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Long Abstract iii

L ong Abstract

This thesis shows that ‘Shakespeare’ (both theksvand the man) was at the
forefront of literary activity in the nineteenthrtary. By focusing on concerns about
the identity of the British nation and its peoglshows that Shakespeare was a constant
presence in the debates of the day and that a nuvhlagendas were pursued through
what were ostensibly writings about Shakespearkigspand the biography of their
author.

The Introduction first notes Shakespeare’s tramsitfrom Elizabethan
playwright to Victorian cultural icon and proceddsoutline nineteenth-century critical
practice and changes in the social organisatioknofvledge. From here the shift in
how Shakespeare was considered is noted as wéfleafact that, despite increasing
interest in the history of the phenomenon, the tee@th century has been largely
neglected. What exploration there has been ofghligod has tended, by its nature as
part of larger surveys or issue-specific studiesoversimplify the complexities of
nineteenth-century criticism. Further to this, theeteenth century itself is often treated
as a time of unsophisticated development and agausor to modern thought rather
than a period of interest in its own right. A vayi®f what this thesis terms ‘literary
pursuits’ during this period are then contextualjses well as the changing role of the
critic in nineteenth-century society. This is acgamied by an exploration of the
community of readers and writers who would haveagied with these works. Finally,
the methodological decisions which have directad thesis are explained, including
the privileging of page over stage, and the choicéhose nineteenth-century writers

who have been examined.
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The main body of the thesis is divided into twatsms: Part One (Chapters
One and Two) gives a broad taxonomy of ways in Wwhimeteenth-century writers
used Shakespeare as a means for addressing ailnes,isnd Part Two (Chapter Three)
uses a specific case study through which to exarthiese particular issues. It shows
that attitudes to Shakespeare were shaped by aoingnglialogue concerning the
identity of the nation and its population. Howewshile there was much commonality
regarding the agendas for which Shakespeare wag tlse ways in which various
different writers approached this was surprisingjiyerse.

Chapter One, ‘Nationalism,’ looks at how Shakespeauld be used in order to
serve a nationalistic agenda: this involved eithilying Shakespeare with the nation
itself (by utilising Shakespeare’s nationality, tvrg in a rhetorically charged manner,
or interpreting Shakespeare’s works in a certaghita), or equating the nineteenth
century with the early modern period (and highliggt various commonalities or
differences with those times). The concept of matiem is contextualised by looking
at various attitudes to the nation which were dribg the challenges of the expanding
Empire.

Chapter Two, ‘Moralism,” looks at the ways in wihiS§hakespeare was used as a
tool by those who sought to promote certain behawiotraits amongst their readers.
The different ways in which writers made use of K&ispeare are situated within a
discussion of nineteenth-century philosophical amatal positions. This chapter looks
successively at what is termed ‘Private Moralisan’cbncern with abstract ideas, such
as self-control and adherence to familial or religi ties), and ‘Public Moralism’ (that
is, efforts to improve the outward or physicalibtites of individuals, such as financial

accumulation or class status).
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Part Two of the thesis focuses on how Victoriantess used Shakespeare
specifically in relation toShakespeare’Sonnets To this end, Chapter Three, ‘The
Sonnets looks at how writings on th&onnetgpursued moral or nationalistic agendas.
This chapter also seeks to draw together the srahchationalism and moralism by
showing that anxieties about the state of Brit@id into writing about th&onnetsat
this time and that this involved a complex deb&ieud theSonnetsancient Greece, and
the nature of what would today be termed homoséyu® significant contention of
this chapter is that nineteenth-century attitudewatds theSonnetsneed to be
appreciated on their own terms rather than anatrcally via a modern understanding
of homosexuality.

The Conclusion suggests that Shakespeare was lsauneteenth-century
critics and biographers as a location within whigh debate certain overarching
concerns of the day. How these issues were appedablowever, took different forms
and Shakespeare was employed for different endghwpoints to a general unease
regarding the identity of the nation. As the fornmmastitutionalising of the English
Literary canon was taking place during the periadeted by this thesis it seems
reasonable to suggest that the use of Shakespeareeiated to Shakespeare’s position
of dominance within the canon. Finally, suggestiars made as to how the ease with
which Shakespeare could be used — as well as theoidable difficulties which are

attendant with Shakespeare — might have affecisgthcess of canonisation.
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Textual Note

All references to Shakespeare’s works refer tolithee numbers inThe Oxford
Shakespeare: The Complete Wowrdited by Stanley Wells and Gary Taylor, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1998). All referencesrtdividual sonnets frorBhakespeare’s
Sonnetgefer to the original numbering of the 1609 quad®, 2Q, etc.), in order to
avoid any confusion caused by the rearrangemetiteofonnets by certain nineteenth-
century editors. All references to the Bible retiertheNew Revised Standard Version
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1989).

The various idiosyncratic spellings of Shakespesarame have been retained in
all references and quotations — not least to aghlihe lack of uniformity in the period
even with regard to the spelling of Shakespearamen All quotations retain their

original emphasis, italicisation, capitalisationdaspelling.



Introduction 1

I ntroduction

CADE  Thou hast most traitorously corrupted the youtthef
realm in erecting a grammar school... thou hasteraus
printing to be used and... thou hast built a pap#r-twill
be proved to thy face that thou hast men abouat tinet
usually talk of a noun and a verb and such abdoiéna
words as no Christian ear can endure to hear.

- W. Shakespear@,Henry V] 4.7 €.1591)

In the early 1590s William Shakespeare (1564-161&3 probably in London
embarking on his fledgling theatrical career. Theumentary record is a relative blank
between 1585 — when Shakespeare’s youngest chilekesnborn — and 1592 when the
Groatsworth of Witwas published by Robert Greene1658-92)" In this pamphlet
Greene castigates Shakespeare as an ‘upstart’ affactatum’ thus attesting to
Shakespeare’s precocious dominance of the lateesitt-century stage. It seems likely
therefore that in 1590 Shakespeare was consolglais status in London and, if the
chronology posited by Stanley Wells and Gary Tayoaccurate, penning the first of
his solely-authored play3he Two Gentlemen of VeroaadThe Taming of the Shreiw
Two hundred and fifty years later however, thisyplaght would be one of the most
recognised literary figures in the world. In 1840geoup of prominent literary
enthusiasts founded the Shakespeare Society (1B4Q36hn Payne Collier (1789-
1883), Thomas Amyot (1775-1850), Charles Knight9{-1873), Alexander Dyce
(1798-1869), and James Orchard Halliwell (laterliall-Phillipps) (1820-89) were

among those who saw a need for collaborative scétofg noting

1 Samuel Schoenbaum refers to this period as ‘Tis¢ Years,’ see Samuel SchoenbaWiiliam Shakespeare, A
Documentary Life(New York: Oxford University Press, 1975), 77-90.

2 See Eric Rasmussen, ‘chronology’;Tine Oxford Companion to Shakespeam. Stanley Wells, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001).
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that all that has hitherto been done for the ithtgin of Shakespeare has been
accomplished by individuals, and that no literagsaxiation has been yet
formed for the purpose of collecting materialspbrirculating information, by

which he may be thoroughly understood and fullyrapiated®

In the space of two and a half centuries Shakesp®aa shifted from a playwright on
the cusp of his career to a figure considered woothcareful scholarly investigation.
Shakespeare had also taken a role at the veryecehtntellectual and cultural life in
Britain. A full tracing of Shakespeare’s mutatiororh a popular playwright into a
cultural icon would be a complex undertaking anere¢his simply no way of doing it
justice in a study of this size. However, this sfanmation occurred, at least in part,
through the mediation and critical appreciatiorhsf works by others. This thesis will
show that Shakespeare was a prominent and impgrtasénce in the literary activity
which took place in the second half of the ninetieetentury. Indeed, the writings
produced about Shakespeare at this time would nigt serve to further cement the
status of Shakespeare within the public consciassard literary canon but also see the
practice of literary scholarship itself develop addange. An investigation of the
secondary literature produced about Shakespedine imneteenth century will highlight
the sophistication of the writing of the period aldo show the diverse uses for which
Shakespeare could be employed.

The nineteenth century witnessed a number of itapbevents in the history of
English Literature. Firstly, there was a conside&rabcrease in production of published
works in Britain. John Feather has noted that is peeriod ‘there grew the great edifice

of the Victorian publishing industry when the tradached unprecedented, and perhaps

% ‘Shakespeare Society Prospect@2ntleman’s Magazind4, no. 6 N.S. (December 1840).
Alas, such a sense of community would be shoegliand the Shakespeare Society would break up
acrimoniously in the early 1850s.
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still unequalled, heights of prosperifyAs with all such cultural revolutions, the causes
and effects of this prosperity are numerous andptexy taking in political, economic
and technological forces which have already beelh degumented elsewhereBrief
mention must be made, however, of general trendshwdan be seen in the nineteenth
century; put simply, population growth, the resuoitahift in social organisation, and
advances in production methods lead to an increabtracy, printed matter, and the
desire to read.Drama, poetry and the novel all flourished andt@m did attendant
criticism, literary history, biography and editinghich all achieved greater prominence.
This was not least because these disciplines dlahgart to play in the academic study
of literature which slowly began to be considerscarofessional activity at this time.
As literacy and literary-production increased, odume and nature of literary
criticism also underwent changes. William A. Knigiated in 1896 that ‘the function of

the modern critic is a singularly ill-defined onend this comment seems to hold true

4 John Feather History of British Publishing(London: Routledge, 1988), 130. See also Josepiedc, Popular
Reading and Publishing in Britain: 1914-195M@xford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 12-41.

® Alexis Weedon has noted the unprecedented grawthe nineteenth-century publishing industry angestigates
the various social, economic, and political readoeisind this. See Alexis Weedowictorian Publishing: The
Economics of Book Production for a Mass Market,6t&8316 (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2003).

® The population of England and Wales more than Ewmuin the first half of the nineteenth centurydathen
doubled again in the second half. In all the paojiateexpanded from slightly fewer than nine millitn1801, to
over forty million in 1900 (T. W. Heycklhe Transformation of Intellectual Life in Victoni&ngland (London:
Croom Helm, 1982), 199. See also G. S. R. Kitson Clamk Expanding Society: Britain 1830-1900
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1967)). T8ié01Education Act saw school attendance increase by
more than half a million pupils with a corresporgliimcrease in levels of literacy and a demand &osl
textbooks, (W. H. G. Armytag&our Hundred Years of English Educatjq@ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1964) 145) and the percentage of those wiid oead rose from 59.2% in 1841 to 97% in 190@H{Rid
D. Altick, The English Common Reader: A Social History of Meess Reading Public 1800-1900957,
(Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1983), and Pliigvis, The Victoriansvol. 8, 1830-1880, ed. Jonathan
Bate, The Oxford English Literary History, 13 vol@Qxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 201-2271).
Kelly J. Mays, ‘The Disease of Reading and VictoriBeriodicals’, inLiterature in the Marketplace:
Nineteenth-Century British Publishing and Reading dfices ed. Robert L. Patten, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1995) provides an examinatiorcafitemporary attitudes to the increase in literand
reading. See also E. G. West, ‘Literacy and thausiril Revolution’,The Economic History Revie®], no. 3
1978) which includes striking graphical represeatet of the fall in illiteracy from 1820 to 1900.

" English Literature only became a formalised acadgmrsuit within universities late in the centusge D. J.
Palmer,The Rise of English Studies: An Account of theyStfiEnglish Language and Literature from its
Origins to the Making of the Oxford English Schghbndon: Oxford University Press for the Univéysf
Hull, 1965), and E. M. W. TillyardThe Muse Unchained: An Intimate Account of the Ré&wa in English
Studies at CambridgélLondon: Bowes & Bowes, 1958).
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for the majority of writers in this periddThe writing of what would now be termed
literary criticism shifted away from being the spleserve of the wealthy upper-classes
who could afford to write for pleasure, towards eqrofessional individuals whose
authority resided in their institutional positidThus the so-called ‘sage’ or ‘man of
letters’ — who would be a critic, poet, author tbign, and political commentator rolled
into one — effectively ceased to be the only wrdgtiterary comment. Kelly J. Mays
points out that there was a shift away from texdsdp authorities in themselves (in that
the ability to be published afforded a writer retpetowards textual space becoming an
arena within which could be exercised an authdtigt was derived elsewheftAs

Josephine Guy and lan Small have noted:

In the first half of the nineteenth century thehauity of the sage had principally
resided in his status as an individual, in the lofgherson he was (sages were never
women). But by the late 1880s confidence camedileeinstead in the judgement of
a collective body, the ‘experts’ — a community afhslars or academics or
professional peers who were invariably housed incannected with, institutions,

typically universities:*

8 william A. Knight, ‘Criticism as Theft' Nineteenth Centun39 (February 1896), 260. See also the debate which
took place in the pages of ti\ineteenth Centurgnagazine between Alfred J. Church (1829-1912) anigh¢n
towards the end of 1889, where they discuss thepetancy or otherwise of literary critics while ugia
seemingly fluid definition of the term (William AKnight, ‘Criticism as a Trade'Nineteenth Century26
(September 1889), 423-30, and Alfred J. Church, i@sin as a Trade: A ReplyNineteenth Century26
(November 1889), 833-9).

® For more on this see Stefan ColliRijblic Moralists: Political Thought and Intellectbigife in Britain 1850-1930
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 205-24.

10 Mays, ‘The Disease of Reading and Victorian Pecaldi, 168-9.

11 Josephine Guy and lan SmaHplitics and Value in English Studje€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1993) 31-2.
On the subject of the masculine dominance of sage<hristine L. Kruegefhe Reader's Repentance: Women
Preachers, Women Writers and Nineteenth-Century B@gszourse (London: University of Chicago Press,
1992) andVictorian Sages and Cultural Discourse: Renegot@tBender and Powered. Thais E. Morgan,
(London: Rutgers University Press, 1990), both ofcwhexamine the idea of female sages and associated
gender conflicts.
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It can be seen therefore that the second halfeohtheteenth century was a period when
the whole concept of literary appreciation and pleeple who were performing such
work was in flux. Closer consideration of the conmities which were producing and
consuming literature about Shakespeare will follater in this Introduction, for now it

is enough to note the considerable transformatidmsh were occurring. Within these
important changes to British literature and itseassent, Shakespeare was a prominent
figure: the number of editions of Shakespeare’sk&daeing printed increased, as did
the amount of accompanying critical writing.

The nineteenth century witnessed the culminatiba gignificant shift in the
way that Shakespeare was considered. While Shakespeworks were chiefly
published — that is, made public — through perforoeaduring his own lifetime (with
only his poetic compositions being officially praat), by the nineteenth century this
attitude had reversed and more importance was glacehe works as textual artefacts
than as theatrical productioffsTo be sure, Shakespeare’s plays were still being
performed in the nineteenth century and enjoyedtalife within the Victorian theatre,
but for the first time the way that people inteeatctwith Shakespeare became a
primarily text-based experience. In 186de Timesarried a piece which criticised the

organising of the Stratford Tercentenary celebretiof Shakespeare, it noted that

12 The opinions of two influential writers, who sp#re period under consideration, can serve as exanire.
Charles Knight notes th&tamletis ‘sometimes presented through the medium ofthge; more frequently in
some one of the manifold editions of the acted .plajhe book is now the companion of our lonely wdlks
(The Works of William Shakspere; Containing his Pkayd Poems, the Text of the editions by Charleshtnig
with glossarial notes; and facts connected with lifis &nd writings, abridged from ‘William Shakspeee,
biography’ complete in one volumed. Charles Knight, (London: Charles Knight and @&.lLudgate Street,
1845), 638). William Hazlitt announced in I@haracters of Shakespeare’s Plagat ‘We do not like to see our
author’s plays acted, and least of ldimlet There is no play that suffers so much in beiagdferred to the
stage.” (William Hazlitt, Characters of Shakespeare’s Plays & Lectures on Ehglish Poets (London:
Macmillan and Co. Limited., 1903), 70). This was piart, to do with Romantic notions of the poeticigerof
Shakespeare and the fact that engagement with taw@x more of an individual pursuit than theatrical
experience. See Jonathan Baliee Romantics on Shakespedt®ndon: Penguin, 1992).
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We testify our gratitude to Shakespeare by callorgedition after edition of his
works, by making household words of his languagéd, lay claiming for him the
first place among the poets of all time. Yet zealbalievers have been known to
confess that they did not care to see Shakespqaeg’s acted, and of those who

go from time to time, out of pure love, to see thaeted in London, not one in

ten thousand would go out of his way to see thetedaat Stratford?

Of course this view is not necessarily represergatf the entire population. That said,
the idea that Shakespeare was shown gratitude eby thointedly multitudinous and
repetitive — publication of edition after editiondathe inference that it was only through
a sense of obligation that audiences attendedhéegres at all (and even then, only in
London) certainly points to a strong oppositionwestn the cultures of print and
performance. Indeed James Woodfield has notedribathere was the schism in the
nineteenth century between the theatre and literado evident as in the staging of
Shakespearé?

As publishing figures show, the number of editiehdoth of the complete
works and of individual plays or poems — being f&uh increased dramatically after
1812 (see Appendix One). The 939 separate edibbrShakespeare’ (poems, single
plays and complete works) published in the nindteeantury are nearly four times as
many as the 254 published in the preceding hungads, evidence that Shakespeare’s
work was affected by the changes in literary prédacas a whole and was becoming a
textual phenomenon at this tirfelt is, of course, important to note that there idou

have been a cross-pollination between the Shakespédhe stage and of the page in

13 The TimesOctober 1864, as quoted in Sally BeaunTdre Royal Shakespeare Company: A History of Ten
Decades(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1982), 6.

14 James WoodfieldEnglish Theatre in Transition: 1881-191@ ondon: Croom Helm, 1984), 132.

15 It should be noted that John Russell Stephenstmasn that it can be dangerous to judge the pdpulzra work
solely on the number of editions published as saineteenth-century publishers were not above aljettie
title page of a work to create a new edition aralithpression of popularity. See John Russell Stepfidre
Profession of the Playwright: British Theatre 180800, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 122.
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the nineteenth century but, as this is a limiteadgt there is only room for a brief
discussion of this topit’ Peter Holland has examined how numerous editidns o
Shakespeare published in the nineteenth centutyded drawings or photographs of
stage versions of the plays. One edition carribd fame role played by a number of
different actors, so that there are three Juligie Misses Anderson, Lingard and
Eames), three Hamlets (Herbert Beerbohm Tree, WiBarrett and Henry Irving) and
two Romeos (Forbes Robertson and Clyffe),” meanirag readers would be able to
compare various productions and perhaps view afug®o in staging techniquéeg.
Holland further comments on the influence that thea productions would have had
on the pictorial additions to editions of Shakesp®aplays and it should also be noted
that there would have been a cross-pollinatiorerms of contemporary approaches to
certain scenes and any stage-directions that werleded in published play texts.
Similarly, the famous actor Henry Irving (1838-190Was involved in numerous
printed editions of the plays (1877-96), and thekwof the New Shakspere Society
(1873-94) fed into the way that Shakespeare wasepted on stag®.Increased interest
in Shakespeare on stage would doubtless also kdwe iinterest in Shakespeare on the
page, and visa versa. For example, The Shakespameorial Theatre in Stratford,
which was the precursor to the Royal Shakespeaegatié and Royal Shakespeare
Company, was conceived and initiated in the 18&60d, the publication figures for the

time show that there was an increase in the puldicaf Shakespeare in the final three

18 See for example, the way in which staging’bé Taming of the Shremas influenced by contemporary literary
critical ideas and editions in Jan McDonalthé Taming of the Shreat the Haymarket Theatre, 1844 and
1847, inNineteenth Century British Theatred. Kenneth Richards and Peter Thompson, (Lordethuen &
Co Ltd, 1971).

17 peter Holland, ‘Performing Shakespeare in Primtrrative in Nineteenth-century lllustrated Shakeseg, in
Victorian Shakespeare: Theatre, Drama and Perforoeawol. 1, ed. Gail Marshall and Adrian Poole, 2supl
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), 51.

18 See, for exampl€ymbeline: A Comedy in Five Acts. As Arranged forStagie by Henry Irving and Presented at
the Lyceum Theatre on Tuesday 22nd September (I83F6&lon: Chiswick Press, 189@)he Famous History of
the Life of King Henry the Eighth: A Historical Pla&s Arranged for the Stage by Henry Irving andderaged
at the Lyceum Theatre, 5th January 18@2ndon: Nassau Steam Press, 1892).
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decades of the centuty.A full performance history of Shakespeare’s playsthe
nineteenth century does not exist — a companiophgta Appendix One of this tesis
would no doubt make for an interesting comparatstedy — and an in depth
comparison of the reception of a play both thealigcand textually may perhaps be
work for future scholarship.

It is important to note that the ‘Shakespearet thany Victorians would have
witnessed within the theatre was, very often, nbak&speare even by the loose
definition afforded in this thesf§. The majority of plays that were performed in the
nineteenth century were actually re-writings of &ispeare by later authors such as
Nahum Tate’s¢.1652—-1715King Lear(1681) — in which Cordelia does not die at the
climax — or Colley Cibber’s (1671-175Rjichard 11l (1700) — which was heavily cut
and contained more stage violence. The complicatittrat arise from the double
remove between a play that Shakespeare might hakierad and that performed on the
Victorian stage is one reason why this thesis coscéself with the textual rather than
theatrical use of Shakespeare’s works. In additrdm|e there have been a number of
works focusing on the staging of legitimate and -fegitimate Shakespearean
productions in the nineteenth century, and a hdndfustudies on the editing and
presentation of the plays as texts, there has b#knattention paid to the critical

reception of Shakespeare’s work away from the taéaMuch has been written about

19 See BeaumarThe Royal Shakespeare Company
See Appendix One.

% See p. 13 below.

2L There have been a number of important and acdessitent studies of the theatrical Shakespeateeinineteenth
century: seShakespeare and the Victorian Stageé. Richard Foulkes, (Cambridge: Cambridge Unitersi
Press, 1986); Richard Foulkes, ‘Shakespeare, thye &tad Society from Samuel Phelps to Herbert Béwnbo
Tree' (PhD by Published Work, University of Leiaast1996); Laurie E. Osborne, ‘The Rhetoric of Enicks
The Narration and Display of Viola and Olivia iretNineteenth Century’, ifiextual and Theatrical
Shakespeare: Questions of Eviderex Edward Pechter, (lowa: University of lowad2el996); Richard W.
SchochShakespeare’s Victorian Stage: Performing Historyhie Theatre of Charles KegfCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1998); Richard FoulResforming Shakespeare in the Age of Empire
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002); Rithdr SchochNot Shakespeare: Bardolatry and
Burlesque in the Nineteenth Centuf@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002);Rictiard Foulkes,
‘Our Endless Joy - Our Matchless Pride’ The VictoriShakespeayéLeicester: University of Leicester, 2004).
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the Victorian theatre and of Shakespeare’s rol@iwiit.?* Yet, as has been noted, the
textual Shakespeare was perhaps the most widelgrded manifestation of the
Shakespeare phenomenon in the second half of nleteenth century. Accordingly, this
thesis will focus on the textual rather than theatrincarnation of Shakespeare in the
nineteenth century. As will become clear in theaffichapter,Shakespeare’s Sonnets
had a rich and interesting history in the secontidfahe nineteenth century. The fact
that one of the few non-theatrical works of Shakesp’'s was such a prominent way in
which people interacted with Shakespeare meansatfatus on the written text rather
than Shakespeare’s performed pieces will proveiithating of Victorian experience.

Of course, ever since Shakespeare’s works beghe written they engendered
accompanying literature but the vast increaseerptioduction and popularity of printed
texts in the nineteenth century meant that criticisditing and biography flourished as

never beforé® The British Library catalogue for the period relgethat over 1,000

‘Spectacle, Austerity and New Dimensions: The 3$tggif Shakespeare from Victorian to Modern’ in
Woodfield,English Theatre in Transitigri32-49; Part Three ‘Shakespearean ProductidmeilNineteenth
Century’ ofNineteenth Century British Theatred. Kenneth Richards and Peter Thompson, (Londethuen
& Co Ltd, 1971), 155-95.

22 See George RowelTheatre in the Age of IrvingOxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981); George Rowdlhe Victorian
Theatre 1792-1914: A Surve3nd edn. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Presg8);d.ynton HudsonThe
English Stage: 1850-195QWestport: Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 197@pt&nsThe Profession of the
Playwright Nineteenth Century British Theatred. Richards and Thompson; Alfred Darbyshiige Art of the
Victorian Stage: Notes and Recollectipflsondon: Benjamin Blom, 1907); Michael Bak&he Rise of the
Victorian Actor (London: Croom Helm, 1978); Russell Jacksdictorian Theatre (London: A&C Black,
1989); WoodfieldEnglish Theatre in TransitigrGeorge TaylorPlayers and Performances in the Victorian
Theatre (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 198&hard SoutherriThe Victorian Theatre: A
Pictorial Survey (Newton Abbot: David & Charles, 197®ritish Theatre in the 1890s: Essays on Drama and
the Stageed. Richard Foulkes, (Cambridge: Cambridge UnivweRiess, 1992); E. J. Burton, ‘Naturalism and
Picture-Frame, 1850-1900’, the British Theatre: Its Repertory and Practice Q41®00 AD ed. E. J. Burton,
(London: Herbert Jenkins, 1960); Michael R. Boaflttorian Spectacular Theatre 1850-1910ondon:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1981); Allan Stuart Jack3dwe, Standard Theatre of Victorian Englafidondon:
Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 1993).

See also a number of the contributionStenes from Provincial Stages: Essays in HonoWadlileen Barker
ed. Richard Foulkes, (London: The Society for TheResearch, 1994), which detail nineteenth-century
theatrical practices outside London.

Memoirs of the period are also illuminating innsrof how audiences perceived their experienctseitheatre.
See George RowelQueen Victoria Goes to the Theatteondon: Paul Elek, 1978); and Sir John Gielgnd a
John Miller,Acting ShakespearéL.ondon: Pan Books, 1997), which contains numereasllections of
Shakespearean productions in the 1890s and ed@8519

23 Robert Sawyer cites a piece from 1664 by the Duchéblewcastle, Margaret Cavendish (1623—-1673)afirst
piece of Shakespearean criticism. Robert Sawgietorian Appropriations of Shakespeare: GeorgoEIA. C
Swinburne, Robert Browning, and Charles DickéMadison: Fairleigh Dickinson University Pres803), 13.

T. H. Howard-Hill has made the case for considgRalph Cranec(1555-1632) — a professional scrivener who
prepared the manuscripts that served as printepyg for several of the plays in the 1623 First &elias
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critical books about Shakespeare or his works werigen between 1800-19G0.
Added to this, a search of tNéellesley Index to Victorian Periodicaisveals that there
were more than 350 articles published in the cgntwhich had the name of
Shakespeare in their title and thus, it must beiraed, many times this figure which
mentioned Shakespeare in some more minor capdditile not all of this work was
carried out by the aforementioned Shakespeare {$pae its successor the New
Shakspere Society, it is clear that the exhortatmriry and better understand and
appreciate Shakespeare through scholarly activiag teing followed. As this thesis
will go on to show, there existed within this spheaf writing about Shakespeare a
number of complex agendas and motives which reagahuch about the communities
and individuals who produced these texts as thegbdait Shakespeare.

Despite what can already be seen to have beenial pEr significant change,
the development of, and approach towards, Shakespedhe nineteenth century has
been largely neglected or simplified by modern &amtso Indeed, too often the
nineteenth century is seen as a period when theatriresponse to Shakespeare

changed, but did so progressively and evéhlyn 2001, Michael Taylor noted that

Shakespeare’s earliest editor, in that he is beti¢e have made corrections and emendations texteon
which he worked. See T. H. Howard-Hill, ‘ShakespéaEarliest Editor, Ralph Cran8Shakespeare Survei4
1991), and Eric Rasmussen, ‘Crane, RalphThe Oxford Companion to Shakespea Stanley Wells,
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).

It is similarly possible to view the prefatory pog appended to the First Folio (1623) as early fofiniography
in that they draw reader’s attentions to Shakespiber man and, especially in the case of Jonsa@sprelate
the man and the works.

24 British Museum General Catalogue of Printed Boaks. 220 ‘Shakespeare (William) - Shee’, Photmligraphic
edn. (London: The Trustees of The British Museunt4}9

25 SeeThe Wellesley Index to Victorian Periodicals 18264, ed. Houghton, Walter E., 5 vols., (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1987).

28 A typical example of this comes in Antony Priceamments in the CaseboskMidsummer Night's DreanfPrice
notes that ‘by 1662, they play had lost much obiiginal meaning, and has continued to loseliigesieach age
is trapped by its own semantics: the “rationalthie eighteenth century, the “Ideal” in the ninetben and that
only in the twentieth are we far enough away frohal&speare to have to make a conscious (but efgyab
effort to recover as much as possible of that pagmeaning.” & Midsummer Night's Dream: A Caseboekl.
Antony Price, (London: The Macmillan Press Ltd, 3p&imilarly, despite claims to ‘be indicativetbe range
and vitality of Shakespearean criticism over 408rgefrom the earliest sixteenth-century respotsése new
playwright up to the end of the twentieth centufgrhma Smith’sShakespeare’s Tragedies, Shakespeare’s
Histories and Shakespeare’s Comediasthe Blackwell Guides to Criticism range, dispemsth the period
1600-1900 in a section at the beginning of eachkwdrich takes up a fraction (on average 1/8) ofdferall
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twentieth-century Shakespeareans owe a great debiet critics of the nineteenth
century, but in so doing he perpetuates the idaa ‘fh]ll of these endeavours were
buoyed by the Victorian belief in progress, sciera® evolution,” while, in hislistory
of Shakespearian Criticisni1932), Augustus Ralli is ‘struck by the whole-fted
tribute to Shakespeare’s morality and religionatthe finds in the final years of the
nineteenth century/. Similarly Gary Taylor'sReinventing Shakespeare: A Cultural
History from the Restoration to the Presdt®91) portrays the 1800s as a time of
scientific fact, satisfying morality and academigour. These surveys of nineteenth-
century criticism and attitudes are often necelysaursory: Taylor’s is a survey from
1600-1990 for example. Yet such broad appraisalscuwie the myriad individual
responses that can be assumed to be presentiies alten impose their own meanings
on their subject&®

The idea that Shakespeare’s works are interpciteaently by different people
in societies and ages throughout history is somgththat has only received real

prominence in the last twenty-five yedrsTerrence Hawkes, iithat Shakespeherian

space given to twentieth-century criticism. SBhakespeare’s TragedjeShakespeare’s Historiesand
Shakespeare’s Comedijexi. Emma Smith, Blackwell Guides to Criticism, (Gnef Blackwell Publishing Ltd,
2004).

27 Michael Taylor,Shakespeare Criticism in the Twentieth Cent@yford Shakespeare Topics, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 2.
Augustus RalliA History of Shakespearian Criticisivol. 2, 2 vols., (London: Oxford University Pre4932),
137.

28 See ‘Victorian Values’, in Gary TayloReinventing Shakespeare: A Cultural History from Rtestoration to the
Present (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 162323

2 There were individual works which sought to reseime the critical heritage of Shakespeare by examithe
different interpretations of successive generatiassearly as 1875 there was Adolphus Ward (18ZA)18nd
his History of English Dramatic Literature to the DeathQueen Anndollowed by Thomas H. H. Caine (1853-
1931) who, in 1883, noted that the study of Shaéaspin the nineteenth century could be dividedvéen
‘three schools of criticism,” these being ‘the setitheriticism’ of Coleridge and Lamb in the earlyaye of the
century; the ‘matter-of-fact enquires’ and ‘ratiboaticism’ of the Shakspeare Society from 184@vard; and
the ‘scientific criticism’ such as ‘metrical testsf the New Shakspere Society after 1870 (see AdspVilliam
Ward, A History of English Dramatic Literature to the Oibaof Queen Annel875, vol. 1, 3 vols., (London:
Macmillan and Co., 1899), and Thomas Henry Hall Caifiwo Aspects of Shakspeare’s Ar€ontemporary
Review,43 (June 1883), 883-4). In 1939 Robert Witheck Bakadescribed the mutation of Shakespeare’s
reputation in discrete periods which were essdwntidl660-1730, Shakespeare criticised for ignorthg
ancients; 1730-1765, Shakespeare applauded assai@as and original artist; and 1766-1799, Shalagpe
lauded as the greatest playwright. See Robert WitlBadbcock,The Genesis of Shakespeare Idolatry 1766-
1799: A Study in English Criticism of the Late Egghith Century(North Carolina: The University of North
Carolina Press, 1931). The following year saw AugsifRalli’s two volumeHistory of Shakespeare Criticism
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Rag (1986) and later ilfMeaning by Shakespeaf@992), first explored the idea that
writing about Shakespeare’s works is a way foriagito pursue specific ideological
agendas and, indeed, that all those who intergrak&speare create their own versions
of a particular play or poeffi.In 1989 Jonathan Bate labelled this idea the rifiteof
Shakespeare’s works and, noting the lack of ateritiat had been paid to the period
between the Renaissance and the twentieth centigilighted how the particular
preoccupations of writers between 1730 and 1830dameonstitute what Shakespeare
meant! Bate’s work was wide-ranging in terms of the csthe discussed, although
there was a strong focus on William Hazlitt (1788Q), and he paved the way for
subsequent scholars to approach the receptionaifeSpeare’'seuvreby concentrating
on the biases of previous critits.

Along with Hawkes and Bate, a number of works hstvewn the different ways

in which Shakespeare’s plays and poems have beerpreted in terms of different

followed by a comprehensive six-volume survey dftpaiticism towards the end of the century (VigkeBrian,
Shakespeare: the Critical Heritagé vols., (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 19748Buch works,
however, made no insightful claims that Shakespeareption was influenced by other concerns ofpigod
in which it was written. This changed with the adlvef the Cultural Materialist movement in the 18980

%0 See also both volumes @éfiternative Shakespearesihere the collected essays explore in variousswiag
theoretical assumptions and problems associatdd tivit fact that Shakespeare has no inherent meamirig
that meaning is conferred on Shakespeare by readergritics. Alternative Shakespearesd. John Drakakis,
New Accents, (London: Routledge, 1992), aitkrnative Shakespeares Volumeed. Terence Hawkes, New
Accents, (London: Routledge, 1996).

31 Jonathan BateShakespearean Constitutions: Politics, Theatre, €sith, 1730-1830(Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1989).

32 Other works, such @8hakespeare Reproduced: the Text in History andlddg ed. Jean E. Howard and Marion
F. O’Connor, (London: Routledge, 1987), dbldakespeare and Appropriatioed. Christy Desmet and Robert
Sawyer, Accents on Shakespeare, (London: Routld®$8), collect essays on the diversity of intetgtien of
Shakespeare. All of these consider, through nunsevaded and wide-ranging contributions, topicdagrse
as Shakespeare in colonial discourse, twentiethupgnationalism, popular culture, sexual politiegucation,
and broadcast media. The essays reference phenamsedaerse as late twentieth-century politics,hbig
education, Disney films, Carling Black Label beer &me football league.

There have also been a number of interesting nrapbg and edited works which investigate particnleances
of Shakespearean usage, either through specifidamed the use of individual plays. S@eansforming
Shakespeare: Contemporary Women’'s Re-Visions inratite and Performanceed. Marianne Novy,
(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1999), and Julie Sandsim/el Shakespeares: Twentieth-Century Women Novelists
and Appropriation (Manchester: Manchester University press, 200Mkjckv both examine the presence of
Shakespeare in fiction written by women. See Chahtalabus,Tempests after Shakespea(Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2002) examines the use of ShakespedFeiapestin postcoloniality, postpatriarchy and
postmodernism. All of these texts consider the ayppation of Shakespeare and thus should be umdersts
distinct from the present project which, while istigating the way in which Shakespeare is used fourpose
other than that which is ostensibly being presertedot considered to be appropriation in thestheoretical
sense.
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ideological concerns. Prime among thes@li® Shakespeare My(1988) edited by
Graham Holderness which investigates the presente Slwakespeare within
contemporary culture, and informs the present shiegiconceptualising the ‘ideological
framework’ that is ‘Shakespear®.Accordingly this thesis will proceed from this pbi
to consider Shakespeare’s plays, poems, and pessngn author, to function together
as a single phenomenon which will be referred t6Saskespeare.” While the present
project will take into account the way in which tpéays and poems are used by
nineteenth-century writers as a pretext for purgudeological agendas it will become
apparent that much emphasis is placed on a cotistiuaf Shakespeare the man. It is a
common epistemological procedure among these writerargue that Shakespeare’s
works should be seen in a certain light due topigreeived nature of their (constructed)
author, orvice versaand thus criticism of the plays and poems becoimesricably
entwined with biographical concepts of Shakespaar@ man.

A further method of Shakespearean historiograpbligWwing Hawkes and Bate,
is to trace the way in which Shakespeare is repnééed by successive generations. As

already noted, Gary Taylor takes this approachhenstates that:

Unsurprisingly, different periods have interpret&hakespeare in
different ways. But how did one prevailing interqatéon give way to
another? When and why did people stop answeringoomstion and
start asking another? Shakespeare provides the dpestimen in

English, one of the best specimens in any langutageinvestigating

. 34
the mechanisms of cultural renown.

%3 The Shakespeare Mytid. Holderness, xiii.
34 Taylor, Reinventing Shakespeag
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Due to its wide remit, Taylor's work is unavoidabdxploratory and he is forced to
overlook some complexities present in the criticsihany given period for the sake of
clarity and unity. However, as Taylor has openesldbor for such queries, this thesis
challenges the idea that there were single prewgilnterpretations of Shakespeare
during the nineteenth century, and that this pesasV one single question being
answered before critics moved on to ask the nexflesiquestion. Indeed, another work
— The Appropriation of Shakespeare: Post-Renaiss&emnstructions of the Works
and the Mythedited by Jean Marsden — published in the sameage®@aylor’s, informs
this thesis in its acknowledgement that differenal&speares can co-exist at one time.
It should be noted, however, that the recognitibrihtss in Marsden’s edition arises
from the fact that different contributors find vaus uses and appropriations of
Shakespeare at work in overlapping time periodserahan an explicit acceptance that
such diversity can function simultaneously. JonatBate has acknowledged that the
longevity and cultural hegemony of Shakespeare’sksves due in part to the fact that
they can be interpreted in many different ways -atwie terms their ‘aspectuality’ — but
much less attention has been paid to how this asplég might relate to ‘Shakespeare’
as a phenomendoh.This thesis will show that the concept of Shakespas a whole,
and the broad cultural concerns which can be adédegshrough writing about
Shakespeare, can fragment into something far negrectual; that is, can be interpreted
in sometimes mutually exclusive ways by differemitevs. It will be seen that the figure
of Shakespeare the man can be constructed byettfbrographers and writers in order
to present and promote different ideological agendlaus it is not just the literary

aspects of the Shakespeare phenomenon which degpegtuality.

35 Jonathan Batd&he Genius Of Shakespeateondon: Picador - Macmillan, 1997), 327. Bateusgthat one of the
reasons for Shakespeare’s longevity and continuétdral dominance is to do with what he terms ‘aspality
of truth.” By this he means the different, and oftepposite, interpretations which can be applied to
Shakespeare’s plays which may both hold the sageedef validity.
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The fact that there has been such a marked inteneshe afterlife of
Shakespeare in recent decades makes the lacun@edfics studies into nineteenth-
century Shakespeare criticism surpristh@rian Vickers’ comprehensiv@hakespeare:
the Critical Heritage for example, ends in its sixth and final voluntéhe beginning of
the nineteenth centufy.Vickers’ work is still useful in combining a widsurvey of
criticism in one place, and through his willingnéssacknowledge ‘the existence, side
by side, of critical systems which are supposetaee annihilated or displaced earlier
ones, but which did not. No major change in the wagy think about literature, or
anything else, is effected quickiy? There are studies which do examine Shakespeare’s
place in Victorian literature, although many do &om the point of view of
Shakespeare’s influence on, and usage by, fictiotens, primarily novelists and
poets® Finally, Claire Pettitt's ‘Shakespeare at the Geehibition of 1851’ stands as
a rare exploration of the role Shakespeare plagafaure of cultural authority in non-

literary aspects of Victorian lifé

% There are a number of works which examine theregiif editions of Shakespeare at this time; fer éploration
of different editions of Shakespeare’s work see Blusgckson, ‘Victorian Editors o&s You Like land the
Purposes of Editing’, iThe Theory and Practice of Text-Editing. Essayldanour of James T. Boultped. lan
Small and Marcus Walsh, (Cambridge: Cambridge UnityeRress, 1991), which discusses how nineteenth-
century editions of Shakespeare could present nagahdas. Also Ann Thompson, ‘Teena Rochfort Smith,
Frederick Furnivall, and the New Shakspere Soadfgur-Text Edition oHamlet, Shakespeare Quarterl$}9,
no. 2 (Summer 1998) which, as an aside to thedratgiry of Teena Rochfort Smith, offers a glimpse of
nineteenth-century editing practices. Robert Linds@@01 PhD thesis investigates the ways in whiatious
editions of Shakespeare’s History plays were editedstructed, and consequently received by theteémth-
century reading public. See Robert Lindsey, “l hfaim the Play-booke% Historical Authenticity and the
Victorian Reading of Shakespeare’s History PlaysT§H hesis, University of Oxford, 2001).

%7 Brian Vickers,Shakespeare: the Critical Heritageol. 6 1774-1801, (London: Routledge & Kegan P&@B1).
38 |hi
Ibid., 16.

39 The best recent collection of such worlvistorian Shakespeare: Literature and Cultpvel. 2, ed. Gail Marshall
and Adrian Poole, 2 vols., (Basingstoke: Palgraverban, 2003), and in particular Juliet John’s¢kRéns and
Hamlet,” Philip Davis’' ‘Implicit and Explicit ReasonGeorge Eliot and Shakespeare,” and “The Clue of
Shakespearian Power over Me”: Ruskin, Shakespeaaddnfluence,’ by Francis O’Gorman within that vola.
Other works which explore the idea of Shakespeandlisence on nineteenth-century writers of fictimelude:
Valerie GagerShakespeare and Dickens: The Dynamics of Inflyg@aambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996); Marjorie GarberShakespeare’s Ghost Writers: Literature as Uncaf@aysality (London: Methuen,
1987); and the chapter ‘Three Novelists: DickenBptE Hardy,” in Adrian Poole,Shakespeare and the
Victorians Arden Critical Companions, (London: Arden Shakespe2004).

40 Clare Pettitt, ‘Shakespeare at the Great Exhibibh851’, inVictorian Shakespeare: Literature and Cultuvel.
2, ed. Adrian Poole, 2 (Basingstoke: Palgrave Mdamil2003).
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Of the few works which do touch on nineteenth-ugnt Shakespearean
criticism, the majority tend to consider such atyi\as a side-issue to other concerns:
they are part of a wider survey, or are investagegiof particular plays, individuals, or
events. Adrian Poole’Shakespeare and the Victoriassrves as an excellent overview
of the period and covers theatre, literature, tiseal arts, and touches briefly on the
criticism of Edward Dowden (1843-1913) as an epitagIn The Modernist
ShakespeareHugh Grady provides an overview of nineteenth-asntcritical
approaches to Shakespeare. Sketching ‘a pictur¢éhefstatus of Shakespeare in
Victorian bourgeois society,” Grady acknowledgeat thineteenth-century Shakespeare
criticism ‘is much less unitary and more complexarththis simplified received
account’s description. Co-existing in the late teéeath century were competing — often
passionately so — critics and critical discourééssrady’s main concern, however, is
the methodology with which critics approached Skakare (in terms of the amateur or
professionalised status of the critics), and hois tmpacted on the eventual way in
which Shakespeare was fashioned into a ‘Moderristk&speare’ between 1930 and
1970. Regarding the people who wrote Shakespeti@stn in the nineteenth century,
Dewey Ganzel'sortune & Men’s Eyes: The Career of John Payne i€gllIDamian
McElrath’s Richard Simpson, 1820-1876: a Study in XIXth Centanglish Liberal
Catholicism and William Benzie’dDr F. J. Furnivall: A Victorian Scholar Adventurer
are insightful portrayals of the workings and eamiments of the Shakespeare Society
and New Shakspere Society. All of these studieselvew are primarily concerned with
the biography of their main subjects.

Shakespeare and the Politics of Culture in Latetofian Englandby Linda

Rozmovitz is an examination of nineteenth-centwegponses to Shakespeare but is

“ Hugh GradyThe Modernist Shakespea(®xford: Clarendon Press, 1991), 34, 36.
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confined to consideringrhe Merchant of Venic® Robert Sawyer, inVictorian
Appropriations of Shakespeartocuses on the mid-Victorian period (1850-80)d an
examines Shakespeare’s appropriation in the workwaof novelists, a poet, and a
critic.* A chapter on Algernon Charles Swinburne (1837-)968es look at
Shakespeare in nineteenth-century literary criticend sees a double-voiced rhetoric
being used by Swinburne to champion homosexudiityuigh his writing about the Hal-
Falstaff relationship inL Henry IV It is a rhetoric which, this thesis will argue in
Chapter Three, is not present in the same straigtdird way in nineteenth-century
critical writing on Shakespeare’§onnets Augustus Ralli's work, mentioned above,
considers the critical response to Shakespearefkswauring the period 1598-1925 in
both England and GermafdyBy dealing with critics in turn, Ralli summariséseir
opinion and contribution to the field. Similarlyy Short History of Shakespearean
Criticism by Arthur M. Eastman deals with the reception bbespeare from 1600-
1950 but acknowledges that ‘[ijn sketching the dmgtof the criticism... we deal of
necessity with the principal figures — Jonson aotindon, Dryden and Morgann,
Goethe, A. W. Schlegel, Coleridge, Hazlitt, PaB¥gdley, G. Wilson Knight, and a few
others.*® As Eastman deals with a broad survey it is pertiapgitable that he sees
Shakespearean criticism in terms of a developmeat time. Comparing the tradition
of Shakespearean criticism to a journey throughallery, Eastman comments that
‘[o]ur corridors will be those of the eighteenthntary, the nineteenth century, and

modern times, the corridors gaining in length asythpproach the here and nd\.’

42 Linda RozmovitsShakespeare and the Politics of Culture in Latedrian England (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1998).

43 sawyer focuses on George Eliot (1819-80), A. C.nBuine, Robert Browning (1812-89), and Charles Dickens
(1812-70).

44 See RalliA History of Shakespearian Criticiswols., 1 & 2.

4 A. M. EastmanA Short History of Shakespearean CriticjgiNew York: W. W. Norton & Company Inc., 1968),
XiX.

% Ibid., xxiii.
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This image conveys Eastman’s belief in a continuibwsad of Shakespeare criticism
and highlights the privileging of material as ipapaches his own period.

A study of the Victorian critical reception of &tespeare which stands out on
its own is Aron Stavisky’Shakespeare and the Victoriaiisis is the only substantive,
pre-twenty-first-century, exploration of Victori&hakespeare criticism and investigates
Edward Dowden, A. C. Swinburne and A. C. Bradle§51-1935). Stavisky notes that
‘[n]o history of Victorian criticism of Shakespeanas yet been written, doubtless under
the assumption that a cultural vacuum exists betw@eleridge and the twentieth
century,” and he aims to redress this lacuna bgrohbling such criticism and assessing
how it affected the scholarship of his own tifiédowever, rather than analysing what
these Victorian writers were achieving in their oweriod, Stavisky views them as
precursors to the work that was being done by &g noting that ‘the importance of
modern criticism rests in having united the psyobadal and imaginative insight of the
romantics with the historical perspective of Mal@mel the Victorians?®

The value of looking at Victorian approaches te thiticism of Shakespeare
rests on the fact that the period witnessed sughifsiant changes in the fields of
publishing and scholarship; activity in these sphetan thus reveal much about the
nineteenth century itself. In 2004 Richard Foulkesed that if ‘the exploration of the
response to Shakespeare in a particular year, damadhatever may illuminate that
year or decade as much as the plays actually wiikten... we expand our knowledge
of the Victorians through their reinvention(s) dfé&kespeare’® While Foulkes’ study is
solely concerned with the theatrical Shakespeaie,whllingness to appreciate the

possibility of a plurality of approaches, and hekrmowledgement that an examination

47 Aron Y. Stavisky,Shakespeare and the Victorians: Roots of Modernio@nih, (Norman, OK.: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1969), vii.

