than fzir and frail.

She hasg courage, andacity; rescurcefulness and
2 capscity for love transcending Juliet's own.2!

capac
Alfred Harbage, in his recent book A3 They Liked It,
shows the same high esteem of Desdémona; He writes
The role of Desdemona is one of the most
remarkable in Bhakespeare. No woman in the
- plays is more pure then she, none whose every
word is so_compounded of kindliness, purity,
and falth.aa
The last twentieth eentury eritic to be considered,
Harley Granville-Barker, could find only one fault in

ﬁes&emoaa, and that a small one. It was that she had let

-hér fatherrstay too iang gself-deceived as to her real

‘nature. She should have let him know that she had a mind of

hér oW, cherwiso Mr. Granville-Barker gives her a totally

-”favmrable commentary.23

20. Ibid, p. 219,

21. Rosamond Gilder, "Othello and Venus," IThealre Arts,.
Vol. XXVII: 699~703, Beeember, 1943.

22, Alfred Harbage, As They Liked It, p. 64,

23. Harley Granville—Barker, Prefaces to Shageggggge,
Vol., II, p. 123.
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. The erities of the'previaué century, from Mrs. Jameson
to Mr. Bradley, &sugllf pleture Desdemona as a submissive
girl with no will of her own. They would hqt,have épproved
éf her had shé-yéssessed any inteileetuality; b few, éuch
as Jd. Q. AdaﬁS-and Pe . Snidera_cen&emned her outright for
marrying a Moor. With the beginning of the new century

Desdemona met more adverse eritieism, but she was assuming

some individuality and backbone. Later critics review her
without reference as %o how she would fit into their own

era, but as to hew she fits inte the play itself.
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CHAPTER VII
L4ADY MACBETH

At the beginning of the'nineteenth century William
Richardson struck the keynote for most of the later eritics.
to follow. Overawed by Lady Macheth's ¥Ycontrivances of the
blackest erimes,“l he c¢alls her "a character invariably
savage,"2 and sees absolutely no redeeming features ahout‘
her. Richardson implies that Lady Hacbeth might Just as
well have committed the murders, as she is the root of the
evil deeds.

Willigm Haziitt'centinues this type of eomment by call-
ing her a *great bad woman, whom we hate, but whom we fear
more than we hate."3 He, like Richardson, is overawed by
her commanding presence of mind and her extraordinary deter-
mivation.

The £irst eritic who makes any attempt to explain or
sympathize with-Laéy Macbeth is the defender of all Shake=
speare's heroines, Mrs. Jameson. BShe felt that Hazlitt did

" not tell the whole truth about Lady Mecbeth. He had left

. some points unteuched; his critieism was "a little

1. Wililam Richardson, A hilegaghicgl gnalgsig and
Illustration of some of Bheakespeare’s Remarkable Chgracterg,
Te 694

2. Ibid.
3. William Hagiitt, op. git., p. 14.



superficlal, and a little tce_harsh.“4_ She alsc attacks
those who think of Lady Macheth as "nothing but & fierée,
cruel woman, brandishing a couple of daggers, and inciting
her hushband to butcher a poor old king.“5 Mrs. Jameson then
extolls Lady Macbeth's wifely virtues and points out that
after sll, the deeds were done for the sake of her husband.
Nevertheless, Lady Maebeth receives chastisement at the
hands of Mrs. Jameson. She deseribed her as "Cruel, treach-
erous, and darihg,"é as well as “a terrible impersonation of
evil passions énd.mighty powers.“7 Furthermore, “she Is
doubly, trebly, dyed in guilt and bloodj for the murder she
instigates is rendered more frighful by disloyaltly and
ingratitude and by the viclation of 2ll the most sacred
claims of kindred and hespitality.“8 The important éh&rac—
teristic to note in Mrs. Jameson®s criticism is that lLady
Macbeth 1s considered human and even feminine, not invariably
savage, as most crities described her.

