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(We have been favoured with several Critiques on Shakspeare's
Plays, and have the pleasuré of laying two numbers, of the series,
before our readors this week, “The critiques are brief and ‘charac-
teristic ; they evince, the deep thinking and extenswe readmg of
the wnter,—and w:ll bé’ found to contain stnkmf' views of our

great poet's wo;'ks )

.

~

g 1. THE TI’MPEST ,

To enJoy the whole charm of this play, it is necessary to make

ourselves one of the age in which it was written. That which now
seems to stand so glaringly off, from probability, was not; we con-
ceive, viewed in the samelight by our forefathers. If it did not
exactly meet their belief, it revolted less than it does ours. Cali-
Yan, Aricl, and Prospero, nay be said to have harmonized with
the ideas of a period, whose first sage was a believer .in demonolo-
gy, and whose wisest monarch wrote treatises upon witch.craft.
Qther circumstanees favoured its vraisemblance. 'The new world,
though discovered aconsiderable time hefore, had not yet been so
throughly explored, that much. free space was not left to the ima-
gination to descant upon. What could there be improbable . after
the wouders that travellers had beheld, or fabled in that vast conti-
‘nent!: The island with its grotesque personages; really presented
nothing very ineredible to those who were yearly in the habit of
swallowing in the real or fabled wonders, that were recounted . of
America,  In this respeet, Shakspeare’s position was most favour-
able.  Hestood at a point in history when superstition, if it had
lost some part of its influence over_the lesrned, adhered with full
force to the common mind, He lad probably the advaniage of
being unaffected himself, while be had the [ull persuasion - that
nothing which he penned in this sort, would fail to move the popu-
Jar understanding.

Every thing about this picce seems to indicate it tobe a produc-
tion of bis youth, We -are so destitute of chronological infor-
mation as to our author, that we are perhaps about to prove from
iuternal evidence, what a hundred commentatorshave already proved
by historical facts. The play is unquestionably an cbullition of
youth. There is in it no lack of art, no want of manly reason,
1o proof of immaturity of taste, but its main characteristic is the
fresltne.+ of au untarnished fancy, the turbulence of an unsubdued

‘jmagination. ‘The author is the bride-groom who rejoices to..run
a race, the courser compelled to spurn the ground, tv throw .off
his superabundant encrgic}z. ‘T'he first movements of the imagina-
tion are like the first motions of childhood, they are instinctive,
negessary, and bring with them their own reward. Compare the
xmpetuontv of this piece with the subdued and chastened strength
tb.tt pervades EHamlet and Otheljo.
it that justifies the imputations of wildness or irregularity that have
brep brought against Shakspesre—that is to say, if by wildness be

meant those cases.in which the imagination seizes the bit in her:

toeth, and pursues her mad carcer without the governance  of rea-
son. Suel a wildness is not to be met with hercor in any other
portion of his writings. ‘ Nay wmore, it is not to be found in any
ote teuly great poet, throughout the whole range of litevatire:
Their's i o caleulated wildness, in which the faney, acting under
the gu:d‘mcc of reason, pursues au end, and attains it, though her
course be cceentiie, aud her movements apparently capricious. In
thew reasan is the dexterous angler that plays the trout about,
but never suffors it to snap the line.  The characteristic of his later
productions is towering reason, in harmonious union with a vigor-
ous fancy—in this aud some other works of his youth, itis, exu-
Darant inngination, but never without the domain of reason.

We ave iguorant from  what sources be may have drawn cither
the st'ary or the decorations.  The origin of a host af these tales
thatsprung up during the middle ages, is very-often.a mystery—
we kuaw nat whether it be so in this instance, We are almost as
much at aloss to understand from what materials he censtructed
mose mwulutwus with which the piece 19 interspersed. ‘Did he
follow any moded, did he borrow from the ballads and fairy-legends
wluc :, without doubt, abounded at the period, or did be with a

stroke of liis wand, call thisairy world from the capacious chumbers
of his ownextmordumnv mtelhﬂ'ence? This at least is ce\tam,
that whether e followed a model or not, he has been the model in
this departmenit to all his suecessors—and we discover rich infu-
shans frow bis sketehes of the supernatural, in Ben Jobnson, Mil-
ten, Gray, Dyron, Scott, Goethe, end Shel].\'; These incantations,
soclls and ballads, have that freshness about then which renders it
a‘dertainty to us that the) were taken direetly from nature, conse-
quiently written ere the impression of his native ficlds was yet dim-
med by & sojournin cities.  Fhe smell of flowers is yet fresh upon
them, the dew is not yet brushed off,  He seemsto have bestowed
mare cave upon their versification than he genernﬂ_-, gn'es to his
passages,for they are all music—all sweetness.