8 |bid., 122.
4® FoulkesOur Endless Joy - Our Matchless Pride’ The VictoriShakespearé.
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of them may illuminate our understanding of thoseng the ‘reinventing,” provides a
basis from which the present thesis will proceegl. &amining nineteenth-century
writing on Shakespeare this thesis will show tretain arguments and agendas were
being presented and promoted through the mediuBhakespeare. It will be seen that
many writers made use of discourse on Shakespeat@n aarena within which to
rehearse arguments which are actually deeply coadewith other ideas. More
specifically, the work of numerous scholars hasiified certain recurring issues about
identity which feature in nineteenth-century irgetual discourse, such as the moral
attitude of the populace, and the status of theomdioth in terms of its own identity
and its role on the global statfelt is not the claim of this thesis that the authaere
necessarily the sole agents in initiating or omgimg the specific agendas being
promoted — indeed it would be extremely difficuit tnake any such claims about
authorial intention! Rather, it is suggested that the repetition otaberrhetorical

devices, and clear focuses of attention, pointgat@us topics being areas of concern

0 For nationalism being a concern in the nineteecehtury see R. A. Foakes, ‘Coleridge, Napoleon, and
Nationalism’, inLiterature and Nationalismed. Vincent Newey and Ann Thompson, (Liverpodlerpool
University Press, 1991 Macropolitics of Nineteenth-Century Literature: Natiism, Exoticism, Imperialism
ed. Jonathan Arac and Harriet Ritvo, (London: Dukaversity Press, 1995); Paul Rich, ‘The Quest for
Englishness’, inVictorian Values: Personalities and PerspectivesNimeteenth-Century Societgd. Gordon
Marsden, (London: Longman, 1998); Steve Attridyationalism, Imperialism and Identity in Late Videor
Culture: Civil and Military Worlds (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003); Krishamtar, The Making of
English National Identity(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003); %ath Smiles, ‘Albion’s Legacy -
Myth, History and “the Matter of Britain™, irCultural Identities and the Aesthetics of Britishmesd. Dana
Arnold, (Manchester: Manchester University Pre€943.

For the prevalence of anxieties concerning marelis this period se@he Making of the Modern Body:
Sexuality and Society in the Nineteenth Centeds, Catherine Gallagher and Thomas Laqueur (London:
University of California Press, 1987); Gertrude Higifarb, Poverty and Compassion: the Moral Imagination
of the Late Victorians(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1991); Amanda AndersoTainted Souls and Painted
Faces: The Rhetoric of Fallenness in Victorian CudfuLondon: Cornell University Press, 1993); Collini
Public Moralists Gertrude HimmelfarbThe De-Moralization of Society: from Victorian \ies to Modern
Values Choice in Welfare, (London: The IEA Health and [#&e Unit, 1995); Adrian JarviSamuel Smiles
and the Construction of Victorian Valye&Stroud: Sutton Publishing, 1997); and Lauren B4.Goodlad,
Victorian Literature and the Victorian State: Chatacand Governance in a Liberal Socie{Baltimore: The
Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003).

%1 There are exceptions; Terence Hawkes uses aftesatfiat were made to papers delivered by Sir WRlgeigh
(1861-1922) pre- and post 4 July 1918 (which madeddbrations for America joining the First Worldayy to
suggest that Raleigh was pursuing a specificallyi-@atman agenda. See Terence Hawk&sat
Shakespeherian Rag: Essays on a Critical Pracflssndon: Methuen, 1986), Chapter 3 ‘Swisser Sevatt
Making a Man of English Letters,’ 51-72.
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for the intellectual elite of the peridd.The ideas and arguments that are being
examined — labelled as moralism and nationalismavehbeen acknowledged as
important concerns in the nineteenth century aml ithsupported by their pervading
presence within a discourse that would ostensippear to be about Shakespeare. What
is revealed is that these issues are made up of different and complicated facets,
and they are better understood as dialogues weitdct anxiety and uncertainty rather
than hegemonic standards. By using Shakespeardneasotus through which to
approach moralism and nationalism, this thesis Wiihlight the aspectuality of
Shakespeare as well as the diversity of opinioncamaplexity of approach within what
are often understood as unitary and coherent mavisme

It has already been shown that nineteenth-centuritycal writing about
Shakespeare has been largely neglected or oveisgd@nd this is made even more
surprising when one considers the recent re-evatuaf nineteenth century approaches
to literature as a whole. With regard to the latieteenth century, recent research has
tended to approach histories of literary criticiand the rise of English studies, with a
view to challenging simplified history. Chris Bat#i for example, inThe Social
Mission of English Criticism 1848-1932efutes what he terms the ‘tidy’ method of
literary history by noting the various degrees elf-sonsciousness that are evident in
different critics and at different timé3.The exact causes for the shift in the social
organisation of knowledge have been subject to momseaccounts, not all of which
agree, but it is important to note — as was mertioon pp. 3-5 above — that changes

occurred in the second half of the nineteenth-ggnithich add to the overall picture of

%2 For more on the idea of literature and its actide in helping to change the attitudes of readeesAndrew Blake,
Reading Victorian Fiction: The Cultural Context altkological Content of the Nineteenth-Century Novel
(Basingstoke: The Macmillan Press, 1989).

% That said, Baldick proceeds to be ‘necessarily ctigle and partial, concentrating on major figurasd a
developments, and seeking to follow a particulame'l in the development of criticism,” Chris Baldickhe
Social Mission of English Criticism 1848-193®xford: Clarendon Press, 1983), 16.
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an unstable, nuanced society and a complex inteleenvironment? Rather than take
as its focus one particular person or specific groti critics, this thesis will instead
concentrate on the idea that there was an ongoaiggdie between certain individuals
in the nineteenth century. So while individualslwi referenced to highlight different
arguments and opinions, it is important to realisat there was a community of
scholarship within which the discourse of Shakesgaacriticism was taking place.
The Shakespeare Society, mentioned earlier, maye sas an appropriate
example her& Dewey Ganzel has described this organisation &g bthe first co-
operative venture in a study which had long bearatterised by jealous men working
alone.®® However, despite this apparent move toward coatjuer, these men were still
undoubtedly jealous and suspicious of each othetw&en the years of 1853 and 1857
Collier, Knight, Dyce, Halliwell and Samuel WelleBinger (1783-1858) were

responsible for seven editions of the complete wankd, despite the common bond of

%4 SeeThe Organisation of Knowledge in Victorian Britaid. Martin Daunton, (Oxford: The British Acadermda
Oxford University Press, 2005), John Hollowaye Victorian Sage: Studies in Argumeiiondon: Macmillan
& Co. Ltd., 1953), J. W. Saundei®he Profession of English Lettefbondon: Routledge, 1964), W. J. Reader,
Professional Men: the Rise of the Professional @asa Nineteenth Century England@ondon: Weidenfeld
and Nicolson, 1966), John Gro3$e Rise and Fall of the Man of Letters: AspectSraflish Literary Life since
180Q (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1969), Baldi€ke Social Mission of English Criticism 1848-1932
and Philippa Levine,The Amateur and the Professional: Antiquarians,tétians and Archaeologists in
Victorian England, 1838-188§Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1986), @aliini, Public Moralists
Among histories of English literary criticism whithke a social or Marxist stance are Brian Dolgeglish and
EnglishnessNew Accents, (London: Routledge, 1989), &etReading Englished. Peter Widdowson, New
Accents, (London: Methuen, 1982). See also TergidEan’s literary history which portrays the riseEnglish
studies and, in particular its location within aeada, as a utilitarian process, in which Literatigaused to
pacify the political protestations of an oppressedrking-class. (Terry Eagletonliterary Theory: An
Introduction 2nd edn. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996), especially @teat 1). However, works like Heycihe
Transformation of Intellectual Life in Victorian Bland, Josephine Guy, ‘Specialisation and Social Utility
Disciplining English Studies’, imhe Organisation of Knowledge in Victorian Britaied. Martin Daunton,
(Oxford: The British Academy and Oxford UniversityeBs, 2005), Guy and Smakolitics and Value in
English Studiesand David Amigoni,Victorian Biography: Intellectuals and the Orderingf Discourse
(London: Harvester Weatsheaf, 1993) view the grooftliterary criticism as resulting from intellectufactors
(such as shifting ideas about professionalism, emahging aesthetic ideas) and serve to problemitise
histories mapped out by scholars like Eagletons Tdea is explored in more depth by Carol AthertDefining
Literary Criticism: Scholarship, Authority and theg$3ession of Literary Knowledge, 1880-2002’ (Ph24is,
University of Nottingham, 2003).

% See Harrison Ross Steeviesarned Societies and English Literary Scholarshifsreat Britain and the United
States (New York: Columbia University Press, 1913), 9820

%8 Dewey GanzelFortune & Men's Eyes: The Career of John Payne Ogl(@xford: Oxford University Press,
1982), 71.
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their uncommon pursuits, there existed between thehitter rivalry’’ The Collier
scandal highlights the infighting and acrimony tagisted in these circles in the middle
of the nineteenth century and also serves as ammgaof the intellectual shift which
preceded the move towards more professional sdhalesearch and institutionally-
conferred authority. In 1849 Collier had purchaaembpy of the 1632 Second Folio and
discovered that it had thousands of handwrittennelagons in the margin. Collier
believed that the handwriting was contemporaneoill Whakespeare — indeed he
believed that the folio had belonged to a membe8luikespeare’'s company — and, as
such, the emendations bore an authority that mamgecture could never have. Collier
used the ‘corrections’ as a basis for a new editib®hakespeare’s workbtotes and
Emendationsvas published in 1853. It sold very well and gaapredictably drew the
anger of Collier's contemporaries; Singer, for epémn labelled it ‘Pseudo-
Shakespeare® Eventually the other prominent members of the Shp&are Society
brought out their own editions (many of them silgnbcluding corrections from the
Perkins Folio), and a cycle of publishing, critroignd retaliation began that would last
for many years to come, and lead to the disinteggradf the Society.

In May 1859, the Department of Manuscripts at Bngish Museum requested
the loan of Collier’s folio in order to attempt amthenticate the marginal notes and, by
the 2" of July, a letter td’ he Timegleclared that it was a modern forgery. The Museum
announced that under the textual emendations weikles pencil marks ‘in a clear

modern hand, while over this the ink corrector egitin the antique and smaller

57 Ganzel and Benzie note the infighting and acrinthiay characterised the dealings of the majorityinéteenth-
century men of letters.

%8 John Payne ColliefThe Works of William Shakespeare. The Text formoed &n entirely new collation of the old
editions: with the various readings, notes, a lifetlte poet, and history of the early English StanpeJ. P.
Collier (Notes and emendations to the text of Shaas{s plays, from early manuscript correctionsailcopy
of the folio, 1632, in the possession of J. P.i€oll. [sic] Forming a supplemental volumé) vols., (London:
Whittaker & Co., 1844).

Weller Singer SamueTlhe Text of Shakespeare Vindicated from the Intetipas and Corruptions Advocated
by John Paybe Collier, Esq. in His Notes and Emendst{1853), xiii-xiv, as quoted in Ganz&prtune &
Men’s Eyes: The Career of John Payne Colli§3.
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character® This implied that a forger had written various emthroughout the Folio
and then written over them in seventeenth-centarydivriting. The Museum did not
explicitly accuse Collier of being the forger bhetimplication was clear. Gary Taylor
argues that the undermining of Collier lead patlyhe undermining of the whole rank
of amateur editors who had been the experts oneSpakre for the greater part of the
nineteenth century and it was following this pertbét the idea of being a professional
scholar began to be defined by affiliation to astimtion® Certainly, the furore
surrounding the Collier case raised important issegarding the way in which works
were edited, the trust placed in the people whostich work, and the question of
authenticity. What the Collier affair also showdhat, although they shared a purpose,
the cooperation between those who were writing alStakespeare in the nineteenth
century was cooperation in terms of sharing researd partaking in a debate rather
than commonalty of purpose or result.

Phillipa Levine has noted the community aspecsdiolarly research at this
time; her investigation into historical dialoguesggests a certain homogeneity in
thought and approadh.As far as critical writing on Shakespeare is coned, this
thesis will show that there was a definite dialogp@éween numerous different writers
and that this took the form of a debate about mo#thods and conclusions which in
turn lead to a diversity of approach towards, amdanmexity of findings about,
Shakespeare. Those producing and consuiming theiahaekamined by this thesis were
a community, yet to think of this community as dstisg of homogenous individuals

would be to oversimplify the climate of the timefaa more nuanced understanding is

%9 From N. E. S. A. Hamilton’s letter fBhe Time® July 1859 as quoted in GanZebrtune & Men’s Eyes: The
Career of John Payne Collie236.

€ Taylor, Reinventing Shakespeafs7.

61 See LevineThe Amateur and the Professional: Antiquarianstétians and Archaeologists in Victorian England,
1838-18867.



Introduction 24

required. As R. K. Webb pointedly notes, ‘[o]net figeneralisation can be made: the
reading public was never homogenofsWhat is revealed is that the people who were
part of the ongoing debate about Shakespeare wdnaduals who were separated by
the type of writing they were producing, where thegre producing it, and their socio-
economic backgrounds. However, it will also be seet there was a commonality of
intellectual ability (literacy and education) anarjpose with regard to Shakespeare.

The first thing that is noticeable in relation teetdebate about Shakespeare in
the nineteenth century is the disparate naturésdbcation and producers. Within this
debate, different formats, such as encyclopaediabiagraphies, which might not
specifically be considered as literary criticisrguid all play a role. Thus it is perhaps
more helpful to think of these writings under thihrella heading of ‘literary pursuits,’
rather than the more restrictive term ‘literaryticissm,’ in that they include criticism,
biographies, lectures, encyclopaedia entries, sesmand editions of poetry. This
coining of a new label should not, however, be wsided as simply born out of
convenience, for the areas it covers are all iefgeddently related. The three spheres of
editing, criticism and biography are inextricablyked and many editors will often find
themselves straying into the role of critic, olesdist having to make value judgements
concerning the text with which they are working.isTwas certainly the case in the
nineteenth century where editorial decisions reiggr&hakespeare’s plays can be seen
to have been influenced by critical and biographickeas. Russell Jackson has
suggested that certain Victorian editors based therk on moral principles, which
were linked to the perception of Shakespeare aarawio progressed through his life

by hard-work and moral scrupulousné$dn this way the Victorian biographies of

62 R. K. Webb, ‘The Victorian Reading Public’, Guide to English Literaturerol. 6 ‘From Dickens to Hardy’, ed.
Boris Ford, (London: Cassell, 1963), 205.

83 See Jackson, ‘Victorian Editors A§ You Like land the Purposes of Editing'.
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Shakespeare influenced the Victorian editors ofid-therefore editions of — his works.
Indeed, an edition of the plays was rarely publisiwthout some form of biographical
study, and many traded on this feature; Charlegitis 1845 edition of the illustrated
works, for example, conspicuously proclaimed thah¢luded ‘Facts connected with
the life and writings of William Shakspere abridggom “William Shakspere, a
biography,” by the authof?

The professionalisation and specialisation tha ta&ing place in the nineteenth
century meant that the different areas of critigigaliting and biography all evolved in
outlook and increased in outptindeed, perhaps one of the reasons why manyrijtera
histories present such broad and general narrativersticism in the nineteenth century
is that there was such an enormous wealth of afitieriting being produced, and
critical writing and writing about criticism far evshadowed any fictional wofR.
Russell Jackson places Victorian editors of Shadaspplays ‘at the beginning of a
“popular” tradition of editing practices,” and Maega de Grazia points out that the
editing of Shakespeare in the nineteenth centuewgrut of a tradition of authenticity
that began in the eighteenth centffrEurthermore, Ann Thompson and Sasha Roberts
have described Henrietta Bowdler (1754-1830) aditetewoman to edit Shakespeare,

and the production ofales From Shakespeaf@807) by Mary Lamb (1764-1847),

% The Works of William Shakspers. Knight.

% For more on this see lan Smabnditions for Criticism: Authority, Knowledge, anddriture in the Late
Nineteenth Century(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991), and Amigafictorian Biography: Intellectuals and the
Ordering of Discourse

® In 1896, William Knight describes criticism as ‘hitudinous’ and as having overtaken in quantity ffiroduction
of new books published. Knight, ‘Criticism as Theft58.
Similarly, lan Small describes the late nineteasgthtury ‘as a time peculiarly devoted to the wtof criticism
and to writing about criticism.” See Smallpnditions for Criticism: Authority, Knowledge, anddrature in the
Late Nineteenth Centurg.
John Gross notes that the reasons for this dewelnpcan not be put down to mere indolence for|evhi
‘undoubtedly it was easier to review a book thawtite one... whether it was easier to review hunsred
books, which is what actually happened, was quitgheer question.” Gros$he Rise and Fall of the Man of
Letters: Aspects of English Literary Life since 0,815.

57 Jackson, ‘Victorian Editors dfs You Like land the Purposes of Editing’, 142.
Margreta de Grazigghakespeare Verbatim. The Reproduction of Authignéiad the 1790 ApparatuOxford:
Oxford University Press, 1991), 5.
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sister of the famous Victorian critic Charles La(dlz75-1834), can be considered as an
editorial procedure in its own right.As Julia Briggs has stated, ‘[tlhere was no way in
which the Lambs could have rewritten Shakespegtais scripts without narrowing the
range of possible meanings and re-interpreting achear and plot according to the
outlook of their own time rather than accordingSioakespeare’$? Attitudes towards
literary pursuits were changing and, by focusindghow these pursuits were practised in
relation to a single literary phenomenon, this ithesill highlight the sophistication
present in the period as well as supporting curexporations of Victorian critical
practices and retrieving the largely neglected teieth-century engagement with
Shakespeare.

The overall approach to Shakespeare, combiningcalti editorial and
biographical process was used to construct a péatiShakespeare and promote certain
agendas through presenting this Shakespeare toe#tttng public. Thus the use of
‘literary pursuits’ in this thesis seeks to empbasithe ongoing dialogue among
different writers where the concept of Shakespaare being contested, redefined, and
used to rehearse and promote various agendasdilogue concerning Shakespeare in
the nineteenth century was lent further diversiégduse it combined different aspects
of what we might today call literary scholarshipdabecause it was also taking place in
a variety of different locations. Considered witlims thesis are essays, anthologies,
periodical articles (from publications with varyinfequency such as weekly,
fortnightly, monthly and quarterly), monographspglementary texts (introductions to
works, biographical ephemera, and so on), colleaterks, reference works and public

speeches. While it is important to note that theu$oor location of a particular piece of

8 Women Reading Shakespeare 1660-1900. An Anthdid@jticism, ed. Ann Thompson and Sasha Roberts,
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997), 47
See Stanley Wells, ‘Tales From ShakespeareBritish Academy Shakespeare Lectures 198Q:@gford:
Oxford University Press, 1987).

8 Charles Lamb and Mary Lambales From Shakespeared. Julia Briggs (London: Everyman, 1807).
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writing may have affected its tone or reception,tbe whole there is a recognisable
coherence and an overlap in viewpoint among theraliy pursuits that will be
examined?

Further diversity was brought to the communityStfakespeare writers
and their ongoing dialogue by the variety of indivals who made up that group. It has
already been seen that the nature, producers a@atido of literary criticism shifted
during the nineteenth century and, accordingly, whéing examined by this thesis
appeared in a wide variety of media and was writbenindividuals with varied
backgrounds (from professors, journalists, Men ettérs, and priests, to the Governor
of Bermuda). Alfred Ainger (1837-1904), for exampigho lectured and published
articles about Shakespeare, was a particularly jsmhfigure in Victorian cultural life;
he was a close associate of a number of majomatitefigures such as Alfred Lord
Tennyson (1809-92) and Charles Dickens, contributednany important literary
undertakings, including thBictionary of National Biographynd theEnglish Men of
Lettersseries, and was Canon of Bristol as well as beamggmnal Chaplain to Queen
Victoria (1819-1901) from 1895 to 1961 .Yet it was not only prominent figures in
Victorian life who were part of the dialogue; AndrdBlake, for example investigates
the different spheres of society who were produdiation in the nineteenth century
and finds that the middle-classes were extremdiyeat this time’? In terms of class

distinction, the demarcation between the aristocraed the bourgeoisie was not as

0 See, for example, Laurel Brake’s analysis of Wabeter's (1839-94) essays that went on to be@tudies in the
History of the Renaissanand how their initial place of publication affedt¢heir tone and content. Laurel
Brake, ‘The “wickedWestminstel' the Fortnightly, and Walter Pater®enaissance in Literature in the
Marketplace: Nineteenth-Century British PublishingdaReading Practicesed. John O. Jordan and Robert L.
Patten, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19%9-305.

"1 See Edith Sichel and Nilanjana Banefjinger, Alfred (1837—1904)0xford Dictionary of National Biography,
2004, (Oxford University Press, Last Update Avdgalnttp://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/30352, 26ly
2006).

2 See BlakeReading Victorian Fiction
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simple as it might seeffi. Participation in both politics and intellectualtisity was
increasing due to the successive legislation insgwnd half of the nineteenth century
which extended the franchise and increased educdti®hus the individuals who
would have accessed this literature could be sedmemg diverse in that there would
have been middle-clas®uveau richeas well landed gentry. In the same way that this
thesis has highlighted the diversity of those wherevproducing these works, so the
readers of Shakespearean literary pursuits wowe lkeacompassed many sections of
society. This is in keeping with what has been saeput the uncertain and shifting
nature of society and its organisation of knowledgel the professionalisation of
literary pursuits. Indeed, even among those writene are part of the apparatus of a
university, many of the scholars whose criticisnil i@ looked at in this thesis were not
part of an English Department — they were professdrother subjects within the
humanities. It is clear that there was an increpdiesire for literary criticism to appear
more professional as the century wore on howevggaal example being the changes
that Gerald Massey (1828-1907) — who will figur@mmently in Chapter Three —
made for the 1888 reprint of his 1868akspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpreted
there are many more footnotes and citations includevhat is essentially the same text

and this serves to give the work a more scholappearance. This increasing

3 See K. Theodore Hoppefihe Mid-Victorian Generation 1846-188@0xford: Clarendon Press, 1998). Indeed,
Hoppen notes how it is often difficult even to diguish who belonged to which class, particularyoag those
with professions (Hoppeihe Mid-Victorian Generatiqri6).

See also later in this thesis when the exact tiefis of middle-class and upper-class are confyped 164-5
below).

" The 1832 Reform Act extended the franchise to thdse did not own landed property thus increasire\bting
public from 478,000 to 813,000 (although this whl enly about four men in every one-hundred).1867 a
second Reform Act extended the franchise to mosarusvorking men and the third Reform Act in 1884
ensured suffrage for most adult males. The 1872BAlt ensured that elections became less corugpta the
introduction of the secret ballot.

The 1870 Education Act, while making schoolingtimei free nor compulsory, did see the Governmeginbi
be involved in the nation’s education. The 1876 d&dion Act meant that many more children were nesglito
attend school, and a third Education Act in 188Henschool attendance compulsory until the agerof/éars.
The 1891 Fee Grant Act effectively made elemengdrycation free of charge.

As well as the dramatic fall in newspapers dui&1855 abolition of stamp duties on newspapetstiam 1861
repeal of paper duties.
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professionalisation would also have lead to disamgent along ideological grounds
between those who were the old guard of artisticiem (the so-called Sages and Men
of Letters) and the new, professional, writersitefary pursuits.

It might seem therefore that there is no real s@iscommunity present within
the field of Shakespearean literary pursuits, betd are two important factors which
ensured the commonality of those partaking in theslogue: a shared intellectual
ability; and a common interest in Shakespeare (omuwdual curiosity about the
encyclopaedias or anthologies in which Shakesp@ae not the sole focus). A full
consideration of literacy in the nineteenth centwould engender a study in itself and
will not be extensively covered hefelndeed an actual quantitative analysis of literacy
levels in the nineteenth century is difficult tono® by and even more difficulty is found
in determining what people chose to read and haffétted their opinion® However,
as has already been noted (see p. 3 above), tlhigy #biread increased dramatically
during the period under discussion. Despite thd, all literature would have been
accessible to the whole of the population. It beesnelear that the producers of
literature in the nineteenth-century were often siaene people who consumed that
literature. Both Andrew Blake and Kelly J. Mays xp the relationship between
nineteenth-century readers and writers, and ne@tee¢hse of community among the two
groups’’ Andrew Blake also makes the point about how theb® wrote in the
nineteenth-century were often that same writing&8mreaders; he cites the example of

George Eliot and Charles Darwin (1809-82) readiagheother's work while also

S For explorations of literacy, and its consequenicethe period see W. B. StepheBslucation, Literacy and
Society, 1830-70: the Geography of Diversity invimoial England (Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1986); Altick, The English Common Reader: A Social History oMiass Reading Public 1800-190énd
David F. Mitch,The Rise of Popular Literacy in Victorian Englarfithe Influence of Private Choice and Public
Policy, (Philadelphia, PA.: University of Pennsylvaniz§s, 1992).

8 R. K. Webb The British Working Class Reader 1790-1848: Literanyl Social Tensigr{New York: Augustus M.
Kelley, 1971); and Andrew S. Thompsdme Empire Strikes Back? The Impact of ImperiatisnBritain from
the Mid-Nineteenth CenturyHarlow: Pearson Longman, 2005), 49.

" See BlakeReading Victorian FictiopMays, ‘The Disease of Reading and Victorian Pecdaldi.
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reading, and contributing to, the wider periodicegdss’® Blake goes on to note that ‘[a]
large number of these [periodicals] were intendedtfie middle and upper classes:
books were also, usually, addressed to this auelierus is one of the few definitions
of readership which can be offeréd The producers of these works then, although they
have shown to be diverse in terms of occupationsadal class, would have been part
of a minority of the literate public. While primbriconcerned with fiction rather than
non-fiction, Darko Suvin, in ‘The Social Addresseéd/ictorian Fiction: A Preliminary
Enquiry,” attempts to quantify the proportion oktpopulation who would have been
able to engage with new fiction published in booknf?° Those who had an income of
more than one hundred pounds a year would haveittded, according to Suvin, ‘from
one twelfth to one eighth of the population of Birt as a whole in the second half of
the nineteenth century, and expanded in absolutebats from one to two million
income earners and their famili€S.Alvar Ellegérd looks at the readership of the
periodical press which would have included bothidit and non-fiction articles and
reaches a similar conclusion to Suvin: that theonitgj of the periodicals were primarily
aimed at particular religious or political sectimfthe upper and middle clas$é§ hus

it seems reasonable to assume that the reader$htpeoliterary pursuits being
investigated in this thesis was similar or at leashparable to the readership of new
fiction and the periodical press at this time —eed a number of the articles that will be
considered in later chapters appeared in the pgeabgress, as did reviews of other

works such as th®ictionary of National Biographylt would appear that the main

"8 See BlakeReading Victorian Fiction60-61.
" Ibid., 63.

8 see Darko Suvin, ‘The Social Addressees of ViatiFiction: A Preliminary Enquiry'Literature and History,
vol. 8:1 (Spring 1982), 27.

81 |bid. 27.

82 See Alvar EllegardThe Readership of the Periodical Press in Mid-\fieto Britain, (Goteborg: Goteborgs
Universitets Arsskrift, 1957).
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producers and consumers of this material were tigellemand upper classes. Richard
Altick and others have shown the social backgroahthe producers of literature in
nineteenth-century Britain to be overwhelmingly diel or upper class, while Blake
also notes the sheer number of those who wrotdegriliterature and how it ‘was an
activity shared among a very wide cross-sectiorthef upper and middle classé%.’
Social class is important here and the fact thatmbajority of those writing and
reading this material were part of the educatedsela means that it was a discernable
minority who would have engaged with many of thdden this thesis. Manual workers
and their dependants constituted more than thraetems of the British population for
almost the entire period under consideraffoihe point to note here is that the ability
to read and write literary pursuits would place piheducers of the literature considered
within this thesis in a minority or, for the purgasof this project, an ‘educated elite.’ It
has been shown that the members of the particolamwnity who were dialoguing
about Shakespeare were not homogenous in termass (they would have included
the upper-classes as well as the bourgeoisie),patiom or worldview. However, the
individuals that will be focused upon in the follong chapters are united by the fact
that they were educated enough to partake in thleglie and thus form part of this
community of readers and writers. An almost unigktsait amongst these writers is to
include untranslated foreign quotations (most feedly French or Greek, but also Latin
and German) which suggest that the intended aueliefas an educated one. Thomas
De Quincey (1785-1859), for example, in the eigatition of the Encyclopaedia
Britannica, quotes in Latin, Greek, and French, and mentiBodeau, Tasso, and

Ariosto without explaining who they are. Despitart@l Schoenbaum’s comment that

8 See BlakeReading Victorian Fiction63-4 and 63 n. 2.
Blake,Reading Victorian Fiction64.

84 Hoppen The Mid-Victorian Generation 1846-18866-90.
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the Britannicawas for a general readership, it would appearttt@tassumed audience
of the encyclopaedia was a well-educated Bne.

The second unifying aspect of the community theddpced these literary
pursuits was that they shared a common intereShakespeare. These literary pursuits
would be read by people who either wished to berméd about Shakespeare or who
wanted to read about, and engage in, critical @sbabout Shakespeare; thus they were
specifically consulted to provide information anees as sources of authority. This
common interest suggests that this community hetwbréain level of knowledge or
education; even though some of these writingsraended as works of reference, they
seem to assume that their readership already bafficant knowledge of the events
they discuss. Thomas Baynes (1823-87), in the radiilion of theEncyclopaedia
Britannica, mentions ‘the story of the Bidford challenge @il and ‘the well-known
doggerel lines’ about Sir Thomas Lucy.1632-1600f° These refer to apocryphal
incidents in Shakespeare’s life and the fact thayr®@s does not elaborate further
indicates that he is assuming a certain amounnoivledge from his readers. Most of
this material would only be read by a certain sectf Victorian society; poverty and
illiteracy would have placed much of this writingymnd many and, of those who could
read, not all would choose to engage with critigadts about ShakespedfeR. K.

Webb notes that public circulating libraries (arm tfees they charged would have

8 Samuel SchoenbaurBhakespeare’s LivegOxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 231. 8ehbaum describes
encyclopaedias of the period as ‘readily accessinié ‘read by non-specialists.’

8 Thomas Spencer Baynes, ‘ShakespeareTha Encyclopaedia Britannica: A Dictionary of ArSciences, and
General Literature vol. 21 (Rot-Sia), 9th edn., ed. Thomas S. Bay(tEdinburgh: Adam and Charles Black,
1886), 753. Baynes was a former journalist who haenbelected as Professor of Logic, Metaphysics, and
English literature at St. Andrews University in 286

87|t is worth noting here that, although generalifes show that literacy increased in this peribd,definition of
literacy itself can be contested. There are thosa/hom the literate comprise those who can sigir thwn
name (R. S. Schofield, ‘The Measurement of Litefiadyre-Industrial England’, ihiteracy in Traditional
Societiesed. Jack Goody, (Cambridge: Cambridge Universigs®r1968), 324), and those who regard literacy
as requiring an individual to be able to read anitewBlake,Reading Victorian Fiction(51), Peter Lasletf,he
World We Have Lost: Further Exploreti965, (London: Routledge, 2000), 229). Theraiither discussion of
this in Mitch, The Rise of Popular Literacy in Victorian Englaxdi-xxiii. For the purposes of engaging with
Shakespeare’s printed works it was, of course,ssacg to be able to read to a relatively high saeshd
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excluded less wealthy readers) found that the ntypjoof their readers were

overwhelmingly interested in fiction over non-fimi®® The professionalisation, and
shift in social organisation, of knowledge has ade been mentioned (see pp. 3-4
above) and this increasing specialisation of exg®eis a concomitant phenomenon. R.

K. Webb in ‘The Victorian Reading Public’ notestha

By mid-century there was a remarkable multiplicatmf specialist journals.
And all this had its effect on reading habits. ™pecialist found that time
available for reading declined, while what readiegdid had increasingly to

be devoted to his speciality. This is true of tketesman, the engineer, the

physician, the scholar, and the businessfian.

While the main purpose of this study is to hightighe complexity of writing about
Shakespeare in the nineteenth century and add tanaer-researched field of
scholarship, some possible explanations for whyk&@eare was the cultural
phenomenon that was being used will be explorethodigh it would be impossible to
recreate precisely the horizon of expectation #mt nineteenth-century reader would
have brought to their engagement with these wdlks,thesis assumes that there is a
commonality to these readers in that they were @iaan educated reading elite, with
values and knowledge in common which could be td&egranted by the authors who
addressed them.

The idea that many of these literary pursuits ime@n intellectual community
writing for the rest of that community is reinfoccéy the fact that writers frequently

engage with, or borrow, each other’s findings. Eaample: Frederick Gard Fleay

8 \Webb, ‘The Victorian Reading Public’, 207-8.
% Ibid., 209.
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(1831-1909) argues with De Quincey The Land of ShakespearBaynes cites
Dowden, A. C. Swinburne, and Fleay in Bistannicaarticle; and Sidney Lee (1859
1926) uses John Hales’ (1584-1656) research ablmkeSpeare travelling to London
in the DNB.*° Also theOutlines of the Life of ShakespedneJames Orchard Halliwell-
Phillipps was only published privately by Halliwéthillipps himself in order to give to
other Shakespeare scholars and receive feedbaisksdise of a specialised community

can be seen in the activities of the periodicaltheftime:

When... the Dictionary of National Biography was uridken, the assistance of
the Athenaeumwvas sought and given. The lists of the names witevas proposed

to include were published regularly in the journahd readers were asked to

suggest additions, correct errors, e

However, while it would be wrong to assume thaséheorks were merely exercises in
literary mutual appreciation, the fact that thesbates were occurring suggests that the
ideas they expressed held a certain currency, é@emly amongst the educated
community who were reading and writing these woMsreover, it was certainly the
aim of many of these writers to shape the opinioihtheir time; Walter E. Houghton

draws attention to quotes by two prominent ningteeentury periodical editors:

With earnest solemnity John Morley spoke of thetdbutors to theFortnightly as
being entrusted with nothing less than the ‘momesittask of forming national

opinion.” With the Edinburghin mind, Bagehot reiterated the sense of mission:

YF G. FleayThe Land of Shakespeafeondon: J. S. Virtue & Co. Limited, 1890)

%1 “The Athenaeum CentenarylNation and Athenseumdan. 14, 1928, 559 quoted in Leslie A. Marchafide
Athenaeum: A Mirror of Victorian CulturéNew York: Octagon Books, 1971), 60.
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‘The modern man must be told what to think — slgontlo doubt, but henustbe

told it.”%?

Furthermore, these writers certainly believed thair dialogue was representative of
the general population; Baynes writes that newspapeles form an expression of
national feeling, of ‘popular expression,” while Duincey believes that critical
writings diffuse ideas throughout the couritiyWilliam A. Knight takes this even
further and, in ‘Criticism as a Trade’ written i889, he notes that ‘[the service which
periodical literature renders to society is so gtkat there is little fear of it ever being
forgotten.?® Clearly such claims are hard to substantiate, given nineteenth-century
standards of literacy, unlikely to have been retéva all spheres of society; they will
not therefore be the focus of the present workh&athis thesis seeks to document the
nineteenth-century intellectual debate about Shmda@® in its own right, without
attempting to assess its influence on society aghale. All of the writers under
consideration partook in an ongoing dialogue artdleatheir social influence can never
be satisfactorily measured, their importance is thebate can be gauged. Franklin E.

Court has noted that it is not just the major feguof literary history (or, the prescribed

92 Walter E. Houghton, ‘Periodical Literature and theiculate Classes’, iThe Victorian Press: Samplings and
Soundingsed. Joanne Shattock and Michael Wolff, (Leicedteicester University Press, 1982), 7.
See also Kruegeihe Reader's Repentancgmon Williams,Shakespeare on the German Stage: 1586-1914
vol. 1, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 199). 5, and Joanne Shattock and Michael Wolff,
‘Introduction’, in The Victorian Press: Samplings and Soundingd. Joanne Shattock and Michael Wolff,
(Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1982), ivfor more on how the press influenced nineteemthitury
thought.
The idea of the nineteenth-century moralisingewvriir ‘sage’ has been looked at in some detaibbnyong
others, John Holloway ifihe Victorian Sagand George P. Landow Elegant Jeremiah§George P. Landow,
Elegant Jeremiahs: The Sage from Carlyle to Mailhaca, NY.: Cornell University Press, 1989))vadl as
John Gros3he Rise and Fall of the Man of Letteand T. W. HeyckThe Transformation of Intellectual Life in
Victorian England This study differs slightly in that, as previopsloted, the producers of the literature
examined here were not solely sages in the striseese of the word but were writers from a diveseseof
backgrounds. Similarly, this is an analysis of literature produced rather than the individualsutural
conditions behind that production and, accordintjig, concept of literary pursuits has been employed

% Baynes, ‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 759-60.
T. De Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, The Encyclopaedia Britannica, or Dictionary of ArSciences, and General
Literature vol. 20, 8th edn., (Edinburgh: Adam and CharlexRBI4860), 74.

% Knight, ‘Criticism as a Trade’, 423.
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major figures), who shape the past, but also tipgréis who are relatively unknown. In
this way, Court challenges some of the assumptidnsh have characterised literary
histories for so long®

Having detailed the producers and consumers dlitdrary pursuits that are the
focus of consideration, it is important finally @onphasise that the present project is not
a study of reader-response. As has been notedattaypt to quantify reader response
is deeply problematic because circulation figuresidt necessarily show the number of
readers (there would be borrowing and second-hamnchpsing) and reading does not
always equate to influence: G. W. M. Reynolds (£&B) outsold Charles Dickens in
the nineteenth century but was never cited as beioge popular or influential in
readers’ survey® Autobiographies perhaps give us the best insigfat the mind of a
Victorian reader and so to their response to liteea yet even these are open to bias
and caprice on the part of the writer. Methodolatjc it would be a very ambitious
task to interrogate the readerships of these werkse that must be left for future
research using sales figures, reviews and contanpautobiographical evidence.
Further difficulties are posed by the differenckkeady noted, in the socio-economic
and cultural backgrounds of those partaking indteogue surrounding Shakespeare
meaning that there is also a disparity in whatigvin about each writer, and a number
of texts examined here have anonymous authorsairhe of this thesis are therefore
more modest: highlighting an under-researched afeaneteenth-century writing and
showing that Victorian literary pursuits concerniigakespeare are more complex and

sophisticated than has hitherto been realised.

% Josephine Guy and lan Small have noted that ivadit literary histories are ‘those histories whirhat their
subject-matter and their methodology as unproblienzeitd which use an empiricist historiography,” yGand
Small,Politics and Value in English Studje39).

% Jonathan. Rose, ‘How Historians Study Reader Responswhat did Jo think ddleak Hous®' in Literature in
the Marketplace: Nineteenth-Century British Publighand Reading Practicesd. John O. Jordan and Robert
L. Patten, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Pres85],205.
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In a study of this size it is necessary to be seleand, for a number of reasons,
the period with which this thesis concerns itsslfthe second half of the nineteenth
century. As will be seen, the period 1850-1900 wasen the publishing of
Shakespeare’'s works and related criticism increagedthey never had before.
Moreover, Chapter One will show that the edificeBich sought to preserve and
promote British nationalism also began to exerirtmdluence in the 1850s, with the
attendant anxieties about nationalism continuingoéoprominent for the remaining
decades of the nineteenth century. Samuel Smiles2(11904), whose work will be
examined in Chapter Two, published Eslf-Help: with lllustrations of Conduct and
Perseverancén 1859 and this work seems to have exerted dueinte for the rest of
the century. This thesis will suggest that the Smilesean idesetf help was confused
and confusing and, as such, representative of tbealising works of this period.
Finally, Chapter Three will describe how interestbioth Shakespeare’Sonnetsthe
sonnet form in general, and an intellectual tumaias ancient Greek culture, withessed
a marked revival after the publication of Robertt@aght’'s edition of theSonnetsn
18509.

The publication dates of Shakespeare’s works througthe nineteenth century
are a useful tool for examining his popularity thghout the period (see Appendix
One)®® The Complete Worlare consistently being published throughout theurgn-
with 266 editions appearing — but the popularityHenry V, for example, increases
dramatically in the later half of the century witiventy-one of the twenty-five

nineteenth-century editions of this play being mh#d after 1850. There is also a

9 Adrian Jarvis notes that there were ‘over 200 trgs [of Self-Helj in English and several dozen in other
languages’ in the second half of the nineteenthucgn(Jarvis,Samuel SmilesA2). For a full account of the
publishing history ofSelf-Help see Tim TraversSamuel Smiles and the Victorian Work Ethjcondon:
Garland, 1987), Appendix F.

% The source for all publication dataBsitish Museum General Catalogue of Printed Bod&0, Photolithographic
Edition to 1955 edn. (London: The Trustees of th&dr Museum, 1964), and graphs produced by thiecauaf
this thesis (see Appendix One).
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corresponding leap in the publication of all of éspeare’s complete works in the later
half of the century with 693 (or seventy-four penjeof the 939 being published after
1850. While there were fewer than 4,000 works bykekpeare published in the
eighteenth century there were well over 10,000hi@ mineteenth century and over
eighty percent of these were in the second halthef century. Another particularly
striking publishing trend is the fact that no emlis of Shakespeare’Sonnetswere
published in the first half of the nineteenth centfollowed by thirty-seven editions
before 1900. Such a marked upturn in editions (& must be assumed, interest in)
the Sonnetsuggests that they had a particular resonandeeifater nineteenth century,
and it is for this reason that tis®nnetgorm the basis for the case study of nineteenth-
century criticism in Chapter Three. The period lestw 1850 and 1900 saw changes in
the fields of literature, nationalism and moraligims thesis will show that nineteenth-
century Shakespearean literary pursuits — whiche Hasen largely neglected — is a
window through which the diverse attitudes towattlsese interwoven strands of
thought can be highlighted and observed.

In terms of nationalism it was the period around #llowing the middle of the
century that saw Shakespeare begin to be co-oea fmcal point for nationalist
feeling. In 1847 Shakespeare’s birthplace was @mseth ‘for the nation’ by the
Shakespeare Committee, and there began to be dsrf@ana national theatre centred
on Shakespear€. In 1848 Effingham William Wilson published\ House for
Shakespeare: A Proposition for the Considerationtted Nation which explicitly
proposed a National Theatre. Ideas of nationhoadl rationalism are complex and

contested, not least since the influential worksoifiolars such as Benedict Anderson

% See WoodfieldEnglish Theatre in Transitiqro4-5.
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conceptualised nationalism as a fluid construchemtthan a concrete modéf.
Numerous, often barely perceptible, events couliiuence and effect nationalist
sentiments — T. O. Lloyd notes how something swctha defeat of the English cricket
team by a squad representing the entire Australtinent in 1882 ‘probably helped
Australians to see themselves as a nation wellregfolitical union in 1900™°* Thus it
would be impossible fully to note how all of theeaws that occurred in the nineteenth
century affected ideas of nationalism, or even home single event altered the
consciousness of the diverse members of a naticnordlingly this thesis does not
claim that writing about Shakespeare created aicpat sense of nationalism but
instead notes that there were evident nationafistcerns at work in the writing on
Shakespeare at this time. Similarly it would engeral much bigger undertaking than
this project fully to appreciate the changes tharewtaking place in terms of
nationalism in the nineteenth century. What cansben is that there were events
occurring — both nationally and globally — whichncaasonably be assumed to have
been driven by, and fed into, anxieties about ttaesof the nation. These events
include the upsurge in national bodies which soughtatalogue and preserve the
nation (for example various national galleries, tdational Trust and thé&xford
English Dictionary, or the fluctuations in the British Empire abro&aumerous
uprisings and conflicts in India and elsewhereti§hriinterests in the Suez Canal, as
well as various changes in the British governarfcafoca, Canada, New Zealand and

the West Indies)*

100 5ee Benedict Andersoimagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin Spdead of NationalisfrRevised
edn. (London: Verso, 1991), and Edward W. S@idfure and Imperialism(London: Vintage, 1994).

1011, 0. Lloyd, The British Empire: 1558-199%econd edn. (Oxford: Oxford University Press,&)9907.

102 5ee for exampleBritish Imperialism: Innovation and Expansion 168814 ed. P. J. Cain and A. G. Hopkins,
(London: Longman, Pearson Education Limited, 1988} Andrew S. Thompsohmperial Britain: The
Empire in British Politics c1880-1932Harlow: Longman, 2000).
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Therefore Chapter One will provide a brief ovewief various events and
undertakings which would have fed into the oveddlnate of concern in terms of
nationalism and will then go on to look more speaeify at the various literary pursuits
which actively seek to promote a certain view @& tiation. It will be seen that there is
no specific unitary view of Britain (or England -dastinction that will be dealt with in
greater detail in Chapter One) but that theresseimd an interesting aspectuality in how
Shakespeare could be constructed to support selgnuagtradictory agendas. Thus,
those writers who sought to endorse Britain as raieat and idyllic nation with a
unique and innate character could employ Shakespe#n just as much conviction as
those who attempted to advance the view of a Britaat could compete with, and was
superior to, the rest of the globe. Similarly Britaould be portrayed as still possessing
the same qualities that made it unique in its anigd@st or as having moved-on (either
progressed or regressed) and evolved into a quffereht nation. While all of these
approaches can plausibly be seen to originate frmrsame anxiety about the identity
of the British nation it is clear that there werattent attitudes and approaches to both
the construct of Shakespeare and the concept adnadism. What exactly people
understood by Britain or its empire are complex aodtested, and this thesis does not
attempt to draw specific conclusions about natishaentiment; rather it treats each
writer on his or her own terms and notes the istarg contradictions and differences
between them. This nuanced approach hopes to aheidestablishment of fixed
categories which, this thesis argues, has beendtminant approach by most
investigations of Shakespeare (from the nineteeatiury until recently). What will be
shown is that there was a definite preponderanca&l@as and imagery of the nation
which strongly suggest that the writers of thesek&owere concerned with, and

anxious about, that nation.
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Accordingly, Chapter Two will contain a brief loolat how social and
intellectual life changed in the nineteenth centfojowed by an examination of the
different moral positions promoted by various ugeShakespeare. Thus it will be seen
that, while the wealth of Shakespearean literamsyits in which various moral and
nationalistic agendas can be found confirms themprence of these issues, the
diversity present within this promotion highlightsst how complex those issues were.
Chapters One and Two will be taken up with the evgilon of how these literary
pursuits made use of Shakespeare to rehearse gadcadthe major cultural concerns
of nationalism and moralism, as well as how thecagmlity of Shakespeare results in
complex and conflicting interpretations of the usesvhich Shakespeare can be put.
Chapter Three will be concerned with a case stddlgeoSonnetsand will show that the
same broad cultural concerns of nationalism andalison are present within this small
section of Shakespeare’seuvre Looking at the Sonnetsnot only shows the
pervasiveness of the use of Shakespeare to prorantels agendas, but also draws the
threads of the rest of this thesis together to sttt nationalism and moralism were
unquestionably major anxieties of the period andwere far from definite, concrete,
concepts for those who wrote about them throughtedium of Shakespeare.