Samuel Colerige, who wrote very early in the nineteenth_
century, blamed Lady Maecbeth almost totally for the guilt of

her husbana; His deseription of her is as follows:

-4, Mrs. Jameson, gg; git., p. 291,
5. Ibid, pp. 288-289.

6. Ibid, p. 291.

7. Abid.

8. Ibid.
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She evinces no womanly life, no wifely Joy
~at the return of her husband, ng pleased terror
at the thought of past dangers.?
-This eriticism differs mainlf fﬁem Mrs..Jameson's idea
that Lady Macbeth possesses some feminine, wifely gualities.
Then Thomas Campbell, the poet, disagreed with both the
calling of Lady Macbeth a virage and Mrs;*Jaﬁesmn’s atﬁempt
to clear her character. Campbell ealiS'her "4 character of

brillisnt understanding; lofty determination and negative

'deceney."lo

Henry Hudson 1s one eritie of his era who thinks out

‘the ¢haracter in terms of the play, not on the basis of for-

mer criticism or pressure of the age. He sees through Lady

Macbethis bluff and points out the many cases in which she

- "has to fight with herself to be brave and have no consclence.

While she is “1ndéed a great bad woman whom we fear and

pity, (she is) neither so great nor so bad as is cammonl&

supposed."ll

“4fter this bright spot in Vietorian criticism, we
return to the usual oplnione with Fanny Kemble's statement:

Lady HMacbeth would make those witches and
Hecate shrink away appalled from the presence of

9. Samuel Caleridge, Notes and Lectures upon Shake-
spears, p. 246. ' : L T
10. Thomss Campbell, Life of Mrs. Siddons, p. 7.

11. Henry Hudson, ghokespeare: His Life, Art, and

Characters, p. 342.
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of those ’murderin§ ministers' who wait on
nature's mischief.ld .

Helena Faucit, though later than Kemhle,'voiced her
opinion in somewhat the same manner. Miss Faueit has a
greater understanding than Fanny Kemble and, like HMrs.
Jameson, attempts to explain Lady Macbeth's actions. Miss
Faucit has a great admiration of the "Stern grandeurm of
Lady Macbeth's "indomitable will."}3 Perhaps Miss Faueit
attempts to explain'tae much by attributing Lady Macbeth's
wickedness to the wickedness of the age. A4fter she thinks
she has surmounted that obsitacle, Miss Faucit feels free to
admire the ccﬁr&gebus'and gelf-gustained nature of Lady Hac-
beth and her loyalty to her husband.

Just before the close of the century the Catholic
Wor d epitsmé'of'conventien, voleced its sentiﬁent. You
~ would think tﬁat 1ts attitude would be that of all Victor=
ians if you had not read enough- to prove that it is extreme.
This articlefﬁasiwritten in view of the shocking woman
 suffrage mcvéﬁent. It asks: I_

" What shall we say of that other beautiful type
of masculine femininity, ambitious Lady Macbeth?

- Burely every gentle reader shrinks with repugnance 14
from the contemplation of such an‘anamaly in nature.

12, Fanny Kemble, *Lady Macbeth," p. 28.
13. Helepa Faucit, gp. git., p"234a
14. “Shakespere and the New Woman," p. 162.
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After this tirade was bound to come some cppesiﬁg view.
It was to be found in'the writings of 4. Symons, one Vietor-
ian who nelther pralses nor condemns Lady Macbeth. To him
she is a woman who can be "magnificent in sin,“l5 but who
has “none of the callousness which makes the comfort of the
16

eriminal.”?

At the beginning of the twentieth cehtury Andrew C.