The masque is introduced with _Just about as much art assuch
1hmgs ave commonly ushered in.  That is to say, he has by no
means blinded 'us to its unconnectedness with the main business of
the picce—-but has silenced eensure by the bcnuhes ‘of thie thing it
self.  Such pageants, belonged more to the pompous spirit of the
age, than to the wau, < The intercst of tho piece depends very sllght-
ly upon the plot, in which there is little action or prowressmu—lt
is to the accessories and adjuncts, that it owes almost all its effuet,

Still we meet with notbingin

and these nveso very artfully intermingled, that the poverty of the -

Jplot is_certainly npt the first: impressica that strikes the reader.

. ing broad and strong .

Hence'the fate of the’ prmcipal personages isnotthe pomt on which
the feelings fasten,’ a]though the loves of Ferdinand and* ‘Mxranda
are' narrated with an’ enchantmrr softbess, although 'a’ charm is
thrown about “ the good old lord Gonzalo ;" —*—wé almost forget
all this to burst out into-an uncontrollablefit of lau'rhter at'the do-
ings and sayings of the “ motlcy” Trinculo, the ruby-nosed Stepha-
no, and the humourous goblin Caliban. Their humours raise in
us no faint smile that curls the lip, or stesls from the eve, but that
honest emotion which our German nelghbours term belly-laughter,
“shaking both our sides.” ‘Théhumour has the great merit of be-
, without ever descending into vulgarltv.
TWhat daring genius was there i in the assoclatlon of three such ano-
malies‘as Stephano, Trinculo and Caliban? They form one of the
oddest confraternity that ever was met together; they remind us
upon the whole of ‘one of those groups of Satyrs and wood gods,
which the sculpture of ‘zntiquity has transmitted down to us, ‘on
which the artist has exliausted his faney'to produce the most’mot-
ley union of brute and demon. Caliban especially is a wonderful
conception. Ilic name marks dn order-of heings. He is so strange
a cross between .theynome and the brute, that it is impossible to say
inwhat proportion their clements are combined- in him. = Upon the
whole however the brute predominates.. 'His demon mother has
lefc liim little of her nature but her malice. - Still he is no vulgar
brute---there is something poetical -about him-which he never be-
lies. Hence his language never stoops to humble pidse ; the-whole
character is in verse. The atthorhas exhausted his whole diction-
ary of words tofind for him a vocabulary harsh, rugged and un:
bending as his own -nature.. “In form as in temper lie is the exact
counterpart of the * most delicate Ariel”.--2 spirit who is all spirit,
and to whom we find it difficult to attach any of the gross attri:
butes of humanity. Charming as is this latter prrsonage, we pre-
fer his gross counterpart, whose character is hewn out with a vigor
which we have never seen equalled. In the line of poetry we re-
collect some spirits that may bear a comparison with Ariel, we re-
member no goblin that can rival Caliban. - The only other plays
into which he has introduced similar personages are ¢ Midsummer
Night's Dream,” and the ¢ Winter's Lale.”” The secondary charae-
ters, such as the rough swearing boatswain, are hit off with much
vigour. We shall often hare occasion to speak of his language. It
is essentially and throughout metaphorical. We have the meta-
phor under every possible form ful] allusory, or latent. Idc walks
youup to the ub_]ectcompnrcd until it stares you in the face, so that
there is:no mistaking it. Her.}s the ﬁrst_ of that ]me“of metaphysi-
cal poets, who find resemblances between objects apparently the
most heterogencous.

‘The play acted under this name is said to have been altered from
Shakspeare by Dryden and Davenant.