The present thesis is the first study to focushmnvariety of late nineteenth-
century criticism, and to highlight both the divieysof ways in which Shakespeare
could be used, and the conflicting and disparatks evhich these uses served. Further,
this study does not presuppose that nineteenthugemiriting about Shakespeare is
simply part of a tradition which increases in sggibation as it nears the present time,
but considers Victorian thought as complex andr@sting in its own right. Many of the
writers in this study have not previously been exaa in depth, and nineteenth-

century writing about Shakespeare has certainlybeen considered in the context of
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diversity of uses. Thus the material contained lsarecontribute to a field that is rarely

considered except as a side issue to other arggment



Part OneContexts
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Chapter OneéNationalism

CRANMER Wherever the bright sun of heaven shall shine,
His honour and the greatness of his name
Shall be, and make new nations. He shalirith,
And like a mountain cedar reach his braache
To all the plains about him. Our childreatsidren
Shall see this, and bless heaven.

KING HENRY Thou speakest wonders.

- W. Shakespeare and J. Fletchdf|s True (Henry VIII) 5.4

Wherever the English language is spoken, wheremglishmen may meet
for all time, the name of William Shakespeare wélthought of...

- T. Cond,William Shakespeare: His Life and Genius. Appréoies (1897}

a) Shakespeare and Nationalism

On Sunday 22 April 1894, the Rev. Robert Stuar€darcy Laffan (1853-1927)
delivered a sermon in the Collegiate Church of t&trd-upon-Avon entitled
‘Shakespeare, the Prophet.” As part of the ShalkespEestival for that year Laffan
lamented that the nation was not doing enough kebcate ‘Shakespeare’s day,” and
was keen to point out the national importance chstelebration.Shakespeare, as the
title of the sermon suggests, was being portrageal guasi-messianic figure and Laffan
told his congregation that Shakespeare ‘is supneried prophet, the forth-teller of
human nature, and of human lifeln 1885 Laffan had been appointed headmaster of

Shakespeare’s alma mater, the King Edward VI GramBthool in Stratford-upon-

! Thomas CondWilliam Shakespeare: His Life and Genius. Appréoies (Private Publication - Presented at the
C.L.A. Annual Celebration, April 23rd, 1897), 14.

2 Rev. Robert Stuart de Courcy Laffan, ‘Shakespeam,Rtophet’, inShakespeare Sermons, Preached in the
Collegiate Church of Stratford-on-Avped. Rev. George Arbuthnot, (London: Longmans, Greed Co.,
1900), 35.

% Ibid., 27.
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Avon, and was giving this sermon the day beforek8¢eare’s ‘birthday’ so a desire to
promote Shakespeare is understandaltliebecomes clear however, that it is not just

Shakespeare who was being elevated in Laffan’scbpéedeed he states that,

In working thus [towards the promotion of Shakesp&abirthday] we shall be
working, not for Stratford alone, but for Englarahd for that Greater England
which stretches wherever men of English blood direed by the great master-

words of English speech.

The idea of an England that outstrips the boundasfethe country itself provides a
striking image through which Laffan could focus he&teners’ minds. This also serves
to suggest that the English nation is superioratty expanding into, the rest of the
globe. More attention will be paid to the idea @pansionist nationalism later in this
chapter.

The widely accepted date of Shakespeare’s bir#lisis, of course, the feast day
of St. George, the patron saint of England, anéndtnt ideas of England and
Englishness were evidently on Laffan’s mind. Thetiayal of Shakespeare as a biblical
figure takes on a new aspect in this context arfthhacomments that ‘[tlhe prophet of
Israel was, in almost every case, the centre altglng point of national feeling, of
Jewish patriotism. That, too, Shakespeare oughbdoto us; that, this Stratford
celebration ought to be, year by year, helping &kenhim more and moré.In doing

so, Laffan tells his congregation:

4 In later life Laffan would be elected to the Imafional Olympic Committee, found the British Olympic
Association, and end his days as the Governor ahBea.

® Laffan, ‘Shakespeare, the Prophet’, 35.
® Ibid., 33.
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we shall be working in Shakespeare’s spirit to kedige that flame of
patriotic love of England which glows through ai$ vorks, and which must

be tempered, not quenched by whatever of love enerence we have learnt

to bear to other races and to other Ia7nds.

It is clear that a particular construction of Shegleare was being created here and that
there was more than just the veneration of a Reaat® playwright and poet at stake.
Shakespeare was being linked to the nation of Bdgland England was being
promoted through an association with Shakespearethis 1894 sermon, both
Shakespeare and England come together to reirdoitsupport each other.

It has long been accepted that the late nineteestkury witnessed a shift in
English nationalism, and John Lucas has commehtdmany of the elements which
constitute what is recognisably the culture of Esfghationhood came into existence at
this time [from the 1850s onwards], or were progredy promoted, as were the
structures by means of which the promotion of sualure could be made possibfe.’
Chief among the influences upon British attitud@séards national identity would have
been the expansion and retraction of the Britishpien Following the cessation of
hostilities with France after the final defeat ofpdleon (1769-1821) in 1815, the
British began to steadily expand their existingooss which, until that point had
consisted mainly of ports, islands and coastaloreji Thus the Empire expanded
significantly, although this had all but ceasedly 1850s when colonists began to run
out of new areas to invade and the British Goventrhad withdrawn from a number of

its colonies, no longer collecting tariffs from nyaof them. The general feeling in

7 Ibid., 35.

8 John LucasEngland and Englishness: Ideas of Nationhood in BhgPoetry 1688-190Q(London: The Hogarth
Press, 1990), 184.
For nationalism being a concern in the nineteentitury see p. 19 n. 49 above.

° See Lloyd The British Empire138-70.
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London was that — with the exception of India — todonies were more trouble than
they were worth, both financially and militarilyné frontiers remained stable for the
next twenty years or so. India was governed in @&mmore direct way than any of
Britain’s other territories and this was partly agesponse to the bloody uprising of
1857-9. However, for numerous complex reasons |lgast the desire for expansion by
individual British colonists and a concern aboutehang the expansion of other nations
such as France and Germany), British expansion rbeggmin in the 1870s and
continued until the end of the centdfyindeed British expansion in Africa took place
mainly in the 1880s. The British got drawn into @mber of messy wars against the
Afghans and Zulus in the 1870s, and smaller cadsflisroughout the globe at this time
meant that the Empire was a constant presenceitisiBpolitics. Even the resolutely
anti-expansionist second government (1880-5) ofigvil Ewart Gladstone (1809-98)
could not escape and T. O. Lloyd notes that Britemand itself involved in so many
entanglements all over the world that it must hegemed as if Imperial activity had
become the normal if inconvenient background tdtipal existence

In 1886 the Liberal party split because Gladstwas trying to introduce a Bill
for Irish Home Rule. A number of prominent Whig#t I€ladstone’s party and joined
those who moved over to the Conservative side.bilhevas defeated, but the collapse
of the government ensured that issues surroundmgimBs relationship with other
nations — and the perception of Britain as a natiavere very much at the forefront of
public debate. One of those who left Gladstonedypaas J. R. Seeley (1834-95) a
prominent intellectual of the late nineteenth centGeeley had been Professor of Latin
at University College, London, and in 1869 becantaar@s Kingsley’'s (1819-75)

successor as Regius Professor of Modern HistoGaatbridge (an appointment which

0 see Ibid., 197-252.
1 bid., 203.
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had, incidentally, been recommended by Prime MenisGladstone). Seeley’s
specialism was early nineteenth-century Prussia tmndvas primarily known as a
biographer and theological writer. However, betw#&881 and 1882 Seeley delivered a
series of lectures to Cambridge undergraduatest dlistoriography and the growth of
the British Empire. When these lectures were phblisin 1883 a3 he Expansion of
Englandthey had an immediate and considerable impach Ghbss notes that the text
enjoyed success among the elite of the time (witkeing discussed by such figues as
Lord Tennyson, Prime Minister Gladstone, and Qu¥gtoria) and also among the
wider public, selling 80,000 copies in the firstotwears of publicatiol? Gross

continues

When Seeley died in 1895, it did not seem whollrasagant for the historian H.
A. L. Fisher, writing in theFortnightly Review to ask whether any previous
historical work could be said to have left as pufd a mark on “the general
political thinking of a nation,” while in his obiéuy notice for theSaturday Review
Joseph Jacaobs felt justified in claiming that “dpiince Sieyes no pamphlet has

ever had such immediate and wide-reaching influéfice

The Expansion of Englandvas essentially an investigation into the
contemporary method of English historiography andamalysis of the nation’s future
role in terms of the Empire. The work was subtletsnapproach and was interpreted
differently by different readers; there were thdge W. T. Stead (1849-1912) and
Cecil Rhodes (1853-1902) who saw a manifesto fgitileised expansion of the

Empire, while others like Sir Alfred Comyn Lyall§35-1911) noted Seeley’s cautious

12 John Gross, ‘Introduction’, in J. R. Seel@je Expansion of Englandd. John Gross, (London: The University of
Chicago Press, 1971), xi, Xii.

B bid., xi-xxvii, Xii.
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attitude to British expansion in India and the Rat one point Seeley states that ‘our
Western civilisation is perhaps not absolutelydgtious thing we like to imagine it?
Indeed, if anything, it is the middle ground thaefy suggests; the only way that
England can hope to keep pace with the emergingrpapvers of Russia and the United
States is to organise a federation of states rakfaer the exploitative rule of colonies.
Yet, despite, or perhaps because of, this non-ppise approach, Seeley’s volume at
the very least allowed a public debate about thristof the nation and highlighted the
importance of foreign policy on the way in whicle thation would develop. It was amid
this climate that nationalism was being discussethé second half of the nineteenth
century. The Empire had expanded and retracteceapanded again, there had been a
bloody mutiny in India in 1857 and the Boer WarlB09, yet half the world’s shipping
was British-owned in 1888. In these complex and uncertain times, England fsiotag
redefine itself and its role on the global stdyalthough there were (as the rest of this
chapter will illustrate) many subtle differencesopinion about what the nation was and
where it was going, there was a general commonialitiie championing of Britain and
its people. Nationalism was at the forefront of lpulhinking. To this end, the late
nineteenth century saw a number of projects whiaelglt to promote and preserve the

idea of the British nation; the Great Exhibitionl&51 placed Britain at the centre of a

1. R. SeeleyThe Expansion of England883, John Gross ed., (London: The Universit€bicago Press, 1971).
Gross, ‘Introduction’, passim. for the differenaotions toExpansion

15 Lloyd, The British Empire225.

18 The period 1850-1900 was one of anxiety for mamyBiitain as the nation faced a number of threatitsto
supremacy, both military and economic. Militarithhe 1850s in particular produced a number of waresc
(‘the French invasion scare of 1852, the Crimean @ar854-56, the Indian Mutiny of 1857, and theawed
fright over French invasion in 1859-60" (Linda Dawg, Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfprd
(London: Cornell University Press, 1994), 45)), ddtain was involved in other conflicts throughattie
century. This included the presence of British topAfghanistan (1878-81), and the century cult@dawith
Britain’s disastrous involvement in the Second B@ééar (1899-1902). Economically, changes in the dloba
economy and their effect on British financial stijlwas a cause for concern to many (see Keith Rsbbhe
Eclipse of A Great Power: Modern Britain 1870-1922d edn. (London: Longman Group Limited, 1994, 4
57). Conversely, P. J. Cain and A. G. Hopkins hageied that Britain remained a strong economic fage
until the First World War. They do however arguattthe second half of the nineteenth century witedsa
rapid growth in economic services and that thigtiyeaffected perceptions of the nation. Thus theésis still
recognises the period under consideration in thapter as a time which witnessed a shift in natisma(see
British Imperialism ed. Cain and Hopkins).
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celebration of all that was great about the modesrid, while the ‘National Gallery of
British Art’ was founded in 1897 specifically to tne the art of the natidi Similarly
Greenwich Mean Time was introduced as the stanflardime-keeping in 1884,
ensuring that Victorian Britain was central to tlines of anyone worldwide who
wished to use a clock.

Major facets of this assertion of nationalism wezalised through a number of
historicising projects. J. W. BurrowA Liberal Descenhas documented an increase in
historiography at this time, and described howraawticised reconstruction of the past
was used by many Victorians to fuel arguments alsmdial order and provide
conceptions of a national identity. Benedict Anderson’s influentialmagined
Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spredd Nationalism describes
nationalism as an ideology which unites membersrofotherwise disparate group
through a shared sense of self and an exclusionther such groupS. Within the
present thesis ‘nationalism’ is taken to denote setyof beliefs which can be seen to
either promote a nation, unify the people of aamtor assert that nation’s superiority
over other nations. Thus projects such as the aegirlg of Received Pronunciation in
the 1870s, and the commencement of@xéord English Dictionaryin 1879 (with the

first part published in 1884), can be understoograsnoting nationalism because they

17 England and Britain are, of course, very differentities despite the frequent confusion and cdofiadf the two.
See Keith Robbingreat Britain: ldentities, Institutions and the &l®f Britishnessed. Michael Crowder and
Juliet Gardiner, The Past and The Present, (Harkddison Wesley Longman Limited, 1998); Kumahe
Making of English National Identityl-17; Thompsonlmperial Britain, 30-1; ThompsonThe Empire Strikes
Back? 198-9; and Christopher G. A. Bryafithe Nations of Britain(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006),
182-8. This confusion will be considered in moréaddater in this chapter.

18 3. W. Burrow,A Liberal Descent: Victorian Historians and the Hisly Past (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981).
The sense of nationalism referred to in this thehibuld be understood as distinct from the paliticovement
of the late 1800s led by Edward Bellamy (1850-9T),Aamerican who attempted to gather support for his
Nationalism (a sort of communism) in a series @tkss in the British periodical press. See EdwBedlamy,
‘What “Nationalism” Means’Contemporary Reviewol. 58 (July 1890), and W. Flemming Phillips, \&ard
Bellamy: Prophet of NationalismWestminster Review/ol. 150 (November 1898). Bellamy’s bodkoking
Backward, 2000-188Went through over twenty-four British editions beem 1880 and 1900.

19 Anderson,imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin &mtead of NationalismSee also Anthony D.
Smith, National Identity (London: Penguin, 1991).
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provided the language with more fixity than it hadeviously known, and thus
attempted to unify the nation through its languagee OED in particular, by locating
the etymology and history of the words it containeahferred an historical legitimacy
upon the language and this served to assert therisufy of both language and
nation®® As well as ensuring the stability of a nationaigaage for future generations,
the British people could find comfort in the fabat their language had already stood
the test of time. Similarly, the establishmentlad National Trust for Places of Historic
Interest or Natural Beauty in 1895 — which soughtatt as a guardian for the nation in
the acquisition and protection of threatened cwesticountryside and buildings’ —
celebrated Britain by endowing British history withsense of valu@. The Dictionary
of National Biography(initiated in 1882 with the first part published 1885) and the
National Portrait Gallery (opened in 1896), wouldtlb ostensibly celebrate the
achievements of Britain through commemorating thestrious past members of the
nation?

Although, as will be seen, these numerous attetopisilise ideas of the past in
order to promote the nation, actually encompassaibws nuanced approaches to

nationalism, some modern scholarship still contesktether this obvious urgency

20 The OED project was first initiated in 1857, although theford University Press and James Murray (1837-1915
(the first editor) did not become involved until7B8 The final volume was published in 1928 meariag the
project spanned almost the whole of the secondafdlife nineteenth century.

See alsdre-Reading English, ed. Widdowsand Doyle English and Englishnesfor how this nationalism was
manifested in the rise of English studies withia thmiversity structure.

2L From http://www.nationaltrust.org.uk/main/naticinast/ Feb 21 2005. There is some debate as texéet date of
the genesis of the National Trust as its inaugomaéting was held in 1894 but it was not formallystituted
under the Companies Act until 1895. See Merlin Watey The National Trust: The First Hundred Years
(London: National Trust, 1997), 10.

22 Sidney Lee, who succeeded Leslie Stephen (1832}i&0editor of th®NB in 1891, noted that the enterprise

would serve ‘the national and beneficial purpodedltowing future generations access to ‘the chiaraaf their
ancestors’ collective achievement.’ Sidney Lee e Dictionary of National Biography: A Statistical daunt’,
in The Dictionary of National Biographwol. 1 ‘Abbadie - Beadon’, ed. Leslie Stephen &idney Lee, 21
vols., (London: Oxford University Press, 1917),Jkx Writing in 1918, Lee argued that ‘Sound biaghy of
virtuous and valiant men will inevitably stimulatitue and valour in its readers.’ Sidney Lee, “erspective
of Biography’, The English Association Pamphlet No. B8eptember 1918), 12.
Philip Henry Stanhope (1805-1875), founder of Kaional Portrait Gallery, stated that its colleatishould
consist of portraits ‘of those persons who are rhastourably commemorated in British history as veasrior
as statesmen, or in arts, in literature or in smerHistory of the National Portrait Gallery2005, (National
Portrait Gallery, Last Update Available: http://wvwngg.org.uk/live/history.asp, 21 February 2005).
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actually betrays an underlying anxiety and uncetyaabout what was being promoted.
Thus, inBritons: Forging the Nation, 1707-183kinda Colley claims that there was a
broad sense of Britishness which was firmly in pldxy the beginning of Victoria’s
reign, feeling that these historicising projectspiyn that there was a coherent
understanding as to what exactly the nation was lamd it should be portrayed.
Conversely, Steve Attridge claims that ideas oérgatriotism and nationalism became
confused in late Victorian culture and that ‘Blfitipatriotism at the turn of the century
is protean, and the varied uses of the term inetopbrary sources embrace heritage,
race, “blood and soil” identifications and localdamational custon?® There are
historians who look more deeply into the complestof nationalist thought. Recent
works by writers such as Homi Bhabha or David Sghave examined the ways in
which nationalist (in these cases specifically n@t rhetoric can function subtly and
even insidiously in art or literary fictic?f. What has been afforded much less
consideration is the way that this same rhetontions in non-fictional works — that
is, in the literary pursuits with which the preséhésis is concerned. These literary
pursuits — the encyclopaedias, biographies andalritvorks — generally aspire to a
certain level of ‘truth’ or impartiality (of histaral fact or artistic judgement), and the

presence in them of strongly biased rhetoric revéww pervasive such nationalist

3 see Linda ColleyBritons: Forging the Nation 1707-1837London: Vintage, 1996)assim.which argues for a
definite sense of British identity forged througke tbtomplex interaction of war, religious intolerapead the
nation’s economic growth. Similarly, LucaBngland and Englishnesslthough acknowledging dissenting
voices among poets, suggests that national idemty a dominant concern, but that there were canget
schools of thought about how best to representideatity; one a romantic, monarchist, pastoraiovisand the
other democratic, capitalist, and industrial.

Attridge, Nationalism, Imperialism and Identjty.

For other arguments as to the confused naturatefrlineteenth-century ideas of nationalism see Rdbe.
Young, Colonial Desire: Hybridity in Theory, Culture and Rac(London: Routledge, 1995), and Eric
HobsbawmNations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Miality 2nd edn. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992).

2 See Homi K. Bhabha\ation and Narration (London: Routledge, 1990), and David Spurhe Rhetoric of
Empire: Colonial Discourse in Journalism, Travel Whg, and Imperial Administratign(London: Duke
University Press, 1993).
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concerns were in the nineteenth cenfiin closer examination of the way in which
nationalism is considered, in a single strand ofet@enth-century literary pursuits,
should thus reveal the nuances which can sometimes/erlooked in the nineteenth-
century assertion of Britain’s presence and donueas a nation.

A recurrent presence throughout all of the nafisharojects in the second half
of the nineteenth century is Shakespéarehe first painting acquired by the National
Portrait Gallery was &.1610 portrait of Shakespeare attributed to JohrloFaynore
commonly referred to as the Chandos Portrait — ahé/ probable likeness of
Shakespeare to have been painted during his léetimwvhile Clare Pettitt has noted
how Shakespeare was a ‘dominant image’ at the Gdabition, a circumstance which
reflected contemporary ideas about copyright, dedproduction of at’ The longest
entry in theDictionary of National Biographyas ‘Shakespeare, William (1564-1616),
and by some margin; it was thirty percent longemtlthe next longest entry (on the
Duke of Wellington (1769-1852)), and was forty-nipages long while the average
essay was less than one p&Ymdeed, Shakespeare'’s allocated space was fivespag
longer than that of all of the other major Renaissadramatists (Beaumont, Fletcher,
Jonson, Kyd, Marlowe, Massinger, and Webster) pgether’® The Oxford English

Dictionary also relied heavily on Shakespeare; he was thd eguently quoted

5 For a discussion of the merits of Sidney Legistionary of National BiographyShakespeare’ compared to
Thomas DeQuincey’Encyclopaedia Britannicarticle of 1842, see Peter Holland, ‘ShakespeadetizeDNB),
in Shakespeare, Marlowe, Jonson: New Directions in Biolgyaed. Takashi Kozuka and J. R. Mulryne,
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006).

% That these attempts to promote a sense of natisa mot anomalous is evident from their number iastiould
further be noted that many of the historicisingj@cts mentioned were not capricious events buttifination
of a powerful and long-lasting movement. For examfiiere was some lapse between the establishrhér o
National Portrait Gallery project in 1856 and thrargl opening in 1896, while tH2NB covered twenty years
from inception to final publication.

%7 pettitt, ‘Shakespeare at the Great Exhibition&51r, 73.

28 The 29,120 articles in tHeNB cover 29,108 pages; thus the mean average dsiftist under one page in length.
Lee, ‘The Dictionary of National Biography: A Staitsl Account’, Ixxi.

29 Francis Beaumontc(1585-1616) had two pages devoted to him; Johrcléet(1579-1625) eight pages; Ben
Jonson (1572-1637) ten pages; Thomas Kyd (1558R9d¢ pages; Christopher Marlowe had ten pag#5§4-
1593); Philip Massinger (1583-1640) six pages; &otth Websterc{1580-16387?) five pages. This total of forty-
four pages was still five less than Shakespeare.
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author in theDictionary, dominating by a considerable margin (the 33,006tafions
from the collected works are approximately 10,006renthan those taken from all
versions of the Bible}® Similarly, Shakespeare’s plays themselves wernatfised to
press home to people the value of the nation antipPBdwards has shown that
Shakespeare’s history plays helped, in the lateteenth century, to develop a sense of
national self-awareness in both England and IrefAndls well as Shakespeare’s
presence within specific nationalist projects, itllwe shown that there is an
interestingly strong nationalist bias in literanyrpuits about both the man and his works
throughout the nineteenth century.

As will shortly be seen, there were contestedsdsaout the status and role of
the nation in the later nineteenth century, buteghgas also what appears to be an
interesting lack of agreement as to which natidmeisig discussed. Ideas of nationalism
— complex in themselves — are, in the United Kimgddurther complicated by the
duality of the English nation and the British natié Some of the writers examined here

use the term ‘England’ and some use ‘Britain,” @n often not clear exactly what

%0 Donna Lee BergA Guide to the Oxford English Dictionar§Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993), 171.

31 philip Edwards Threshold of a Nation: a Study in English and IrBlama, (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1979).
See also Lindsey, “I ha't from thelay-booke$, for how the history plays conveyed a senseational history
to the British people in the nineteenth century.

%2 As noted (see p. 50, n. 17) there are differebetween the entities of Britain and England degpigér frequent
conflation and confusion. This is complicated bg flact that this thesis deals with two areas withirich
concepts of nationality are being contested anahdar there is the fact that Shakespeare (whosg ldarlnder
Queen Elizabeth (1533-1603) took place in an Emglahich could be seen to have become Britain in 1603
upon the accession of King James VI & | (1566-162B8hough union of the two states did not occutilun
1707) has been seen as instrumental in formulagarty modern ideas of nationhood: see David J. Baker
Between Nations: Shakespeare, Spenser, Marvell, hadQuestion of Britain (Stanford, Ca.: Stanford
University Press, 1997); Edward&hreshold of a Nation: a Study in English and Iri3famg Jean E. Howard
and Phyllis RackinEngendering a Nation: a Feminist Account of Shakasie English Histories(London:
Routledge, 1997); Willy Maley, “This Sceptred IsieShakespeare and the British Problem’Simakespeare
and National Culture ed. John J. Joughin, (Manchester: Manchester ddsity Press, 1997); Willy Maley,
Nation, State and Empire in English Renaissancerdtitee: Shakespeare to Miltor{Basingstoke: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2003); andLiterature and Nationalism, ed. Vincent Newey and Ammompson, (Liverpool:
Liverpool University Press, 1991%imilarly, the nineteenth century saw the conad®ritain being tested due
to a decline in imperialistic expansion, and coitiover national identity: seiacropolitics of Nineteenth-
Century Literature, ed. Arac and Ritvi@obbins, The Eclipse of A Great PoweCannon SchmittAlien Nation:
Nineteenth-Century Gothic Fictions and English Natiipa (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1997); and Georgios Varouxaki¥jictorian Political Thought on France and the Frénc(Basingstoke:
Palgrave, 2002), 2 n. 3.
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they mean; Thomas De Quincey, for example, usels tawis interchangeably, and
George Saintsbury (1845-1933) uses ‘England’ whelbarly means what should be
termed ‘Britain.” When discussing Jonson and JompdBn (1631-1700), Saintsbury
notes: ‘[t]he fact of these two typical Englishmaging of half or whole Scotch descent
will not surprise any one who does not still igndhe proper limits of England®
Saintsbury’s project was a history of English htiere rather than British literature, but
obviously, for him (and he seems to assume, fordaslers also) the ‘proper limits of
England’ could more accurately be termed Britaimifarly Nicholas Waterhouse in
The England of Shakspeaieable to consider the ‘Scotch Highlands’ anéldnd’ as
being part of England, and R.C. Christie (1830-)9@#iting in theQuarterly Review
in 1887, frequently slips between talking about &mBritain and Ireland, and talking
about England? As will be seen later in this thesis there werenpeting ways of
conceptualising the nation — these ranged from lansparochialism to imperial
expansionism — and it might be thought that the enatature of England and Britain
reflected such concerns. This was not the case \rewéhe expansionist rhetoric of
writers such as Theodore Child (1846-92) or Ge@gmtsbury, for example, uses the
term England despite its more parochial connotation

What can be surmised from this apparent ‘confusaiyout the distinction
between England and Britain is that there was alesuinglicisation of the British
nation. Essentially, when a writer confined theiscdssion to England and meant
England they were privileging England over Britaimhereas when a writer said

England but evidently meant Britain they were subling Wales, Scotland, and

33 George Saintsburglizabethan Literaturevol. 2, History of English Literature, 4 volsL,andon: Macmillan and
Co., 1890), 174.

34 Nicholas Waterhous&@he England of Shakspeare and the Greenwood of Séetles Two Papers Read Before the
Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshifleiverpool: T. Brakell, 1865), 26.
R. C. Christie, ‘Dictionary of National BiographyQuarterly Review]164 (April 1887), 353. See also ‘Guizot
on the French and English DramBublin University Magazine40 (August 1852), and Coventry Patmore, ‘The
Modern British Drama’North British Review29 (August 1858), which use the terms ‘Englishd aBritish’
interchangeably.
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Ireland into England; either way there is a pro{ismgagenda being served. Thus what
appears to be a symptom of diverse attitudes t@vaationalism is actually indicative
of a common aim, approached in different ways. ®higt in nomenclature is well
documented and supports Cannon Schmitt's asselitioAlien Nation: Nineteenth-
Century Gothic Fictions and English Nationajithat there was an increasing focus on
Englishness rather than Britishness after 183Whis shift is perhaps most explicitly
reflected by the entries for both terms in thecyclopaedia Britannicasvhich were
produced in the late nineteenth century. TBBtannica itself was published in
Edinburgh and so might be expected to pursue a British than English agenda, yet a
shift can be seen away from Britain and towardg&daa of England. In volume five of
the eighth edition, published in 1854, three huddrages are devoted to ‘Britain, or
Great Britain,” while in volume four of the nintldigon, published in 1876, there is no
entry for Britain, just a mere three pages on @ritia’ which covers the history of
Britain until after the Roman occupation, and tkh@ects its readers to ‘England’ which
was dealt with in one hundred and sixty-seven pageslume eight, three years latér.
A recognition of this Anglo-centric nationalism dogot necessarily imply, however,
that the intellectual elite were an entirely progksh cadre, or that these critics

themselves were exclusively Engli&h.

35 Schmitt, Alien Nation 16. See also Thompsommperial Britain, 30-1, and Stephanie L. Barczewskiyth and
National Identity in Nineteenth-Century Britain: Thegends of King Arthur and Robin Hod@®xford: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 2-7.

% The shift from the term ‘British’ to the term ‘Eniglt’ in the Britannica may perhaps be explained by editorial
changes that were occurring at this time; the edifdhe eighth edition (1852-60) was Thomas Stevwaaill
(1781-1862) who was born in Kirkwall on the Orkrisjands while the editors of the ninth edition (%89)
were Thomas Spencer Baynes (1823-87) who was bdBorinerset, who was succeeded by William Robertson
Smith (1846-94), who was born in Aberdeenshire. Baynn fact, was the first English-born editor bét
Britannica, although he had close connections with Scotlanteavas a professor at St Andrews University.

37 Edward Dowden, for example, was an Irishman wihitieodore Child was an American, and some important
literary journals were produced outside of EnglaBdinburgh and Dublin in particular produced impoit
literary scholarship in the form of tl&dinburgh RevievandBlackwood’'s Magazineand theDublin University
Magazineand theDublin Reviewrespectively. This is not to say, however, thaséhliterary pursuits do not
reflect the attitudes which were prevalent in Britai the time; like all of the writers or texts lmded in this
thesis, their presence here is due to their ubigyibpularity or influence. Thus Dowden’s writings
Shakespeare are widely cited by other critics efttme, while he was responsible for hundreds dfcats of
various works between 1864 and the turn of theurgnTheodore Child also, although born in Amerwam be
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While it has been necessary to highlight the msestency of nomenclature —
and the related pro-English agenda — used by thiega's, this thesis is not a discussion
of the use of the terms British and English innieeteenth century. Fundamentally this
project is an exploration of the ways in which Stsgeare was used to advance ideas of
nationalism, and as such is more concerned withwhg in which Shakespeare is
constructed rather than the particular nation timatis being used to promote. The
nomenclature of Britain or England will be used wtdiscussing individual writers,
according to their own usage, so that a senseedf thwn particular meaning can be
given. The vast majority of these literary pursyitvilege the term ‘England,” but this
thesis, when not discussing a particular work, w#e the more inclusive ‘Britain’
unless referring to a time before 1603 when theas mo concept of a unified state.

An inconsistent nomenclature of nationalism (refeing the British or English
nation) points towards the different approachesciwtgould be taken in forming a
national identity and this chapter will go on toggast that, far from there being a
standard view of the nation, there were many differways in which it could be
constructed. Added to this, is the fact that Shp&ase could be used in a variety of
ways to advance apparently incongruous attitudesatbnalism (in the idiom of this
thesis) — that is, to advance or unite the natiomsgeople. Uses of Shakespeare could
employ history or geography to show that ancestrylogation is what makes an
individual belong to a nation, or use patriotismarder to promote that nation and

denigrate others. Yet there were inconsistencielow this was done and different

taken as having affected the debate about Shakesjpethe nineteenth century because he wrote deaunf
articles for various well-circulated journals. Sianly, while periodicals likeBlackwood’'sand theEdinburgh
Reviewcould perhaps be considered to originate in aonatalled Scotland, Walter Houghton has noted that
both had an extensive influence on intellectualaiehin Britain as a whole. Houghton notes tB#ickwood’s
performed a lasting service to English letters’ fakE. Houghton, ‘Blackwood’s Edinburgh Magazin82a-
1900’, in The Wellesley Index to Victorian Periodicals 1839Q vol. 1, ed. Walter E. Houghton, 5 vols.,
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1966), 8)dahat theEdinburghexerted a ‘powerful influence upon
nineteenth-century opinion’ (Walter E. HoughtonhéTEdinburgh Review, 1802-1900’, Tihe Wellesley Index

to Victorian Periodicals 1824-190%0l. 1, ed. Walter E. Houghton, 5 vols., (Torantiversity of Toronto
Press, 1966), 421).
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writers chose to construct different backgrounds amitudes for the Shakespeare they

wanted to present.

b) Shakespear e and the Nation

As the writers of these literary pursuits appeahave held the opinion that
Shakespeare was a great historical and literatydig although few opportunities were
lost to remind readers — it became possible to pterBritain simply by linking the
nation with Shakespeare. This is stated most eiplioy Edward Rose in an 1876
article for theNineteenth Centurythe English poet [Shakespeare] is a microcosm of
the English nation, its character, its literatieen, one might say, its history. Rose
also notes that ‘[nJo man has been more varioustiynated than William Shakespeare,’
and it soon becomes apparent that the conflatidingfand with Shakespeare serves to
promote the nation by associatith.

One way in which this conflating of Shakespeare #me nation could be
achieved was by underlining the fact that Shakespeas British: so readers are either
reminded of Shakespeare’s ancestral ties to themdhe events of Shakespeare’s life
are firmly located within the geography of Britaior Shakespeare is portrayed as a
patriotic individual. The first two methods her@arcestry and geography — are common
ways of creating a sense of national identity, #Hrelidea that such a highly regarded
individual as Shakespeare was loyal to his owronatiould obviously induce others to

try and emulate thi& The use of biography — much of it romanticised apdcryphal —

3% Edward Rose, ‘Shakespeare and HistdWjfieteenth Centuryi,3 (May 1876), 547.
% |pid. 546.

40 Attridge, Nationalism, Imperialism and Identity.
This concept of ancestry and geography, also kresviBlut und Boden’ (‘Blood and Soil’), was an exgies
used notoriously in the early days of German asatiffism and as a definition of nationality durirge tNazi
Party’s persecution of the Jews in the 1930s arsd #lis shows that such ideas of what could dedine
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allowed writers to indulge in lengthy discussiorisShakespeare’s ancient ancestors or
stories concerning Shakespeare’s life in a mythpémy Elizabethan England. Not that
biographical studies of Shakespeare were alwaysider®@d necessary when pursuing a
nationalist agenda. George Saintsbury, inHligabethan Literature- which was the
second in a four-volume ‘History of English Litane#’ produced in the 1880s and
reprinted up until 1970 — argued that informatiegarding a writer’s biography, or the
social and culturamilieu surrounding the production of a text, is unimpoettgtjhese
things, interesting perhaps and sometimes valuakeeir own way, are but ancillary,

if even that, to the history of literature in theper and strict sense; and it is the history
of literature in the proper and strict sense withialu | have to deaf**

To this end, Saintsbury deals with the biograph$lodkespeare in less than one
page. Indeed, the differences in how nineteentidcgnwriters could approach
Shakespeare can be illustrated by placing Saintsbwork alongside the biography
presented by Sidney Lee in tB&B. In describing Shakespeare leaving Stratford, Lee

states:

To London Shakespeare naturally drifted, doubtiestging thither on foot during
1586, by way of Oxford and High Wycombe. Traditigmints to that as
Shakespeare’s favourite route, rather than to ¢he by Banbury and Aylesbury.
Aubrey asserts that at Grendon, near Oxford, ‘h@péaed to take the humour of

9

the constable in “Midsummer Night's Dream™ — by i¢h he meant, we may
suppose, ‘Much Ado about Nothing’ — but there weatchmen of the Dogberry
type all over England, and probably at Stratfosélit The Crown Inn (formerly 3

Cornmarket Street) near Carfax, at Oxford, was lpogted out as one of his

individual's nationality were in circulation in thears following the late nineteenth century. Seerli Brenner,
Zionism in the Age of the Dictators: A Reappraigélondon: Croom Helm, 1983), 18-26. Obviously, no
affiliation whatsoever is intended between thissmcand the nationalism or intellectual positiortioé writers
mentioned here or of this thesis as a whole.

4! saintsburyElizabethan Literaturegviii.
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resting-placesTo only one resident in London is Shakespeareylit@lhave been

known previously..*?

Lee’s biography is creating a very definite Shakase, using the barest facts to build a
myth — although his use of strong, unambiguousuagg (‘doubtless,” ‘asserts,” ‘was
long pointed out’), apparent historical evidencérdgdition,” ‘Aubrey asserts’), and
bombardment of information manages to make his &ydare something of a concrete
historical figure. He is also bestowed with a dertgpe of personality — it is ‘natural’
that he would gravitate towards the capital and ‘thedges’ there. Not only is
Shakespeare located very much within the geograpBygland but it is a land peopled
by his characters, and so the nation and the plggtare closely intertwined. Despite
being ostensibly a piece about Shakespeare anuldgeaphical facts of his life, Lee is
actually achieving something more subtle here at tie is connecting the people of
England by their common association with Shakegpdarrther, as Shakespeare is such
an important figure, the people of the nation alevaed by that same common
association. This unification and promotion is dkathe type of nationalist discourse
that this thesis aims to highlight within literapursuits about Shakespeare in the
nineteenth century. By linking the great playwrigiat closely with the nation Lee is
unifying and promoting (through their shared prild¢he very English Shakespeare) the
nation.

Saintsbury, on the other hand, feels it suffictentiote that,

He is said to have left Stratford for London in 258r thereabouts, and to have

connected himself at once with the theatre, firsthumble and then in more

important positions. But all this is mist and mf}tq‘n.

42 Sidney Lee, ‘Shakespeare, William (1564-1616)The Dictionary of National Biographyol. XVII ‘Robinson-
Sheares’, ed. Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee, (Lmr@drford University Press, 1917), 1292.
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Saintsbury’s work is part of a history Bhglishliterature, and is nationalist in that he
frequently points out the superiority of Englandiz&bethan literature is ‘the greatest
period of the greatest literature of the wofftiHe also asserts English literature’s
dominance of what he considers the five great deriof literature (the Greek, the
English and French, the Italian, and the Englishirgg stating that ‘[i]t is the super-
eminent glory of English that it counts twice inetlmeckoning®® Just like Lee,

therefore, he is using Shakespeare to advanceianal&t agenda. Yet the differences
between these two works show that there was ndesiwgy in which Shakespeare
could be used. Indeed, Lee and Saintsbury havesffact, created two different

Shakespeares through their treatment of this ociddnt. Lee’s is a concrete figure —
regardless of the accuracy of Lee’s ‘facts’ — whinversely, Saintsbury uses

indefinites (‘He is said to have...,” ‘thereaboutsihich ensure that the idea of
Shakespeare’s biography being ‘mist and myth’ isnfoeced. Unlike Lee’s
Shakespeare, Saintsbury’s is a shadowy figure wisisemore through the plays than
in the documentary record. Despite the differenbesween these constructions,
however, a common promotion of the nation is adtev

What can also be seen here is that there are émp different nations being
promoted, which enable the respective writers teaade different agendas in their
contributions to the nationalist debates of the. d&hile Lee and Saintsbury both use
the same nomenclature to denote the nation thetalkiag about, it is clear that Lee is

concentrating very much on the attributes of thagl&nd — it is a country of people and

places — while Saintsbury is more concerned withway that other nations relate to,

43 SaintsburyElizabethan Literaturgl58.
4 bid., vii.

“|bid., 458.
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and perceive, England. Saintsbury talks about tlweldw(and the dominance of
Shakespeare and England in that world) while Lekstto showing England. These
different approaches relate to different ways afiking about nationalism that will be
seen to run through many of the literary pursuissussed in this chapter. As has been
noted elsewhere, the main schools of thought wigicminated nationalism in the
nineteenth-century and beyond were the Little Emdga and the Expansionist
approache?® Essentially, Little Englanders held a parochia@wiof nationalism; that
is, that the nation was great in and of itselft&n was unique in the world and was all
that mattered’ Expansionists believed that Britain was great bsedt dominated on
the world stage; it was the Empire that elevatethBr. This can be seen in the way that
Lee praises England for its own particular attrédsutvhile, conversely, Saintsbury
stresses the superiority of English literatureths greatest literature of the world,” and
pits England against Greece, France and ftaljherefore, while Saintsbury and Lee

both attempt to unify and promote the nation (arethus being nationalistic according

46 See Thompsorhe Empire Strikes Back®, and passim.
See alsdraphael Samuel, Patriotism: The Making and UnmakihBritish National Identityvol. 1, (London:
Routledge, 1989); Gregory Bresiger, ‘Laissez Faiekldtile Englanderism: The Rise, Fall, Rise, and Bathe
Manchester SchoolJournal of Libertarian Studied,.3, no. 1 1997); and A.J.P. Tayldhe Trouble Makers:
Dissent over Foreign Policy 1792-193®057, (London: Pimlico, 1993).

47 The Little Englander viewpoint should not, howeuse confused with xenophobia. Indeed, a polittnakement
which went by the name of the Manchester Schoolales known as the Little Englanders, or the Pé4ep.
The movement had its roots in the Anti-Corn Law LeadACLL) which was headquartered in Newall's
Buildings in Manchester. Essentially, Manchestengas an informal conglomeration of leading politisaand
thinkers who advocated laissez faire economicg frade, a reduction in government expenditures aamid
imperialism as a way of avoiding what they saw @slg and pointless military conflicts. Lead by ig-class
radicals Richard Cobden (1804-65), a Manchester raatwér of calicos, and John Bright (1811-89), a
Rochdale mill owner, the Manchester School was gwoitant force in British Victorian politics. As Gregy
Bresiger states ‘William Gladstone, who would seageprime minister four times... had begun his pdalitic
career as a Tory Protectionist, became a Peelitewas sympathetic to many of the ideas of the Masier
School, especially during the mid- and late-Vidariperiods. However, in his second ministry (begigrin
1880), Gladstone presided over a military interi@ntn Egypt, a move which led to Bright's resigoatifrom
the cabinet. But before his death in 1898, Gladstehened to many Manchester principles’ (Bresifiatissez
Faire and Little Englanderism’, 58). The Manchesehool’'s anti-expansionism was due to their defire
better relationships with other nations and thuecpe Thus Manchesterism was the opposite of xermghand
John Vincent has described it as ‘a passionateniatienalism opposed to all orthodox patriotismoh(d
Vincent, The Formation of the Liberal Party: 1857-6@New York: Macmillan, 1972), 33.). These partaul
Little Englanders were also instrumental in endithgies on newspapers and the completed the suatessf
negotiation of a free-trade treaty with France86Q See also Taylofhe Trouble Makerst0—66.

“8 |bid., vii.
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to the criteria set up earlier in this chaptergyttare doing it in very different ways;
constructing different Shakespeares to promotemfitly constructed nations.
Biography could also be used to show that Shakesgamself was a patriotic
individual and writers were often able to make ak#dacts’ from Shakespeare’s life in
order to bolster their arguments. For example, $hMeil (1825-1901) irBhakespere:

A Critical Biographystates, as fact, that,

Whatever engaged the youthhood of Shakespereledteng school — law, trade, or
pedagogism — it is pretty clear that he must haaelengood use of his eyes in
noticing the tints in the sky, the flowered eartie love-inspiring beauty of the
river-threaded meadows, and the changeful variaot#®e seasons. Nor is it at all
improbable that he sauntered, in slouched hat,theataverns along the road, and

lounged about travelled highways, or sped overdihwens with dog at heel, and at

night took a shot at a deer. These were the conamarsements of his dé}%.

Thus Neil's ‘critical’ biography portrays a Shakespe with a very definite persona
with whom his readers can emotionally engage -viea bas a dog. As well as having a
certain type of personality, Neil’'s constructionSifakespeare is also undeniably part of
the British way of life; he partook in the commomusements of the day. Further to
this, the passage acts as an encomium for thennatith its sylvan, beautiful scenery
and tranquil, sociable way of life. This type ofpd#ion is clearly parochial in its
outlook as the picture that Neil paints is very mwf Britain as a singularly idyllic
place; its ‘love-inspiring beauty’ elevating it aloother nations through its uniqueness.
In this way, as well as using Shakespeare as & lilmrudiscussing nationalism, Neil is

able to add to nationalist dialogue by espousiegvittues of Little England.

4° samuel NeilShakespere: A Critical BiographglLondon: Houlston and Wright, 1863), 19-20.
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Shakespeare’s life was not the only source of madtéor these writers, the
plays or poems could be read as being nationaltttaus betraying Shakespeare’s own

patriotism. Gerald Massey, for example, suggests th

There are times when he [Shakespeare] quite owethen speech of a character
with the fullness of his own English feeling. Ineoor two instances this is very
striking; for example, in that speech of old Gasrnti Richard I, at the name of
England the writer is off and cannot stop. His oyaung blood leaps along the
shrunken veins of grave and aged gaunt; Shakespeave heart throbs through

the whole speech?®

There are then, a number of different techniquesuiing Shakespeare to further a
nationalist agenda and these approaches will beidered in more detail as this chapter

progresses.

i) Ancestry

It seems reasonable that the longer a family has&led in a country the more
undisputedlyof that country they become. Certainly, in tB&tionary of National
Biography Sidney Lee feels it is important to establishK&ispeare’s genealogy and no
other entry spends as long in tracing the ancesdtiis subject. Francis Bacon (1561—
1626), for example, is twelve years old within ¢ighes of his biography, and the
Duke of Wellington has joined the army by the thpatagraph of his, so it is interesting
that there are three pages detailing the historthefname of Shakespeare, and mini-

biographies of his ancestors — as far back asgeresrations — before William is born.

%0 Gerald MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpreted: Himte Friends Identified, together with a
Recorded Likeness of Himsdlfondon: Longmans, Green and Co., 1866), 547.
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Despite informing his readers that Shakespearesstry cannot be traced beyond his
grandfather, Lee is able to ensure that the plagwrhas a venerable pedigree. Lee
states that Shakespeare ‘came of a family whoseaswr was borne through the middle
ages by residents in very many parts of EngldhdThis not only means that
Shakespeare’s ancestors are shown to stretch bawkEngland’'s hazy past — thus
making him a very English individual whom no otleeuntry can have a claim to — but
the idea that his name is held by residents of npamis of England casts Shakespeare
as an English Everyman; he represents England tanshhabitants. The tracing of
Shakespeare’s genealogy was a frequent pursuatiomber of scholars at this time. In
1885 A.W. Cornelius Hallen produced an exhaustamily tree of his own family,
which included several generations of Shakespeanektelevant branches were swiftly
published as théedigree of the Family of Shakspearg Evan G. Humphries of
Stratford®® This work claimed to have traced Shakespeare dmeback to five
generations before his birth.

Genealogy also held a prominent place in the sssayShakespeare in the two
editions of theEncyclopaedia Britannicavhich were produced in the second half of the
nineteenth century. As in th®NB, Shakespeare held a dominant place in the
Britannica his biography was twenty pages long in the eigldition (1860) and thirty-
four pages long in the ninth edition (1886). In trast, Wellington only covered sixteen
and six, Sir Walter Scott (1771-1832) covered semath seven, and Jonson covered
three and five pages respectively. Thomas De Qujnadéo wrote for the eighth

edition, used a similar method to Lee of antiquat8hakespeare, but pointed to the

%1 Lee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1286.

52 See Arthur Washington Cornelius Halledn account of the family of Hallen or Holland - Mérabelle dit Van
Halen of Malines - from A.D. 1280 to A.D. 1885, wittdigrees of families of Hatton of Newent, Shakespafa
Stratford-on-Avon, and Weight of Clingre. [lllusteat], (Edinburgh: Neill & Company, 1885), and Arthur
Washington Cornelius HalleRedigree of the Family of Shakspea8tratford-on-Avon: Evan G. Humphries,
1885).
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pedigree of William’s mother's family rather thanshfather. Thus she ‘bore the
beautiful name of Mary Arden a name derived from déimcient forest district,” and he
informs his readers that the name came from ‘s@am®te ancestor who had emigrated
from the forest of Ardennes, in the Netherlandsl, ramw for ever memorable to English
ears for its proximity to Waterlod® The use of ‘ancient’ and ‘remote ancestor’ assert
Shakespeare’s long lineage and the non-Shakespated reference to Waterloo is
presumably only included because that area wasngymous with the 1815 battle
between British and French forces which resulted wictory for Britain and her Allies.
Having sought to demonstrate the antiquity of tame of Arden by bringing the Dutch
forest of Ardennes into his discussion, De Quinsegference to Waterloo also serves
to draw attention away from any continental etymgglaf Mary Arden’s (.1608)
name, and reassert British dominance.