Bradley, tha@great Shakespearean critie, volces agreément

with Mrs. Jameson, Mr. Hudson, and Miss Faucit in their con~
tention that'Lady-Macbeth ig a perfect wife. He gives the
same substantiation. Further agreeing with former erities,

Dr. Bradley finés her an awesome creature, but he ﬁakes his

"eentributionfte new 1deas‘by disagreelng with the conven-

tional idea that Macbeth is a half-hearted cowardly criminal
and Lady Macbeth a whole-hearted fiend. He ecnsiders ﬁhem

' inseparable in their crimes. He adds, "However appalliﬁg

'she may be, she is sublime.nt7

At this point, the beginning af the twentieth eentury,
ocours a ' graduel changing of opinion toward Ledy Hacbeth,
No'lenger are“the erities overawed by her character or ac-

tiens.: The writers of this period have begun to evaluate

with less emotion. Frank Harris employs his pet theory that |

15. A. Symons, Studies in Two Literatures, p. 24."
16. Ibid.
17. &ndrew C. Bradley, op. git., p. 368.
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Mary Fitton served as mcdel for iady Mzcbeth's masculine
traits, her resolution, and her strengﬁh.lg There is no
emotionalism displayed here, no fear of this horrible crea-

tion, no attack on her ¢rimes, as we have been accustomed to

expect in the Victorians. He remarks casually that she 1s

19

“ndt.oné of Shakespeare's happier ereations.®

4slde from the following lapse to Victorianism in a
conservative magazine, the eriticism continﬁés on ﬂarﬁis‘
plane. Albert B. Purdie delivered this emotional diatribe
on Lady Macbeth in 1919: |

S8he not only unsexes but dehumanizes harself
‘and this monster is to precipltate the ruin of a
falling man.20

& return to the more common twentieth century eriticism
is expressed by Agnhes Mackenzie. &he disagrees with the
former conception of a "Stalwart virago, or a prison ward-

121

tgaln note the lack of wonder in this twentieth century

eritic, Of Lady Macbeth she gays:

She is very feminine, very plucky, and rather
stupid, and her attitude to her husband is very
precisely that of the ideal wife of the Victorians.
She can see nobody in the world but him: wherefore
she damns him, as many another woman has done,
though less spectacularly.22

18. Frank.ﬁarris, op. cit., p. 163.

19. Ibid.

20. Albert B. Purdie, "Macbeth; & Study in Sin," p. 188.
21. Agnes Mackenzle, op. cit., p. 319.

22. Ibid, p. 316.
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Disagreeing with the traditional stage view of Ledy
Macbeth as a “sheer humen monster, and the evil genius of

her husband's soul, n23 E. K. Chambers says:

Hers (Lady Macbethﬁg) is both a subtler and a
nobler nature than his.

Twenty years after the Catholic World called Lady Maec-
beth a "monster," Virginia Taylor Mcécrmiek'maintained in
the same magézine that "Shakespeare could not help prefer-
ring Lady Macbeth to Macbeth.®2? |

| Purther opposing earlier conceptions, MeCormiek contin-
ues, "No matter how she nerves herself to masculine deeds

she.remains-feminine.“zé

Words such as "brave, tender, and
cpmfbrtingﬁz7'are uged to describe Lady Maecbeth. Such a
reversall Mrs. NcCormick makes clear to her reader that
there is no suggestion that Lady Macbeth had an actual part
in the erime.

Dorothy Johnson finds Lady Macbeth a "sturdy little
pillar of respeatability.“gg..."Like many small-brained

women, she has tact and discretion."2? The perfect wife

| '23. E. K. Chambers, Shakegpeare: 4 Survey, D 235,
24.';p;g.
25. Virginia Taylor McCormick, op. git., p. 330.
26. Ibid.
27. Ibid.

28. Dorothy Johnson, “The Perfect Wife," London Mercury,
Yol. XI, p. 48,
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i&éa-expresséﬁ'here is somewhat the same type of criticism
done by'agnas ﬁackenaie.