THE T'WO GENTLEMEN OF VERONA.

Ttis very far from our intention to plesent a systematlc analysis
of cach piece. 't'hic would be almost as absurd as if we were to
offer a sketch of the p]an and incidents of the Iliad, or the Paradise
Lost. We shall do no more than record the general and often seat-

tered remarks occasioned by a hasty perusal.

This play, like very many of his, isa vivid reflection of the age.
What histories should we have would their authors think of draw-
ing from such sources |

If we are to judgedfrom such records as this, the orders of society
were in those days fixed with a precision to which we see nothing
similar now. Thisremark is derived from the prevalence of what
we may term fred personages, in the whole dramatic literature of
these olden times.  What play was then without the maste1 and
his valet? this last an odd compound of dulness and humour, of
lowtishness and espieglerie, somethmg causmfr us’ to laugh at hxs
w)tt\v sallivs, as often the caunse of wit in others by his clownish sti-
pidity 2 or without the mistress and her waitiug maid, who half
malice, half good mture, ridicules the coyness, or sy mpathxses in
the sorrows of her superior, shéws her her own mind in the glass of

{ raillery, and aids her with her counsel in moments of dxﬁiculty In

short sheis the l'rcnch conﬁdente, with comtdcrab]) more wit than
her descendant. It isa part of the character of these personages,

‘that iy a)l combats of ]omc or humour between them and theu: su-

periors, they should invariable get the better, and alw ays have the
luughers on their side. They remind us of the Roman or Gre-
cian slave who was often wiscf than his master. We know of no
character of our own day which ¢an more proper]y be compared to

‘them than the clown or merry andrew of our own puppet shows.

It would be but a poor complimeént to Shakspeare, llowever, to
maintain that there is an accurate resemblance between lns crea-
tionsand a personage so humble.  Still a likencss exists, if not in
the substance, at least in the forin and manner. » .
Schlegel, whose work, with all its merit, is rather an.eulogium than
acritique, has laboured hard to prove Shakspeare’s huffoon one of

the most remarkable of his chnmctus, and has laid much stress-on

the c:rcumstauce that he was, stnctl} speaLm an actual personage
of the per:od Ve do not altogethier assenteither tp the Judcmeut
or the hxstorlcal assertion, We do not deny tlm\, upon the-whale;
he is a persanage who serves as an um‘eeable ;ﬁterlude, sets off
the principal character, and funnshes a fund of humour w hlch is
often good and genérally diverting. * Still if we were called upon
to reply to the questions, does he never oceupy a dlspropomoned
share tn tbe business of the piece, ‘does bis humour never degener-
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ate into‘insipid word *play, idle qu1ps *and® qun-ks and*tiresomse:

double- entendre,-—¥e’ coula not avoid " answenng m ‘the HHirma 5
No—in criticist, as 'in {e]:glon let s Seorn at bemg swa)'ed ‘
by “the féar of men ’—Iet“tﬁ*s“be2 gmded by ‘the pnncxple,
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writer ‘must have his faults, and that itis our office’ to expose them,

and let us remember that by so 'domg we place’ ourselves upon al o

lngh vantage ground from which'! we .command the credlt of our
fellow mev, when we exchange the censgr for the encomlast

The buﬁ'oon nowhere occupies a greater share in the actlon thzm i

in ‘this piece. We bave him under two shapes, in the two servmg-
men— Speed represents the more reﬁned form, wln]e in Launce he
appears under his vulgarest aspect The two characters are not,

however distinet throughout—Launce at times steps fto the shoes
of his rival, and in so doing exchanges his broad farce, for the other s
puns and qmbbks. This play then is an example which we would
adduce where buffoonery engrosses more than a fair port:on of the
action. Shakspeare, like Moliere, is gencrally esteemed to have
been most advant’tgebus]j placed as a dramatic artist.- His posi-
txon scems to us to have had lts dxsadvanta"es nlso, amongst which
we count the necessity of stooping at times to the level of the vul-
garer part of his audxence, when he flattered;their coarse palates
with wit such as abounds here—for we cannot prevail upon:our-
selves to think, that in this be obeyed the unbiassed dictates of his
own taste and understandnw We grant .that no one could bave

that every ! i

-
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stooped more _gracefully—-that no one could more skilfully have re- -

conciled the exigencies of ‘his present sitvation, with the loftier
claims of the genius of poetry within him—but what we will not
grant, although there are many who require it at our hands, is, that
these things which welook upon asvenial and necessary- blemishes,
should e registered among his peculiar excellencies.