An examination of De Quincey’'s essay shows it @osbrongly nationalistic in
terms of unification and promotion of the natioe; totes that Shakespeare’s ‘fame has
never ceased to be viewed as a national trophyoobur,” and that a reverence for
Shakespeare is part of the ‘national feelifglater De Quincey contends that the
women with whom Shakespeare would have associatéisiyouth would have been
beautiful because, in this idyllic time, women werat allowed to perform manual
labour, ‘[a]nd this is more especially true in diom of unaffected sexual gallantry, such
as the English and the Gothic races in genétdbiven the nationalist tone of his essay
it is unsurprising that here De Quincey managestorporate a compliment to the
English nation’s behaviour, but the footnote thatampanies this statement is

extraordinary in the lengths to which it goes idesrto denigrate the French. He notes

%3 De Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, 76, 76 n.
** |bid., 74, 72 n.
%5 |bid., 79.
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that ‘[iln France, the verbal homage to woman isegcessive as to betray its real
purpose, viz. that it is a mask for secret contermpEngland, little is said; but, in the
mean time, we allow our sovereign ruler to be a w@womwhich in France is
impossible®® Ignoring what misogyny there may be in the factte Quincey
suggests he iallowing Victoria to be on the throne, he then goes oretmunt a story
about a French man who had ‘[a] woman yoked sidsitky with an ass to the plough
or the harrow... the driver distributing his lashegartially between the woman and
her brute yoke-fellow. So much for the wordy ponmpstrench gallantry® That the
purpose of this anecdote is to excite nationalgpadd the degradation of the French is
clear and De Quincey notes that ‘in Great Britamnven are never suffered to mow;’
indeed, ‘any man, caught in such a situation, arglich an abuse of his power... would
be killed on the spof® The hyperbole in all of this weakens its authokity the lack of
relevance to De Quincey’'s supposed subject stromgiggests that there was a
nationalistic agenda being pursued. Later in thapter the specific juxtaposition of the
British nation with France will be looked at in meodetail; here it is sufficient to note
that De Quincey is using the comparison to unitk@emote his own nation.

T.S. Baynes’ essay on Shakespeare replaced De&)srfor the ninth edition
of the Britannica, which Baynes also edited. Unlike Lee or De Quindgaynes does
not begin with Shakespeare’s genealogy and it aslyea third of the way through the

article before Shakespeare is born. Instead theydssgins with a history of England

%8 |hid., 79.

" It is worth noting that the constitutional rules succession differed between Britain and FranceFrance,
succession was governed by Salic law, which exdu@enales from succeeding to the throne. In Britain,
however, succession is governed by the rule of gganiture whereby male heirs take precedence evealés,
but a female can become the sovereign if there@male heirs (see Vernon Bogdaribine Monarchy and the
Constitution (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), 42-3). Theref@e, Quincey was being factually accurate.
Nevertheless, his tone clearly has the effect dficang Victoria's authority in that it suggests ttter gender
has been overlooked in order to allow her the tbroather than that Britain affords the same rightaales and
females.

De Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, 79.

%8 De Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, 79.



Nationalism 68

which includes a discussion of the Roman origingvairwick, the physical attributes of
the English countryside and ancient national podgynes devotes over a page to the
War of the Roses making the article on Shakespeare akin to a treatise on English
history>® However, Baynes does eventually attempt to linkkespeare with ancient
England and ensure that he has a long genealobg. nédme [Shakespeare] itself is of
course thoroughly English,” Baynes states, anaimsiflustration of the way in which
Surnames were fabricated when first introduced Eugland in the 18 Century.®°
This places Shakespeare at the beginning of mdélegtand almost as though he were
there when the nation was formed. In detailing lbaality of Shakespeare’s birth,
Baynes also spends time discussing the historyhef S$tratford area and people:
including the Romans and the Angles and Saxons;Ahglo-Normans;’ Stratford’'s
inhabitants in the twelfth and thirteenth centuriasd ‘King John® He also includes
some ninth-century history when ‘King Alfred seot scholars and churchmen [from
the area of Stratford] to unite with him’ becaukeyt were considered to be the best
representatives of learning in the courffryAlthough this is not strictly using
Shakespeare’s direct ancestors in order to link\with England, it does reinforce the
idea of Stratford’s people, and so Shakespeare qui@m, being long established and
important figures in England’s history, also plagithem as admirable people — they
have been accepted by powerful figures as the miatiotelligentsia — meaning that
Shakespeare too is someone to be revered.

Eventually, like Lee and De Quincey, Baynes tummsShakespeare’s family
history and the article spends some space detaélmkespeare’s great-grandparents

and even his Uncle Henry. Mary Arden’s ancestoesadso brought into the narrative:

%9 Baynes, ‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 740-1.
% bid., 744.

®!Ipid., 739, 743.

®21pid., 739.
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‘[s]he was thus descended from an old country figntile oldest in Warwickshire, and
had inherited the traditions of gentle birth an@dy®reeding. Her ancestors are traced
back, not only to Norman, but to Anglo-Saxon tirf€sBaynes does more than
antiquate Shakespeare’s lineage however; he go#s imake Shakespeare’s ancestors
the quintessence of what makes an English personSt&akespeare’s mother had
‘descendants, who retained the name, multipliecthe, and were united from time to
time with the best Norman blood of the Kingdom. Témily of Arden thus represented
the union, under somewhat rare conditions of oalgaistinction and equality, of the
two great race elements that have gone to the makirthe modern Englishmaf{’
This can be seen to be fulfilling a number of nadidstic aims: firstly, it shows that
Shakespeare’s blood-line stretched back into amyiqnaking him both indisputably
English and also entwining his past with that ofgland in order to link them
inextricably. Secondly, having Mary Arden’s ancestonultiply the shire’ means that
the blood line of Shakespeare becomes diffusedigivaut many other residents of the
country and serves to link the inhabitants of Endlaoth with Shakespeare and each
other. This means, in an article which obviouslgarels such issues as genealogy as
important, that Shakespeare, the ‘greatest dranthis modern Europe has produced,’
is potentially part of anyone’s family tree, so negenting the whole nation, uniting
them, and elevating their status in, if not the ldjocertainly Europ& The final point

to notice in Baynes’ rather fanciful descriptiontbe heritage of Mary Arden is the
uniting of Anglo-Saxon and Norman blood; this pays Shakespeare as a receptacle
for the two races which Baynes feels make up thedenn Englishman.’ Indeed, it is

almost as though Shakespeare engendered the hatiealf by the mingling of the two

% \bid., 747.
5 \bid., 747.
% bid., 737.
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blood-lines, this is again a way of uniting the wéhmation through their common
ancestry — Shakespeare. It is not just Shakesgbaréndividual who can unite the
nation, however, Baynes makes repeated referenc8htikespeare’s work as the
‘national drama’ and the ‘native drama, which epsuthat the works themselves can
function as an ongoing source of national unity pride.*®

Clearly, while these essays are ostensibly aboaké&peare, there is a strong
desire within them to disseminate nationalist fegliLee, De Quincey, and Baynes all
use the idea of ancestry in order to irrevocahtik IShakespeare to Britain and thus
promote nationalism. The fact that Shakespeareepeatedly praised ensures the
conflation of Britain and Shakespeare; and thisamy unites its people, but promotes
them too. That such a common method of furtheringhasionalist agenda was
functioning within the sphere of Shakespeareamalitepursuits points to its prevalence
as a consideration of what constituted nationaliShe differences in how this concept
of ancestry could be approached, however, resutjuite different representations of
Shakespeare. It was possible to trace the ance$ti§hakespeare from either his
father’'s surname or his mother’s family, or evest jinrough the fact that Shakespeares

had lived in certain parts of Britain for a longipé of time.

i) Geography

Much of the literature produced about Shakespeaarthe second half of the
nineteenth century sought to locate Shakespeanyfiwithin the geography of Britain.
It was a period of great advancement in the fiéldemgraphy; the Royal Geographical

Society was founded in 1830 and Sir Roderick Imigkelychison’s (1792-1871) second

% bid., 759.
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term as President of the society (1851-71) saadtwities and profile increase rapidly.
As with most intellectual activities, geography ebead considerably in the period as it
moved from an amateurish pursuit to a more prad@ssiand modern enterprise. 1859
saw the deaths of the distinguished geographer Rdtér (1779-1859) and the
polymath Alexander von Humboldt (1769-1859) wha&nerally acknowledged to be
the last of the non-professional world-renownedegtgoin the field of geography and
by 1874 the discipline was being taught and predtis universitie§’ Although there
had been university lectures in geography for agguprior to the nineteenth century
they were usually delivered by geologists or hiatws rather than geographers. Captain
James Machonochie held a chair geography at Uniyetsllege, London from 1833-
36 although permanent university teaching onlylyegame about in the 1860s after the
Royal Geographical Society began to push the emunedtagenda. There was general
opposition to the formalising of geography as aadamic discipline and it was only
when the Royal Geographical Society undertook twrfce the establishment of
lectureships that Oxford and Cambridge accededfordbl. Mackinder (1861-1947)
was appointed reader in geography at Oxford in 188Vthe School of Geography was
opened at Oxford in 1899. This increased schokactity lead to numerous advances
in the way that geography was conceptualised aactiped. It is thus no surprise that a
number of these literary pursuits focus on the maydandscape of Britain when using
Shakespeare to forward a nationalist dialogue.

This geographical approach also highlights how difering ideologies seen
earlier, like Little Englander and Expansionistwpmints, could utilise common tools.
So it is that a number of articles such as ‘Fronat&ird to London,” and ‘At Stratford-

on-Avon: An Historical Association,” both by J. Wales, or ‘Shakspeare’s Country’

®” For more see Geoffrey J. Martin and Preston Eedahil Possible Worlds: A History of Geographical Idea
1972, 3rd edn. (Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, [h833), and Arild Holt-Jensefgeography - History and
Concepts: A Student’s Guideans. Brian Fullerton 3rd edn. (London: Sage ieatibns, 1999).
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by Rose G. Kingsley were publish®d.Similarly, books like The England of
Shakespeare the Cassell’'s Popular Library series, and #wsh, limited editioriThe
Land of Shakespeatsy F. G. Fleay were produc8tFrederick Fleay was one of the
founding members of the New Shakspere Society i 1ahd is best known for the
metrical analysis he applied to Shakespeare’s pfag@dten mocked as ‘the industrious
flea’ Fleay is characterised as the quintessencéhef ultra-scientific and prosaic
Victorian interpreter of ShakespedfeThe Land of Shakespeah®wever, does not
easily fit into this picture of a Gradgrindian Rye@bviously intended as an aesthetic
object rather than a purely practical work, theatdplio sized volume was a limited
edition of 100 copies and consisted of a serieshddll vignettes accompanied by large
etchings of scenes around Stratford. Fleay's peetat the tone: ‘if the Elizabethan
Drama is the heart of English Poesy, Shakespeags are the heart of the
Elizabethan Drama. In unison with them the throgbiof our common humanity have
pulsated for centuries in a harmony unparalleletthéncase of any other poét.Fleay's
talk of ‘common humanity’ and ‘harmony’ are unifgnalbeit in a somewhat romantic
and abstract way, and the fact that English litegais the heart which generates the
pulsing and throbbing of the commonality of humakensures that England and the
English are placed firmly at the centre of whaimportant in the world. The elaborate
etchings (by John Macpherson), combined with Fleayiifying prose, seem intended

to stir nationalistic feelings in his readers atatesments like ‘[a]s Shakespeare is the

8 J. W. Hales, ‘From Stratford to LondorCornhill Magazine,35 (January 1874); J. W. Hales, ‘At Stratford-on-
Avon: An Historical Association’Fraser's Magazine for Town and Count§7 O.S. 17 N.S. (April 1878);
Rose G. Kingsley, ‘Shakspeare’s Countgnglish lllustrated Magazind€January 1885).

8 Edwin Goadby;The England of Shakespeaf@assell’s Popular Library, (London: Cassell, Pe@alpin & Co.,
1881). See also ‘Stratford-upon-AvoRlarper's Magazine1881), and Waterhous€he England of Shakspeare
and the Greenwood of Shakspeare

0 See F. G. Fleay, ‘Who Wrotgenry VP’ Macmillan’s Magazine33 (November 1875), and F. G. Fleay, ‘The Text
of “Romeo and Juli& Macmillan’s Magazine36 (July 1877).

"L SchoenbaunShakespeare’s Live850.
Taylor, Reinventing Shakespeat64-7.

2 Fleay,The Land of Shakespearsi.
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heart of English verse, so Warwickshire is the he&rEnglish soil,” betray a clear
nationalist agend4 The Land of Shakespedgetypical of the Little England attitude in
that England is all that Fleay mentions and otlaions may as well not exist. Stratford
and its surrounding geography is portrayed as aotwsm of all that is great about the
nation and this parochial stance focuses everytdmgn to the particular rather than
taking a wider global view. While such overt andbgrate nationalism is obvious, there
were also more subtle ways for such an agenda tordreoted via the conflation of
Shakespeare with British geography.

Edwin Goadby’'sThe England of Shakespea(®881) was intended to be a
guide-book to Elizabethan England, and immersede#slers within the geography of
that time and place. Goadby explains what diffeggarts of England were like in the

sixteenth century:

The pear-tree was grown in Gloucester, and alsgithpe-vine. Drayton refers to
the ‘chalky Chiltern Hills;’ to Taunton’s ‘fruitfuldean;’ to the ‘fertile fields of
Hereford;” to Northampton’'s ‘fattening pasturesp tNottingham’s ‘flowery
meads;’ to the fens, fair women, hounds, and l@@®ed hairy cattle of
Lancashire; to the ‘mighty ships’ of Newcastle;Yorkshire, as ‘an epitome’ of
everything in the island; to the ‘rich meads’ ofnft&ridge; and to ‘hemp-bearing
Holland’s fen’ (Lincolnshire). Harrison says the éd@as famous for its trout; the
Yorkshire Ouse for a ‘verve sweet, fat, and delitaalmon; and the Thames for

its fish of all kinds. The Trent was the Paradisarmlers’*

As Goadby’'s book was ostensibly about Shakesp#aeelisting of areas of England

would automatically be connected to the dramatsiy thus Shakespeare becomes

3 1bid., vii.

"4 Goadby,The England of Shakespeass.
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linked to the geography of England. As with Shakesp’s ancestry being used to link
him with England, Shakespeare here becomes comfiaith the idea of England in
order to promote the nation, and this highlighwdifeerent way in which Shakespeare
could be used to arouse nationalist feeling. As tivasase with Fleay’s text, Goadby is
accentuating the uniqueness of England and is ¢bosibuting to the Little England
element of contemporary nationalist debate.

Although it is understandable that Goadby is presg this overview of places
in England in a book that sets out to acquaintrésders with the country during
Shakespeare’s life, the volume is supposed t8Hekespeare’England and yet many
of these places bear no direct relevance to ShekespThere is no evidence in the
documentary record that Shakespeare visited, or @amdinterest in, Newcastle or
Yorkshire for example, yet they are presented lasréntegral parts of the country in
which Shakespeare lived. This parochialism endina&sEngland is elevated and placed
firmly in the centre of readers’ minds. The exasason for Goadby including these
descriptions cannot be recovered, but their effaptsinteresting: firstly the repetition
achieved by presenting these places as a listséoveeinforce the Englishness of the
story of Shakespeare’s life; there is no escapirag this is a very English history.
Again, despite the fact that Goadby’'s work was shield at a time when British
Imperial expansion was taking place with a renewigdur, this is very much a text
permeated with Little England sensibilities. Sedgndy placing all of these locations
within the context of a history of Shakespeare’glend, Goadby is unifying and
glorifying the nation. The England which producddhiespeare is made up of all of
these constituent areas — each with their own iddal traits — and thus the streams and
fields which produce such great fish and cattled(aomen) are also, as a whole,

responsible for the making of such a great poek T€leation of Shakespeare is
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something of which the whole nation can be proudleéd, Shakespeare is a ‘great
man’ and the ‘greatest national bard;’ this promoif Shakespeare, and linking of him
with the people from all over Britain, shows themle ‘a people capable of great
things...,” full of ‘the valour which wraps itself ithe British flag and dies in its
defence.”® Goadby'sThe England of Shakespeaggart of Cassell's Popular Library,
sold for just one shilling and went through at tdasr editions between 1880 and 1889,
but the use of British geography in relation to i&speare was not just restricted to
publications which, despite their obvious targetiriga wide audience, could be seen as
catering to a specific market. The stated aims afke like Fleay's and Goadby’s was
to present the country in which Shakespeare ligaed,so it is perhaps unsurprising that
they deal with the geography of that country evert is in an overtly nationalistic
manner. Yet this type of geographic nationalismalgo evident in more general works
of reference.

Returning to Lee’s biography of Shakespeare irxXN®, for example, it can be
seen that he spends much time, and is very pregidefailing the locations of all of the
events in Shakespeare’s life. A closer analysith@fextract quoted on pp. 59-60 above,

highlights the way in which geography is utilisedShakespeare’s biography:

To London Shakespeare naturally drifted, trudginigher on foot during
1586, by way of Oxford and High Wycombe. Traditipaints to that as
Shakespeare’s favourite route, rather than to twd rby Banbury and

Aylesbury... The Crown Inn (formerly 3 Cornmarkete®t) near Carfax, at

Oxford, was long pointed out as one of his resﬁtages?e

S |bid., 11 andpassim, also 186, 132.
" Lee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1292.
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Like Goadby, Lee lists towns and cities around Bndl as a means of locating
Shakespeare within a firmly English tradition —eed, emphasis is even placed on the
names of the towns through which Shakespeareatigass.

The idea that Shakespeare travelled by this rigutken from an 1884 essay by
John W. Hales; Lee does cite the reference, hsitnteresting that he is selective about
what he chooses to take from Hales. In ‘From Sirdtto London,” an article in the
Cornhill Magazinefrom 1877 which was later reprinted in Hales’ eoted works$\Notes
and Essays on Shakespeanel884 (with a second edition in 1892), Halestplages
the route that Shakespeare would have travelleggesting that it may provide an
insight into the playwright and the people he mayeh met along the way. Hales’
writing foreshadows Lee’s in the way he makes fesqumention of places in England:
on one page alone he introduces Clapton BridgeerAithster, Newbold, Tredington,
and Lower Eatingtof’ There is the promotion of nationalism here tothie thought of
Shakespeare passing down the length of Englandebetvstratford and London,
travelling through the various towns and villagésng the way, perhaps touching the
lives of those he encountered. However, while ltates categorically that Shakespeare
travelled ‘on foot,” Hales equally firmly claimsahShakespeare would have travelled
by horse — due, partly, to what he sees as theestapjlameness of the poet in sonnet
37Q, and also the fact that Elizabethans appardigliked walking; ‘we might just ask
in passing whether pedestrianizing is not quitecalenn English taste? A German who
wondered why no one walks in England was told “we t@o rich, too lazy, and too
proud.”’® The selectivity displayed by Lee here in what heases to adopt from Hales

betrays an agenda which is primarily interestedblscing Shakespeare among the

" Hales, ‘From Stratford to London’, 82.

8 Lee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1292.
Hales, ‘From Stratford to London’, 6.
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locations of the Elizabethan countryside, evehig theans that accuracy of research is
compromised. Lee’s biography also includes sughatly incidental details as the fact
that Shakespeare’s ancestors came from Snitterfleddl Mary Arden’s father owned a
farm at Wilmcote, and that one advocate of the -demaling legend was a vicar at
Saperton in Gloucestershife.Citing the vicar obviously highlights the histaic
precedent of the story that Lee wants to promaie)dzating the vicar’s parish infuses
the biography with the names of provincial areakmgland — the geography lending a
particularly English air to the essay. And the nanaEcumulate rapidly: Penrith,
Kirkland, Doncaster, Rowington, Fulbroke, Worcestard numerous others — many of
them not even places with which Lee claims Shalkaspead any connection — all find
their way into the narrative. A number of ninetdeoentury writers use this repetition,
or inclusion of place-names which are incidentabest, in order to permeate their
literary pursuits with a nationalist sentiment. Bé&Sngsley in ‘Shakespeare’s Country,’
for example, employs this strategy as do De Quira®y Baynes in th8ritannica®
James Orchard Halliwell-Phillippdllustrations of the Life of Shakespeaiakes this
technique to extreme levels. Halliwell-Phillipps sveone of the most prolific
Shakespeare scholars of the late nineteenth ceatdyhe begins hiblustrations by

informing his readers that,

In the hope of discovering the footsteps of Sha&esp during his provincial tours

in England, | have personally examined the recafdthe following cities and

9 Lee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1286, 1287, 1291.

8 see Kingsley, ‘Shakspeare’s Country’, and Rose @Ggsley, ‘Shakspeare’s Country (pt. lIEnglish lllustrated
Magazine(February 1885).
Baynes, for example, notes that ‘Stirred by therédidesire of visiting at leisure the more celédlaplaces of
his native district, he [Shakespeare] would pasmfStratford to Henley and Hamptin, to Wroxall Pyiand
Kenilworth Castle, to Stoneleigh Abbey and LeamingRriors, to Warwick Keep and Guy’s Cliffe.” Baynes,
‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 738. Baynes also repphises local to Stratford such as ‘Wood Park, Shards,
Ockley Wood, Furze Hill, Oakham, Ashbourne, Alcwbod, Berecote Wood, and Radland Gorse.” Baynes,
‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 739.
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towns, — Warwick, Bewdley, Dover, Banbury, Shrewsbu Maidstone,
Faversham, Southampton, Newport, Bridport, Weymoutbwes, Coventry,
Bristol, Kingston-on-Thames, Lyme Regis, Dorchest@anterbury, Sandwich,
Queenborough, Ludlow, Stratford-on-Avon, Leominsteolkestone, Winchelsea,
New Romney, Barnstaple, Rye, York, Newcastle-onelylreicester, Hythe, and

Cambridge..i.31

This chronicling of his extensive and admirableeegsh may be seen as an attempt to
shed light on Shakespeare’s biography, or simplpréss his readers. Halliwell-
Phillipps goes on, ‘[iln no single instance havatlpresent found in any municipal
record a notice of the poet himself,” although ¢éhes, apparently, some unspecified
information concerning his acting compafyt is unclear then, what the purpose of this
list is except to record Halliwell-Phillipps’ unfittul endeavours. The seemingly
unnecessary nature of the inventory, combined ustlapparently arbitrary order (it is
not compiled alphabetically, in terms of geograpbs,in order of any relevance to
Shakespeare’s life), would suggest that it is synpé repetition and accumulation of
the English place-names which is Halliwell-Phillgymtention.
In his 1881 boolOutlines of the Life of Shakespeakalliwell-Phillipps takes

this yet further. In showing that the surname Skpkare was a common one in

England throughout history, he writes:

From an early date Shakespeares abounded mostrinitkshire. In the fifteenth
century they were to be found in that county at &ury, Wroxhall, Balsall,

Knowle, Meriden and Rowington; in the sixteenth toey, at Berkswell,

8 The British Library Catalogue lists over 280 worksHmlliwell-Phillipps between 1850 and 1891.

James Orchard Halliwell-Phillipputlines of the Life of ShakespeafBrighton: Printed for the Author's
Friends, 1881), xiv-xv.

82 |hid., xv.
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Snitterfield, Lapworth, Haseley, Ascote, Rowingtofackwood, Salford,
Tanworth, Barston, Warwick, Tachbrook, Haselor, RygBudbrook, Wroxhall,
Norton-Lindsey, Wolverton, Hampton-in-Arden, Knowlélampton Lucy and
Alcester; and in the seventeenth century, at Wedttaseley, Henley-in-Arden,
Kenilworth, Wroxhall, Nuneaton, Tardebigg, CharlegoKingswood, Knowle,
Flenkenho, Coventry, Rowington, Hatton, Ansley,il@dl, Lapworth, Budbrook,
Arley, Packington, Tanworth, Warwick, Longbridgejngton, Fillongley, Little

Packington, Meriden, Long ltchington, Claverdon dathbrook®

Again, the mantra-like listing (and repetition) tbe place names makes the history of
Shakespeare and his family unavoidably English,asal has the effect of showing that
England had been populated for many centuries papdilated by ‘Shakespeares’ no
less — the name of ‘the idol not merely of a natimr of the educated world™. It
becomes evident that Halliwell-Phillipps was middftiideas of historical tradition in a
nation and the unity of its people when he deseribigakespeare’s tombstone as one ‘of
the priceless relics of ancient England and hetegifsons® This conveys both
antiquity and greatness upon the people of Engkamdl thus superiority over other
nations. The commonality between Lee and HallivliHipps is that both use the
parochial focus on Little England to advance timaitionalist agendas. The fact that the
geography of Britain was being used in this wayinieresting because those who
championed Imperialist expansion were driven large} the desire to increase the
amount of physical landscape that Britain possesget] these writers were using
Shakespeare to put forward the view that Little|&Bnd was idyllic thus, in many ways,

rendering expansion unnecessary — nothing couldavepon Britain.

8 bid., 95.
8 1bid., v.
8 hid., 90.
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Many of the works which promote a sense of natisnalserve to link
Shakespeare with the nation of Britain, but it $tlalso be noted that many of them
fulfil the secondary function of linking Shakespeavith the very people who would be
reading those texts. The fact that Shakespearesh@sn to have a British heritage; to
be a man who enjoyed the physical geography ofiBritand the suggestion that he
lived in, or had contact with, many of the loc&#ithroughout the nation, would
presumably have struck a chord with some of thdenrsaof these works. Anyone whose
genealogy was British, or who could relate to tlak&speare who went for country
walks, enjoyed viewing the British countryside, Kopart in the rural activities
described by Samuel Neil, or who had even traveliedone of the numerous
geographical locations mentioned, could find somnetin common with Shakespeare.
As with linking Shakespeare to Britain through lkiscestry, the infusion of these
literary pursuits with the geography of the natgarves to bind the literary figure and
Britain together. What becomes apparent then, & there were definite broad
preoccupations with which the writers of theserditg pursuits were concerned. An
identity is being sought for Britain, beginning vithe nomenclature used to describe it
and including the physical geography, and peoplachvmake the nation. There are
evidently general trends which characterise nimgleeentury representations of the
nation and of Shakespeare’s role in promoting B writers invoke ideas of pastoral
ideals and ancient bloodlines in order to consteuetry particular nation. However,
there is also interesting diversity in terms of hadividual writers chose to display and
promote those trends. It has been seen that trerkel de different Shakespeares
constructed and that there was also the possilafitgpproaching the nation from an

Imperialist Expansionist viewpoint or that of aisuhar Little Englander.
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iii) Patriotism

While the linking of Shakespeare and Britain sert@dinify and promote the
nation, the definition of Britain against anotheation could serve to highlight
oppositions or differences which would also incesamtionalistic feeling. For the
purposes of this thesis, such nationalism will é&ened ‘patriotism’ and much of the
literature produced about Shakespeare sets updedinite oppositions between Britain
and other nations. So it is that in ‘Voltaire andakespeare,” and ‘Shakespeare and
Napoleon Il the English appreciation of Shakeseis contrasted with that of the
French; in ‘Shakspeare’s Critics: English and Fgwewith the French and Germans;
and by John Duns in thBorth British Reviewwith the Irish®® Henry Irving too
contrasts English and French methods of acting &pare in volume four of his ‘An
Actor's Notes' series in théineteenth Century/ As is evident even from these
examples, the French were a popular choice aspgpesdion in the literary pursuits of
this time.

The relationship between France and Britain hacys been a volatile one and
most of the previous century had seen the two natid war. A number of recent works
have examined the ways in which the cultures ofi €acintry influenced the other prior
to, and during, this period. It is here that the Expansionist sensibilitiesceftain

writers can most clearly be seen. Much of the antsgn between nations at this time

8 Theodore Child, ‘Voltaire and Shakespear€ornhill Magazine, 43 (February 1881), Theodore Child,
‘Shakespeare & Napoleon llIGentleman’s MagazingMarch 1885), G. H. Lewes, ‘Shakspeare’s Critics:
English and Foreign’Edinburgh Review90 (July 1849), John Duns, ‘New Exegesis of Shedsg, North
British Review31 (November 1859).

8 Henry Irving, ‘An Actor’s Notes on Shakspeare: AoM. Coquelin on Actors and Actinglineteenth Centun?1
(June 1887). Although the motive behind this agticl a personal disagreement between Irving and &iogu
Irving adheres to the idea that the English andi¢hreéaces have different characteristics.

8 Georgios Varouxakis notes that France was ‘theigorcountrypar excellencg (Varouxakis,Victorian Political
Thought on France and the Frenc). See alsoThe French Revolution and British Cultyed. Ceri Crossley
and lan Small, (Oxford: Oxford University Press838 and Helen Phelps Baileamlet In France: From
Voltaire To Laforgue(Geneva: Libraire Droz, 1964) has written on ithpact of, and gradual obsession with,
Hamletamong French intellectuals. See also CoBjtons 1-3, 368.
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needs to be understood with Imperial expansionimdmmany of the major European
nations such as Spain, Holland and Portugal haghdaolonisation of Asia, Africa and
South America; and Prussia and France were stitlidant forces on the world stage.
As with the different ways of approaching the proio of Britain, there were a
number of ways in which the French could be demtégtraeither the French could be
portrayed as having no understanding of greatalitee such as Shakespeare, meaning
that the British had superior taste; it could barokd that France had not produced a
writer to rival Shakespeare, meaning that the Hrdmad to accept Shakespeare, and
thus Britain, as superior; or Shakespeare him#edfgreat writer and thinker, could be
shown to have been anti-French. One of the clea®atnples of an anti-French
sentiment being attributed to Shakespeare comes fohn W. Hales’ ‘King Lear’
which appeared in thé&ortnightly Reviewin January 1875. Hales was a prolific
contributor to a number of prominent nineteenthtegn magazines including the
Academy the Contemporary Reviewthe Cornhill Magazine the Fortnightly Review
Fraser's Magazine, Longman’s Magazjridacmillan’s Magazingand theQuarterly
Review and was also Professor of English at Bedford &gellfor Women from 1867
until 1890. In discussing the sectionlafar where Cordelia is brought, dead, onto the

stage, Hales explains to his readers why such ant ésad to occur:

In the first place, it must be noted that Cordédiads in England at the head of a

French army, and the national sentiment, strongydw- boisterously strong in the

Elizabethan age — demanded that the enterprisddstimrefore faif>

This claim that the ending dfear fulfilled a pan-national Franco-phobic desire s a

interesting one given the period in which Hales waging. As noted on p. 8 above

89 3. W. Hales, ‘King Lear'Fortnightly Review23 O.S., 17 N.S. (January 1875), 100-2.
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Nahum Tate’sThe History of King Learin which Cordelia does not perish, was the
most widely produced version of the play for théreneighteenth and the majority of
the nineteenth centuri€®.Thus if, as Hales is claiming, Cordelia’s deatkis§ias a
nationalistic desire, then the most popular versodnLear in his own time was
decidedly unpatriotic, which questions the conadptationalism being used by Hales,
and also the patriotism of the people of Englandrédver, the death of Cordelia, albeit
from suicide, was present in the sources upon wthiehplay was based, meaning that
such a conclusion cannot justly be attributed tp aationalist agenda on the part of
Shakespear®. That nationalist promotion is Hales’ main aim iade clear by the fact
that he uses this example despite the complexitigsit raises rather than because of
the evidence it provides. In portraying Shakespemrea fierce nationalist, Hales is
clearly suggesting that this national sentimerat psitive attribute; Shakespeare was a
patriot and it was understandable that ‘he couldleioforeign troops overrun the dear
free soil of this island,” which Hales calls thational reason’ for Cordelia’s death.
While Hales sought to promote the English by rptineir desire to repel any
foreign invader as well as a particular aversionth® French, other writers sought to
vituperate France more overtly. In ‘Voltaire andalkéspeare,” the art critic, travel
writer, and noted journalist, Theodore Child, dsses the nature of Voltaire’s dislike

for Shakespeare, suggesting that this was bornobygalousy for the playwright’s

% ‘For 150 years, in the theatre, Tate’s versiorthveiome modifications, was the orffyng Learto be had.’ See
Adaptations of Shakespeare: A Critical AnthologyPtys from the Seventeenth Century to the Presdnt, e
Daniel Fischlin and Mark Fortier, (London: Routleglg?000) 66.

1 The story of King Leir in Holinshed'€hroniclesconcludes with Leir and Cordeilla’s successful Biwa of
Britain with their Gallic army, and Leir's restorati to the throne. See W. G. Boswell-StoBaakespeare’s
Holinshed: The Chronicle and the Historical Plays Quamed (London: Chatto and Windus, 1907), 1-6.
Cordeilla does die but it should be noted thaKiimg Leir, her death takes place some time after the mantev
of the play and is suicide. As Kenneth Muir suggeShakespeare’s alterations to his source mateei@ more
likely to have been dramatic than ideological. KethnMuir, The Sources of Shakespeare’s Play®ndon:
Methuen & Co Ltd, 1977), 196-208.

92 Hales, ‘King Lear’, 100.
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popularity®® ‘Shakespeare and Napoleon III’ is a retellinghf events in Paris in 1864
(the tercentenary of Shakespeare’s birth), whemdfreartisans tried to organise a
banquet in Shakespeare’s honour, at which Victogdd(1802-85), who was in exile
following Louis Napoleon’soup d’étatin 1851, was to have presented a speech. At the
last moment, however, the French government prgdlihe banquet, and another one
which had been organised by English expatriateleess in Paris, leading to claims that
they had banned the honouring of Shakespeare inc&raChild claims that it was
‘useless’ to expect the French ‘to appreciate tbk&l land sublime conceptions of
Shakespeare” Despite the titles and what are ostensibly thgestzh of Child’s pieces,
it is really the French nation as a whole that ieandemning in these articles rather
than just Napoleon Ill (1808-73) or Voltaire (169478). For Child, there can be no
doubt that Shakespeais England, that he is the ‘national poet’ and, imgrahg
Shakespeare against two French targets, Child nthkss figures function as implicit
metonymies for their respective natioisThus Shakespeare — and so England — is
shown as superior to Napoleon Ill who can be takesymbolise the French military
and aristocracy, while Child is at great pains énpout that Voltaire is the unrivalled
talent of French art, thus making Shakespeare gugerFrench literature.

In placing Shakespeare and Napoleon/Voltaire —thedefore their respective
nations — in opposition, it is inevitable that catibe imagery would be employed and

one of the most common rhetorical tropes to be usdbe discussion of Shakespeare

% Theodore Child wrote a number of articles in th8Qk8concerning the reception of Shakespeare bifrérech; he
also wrote books in the later nineteenth centuryomics as wide ranging as art, travel, aesthefiics,dining,
architecture, and women'’s fashion. Between 18781&&Y he wrote scores of articles for, amongst sthbe
Cornhill Magazine the Temple Bar Magazinethe Fortnightly Review the Contemporary Reviewand the
Gentleman’s Magazines well aHarpers New Monthly Magazinie New York, and thétlantic Monthlyin
Boston. These were among the most popular periadioahe nineteenth century — t@®rnhill for example,
had a circulation of 80,000 — and so Child’'s arckere reaching a wide audiendgrifish Literary Magazines:
The Victorian and Edwardian Age, 1837-1913, ed.MBullivan, (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press,
1984) xvi).

% Child, ‘Voltaire and Shakespeare’, 214.
% |bid. 231.
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and nationalism is that of describing Shakespeasxsption in military terms. Often
Shakespeare is described as invading and conquettieg countries as they begin to
appreciate his works. Obviously, if Shakespeareised to represent England, this
forceful dominance of other nations increases ttadus of the conqueror and so
increases nationalist pride and unity. Unlike theoghial Little Englander subtexts that
have been seen in the work of Lee, Halliwell-Ppgk and others this is a much more
bellicose, expansionist form of nationalism. Wherether writers narrowed their focus
to Stratford and England to show the importance @mdueness of the nation, when
Shakespeare was used in an expansionist capawifsistill to promote the nation, but
through his ability to subjugate other nations. Hpgreciation of Shakespeare is seen
by Child as a ‘battle’ to be won, and in talkingoab Voltaire’s distaste for the
playwright, Child notes that Shakespeare ‘did ackldefenders, and the battle went on
with more or less violence until Voltaire’s death.Not only does this portray the
reception of Shakespeare as a war between Englahd-&@nce, but the mention of
Voltaire’s death and the linking of it with the eraf the battle suggests that
Shakespeare, despite dying some 150 years befdt@répwas still around to vanquish
the Frenchman and so win the war. Regardless dfi'€martial imagery, England and
France were not at war, and he does concede the gtationship between the two
countries: noting some ‘Anglomania’ in France arm@hliomania’ in England, and
mentions the qualities that each country bringsthis association. Even in this
seemingly equal partnership, however, the relahignss not evenly matched. For
example, the English give the French ‘swords’ aomhthes’ (which can be seen as

metonyms for military might and transport; the dinly blocks of civilisation) while the

96 i
Ibid., 229.
Child’s general description of events corresponihk the view taken by Bailey in BaileyJamlet In France
12.
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French export showy and superfluous ornamentatidnills( and furbelows’)®’
Similarly, Child notes that ‘[ijn exchange for calandperruquierswe sent them
philosophers;’ it seems quite clear that the Ehgh®re getting a poor deal here (chefs
and wig-makers for great thinkers is no fair trade)d this not only attempts to
demonstrate that the French are taking advantagieeoEnglish, but also portrays the
English as having much more to offer intellectudalgn the French, again promoting
England as a nation.

As Child is trying to assert both Shakespearewmidance of the French, and
also their ignorance in not liking him, he is faceith a contradiction in his argument
because, obviously, the French cannot have beejueosd by Shakespeare if, in fact,
they did not read his works. Thus Child is forceduse a rhetorical sleight of hand in
order to achieve both ends. Essentially, Child $akaingle figure or small minority (in
these instances Voltaire and Napoleon IlI's govenith who do not appreciate
Shakespeare and are ignorant, while showing tleatthjority of French peopléo in
fact admire Shakespeare, thus proving his supsrioxier French literature. So Child
can note how ‘[iln 1864, the year of the Shakespéancentenary, French literature had
made Shakespeare its own, as far perhaps as thes gérthe language and of the race
permitted,” while also showing how the governmean lon the Shakespeare banquet is
a stain on the character of the whole naffb&imilarly, he can speak with some disgust
of how Voltaire calls Shakespeare a ‘dungheap’ evhdting that the French people as a
whole embrace Shakespeare, which is testamenégitogress of the literary taste of
the nation.*® There appears to be some deliberate slippageild’€turiting here, and

he is able to criticise the entire nation for tbpgosed faults of the minority.

% Child, ‘Voltaire and Shakespeare’ 224.
%8 Child, ‘Shakespeare & Napoleon III’, 279.
% Child, ‘Voltaire and Shakespeare’, 226, 219.
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The paradox embodied by Child’s writing — of otinations being won over by
Shakespeare while at the same time not being absppreciate him as fully as the
English — is present in many of these literary piiss The complexities arise in the fact
that there are two possible ways to promote nalgmathrough Shakespeare’s
supposed superiority to foreign literary figuregher Shakespeare is so great that the
rest of the world accept him as being the best dt&mn(which promotes Britain and
unites British people behind the figure-head of Kéispeare), or Shakespeare can only
really be appreciated by British people (which esithe nation through the common
bond of understanding Shakespeare, and promotdairBtbecause its people are
obviously superior to those who fail to appreci&ieakespeare). Again, these two
different ways of using Shakespeare as an arertanwithich to discuss nationalism
and to formulate the debate between isolationigieLiEnglandism and Imperialist
Expansionism show the diversity and subtleties twhexist within the use of
Shakespeare by those who engaged in these litpuasyits. A number of writers take
exception to claims that other countries have &ebeippreciation of Shakespeare than
the British. Cecilia E. Meetkerke, writing for tieemple Barin 1876 noted that there
was a ‘prevalent modern delusion that but for Gernmsight the great English poet
would never have been fully revealed to his counay.’®® Meetkerke twice
emphasises Shakespeare’s Englishness in this otense alone, and later complains
about ‘foreign actors [who] occupy the English stagnd lend the strange music of
their own tongue to the verses of our native bdftThis is interesting as Shakespeare
is not only repeatedly claimed as English, but aag-English individual is precluded
from taking part in a production of Shakespeareammey that Shakespeare was, and

still is, the preserve of the English. Moreovee tikason why foreigners are unable to

100 cecilia E. Meetkerke, ‘The Real Othell@emple Bar Magazind8 (December 1876), 511.
% bid., 506.
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perform Shakespeare is due to the ‘music’ of thative ‘tongue;’ suggesting that it is
their accent rather than their language which ésabstacle and that, even if they learnt
the English language, they would still be unablpeédorm Shakespeare’s verses. Thus,
by virtue of their inherent characteristics, Shaleese can never be seized by another
nation; both in understanding, and performancek&@eare is, was, and always would
be English.

Similarly, George Saintsbury in hilizabethan Literatureannounces that he
will engage with none of the ‘controversies anaesrsurrounding Shakespeare, except

one:

The strange and constantly disproved, but congtargpeated assertion that
England long misunderstood or neglected Shakespie,that foreign, chiefly
German, aid was required to make her discover Aimery short way is possible

with this absurdity®?

Saintsbury appears to have very little time foheitthe French or the Germans, noting
that ‘France and Germany were much (indeed infyjiless influential [than Spain and
Italy],” on English literature, which he considexs be ‘the greatest literature of the
world.”*®® Theodore Martin (1816-1909) iRraser's Magazinein 1863, also declares

that German people can never really understandeShalare;

simply because he is English and they are Germey, never can thoroughly
fathom him in all his breadth and depth. That tteg the greatest critics of

Shakspeare is one of the many stupid cants abautgthat master which are

102 saintsburyElizabethan Literaturel59.
193 |bid., 448, vii.
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propagated without thought from mouth to mouth ugf@nstrength of the names of

Goethe, Schlegel, Horn, Gervinus, and othfs.

The fact that Martin feels the need to argue thetn@n criticism is ‘misty twaddle’ or
‘dry prosing’ suggests that there was a strongevaliaced on the German handling of
Shakespeare against which he needed to t&aRt.Pascal, ilBhakespeare in Germany:
1740-1815n0tes how German criticism of Shakespeare wagdand contradictory
until ¢.1815 when Shakespeare’s supremacy became almestsaily accepted among
the leaders of German thoudfit.in order to assert England’s dominance, Martitesta
that there is no way that a foreigner could pogsilniderstand Shakespeare better than

his own countrymen:

104 Theodore Martin, ‘Plays, Players, and Critid&aser's Magazine for Town and Count§8 (December 1863),
769.
Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832) wrote tignificant works on Shakespeare: the first Weghelm
Meisters Lehrjahre(1795-6), translated a&/ilhelm Meister's Apprenticeship and Travél824) by Thomas
Carlyle, and again by R. Dillon Boylan in 1855. Carlyleersion remained the more popular, being redsae
1874, as a shilling edition in 1888, and was rapdnwith an introduction by Edward Dowden in 1830e
second work was the essay ‘Shakespeare und keiel EI815) but this was not translated prior to tilventieth
century. For the somewhat episodic and occasioreatlyneous influence of Goethe’s writings on thglEh
see William Rose, ‘Goethe’s Reputation in Englandifiyi his Lifetime’, in Essays on Goethed. William
Rose, (London: Cassell & Co. Ltd, 1949), 142-85.
August Wilhelm von Schlegel (1767-1845) wrote anber of critical pieces concerning Shakespeareedisas
translating sixteen of Shakespeare’s plays intaraar(1797). Hisvorlesungen Uber dramatische Kunst und
Literatur, originally delivered as lectures (1808), were angied and published (1809-11) and translated into
English by John Black (1783-1855) AsCourse of Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literat(t815). This was
revised by A. J. W. Morrison (1806-1865) in 1846daeprinted in 1861, 1871, 1879, 1883, 1886, 1897,
1894.
Franz Christoph Horn (1781-1837) publist&thkspeare’s Schauspiele Erlauterfive volumes (1823-31) but
it was not translated into English.
Georg Gottfried Gervinus (1805-71) wrote his feotumeShakespear€l849-50) and supervised its translation
into English by Fanny Elizabeth Bunnétt (1832-75) Sdmkespeare Commentari€s863). This was then
reprinted in 1875, 1877, 1883 and 1892.
For more on German adaptations and performanc&hakespeare’s plays see WilliarBhakespeare on the
German Stage

105 Martin, ‘Plays, Players, and Critics’, 769.

W. H. Bruford notes the increasing prestige of Garrariticism in England during the nineteenth centi.
H. Bruford, ‘Goethe’s Reputation in England Since 28& Essays on Goethed. William Rose, (London:
Cassell & Co. Ltd, 1949), 188-206). Bruford states tfaough by the second half of the nineteenth wsnt
Goethe was recognized in England as one of theemgpoets and thinkers of the world, a classic wheery
cultivated man should know, it is probable thatr¢heere never very many who actually read him. He hot
become, and is never likely to become, anything $i& popular in England as Shakespeare is in Gerritars
is due in part to the different nature of his wdblgt also to the absence of translations compaiabdgiality
with the Schlegel-Tieck versions of Shakespeareufd@d, ‘Goethe’s Reputation in England Since 18396.
Indeed, there were over one hundred articles wrdteout Goethe in British periodicals between 1816 E00.
There were eighteen articles about Schlegel, tbre€ervinus, and none on Horn. Sdee Wellesley Index to
Victorian Periodicals 1824-19Q®ol. 4, ed. Walter E. Houghton, 5 vols., (Torartimiversity of Toronto Press,
1987).

106 R, PascalShakespeare in Germany: 1740-18(@%ndon: Cambridge University Press, 1937), 2.
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To comment fitly upon him, a man must have Englibod in his veins, must
have grown up in an English home, have lived thaatly free, energetic life of a
well-trained Englishman; and above all, must haarred in English maids and
matrons to appreciate and to love the qualitieckvinmake “Shakspeare’s women”

stand alone and apart’’

Yet there are a number of writers who note thé tfaat other nations have been
dominated by English literature, and thus that tbeyappreciate Shakespeare. G. H.
Lewes (1817-78), for example, notes that BritaBfekespeare is the dominant subject
of literary pursuits throughout Europe; ‘[t]he luist of European Taste is written in the
history of Shakespearian criticisi?® Similarly, Thomas De Quincey states that ‘in
Germany as well as England, amalwv even in Frangehe gathering of wits to the vast
equipage of Shakspeare is advancing in an acoeteraitio.’®® An anonymous
reviewer in theDublin University Magazinen 1852 discusses recent translations of two
works by Francois Guizot (1787-1874), one on Pi€weneille (1606-84), and the other
on Shakespeare. While the premise of the article review the two works — showing
that French criticsvere engaging with Shakespeare — it soon becomes asdisti of
the relative merits of the two dramatists. The eesdr spends most of the discussion
about Guizot on the fact that the Frenchman wasrapply too scared to compare
Shakespeare and Corneille directly for fear of fexg international jealousies,” and
that this is why the two dramatists were dealt witseparate volumées®

TheDublin reviewer evidently does not feel so hampered ffids possible for

us to bring Corneille and Shakspeare face to fasesurprisingly, Shakespeare is felt to

197 Martin, ‘Plays, Players, and Critics’, 769.
108| ewes, ‘Shakspeare’s Critics’, 39.
19 pe Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, 86.