: Lonise C Turner voices the trend toward recognizing
that_"erudite nonesense" called "Elizabethan psychology. #30

If the plotting villain who sees his in-
tended vietim approaching sc much as eries,
Dive, thoughts, down to my soul I his words
are found heavy with psychological import he
1ittle dregmed of: he ls using “words which
repregsent the final perversion of will. In
the 1light of Elizsbethan thinking, they pro~
bably mean the wilful subjeetion oi intellset
to & mode of thought and aatimn guided by the
desires of the heart.® '

In addition to the psychological prnbimg-diseussed | 7
above, criminal analyzat1ﬁn‘has—h99ﬁga&&e&—%ﬂ—the—ﬁeﬁfﬁe%heds '

" of eriticism. Judge August Goll's diseussion of Lady Maeg~
“beth in ®Criminal Types in Shakespeare,” repeats the idea

that Lady Macbeth did not kill for herself but for her hus-

' 2 . _ :
baﬂdm3' She dled, not for repentence, according to Judge

Goll, but "for fear for the safety of her husband.®33 He

_eenelﬁées, ”ﬁer_fate ls "the lot of the typlcal woman

criminal.“34

30. Louise C. Turper, “A Caveat for Critles," PHLA 61:651.

31. Ipid. Cf. Ruth L. Anderson, “Elizabethan Psychology

and Shakespeare's Plays,” Unlversity of lows Bumanigtic
Studies, First Series, LII, No. 4 SCETA PR TP

32. dugust Goll, “criminal Iypes in Shakegpeare,®
Journal of Criminal Law and inology, 291661, Jan., 1939.

33. Ibigd, p. 666.
34, lbid, p. 667.
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_ . The last eritic of the twentieth eantury group to be
discussed ‘Elmer Edgar 8toll, considered Lady Macbeth a
“delieate and refined, not brutdshn35 person who has forced
hééself to do "violence to her nature."3® To substantiate
his Statement, he says, "She has to take wlne to brace her-
self upg shrinks from murder by her own ﬁand because Duncan
resembles her father, fainis after it 1s over, walks in her
sleep,raﬂﬂ'dies before her ﬁime."37 |

'This ig a great change from the ides of Lady Macbeth as
half superﬁatural, whieh was eharacteristie of the last
century. The criticism has come from denunciation in the

nineteenth to actual praise in the twentieth.

35. Elmer Stoll, Qggesgegr Studias, p. 107.
36. Ibid.



‘of Cleopatra. She has the feeling, which is repeated by

CHAPTER VIII
CLEOPATRA

In a study of Cleopatra it might be well to point out
that Shakespeare's Cleopatra is netrthe same as the older
versions of her. Plutareh, although he felt she was Antony's
evil genius, was captured by the romantic idea of the
Egyptian Gifce. Dion Eassias, writing a century later, gave
a very different pleture of a scheming, betraying drab.
Dion Cassius? Cléopatra'épends her last efforts on a speech
deslgned tolawakén a gensual interest in Octavius; the 1ast.
words of Plutarch's Gleoyatra.are a lamentation fer Antony.
shakaspearEGGhanged.Plutargh’s Gleopatfa somewhat. He
emphasized hérllayalty in love and annubleﬁ_her generally.l

Just as there are opposing plays, there are contradictory

opinions in}gritiaal appreciation of Shakespearets Cleopatra.

The Victorian writers cannot help admiring her, yet

~ they do so somewhat apologetically. Mrs. Jameson is slightly

confused but must be glven eredit for ragﬂgnizing the worth

later writers, that Cleopatra's greatness is not coasistent.a

1. William Shakespeare, Antony snd Clecpatrs, edited by
Herold Newcomb Hillebrand, p. xxxii. ‘ B -

2. "Cleopatra could be great by fits and starts, but
never sustained her dignity upon se high a tone for ten
minutes together,“ Anna Jameson, op. cit., p. 194.
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Nevertheless Mrs. Jameson, true to form, praises this
marvelous creastion of Shakespearets mind. ©She says:

0f all Shakespeare's female charsacters,

Miranda and Cleopatra appear to me the most

wonderful. The first, unegualled as a poetical

coneception; the latter, miraculous as a work of

art.