It may Le fancy on our part, yet we imagine that: we discern in
this: piece, as in most of Shakspeare’s, strong symptoms of that
scholastic discipline to which the intellect of his period was subject-
ed. These conceits of thought, these fantastic figures, this conti-
nued logomachy, .this perpetual word-play, may, we think, all be
traced wp, more or less directly, to that logic of Aristotle, which,
with all its excrescencies, was so instrumental in giving an acute
and vigorous cast to the intellect of the fifteenth and sizteenth cen-
turies. , His comic personages are not the only.ones who take de-
light in playing with the ambiguity of language; his lovers thém-
selves, at the very full tide of their passion, will. *“ run through. all
the predicables,”. and find solace from their griefs in twisting and
untwisting thought into Tnost quaiat and fantastic combinations.
We of the nineteenth.century are in the habit of thinking, that such

uerclses demand a . degree of mental repose and mdxﬁ'erence, “ina
We a.:;e right i n}.;e- '
spect of our own epoch, but let us, not De too hasty in lmposmg as

compntxble with the higher flights of emotion.

a rule for our forefathers what we can only affinh with certainty of
ourselves. In one. point, at least, we-regard their age as being less
passionate than our own—e allude to the sentiment of love. The
chivalrous spmt, which was far from extinct, seemed to have led
them. rather to worshm women as divinities, than to love them as.
beings of the same clay with themselves. Their feelings towards
them hovered between this exalted strain of adoration, and its op-
posite, thoubh sep.trnted Ly anarrower interval than we might sup-
pose, natural concupiscence. Inthe whole line of poets fron Chau-
cer down to Waller and Cowley, we meet with little that resembles

our present perbaps exaggerated notions of the strength and influ- -

ence of this passion. It is in most cases a theme on which the
writer racks his faney, to discover fantastic conceits and ingenious
figures, not, a.channel into which he pours the full tide of sincere
and jrresistible; e'mot,ibn{.' The moral of the piece is contained .in
the words of . Proteus—

—*“In Jove -
Who respects friend ?”

a‘mora) upon which many a tale has been lmng, smce the story of
Palamon and Arcite,and upon which Shakspeare _hx‘mself' has more
than once comnientéd. It is one from which very powerful consc-

quences may be drawn—for what can well be'more interesting than

the struggle between the tivo most absorbing feelings with which
our nature is endowed? - We venture to say that there is too much
suddenness in the manner in which Proteus changes' his affections.
A modern dramatist would have brough thisabout more gradually.
Perhaps our ancestors were more instinctive than wé are. ~ A fault
somewhat similar is the suddenness with which the outlaws name
Valentine their captain. That a lady should by means of a dis-
guise conceal herself from her lover, and remain in attendance up-
on him without being discovered, requires a great stretch of faith
This is,not the only instance inwhich Shakspearegives
Such things must Le set down in the list of
There

to credit.
us the same incident.
stage-tricks which ought not to be looked into too closely. -
is great sweetness in the love scene between Proteus and Julia.
The character of ‘Silvia is finely imagined, there is an innate dig-
nity about her which she never loses. \
outof the dialogue, and yet there are a few scattered passages of
singular separate sweetness---such as Julia’s commentary on Pro-
teus’s .letter-.-her ruminations. over Silvia's prturc---Valentme s
medxtatlon among the outlaws; &e. &e. DA SR
Never was humour broader than Launce’s reflections on hisdog.
He excels in ‘drawing those.beings who stand at the lowest point in
the scale of iutellect.. Sec Launcalet .Gobbs and many others. We
see the host but for an instant; \and. yet it is in-a most characteristic
attitude, Iie fzlls aslesp during the serenade that interests Julis

The poetry seldom stands®