110Guizot on the French and English Drama’, 197.
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be superiof!* Indeed, Shakespeare is not only considered toetterithan Corneille,
but also every other French dramatist; ‘[tjlake Wieole French school — where, in
Corneille, Racine, Fontelle, or Voltaire, are wddok for those mighty workings of the
heart which deform the countenance of an Otheklwoalgse the venerable features of a
Lear, and have converted the lineaments of a deade@a into those of an angel?
That Shakespeare and Corneille represent the exaiten of their respective nation’s
literature is evident from the fact that the adic$ called ‘Guizot on the French and
English Drama.’” Yet clearly thBublin reviewer considers Shakespeare and Corneille
to be representative, not just of the literaturghair nations, but of everything about
their nations. In noting that Guizot has avoidedanparing the two dramatists, the
reviewer states that ‘he has seemed to avoid imyewther instance also a direct
comparison between what is French and what is 8mdfi* By the end of the article, it
becomes the case that Shakespeare — and thus &nrglenbetter than every other
nation in Europe, because ‘Shakspeare stands bgeHinit is too late to attempt to
gainsay this great truth. The verdict of the wdnks been pronounced; and England,
Germany, France herself, in a thousand acts andsaidms, as well as Spain and lItaly,
have, by this time, recorded their solemn judgeméntthe matter®* This
acknowledgement that other nations could, and aligpreciate Shakespeare, serves to
promote both Shakespeare and England. Unlike sdrtteeanriters already discussed,
however, the elevation of England is more subténtthe use of martial images or the
denigration of other nations and this highlights thfferences present in nationalistic

uses of Shakespeare.

11 bid., 197.
12 bid. 197.
113 |bid. 197.
114 bid. 198.
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Within nineteenth-century concepts of nationalisneré were a number of
different ways in which writers could use Shakespe#ndeed, there are a range of
attitudes towards other countries within literaryrquits which seek to promote
Shakespeare and the nation, and not all works nejuhe complete vituperation of
other nations. Edwin Goadby®he England of Shakespease at times, reminiscent of
Theodore Child’s writing ¥he England of Shakespeavas written in the same year as
‘Voltaire and Shakespeare’ — such as when he stasg[l]lead and tin were the staple
products of Cornwall, as they had been for hundrpdehaps thousands, of years. The
roofs of the castles and churches of France wérmadle of English metaf*® This
furnishing of French buildings of state and religiwith, presumably superior, English
materials acts as a metonym for English superiavtgr the French in the same way
that Child’s use of different trade items portraylkd respective qualities of the English

and French. Similarly the English are ubiquitoustighout the world:

The pale faces of Englishmen were seen on the afidlenice and in the streets
of Constantinople, in the towns of Hindustan anel idles of the Pacific, in the
woods of Brazil and the swamps of Africa. Their abding vigour and vitality

was the theme of the world®

Unlike Child’s articles, however, Goadby’s natideit hyperbole makes allowance for
the fact that England is not superior to the résthe world in every respect. So he states
that ‘[tjhe London of the period was not so gayPasis, nor so bustling and prosperous
as Antwerp, nor so full of splendour and intellettlife as Venice. Yet to the

Englishman of the day it was an everlasting wontérThis places London (and the

115 Goadby;The England of Shakespeas®.
H81pid., 69-70.
"7 pid., 130-1.
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evidently easily-pleased ‘Englishman’) as infetiofrance, Belgium, and Italy, and so,
despite the obvious nationalism pervading the wibiik, not as overtly partisan as some
of the literary pursuits already examined. Simyladhere can be no doubting the
romanticised nationalism in passages which desdrdye English pirates operated in
the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries; yetnbigust the English who are praised.

Goadby notes how

The old Viking Temper did not restrict its rangeHaropean seas... The seadogs
of Devon, the ear-ringed mariners of Wapping, aitiddt adventurers from all
parts, were romantically attracted by every freisth of the wealth of the Indies or
the glories of the New World. They went forth iretthsmall vessels as brave as

lions1®

However, it is explained that it was more to dohwtite behaviour of the time rather
than the nation, for while English pirates ‘layiaiting for ships that were never heard
of again... The Spaniards served English ships irsémee way*'° Goadby is not alone
in behaving impartially when considering other oa$ in relation to Shakespeare.

G. H. Lewes’ ‘Shakspeare’s Critics: English and dtgm,” while containing
instances of praise and disparagement for bothigingind foreign critics, is mostly
concerned with highlighting the differences betw#entwo nations. So ‘we may take it
as a fact, that the French are more sedulous in &iiention to the elegancies and
graces of life, and that the English are more jwakand earnest® Also, ‘the French

have a more lively fancy, the English a richer iinagon.™** Despite praising both the

181pid., 47-8.

" pid., 47.

120| ewes, ‘Shakspeare’s Critics’ 52.
2 1pid. 52-3.
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French and the English, Lewes ultimately makestiee nations seem very different:
‘no two nations differ more widely in their artistitaste than the French and the
English.*?* However, Lewes also notes the importance of sriiom other countries,
and defends French writers who had been ridicubechflapting Shakespearean plays,
by noting that it was not a peculiarly French atyiv[w]e English laugh at Dumas...
but we should remember that Cibber had done the saith Richard IIl; and that our
own Garrick... had practised still bolder experiments This is not to say that Lewes
is not pursuing a nationalist agenda; he frequetaillkys about ‘we English,” and ‘our
philosophers and poets,” which creates a senseatbralism through unity and
inclusiveness. Indeed, the fact that he is juxtaygp&nglish’ criticism with the all-
encompassing ‘foreign’ critics is telling, althoubi ‘foreign’ he seems to mean almost
exclusively French and German. What this showshe, tin order to pursue a
nationalistic agenda, Lewes did not have to be esgively vituperative of other
nations. This is all very different then, to therwmf Child, Meetkerke, Saintsbury,
Martin, or others who would accept no acknowledgegmef a non-British
understanding of Shakespeare and thus shows tleéywaf ways in which Shakespeare
could be used to promote a nationalist agendaart lze seen that there were many
writers who used Shakespeare to actually talk abatibnalism and that within this
discourse there were various different agendasoak &nd various different ways in
which a writer could add to the overall nationatistlogue of the nation. Isolationist
Little Englandism and aggressive Imperialist Expamsm, for example, were two

different agendas that could be pursued yet thésnoémployed the same or similar

1221hid., 54.

123 pid., 76.
Alexandre Dumas ‘Pére’ (1802-70) reworked a numbeShakespeare’s plays for the French stage, most
notably Romeo & Juliet(as Une fille du régentl846) andHamlet (1846-7). His versions, despite their
popularity, were criticised for their special etfe@and physicality which some felt undermined tluetje
subtlety of his source material. See Alice ClarkBurhas, Alexandre’, inThe Oxford Companion to
Shakespeareed. Stanley Wells, (Oxford: Oxford University Bse2001).
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methods. The presence of so much nationalist sentimithin Shakespearean literary
pursuits confirms that nationalism was a commoncean in the nineteenth century,
while the diversity within individual approaches mationalism suggests unease and
confusion regarding how best to pursue this agends. chapter will now turn to the
different ways in which the nation of Britain ite@las conceived in order to further

trace the ways in which a nationalist Shakespeautdde constructed.

c) Shakespear e and the Nineteenth Century

The literary pursuits surveyed so far have all poted a sense of nationalism by
linking Shakespeare with the nation of Britain. &nse of anxiety about, and
desperation to promote, the nation is suggestethbynumber of different ways in
which Shakespeare is used although, at first glatimge appears to be a relatively
stable attitude towards the concept of the natigelfi Essentially, the nation is
conceived of as a rural paradise populated by adieirpeople who are antiquated and
thus venerable. Moreover, Britain is repeatedlyedssd to be superior to other nations,
although the disparity in how this is approacheitiere being those who looked at the
nation in isolation and those who favoured a moudtimational and thus expansionist
view — again suggests either uncertain timiditglesperate vehemence. What becomes
apparent, however, is that there is more than on&iB which is being allied to
Shakespeare. The relationship between Shakespddieébethan England and these
writers’ Victorian Britain has two possible ways oking portrayed; either that
Elizabethan England represents a proud past (wNichorian Britain has either
progressed or regressed from), or Elizabethan Bdgdad Victorian Britain are almost

identical thus meaning that the nineteenth cenry time of stability and continuity.
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Essentially these differing approaches can be ol as ‘Partisan Interpretations’ of
history — or ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ interpretations — win were common historical
approaches from the First Age of Part§§80-1715) to the early twentieth centt?.
The more prevalent Whig history was described bybek Butterfield inThe Whig
Interpretation of History(1931) as a form of historiography which viewed gast from
a presentist perspective: that is, it regardedots as a precursor to modern times and
saw this relationship as the sole reason for shgdigistory. Usually there was a sense
of progression or advancement in this idea of hystchich used nostalgic views of the
past to feed into what Butterfield calls ‘the rattion if not the glorification of the
present*® Tory histories, seemingly less common and cegaiess commented-on,
share much of the methodology and characterisfidhesr partisan rivals’ approach,
although Mark Knights notes that ‘[w]hereas Whigsided “revolution principles,”
Tories attacked them. The Tory interpretation mtizerder over revolution and
continuity over change?®

That such concepts as ‘Partisan Interpretationdiistory held currency in the
nineteenth century can be seen from the way théitavsliJohn Courthope (1842-1917)
discussed what he saw as partisan attitudes tatlite in a series of journal articles in
1884-5"" In The Liberal Movement in English Literatur€ourthope noted that

contemporary literary criticism was divided aslgrag antagonistic party lines and that

124 For more on Partisan History and Tory Interpretaisee Mark Knights, ‘The Tory Interpretation dstdry in
the Rage of Parties’Huntington Library Quarterly,68, no. 1 & 2 (March 2005). For more on Whig
Interpretations of history see Henry Knight MilléFhe ‘Whig Interpretation’ of Literary History’Eighteenth-
Century Studiesg, no. 1 (Fall 1972); Herbert Butterfieldhe Whig Interpretation of Historyl973 edn.
(Harmondsworth: Penguin Books Limited, 1931); P. B.BV¥aas,Continuity and Anachronism: Parliamentary
and Constitutional Development in Whig Historiogngpand in the Anti-Whig Reaction between 1890 and
1930 trans. H. S. Lake and Tihe van Wijk (London: Ntaus Nijhoff, 1978); and BurrowA Liberal Descent:
Victorian Historians and the English Past

125 Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of Historg.
126 Knights, ‘The Tory Interpretation of History ingiRage of Parties’, 358.

127 Between July 1884 and August 18B% National Reviewublished Courthope’s ‘The Liberal Movement in
English Literature’ Pts. I-VI, these were laterleoted and published as William John Courthdpes Liberal
Movement in English LiteraturéLondon: John Murray, 1885).
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it would be better to seek unity between differlations rather than continue a cycle
of contradiction. Although Courthope’s thesis bgsrahat there was certainly some
concern about the polarisation of intellectual dfints — something which will be

seen in the present thesis — it is particularlgwaht here due to his characterisation of
the opposing factions as being akin to politicattipa and the way he classifies each.

Courthope states that:

| have not used the words “Liberalism” and “Consgdism” in any invidious or party

sense. By “Liberalism” | mean the disposition whieglads men to seek above all
things the enlargement of individual liberty: byd@servatism” that which makes
them desire primarily to preserve the continuitynafional development... Pushed to
their logical extremes, each has a danger pecdiéself. Excessive Conservatism
may doubtless develop into the stagnation of Ameedtorship. On the other hand,
the extravagant pursuit of Liberty ends in an imdlisalism which strikes at the root

of social and national growtf®

By viewing Conservatism as ‘adhering to traditiamd aauthority’ and Liberalism as
‘striving after change and novelty,” Courthope isnfirming that there was a
contemporary tendency to disagree intellectuallyualbhe role that the nation played in
relation to the past® He goes on; ‘Conservatism, in whatever spheresistnin
preserving and expanding the stream of traditioaéibnal life which has come down to
us from our fathers-** Although Courthope uses different nomenclaturéheopresent
thesis it can certainly be seen that his ideasotdriged intellectual approaches can be

easily mapped onto the ideas discussed in thistehalp this project, and following

128 |bid., ix-x.
1291hid., 20.
B0hid., 39.
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Butterfield and Knights, the differing methods otdrpreting Elizabethan England in
order to promote nationalism to a Victorian Britiskadership will be categorised as
‘Whig Interpretations’ and ‘Tory InterpretationS* The viewing of Elizabethan
England as a precursor to Victorian Britain (whplessing either a positive or negative
judgement on that movement) is a Whig outlook, ipraising of the similarities
between the Elizabethan era and the Victorian atjié the Tory desire for continuity.

It is important to note that Whig and Tory intefateons in this context denote
rhetorical techniques which serve to relate the fmathe present in a certain way rather
than strict historiographical philosophies on tlaet f individual critics. It should also
be understood that the political allegiance of di@aar writer, or place of publication,
does not necessarily dictate their interpretatibhistory; thus articles appearing in, for
example, the Whidgdinburgh Reviever the ToryQuarterly Reviewcould conceivably
follow divergent historiographical methodologies.

As noted earlier, th®ED cited Shakespeare as either a prominent usereor th
originator of more words than any other source anthis way, he could be considered
by nineteenth-century readers as speaking the $angeiage that they had now so
thoroughly preserved and regulated. It was not sirlgle words that Shakespeare and
the Victorians had in common; Thomas De QuinceWisnessay on Shakespeare for the

eighth edition of th&ncyclopaedia Britannicaotes that,

One of the profoundest tests by which we can meathg congeniality of an

author with the national genius and temper, isdibgree in which his thoughts or

B! There is a caveat to this categorisation: the se¥ithig and Tory in relation to historical intergon are
themselves contested, and not easily defined (semBUA Liberal Descent: Victorian Historians and the
English Pastesp. 2-3, and Knights, ‘The Tory InterpretatidnHistory in the Rage of Parties’ 355). Their
purpose here is to serve as a useful demarcatiwebe two different methods of presenting the pasth fit
broadly into accepted partisan methodologies. Therald perhaps be grounds for considering the \déthe
past as part of a progressive history as both Wétiggnd Tory Radical (see Burrow, Liberal Descent:
Victorian Historians and the English Past, and 231-51), and the conflating of past ares@mnt as something
else. However, as the main concern of this thesi®i a thorough investigation and definition ofig/and Tory
historiography, the use of the respective termalaals is sufficient.
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his phrases interweave themselves with our daitywersation, and pass into the
currency of the languagEew French authorsf any, have imparted one phrase to
the colloquial idiom; with respect to Shakspearkrge dictionary might be made

of such phrases as “win golden opinions,” “in myndis eye,” “patience on a

monument,” “o’erstep the modesty of nature,” “mauanour’d in the breach than

the observance,” “palmy state,” “my poverty and not will consents,” and so

forth, without end. This reinforcement of the gextdanguage, by aids from the

mintage of Shakspeare, had already commenced Betlenteenth centufy?

Not only is De Quincey here placing the words oél&speare in everyday nineteenth-
century conversation — and so making the way inclvi8hakespeare spoke the same
way that he and his readers speak — but he isuglag this proposition to make claims
about the importance of Shakespeare. So Shakespestiewn to be superior to most
French authors, or all of them, due to the very tdcthis close connection with his
nineteenth-century descendants. There is also arwidint being made regarding the
Académie Francaise and their regulation of the ¢helanguage; presumably De
Quincey considered the freedom with which the Eiglanguage could develop to be a
point of superiority over the intellectual cultwEFrance.

In 1869, seventeen years before he would replac®incey as author of the
Britannica’s Shakespeare essay, Thomas Spencer Baynes wrotecénfar Fraser’s
Magazine for Town and Countsntitled ‘Shakespeare’s Vocabulary and Styf&n
this Baynes makes the case for Shakespeare’s lgadngang much more intelligible to
‘hard-working Englishmen,” and ‘intelligent Englisteaders’ than past critics had

claimed®** Baynes argues against Henry Hallam and Samuelsdahwho felt that

132 De Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, 74 n.

133 Thomas Spencer Baynes, ‘Shakespeare’s Vocabulangssite’, Fraser's Magazine for Town and Counti80
(August 1869).

B4bid., 237, 238.
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Shakespeare’s English was essentially a differangdage to their own and was
inaccessiblé® By claiming that Shakespeare can be easily urmtedsby the average
nineteenth-century English speaker, De Quinceyt Baynes’ Tory interpretation is
making Shakespeare their contemporary and, perttagsequal. If any English person
can engage with Shakespeare then all English pestiglee a common bond and are
unified by this engagement, and an understandirfhakespeare further means that all
English nationals are elevated by their associatitim such a world-dominating genius.
Not that this was the only view which could be hdidwever, George L. Craik (1798
1866), who was Professor of History and Engliskerature at Queen’s College Belfast
from 1849 to 1866, published a number of books tlflakespeare in the late
nineteenth century, and felt it necessary to nbt fftlhe English of the sixteenth
century is in various respects a different languiage that of the nineteentf®® This
was a Whig view of history and, despite being camytito the ideas of Baynes and De
Quincey, it still promoted a sense of nationalidine fact that there was such antiquity
in the language — a version of which was still geggpoken in England in the nineteenth
century — meant that the English language had @ pexdligree and, as it had developed
over time, was a superior version to the one spokgnShakespeare. Thus if
Shakespeare was the world-dominating user of Hngtisose who spoke it in the
nineteenth century are shown to be even greateN8hile both Whig and Tory views

of history could make use of Shakespeare for analist agenda, they provided very

135 Henry Hallam (1777-1859) had stated that Shakesjseariting was difficult to understand for bothet modern
and contemporary reader and that, as such, theswat to be studied in much the same way as agforei
language had to be. Hallam noted ‘The phrases,telligible and improper, except in the sense ofirthe
primitive roots, which occur so copiously in hisap$, seem to be unaccountable on the suppositiabsuflute
ignorance.’ (Henry Hallanintroduction to the Literature of Europe in the teénth, Sixteenth, and Seventeenth
Centuries vol. 2, 4 vols., (London: John Murray, 1839), B8%amuel Johnson (1709-84) felt that
Shakespeare’s words were difficult to understarchibge of the extent to which the language had @thimgthe
intervening years. Johnson proposed extensive stfidBhakespeare’s contemporaries in order to be bl
understand the language used at the time when Shedke wrote. See WilliamShakespeare on the German
Stage

136 George L. CraikThe English of Shakespeare, lllustrated in a Phij@al Commentary on his Julius Caesar
(London: Chapman and Hall, 1857), ix.
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different outlooks on the relationship between $hdeenth and nineteenth centuries,

and on the identity of the nation itself.

i) Whig History

In 1888, Sidney Lee used the occasion of the®'18ieting of the New
Shakspere Society to present a paper entitledabdithan England and the Jews’ which
was essentially an exploration of the different me&rnn which immigrants — primarily,
as the title suggests, Jews — were treated by thmhgeneral populace and the
government. The very fact that Lee felt compelleddeliver such evidence to the
prestigious society suggests that this informatica.s not common knowledge and
implies a belief in there being differences betwdbr nineteenth and sixteenth
centuries; the descriptions that he gives — of amgldhd sheltering persecuted
Protestants from Catholic Europe — underline tHitee was not alone and a number of
works were produced in the late nineteenth centdmgh aimed to allow contemporary
readers access into the world that Shakespearenhabited; some took the form of
guides which translated and explained Elizabethagldhd for the nineteenth-century
reader. As has been seen earlier in this chapiter England of Shakespedrg Edwin
Goadby proclaimed itself as a ‘guide book’ to Slsgeare’s Englantf® Similarly,
England as Seen by Foreigners in the Days of Hiitaland James the Firstas
produced in 1865 by William Brenchley Rye (1818-lQ0assistant-keeper of the
Department of Printed Books for the British Museutine book’s purpose was to

illustrate ‘the fascinating and attractive themeddd England — its men and manners, its

137 Sidney Lee, ‘Elizabethan England and the Jewsl(atdhe 131st meeting of the New Shakspere Sodieiyay,
February 10 1888)", ilNew Shakspere Society Transactjqi$88).

138 Goadby,The England of Shakespeare
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women and their ways, as they were seen and notethdse observing foreigners
during the glorious effulgence of the Shakespeagam™° Nicholas Waterhouse
produced a pamphlet entitléithe England of Shakspeaamd maintains the distance
between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuriegfieyring to ‘Old England,’ indeed he
is able to state quite emphatically that ‘Shaksgisatime was very different to
today.*°

Not all works were so explicit in their expositiohthe past and, iEstimates of
Some Englishmen and Scotchm@falter Bagehot (1826—77) explains to his readers
how Elizabethans felt loyalty towards their sovgneinot because it [the monarchy]
was good, but because it existed. In his [Shakes|sdime, people no more thought of
the origin of the monarchy than they did of thegoriof the Mendip Hills. The one had
always been there, and so had the otférn feeling the need to explain Elizabethan
attitudes to royalty, Bagehot evidently feels tthesty were dissimilar to his own era and
so is highlighting the difference between sixteematid nineteenth-century views on the
monarchy. Further to this, Bagehot is writing aftee publication ofPrinciples of
Geology(3 vols. 1830-33) by Sir Charles Lyell (1797-18#8hich had, very publicly,
begun to suggest exactly how geological formatisnsh as hills were creatétf.
Lyell's theory highlighted geological developmenteo time, and thus the difference
between historical periods and, interestingly, datee very formation of the Mendip
Hills.**® Also, Bagehot's reference invokes the idea of m@sgin scientific knowledge.

Despite the fact that Bagehot is notoriously diffido classify as simply Whig or Tory

139 william Brenchley RyeEngland as Seen by Foreigners in the Days of Eittaland James the FirsflLondon:
John Russell Smith, 1865), ix.

140\waterhouseThe England of Shakspeare and the Greenwood of Sémiles24, 31.

141 walter BagehotEstimates of Some Englishmen and Scotchmen: AsSerigrticles Reprinted by Permission,
principally from the National RevieWLondon: Chapman and Hall, 1858), 259.

142 Charles LyellPrinciples of Geology: Being an Attempt to Expldie Former Changes of the Earth’s Surface by
Reference to Causes Now in Operati®wols., (London: John Murray, 1830-3).

143 Charles Lyell Principles of Geologyvol. 2, 221.
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in his political activities, this is the epitome afWhig historical text; not only does
Bagehot see the past as a precursor to his owrs,tilmg the condescension in
Bagehot’s tone suggests that he considers decgeeserence towards the monarchy
to be a sign of progres$® This Whig historiography by Bagehot is praising thodern
nation because of its improvement over the tim8ladkespeare, which, as it was a time
that produced a genius, shows Britain to be eveatgr still.

Not all writers who portrayed a sense of movenietiveen the past and present
saw it in terms of Positive Whiggish progress, hesve George Walter Thornbury
(1828-76) paints the Elizabethan years as a gadenfrom which nineteenth-century
society had declinetf” In the two volumes oBhakspere’s England; or, Sketches of our
Social History in the Reign of Elizabethhornbury sets out his role as a guide to his
audience; and ‘[tlhe England to which we wish twaduce our readers is Shakspere’s
England, the England of the sixteenth centdify.That the age of Elizabeth is very
different from his own time is implicit in the fatttat Thornbury feels the need to guide
people in the first place, but he also repeatesiyinds his readers that things were very
different two-hundred and fifty years previouslyhifé Thornbury’s devotion might be
to the nation of the past, the promotion of England the unification of its people is

clear; Elizabethan England was great, Thornburlg féecause

A lion-hearted woman, and English-souled, sat erttinone... The times are great

times, and patriotism is roused... Dying men on tlaées turn their glazing eyes

144 The editor of his [Bagehot's] collected works, tieemer Conservative cabinet minister Norman St J8tavas
[sic], sees his hero as a Conservative. The histonan Burrow identifies him as a Whig... Roger Kimball
describes him as a “conservative Liberal”.’” SeeSHJonesReview of Walter Bagehot, Physics and Politics
1999, (H-Ideas, H-Net Reviews, Last Update Available
http://ww.h-net.msu.edu/reviews/showrev.cgi?p8d84937425105, May 17 2006).

145 Thornbury was a prolific contributor to a numbefr grominent journals of the time includingentley’s
Miscellany, Ainsworth’s, Welcome Guest, Once a \WbekAthenseumas well as DickengHousehold Words
andAll the Year Round

148 G, W. ThornburyShakspere’s England; or, Sketches of our SocialoHisin the Reign of Elizabetivol. 1, 2
vols., (London: Longman, Brown, Green, and Longmasss), 1.
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towards England. Pale men withering in the darkgaéms of the Inquisition, pray
for England. The Dutch, battling beside the seaedylor on his low flat sandy

downs, use the name of England as the war-cry dbates the Spaniard. The

Huguenot, bending to axe, whispers “Englanldl.z’

For Thornbury, nineteenth-century England is a pabtgation of an Elizabethan
England in which ‘patriotism and loyalty are... wamassions,” and not the ‘cold
abstractions’ they are in Victorian Britaiff Similarly, ‘Elizabeth proved the greatest
queen that ever lived,” which was quite somethingay in the age of another quééh.
Yet all of this highlights the heritage and unitiytbe people of Britain and ultimately
promotes a nationalist agenda. Thornbury’s desientphasize the differences between
the sixteenth and nineteenth century is clear: foesent national colour, black, was in
the golden age reserved for lawyers and divines 3dlemn and melancholy hue could
never have clothed men who delighted in the brigyes of nature*®® Obviously
Thornbury was happier with things as they had bedhe sixteenth century; not only
was that time a golden age, but he is incredulbasthe people of Elizabethan England
could ever have worn the solemn and melancholyucslashich were now the national
standard. Although this Negative Whig view mighpagr to be anti-nationalist in its
denigration of the attitudes of Victorian Britaithe fact that Thornbury unites his
readers in a shared heritage — combined with tttettiat there is a ‘national colour’ and
an apparently universal attitude of delight amdmg people of the nation — does serve

to unify and promote the nation.

147 |bid., 6.
148 |bid., 7.
19bid., 8.
150 bid., 232.
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Similarly, John Sherren Brewer (1810-79), desgian English past which he
evidently feels was superior in many respects sooln century. There is no doubting
that, for Brewer, the sixteenth and nineteenth wésg are very different, and that
‘Shakspeare is above all other men the Englishnfiaheo18" century.*>! It becomes
obvious, however, that Brewer laments the changes$ had taken place in the
intervening years; there is a definite sense ofeggion. Shakespeare lived ‘in times
which were favourable to poetry — and to dramatietpy especially — when men were
still inspired by the excitement of past and of gyag events — when individual
characterism had not yet crystallised into one dwmliformity by fixed systems of
education or engrossing commercial monop&i§.in discussing whether Shakespeare
really did have the poor education usually ascritzelim, Brewer makes the case that
the general schooling of Shakespeare’s time waerbigtan that of Victorian Britain.
Brewer asks ‘[c]an any period be pointed out in bistory which provided on the
whole abler schoolmasters or scholars more deepdyested in learning?® It is clear
that the love of learning, and able schoolmasteespreferable to the fixed education of
the nineteenth century which results in dull uniidy. Brewer also links this explicitly

with a sense of nationalism and suggests that

The diffusion of classical learning, numerous tfamsns of the dramatic poets of
Greece and Rome, intellects sharpened by the ¢neatogical controversies in
which they had been lately engaged, the strongesesef national and individual

freedom, had prepared men for a keener relisheohitgher production of art in all

its branche&.5 4

1513, S. Brewer, ‘Shakspear@uarterly Review131 (July 1871), 42.
%2 pid., 13.
%3 pid., 3-4.
%4 1pid., 12.
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For all of this Negative Whiggism however, it caa feen that Brewer's article was
serving to promote nationalism in his own time. Begin with, Shakespeare, who is
constantly praised, is linked with the English ing portrayed as the embodiment of
the nation: the realism of his heroines ‘stampskSp@are especially as an Englishman,
and an Englishman of the reign of Elizabétfi.Not only does this serve to unite and
elevate the nation, the linking of Shakespear&eanation carries with it praise of both.
So, ‘the occasional coarseness of Shakspeare isotrseness of strong Englishmen,
who “laughed and grew fat” over jokes which mighiosk the delicacy and moral
digestion of more refined ages, or more sensiticesentimental race$>® Brewer goes

on, shifting his tense to the present:

Dramatic poetry, especially dramatic poetry of Bleakspearian drama, is the
poetry of Englishmen: first, because it is the ppef action and passion, woven
out of the wear and tear of this busy world, rattem the poetry of reflection;

and, secondly, because it is peculiar to Englishnarmerely to tolerate all sides

and all parties, but to let all sides and partjgsa& for themselves; and to like to

hear thernl.57

The English are undeniably being elevated heretlaadhared heritage of the glorious
past described by Brewer serves to unite the na#an with Thornbury, although
Negative Whig historicism appears to denigratepifesent in its celebration of the past,

there is actually a sense of nationalism being pteth Despite the differences within

155 hid., 44.
156 |hid., 38.
B7hid., 42.
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Whig historical viewpoints — some negative and s@usitive — there is a coherent

desire to move away from the Elizabethan age ierdi@ promote Britain.

ii) Tory History

Positive and Negative Whig histories were evidentmany of the literary
pursuits of the second half of the nineteenth agntand both clearly serve to promote
the nation; either the current state of the natsoan improvement over the past, thus
showing that the nation has a bright future, orghst was a golden age from which the
present has regressed, although the people ofatienncan find unity and solace in
their shared glorious heritage. Other writers, have sought to equate Elizabethan
England directly with Victorian Britain: this Toipterpretation viewed the relationship
between the past and present as characteriseddiy sdther than change. It has already
been seen that there was a Tory version of histomhich the sixteenth and nineteenth
centuries shared a common language and, if Shakespas talking the same talk, he
could also be considered to be walking the samd&sw#ih ‘Shakspeare’s Country,” a
two-part article for theEnglish lllustrated Magazinén January and February 1885,
Rose G. Kingsley states that, in order to ‘undest&hakspeare’s plays aright, [one
must] go out into the villages round about his veflace — villages that he must have
known well.*®® To this end, Kingsley’s articles, which are laWjsitiustrated, are spent
‘exploring the country which Shakspeare knew sol wel observed so closef§®
Writing about Shakespeare in this way ties him ithviEngland (this is his ‘native’

country) and so any glory achieved by Shakespéarés(the ‘greatest poet’) reflects on

158 Kingsley, ‘Shakspeare’s Country’, 271.
159 bid., 271.
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England"® However, the fact that Kingsley claims the tour which she takes her
reader is around ‘the country which Shakspeare ks®well’ suggests that the land has
not changed since Elizabethan times, meaning tieaditithority and value of antiquity
is conferred on England as well as giving the impi@n that readers could forge a
direct connection with Shakespeare by experienitiaggame countryside as he did.

The fact that a reader can be taken on this Vittua around the places that
Shakespeare would have walked and lived createsdeok accessibility for nineteenth-
century readers; not only can they be shown whbeeké&speare actually once lived, but
they could visit the place themselves (and perladqesdy had) thus coming as close as
possible to the world-dominating genius. A natiggtapromotion of the countryside
also promotes the English people with the physitaile of the nation producing some
slight arrogance; Warwickshire has ‘the prettighages in all England... [although] it
is apt to engender a certain sluggishness of teanpart, and deep-rooted belief in the
entire superiority of “the heart of England” overeey other country*®! Kingsley states
that ‘[m]any a time he [Shakespeare] must have watlup the path from Stratford, as
the townsfolk now do on Sunday afternoons, andédobver the peaceful val®? So,
although the problems of industrialisation andeiffects on England would have been
very real to Kingsley’s audience, they could takarh that they still lived in the land of
‘cosy red brick or grey stone farms, or sunny olhor houses:*® Despite the obvious
nostalgia in such statements, the fact that thensfolk walk the same path as
Shakespeare, and live in the same buildings, eeltte two eras more closely than

through simple progression; the image created cdk&peare dwelling within a

pastoral idyll among the modern people of Stratked/es to make the two ages one. It

%0 pid., 271.

®11pid., 271.

182 Kingsley, ‘Shakspeare’s Country (pt. Iy, 329.
183 Kingsley, ‘Shakspeare’s Country’, 271.
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is also interesting that Kingsley chooses Stratamdhe location of the Shakespeare she
constructs, as the documentary record suggestSkiztespeare moved to London by at
least 1592 (when he was twenty-eight years old)passibly as early as 1585 (when he
was twenty-one). Thus the Stratford that Kingslegkes in order to link her readers
with the national poet was the same Stratford Staikespeare appears to have left
behind at a relatively young age, and it seems $hakespeare is being made to fit in
with Kingsley’'s agenda despite apparent evidenctheéocontrary. Physically at least,
late-nineteenth-century Britain had changed comaldg since Elizabethan times,
especially with the general population shift fromnal to urban living, meaning that the
pastoral idyll presented by Kingsley was not thalitg known to many. However, as
was noted earlier in this thesis, the people whaldibbe reading this work would not
necessarily be the economically and socially lebsataged sections of society.
Rather, these readers would be the educated ecomtitei for whom time spent in the
countryside was a reality or a possibility; thusere if this description did not
realistically link nineteenth-century Britain witthe land of Shakespeare, it would at
least engender a sense of unity and pride in &dhasion of a romanticised nation.
Similar Tory ideas that the nineteenth century lchdnged little since the
sixteenth century can be seen in T. S. Baynes'yeBsan the ninth edition of the
Britannica Baynes describes Richard Burbage (1568-1619)trees Garrick of the
Elizabethan stage;’ this suggests that the Britstion has a definite continuity in terms
of its great actors — Burbage in the sixteenth ssadenteenth centuries, David Garrick

1717-79) in the eighteenth, and, presumably, Hérving in the nineteentf®* This
( g P y g

184 Garrick and Irving are the obvious choices to leet pf this tradition as both were the most promtne
actor/managers of their day. However the appendihdrving onto Baynes’ statement would complicate
matters. While Garrick was apparently unconcernild the historical accuracy of his costumes gishard Ill
for example was performed in the costume of theogeof George Ill (1738-1820)), Irving went to grea
lengths to be as archaeologically exact as posditbevever, these divergent approaches both serveate
Shakespeare’s plays contemporary either througheghresentation in a style contemporary to theilience, or
by allowing access to a timeless historical past.
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tradition of great thespians shows stasis, anatdingtant presence of Shakespeare — in
that these were great Shakespearian actors — futi@ines the history and the people
of Britain with Shakespeare. It is interesting trrick is portrayed in this way as he
was primarily celebrated in his own time for thenavations he brought to the staging
of Shakespeare’s plays rather than any sense dinady. However, Garrick’s
conflation of Elizabethan plays with Georgian dresswell as the position of Garrick
as a chronological intermediary between the sitteesnd nineteenth centuries,
encourages the representation of a tradition ofiicoity.

Just as De Quincey and Baynes felt that Shakesgeared a common language
with the people of the nineteenth century, a natwatension of this Tory
historiography is that the actual members of sg@e¢ seen to have remained the same.
In 1877 C. E. Browne wrote an article féraser's Magazinewhich essentially
amounted to a discussion of the Gloucestershire @atbwold scenery used by
Shakespeare; Browne believed that ‘[a]llowing fartain changes which time has
brought about in the social castes, we shallfgtil most of Shakespeare’s people in the
flesh.™®® Characters like Abraham Slender and Peter Sinigen(The Merry Wives of
Windso) still walk the streets of Cirencester, Browneiras, and ‘Shallow [from2
Henry IV, andThe Merry Wives of Winddois least altered, perhaps of any. He may
travel to quarter-sessions by Great Western Expegsbget th@imesto breakfast, but
he is still ShallowX®° It is, of course, interesting that Browne uses¢hgarticular plays

in his reference to Shakespeare as they are arhengdrks that Shakespeare actually

185 ¢ Elliot Browne, ‘Master Robert Shallow: A Studytbe Shakespeare Countrifraser's Magazine for Town
and Country95 O.S., 15 N.S. (April 1877), 492.

1% 1pid., 492.
Although it is unclear why Browne situates thesergs in Cirencester it is interesting, and presuynabl
deliberate, that he has chosen one of the oldestiston Britain. Cirencester retains much of its Roraad
Elizabethan architecture and thus was a perfeatilmt to use when trying to conflate contemporaryaBr and
the past. See Arthur Med&loucestershire The King's England, E. T. Long ed., (London: Heddand
Stoughton, 1966), and Arthur T. Broadbent and Anyhdfinoprio, The Minor Domestic Architecture of
Gloucestershirg(London: John Tiranti & Co., 1931).
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set in England; they are also often considered éoShakespeare’s more patriotic
creations, containing the scenes of Hal and Félstedre-free carousing in old English
pubs and brothels. Similarly, Charles Cowden Clatfké87-1877), inShakespeare
Characters noted that ‘[a]ll who have intercourse with thend can testify that the
character of Slender is by no means an anom&iyr stating this, Clarke is placing
Slender in the nineteenth century just as muchras/ie was placing Shallow, as his
audience must be assumed to have had no intercetirsthe Elizabethan world. There
can be no clearer effort to pursue this Tory hisgraphy than to maintain that the
people of the nation have not changed since Shakesp day. There is a definite
linking of Shakespeare’s characters with nineteeetitury lawyers, and, through
Shakespeare’s characters, a link with those whedlialongside Shakespeare, for the
plays are ‘a picture of Shakespeare’s own courittg-drawn by his own hand®® The
image of one of Shakespeare’s characters traveding steam-train — the epitome of
the Victorian age — is a powerful way of conflatihg two eras.

The material surveyed in this chapter shows ttaionalism is a recurrent
presence in nineteenth-century Shakespeareamnryitptaisuits, as a common desire to
promote the nation finds expression through refe@eio the Renaissance playwright.
This not only highlights the importance of natiosal in the nineteenth-century
consciousness (as suggested by John Lucas ang)othdralso Shakespeare’s function
as a cultural barometer of the period (positeddhokars such as Taylor). It is possible
to see definite general trends in terms of what tisie of Shakespeare sought to achieve.
Primarily, nationalism appears to have been comeckrwith the unification and

promotion of the nation and its people; and this wehieved by a reliance on certain

167 Charles Cowden Clark&hakespeare Characters: Chiefly Those Subordindtendon: Smith, Elder & Co.,
1863), 159.

168 Browne, ‘Master Robert Shallow’, 488.
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common definitions. It is clear that the conceptha nation revolved around ideas such
as ancestry, geography, and patriotism, all of Wwhadlowed Shakespeare to be
irrevocably linked with Britain. This sense of ptaeand belonging could be coupled
with more abstract ideas such as language (botkeqrlames and the spoken
vernacular), and literary appreciation so that &spkare could be portrayed as having
something in common with the British people, whsleultaneously lifting the nation
into a position of superiority. This superiority svatrongly reinforced and it promoted
the nation through contrast with an ‘other.” Théioxato which Shakespeare was linked
could itself be defined by certain common methadainly a sense of history and the
way in which the past was seen to relate to thegorte

However, within these common approaches to naigmalthere is some
complexity in terms of the approaches taken byviddial writers. This meant that,
while writers could be operating within the samenfework of nationalism (such as, the
idea of ancestry), they might construct differehtisespeares in order to promote their
agenda (choosing either to concentrate on hismater maternal lineage for example).
There were also subtle complexities about the qdar type of nation that was being
promoted and its role in the world. Ranging fromlasionist Little Englandism to those
advocating Imperial expansion, Britain could bén@itparaded as a paragon of unique
characteristics which foreigners could not undexstar imitate, or shown to have
conquered the world through Shakespeare. Oftengrgbv Shakespeares were
constructed due to writers’ different approachesspite the fact that the same source
material was being used. Thus, while there wasif@mum desire to promote the nation
(even if it wasn’t necessarily clear what that eatwas or should be), there was not
always a common Shakespeare. The various approdakes by separate writers

suggest that Shakespeare was not a single comptret®menon which could be used as
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a cipher for the concept of nationalism. Ratherakéspeare functioned as an arena
within which the intellectual elite could presentdarehearse their own ideas and
anxieties in terms of what constituted nationalidra.return to a question which was
raised towards the beginning of this chapter, thétitade of nationalist projects which
were set in motion during the second half of theetéenth century seem likely to have
been instigated by an overall sense of anxiety amehse about the state of Britain.
While there are certainly homogenous ideas conegrthe way in which the nation
could be defined, the diversity of approaches is, tlis well as the fact that there is an
ongoing dialogue instead of a single statementdehtity, suggests that there was
confusion about the exact status of the nationsTdan be seen in the different
approaches towards the nation in terms of itsioglahip with the rest of the world —
the fact that some writers could construct a sona¢vplarochial Little England while

others concentrated on the Expansionist elemeriteedBritish nation.

Having established the widespread usage of Sha&espn nineteenth-century
literary pursuits it has been shown that this agpidy single phenomenon could be
viewed by different writers as a tool for promotidigparate agendas and the different
Shakespeares which could be created. This can rbeedethe aspectuality of the
Shakespeare phenomenon. The rest of this thedisnwile forward to examine how
this aspectuality occurs and how it links to theeeaith which Shakespeare can be used
to explore and promote certain issues. One of thst striking things about the various
uses of Shakespeare and the approaches to namntdat have been seen in this

chapter is that the playwright and the people afaBr are constructed and presented as
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being very definite types of individual. While tlkeeis no holistic consensus it is clear
that Shakespeare is a great man and Britain islatgouby good people. Evidently the
character and personality of the population is irtgpd and indeed J. R. Seeley — whose
Expansion of Englantias already been noted as a seminal work on @disonat this
time — felt that it was the moral stature of thegle which could make or break a
nation. It was his belief that ‘the clergy shoulcw largely upon English history and
biography for illustrations of their moral teachjhmdeed, among the opening lines of
Expansionis the sentence ‘the history of England ought nd with something that
might be called a morat®® Seeley felt that the state should foster moraliihin its
people and he saw this as being achieved throtgimdo figures from the nation’s past
as moral exemplars? As R. T. Shannon notes, Seeley felt that [t]hetdty of
England, in a word, must be moralizé&:'It is with this in mind that this thesis now
moves beyond concepts of the broader nation toidenthe morals and characters of

those who lived within it.

1893 R. Seeley, ‘The Church as a Teacher of MoralityEssays in Church Poliged. W. L. Clay, (London:
Macmillan, 1868), 266.
Seeley,The Expansion of England.

170 See R. T. Shannon, ‘John Robert Seeley and the dflea National Church: A Study in Churchmanship,
Historiography, and Politics’, ifdeas and Institutions of Victorian Britain: EssapsHonour of George Kitson
Clark, ed. Robert Robson, (London: G. Bell & Sons, L1867), 236-267.

1 bid., 244.
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Chapter TwdMoralism

FESTE ...To see this age! — A sentence is but a chegloek to a good
wit, how quickly the wrong side may be turned outiva

VIOLA Nay, that's certain. They that dally nicely witlomls may
quickly make them wanton.

- W. Shakespeard@welfth Night, or What You WilB.1

That there lies in the human deeps a more preonatal than the gold
and silver of morals — an aesthetic radium — seam&down
to all mid-Victorian critics except Pater

- A. Ralli, A History of Shakespearian Criticisif1932)

a) Shakespeare and Moralism

In 1859 Samuel Smiles published one of the mosbtemm- or infamous — books
of the Victorian eraSelf-Help: with lllustrations of Conduct and Pereeance a text
inextricably linked to the idea of Victorian Valug#drian Jarvis has said that Smiles’
text, had as much ‘influence, direct or indireat, the ordinary lives and attitudes of
everyday people,” as Charles Darwirtyigin of the Specie®r John Stuart Mill's
(1806-73) On Liberty which were published in the same y&a#Belf-Helpwas an
extremely popular work and went through at leasiny-five editions before the end of

the nineteenth century; it later became a carieatdrthe nineteenth-century’s moral

! Ralli, A History of Shakespearian Criticis#97.

The term Victorian Values will be used in this ctexgo refer to the cliché of self help, moral esstmess, prudery,
and thrift, which has come to define the term siitsaise by the Thatcher Government in the 1986s fsa
Briggs, ‘Victorian Values', inin Search of Victorian Values: Aspects of Ninetegbéntury Thought and
Society ed. Eric M. Sigsworth, (Manchester: Manchesteivehsity Press, 1988) and Himmelfarbhe De-
Moralization of Society3-9).

% Charles DarwinThe Origin of Species by Means of Natural Seleatioihe Preservation of Favoured Races in the
Struggle for Life 1859, Sixth edn. with additions and correctian4872 edn. (London: John Murray, 1884).
John Stuart MillOn Liberty 1859, People’s edn. (London: Longmans, GreenGmd1892).
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code during the early twentieth-century reactioniast Victorianisnt. Upon opening

the book, the first thing a reader would have seas the following:

“This above all, — To thine own self be true;
And it must follow, as the night the day,

Thou canst not be false to any man.

- Shakespea?e

The quintessential work of Victorian moral pedagogyoked Shakespeare from the
outset. Despite the fact that this quote is takemHamletand should be considered in
the comic and patronising idiom of the scene, binddifted out of context, and
attributed to ‘Shakespeare’ rather than Poloniusjould appear that the sentiment is
advice given by Shakespeare himself. Added to thexe are only quotation marks at
the beginning of the line from Shakespeare, whigegythe impression that the quote,
Shakespeare, and the self help imparted by Snfitesighout the rest of the work are
all part of one single phenomenon.

Smiles has been called ‘a joke figure to generatiohprogressives,” and the
cliché of the Victorians as a people of exactingydish, and frequently hypocritical
double standards was, for many years, an abidiegv of the period. The word
‘Victorian’ has been taken to be akin to ‘puritamhen used pejoratively as a term for

moral prudery or over-bearing moral strictness,epxdhat ‘Victorian’ often suggests

4 Gertrude Himmelfarb notes thaBelf-Helpwas an enormous popular success. Four editionsaagg in the first
year alone; by the time of Smiles’ death, in 190had been reprinted over fifty times and had sotflarter of
a million copies in English.” (Himmelfarblhe De-Moralization of Societysordon Marsden states that ‘Few
books have been held to be more symbolic of théovian era tharself-Help’ (Victorian Values: Personalities
and Perspectives in Nineteenth-Century Society Gordon Marsden, (London: Longman, 1998), 1@3)
number of recent works on Smiles have attemptaeftde the long-held view of Smiles’ philosophylasing
heartlessly laissez-faire and exploitatively booige. See Aileen Smile§amuel Smiles and his Surroundings
(London: Robert Hales Limited, 1956), Jangamuel Smilesand Asa Briggs, ‘Samuel Smiles: The Gospel of
Self-Help’, in Victorian Values: Personalities and PerspectivesNimeteenth-Century Societed. Gordon
Marsden, (London: Longman, 1998).

5 Samuel SmilesSelf-Help: with lllustrations of Conduct and Persamse (London: John Murray, 1875),
frontispiece.
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double standardsRecent scholarly work, however, has done muchiggast that such
opinions do not do justice to the complexities fué Bge. Even among more populist
literature and the mainstream media the fallacyhef Victorians as a society which
belies easy categorisation is beginning to be eeqib¥et the scholarship which has
shown the nineteenth century to be far more corafgt than a society with a simple
overall philosophy of disapproval and moral eanmess does not appear to have fully
translated into work which has been carried-out thie ways in which the Victorians
used Shakespeare. Gary Taylor's work — in whichfdeds that the Victorians often
searched for ‘satisfyingly moral’ conclusions toaBbspeare’s plays — or that of John
Drakakis — stating that A. C. Bradley ‘broke withc¥rian moralizing, preferring a
more pragmatic formulation’ — have reinforced tdea of ‘Victorian Values’ as the
dominant view’ The work of these critics, dealing as they do vgémeral surveys of
critical attitudes towards Shakespeare, is nedbssamable to consider fully the
nuances of Victorian moral thought. Thus their fing$ need to be synthesised with a
closer reading of a number of specific Victorianrkgon Shakespeare, through which a
clearer picture of the contemporary attitudes tolwanoralism can be gauged. Chapter

One of this thesis suggested that Shakespeare beulsed as an arena within which

® Raphael Samuel, ‘Mrs. Thatcher's Return to Victorigalues’, in Victorian Values: A Joint Symposium of the
Royal Society of Edinburgh and the British Acadeidgcember 1990ed. T. C. Smout, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1991), 11.
Jeffrey Weeks has noted that ‘The ‘Victorian Abe’s long been a synonym for a harsh and repressiuel
Puritanism,” where ‘The authoritarian paterfamilgesided over the institutionalisation of the deuktandard,
while the pedestalised mother and wife dependethdompurity on the degradation of the fallen worh&nom
Jeffrey WeeksSex, Politics, and Society: The Regulation of Séyusince 1800 (London: Longman, 1981),
19.