Later Mrs. Jamescn calls Cleopatra a "brilliant anti-
thesis, a compound of contradictions, of sll we most hate,
with what we most admire."4 |

Willlam Hazlitt was another early Vietorian who had a

mixed oplinion of Cleopatra. While finding her “voluptuous,

- ostentatious, boastful of her charms, haughty, tyrannical,

and i‘iekle,.-ﬁf’ Hazlitt must admit that for all her "great
and unpardahable fanlts, the grandeur of her death almost
redeems thema...She keeps her queen-~like state ip the last
disgrace, and her sense of the pleasurable in the last
moments-éf her 1ife. She tastes a luxury in death, w6

A writer of 1849 had-nct thia begrudging admiration of
the Serpent of old Nile but instead geve this blistering
attack onfﬂleopatra: |

Shakspeare makes Cleopatra as mean and little

in her Jealousy as an Abigail. There is nothing
majestic or gqueen-like in her; and she fluctuates -

3. Ibid, p. 120.

4. Ibid.

5. William Hazlitt, op. git., p. 74.
6. Ibid, p. 76.
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between the termagant and the simpering, silly
gentlewoman, in a msnner highly ridiculeas.7

Like the two previous writers, he finds Cleagatra on a lower
plane in the'opening;scenes and elevated in the later ones.

Heinrich Heine, the German poet, in his collected works
published in 1856, added to this seemingly contradietory
ecriticism thus.' '

This ereature is at once too gooﬁ and too bad
for this world. Most charming attraetions are

here the cause of most repulsive frailties.....

- {8he is) a caprieious, pleasure-seekigg, ever-
veering, feverishly coquettish woman.

Further substantiasting the dual method ef criticizing
Cleopatra, Charles Bathhurst calls her queenlike in her
"poldness, pride, and cgmmanﬂ,“9 yet is convinced neverthe-
less that, ﬁﬁer passions are that of a mere ordinary wéman,
whc*has no respect for hérself.“lg- His con&aécenﬂing atti—

tude is further shovwn by his statement that '

.~ Shakespeare has put some very fine things

here and there in her speeches, has made her .
~interesting throughout, and winds Her up at the
last, partly by showing the attachment gf her
attendants to her, most magnificentliy.l

lost ef the Yictarians feel samewhat guilty in their

'admiratian @f ﬁleopatra. An anonymous writer in 1871 says

- T \ s *Shakspeare's Character of Cleopatra,".
. Erager‘s ! n&, Vol. XI, Sept., 1849, p. 289.

8. Eeinrich Heine, Sammtliche Werke, p. 288,

9e Charles Bathhurst, Bifferanee§ _i Shggespeare 8
ersificgtion, p. 13L.

10. Ibid.
11. Ibid.
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that "she must have been a lovable wretch after all--apart

from the passion whileh she inspired in men,"l2 and that,"In

-spite'of her badness, there is a wonderful fascination about

her character, which overcomes alike our reason and our
morality, and will not suffer us to be angry with her.wl3
 "Henry Budson is another among the critics who find that
Clecpatra is wonderful, yet has faults. Showing his admira-
tion of her, he declared that she remains a queen to the
end, His words are as followss
|  Cleopatra 1s, I think, Shakespesre's master-~
piece In female characterization. There is
literally no messuring the art invelved in the
delineation. &s Campbell the poet remarks, ‘'he
paints her as if the gypsy herself had east her
spell over him, and given her own witchcraft to
his penci1.14
8uccumbing to her charms as have many other erities,
Nr. Hudson admits,
| There is, in short, an essential magic about
her that turns the very gpets and stains of her
being into enchantment.l
The latter lines shew his r@ecgnitian of her faults,
yet he sueeeeas in overlooking them better than'ﬁest crities

so far,

12. "On the Character of Cleopatra,” The Cornhill

- Magagine 241359.

13. ;big, p- 346.

14, Henry Hudson, Shakespeare: Hig Life, irt, and
Charagters, p. 407.

15. Ibid.
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Dowden also glves his superlatives to Cleopatra; he
calls her "more wonderful than any other of Shakespere's
heroines, “16 "sn Eastern star, with none other like if, and
ruling the destinies of the lords of the earth."17 Never-
theless, with th@ long line of critlcs behind him, he 1s
aware of the "gross, the mean, the disorderly womanhood in
cleapatra."18  |
F. 8. Boas, writing in 1896, ephoés'thSe words. She
hes "paradoxieal grandeur compounded out of all that is
mest morally wgrthless.“19 _ )
~ One ccmpletely vitriolie comment eomes from the Latholie
ﬂgg;g_ Thera_is no mixing qf feelings here. Apparently the
gnonymous writer ha& begun.té feel the effecfs of woman suf-
frage and used Shakaspeare s Cleopatra to illustrate his-
apposition. He wryly remarks:
o Queeu Mﬁrgaret, Lady Macbeth, and the Serpent
of the 0ld Nile are the embodlment of strength of
‘character, of gueenly rule €50 In fact, they ruled
everything but themseIVes. | S
_ Follewing is the ceneluding anathems:

S Gleﬂpatra, considering hHer intellectual
-acquirements, is, from a Christian view-point,

16. E._Bowaen, w; His Mind and art, p. 312,
17 Ipd.
18, ;hm. |

19. F. 8. Bﬂ&s, §hagespeare and Els Predecessors, p. 475;

6 '20. “Shakespere and the Hew Weman,“ Catholic Forld,
43 162,
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the most ignoble among Shakespere's queens....We
find her a perfect adventuress, a voluptuary....
It 1s with unceasing regret we review her utterly
useless though brilliant career. Her great

power destroyed the one essential to useﬁ&lness:
virtue, the precious diadem of the soul.

It is surprising that the Victorian crities wrote their

" comments on Cleopatra as they personally saw her and not

completely as the age would seem to dictate. Although there
is a tendeney to give oplinions according to what we are led

to believe are Victorian standards, the majority of the

“eritics are inginal, sincere, and unafraid to express their
Aan ideas. After stnaying the Viectorian age, one would
‘believe that_a;l-éﬁmmants to be found on a character like
 61eepatra.w0u1d be similar in nature to the article, "Shake-
| spere and the ‘Hew Woman," that is, eoﬁplétely against

- Cleopatra. _Hqﬁever, this is not the case. It has already
'béénrﬂeted thatith&-writers seem somewhat on the defensive

- for their admiratian of Cieepatrai but the important revela-

tion is ﬁhat the?'&a'finé her great, evan.though eéch eritic
makes certain that he has noted her moral failings.

Frank Harris, the harbinger of the reaction to the Vie-

torian, was cemplatély éharmed by Qlecpatra. He calls.her

“the—graatest ﬁaman—pertrait ever paintedgﬁgz Waxing as

eloquent as Mrs. Jameson, Harris'continues,

Her.paésienate love is displayed while her
wantanness is,almcst left out of sight; on the

21, Im, pe 216,
22. Frank Harris, gp. cit., p. 196.
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other hand, her high courage and contempt of death

are as an aureole to her - a most astonishing,

veracious, gaudy portrait I eall it, the finest

beyond compare in all literature, worthy to stand

with Hamlet and with Falstaff forever.<

Grace P. Vanamee 1s alsoc typlcal of the period of great
praise for Cleopatra. Disagreeing with earlier writers, she
sees "nothing of the vulgar enchantress about her... 8he is

at all times interesting and feminine to her fingertips...

lMore than once she has uttered great thoughts and used noble

language.v24

Another instance of her disagreement with earlier
eritiecs is the fallewing statement:

Grities have said that Shakespeare s Cleo-
patra 1s not history; but who that has lived in
the play will not agree with Furness, who said,
in writing to Monsieur Jusserand, 'Who cares for
history? 1If you had lived with Clecopalira for

two years, as 1 have, you would adore her as
much as I do.'2.

Agnes Mackenzle turits the tlde toward our more recent
eriticlism. Hér cplnion would, at first'glance,'seem to be
the same as the nineteenth century one. Upon examining it

maré'clasely,'we'find that the note of apology fet admiring

| Cleepatra is not present.