’ For general overviews of these debateslse®earch of Victorian Values: Aspects of Ninete€ghtury Thought
and Societyed. Eric M. Sigsworth, (Manchester: Manchesteivensity Press, 1988)Y/ictorian Values: A Joint
Symposium of the Royal Society of Edinburgh andBttitssh Academy. December 199€d. T. C. Smout,
Proceedings of the British Academy No. 78, (Oxfo@kford University Press, 1991Yictorian Values ed.
MarsdenUnrespectable Recreationsd. Martin Hewitt, Leeds Centre Working Paper¥ittorian Studies vol.
4, (Leeds: Leeds Centre for Victorian Studies, 208ajl Davis;The Victorians

8 See, for example, Matthew Swektyenting the Victorians(London: Faber and Faber, 2001), Adam Hart-Davis,
What the Victorians Did for Us(London: Headline Book Publishing Ltd., 2002), aAdN. Wilson, The
Victorians (London: Hutchinson, 2002).

® Taylor, Reinventing Shakespeafk66.
Alternative Shakespearesd. Drakakis, 6.
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the anxieties and ideas of the period could beudsad and presented; it was seen that
Shakespeare was widely used by writers of the geaial could even be employed by
different writers to promote or debate opposingagleChapter One also began to
suggest that Shakespeare was an aspectual phenomémat is, the works and the man
could be viewed in numerous ways allowing a certaalleability to be exploited by
those producing these literary pursuits. This olapill move further and suggest that
this aspectuality is enabled by the scarcity ofutioentary evidence about Shakespeare
and that it is precisely the malleability whichghprovides that prompted Shakespeare
to be so widely used.

As the moral state of the nation has been notedraajor concern of the period
it should be no surprise that Shakespeare was ofied by those with a moral agenda.
By ‘moralism’ and ‘moral thought’ this chapter deées ideas of life advice, and social
guidelines as to how people should behave. Thugiagat sexual activity, family
relationships, the acquisition of wealth, sociaéraction, social hierarchies, and ethical
ideas are all taken to be part of moral thoughtefamination of how Shakespeare was
used should serve both to reinforce the complexdied conflicts which have been seen
in Victorian moral thought by the collections ofi&€6igsworth, T. C. Smout, Gordon
Marsden, and Martin Hewitt and to add to the Shaéasean surveys carried out by
Taylor and other’ Russell Jackson points the way towards this clegsamination of
nineteenth-century morals in Shakespeare by demaingt how Victorian editors
presented Shakespeare as an author in whose wadk lm® seen the desirable values of
‘Victorian Culture.™ Jackson describes how Henry Morley’s (1822-94)61&ition of

As You Like [tfor Cassell’'s National Library, presented theyplath ‘an emphasis on

10 Seeln Search of Victorian Values: Aspects of Ninete€@ghtury Thought and Societyd. SigsworthYictorian
Values ed. SmoutYictorian Valuesed. Marsden; andnrespectable Recreationsd. Hewitt.

1 Jackson, ‘Victorian Editors @§s You Like land the Purposes of Editing’, 144.
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social values,” and expressed the central ided@ie God; Love Your Neighbour; Do
Your Work.”? Nevertheless, Jackson's focus is an investigatioaditorial practices
and, by looking at the wider sphere of literarysuuts, the present thesis can investigate
in more depth the way in which Shakespeare couldsiee to serve nineteenth-century
moral agendas.

Just as with nationalist agendas in Chapter Onbisthesis, nineteenth-century
ideas about morality were inflected by the intdliet debates of the day. While the
present project is not a sustained exploration iaeteenth-century philosophy or
epistemology it is worth briefly considering somerodder issues. The
professionalisation that has already been notekisnthesis regarding the disciplines of
Geography, History and Literature was inevitablywihg an impact on intellectual
debate and epistemology in the nineteenth-cerffuBhilosophy became increasingly
concentrated within universities and specialisiquicals, and this meant that morals
and ethics were increasingly debated by a growabgjlectual community. This is one
of the reasons — along with an increasing primacphilosophical theorising — that
Stefan Collini notes for the proliferation of moragendas in literary pursuits; ‘the
volume of production of books on ethics may evevehaeen measurably higher than at
other periods™ Intellectually, there were a number of competingl,asometimes,

overlapping ideologies which were prominent in tiveeteenth centuryy’

2 bid., 144.

13 SeeDisciplinarity at the Fin de Siécled. Amanda Anderson and Joseph Valente, (OxRridceton University
Press, 2002), CollinRublic Moralists and Rick RylanceYictorian Psychology and British Culture: 1850-
188Q (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000).

14 Collini, Public Moralists 64.

15 Briefly, these included Benthamist UtilitarianismilBsophical Idealism (which had developed from elem
Idealism), Evolutionism, Positivism, Materialismdafin de siecle Aestheticism. For more on thesé/gaker
E. Houghton;The Victorian Frame of Mind: 1830-187Q.ondon: Yale University Press, 1968),Peter P.
Nicholson,The Political Philosophy of the British Idealis&elected StudigéCambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1990); Heyckhe Transformation of Intellectual Life in Victoni&ngland 50-67; J. B.
SchneewindSidgwick’s Ethics and Victorian Moral Philosopt{@xford: Clarendon Press, 1977); Hilary
FraserBeauty and Belief: Aesthetics and Religion in \fiatoLiterature (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1986); Michael Masohhe Making of Victorian SexualjtfOxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), and
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It is a commonplace that nearly all nineteenthtagnphilosophical viewpoints
were influenced by two major schools of thoutfHeut simply, these were the view that
the human mind was innate and non-reactive andithwe that the human mind was
shaped by its experiences. The present thesis tisandetailed consideration of
nineteenth-century philosophy and any reductiosumh complex worldviews will fail
to do them justice but it is necessary to consiefly, if somewhat crudely, the way
that they would have inflected contemporary apptemns of morality. Most
importantly, the two aesthetic responses which gyatwof these philosophies: Idealism
and Sensualism. At their most basic Idealism ants&dism can be seen to be polar
opposites in their respective advocacy of the prymaf intellectual or physical
experience. However, as with all of the worldvieiwat are examined in this thesis, this
oversimplification obscures the nuances and ovenapsent in the way that these two
philosophies were interpreted and applied in timeteienth century.

German Idealism began to influence British phifgsp — after various works
were translated in the second half of the nineteeentury — and was espoused by,
most notably, Bernard Bosanquet (1848-1923), F.FhdRy (1846-1924) and T. H.
Green (1836-82) These British Idealists — also known as the Brititegelians — were
a group of moral philosophers who were primarilinacin the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. These thinkers were greatfluemced by Plato (428-347 BC),
Aristotle (384-322 BC), Immanuel Kant (1724-1804daGeorg Wilhelm Friedrich
Hegel (1770-1831). Hegel and Kant in particularyevenportant influences on these

philosophers who followed their doctrines concegrtime innateness of the human mind

Laura J. SnydeReforming Philosophy: a Victorian Debate on Scieaee Society(London: University of
Chicago Press, 2006).

18 Rylance Victorian Psychology and British Culturd0.

173, M. D. Meiklejohn translated Kantiritik der reinen VernunftCritique of Pure Reasdnin 1852 and J. Sibree
translated Hegel'Yorlesungen uber die Philosophie der Geschi¢héztures on the Philosophy of Histyrin
1857.
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and the primacy of thoughts and ideas over the nahteorld. The British Idealists
were deeply concerned with morality; as Peter N has noted, ‘[a]t a general
level, all the British Idealists accept that hunfeings have to be considered from two
viewpoints: as distinct individuals and as memhrtheir society... the ultimate good
is a morally worthwhile human lif¢® Although the Idealists firmly held that
individuals had to freely choose to follow their mworally upright path, they felt that
the state needed to provide the appropriate framewdthin which the individual
would be enabled to follow this course.

In stark contract to this German-influenced Idgaliwas the psychological
Sensualism which was the experiential and matstialorld-view that grew out of the
French Revolutionary period. Sensualism was a pbghy which advocated the belief
that sensations and physicality were the most itapbrelements of perception. The
Associationism of John Locke (1632-1704) was pestthp most notable forerunner of
this philosophy, this in turn was developed intmare materialist and fatalist doctrine
by David Hartley (1705-57), and it played a sigrafit role in the aesthetic
appreciations of the later nineteenth centdryhe corrosive influence of Sensualism
was feared by many within the Idealist establishmdimis was especially true of
Thomas Reid (1710-96) and the Common Sense scHoS8lcaitish Enlightenment
philosophy which fiercely resisted the materialisnd amorality they saw as inherent in
sensualist doctrings. Those who followed the Germans tended to be cuatee
while those who followed Locke were radical. Thigsanot absolute however and T. H.
Green, for example, was a liberal and an idedhishilarly it is not easy to disentangle

the way in which threads of influence or affiliatioperated within nineteenth-century

18 Nicholson,The Political Philosophy of the British Idealis&s

19 See Howard C. Warre, History of the Association Psycholgglyondon: Constable and Co., 1921), &d.
Lowe, Locke on Human understanding, (London: Rogdel995)

20 see HeyckThe Transformation of Intellectual Life in Victoni&ngland 50-67.
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intellectual culture; the Sensualism that was eom@grt of the aesthetic appreciation of
figures such as Oscar Wilde (1854-1900) and Johdingtbn Symonds (1840-93) and
the conservative moralism that opposed such pexdeamorality were both descended
from the philosophy of Hegél. As noted, there is no need for a through investigaf
these worldviews here; it is sufficient to note soof the discriminations at work in
these ideological and philosophical tensions whievealed themselves in arguments
about human behaviour, ethics and morality.

It is important to understand that all of the edsits considered by this thesis
would have affected and influenced each other. ®hilhas been necessary to split
across different chapters the nationalistic andafigiic rhetoric that can be found in
Shakespeare it should be understood that one viawie influenced the other. This can
be seen in the quotes from J. R. Seeley which etidgedrevious chapter of this thesis.
Seeley felt that it was the morality of a natiop&ople which made that nation great and
that this morality could be disseminated by usirgneplars from the nation’s historical
past. This idea was widespread in the nineteenttupeand it was common for writers
to conflate moral and nationalist ideals within adissions of character and social
conduct. Andrew Blake, for example, notes how thpetof individual who was being
promoted as a positive character by the end otémtury — ‘a middle-class soldier or
bureaucrat “type”, with the Classical educationtlod traditional grammar school or
Clarendon Commission public school, the commundlicebf shared (normally
Anglican) religious belief, games-fostered teamrigpand institutional rather than
personal loyalties’ — owed much of their status asoral exemplar to the fact that they

were ‘the servants of Empir&’ These concepts will be brought together in Chapter

2l See Phillip E. Smith Il and Michael S. Helfaf@kcar Wilde's Oxford Notebooks: A Portrait of Miimdthe
Making, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), 22-7.

22 Blake,Reading Victorian Fiction46-7.
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Three where the use 8hakespeare’s Sonnétighlights the ubiquity of such concerns
throughout the nineteenth century.

The concept of an educated or intellectual elite dleeady been mentioned in
this thesis (see pp. 29-32 above) and it is impbrta note that the works surveyed in
this chapter would have been written and readhbgd same groups of aristocracy and
the bourgeoisie. The socio-economic status of tlndse were reading and writing this
literature is not easily defined — even by those wlere doing that very writing and
reading (pp. 164-5 below) but it may be assumed ithvas the upper and middle
classes who were both the producers, and consuofalgs moralising literature. Even
if a work proselytised the virtues of improving twerking class it does not necessarily
follow that such writing was intended for the wargiclass to read. Not only was it a
fact that a large (if decreasing) number of thekivay class had neither the ability nor
the desire to read the literary pursuits with whilkls thesis concerns itself, it is also
true that the middle classes were often talkingaoh other about the need to improve
those less socially advanced than themselves.

An examination of the vast amount of literaturettias produced in the
nineteenth century, ranging from didactic sermadnsua Shakespeare to works which
presented him in an exemplary light, shows thatkk€é@eare was obviously a popular
vehicle for the promotion of moralising ideas. Algbe fact that Shakespeare was
appearing in a number of anthologies of exemplargsl (such as th®NB, Fifty
Celebrated Men: Their Lives and Trials, and the @xéat made them Famouend
Makers of Modern Thought: or, Five Hundred Yearsu§gle (1200AD to 1699AD)
between Science, Ignorance and Supers)itglrows that he was being used to teach

lessons to people other than those who would bénbuy work just because of its
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relevance to Shakespeardn this thesis, the term ‘Moral uses of Shakesgeaill be
used to describe those texts which were ostensibbut Shakespeare but which also
conveyed a moral philosophy and sought to bringualtem improvement in their
readers. ‘Moral uses’ is a particularly apt term thuis practice because its function as
both noun and adjective connotes not only ethics'good living’ but also conveys that
there is a pedagogical purpose to these works eralro be learnt.

Clearly, all works which advocate the improvemehpeople’s lives take two
initial assumptions for granted: that people’s $iveeeded improving and that they are
capable of being improved. As has already beendn(dee pp. 29-36 above) the
readership of these works was united by certaiitstiuch as a common level of
education and interest in Shakespeare as subjétErnt@ interest in anthologies for the
works which were not solely about Shakespeare)tharte was a certain diversity in
terms of social and economic status. By extensasrthese texts appear to have been
aimed at a relatively wide audience — they aretdmtan a broad range of literary
pursuits, including reference works, sermons, ghiations to volumes of the complete
works of Shakespeare, as well as more speciabgfrdgphies — the country as a whole
was evidently considered to be in a state of moealine or lapse rather than just one
specific group. Later, this chapter will considee idea of class standing and the moral
exhortations that were presented through writingst twere ostensibly about
Shakespeare. As well as seeing the need for imprent the writers of these texts
must necessarily have felt that they had the arswerthis problem and that the
presentation of these solutions would lead to tesirdd improvements. Finally, the

obvious assumption behind these works was that tessons would be absorbed by

2 Dictionary of National Biographyed. Leslie Stephen and Sidney Lee, 63 vols., dban Smith, Elder, & Co.,
1885-1900);Fifty Celebrated Men: Their Lives and Trials, ane@ theeds that made them Famo(lsondon:
Ward, Lock and Co., 1881); and David Nasmitakers of Modern Thought: or, Five Hundred Yearsu§gle
(1200AD to 1699AD) between Science, Ignorance apdrSiition (London: George Philip & Son, 1892).
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their readers and that people would, perhaps afiere persuasion, follow the advice
that was imparted. It would be hard to believe #ibof these texts were anomalous, or
that their authors produced them merely to see tvem names in print. It is likely that
some vanity is involved here — in that the writeasv themselves as important enough
to have something worth saying and to expect tdisbened to — but the existence of
this body of work shows that there was a generairelefor moral improvement
imparted through literary pursuits in the laterftafl the nineteenth century. Thus an
investigation into a particular strand of theserliry pursuits — in this case Shakespeare
— will iluminate the attitudes and moral climateByitain at this time.

In order for the ideas disseminated in writings wbbim to be heeded,
Shakespeare had to be assumed to be a figure ledraigity, and authority — one who
could convey a moral lesson. An example of thigualé can be seen in a lecture
delivered before the Sunday Lecture Society on byekber 1873, where Charles
Plumptre (1818-87) discussed ‘The Religion and Miyraf Shakespeare’'s Work§é”

In this talk Plumptre compared Shakespeare toea,rand noted that,

as the noble river broadens and deepens, so dedst#ilect, the genius, the
influence of Shakespeare. As the ages roll on, @m& generation succeeds
another, still more deeply, still more widely, isat influence felt; enriching

men’s minds, exalting their souls, humanising theffections with all its

precious stores, its boundless wealth of Religiueh ranorality.25

It can be seen here that Plumptre is taking fontgchShakespeare’s influence and also,

by using the metaphor of a river, is blurring thstidction between Shakespeare the

24 Charles J. Plumptr&he Religion and Morality of Shakespeare’s Wptkendon: The Sunday Lecture Society,
1873).

% hid., 10.
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man and his works. Ostensibly, it is the individwdlom Plumptre is likening to a
natural phenomenon — John Milton (1608-74), for nepke, is compared ‘in his
sublimity, to the Alpine Mountain,” and the persbpeonoun is very specific — yet the
topic of the lecture is the religion and moralityShakespeare’sorks® In this way,
the man and his works become conflated into th@k8bpeare’ phenomenon noted by
Holderness (see p. 13 above). The phenomenon is matleable than a specific
individual and can be more easily worked into ppg a particular idea.

However, a number of less obvious claims are aongomade which deserve
closer scrutiny. Firstly, a Whiggish historiograpig/ being applied to claim that
Shakespeare’s influence is increasing as time bgesas the ages roll on,” and this
means that the people of the nineteenth centurynfore specifically, the men of the
nineteenth century) are, more than any people gfpavious era, the most closely
connected with the message of Shakesp€afaus Plumptre’s audience are made to
feel privileged and superior to their ancestordtattery which makes those listening
more susceptible to his message. Assumptions soeb&ing made here about the sort
of message which Shakespeare is delivering; priyndris taken for granted that the
influence exerted by Shakespeare upon the peoptbeohineteenth century is of a
positive type. Also, Plumptre assumes that the avipg nature of Shakespeare arises
through his ‘boundless wealth of Religion and mityaf® Thus, it is suggested firstly
that Shakespeare contains religion and moralityd (&ns interesting that Plumptre
privileges religion over morality by capitalisinget term), secondly that this morality

and religion is an improving force, and thirdly tipeeople are influenced by this force.

26 |pid., 8.
27 bid., 10.
2 hid., 10.
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It was obviously important that Shakespeare hateaa positive influence or there
would be little point in using him to encourage pleao improve their lives.

Plumptre was not alone: The Rev. Farrar (1831-1908xanother sermon —
‘Shakespeare, the Man and the Poet’ (1900) — usakeSpeare as a pedagogical tool,
referring to him as ‘a moral teacher for all timi&.Similarly, in Makers of Modern
Thought David Nasmith (1829-94) presents a Shakespeaoewals trying to preach to
his audience; ‘[tjo him belongs the glory of haviragsed the stage to the level of the
most exalted pulpit as a teacher of things bothauand divine®* Nasmith also calls
theatre ‘popular amusements combined with insioactiand these literary pursuits are
evidently attempting to promote a certain way ofe lithrough reference to
Shakespear®. The Rev. T. Carter (1808-1901) notes that Shakespés above all a
teacher of true righteousness,” while the author ‘Die Moral Character of
Shakespeare’ repeatedly refers to the ‘lessons’ateato be ‘learned’ from a study of
Shakespeare, and comments that ‘[w]e reverencgreat men best when we draw the
best lessons from their lives and worké What can be seen here is that works are seen
to be lessons or tools for learning rather thambmworks of aesthetic enjoyment; this
is something that will be seen repeatedly throughlois chapter. There are also ideas
here concerning the innate or absorbed nature mBhuhought which was noted at the
beginning of this chapter. The dichotomy betweas¢hphilosophical positions can be
seen in much of the literature surveyed in thisptéraalthough it is important to

consider this more in terms of how it inflected mmporary thought rather than as

29 Rev. F. W. Farrar, ‘Shakespeare, the Man and tie’,An Shakespeare Sermorexd. Rev. George Arbuthnot,
(London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1900), 115.

30 Nasmith, Makers of Modern Thoughtil90. The work also included figures from throughbistory and from
various backgrounds and nationalities, such aseAlfighieri (1265-1321); Geoffrey Chaucer.1340-1400);
William Caxton €.1424-1492); Christopher Columbs1451-1506); and Francis Bacon (1561-1626).

%1 1bid., 190.

%2 Rev. T. CarterShakespeare: Puritan and Recusghbndon: Oliphant, Anderson & Ferrier, 1897), 180
See ‘The Moral Character of Shakespeavigliora, (April 1864), 21, 22, 45, 46.
‘The Moral Character of Shakespeare’, 45.
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crude partisan intellectual stances. Often thetfaadt Shakespeare is being presented as
someone great (or, that the popular assumptionhaké&peare’s greatness is played
upon), is enough to implicitly promote the imitatiof Shakespeare. As was seen in
Chapter One, writers are able to construct thein particular Shakespeare and, in this
case, it would seem that this is due to the malligaland aspectuality of Shakespeare
as a phenomenon. These sermons and articles eotifletman and his works, and
utilise the lack of certainty about Shakespearegraphy in order to map a particular
agenda onto that conflation. The paucity of infaiiora that was understood to exist
about Shakespeare, and thus the ease with whicbhulé be used, allows these writers,
like Plumptre, to present someone who was writily$in order to convey a positive
moral message.

In ‘Some Canons of Character-Interpretation,” whwhs read on January 13
1888 at the 130 meeting of the New Shakspere Society, R. G. Mou(tB49-1924)
notes how presentation of a Shakespeare play ge stain book form could influence

the way an audience may perceive a character:

To those who do not see him on the stage Polosiusually associated with his
advice to Laertes on going to college, and it ithia connection natural to think of
him as a wise and good man... seen apart from hisnmsaRolonius presents a

very different appearance. He has not the moradesém recognise the sweetness

and purity of his own daught8§.

It might seem as though Moulton is criticising thiay in which Shakespeare could be
used by taking his words out of context, as ingkample from SmilesSelf-Helpseen

at the beginning of this chapter; after all, Paleshimoral sense can only be judged by

% R. G. Moulton, ‘Some Canons of Character-Interpretaijread at the 130th meeting of the New Shakspere
Society. Friday, January 13 1888)’,Nlew Shakspere Society Transactidi$88), 130.
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his overall behaviour. Yet Moulton feels that theese certain passages of
Shakespeare’s which prove exceptions to this fiés is because ‘when a personage
[in a play] is giving a lecture on the formationasfaracter he affords the author, in his
capacity as poet, a great opportunityThis is one of the clearest examples of a writer —
and Moulton was a prominent Shakespearean critihénlater nineteenth-century —
being selective in the evidence they use about &pedare. Moulton is here claiming
that certain parts of Shakespearmsivreare moral lessons while others are not and, of
course, it is Moulton who decides which parts arect. This selectivity in terms of
how the evidence is interpreted suggests that Shalee was often being made to fit in
with a specific agenda, rather than naturally tegdowards the promotion of morality.
The idea that Shakespeare’s works were lessonsawdsquitous one at the
time; even those who profess to disagree that Spakee wrote his plays for a
primarily didactic purpose could often argue tougpsisingly similar conclusion. J. T.
Foard, in addressing the Literary and PhilosopHimadiety of Liverpool, admits that ‘it
is perhaps not unreasonable to suppose that Shekspeld have written to attract an
audience, and please them when attracted. Thaunhgmse was more directly to fill his
treasury than furnish moral edificatioti.Foard goes on to claim, however, that [i]t is a
base supposition to believe that it stopped atgbiat — that his ideas were limited by
the “Little O” of the Globe Theatre. No impedimeexisted to his combining the
elegant and the useful, pecuniary advantage witlstiar superiority.*® Coventry
Patmore (1823-96), writing in tHdorth British Reviewon the subject of ‘The Modern

British Drama,’ takes a similar if slightly lessacgmmically-driven position to Foard:

%4 bid., 130.

% J. T. Foard, ‘On the Moral Dignity of the ShaksperDrama’,Proceedings of the Literary and Philosophical
Society of Liverpool] 858), 86.

% |bid. 87.
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Every one of the plays of Shakespeare, every pdesneyy really great poet, has
been made “subservient to the enforcement,” néhisfown opinions,” but of his
own certainties in morality. A good poem or drama is never whatcaled
“didactic,” not because it does not enforce dedinitoral views, but because its

modes of enforcing them are peculiar, that is tp, sadirect, symbolical, and

representative, rather than obvious and perce%%ive.

Patmore evidently feels that all truly great litera has a moral message but the
Shakespeare he presents is no pedagogue, rattsea hniter whose works are so good
that they cannot help but be morally instructivienitarly, Arthur Gilman (1837-1909),

in his 1879 Shakespeare’s Morals: Suggestive Selections, wiilef BCollateral
Readings and Scriptural Referencésels confident in asserting that ‘[i]t was nbet
intention of Shakespeare in his literary work tabelrate a system of morals, nor to give
his hearers maxims for their guidance in If&Despite this claim, however, and as may
be deduced from the title of his book, Gilman isviling to let Shakespeare’s lack of
moralising intent prevent his work from functioniag a system of guidance for life.
This is because Shakespeare, ‘by making true pwdssrs of the workings of the
human heart and of the actions of men in society..a imeasure accomplished both
ends.?® What this shows is that, despite the differenituates of writers towards
Shakespeare, there is an overriding desire to presztain commonalities. Thus the
need to portray a Shakespeare whose works conreyality is paramount, even when
the evidence used by a writer — such as Shakespeamomic motivation — appears to
complicate this. What can be glimpsed here is asegmence of intellectual

professionalisation and a reaction to the way thatsocial organisation of knowledge

37 patmore, ‘The Modern British Drama’, 141.

% Shakespeare’s Morals: Suggestive Selections, wigh Bollateral Readings and Scriptural Referenas Arthur
Gilman, (London: John F. Shaw and Co., 1873), vii.

% 1bid., vii.
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was changing at the time. As has been noted, titguarsuits were becoming more
professionalised and formalised and so it was $tatkespeare’s works could become
subsumed into this culture of usefulness and perpos

While it is clear that Shakespeare was being widskd for the promotion of a
moral agenda, it is less clear exactly what thisahagenda was, as none of these works
provide a concrete definition of how people shdudthave in order to lead an improved
life. The similarities and differences in the ‘edtexd elite’ (see pp. 29-36 above) which
would have comprised the readership of these wioaksalready been observed, and it
is worth noting that these works do speak diffdyeabout, and to, different sections of
nineteenth-century society. There are a numbeedadidrrent relativistic terms such as
‘duty’ and ‘religion,” (Russell Jackson’s ‘Do YoWork’ and ‘Love God’), ‘moral,’
‘good,” ‘middle-class,” and ‘character,” and Smilegorks which followedSelf-Help
were calledCharacter(1871), Thrift (1875), andDuty: with lllustrations of Courage,
Patience, and Endurandd880)*° Of course, ideas and attitudes necessarily shét o
time but, while it would be a mistake to think tladitVictorians held the same opinions
at any point in the era, it will be shown that neg ideas were being disseminated
during the second half of the nineteenth centlis has been seen, Smil&elf Help

was published throughout the period with over twdime different editions between

40 For the complexities in nomenclature for just #iegle term ‘character’ see CollifRublic Moralists (91-118
passim) and GoodladYictorian Literature and the Victorian Stat€ollini notes that there are essentially two
different meanings to the term character; desegptin that everyone has a type of character that lze
expressed), and evaluative (in that good charditeomes abbreviated to just character — a man avhcter
means a man of good character). Yet Collini stélldethat the things which make up a positive cltaraare
reasonably fixed — ‘There is no great obscurityutibe basic core of qualities invoked by the eatilie sense
of character: self-restraint, perseverance, stresaifort, courage in the face of adversity.” (@o)l Public
Moralists, 100). Lauren Goodlad describes ‘a profound shifthe meaning of character’ which she sees
happening in the middle of the nineteenth centting is from what she terms ‘prescriptive’ — whetaracter
‘entailed a theoretically limitless potential farnier development,” — to ‘descriptive’ — where peophn be
judged by the type of character they present tavbitd. (GoodladVictorian Literature and the Victorian State
130).

41 See Asa Briggs's discussion of the recurrence kefafdiness’ in nineteenth-century Britain and théedént
meanings associated with it (Asa Briggs, ‘Victorigalues’, inIn Search of Victorian Values: Aspects of
Nineteenth-Century Thought and Societgd. Eric M. Sigsworth, (Manchester: Manchesteivensity Press,
1988)).
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1859 and 1900, and the anonyméifty Celebrated Menfor example, first appeared in
1862 with a second edition towards the end of #wury in 18812 Asa Briggs has
noted that ‘if you look at the history of Queen Miga’s reign, you will find that it does
not follow one single line. There were varietiesredictions to value clusters. While
there is diversity and disagreement within thesdug clusters’ or different types of
moral, they provide a useful guide as to what therall moral anxieties of nineteenth-
century society — or, at least, the middle and upfssses who produced and consumed
these literary pursuits — were. There were moreatremncerns in the nineteenth century
than those reviewed in this thesis; what are ptesgenere are merely those which are
most prevalent in literary pursuits concerning Sfspleare. However, this still allows
for the period to be thought of in a more helpfagHion than there being one single
Victorian moral ideal. Certain recurrent issues evdéreing debated and, although
different writers might approach these issues wfidy, the commonality of their aims
suggests that Shakespeare provided a useful avedastussion.

Essentially, the main moral anxieties which areblésin these literary pursuits
can be divided into what this thesis will term ‘RalMorality’ (that is, behaviour in the
municipal sphere — such as guidance related tomdinhstatus, work ethic, and social
status), and ‘Private Morality’ (behaviour in theoma personal world of family
relations, including sexual relationships and nage)** The main body of this chapter

will therefore be divided between these two différéypes of morality, with each

42 The fifty chosen individuals were taken from vasohistorical periods and spheres of influence wete not
limited to British men. Thus Homer; Dante AlighiefGeoffrey Chaucer; Christopher Columbus; Sir Walter
Ralegh (1554-1618); Miguel de Cervantes (1547-16h46)d Napoleon Bonaparte, were included. It is
interesting that Shakespeare was elevated amadmigstdmpany by the fact that a somewhat Chandosesqu
engraving of the playwright was featured on theksbfrontispiece.

43 Briggs, ‘Victorian Values’, 25.

4 public Moralism’ should here be understood asiniis from the term ‘Public Moralists’ as used bigfan Collini
to denote social critics or political theoriststioé nineteenth century (ColliriRublic Moralists 2-3).
Similarly, while Asa Briggs describes ‘Private Miitsa as ‘personal morality’ (Briggs, ‘Victorian Vaks’, 22),
the present thesis uses the term ‘Private’ to aetia fact that these morals were still being conteteon by a
wider community and thus were not necessarily patso
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section looking at different aspects of these idedtimately it is not the object of this
thesis to attempt to identify exactly what Victariaociety as a whole understood by
any of these terms, even if such identification evpossible. Rather it is sufficient to
note that there was a common anxiety surroundiegethssues and that Shakespeare
was used in various ways to address this. The asgigg and malleability of
Shakespeare that has already been seen in this timesnt that the Shakespeare
phenomenon was capable of being used in differemgswior different end within
nineteenth-century moral debate.

One example of the different ways in which a singleral issue could be
approached, and the diversity in how Shakespearkl de used to disseminate such
ideas, is the discussion about ideas of hard wok @estiny when addressing the
improvement of an individual’s life. It was notedar the beginning of this chapter that
the major philosophical viewpoints of the day cobécrudely grouped around ideas of
human thought being either innate or reactive.daping with this, a common trait in
many of these moral uses of Shakespeare revoleesdma discussion of self help, and
related anxieties about ‘free will and ‘determimis®® The idea of personal
development discussed in Shakespearean literaspipaican be understood as broadly
advocating an idea of self help; that is, thera tacit assumption that readers need to
expend effort in order to achieve rewards. The @uthf Fifty Great Mencalls the
subjects of the book ‘these eminent toilers in hbenan hive,” while T. S. Baynes, in

his 1869 article ‘Shakespeare’s Vocabulary andeStyibtes that the sort of people who

48 The debate concerning ‘free will' and ‘determinismnineteenth-century intellectual discourse hasn noted by,
among others, Catherine Gallagher who has desctibedthe controversies and conflicts within this akeb
were articulated by the English novel in the middfethe nineteenth century, (Catherine Gallagfigre
Industrial Reformation of English Fiction: Socialiddourse and Narrative from 1832-186{ondon: The
University of Chicago Press, 1985), 1-110). See, aBmodlad,Victorian Literature and the Victorian State:
Character and Governance in a Liberal Socjetyhich investigates the approaches of various teergh-
century thinkers towards ideas of free will andedetinism in relation to mechanisms of the state.
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were best placed to enjoy Shakespeare were ‘harkitvgpEnglishmen® A similar
sense of the way in which an individual can imprakemselves by a gradual and
sustained effort throughout life is displayed by #$ermon of the Rev. F. W. Farrar
when he describes how Shakespeare’s personalityimmnmense endowments were not
the gift of a moment, but were the gradual acqoisiof a strenuous lifé"’ Again the
idea is that an individual is not born a certainyvisaut rather has to work in order to
attain the personality traits which are considesddirable. In hisSelf-Help Smiles
places much importance on the idea of improvingsetievithout recourse to others.
Thus, individuals ‘must necessarily depend mairgpruthemselves — upon their own
diligent self-culture, self-discipline, and selfatml — and, above all, on that honest and
upright performance of individual duty, which istglory of manly charactef® Early
on in Smiles’ work he makes mention of Shakespea the lack of biographical

knowledge about his early years:

No one knows to a certainty what Shakespeare wast Is unquestionable that
he sprang from a humble rank. His father was aheut@and grazier; and

Shakespeare himself is supposed to have beenlynliéaa woolcomber; whilst

. . , 9
others aver that he was an usher in a school, féerdvards a scrivener’s cleﬁ<.

Despite the uncertainties surrounding Shakespedife’'s and lack of evidence to
support his claim, Smiles is able to announce tiraguestionable that he was socially
inferior and that he held these various occupati®dBat Smiles is constructing is a

Shakespeare who began in a lowly position in Iiféd managed to lift himself out of it —

48 Fifty Celebrated Meniv.
Baynes, ‘Shakespeare’s Vocabulary and Style’, 237.

47 Farrar, ‘Shakespeare, the Man and the Poet’, 109.
48 Smiles,Self-Help ix.
“9bid., 7.
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because ‘[ijt is certain, however, that he prospere his business, and realized
sufficient to enable him to retire upon a compeyetm his native town of Stratford-
upon-Avon.® Smiles is also showing that Shakespeare achiévethrough hard work
which suggests that his readers can transform siegtius from humble to prosperous in
the same way. The number of different professidimgated to Shakespeare, as well as
their increasing social status — woolcomber, taethsher, to scrivener’s clerk, can be
read as menial agricultural labourer, to workeediucation, to professional writer (with
possible legal connotations) — show that it is digio his work ethic that he has
improved his lot in life. Indeed Smiles can statas fact that Shakespeare had a strong
work ethic; ‘he must have been a close studeniamatd worker™

However, despite the prevalent theme of self-rekarand internalisation
regarding any change that is needed, it is stillé&ncontention that individuals learn

from each other:

The book Helf-Helg has, doubtless, proved attractive to readerdffardnt countries
by reason of the variety of anecdotal illustratiofifife and character which it contains,

and the interest which all more or less feel inldi®urs, the trials, the struggles, and

the achievements of 0the5r25.

Samuel Smiles notes that exemplary lives providelgexamples ‘of the power of self-
help, of patient purpose, resolute working, andadfest integrity, issuing in the
formation of truly noble and manly charactet.Once more, here is the rhetoric of

struggle and hard work, reinforced when Smiles wless the obstacles which must be

%0 |bid., 265.
*! bid., 8.
%2 bid., iii.
%3 |bid., 6-7.
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overcome, such as poverty and lower social standsagnuel Neil also presents his
readers with the idea that ‘character’ or perstoynaliwhich, for Shakespeare, includes
being honest, open-natured, earnest, and good coympas something which involves
struggle and is available to anyone prepared tdkvar it. Having noted the way in
which some of Shakespeare’s contemporaries pragsednsonality traits, Neil states

that,

If he merited and won this character when he wagpisly the golden fabric of his
visions for representation by
“Comedians, tragedians,
Tragi-comedians, comi-tragedians, pastorists,
Humourists, clownists, satirists,” &c.,
On the rude scaffoldage of that “wooden O” — thebgl — how much more worthy of it
was he likely to be when the uncongenial destingtnfggle was over! when he roved

at will among the sequestered woodlands of hivegtiace..>*

Again there is much emphasis here on the factathatdividual has to strive in order to
achieve a desirable character — the toiling itapffears to be what makes the character
— but there is also some confusion and contradiaifmon examination of what is being
said. Firstly, Neil mentions that Shakespeare bateserve and fight for the personality
that he was praised for — it was ‘merited and wenyet Neil also talks about the
‘destiny of struggle® These two ideas would appear to be incompatitfleani
individual is fated to struggle and gain a certigioe of character then there can be no
real celebration of that individual’s toil as itpsedestined. Pre-destiny and fate seem to

render hard work somewhat Sisyphean, but nevegheleis an unavoidable part of

%4 Neil, Shakespere: A Critical Biograph§2.
*° |bid., 62.
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becoming a better individual. Neil is actually kgpiguite dismissive of the practice of
working — indeed, it is uncongenial to Shakespeareo is much more at home
wandering in the woods — so work is not to be rewguk or enjoyed. This is very
different from the exhortation to work by those lsias Baynes and Smiles. So there is
not simply one attitude to the role which work atmil should play within self-
improvement. Later in this chapter it will be sabat ideas of nobility and social status
were not concrete in the nineteenth century ands itclear that there is some
disagreement about how Shakespeare’s positiofeishiould be understood.

Another reason why Samuel Neil finds the thoughBlbakespeare working to
be repellent is because Shakespeare is Shakespedris, thus innately superior. Many
of these writers advocate a worldview whereby tharacter or personality of an
individual is predestined, and yet are dissemigatimese ideas in works which are
designed to encourage people to improve their betavi-or example, Neil dismisses
the idea that Shakespeare could have been invoivéldgal poaching, or the writing of
slanderous verses about Sir Thomas Lucy (who alggeunished him for it), by
saying that ‘we believe Shakespere took his spketd man not like a vagabond; and
we are the more inclined to think this because wewkthat a true attachment [to a
wife] is the best safeguard to a young man’s chiara® An analysis of this statement
shows that a number of assumptions are being pdséee. To begin with, Neil is using
the term ‘we’ in quite a subtle way; both as a faklpronoun and as a first person plural
nominative. As such he is able to include his restdp in his own philosophical ideas
so that, by the time he makes the statement ‘weavknd he can essentially state this as

a fact. The beliefs that Neil is stating involve tldea that Shakespeare could not have

% |bid., 20.
One of the more picaresque and enduring legenalst &hakespeare’s early life is that he suppodetsd a
deer belonging to a prominent local landowner arstide of the Peace, Sir Thomas Lucy. Lucy is saidave
punished Shakespeare, following which the young pomposed an insulting verse about the gentleman a
was thus forced to leave Stratford-upon-Avon ineortb escape further penalty (see Schoenbaitiam
Shakespeare, A Documentary Lif8-87; and SchoenbauBhakespeare’s Live68-72).



Moralism 138

committed the acts of which he is accused due ¢ofdbt that he had married Anne
Hathaway, and thus would not be poaching. But éassumes that Shakespeare would
act in a certain way simply because of the sorhai that Neil thinks he is. Thpetitio
principii argument ensures that any writer can make Shakespdao whatever type of
person they wish. The second part of Neil's refatatinvolves a stress on
Shakespeare’s masculinity to assert his innoceSltakespeare would have acted ‘like a
mar — and it is Neil's emphasis — therefore, to ingthat he acted in any other way
would be to emasculate Shakespéargaken further, Neil can be seen to be equating
Shakespeare to mankind as a whole; indeed jusivapéges later he asks; ‘[i]s there
truth in man, and that man ShakespéefePhus, if Shakespeare represents the whole of
humanity, Neil's Shakespeare is acting in the savag as other men, such as the
readership of this work. This means that Shakespmsaacting in a way that is both
within the grasp of Neil's readers, and also the/ Weat they should act. However, if
Shakespeare is seen to be an innately good individthe fact that he was born into a
certain social class and thus should be emulaté#d®iseen later in this chapter — and
readers are expected to strive for self-improvemémén there is a paradox. If
characteristics or behaviour are seen as inhelgm efforts to improve become
negated.

It is clear that, although the general concernsaf appear to be similar to that
of Baynes and Smiles, he is approaching them iiffarent way. While Baynes and
Smiles use stories about Shakespeare the manaad it advancing their beliefs in
hard work, Neil's philosophy — with its conflict tveeen hard work and destiny — relies
on both Shakespeare the man and Shakespeare tks. word the two parts of the

Shakespeare phenomenon achieve different endeelquote concerning the ‘destiny

5" Neil, Shakespere: A Critical Biographg0.
%% Ibid., 22.
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of struggle’ above, Neil uses Shakespeare’s lifeath about fate, and then uses lines
from Shakespeare’senry V (‘that “wooden O” — the globe’) to describe thesdlre
environment within which Shakespeare worRédBy portraying Shakespeare’s life
when discussing destiny, and then lines from Shmda@e’s play when mentioning
work, Neil can present the necessary exhortatiorhi® readers to work hard, but can
also rescue Shakespeare from such menial laboig .isTreinforced by the fact that the
majority of the lines Neil quotes (‘Comedians, #d@ns, Tragi-comedians)..are
from not even from a Shakespeare play but come ffbomas Middleton’sq.1580-
1627)Hengist, King of Kent, or the Mayor of Queenboroughich serves to separate
Shakespeare even further from the idea of strugg®il.°® In this way a writer can
champion the idea of hard work and still preseBhakespeare who was innately gifted.
Not that all writers chose to employ the playsSbbhkespeare as support for their
arguments regarding hard work. The Rev. H. Baar, eéicample, who preaches a

philosophy of punishment and reward, ukesy Learto announce that

Treacherous Edmund meets his death at the harfds pérsecuted half-brother Edgar.
Thus the termination of the tragedy conveys tchesmoral lesson which Edgar teaches
to his dying brother, saying :-

The gods are just, and our pleasant vices

Make instruments to scourge Us.

It is clear that this attitude is a lesson to barded, although the idea of divine

retribution — even if it is from a ‘just’ god — situneasily with any concept of free will

*pid., 62.
W. Shakespearélenry \, Prologue.13.

% Thomas MiddletonHengist, King of Kent: or, the Mayor of Queenboroughi620, ed. Joseph Quincy Adams,
Folger Library Shakespeare Publications, (Londdman&s Scribner’s Sons, 1938), 79 (5.1.79-81).

1 Rev. H. Baar, ‘On the Moral Ideals of Shakespedr@64, 159.
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and the belief that people modify their behaviaurtheir own reasons and of their own
accord. An obvious problem with Baar's use of Skpkare is that to consider the
works of Shakespeare to be his own opinions isonbt an authorial fallacy but also

ignores the fact that most of the plays were basedre-existing source material. This
all suggests that it is the ease with which thek8speare phenomenon lent itself to
being used which seems to have encouraged itsyubese writers.

It can thus be seen that, as with the differingtuates toward nationalism
highlighted in Chapter One, there were a varietgmdroaches to Moralism at this time
and, while Shakespeare was employed as a suitablele by all of these writers, it
was not always for the same ends or in the same imdged, there seems to be a
spectrum of opinion from that of Baynes and Sméded their complex exhortation to
self-improvement, through to the different intriegthilosophies espoused by Neil and
Baar which mix destiny and the ability to changeiradividual’s future. At the other
end of this spectrum is the sort of morality whiRhG. Moulton sees represented in the
works of Shakespeare; it is one in which individuate ultimately powerless against a
higher force. Referring to Richard Ill, Moulton estthat in behaving so callously, the
king has managed to cast off ‘all ordinary restsampon individual will — sympathy,
inherited affections, remors&'lt seems clear from this that there is no conoéfitee
will in Moulton’s system as it is only when an imgtlual circumvents the ‘ordinary’ —
that is, moves beyond those factors which regulbmteaviour — that they can act
differently. It becomes apparent that good behavisu not something that can
necessarily be chosen as a course of action byidhdils. Although Richard has

managed to throw off those restraints, he had torie something other than human in

2 R. G. Moulton,The Moral System of Shakespeare: a Popular lllustmaof Fiction as the Experimental Side of
Philosophy (London: Macmillan and Co. Ltd., 1903), 43.
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order to do so. And it is not something super-hunvhith Richard becomes but rather
something sub-human meaning that Richard Il isanpbsitive moral example.

Moulton notes that the ghosts which haunt Richaddésam Richard 111 5.5) are
a form of retribution and states that ‘he is heddraa vice by Destiny, while outraged
humanity asserts itself* Destiny is something which Moulton sees as haime
power to decide a person’s fate; similarly ‘humgnig apparently a larger force which
controls people’s lives. In discussigng Lear, Moulton touches on the mirroring
aspect of the Lear/Cordelia story by the EdmondiGdster subplot. Moulton feels that
Shakespeare uses this mirroring to explore ‘onéheffundamental problems of the
moral world: how there are two types of sinnersysth whose environment is a
restraining force, like an embodied conscience,thnde on the contrary, whose whole
surroundings make one embodied temptatiérihis would appear to contradict any
sense of individual autonomy as people are resaior encouraged by their
environment. Moulton does suggest that people Haeability to create environments
— or at least that their environments are fashighezigh human intervention — it is just
that an individual’'s environment is made by someeh. Thus, the reason for
Edmond’s evil behaviour is the fact that he existan environment of temptation: but
it is the actions of his father, Gloucester, andanBdd’s own illegitimate status which
have caused this environment. If this book is aengpt by Moulton to provide an
example of how to live a morally virtuous life, sSeems strange that his philosophy
would appear to be one that involves no free wilmeaning that his readers are
powerless to choose to live in the way that he tes) Certainly Moulton is concerned

with morals here and he talks about ‘A moral systefwhich] involves the association

% bid., 44.
5 bid., 142.
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of character with fate®® Thus there is a concept of an individual’s actionsharacter
having a bearing on life and this suggests thaplgeneed to behave virtuously and
leave the rest to fate. Yet Moulton’s system oé fat destiny is unclear as he appears to

believe in an inconsistent framework of retributibe states that any

attempt to analyse all experience in terms of bation is false alike to real life
and to life in the ideal. In the real life aboutaishild dies: how in this experience
has character determined fate? Not the charactidreathild for there has been no
responsibility. There may be cases in which thatdefa child is retribution upon

the carelessness or folly of parents; but will amg contend that this is always

s0%°

Thus a worldview is presented within which thereaisension between the idea that
there can be divine retribution, and the fact that suchibetion is not necessarily
consistent. It is this uncertainty about the extentvhich individuals have control over
their own lives and what constitutes the best gblifestyle to be lived, which seems to
characterise the way in which many of these writeses Shakespeare to espouse moral
arguments. As has been noted, the common view ofoian Values is far more
complicated and needs to be considered in relaéidhe social and intellectual climate
of the time.