For all her. 11ttleness she is great, by
the sheer life in her. It is that that

23._Ibid, p. 216.

24. Grace D. Vanamee, "“Anteony and Cleopatra," 4 5 Yor Q,
Feb., 1917, p. 335.

250 Ibid’ p‘. 331-
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constltutes her chgrm = a charm so strong ii 1s
a kind of genius.2 _ .
Nor when M1ss £aékehzie"$ees_thé faults of Cleopatra
does she éommgnt.ina perfqneto:y or vitriolie way. The
fellqwing Qubﬁéﬁion iilustrates the point:

She has neither beauty, nor the skill of the
hetaira ©She does not strike one as being particu-
larly intelligent. Her wit is in crude practical
Jokes; her morals are nil; she has not even a
personal fastidiousness. She is most of the
things I least admire im my own sex, or out of it,
and very few of those that elther I or Shake-
gspeare love in them... but I know that if I had
been one of her women I should have passionately.
envied Charmian that last defiance, as she sets
the crown straight, frenting the defeated soldiers.

And I can understagg how Iras should die ef a
sheer heart-break.

4. C. Bradley, another tweatieth eentury eritic, disa-
- grees with one ef the epitaphs applied to cleepatra,

. courtesan_af genius. He explains,‘"So brief a descriptioﬂ
:mast needs be?inéoﬁgiete. ﬁleapatra, for example,%neVer

' _forgets, and if we read aright, we never ferget that she 1s

a great queen."Qs

Speaking Qflthe objectionable parts of
the play itself, ir. Bradley says, "Though unfit Tor |
_éhildién; iﬁ.eannat be called indecent; some slight omis-
' siens; and such a fiatténing of the heroines'part as may
confidently be expacted, would leave 1t perfeetly

presentable.“29

26, Agnes Mackenzie, gg,-g;ﬁ;,'p{ 403.
27. Ibid, p. 402-403.

%8 i. C. Bradley, “Shakespeare s Antony and ﬂleopatra,“
P 1 Qt

29. Ibid, p. 141.
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E. K. Chambers terms her %half a ceurtesan and half a
Erande gmggxgggg 030 His judgement of her rests on her
actions in the play, not on har psyebolcgical passibilities

or her adaptability to his own time.3l

Dorothy Johnson, a later eritic, believed that

There are no bad women 1ln Shakespeare....:
Cleopatra, if not the pattern of conventional
morality, had the merit of being faithful to
her man. 34 '

Harley Granville~Barker has a tremendous admiration for
Cleopatra and does not think one can Judge her by ealling
her false. This would be a wrong standard.

She is true enough to the self of the moment;
andy in the end, tragically true to a self left
sublimated by great loss. The passionate woman
has a child's desires and a child's fears, an

- animal's wary distrust; balance of judgment none,

one would say. But often, as at this moment

she shows the shrewd scepticism of & child.33

Mark Van Deren, like Harley Granville-Barker, admires
Cleopatra greatly. He finds charnm and strength_in the Ser-
pent of ald'nile. In admitting that he does not understand
Clecpatra, Mark Van Doren is probably deseribing in a dif-

ferent way what former eritiecs have labeled her "fascination®

“or her "spell.® fThe idea remains fundamentally the same.

30. E. K. Chambers, op. cit., p. 253.
31. Ibid, Cf. pp. 249-257.

32. Dorothy Johnson, “"The Perfect Wife," London Mercury,
11s 47 (Nov., 1924). .

33. Harley Granville-Barker, op. git., p. 443.
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Parrott describes Cleopatra‘'s evil as

all too human. ZEven in death her charm
remains....There 1s no sense of tragic waste
in the catastrophe of this tragedy, rather s
feeling that the lovers have triumphed over
externsl forces and that they rightly prefer-
red death to life in a world of turmoll and
treachery daminaggd by the c¢eld-blooded
Caessr Augustug.as”

The last eritic to deseribe Gl&epatré iz Woleott Gibbs,
who deseribes her as being '
 Handsome, regal, witty, charming, cruel,
Jealous, and above all thege, triumphantly
and cverwhelmingly wanton.s/ '
In summarizing the main points in this discussion of

Clenpatra,-ﬁé note that the Victorian critics tend to reflect

the standsrds of their age. Extremely bitter comments might

be.ekﬁécteﬁ about Cleopatra, who violated every Vieterisn

~ standard, but this is not the case. The crities, for the
ﬁasﬁiﬁaxt,'ﬁraisa her as ancther great heroine of Shake-
.s?éaféss”hewaver; sach eritic makes certain that his resders

 know he does not approve of her moral conduct.  &fter this

t??é of eriticism comes a period of exalting ﬁl&ﬁy&ﬁra#_'?ﬁia

is shertéliveﬁgland'the more moﬁern'eritics'agpraiﬁa.ﬂiaa-

p&tﬁé'wiih less soeial pressure and more freedom. Eiffs:&at

eriteria are used for evaluating her woerth. The conelusion

reached hy the modern writers is that thay.hé#e great

'34. Thomas Parrott, op. git., p. 318.

o 25, Wolcott Gibbs, "First Lady of the Nile, New Yorker
23: 62, December 6, 1947, "
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admiration of her, though they don't overpralse. Xodern
eritics have very wisely judged Cleopatra on her own merits
ir the play, not on how she would fit into their own social

pattern.



CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSIONS

The critiecism of each period reflected the thinking of
its zge. With very few exceptions, Victorians tended to
high praise for Rosalind, Juliet, Desdemona, Portia (Merchant
of ¥epnjee), and Ophelia, even though the critics felt com-

pelled to explalin, excuse, or ignore completely such things

- as Rosalind's and Portia's masculine dress, Juliet's "Hymn

to the Night," Ophelia's rude songs, or Desdemona’ s marrying
a Moor. Cleopatra and Lady Macbeth were so opposite to Vie-

torian standards that they could not receive any comment

which did not note their morzl failings. In the period of
reaction following the Victorian period, just the opposite

occurred. Clecpatra was given high‘praISe; even Lady Macbeth

_;héd changed from a monster to the domestie wife - in the

eyesief these eritics. Most recent eriticism neither praises

highly nor eriticizes extremely. The critics now base their

fapinicns'on the heroines' relationships to their plays, not

the eritics! age.

4 difference in language 1is guite apparent, A compari-

- gson between the rapturous outpourings of irs. Jameson or Miss

Faucit and the language of Mr. Harris would revesl this.
Another difference is the feeling of many of the Vie-

torians that they were entrusted with the inner secrets of
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the heroines. More emotionalism was displayed by the Vie-

torians. The delusion of thinking oneself the confldant is
more apparent In the comments on the traglice herolnes.
The.tweatieth century criticism was influenced by
Freud, whose teachings induced the psycho-analyzaticns of
some Shakespearean heroines. This influence has almost
spent 1tself, as recent articles indicate. This school of
thought is not one of which the'twentieth centdry may be
proud; it has no place in scholarly critieism'of literature.
As far as the investigator knoﬁs, the comparlson of the

critieis@ ef'ﬁhakespeare’s heroines in the nineteenth and

'.twentieth-eenturies has not received consideration by any
‘other author:. Studles have been made of specific heroines,
~ but the cbmpariéon of cne century's writings to another has
; Aot béen tréatédi The contribution of this paper is the
- gathering of data on Sﬁakespears's heroines as found in the

‘last century and a half.

The limitation of this paper is that not every piece of
criticism written of Shakespeare's heroines in the last 150

years was examine&; The important eriticisms were read, but

" not all minor works could be evaluated 1in a paper of this
 scepe1 *Ehough only seven herelnes were disecussed, all va-

‘rieties were represented. These seven herolnes ealiedlfcrth_

every possible degree af'reaetion. 'Gnly a slight deviation

~in the general conclusion would result from a étudy of =211

eriticisms of all Shakespeare's heroines for the same period

of time.
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