This reinforces what has already been seen incthepter about the complex
philosophical climate of the time. There were numaer different and competing
ideologies and these all fed into debates aboualigrbehaviour and ideas of the self.
Despite the broader categories of thought suctdeslism or Sensualism, the actual

literary pursuits which formed the dialogue on Sksgdeare and morality can not be so

% bid., 40.
% hid., 48.
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easily categorised. This cursory exploration ofdbemon debate concerning concepts
of free will and determinism shows that the ninetbecentury concept of morality and
the way in which Shakespeare is used is far froocomplicated. The dialogue of self
help could be approached in a variety of ways bgsé¢hliterary pursuits — and
Shakespeare could be employed in different wayhinvithis. Indeed, disagreements
concerning moral ideals appear to be even lesgyistitarward than the nationalist
concepts seen in Chapter One of this thesis. Thaiscg at the debate surrounding free
will and determinism also suggests that the lac&pefcific evidence about Shakespeare,
and the freedom that this provides those wishings® him, is a likely reason for his
frequent employment as an arena within which tonmmi® and rehearse certain

ideological agendas.

b) Shakespeare and Private Moralism

i) Relationships and the Family

The OED definition of ‘moral’ states that the term reféos'a person’s lifestyle
or self-conduct (esp. in sexual matters),” and akrorality is one of the most common
threads of discussion in nineteenth-century textéchivcombine Shakespeare with a
promotion of a moral agenda. The debate about $exai@lity encompasses the areas
of sexual relationships and familial interactiongddhe idea of sexual intercourse taking
place outside marriage is, unsurprisingly, sometloh which these writers generally
disapprove. It is equally no surprise to see teatial orientation or appetite may have
called one’s moral stature into question; Oscard@/d imprisonment for ‘an act of

gross indecency,’ for example, was a national salarahd the fact that insinuations
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regarding J. S. Mill's advocacy of contraceptioevanted the then prime minister W.
E. Gladstone from supporting a public tribute te philosopher, suggest a society
uncomfortable with public displays and discussimfissexuality®’ Licentiousness is
evidently frowned upon and seen as something tpuibéshed. It has been seen that R.
G. Moulton feels the reasons for Edmond’s behavioufing Lear are to do with the
fact that he was born out of Gloucester’s ‘illiaihour... the fruits of the former sins are
seen to make the temptations of the futtet’is certainly true that Edmond’s status as
a bastard is one reason given by the charactdrigoplot to usurp his brother, but his
behaviour stems more from Edmond’s sense of imesdt the label of bastard, and his
anger at a system which condemns children borndeutd marriage, than any divine
punishment for his father’s adultery. In fact iM®ulton and not Shakespeare who uses
the language of transgression and retribution biygughe word sin; an equally, if not
more, plausible reading of the play would suggbat,tin fact, Edmond’s actions are
carried out because of the way he is treated bietyoor being illegitimate, rather than
as a result of the illegitimacy itself. Indeed, $@iloquises the reasoning behind his
actions in what amounts to a rejection of tradiiddeas of legitimac$’ So Moulton is
readingLear with a very particular moral agenda.

The idea of love and matrimony is something thatRev. H. Baar deals with in

his ‘On the Moral Ideals of Shakespeare;” he sttitat

®7 The Trials of Oscar Wildeed. H. Montgomery Hyde, Notable British Trials,ofidon: William Hodge and
Company, Limited, 1948), 336-7.
See John MorleyThe Life of William Ewart Gladston& vols., (London, 1903), ii, 543-4, as quotedCuilini,
Public Moralists 313.

8 Moulton, The Moral System of Shakespeare: a Popular llltismaof Fiction as the Experimental Side of
Philosophy 143.

8 Why ‘bastard’? Wherefore ‘base’,
When my dimensions are as well compact,
My mind as generous, and my shape as true
As honest madam’s issue? Why brand they us
With ‘base’, with ‘baseness, bastardy — base,’base
... As to th’ legitimate. Fine word, ‘legitimate’.

(W. Shakespearghe Tragedy of King Leal..2.6-18).
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It was Shakespeare’s great moral ideal and firrrebtat domestic felicity could only
be assured by that depth and power of affectiooutiin which two congenial hearts, as
if by magic ties, are attracted to each other, thatitherefore every attempt to base the
sacredness of matrimony on disparity of age, positivealth, or other selfish motives,
should be discouraged and denounced with all teepof moral indignation. For this
purpose the great poet places himself, in matteloe¢, on the side of that great

principle which maintains that freedom of choiceoddd guide us in the

. . . . 70
accomplishment of our matrimonial ideals:..

Baar is claiming that Shakespeare was using higspla present a specific moral
agenda but, by examining what Baar actually sdys,agenda turns out to be far from
clear. A cursory reading would suggest that Baaliebes Shakespeare to be
championing the idea that people should be fremaory whomever they choose yet
Baar is also stating that those choosing to masngepne who is of a different age, or
social or economic position are damaging the sacoedept of matrimony* It would
seem that, despite his rhetoric of freedom andcehdBaar is actually being quite
prescriptive in terms of people’s freedom to maingeed, selfishness is denounced
despite the fact that freedom and choice wouldlgurecessitate a certain level of self-
interest. So it seems that Baar is in fact prongotam adherence to the laws and

sacraments of the church rather than personatyiblester Baar notes that,

0 Baar, ‘On the Moral Ideals of Shakespeat&1.
" bid., 151.
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Closely associated with King Lear is the dramatieiipolation of Earl Gloucester and

his sons, which shows us the fatal consequencgsuthful aberrations, by which we

lose that purity of feeling with which we shouldenupon wedded 1if&?

Anyone not approaching marriage with absolute pumitl receive ‘fatal’ consequences.
So Baar’s exhortation as to the beauty and magiowaf is, in actuality, an enforcing of
traditional Christian doctrine and the idea of leatly outside marriage, under the threat
of some form of divine retribution. Baar discussésat he considers to be the correct
approach to domesticity when he notes Hiaig Learis an illustration of the problems

which can occur when family life goes wrong:

In this tragedy the poet describes with great faand, we may say, with unsparing
truth the fatal results that must arise when a lfaitifie, which should be based on

parental love and filial reverence, disregards distbeys those natural instincts and

holy duties which can only secure the sound stateioaffections.

Similarly, Baar is able to overlook the fact thhe ttragedy which befalls Othello is

engineered by lago and instead puts the sequeresnfs down to the fact that,

the marriage between the Moor and Desdemona doe®miely rest upon holy
grounds; it is concluded by secrecy and intriguairesi the knowledge and will of the

father, and thus offers for future days to rightided and straightforward souls a large

field to dwell upon with uneasiness and regrd'et.

2 bid., 157.
3 bid., 156.
bid., 162.
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Here are further exhortations to observe the fi@tht laws of familial relations in that
the patriarch’s consent is required prior to anydveg, and importance is placed on
children and parents performing their ‘proper’ ele

While a number of the plays present opportuniiieamily relationships to be
used, many of these writers make mention of Shaees{s own marriage and children
because familial position, and a good relationstiiph one’s friends, is seen as the sign
of a good person and therefore something for whéetders should strive. The idea of
social order and sexual morality — such as fidetity a spouse or partner — is
encapsulated by the idea of family. So Samuel Neil,example, talks about how
‘Shakespere had a great (apparent) design to fadanhily.””® Neil also paints a picture
of Shakespeare’s despondency when the family univtoch he is part begins to
disintegrate between the death of Hamnet (1585-&&Ql, that of William’s brother

Richard (1574-1613):

Shakespere warow parentless, brotherless, and sonless; there weadgl no near
existent male relative to bear his name, and kdigp, &y an actual representation, the
memory of his family. About this time his energe®saidto have slackened, and he is
supposedo have ceased to interest himself in the theati®hope of founding a family,
if ever entertained, was gone, and nowfék — what before he had onkaid — an

indifference to famé®

It is interesting here that Neil has shifted in bddief that Shakespeare had a desire to
found a family; that which was ‘apparent’ earlismiow called into question by the less
certain ‘if.” Perhaps part of this shift is the @ent failure of Shakespeare to succeed in

terms of creating the sort of family unit that Ne&l promoting, and, not wanting

S Neil, Shakespere: A Critical Biograph47.
"8 |bid., 55.
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Shakespeare to appear to be anything other tharessfal, he lessens Shakespeare’s
desire for it. It should also be noted that theifaieing referred to here is very much a
patriarchal one and predicated on the presenceal#snthere is a significant correlation
between this masculinity and the importance plagsah fame and the preservation of
reputation. Neil is making it clear that, once S¥sgeare had lost male company, he
became despondent and felt that any attempt tor@risa longevity of his name was
futile. The preservation of Shakespeare’s nameén s important and fits with the
context in which these morals are presented. Adbas noted (p. 126 above), part of
the reason Shakespeare is being used is becausdamous and the preservation of
someone’s name — especially by ‘actual representati enables them to become an
example to others. Similarly, the erection of thistlof Shakespeare in Stratford Church
‘is evidence of the affection borne to the dramaby his wife and children,
presumably because it kept his name dlivindeed the name of Shakespeare could,
Neil believes, be ‘looked upon as a boast by histkien.”® Again, the idea of family
unity and doing right in order to make your famgyoud are stressed as the key to
emulating Shakespeare so that the readers of soidts would be encouraged to act in
the same way.

A final point worth mentioning here is the inherehauvinism in Neil’s account
of Shakespeare’s life. In 1613 Shakespeare still thao daughters — Susanna (1583-
1649) and Judith (1585-1662) — as well as his yeumsgster Joan (1569-1646), and a
wife. It is clear that Neil is not simply lamenting lack of male members of
Shakespeare’s family because of their ability toycan the Shakespeare lineage, as
Shakespeare is portrayed as dejected despite ¢héh&d his reputation would still be

remembered. Although Shakespeare’s wife and dargltauld not keep the family

" bid., 66.
8 bid., 71.
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name alive it was they, as Neil notes, who eretttednemorial in Stratford Church and
so helped, in part, to ensure the long lasting rebrance of Shakespeare. Thus Neil's
construction of a despondent Shakespeare who ceasmse about his life or work

relies on a belief that female members of a faraily considerably inferior to males.
This links back to the comments made by De Quince&yhapter One (see p. 67 above)
regarding the fact that the English were allowingg@man to be their monarch and a
certain thread of misogyny certainly can be seebeaunning through these literary

pursuits.

i) The Marriage of Anne and William Shakespeare

One of the most recurrent themes when considerimké&speare and sexual
morality is the nature of his relationship with Anklathaway . 1555-1623). The facts
which exist in the historical record revolve aroume documents from the 1580s: a
marriage license bond from 28 November 1582, whieltes that ‘William Shagspere’
and ‘Anne hathwey’ are granted license to marryd #re Stratford Parish Register
which records the baptism of ‘Susanna daughter thiaWwi Shakspere’ on 26 May
1583’° Obviously, the six month gap between the two evestiggests that
Shakespeare’s daughter was conceived at a time dretwo parents were unmarried.
This creates a problem if a writer is attemptindhtdd Shakespeare up as an exemplar
of any set of moral codes which endorses abstindnom pre-marital sexual

intercours€® There are essentially three main ways for a writerapproach this

9 Schoenbaumyilliam Shakespeare, A Documentary |68, 76.

8 The granting of the marriage license itself is edting which suggests that the wedding was a resulinne’s
pregnancy; Schoenbaum details how the usual peati@s the proclaiming of the banns three timeshiarch
on successive Sundays or Holy Days, so that anyhdgitlyknowledge of an impediment to matrimony might
come forward and protest. After that, a ceremonrfpreefamily, friends, and neighbours.” The grantioiga
license served to excuse the couple from thesdatgus and thus allowed a swift wedding; somethirgch
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problem: they can ignore this historical accourtt pass over this part of Shakespeare’s
life without comment so that their readers are exqgosed to any hint of a pre-marital
relationship with Anne; or they can accept thatabus’s conception needs justifying
and either argue against the documentary recoedmain a way in which Shakespeare
can still be seen as morally virtuous; or, they eanept the timing of the birth of
Shakespeare’s daughter and either censure hint for glaim that it does not really
matter. The various ways in which writers tackle tharriage of Shakespeare and the
circumstances surrounding the birth of Susannabeaquite telling in terms of how
they treat the ideas of sex and marriage as mgeaidas.

In Makers of Modern Thoughbavid Nasmith chooses to describe the events of

Shakespeare’s marriage as follows:

One thing is generally accepted, and that is, Wien Shakespeare had barely
attained the age of 18 he married Ann, the daughteRichard Hathaway, a
substantial yeoman in the neighbourhood of Strdffbis senior by 8 years, by
whom he had several children, but who neither bedtenis circumstances or

social statué!

As already noted in this thesis, there appearset@ certain element of male
chauvinism in the way that a number of writers apph their work on Shakespeare.
Despite Nasmith noting the fact, first recorded Nigholas Rowe (1674-1718), that
Anne Hathaway’s father was a substantial yeomamliest immediately remarks that

she did nothing to improve either the social oraficial position of Shakespedfe.

Anne and William would have been desirous of ifytlveere to marry before Anne’s pregnancy became too
obvious. See lbid., 62.

81 Nasmith,Makers of Modern Thought89.

82 Nicholas Rowe’s ‘Some Account of the Life &c. of MWilliam Shakespear,” had been appended to hi® 170
edition of the plays and was constantly reprintiéeiraards.
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Regardless of the latent misogyny in the need tontime Anne’s effect on
Shakespeare’s status — as though it were her digsmith has no real evidence for his
assertion and, as he does not mention William'scefipon Anne, it must be assumed
that he is implicitly denigrating Anne due to henger.

The most obvious feature of Nasmith’s accounthef $hakespeares’ wedding is
what he omits — the birth of their first child. Hewer, a number of other effects are
being achieved in this passage and it is worth éxag them in some depth. To begin
with, Nasmith states that the date of Shakespearetkling is generally accepted, rather
than being a virtual certainty. The marriage li@ebsnd had been found in a bundle of
legal papers in Worcestershire Records Office i861&nd was published in the
Gentleman’s Magazine September of that year, so there was really ltle doubt as
to the date of Shakespeare’s wedding and Nasniigleiserally accepted’ confers an
unjustified sense of uncertairftyNasmith’s decision not to rely on the marriaged&n
made all the more suspicious by the fact that kestather, more apocryphal, tales from
Shakespeare’s life as factdalln treating the marriage in this way, Nasmith aBothe
reader to believe that this may all be conjectureé thus any aspersions that such an
imprudent marriage casts on the good name of Shakes could be dismissed. Another
thing that is noticeable about this version of thariage between William and Anne is
that Nasmith chooses to concentrate on Anne’s ffadimel his social position. By
defining Anne through the name and position of fagner she becomes subordinate to
him and thus immediately less important. Anne’smyportance is further reinforced by

the fact that her father is ‘a substantial yeonsand thus a respectable, successful figure,

8 See R. B. Wheeler, ‘Memorials of Literary Charactex®. XV: Shakspeare’s Marriage License Bond’,
Gentleman’s Magazin&, (September 1836), 266-8.

84 Nasmith accepts the veracity of the deer-steaéiggnd and even goes so far as to reproduce ahe stanzas of
Shakespeare’s alleged verse on Sir Thomas Lucy.
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while Anne herself fails to improve either Williassocial status or circumstanéeSo
Nasmith is able to marginalise and censure Annbowit noting the timing of the birth
of Susanna which would only serve to equally imgiicWilliam. This negative attitude
towards Anne also means that any readers who \aengidr with the possibility of the
marriage being forced, and the suggestion of Sipalees’s pre-marital relationship with
Anne would be able to read more into the failurédofhe to improve William’s lot.
Similarly, the biography attached to the Albiontieth of The Works of William
Shakespearea popular version which passed through at ldastet editions between

1892 and 1900, describes Shakespeare’s maritapsetry briefly:

...he married at the age of eighteen Anne Hathawhg, daughter of Richard
Hathaway, of Shottery, a substantial yeoman. Tldebwas eight years older than
her husband. Before Shakspeare was twenty-oneabdehe father of three children,

a daughter, — Susanna, the darling of his after Bind a twin son and daughter,

Hamnet (or Hamlet) and Juditk.

The fact that these events are passed over sonstlgcitaking up a fraction of the

overall biography (which mostly chronicles Shakesp&s hard work, prosperity, and

influential friends), suggests that it is somethmith which the author wanted to deal as
quickly and quietly as possible. It seems cleat Hath Nasmith and the anonymous
author of the Albion biography wish to present al@speare who married an older
woman — they both stress the eight-year age diftere- but not a Shakespeare who
fathered a child before he was married. This isléhst sophisticated way of obscuring

any moral problem regarding Shakespeare’s sextmvii@ur although it is perhaps the

8 Nasmith,Makers of Modern Thought89.

8 The Works of William Shakspeare: with Life, Glossety, The “Albion” edn. (London: Frederick Warne and Co.
1892), x.
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most straightforward. However, if a reader was acgjed with the suggestion that
Anne Hathaway was pregnant before the wedding, lainae as these would appear
clumsy. It has already been noted that the majafitthe producers and consumers of
these literary pursuits would have been fairly kiemlgeable about Shakespeare as they
were involved in an ongoing conversation betweasommunity of scholarship; it is
therefore likely that many of these peopleuld have known about the possibility of
Anne being pregnant before marriage. Thus manyergrithose not simply to avoid the
issue of Susanna’s birth but rather to tacklergatly.

This is the tactic taken by George Walter Thorgbun volume two of his
Shakspere’s England; or, Sketches of our SociatoHisin the Reign of Elizabeth
unlike Nasmith and the Albion edition, Thornburyi®rk sets out the argument that
‘their [William and Anne’s] first child was born geral months too soon, so the
marriage was not prematur®.In this way he chooses to accept the documenéaoyrd
as far as the dates of Shakespeare’s wedding asah®ais birth are concerned, but he
then conjectures that the baby was born three rsoptematurely. That Thornbury
evidently felt able to state the premature birthSaisanna without any documentary
evidence would appear to suggest that there wastairt amount of credence given to
this belief. It might alternatively suggest thabagh people would be amenable to the
construction of a more morally upright Shakespe#inas ensuring support for this
argument. Thornbury was not merely a lone eccerthe was a prolific contributor to
a number of prominent journals of the time — altgfolhis version of events is
somewhat unusual, and other writers chose lesadantinterpretations of this episode

in order to exonerate Shakespe&rerederick Fleay iThe Land of Shakespeateaws

8 Thornbury,Shakspere’s Englan9.

8 Thornbury’s articles appeared in publicationsudahg Bentley’s Miscellany, Ainsworth’s, Welcome Guestea
Weekthe Athenzeumand DickensHousehold WordandAll the Year Round
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explicit attention to Susanna’s date of birth, cfing to portray a Shakespeare who was
the victim of coercion rather than a willing paipiant in events. Like so many of these
writers, Fleay feels confident in asserting that ¢tlonclusions he has reached are based
on ‘the naked facts, namely, that William Shakespeaetatis 18, married Anne
Hathaway, eetatis 26; that no trace of consefftiofelatives has been discovered; that
her position in life was certainly inferior to higiat within six months of the date of the
marriage-bond their first child was boffi.’/Again there is a subtle disparagement of
Anne with regard to the Shakespeares’ marriage Werdnas already been seen in this
thesis, William is portrayed as an aggrieved pdrgeed, although there is no explicit
documentary evidence that the Hathaway family apgmfoof the weeding it is only
William’s relatives who are noted to have not caoned. This continues the general
misogynistic attitude displayed in a number of ¢hemrks.

Concerning Susanna’s birth, Samuel Neil is moas tilling to draw attention
to Shakespeare’s marriage and the timing of thé bir his first child. However, rather
than accept the implication of the documentary mécdleil chooses to look on the
events in a different light. Neil is adamant asthe moral if not legal propriety of

William and Anne’s pre-marital relationship, notitigat

they had deported themselves, as the registersaif@d in this time will prove to

have been often the case, as married persons,misteehe troth-plight and

betrothal as equivalent tnoral though destitute dégal sanction’°

There is a certain amount of admonishment on Neibst, however — the term

‘destitute’ clearly implies that this is a seridapse — yet Neil can claim that Susanna

8 Fleay, The Land of Shakespeare
% Neil, Shakespere: A Critical Biographg1.
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was ‘a child begotten in wedlock’Neil is also at pains to point out that both the
Shakespeare and Hathaway families were involved camgenting, thus making the
couple’s behaviour much more responsible. Alsoikenbther writers he praises Anne

Hathaway as being a positive influence on Shakesjselife:

With Anne Hathaway to occupy his thoughts and timeith her influence to keep
him right — we cannot picture him as a wildling andiorldling, nor believe him to

have been a culprit, exposed to penalty and igngnBefore his marriage that

would be unlikelyafterit, still more improbablé’.2

The idea of troth-plight is also used in an artiglach appeared iMeliora magazine in
April 1864, claiming that the custom, ‘while no ese for modern license, takes from
the undoubted facts the force intend®d&s far as this author is concerned, ‘[tlhe idea
of proclivity to illicit love suggested by the daté Susanna’s birth is only tenable when
we project our customs back to that affelt is clear that this writer considers sex
outside marriage to be a bad thing and uses a Whkigriography to ensure that his
readers are not tempted to indulge in such activityting that there is ‘no excuse’ for
such behaviouP’ It is also telling that the author describes naarital sex as ‘illicit’
and has already made reference to Shakespearé’siotihg that it is a good thing that
‘there is no provision for children “born out of dieck.”® A similar approach is taken

by J. O. Halliwell-Phillipps in his Gtlines of the Life of Shakesped&81). Halliwell-

91 |hi
Ibid., 21.
The OED details the use of ‘destitute’ as meaning ‘Devoid wanting or entirely lackingn (something
desirable),” during the nineteenth century.

% pid., 20.
%3 ‘The Moral Character of Shakespeare’, 42.
* Ibid. 41.
% bid. 42.
% bid. 41.
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Phillipps makes much of the fact that he believaiidsh and Anne to have been in
love and that pre-marriage contracts, in ElizabetBagland, were as binding as an
actual marriage contratt.

That a number of prominent works do not try toass the timing of Susanna’s
birth and are quite open in their account of evesutggests the diversity of possible
approaches to the common anxiety about sex outsigigiage. This also serves to
complicate the idea of a prudish Victorian moralig; although all of these writers are
concerned with the same issue, there are thosddonwhe behaviour of Shakespeare
was not a problem. Thomas De Quincey, in Bmeyclopaedia Britannicanotes the
facts surrounding Shakespeare’s marriage and thte difi his first child and is explicit
in stating that it does not really matter. Whiletaa works might try to avoid the issue
or the controversy surrounding it, De Quincey emgagvith other writers and, if
anything, spends rather too long labouring the tpdin be sure, he places the ‘blame’
for the incident with Anne — ‘[n]either do we likbhe spectacle of a mature young
woman, five years past her majority, wearing thmldance of having been led astray
by a boy who had still two years and a half to ofthis minority’ — but De Quincey still
describes events as ‘a simple case of naturalyfrgibuthful precipitancy of passion, of
all trespasses the most venial, where the finahiitins are honourabl&’ Similarly,
given the brevity of the biography that he preseiitsis surprising that George
Saintsbury includes the detail of Susanna’s birthhis Elizabethan Literature the
second in a four-volumelistory of English LiteratureRather than ignore the facts as
often happened in larger biographies, Saintsburguige explicit, yet refrains from
passing any judgement. The particulars of Shakesjgetife are passed over very

briefly and he simply states that

97 See Halliwell-PhillippsQutlines of the Life of Shakespeass-9.
%8 De Quincey, ‘Shakspeare’, 80.
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Nothing is known of his youth and education... Befbee was nineteen he was
married, at the end of November 1582, to Anne Ha#tya who was seven years
his senior. Their first child, Susanna, was bagtis& months later. He is said to
have left Stratford for London in 1585, or thereatsp and to have connected

himself at once with the theatre, first in humbledathen in more important

positions. But all this is mist and my?l%.

As this biography is so short, and as Saintsbunpances his distaste for biographical
detail in the preface to this work, it is certaistyange that one of the most prominent
facts with which he presents his readers is thengnof the birth of Shakespeare’s
daughter® Neither of these works can be seen as anomaldgth-were prominent
publications and were reprinted throughout theqagrbe Quincey’s in 1860 and 1886
and Saintsbury’s, produced in the 1880s, waslstilig reprinted in 1970.

The variety of ways in which this one single isaieShakespeare’s marriage
can be approached is clear, but the commonalityhat there is concern about
Shakespeare fathering Susanna outside wedlocksesraome interesting questions
about using Shakespeare as a moral exemplar. Hyimér is interesting that
Shakespeare is held up as a moral ideal despitevidence suggesting that he was not
a perfect candidate for such a role. Even if aewstargument that the engagement
between William and Anne allowed for them to haeg & accepted, it is usually still
behaviour that the author feels should not be medttby their own readers and this
surely makes Shakespeare an unsuitable subjesuédr a work. There are numerous
figures throughout history, and not only saints@igious icons, who presumably led

lives untainted by any hint of sexual improprietydawho had also perhaps been

% SaintsburyElizabethan Literature158.

19 see Ibid., viii-ix.
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financially successful, yet Shakespeare is pickeet a model of morality. The other
question raised by the handling of this episod8hakespeare’s life by Samuel Neil, or
in the Meliora, and others, is why it is included in this way.alfwriter feels that the
sexual relationship between Shakespeare and hes iwito be frowned upon, even
though it was excusable in the context of ElizabetBngland, it would presumably be
a much more appropriate handling if the writer washastise Shakespeare for it. It
would perhaps even make the discussion more ohAsoned treatment of morality and
the figure of Shakespeare if he could be praisedé&haviour consistent with such a
moral philosophy and censured for what was noegpkng with this moral view.
Ultimately, the use of Shakespeare in order tonmte a moral agenda, despite a
lack of suitability, begins to shed light on theodder use of Shakespeare in the
nineteenth century. There appears to be a complaiianship whereby Shakespeare is
chosen because of his ubiquity, and malleabilityaspectuality, while he is also, it
would appear, chosetespitedifficulties in the historical evidence. In otheords he
was already too important for a nineteenth-centuriger to ignore and so had to be
used no matter how clumsy or inconsistent that eiseas. The unwillingness to avoid
Shakespeare clearly has implications for the camattbn of canon formation as it
would appear that an author is being chosen nauseche embodies a certain set of

cultural values but rather because he is polyvalent

¢) Shakespeare and Public Moralism

Moving out of the smaller sphere of Private Mosahind into Public Morality,
writers concerned themselves with the overall stdtéthe populace and the way that

citizens should interact and behave within soci€he second most noticeable common
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preoccupation of these literary pursuits on Shaéaspis that of wealth, class status,
and interaction with the wider world. A significamtimber of these writers advocate a
moral philosophy in which a strong emphasis is gdlagpon the improvement of one’s
social and economic standing — often in the fornamfaggressive capitalist desire to
accumulate monetary wealth. To this end, a numbkiecary pursuits strive to create a
Shakespeare who was successful both financiallyimrdrms of his social standing.

The anxieties between free will and determinism again apparent in this strand of
morality and the conflicts witnessed in that debatefigure the diversity of opinion

present within the overarching commonality of Paibiorals.

i) Social Status and Class Position

In his brief description of Shakespeare’s life RbBVNasmith notes that
‘[wlhether Shakespeare was or was not a distingaisictor is of litle moment®*
Elizabethan actors, it seems, were essentiallig litiore than servants, while ‘[t]he
society of dramatic writers, on the other hand, wasrted by the opulent, and the
nobility adopted them as acquaintances, making ttie@mobjects of their bounty and
esteem® This biography presents a Shakespeare who islpau@re of his social
standing, and it is this awareness which goverasvy he lives his life. Thus it is upon
Shakespeare the writer, rather than Shakespearactbe that Nasmith chooses to
dwell. Indeed, ‘i]t is highly probable that the egtion of status had somewhat to do

with Shakespeare’s retirement from the stage awx.H28¢ This retirement from acting

ensured that Shakespeare was able to fraternibalveitnobility of the period, including

101 Nasmith,Makers of Modern ThougHt95-6.
192 bid., 198.
193 bid., 198.
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‘[tlhe accomplished Lord Southampton,” and ‘thelEaf Pembroke and Montgomery,’
who ‘vied with Lord Southampton in the patronageStfakespearé® Clearly it is
important that wealthy and prominent young men edsto socialise with Shakespeare
— indeed, competed with each other to socialisé Witn — as the documentary record
only regards them as Shakespeare’s patrons ratlaer, s is stated here, ‘warm
admirers’ who ‘contracted a warm and life-long eliment for Shakespear®> The
warmth of these relationships is stressed agjuisissuch attachments which Nasmith is
trying to promote due to the fact that they madaksbpeare a better man.

That Nasmith wants his Shakespeare to have beewloeavas courted by the
opulent members of Elizabethan society becomes @eamner when he recounts the tale
of the Queen’s involvement with one of Shakespadeder plays. Popular tradition has
it that Shakespeare wrotdne Merry Wives of Windsait the personal request of Queen
Elizabeth who wished to see a play in which Falstafs in love. The first recording of
this story dates from 1702, and its veracity is fimm certain — Anthony Davies
describes the tale as an ‘unlikely piece of hearsapet Nasmith decides to present the
idea as fact’® Having noted that ‘Elizabeth, and subsequently exanwere his

[Shakespeare’s] warm admirers,” Nasmith states:

Indeed, it is to Elizabeth that the world is indabfor theMerry Wives of Windsor
She so thoroughly relished the humour in the twdspaf Henry IV as to induce
her to command the appearance of the keen-wittegt@ry, Falstaff, under the
influence of love. It is said that Shakespeare evtbe play in the short space of a

fortnight®’

1041hid., 198.
105 hid., 198.

1% see Anthony Davies, ‘The Merry Wives of Windsdr, The Oxford Companion to Shakespeard. Stanley
Wells, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001).

107 Nasmith,Makers of Modern Thought 98.
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Nasmith is very confident in stating this inforneettj and there is no possibility of error
— itis to Elizabeth that the world is indebted, when ke fareviously been sure to note
that information was ‘far from sufficiently estadiied’ (in the case of John
Shakespeare’€(1530-1601) occupation), or only true ‘if traditianto be credited’ (for
William Shakespeare’s early training as a butch&fom what he has already
mentioned in connection with Shakespeare and satalis, it seems reasonable to
suppose that Nasmith is eager to make his Shakespemeone with close ties to the
affluent and powerful classes of England and cjettié monarchy are the most affluent
and powerful people he can choose. Thus Shakesiseaigle into an individual who is
not only conscious of, and concerned about, his sagial position, but who is also
courted by influential people, and who managesooise feelings of admiration in the
monarch of his time. Even the fact that he is @bleroduce the play to order, and in
only two weeks, portrays Shakespeare as an adapkworking, and reliable man. In a
similar fashion, the Albion edition of the complet®erks, from 1892, notes the social
position of Shakespeare in the biography which gules the works: ‘[tjhe Queen —
whose grand character he [Shakespeare] could $apgmieciate — smiled on him, and
deigned to direct and call forth his genius; wiilegland’s most chivalrous nobles were
his friends.**®

It is not just the rich and famous outside theatreewho honoured Shakespeare,
the Meliora magazine is able to show the esteem in which Sipglege was held by his
contemporaries by noting that Shakespeare had ‘agegrformer at the Globe in Ben
Jonson’s “Every Man in his Humour,” and holds thighlest place on the list®

Shakespeare is shown as being honoured by onesaftkier major dramatists of the

108 The Works of William Shakspearexi.

109The Moral Character of Shakespeare’, 29.
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period and so his status as an important and milaleindividual is assured. It is
equally important to theéMeliora that Shakespeare was a member of the gentry;
“William Shakespearegentlemah— so runs the phrase in the legal document agn
chary of social distinctions?® Thomas Baynes, in the ninth edition of the
Encyclopaedia Britannicais at some pains to point out that Shakespeamgstors

were not farm labourers but, rather, land-owners:

A very needless and abortive attempt has been rmdall in question dic]
Robert Arden’s social and family position on the@wnd that in a contemporary
deed he is called a husbandmaagricola), — the assumption being that a
husbandman is simply a farm-labourer. But the thusbandman was often used
in Shakespeare’s day to designate a landed propridto farmed one of his own
estates. The fact of his being spoken of in offidacuments as a husbandman
does not therefore in the least affect Robert Aslsacial position, or his relation

to the great house of Arden':?

The inclusion of this claim by Baynes demonstratieat the social position of
Shakespeare’s family was of importance, and thatas equally necessary for this
social position to be one of inherited wealth ratbean successful labour. G. W.
Thornbury has a similar confidence in Shakespea®sal status at the beginning of
his life: Shakespeare’s ‘birth was of that greatiadie class, that has produced the
greatest and the best of England; not so rich &g tmere loungers, not so poor as to be
degraded by poverty*? The actual social status advocated by the twaeverihowever

is slightly different, with Baynes advocating a Bbspeare who was born into what

1%bid., 28.
111 Baynes, ‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 747.

12 Thornbury,Shakspere’s Englan®?7.
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could almost be described as the landed gentry derris a ‘great house’ and
Shakespeare’s grandfather was a significant landownwhile Thornbury describes a
lower middle-class Shakespeare of a family madpeaable by access to sufficient
finances but who still had to work for their living

There were yet more approaches than these twoeveswand a number of
biographies at this time created a Shakespearemidpated between the relative social
positions proposed by Baynes and Thornbury. In ma@inthese Shakespeare is born
into a lower middle-class family (which bestows thespectability of Thornbury’s
Shakespeare), and manages, through hard workevatelhimself to the level of upper

middle class bordering on the gentry. Samuel Naieles that he has

evidence that Shakespere was the possessor of alb amount of disposable
capital, and that he diligently looked after theequdate employment of it, — in
subservience to his great (apparent) design todf@ufamily, and not only elevate,

but fix the name of Shakespere among those whoyeh@ greatest amount of

ease, honour and happiness — the middle clasirtted gentry of Englan]al.3

There is some uncertainty about the nomenclatued tsre as all of these writers use
the terms ‘middle class’ and ‘gentry’ despite thbeeng different meanings attached.
To Thornbury the middle class are not rich enouglhé ‘loungers,’” while Neil notes
that the middle class ‘enjoy the greatest amourgasie,” and Baynes sees the landed
gentry as something that an individual is born ithe ‘great house of Arden’ certainly
implies lineage — while Neil's Shakespeare movesasstrata to become part of the
landed gentry. This fits with what scholars havéedaabout the ambivalence of terms

used to describe social and economic positionshén riineteenth century. Andrew

113 Neil, Shakespere: A Critical Biographg4.
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Blake, for example, notes that ‘the notion of geménliness was not graven on tablets
of stone, but a confused, if very important, yaddstor behaviour, constantly being
reinterpreted and reconstructed in conversation wamiting.’*** These conflicting
attitudes, both as to what Shakespeare was andtdva@sfine certain levels of social
status, highlight the ease with which Shakespeanéde used by writers for different
ends. However, the overall message here is thalthwend material prosperity,
combined with a somewhat vainglorious awarenessnefs own position within the
established social hierarchy — Shakespeare wanfi tbis nhame among the other
members of the middle class — are the traits wHistinguish a desirable social class.
The exhortation to the readers of these literangyats is clear; being part of the middle
class will actually make someone happy and so vsooBly highly desirable. The fact
that many writers also present handy instructiondoahow to achieve middle-class
status — pecuniary accumulation and partaking pitalést transactions — increases the
didactic nature of these works.

There is a suggestion of class-mobility with SahiNel's Shakespeare, and the
fact that he is apparently seeking to elevate faitis. This mobility would fit into the
idea of wanting the readers of this work to try agldvate their own social status
because, if class could not be altered by an iddali there would be very little point in
showing people the advantages of other classeseTitean underlying tension here,
however, as there can only be a middle class ietoand upper classes exist to enable
middle as a definition. If the working classeé®l all attempt to move up the social
hierarchy it could potentially lead to the dissalat of the class system as a whole.
There is a general feeling that people need teebétemselves both financially and

socially, but this is tempered by an uneasiness ghaple may forget their ‘proper’

114 Blake,Reading Victorian Fiction59.
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position in life and challenge the already wealtinythose who consider themselves to
be socially superior. Clearly this was targeted\etl's readership who would have
wanted to be reminded of their own enviable positihile not wanting it challenged; it
has already been shown that the middle- and upassa&s would have been the main
producers and consumers of these works. Althougdhactic in the sense that these
literary pursuits showed their readerships whatas to be socially superior and how
this could be achieved, there is an element selfaiulation in these works which fits
with the fact that it is unlikely many working ctasdividuals (those who could read)
would have been readir@hakespere: A Critical Biography

The Rev. H. Baar had presented Shakespeare asrmghtww ambition was
‘capable of bringing to maturity the sweetest 8wn the tree of our political and social
life’ and also of the danger of ‘haughty aspirasioh® There are further complications
in that the desire to portray Shakespeare as gut adsinessman and the desire to have
him as a refined gentleman can be mutually excbusiine of the legends that exists
around Shakespeare’s first years in London condbengact that he may have started
work at the theatres by looking after the horsethose who came to watch the plays.
This story first appeared in ‘Lives of the Poet$7%3), which has been assigned to
Theophilus Cibber (1703-58), and Samuel Johnsomredgd upon it in 1765 for his

edition of the plays. Johnson’s story paints Shpéae as a young entrepreneur:

In this office he became so conspicuous for hig @rd readiness, that in a short
time every man as he alighted called Yéitl. Shakespear. This was the first dawn
of better fortuneShakespeafinding more horses put into his hand than he aoul

hold, hired boys to wait under his inspection... ime Shakespeafound higher

115 Baar, ‘On the Moral Ideals of Shakespeat&3.
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employment, but as long as the practice of ridimghie play-house continued, the

waiters that held the horses retained the appefati Sha\kespearBoys116

In the DNB entry for Shakespeare Sidney Lee notes that Wftjileere is no inherent
improbability in the tale [as told by Cibber]. Dlohnson’s amplified version, in which
Shakespeare was represented as organising a sefidogs for the purpose of tending
visitors’ horses, sounds apocryphaf. This middle-ground approach of accepting that
Shakespeare started out in a lowly position withmtheatre environment but rejecting
the idea that he created his own business empireomlyg makes Lee’s presentation
more believable — in leaving out Johnson’s hyperbelbut also means that Lee’s
Shakespeare can be portrayed as a hard workeruvittaving him tainted by the
prosaic toil which would presumably be beneathftitere world-renowned playwright.
T. S. Baynes, in the ninth edition of tBacyclopaedia Britannicatakes this tale even
further and actively promotes the horse-holdingysteecause it is testament to the
young Shakespeare’s business acuti&é@onversely, the Rev. H. N. Hudson feels that
while ‘there need be no question that Shakespegdedh first a subordinate rank in the
theatre’ on initially moving to London, Shakespeawld not have lowered himself to
the position of holding the horses of gentlemersidetthe theatr&® Hudson states that
he ‘cannot perceive the slightest likelihood ofthrin’ the ‘well-known story of his
being reduced to the extremity of “picking up dlditmoney by taking care of the

gentlemen’s horses that came to the play,” hisnnagument for this being that ‘the

station which the Poet’s family had long held ata8ord, and the fact of his having

118 From William Shakespear®lays ed. Samuel Johnson (London, 1765), vol. 1, gmayuoted in Schoenbaum,
Shakespeare’s Liveg5.

17| ee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1292.
118 See Baynes, ‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 756.

191 N. HudsonShakespeare: His Life, Art, and Characters with astétical Sketch of the Origin and Growth of
the Drama in Englandvol. 1, 4th rev. edn. 2 vols., (Boston: Ginn arah{pany, 1872), 29.
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influential friends at hand from Warwickshire, asaough to stamp it as an arrant
fiction.”**® As with the different ways in which writers couttioose to deal with the
social status of Shakespeare and his ancestorsulfect of Shakespeare’s employment
prior to working in the theatre is also an arezaiftention. Evidently Lee and Baynes
use the horse-holding story to promote to theideesia moral of self-improvement and
capitalist accumulation of wealth, while Hudsonfers to present a Shakespeare who
was part of a semi-aristocratic network and sorf@deed for menial labour.

As with all of the different facets of Shakespéatie that have been examined
so far in this thesis, these literary pursuits take aspect of Shakespeare and use it to
promote their own particular agenda. The aspetyualiShakespeare allows him to be
used as an exemplar of social standing both byetiad® view him as a hard-working
success story and those to whom he is an embodiofghte bourgeois structures of

British society.

ii) The Business of John and William Shakespeare

It is generally accepted that Shakespeare’s faflodm, was a successful man in
Stratford — holding a number of important positieamghe community, culminating in
that of High Bailiff or Mayor in 1568. At some timaround 1577, however, the
mortgaging of some property, failure to attend @dumeetings and church services,
and the exemption from paying certain taxes sugtestis fortunes had fadéd. This
quite dramatic change in prosperity, as well asdirtomary ability of Shakespeare’s

Victorian critics and biographers to exaggeratdsfand read things in a certain way,

1201hid., 29.

121 see SchoenbaurBhakespeare’s Lives-10; and Stanley Wells, ‘Shakespeare, JohriThia Oxford Companion
to Shakespeared. Stanley Wells, (Oxford: Oxford University Bse2001).
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means that there are two possibilities open toethvaso wished to use Shakespeare as
an exemplar for how good business sense was anrt@mpocharacter trait. One
approach is to emphasise the business failingstof $hakespeare and show that these
were to galvanise the young William into steelinéelf against a similar fate. T. S.
Baynes in theEncyclopaedia Britanniceexplains that John Shakespeare’s fortunes
meant that William had to be taken out of schoeolygaut ‘[nJo doubt the boy did his
best, trying to understand his father’s positiorg discharging with prompt alacrity any
duties that came to be dorté”Clearly, however, the fact that Shakespeare isepited
at the end of this biography as being a highly essful individual, both financially and
socially, shows that Shakespeare had managed to &desson from his father’s
misfortunes.?®

Sidney Lee in th®NB biography of Shakespeare notes both the prospandy
the hardship faced by John Shakespeare but takegpiiroach that these events were
beyond John’s ability to control. In the mid 156{Ffortune still favoured him,” and
Lee notes that ‘[ijn July 1564, when William waseé months old, the plague raged
with unwonted vehemence at Stratford, and his fdtherally contributed to the relief
of its poverty-stricken victims;’ later, howevesjgns were soon apparent that his luck
had turned*®* In this way, John Shakespeare is absolved of amyability for the
decline in his financial status and it can be seefate, or bad luck. This would suffice
if the aim of Lee’s biography was simply to portr@fiakespeare and, by implication,
his family as being good people. Yet the intenth@DNB was quite explicitly didactic;
Lee himself noted that the dictionary would serée ‘national and beneficial purpose’

of allowing future generations access to ‘the ctimraof their ancestors’ collective

122 Baynes, ‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 752.

123 ‘He was a vigilant and acute man of business, refigexecutive ability... he was at the same timentiost
generous and affectionate of men, honoured andilbyall who knew him’ Ibid., 768.

124| ee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1288.
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achievement,” and ideas of fate or chance sit ufodably with any idea of an
individual benefiting from exposure to exemplaryet?® The portrait of John
Shakespeare is one of a man who was unhappy atgldss previous social and
financial position, and who makes attempts to velithe debt he had succumbed to; in
fact, Lee feels able to state categorically thahflShakespeare obviously chafed under
the humiliation of having parted, although as hpdtbonly temporarily, with his wife’s
property of Asbies, and in the autumn of 1580 effieto pay off the mortgagé®® In
this way, theDNB's readers are shown that it is right to try andkvane’s way out of
arrears, indeed, the only reason that John Shakespeuld not alleviate his debt was
due to the unreasonableness of his creditor: ‘[Huthiw.ambert, retorted that other
sums were owing, and he would accept all or nohe. Aegotiation, which proved the
beginning of much litigation, thus proved aborti¥€. The John Shakespeare
constructed by Sidney Lee is one who was simplpmahate rather than foolish or
devious, yet Lee still gets to impart a moral lesbg showing how easy it is to fall on
hard times and that his readers need to be moeéutar their financial affairs and with
whom they deal.

The other approach that could be taken by writetso wished to use
Shakespeare to promote a moral agenda was to aggiest the idea that John
Shakespeare had faced any financial difficultidss Would show that hard work and
its financial reward are to be aspired to as it was behaviour of the father of
Shakespeare. Samuel Neil makes much of John Sheskte&p social position as a self-

made businessman and traces the progression oataer, noting how he was ‘[r]ising

125| ee, ‘The Dictionary of National Biography: A Sttttal Account’, Ixxviii.
126| ee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1288.
27 bid., 1288.
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in municipal dignity.*?® Neil also places importance on the fact that J8hakespeare
was a ‘man of business,” and feels it necessapgatat a picture of Shakespeare’s father
as a man who had not lost his business and satihy¢hen discussing various legal

actions taken against John Shakespeare in the 1880states that

These several law transactiomslyimply that he was then a man of falling or fallen
fortunes, though thegan also bear the interpretation that he was thendi\aeyond
the jurisdiction and power of the courts of StredfdWere these legal actions indeed
againstthis John Shakespeare? — there was another, a shoenmakitent in

Stratfordthen130

This desperate attempt to disprove John Shakespéack of financial acumen betrays
a desire on the part of Neil, as with other writdcshave Shakespeare’s family both
wealthy and hard-working. Similarly, despite the@aent evidence in the documentary
record of John Shakespeare’s troubles, the authofTlee Moral Character of
Shakespeare’ in thigleliora magazine decides that ‘the proofs of the decadehtee
Shakespeare family,” are not anything of the sod #hat, in fact ‘[w]e think they are
susceptible of another interpretatidf’ The article claims that the reason for his
absence from the town meetings was because ‘JolakeSpeare had become a
“yeoman,” aprobus et legalis homat the head of the classes below a gentlemad,” an
so ‘had devoted himself to his extra-burghal pussthad forsaken the town, and had
comparatively lost his interest in thefi® The accuracy of this argument is irrelevant

(although the author does make the salient poatt thJohn Shakespeare truly was in

128 Neil, Shakespere: A Critical Biography.

129 pjd., 6.

%0 pid., 23.

131 The Moral Character of Shakespeare’, 23.
%2 1pid., 23.
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financial dire straits, it is strange that he ne¢al possession of the Henley Street
properties which he was able to bequeath to hiy soafact is that this writer is willing
to use conjecture in order to claim that Shakespedather was, far from the poor
businessman of popular tradition, rather a sucaessédn who was almost elevated to
the gentry. TheMeliora author also believes that ‘[tjhe early history afman is
involved in his parentage, connections, educatiang surroundings,” and so a
Shakespeare is presented — despite a lack of dotedhéacts — whose childhood is
similar to how his later life will be. Evidently ¢hauthor feels that this is how their

readers should live their lives:

We believe, then, that we may safely state that lboghood of William
Shakespeare was spent in the midst of active asimatters — cared for morally
by his mother, and looked after as to conduct ahdal-progress by his father, in
comfort and plenty, in a family honoured not onty their position in the town,

but for themselve¥?

This would seem to explain why there is a desirenatke John Shakespeare ‘not the
poverty-stricken man usually thought, but a maexifa-burghal substance;’ because a
successful father allows Shakespeare to have deged childhood and thus become a
worthy adult*

There is a third way to employ John Shakespeapgarant loss of finances as a
moral lesson; some writers use both the succesgkfadings of John Shakespeare to
advance their agenda, rather than picking just Wile not choosing to ignore the

evident decline in John Shakespeare’s fortunesn&sdybiography in thdritannica

does seek to highlight his successes. Baynes perifdlliam Shakespeare gaining

B3 bid., 22, 23.
B4bid., 41.
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useful experience when he was taken out of sclmbletp with his father’s financial
difficulties — showing that this provided a lesgon Shakespeare to learn — yet there is
much more emphasis placed on John Shakespeargigptrs. So Shakespeare’s father
is praised as being ‘evidently a man of energy, iiamy and public spirit, with the
knowledge and ability requisite for pushing histdioe with fair success in his new
career.** The section dealing with the ‘reverse of fortuneJohn Shakespeare, on the
other hand, is in small type at the foot of theggaand so is obviously deemed to be less
important, or is intended to be missed by the daseder. Baynes not only praises
John Shakespeare, but also presents a William Spa&ee who had a shrewd and adept
business mind. This is a Shakespeare who becamanetist because he saw it to be
the best way to make money using the talents atlibosal. Baynes notes that ‘with
the unfailing sense and sagacity he displayed actjwal affairs, he [Shakespeare]
seems to have formed a sober and just estimates @wn powers, and made a careful
survey of the various fields available for theimenerative exercisé® Obviously this
story is entirely conjectural but it is clear thatich a prosaic account of how
Shakespeare became a playwright is intended to tmake man who was focused and
prudent. Baynes also makes much of the fact thak&dpeare appears to have made
frequent recourse to the courts in order to claiatkbmoney he had lent, thus
constructing a Shakespeare who was both intelligantugh, and sufficiently prudent
with his money, to use the legal apparatus of thentry in order to advance his own
causes. Thus the portrait of Shakespeare whichrasepted here is of a man who
learned both from his father's business acumen,aswl from his father’s failings. In
this way Baynes can ensure that Shakespeare camefgood background and that he

also improved upon that with which he had started.

135 Baynes, ‘Encyclopaedia Britannica’, 745.
138 |bid., 755.
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The moralist uses of Shakespeare within the liyeparsuits examined in this
thesis further reinforce the idea that Shakespea® being used as an arena within
which certain moral issues could be discussed. AR wationalist uses there is a
definite dialogue through which there are numercusmon definitions of moralism.
The general concepts of morality, such as perssealal behaviour or an individual’s
role within societal structures, were able to becdssed using Shakespeare as a
platform for debate. Within this debate, and theallty homogenous definitions of
morality, there were different approaches takenStwmkespeare and, occasionally,
conflicting conclusions, such as the extent of maran individual has over their own
life. It would seem that attitudes to morality anere complex than those to nationalism
as there is more direct disagreement about whiph tf moral behaviour is the best
rather than simply being differences of approacthatthis highlights is the freedom
provided by using Shakespeare as a locus for digmusas these writers can easily
engage in debate regarding conflicting views. Treedom arises out of the perceived
lack of information about Shakespeare; this leadsd malleability or aspectuality.

Where Chapter One noted the different Shakespeard@ish could be
constructed depending on how a writer chose toagmpr an issue, this chapter has shed
light on the reasons behind these differences. érf¢ritcould construct different
Shakespeares according to what best suited theticydar agenda and this relied on the
freedom provided by a paucity of evidence regar@hgkespeare’s life and works. The
aspectuality noted by Bate in regard to Shakesiseamarks can equally be applied to
the phenomenon of Shakespeare as a whole and #fisafvility allowed Shakespeare
to be easily used by those wishing to advance emlady. This begins to go some way

towards explaining why Shakespeare was such adrgqgthoice in the promotion of
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national and moral agendas despite the occasiageakpce of problematic evidence
suggesting his inappropriateness for the task. Thesis will now move forward to
consider theSonnetf Shakespeare as a case study within which tmexaboth the
ubiquity of national and moral debates within Stsearean literary pursuits, and the
apparent desperation to make Shakespeare fit weaigéndas despite his evident
unsuitability. Elements of nineteenth-century thioiuilpat have already been considered
such as the search for a national and moral igeastwell as the frequent turn to
different types of historicism and intellectual apgch will recur in the forthcoming
chapter. The antipathy or envy of other nationsthedorivileging of thought or sensory
experience will again be seen as Victorian liteqanysuits use Shakespeare and, more
specifically, Shakespeare’s Sonneds an arena within which to debate their concerns

and anxieties.
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Chapter Thred he Sonnets

I will not urge the priceless legacy he has leftngr the fact that the
common heart, brain, and conscience of mankindshioilsh foremost
among all Englishmen as the crowning glory of aaer

- S. Butler,Shakespeare’s Sonngf$899)*

As a poet the sonnets enhance the fame even oé§bedre; do they lower
the estimate we might otherwise form of his motaracter?

- J. DennisStudies in English Literatur¢1883§

The spirit of a new time had entered the landake tshape in a proud array of
great deeds, and a literature unparagoned; susbwd place this England
of ours side by side, if not high above either Gecer Rome.

- G. MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sonrf@&s8s)*

a) The Sonnets

The two major concerns of nationalism and moraligtnich were voiced
through Shakespeare in the nineteenth century tlandliversity of approach towards
that voicing, found their most interesting expreaswithin writing onShakespeare’s
Sonnets The fact that both agendas were being address¢dynly using the broader
Shakespeare phenomenon as a locus, but also Withrery pursuits about this single
work, suggests that moralism and nationalism werportant enough at the time to
permeate all levels of critical discourse. Morecggely, it is the references to ancient

Greece or the use of ancient Greek imagery withiiting on the Sonnetswhich

! Samuel ButlerShakespeare’s Sonnets: Reconsidered and in parrategd with Introductory Chapters, Notes,
and a Reprint of the Original 1609 EditiofLondon: Longmans, Green and Co., 1899), 87.

2 John DennisStudies in English LiteraturéLondon: Edward Stanford, 1883), 414.

3 Gerald MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sonnets: A New &deid Lines, a Rational Plea on Behalf of
Shakspeare’s Sonnets, A Permanent Reply to Histlipreters, A Labour of Love, Dedicated to His érsy A
Necessary Supplement to All Editions of His Wqilksndon: Kegan Paul, Trench & Co., 1888), 406.
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highlight how the two areas of nationalism and rismaare linked. Anxieties about the
nation and its people were often addressed byeamderto ancient Greece and related
ideas about civic behaviour and the state; sinnleas, for example, were discussed in
contemporary Victorian poetry. When this discusdiakes place in the context of the
Sonnetshowever, it further sheds light on how and whyl&speare in particular was
such a useful arena within which to address coscabout nineteenth-century Britain.
This chapter will bring to attention the sophistica and complexity of nineteenth-
century engagements witBhakespeare’s Sonnets something often overlooked by
modern scholars. In so doing it will become evidémat the discussions about
nationalism and morality, which have been showmpdoneate general Shakespearean
literary pursuits in this period, are present intiwg on theSonnetsFinally this will
allow for suggestions to be made as to why thifodige was located within the sphere
of Shakespearean literary pursuits.

It is perhaps surprising that nineteenth-centuryerdry criticism of
Shakespeare’Sonnetsis so frequently overlooked by modern scholarse &ktitude
taken by twentieth- and twenty-first-century cstito the Victorian reception of the
Sonnetsis revealing in terms of how the critical importanof the period has been
perceived. For example, J. M. Robertson (1856-1983)The Problems of the
Shakespeare Sonngfi926) states his intent of ‘collating all the queting theories with
each other and with the data, to indicate the tiloedn which critical research may
most profitably proceed.Yet, despite the usefulness of Robertson’s workresof the
earliest overviews of nineteenth-cent@gnnet<riticism, he devotes as much space to
the first twenty-six years of the twentieth centay he does to the entire nineteenth

century. In his edition oBhakespeare: The Sonnetghe Casebook Series of collected

4J. M. RobertsoriThe Problems of the Shakespeare Sonfetmdon: George Routledge & Sons, Ltd., 1926), v.
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criticism, Peter Jones barely mentions Victoriaitiaal appreciation and the selections
he chooses to demonstrate the critical receptidghebonnetss telling. They are taken
from the years 1803, 1815, 1817, 1821, 1826, 18333, 1875, 1880, 1882, 1899,
1905, 1909, and so forth. When placed alongsidé e#er, these dates highlight a
significant absence of material from the 1830s @8 the core years of Victoria’s
reign. In the Introduction to his volume, Jonesvdes a survey of important
developments isonnetscholarship in which he moves from Edmond Malorig&}1—
1812) re-editing of th&onnetdor his 1780 complete works straight to H. C. Beeg's
edition of 1904 Given the lack of attention given to the mid-teelaineteenth century
it is perhaps surprising that the final part of dgrintroduction amounts to an attack on
Victorian critics. The paragraph is worth quotimgfull to give a sense of this hostility;
having discussed the views of L. C. Knights andidea that the group of sonnets is not

actually a homogenous whole, Jones announces that

We may be able to appreciate the Sonnets morelyethdin nineteenth-century
readers. They were concerned for Shakespeare’sl megatation. ‘O my son!
cries Coleridge, ‘I pray fervently that thou mayksiow inwardly how impossible it
was for Shakespeare not to have been in his hdatist chaste.” Even Samuel
Butler, conceding that Shakespeare’s affection heaye amounted to more than a
‘typical Renaissance friendship’, protects the fdmethe idea that ‘Mr W. H. must
have lured him on.” Coleridge blames the ‘very iidfe women of that age’. The
approach was biographical first. Lee helped to gbatat, and the moral climate
has changed sufficiently for prescriptive censoredase to mar our reading of the

poems. Apart from A. L. Rowse’s recent effortsréhis less serious attention paid

® Shakespeare: The Sonnetd. Peter Jones, Casebook Series, (London: Maenfilless Ltd, 1977), 14.



TheSonnets 179

to the unverifiable biographical source of the warlore to the human and poetic

6
source and nature of the sequehce.

This attack stands out because it is placed osegfience with the rest of his précising
of the critical tradition of Shakespeare’'sSonnets However, his comments are
misleading for a number of reasons: primarily Jagiges no sense of the sophistication
and complexities which, as the present chapter stittw, characterised the views of
nineteenth-century writers and readers. Jones iaipbes that there were few critics
engaging with theSonnets To mention just Samuel Taylor Coleridge (1772-4)83
(whose only writings on th8onnetsvere in 1817 and 1833), and Samuel Butler (1835—
1902) (whoseShakespeare’s Sonneippeared in 1899), is hardly a fair survey of the
period’ Moreover, it is a strange claim that Sidney Leiidted a shift away from
biographical criticism considering that such apphms are still common today and, as
this chapter will show, were far from the only iwdl stance taken before his writings.
There is also the fact that Lee was notoriouslpiststent in what he actually believed,
changing his mind in a matter of weeks as to thireaof theSonnets(see p. 230
below).

Even where Jones’ own thinking matches that ofat-hineteenth-century
writer, he is scant with his praise, feeling th&¥illiam Sharp [in 1885] ... has
anticipated us in suggesting this meaning,’ rathan that William Sharp was correct in

and of himself Nineteenth-century appreciation 8hakespeare’Sonnetss similarly

% Ibid., 20-1.

" Coleridge did present a number of lectures on Sipsae in 1811-2, but the content of these wagpublished
until 1856 by John Payne Collier and these were &dliown transcriptions rather than Coleridge’s aathich
were not published in their original form until Saeh Taylor Coleridge Shakespearean Criticisn1930,
Thomas Middleton Raysor ed., (London: J. M. Dent &n$ Ltd, 1960). See Samuel Taylor Coleridge,
Biographia Literaria: or Biographical Sketches of/riterary Life and Opiniong2 vols., (London: Rest Fenner,
1817), esp. chapters 15-6; and Samuel Taylor Cagjerithble Talk 1833, (London: John Murray, 1874).
Butler,Shakespeare’s Sonnets

8 Shakespeare: The Sonnetd. Jones, 29.
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dismissed by Michael Dobson ihhe Oxford Companion to Shakespeamere he
notes that: ‘[T]he bulk of 1®century comment on the Sonnets... is preoccupied wit
their alleged biographical content at the experigher artistry... Only with the rise of
modernism in the early #0century — with its delight in complexity, ironyne
ambiguity — did the Sonnets at last appear to lgellonthe mainstream of English
poetry.? The material assembled in this chapter will shbat Dobson is correct in his
assertion of the dominance of biographical readitgs it will also reveal that the
dismissive way in which he deals with nineteenthtgey comment is unwarranted. This
chapter will contest the claim that the Victorianssed, or refused to engage with, the
complexities and ambiguities of ti¥®nnetsindeed it is precisely these characteristics,
and the attendant freedom which allowed the coattmu of different Shakespeares,
which enabled such wide-spread use of Shakespeare.

The apparent trivializing of the second half oé thineteenth century is even
more surprising given that publication figures sheditions of theSonnetand works of
criticism concerned with them beginning to increaapidly during this period (see
Appendix One). According to the British Library @hligue, there were no editions of
Shakespeare’Sonnetgpublished in the nineteenth century prior to Rol@artwright’s
The Sonnets of William Shakespeare, Rearrangedanded into Four Partsn 1859;
after Cartwright’'s edition there were a further nyefour separate editions of the
Sonnetspublished before the end of the centtfhA similar story is told by the
catalogue of the Birmingham Shakespeare Libraryjchviholds an even larger
collection of Shakespeare-related works. This tjraolds no nineteenth-century

editions of theSonnetsprior to Cartwright's and then a further thirtywvea before

® Michael Dobson, ‘Sonnets’, iThe Oxford Companion to Shakespeagd. Stanley Wells, (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2001).

10 SeeBritish Museum General Catalogue of Printed Bo@&s.
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1900 In terms of criticism on th&onnets Birmingham Shakespeare Library holds
two works published before 1850, and sixty-eighblghed between 1851 and 1900,
while the British Library shows one pre-1850, aifteén in the second half of the
century. It must therefore be assumed that theecfitst half of the nineteenth century
passed without the publication of a single edittdrShakespeare’Sonnets- and very
little criticism — but, following 1859, publicatiorand criticism took place at an
exponential rate towards the end of the century.

The dismissive attitude of later critics is perhagplained, or at least mirrored,
by the fact that there appears to have been a sedfattitude towards engagement with
the Sonnetgluring the nineteenth century. Henry BrownThmne Sonnets of Shakespeare

Solved(1870), begins by stating that

The Sonnets of Shakespeare, till within the lagt fears, have been strangely

neglected, and even now few readers of his dramatiks read these poems; they

have been and still remain a sealed book to hisdweide admirersl.2

Hannah Lawrence (1795-1875) writing in tBatish Quarterly Reviewn 1867 also
suggests that th®onnetdad ‘been all but forgotten for more than a centwalthough,
unlike Brown, she believes that a resurgence ier@st in the poems was not as recent
as the last few years; ‘[a]jmong the vexed questibashave engaged the literary world
during the last thirty or forty years, that of Shageare’s sonnets has held a conspicuous

place.™® Regardless of when the upturn in interest wasgpezd to have taken place, by

11 SeeA Shakespeare Bibliography: The Catalogue of thexBigham Shakespeare Librampol. 1 ‘English Editions;
English Shakespeariana, A. - Hall, A." 3 vols., fldon: Mansell Information / Publishing Ltd., 1972D2-7.

12 Henry Brown,The Sonnets of Shakespeare Solved, and the Mys$teiy Friendship, Love, and Rivalry Revealed.
lllustrated by Numerous Extracts from the Poet’s KgpiContemporary Writers, and Other Authafisondon:
John Russell Smith, 1870), i.

1 Hannah Lawrence, ‘Shakespeare in Domestic LEgtjsh Quarterly Review45 (January 1867), 81.
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1899, Samuel Butler was noting that tBennetsare being studied yearly more and
more,” and was able to comment that ‘I cannot saé the Sonnets are in any respect
less priceless than the Plays, except in so féresare less in volumé®

Despite evidence of increased interesSirakespeare’Sonnetsnot all writers
shared this view and in 1888 Horace Davis, presidérthe University of California,
wrote that ‘the old-fashioned diction and the odbdsolete words’ may have been the
reason why ‘everybody reads Shakspere’s plays,vbt few are familiar with his
sonnets® C. Green, in 1897, felt that the lack of attentiortheSonnetseflected the

fact that they were a more specialised pursuit tharrest of the Shakespeare canon:

There is no part of our mighty master’'s work thats tbeen at once so much
neglected and so closely and minutely studied as$ portion known as the
Sonnets. Neglected, that is, not only by the omgimamirers, but also for the most
part by the lovers of the great bard, while on tiieer hand some life-devoted

students have given their time, their learning, #redr ingenuity to uplift the veil

of mystery which seems to envelop them from thaadgidn to the last coupléf’.

This argument would suggest that the reason forlarkyof appreciation of th8onnets
was due to them being seen as a puzzle to be stleel than as a purely entertaining
work of art; or perhaps it was the case that asgde theSonnetswere supposed to
teach was too obscure, and so more clearly didextiks were preferred. Indeed, in the
late nineteenth century there was some debate aWimther the works of Milton may

have required ‘more effort... than an average re&dable to make,’ thus resulting in

14 Butler, Shakespeare’s Sonngs, 119.
15 Horace Davis, ‘Shakspere’s Sonnets: an Es€ayérland Monthly(March 1888), 3.
18 C. Green, ‘A Look Into Shakespeare’s Sonnégntral Literary Magazinel3, no. 2 (April 1897), 62.
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them being ‘more admired than redfiThe idea that some literature might require too
much effort to be widely appreciated could feasitywhy theSonnetsnay have been
perceived as unpopular. In 1815 William Hazlitt annced thaShakespeare’s Sonnets
‘are | think overcharged and monotonous, and dldi ultimate drift, as for myself, |
can make neither head nor tail of'ft.’

Certainly the sonnet as a type of poetry was @opin the later nineteenth
century and a number of widely regarded poems énstimnet form were produced at
this time. John Holmes notes that ‘the 1870s arf@D48&aw a fashion for writing sonnet
sequences unlike any seen in English poetry siheel690s. Dozens of sequences
comprising hundreds of sonnets were written inghe® decades alone, and the fashion
persisted, like its Renaissance antecedent, inéoniaxt century*® Joseph Phelen
seconds this claim, stating that ‘[tlhe years atblB80 saw a “Sonnettomania” to rival
that of the closing decades of the previous cerifirghakespeare’s Sonnegsidently
played a role in this interest and Angela Leightas noted that Elizabeth Barrett
Browning’s (1806-61)Sonnets from the Portugueseere eagerly and favourably
compared with the sonnet sequences of PetrarchSaalespearé? The same year,
1850, also saw the publishing of Alfred Tennysom'dsviemoriam A. H. Hwhich, as
Christopher Ricks has noted, was heavily influertmg8hakespeare’s SonnétsPhelan

believes this turn to Shakespeare to be a reaetganst earlier nineteenth-century

17 Mark PattisonMilton, 1879, ed. John Morley, English Men of Lettersyrition: Macmillan & Co., Limited, 1909),
215.

18 william Hazlitt, Table-Talk: Essays on Men and Mannek824, The World’s Classics, (London: Grant Richards
1901), 236.

19 John HolmesDante Gabriel Rossetti and the Late Victorian SerBequence: Sexuality, Belief and the ,Self
(Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2005), vii.

20 Joseph PhelaiThe Nineteenth-Century Sonn@asingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005), 134.

21 Angela LeightonElizabeth Barrett Browninged. Sue Roe, Key Women Writers, (Brighton: The Hsisr Press
Limited, 1986), 3.

2 gee Christopher Ricks|n'* Memoriam 1850, in Tennyson 2nd edn., ed. Christopher Ricks, (Basingstoke:
Macmillan, 1989), 204. For further information oenhyson and Shakespeare see P@&Hekespeare and the
Victorians 181-92.
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sonnets and states that ‘[d]uring the years af@50l. poets began to look to
Shakespeare and the Elizabethans, to Keats ahé ttatian originators of the sonnet in
the search for alternatives to the Miltonic-Wordsthh@n model and everything that it
implied.”?®

Interest inShakespeare’Sonnetsvas certainly growing and there are a number
of other explanations for why they became an irginggly popular phenomenon in the
nineteenth century. As has been seen, the uptumerest regarding Shakespeare that
occurred during the nineteenth century coincideith @wistrong belief that engaging with
Shakespeare’s works as a reader of texts was &mjuihot more important than, being
a spectator of his plays (see pp. 5-8 above). Thaspart of Shakespearet®uvre
which was specifically literary rather than theedti became an obvious subject of
interest. Not only does the nature of Shakespe@@etry as a page-based experience
make it a more likely candidate for Victorian comgation from an intellectual point of
view, but the small size of a volume of poetry wbalso make it more practical for a
society which found itself becoming increasinglybii® and in need of material to read
on the train or omnibus. John Gross has commehgddgdeople everywhere were now
eager for packaged information, casual entertaimmeading-matter which they could
get at in a hurry, “like sandwiches on a railwayrjeey.”** Indeed, in 1883, John
Dennis (1825-1911) advised that ‘[i]f any readestidl unacquainted with this golden
treasury of thought and imagination, we counsel tonobtain a pocket edition of the
poems [of Shakespeare], and carry it about with il he gain familiarity with its
contents?® Similarly, Charles Ellis, in hi&The Christ in Shakspeare,” Shakspeare and

the Biblebelieves that ‘[tlhe reader will discover ampl®e for meditation on them

Z phelanThe Nineteenth-Century Sonnét
24 Gross,The Rise and Fall of the Man of Letters: Aspect&Emglish Literary Life since 18006.
% Dennis,Studies in English Literaturet15-6.
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[the Sonnetswhen, even on a journey, he can retire into hifméé As Shakespeare’s
Sonnetdoecame more popular there was a simultaneousasera the way that writers
co-opted them for various agendas, although itifBcdlt to determine in which
direction this causality moved. Certainly the podemsl themselves to being used more
than Shakespeare’s plays as the narrative voittee@onnetspeaks largely in the first
person which enables critics to see in them Shakes{s own persona.

As this thesis is an investigation into h@hakespeare’s Sonnet®re used by
nineteenth-century writers to discuss the concefnthe day, there is no need for a
detailed study of Victorian poetry. That said, eeblook at the work of recent scholars
in the field of nineteenth-century poetics is uséfucontextualising the way in which
nineteenth-century writers would have approachesl Shnnets As has been seen
frequently throughout the present thesis, broaégmatsations are often crude and
misleading and generalisations about Victorian iyoask being reductive. Indeed, as
the work of such canonical writers as Alfred TeronysElizabeth Barrett Browning,
Robert Browning, Edward Lear (1812-88), A. C. Swinite, Matthew Arnold (1822-
88), Gerard Manly Hopkins (1844-89) and Oscar Wildake clear, the genre is
exceptionally diverse. This caveat notwithstandisgme generalisations can clearly
provide a useful point of reference. The second dfathe nineteenth century was a
period of increasing sophistication in the spheirgaetics; Joseph Bristow’s recent
work in this area has done much to highlight howedsity was a consequence of
complexity and innovation, particularly among wonyrets and those whose poems

were concerned with aesthetfésBristow has charted a period which can perhaps bes

%6 Charles Ellis The Christ in Shakspeare,” Shakspeare and the BiSlakspeare, a reading from the Merchant of
Venice; Shakspeariana; Sonnets, with their Scrigtheamonies Victorian edn. (Plymouth: Houlston & Sons,
1897), 165.

%7 SeeThe Cambridge Companion to Victorian Poeeyl. Joseph Bristow, (Cambridge: Cambridge UniveRigss,
2000),The Fin-de-Siecle Poem: English Literary Culture dinel 1890sed. Joseph Bristow, (Athens, OH.: Ohio
University Press, 2005).
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be defined through an ongoing (and unresolved) tdedlaout the purpose and function
of poetry; its terms can be seen via the distinstibetween the overtly utilitarian
political poetry of Ebenezer Elliot (1781-1849)ethoetry of public laureate Tennyson,
and the self-consciously aesthetic, poetry of Wildlbese tensions concerning the
function of poetry are important in relation to tbencerns of this chapter; as will be
seen, there are numerous opinions about the pumpioStéakespeare’s Sonnegnd
varying stances toward whether the poems are didacliterary conceits.

As well as the propensity toward experimentatioteddoy Bristow, Carol T.
Christ has charted contemporary debates concethangeparation of the speaker of a
poem from its writer, arguing that they anticipéger modernist forms of mask and
person&® By noting how the dramatic monologues of RoberoviBring and Alfred
Lord Tennyson elide the poets’ own voices Chrisivehthat nineteenth-century popular
poetry was challenging the concept of poetic vaidéhough Christ’'s main focus is on
Browning, Tennyson and Wilde, and their relatioMtdliam Butler Yeats (1865-1939),
T.S. Eliot (1888-1965) and Ezra Pound (1885-19M&),work is important in situating
the climate of nineteenth-century poetics. In higiting the approach to public and
personal poetic voice taken by a writer such aslgV# that the impersonality achieved
through the use of a persona or mask could enapleetito escape the confines and
confusions of the author’s own profile — Christiiflinates the development of attitudes
towards persona in nineteenth-century critical @lisse. The literary pursuits with
which this thesis is concerned were obviously segks describe poetry from 250 years
in the past rather than formulate a poetics to esklrcontemporary concerns;
nonetheless these writers’ understanding of, aimdi@es towards, contemporary poetry

are important. Isobel Armstrong, in a similar foarsthe poetic voices of nineteenth-

2 See Carol T. Chrisyictorian and Modern Poetic§London: University of Chicago Press, 1984), 15-52
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century poetry, discusses how the two forms ofriatksed self-expression and external
critical interrogation come together in what shem® the ‘double poems’ which are
found in the nineteenth century. Indeed, ‘[w]ha Wictorian poet achieved was often
quite literally two concurrent poems in the samedsd®® As with Christ's work, this
perceptive interpretation of Victorian poetics islgiul in terms of understanding the
way that nineteenth-century readers and criticslavbiave approache8hakespeare’s
Sonnets It is Armstrong’s thesis that Victorian poems wdyoth introspective with
regard to the poetic voice and extrospective reggrthe wider cultural conditions
within which the poem operates. This helps to iiluate the aspectuality of
Shakespeare as a phenomenon which could be usellitess various issues by taking
different approaches and resulting in differentcouates. In this chapter, the duality of
the nineteenth-century poem, and the effect thaththd on nineteenth-century concepts
of poetics, can be glimpsed in the duality of apgtotowards the voice and character
behindShakespeare’s Sonngtgith critical stances ranging from viewing thengets as
biography, to seeing them as literary exercises.

Yopie Prins has also noted that the nineteenthucgmtas a time of increasingly
complex ideas about the importance of the ‘voiagdiibd a poem, as can be seen in the
emerging sophistication of Victorian interest intere Not only were poets becoming
more experimental in their choice of meter — ‘dépgrfrom eighteenth-century heroic
couplets and neoclassical odes’ — but also theystfighoetic meter and voice was, as
has been seen with all scholarly endeavours in theiod, increasingly
professionalised” The growing attention to a perceived authorialspree, combined

with the proliferation of printed poetry — whichrged to further distance the text before

29 |sobel Armstrongyictorian Poetry: Poetry, Poetics and Politiqtondon: Routledge, 1996), 12.

%0 yopie Prins, ‘Victorian Meters’, iThe Cambridge Companion to Victorian Poety. Joseph Bristow,
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 89.
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a reader from the poet and thus the poetic voieeant that Victorian readers were able
to reconsider their approach to all poetry. Indé&ten Alkalay-Gut has suggested that
there was a shift in literary perception in thefatineteenth century as readers began to
question the voice in which literature was writtdParaphrasing Charles Algernon
Swinburne’s attempts to distance himself from teeadient voice of his lyric poetry
(‘I'm not sick — it's those crazy characters of mi Alkalay-Gut describes how ‘many
Victorian readers reacted to this response by ebwgrthat the kind of mind that
conceived of such personae could only be dised5diill be seen that this interest in
the idea of a speaker whose voice lies behind enves to explain both the concern
with, and desire to elucidat&hakespeare’s Sonnetds will be seen later in this
chapter, there was an attempt to distance Shakespesan any morally troubling
aspects of th&onnetdy claiming that that the voices in the poems weeeely literary
constructions — yet this argument was evidentlypersuasive for many contemporary
readers. Here a writers’ work was being used tgguithe moral fitness of his mind, a
process made significantly easier process whetiténary form was lyric poetry.
Although the collection of 154 sonnets is neithecessarily sequential nor,
indeed, a sequence at all, a general narrativadhinas long been seen to run through
the poems. That thread involves the ‘characterthefPoet, the Fair Youth (possibly the
‘Mr W. H." of the dedication), the Dark Lady, antet Rival*> The basic plot that

develops from this way of viewin§hakespeare’Sonnetss one of romantic and sexual

31 Karen Alkalay-Gut, ‘Aesthetic and Decadent PoetiryThe Cambridge Companion to Victorian Poety.
Joseph Bristow, (Cambridge: Cambridge University R12880), 228.

%2 The idea that th&onnetscontain a narrative, refer to these charactergven make up a coherent sequence is
contentious and debate is ongoing as to how beappsoach these poems. Compare, for example, Stephen
Booth's famous ‘William Shakespeare was almost g@gtdnomosexual, bisexual, or heterosexual. Thensets
provide no evidence on the matte8hakespeare’s Sonngéxl. Stephen Booth, (London: Yale University Press,
2000), 548) with Katherine Duncan Jones’ Ardgonnetswhich treats the poems as biographical and views
previous dismissals of biography as implicitly hgghobic Shakespeare’s Sonngésl. Katherine Duncan Jones,
The Arden Shakespeare: Third Series, (London: Tlsomp.earning, 1997), Introduction). For ease oénefice
in the present thesis, however, it will be assutted theSonnetscontain certain characters and they will be
referred to as the ‘Dark Lady,’ the ‘Fair YouthMf W. H.,” and the ‘Poet.” Arguments as to whetlégnry
Wriothesley (1573-1624), Third Earl of SouthamptonyVilliam Herbert (1580-1630), Third Earl of Peroke,
are the individuals mentioned do not concern tingsis.
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liaisons between these protagonists which in tam either be read as actual events in
Shakespeare’s life, or as Shakespeare’s own oiinmatters of love and sex. While,
as has been seen in this thesis, writers inteigbietes from the plays and apocryphal
stories about Shakespeare as relating the thoofBisakespeare the man, interpretation
of lines from lyric poetry allow for a more conving argument that this is what
Shakespeare thougtitSo, for example, T. A. Spalding interprets theof'the poems to
be a first-person reference to Shakespeare, portyayman who disapproves of selfish

or conceited individuals:

“For shame,” says Shakspere,
Deny that thou bear’st love to any
Who for thyself art so unprovident.

Grant if thou wilt thou art beloved of many,

But that thou none lovest is most evid%‘ht.

Indeed many editions of thfeonnets- such as Gerald Masseydhakspeare’s Sonnets
Never Before Interpretedcand Alexander Dyce’sThe Poems of Shakespeare
encouraged such readings by including a biograpmyesnoir of Shakespeare alongside
the poems. It is also the case that, while undallypiefluenced by his contemporaries,
most of theSonnetavere not based on pre-existing source materialassthe case with
the majority of Shakespeare’s other work, and thmant that any ideas felt to be
propounded by the poems could more easily be at&tbto the poet himself. However,

while the ambiguities of the poems could enabletessi to construct different

¥t is not important in the context of this thesisether the poems are, or are not, biographicghakespeare, rather
it is important to highlight the different approashtaken by nineteenth-century critics. For morettom
biographical aspect of thBonnetssee Paul Edmondson and Stanley Welsakespeare's Sonnged. Peter
Holland and Stanley Wells, Oxford Shakespeare Byfi©oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), pariicly
chapter 3.

34T, A. Spalding, ‘Shakspere’s Sonnetsentleman’s Magazin€42 (March 1878), 301.
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Shakespeares, those same ambiguities caused psohlaia number of critics spent
time arguing about the precise purpose ofSbanetor to whom they were addressed.
As already noted in this chapter, this debate cmmog the function and purpose of
poetry was something that, in many ways, definextdrian poetics and this shows that
the literary pursuits which focused 8hakespeare’s Sonnetere operating within, and
informed by, the wider contemporary literary milieu

It was possible for a writer to construct a biodngr persona for Shakespeare
behind theSonnetsand to use a fairly crude idea of authorial intamtto show that
Shakespeare had written the poems for a partiaglason. Robert Cartwright, for
example, in his 1870 edition of tl@onnetdelt that Shakespeare had compoSedus
and Adonisto represent the pursuit of the Fair Youth by therkDLady. Cartwright
further contends thathe Rape of Lucrecgas penned by Shakespeare upon discovering
that the two had conducted an affair, as a ‘veHfmlalelivering a lecture on morality —
not only to the young friend but especially to thdy.”® Similarly Richard Simpson
(1820-76), inAn Introduction to the Philosophy of Shakespeas®anetscompares the
poems to ‘text-books,” and claims that tBennetswere intended by Shakespeare to
function as a didactic way of expounding a certedmldview*° A similar construct of a
particular type of Shakespeare — one who writesifothis case, a moral agenda — is
also evident in Charles EllisThe Christ in Shakspeare(1897). Ellis reprinted each
sonnet alongside a brief ‘explanation’ of what goeem is about followed by passages
from the Bible, presumably with the aim of formiognnections in the reader’s mind. It
is apparently calculated by its author to be aressible and influential work and Ellis

(echoing Samuel Jonson) has taken it upon himselfdemonstrate what has been

% Robert Cartwright,The Sonnets of William Shakspere: Rearranged andd@&i into Four Parts with an
Introduction and Explanatory Noted ondon: John Russell Smith, 1870), 5.

% Richard SimpsorAn Introduction to the Philosophy of Shakespea®anets(London: N. Triibner & Co., 1868),
3.
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privately understood and felt throughout the agleat he [Shakespeare] wrote for all
time and for all readers” Ellis makes the claim that Shakespeare was dalisigr
pedagogical in his works, noting that ‘his objetivaays being to hold up vice to
abhorrence, and virtue to honour and imitatin.lt was, according to Ellis,
Shakespeare’s ‘happy purpose’ to highlight scrgdteeadings in his plays, yet Ellis is
able to explain the fact that Shakespeare’s worles reot explicitly moralistic or
religious by stating that he ‘avoids quoting thet tef Scripture, lest he should incur the
reproof of, or offend, the Clergy” In the Sonnetsthen, Shakespeare was ‘abstaining
from an open reference to Bible figures,’” instea@ breathes out spiritual truth in
figurative language full of devout aspiratioff& Ellis states that it was important to alter
the original 1609 text for nineteenth-century reagét has become necessary, and
especially at this epoch of the Victorian Age, toyide some such setting forth as is
now presented to the hand of all in every Englismé.** Ellis is arguing that the
Sonnetshould be in every home, or at least, every Endlighe, yet the use of the term
English is also interesting at a time when, as chateChapter One (pp. 54-6 above), a
British readership would have provided a much walatience.

It is also worthy of note that Ellis feels the newdrevise the text for his
contemporary readership despite his claim that &@dare was for all time and for all
readers. It seems that Shakespeare was only teaéliess once he had been sufficiently
modified. This process of revision involved the apging of numerous prefatory
guotations and poems, as well as different paginat the original quarto rather than

any actual changes to the text itself, so Elliadgaially claiming more input on his part

%7 Ellis, Shakspeare and the Bible7.
% |bid., 19.

% |bid., 167.

“Ipid., 167.

“bid., 17.
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than is fair. Ellis’ claim that modification of th®onnetsvas ‘especially’ necessary at
this particular point in history suggests thatlagion and its people had moved on from
Elizabethan England. This Whiggish view serves ighlight the long history of
England and show, to the nation’s credit, thatadl been producing important literature
— which was still relevant to the population of thireteenth century — for a long period
of time. Despite the fact that Ellis is claimingp@dagogical purpose f@hakespeare’s
Sonnetsit is one that has to be mediated because ‘[ady #xist in their accepted
consecutive order they are buried — lost to theegdmeader, and barred to the Christian
life.’** This is some claim, as Ellis is essentially sayihgt there is no way for a
Victorian reader to access the intention that Séaé@re seemingly had for tBennets

— and it is not just that the meaning of the son@eé obscured, they are ‘buried,” and
‘barred.” The self-aggrandisement involved in Edlaiming that it is he who is able to
translate these sonnets (which are completely esstiole to ‘the general reader’) is
considerable, and begs the question of why Ellisldibave chosen th®onnetsf they
are inaccessible without the right kind of presgeataand commentary. Press notices of
Shakspeare and the Bildow how easy it was for those with a religiousrata to feel
comfortable in usinghakespeare’SonnetsThe St James’ Budggefor example, stated
that Ellis’ volume makes clear that Shakespearisd was not only dominated by the
influence of an Almighty Being, but that in manystances his writings were actually
inspired by passages from the ScriptufésSimilarly the Hemel Hempstead Gazette
notes that the book is ‘[w]orthy of a large cirdida.’** These publications were not the

most widely read periodicals of the nineteenth uentyet they were evidently taking

42 bid., 24-5.

43 'Shakspeare’s Sonnets and the Bible: Some PressiaBpi, in“The Christ in Shakspeare,” Shakspeare and the
Bible: Shakspeare, a reading from the Merchant ehibe; Shakspeariana; Sonnets, with their Scriptural
harmonies Victorian edn., (Plymouth: Houlston & Sons, 1897)

“ Ibid.
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part in the ongoing dialogue concerning Shakespa@denoral identity. It is also worth
noting the commendatory notices reprinted in the& few pages ofhakspeare and the
Bible, which come from such notable and influential fegias A. Tennyson, W. E.
Gladstone, and F. W. Farrar.

While Peter Jones categorised nineteenth-centitrgscas preoccupied with the
biographical aspect of tHg&onnetscontemporary writers were well aware that theas w
plenty of scope for differences of opinion aboug Bonnetsand poetics in general.
Robert Shindler (1823-1903), for example, notes ¢év@an amongst ‘those who maintain
the autobiographical character $iiakespeare’Sonnets — there is still a very plentiful
diversity of view;’ indeed, many works of criticisbegin with a synopsis of the ongoing

debate® Similarly John Dennis notes Btudies in English Literaturéhat

A German critic regards Shakespeare’s sonnetsl@godtal; one recent writer
treats them as a burlesque upon “mistress songgtamother holds that the two
lovers of Sonnet CXLIV are the Celibate Church @mel Reformed Church; and
another, and American, propounds a still stranigeory. These sonnets, he asserts,

are hermetic writings, and the passion utterechémt is expressed for the Divine

Being.46

There is increasing evidence that the traits whvelhe found in Part One of this thesis
are attendant in writings which are more specifycabout theSonnets This dismissal
of foreign criticism (the latter is ‘still strangamplying that the former are strange),

and particularly the German writer, is further ende of how the nation could be

5 Robert Shindler, ‘The Stolen KeyGentleman’s Magazin€72 (Jan. 1892), 72.

46 Dennis, Studies in English Literature411. The ‘German critic’ to whom Dennis refershDis Barnstorff whose
Schliissel zu Shakspeare’s Sonnett860) has been translated into English by T. hh&m in 1862. The
‘recent writer’ would appear to be Henry Brown whabfishedThe Sonnets of Shakespeare SoinelB70. The
final work Dennis is referring to here is John Aerdlud,Shakspere: His Inner Life as Intimated in his Wprks
(London: John Maxwell and Company, 1865).
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promoted and unified by disparaging foreign Shakasp criticism (see pp. 88-90
above).

As elsewhere in nineteenth-century Shakespedreism there is a large amount
of collaboration and cross-pollination between tngics who are writing about the
Sonnets Often this is signalled quite explicitly by theriter; Edward Dowden, for
example, in preparing his 1881 edition, notes tlehas ‘had before me in preparing
this volume the editions of Bell, Clark and Wrigkdopllier, Delius, Dyce, Halliwell,
Hazlitt, Knight, Palgrave, Staunton, Grant Whityd otherd’ This acknowledgement
was considered important in the arena of Shakespeaticism and an advert for
Shakespeare’s Sonnets: Edited with Notes and lattazh, by Thomas Tylerotes that

Tyler's is a ‘theory which has won the acceptanfeamongst others, Dr George

4T The Sonnets of William Shakspezd. Edward Dowden, (London: Kegan Paul, Trendbag, 1881), 1.
John Charles Bell (1745-1831), first published warks of Shakespeare as an acting edition (J. C. &8kl
Shakespeare’s Plays: as They are Now Performed athibatres Royal in London. Regulated from the Ptomp
Books of Each House by Permissiqhondon: J. Bell, 1774)). This included the poeas well as an
introduction and notes to all the works, by Frar@@ntleman, (1728-84).
William George Clark (1821-78) and William Aldis Wht (1836-1914), edited the first Cambridge editain
Shakespeare which was a standard reference woikweit into the twentieth century (Clark, W. G. and
Wright, W. A. eds.The Works of William Shakespeaf€ambridge: Macmillan, 1863-6), 9 vols.,).
John Payne Collier (1789-1883), editor of a nundfeatifferent editions between 1842 and 1878, waslired
in a controversy regarding an annotated folio whiehclaimed to have found and which was subseguentl
denounced as a forgery. See GangZetfune & Men’s Eyes: The Career of John Payne Ogli@ollier's 1843-4
edition of the complete works of Shakespeare hallided theSonnetse-edited and with a brief introduction
regarding their composition and content. See Jaym® Collier,The Works of William Shakespeare
Nikolaus Delius (1813-88) a German scholar whodiéiom (Delius, Nikolaus ed.The Complete Works of
William Shakespeare(Leipzig: Baumgartner, 1854-61)) influenced F.Fdirnivall (1825-1910) in hisThe
Leopold Shakspere: The Poet’s Works in Chronologbraler (London: Cassell and Company, Limited, 1887).
Alexander Dyce (1798-1869) first published an ieditof Shakespeare’s poems in 1832 and it wentutitro
eleven editions before 1891 (Rev. Alexander Dythe Poems of Shakespeare: with a Memoir by Rev.
Alexander Dycel832, (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1856)).
James Orchard Halliwell (from 1872 Halliwell-Pplbs) was a prominent Shakespearean of the pendd a
edited the works of Shakespeare in sixteen voluthtdliwell-Phillipps, J. O. ed.,;The Works of William
ShakespeargLondon: C. & J. Adlard, 1853-65), 16 vols.,). Daen is presumably also referring to Halliwell-
Phillipps’ biography which came out in the sameryas Dowden’s work (Halliwell-PhillippsQutlines of the
Life of Shakespeaye
William Hazlitt added to his 1851 edition (Hazliwvilliam ed., The Dramatic Works of William Shakspeare
(London: George Routledge & Co., 1851), 4 vols.,}hwiork containing Shakespeare’s poems, as wegllaas
of doubtful authorship (Hazlitt, William edThe Supplementary Works of William Shakespeare: @simgp his
Poems and Doubtful Playf_ondon: G. Routledge, 1852)).
Charles Knight (1791-1873) produc@tie Comedies, Histories, Tragedies, and Poems diakVilShakspere
(London: C. Knight, 1842-1844), 12 vols., followey William Shakspere: a Biography and Poerfisondon:
Charles Knight, 1851).
F. T. Palgrave, editeBongs and Sonnets by William Shakespdaondon: Macmillan and Co., 1879).
Howard Staunton (1810-74) editétie Works of Shakespedteondon: Routledge, Warne & Routledge, 1862),
3 vols., which included thBonnets
Richard Grant White (1821-85) edit@the Works of Shakespearmcluding the poems (Boston: Little, Brown
and Company, 1857-66), 12 vols.



TheSonnets 195

Brandes, Mr William Archer, and Dr F. J. Furnivafl.Similarly Poet-Lore: A Monthly
Magazine Devoted to Shakespeare, Browning, an€tmparative Study of Literature
carried ‘A New Word on Shakespeare’s Sonnets’ l§ydodlet in 1891 which begins by
locating his work within the context of a largerbdée that involves Alexander Dyce,
Henry Brown, Dr Charles Mackay, Gerald Massey, ¥lefl, and the New Shakspere
Society, as well as Edward Dowd&nDespite a dearth of editions Shakespeare’s
Sonnetsin the early decades of the nineteenth centurypd&b feels that ‘[s]ince
Malone, a great many new and elegant editions hppeared, among which an edition
by Palgrave, and an edition by Dowden, are by ffar bbest, although the latter is
disfigured by the eccentric interpretations in whtbe editor indulges® Not all work
was openly acknowledged, however, and Horst Scleroeals shown how Oscar Wilde
was influenced by an 189Athenseumarticle called ‘Was Mr W. H. the Earl of
Pembroke?,” by Brinsley Nicholson, from which Wildigently borrowed information

for the extended version of ‘The Portrait of Mr W." — published posthumously in

“8 Thomas Tyler;The Herbert-Fitton Theory of Shakespeare’s SonetReply (London: David Nutt, 1898), inside
cover. Thomas Tyler (1826-1902) was a prominenp@nent of the theory that Mr W. H. was William Herb
and that the Dark Lady was Mary Fittanl(578-1641).

George Brandes (1842-1927), a Danish writer, predUdlliam Shakespear@895-6), which was translated by
William Archer Shakespeare: A Critical Studlyondon: William Heinemann, 1898), 2 vols.,).

Frederick James Furnivall published two articlemaerning theSonnetsin the 1890s (Frederick James
Furnivall, ‘Shakspere’s Sweetheart: Discovery af thark Woman of the Sonnet®all Mall Gazette,(8 Jan
1890), and Frederick James Furnivall, ‘ShakspedeNary Fitton’, Theatre,(1 Dec 1897), 1-6).

4%, Goodlet, ‘A New Word on Shakespeare’s Sonndtsiet-Lore: A Monthly Magazine Devoted to Shakespear

Browning, and the Comparative Study of Literatteno. 10 (Oct. 15 1891), 506-11.

For Alexander Dyce see n. 47 above.

Henry Brown, wroteThe Sonnets of Shakespeare Solved, and the Mysthiy Friendship, Love, and Rivalry
Revealed(London: John Russell Smith, 1870).

Charles Mackay (1814-89) publishédew Light on Some Obscure Words and Phrases in theks\Waf
Shakspeare and his Contemporarigbondon: Reeves & Turner, 1884), and wrote ‘A Tadg Skein
Unravelled: or the Mystery of Shakespeare’s Sonn@tineteenth Centuryol. 16, no. 90 (August 1884), 238-
262).

Gerald Massey, wrote a number of influential néeetth-century works on ti8onnetssee pp. 200-1 below.

For Thomas Tyler see n. 48 above.

For The New Shakspere Society see p. 7 above.

Edward Dowden was one of the most prominent Skueee scholars of the period, a member of the New
Shakspere Society, and his 1881 edition of3benetsvent through six editions before the end of thetasy.

Poet Lore while not one of the most popular journals of ttieeteenth century, was nevertheless a periodical
which carried the work of, among others, Horace H@wFurness, Theodore Child, and Frederick Fleaysand
was evidently an arena in which serious and impodacussion on Shakespeare was taking place.

%0 hid., 30.
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book form in 192F* Evidently then, those writing about Shakespeataénsecond half

of the nineteenth century, while clearly not allldwing exactly the same agenda, are
nevertheless all part of the same intellectualalisge. Previous chapters have noted the
common perceptions of nationalism and moralism teddiverse approaches which
could be taken by critics towards these agendabthas has been shown to be equally
true of discussions dbhakespeare’s Sonnetdaving shown that there was far from a
unified hegemony of approach to either poetichergoetry of Shakespeare, the present
chapter now seeks to focus upon tBennets thus making the interaction between
writers more obvious and illuminating the complgxif, and reasons which underpin,
the use of Shakespeare. An examination of oneesingtk of Shakespeare’s illustrates
the evident importance of anxieties about moralitg nationalism to the educated elite
of the nineteenth century; their presence withinohsa small part of theeuvreof a
single author indicates how pervasive these feghngre.

That aspects of morality should arise in literanyrquits of Shakespeare’s
Sonnetsis unsurprising given the content of the poemané&ily, and perhaps most
obviously, the fact that thBonnetsare on the whole amatory poems means that there is
scope for discussion about human relationships a@mcesponding ideas on sex and
fidelity. This also allows the writers of theseetiry pursuits to rehearse concepts of
Idealism and Sensualism that have already been ®edre preoccupations of this
nineteenth-century educated community. SecondigesMalone’s edition in 1796, the
first 126 sonnets have been generally acceptedetowviitten to a man; and this
authorship obviously meant that there was roomtlierSonnetsto be used to either
condemn or celebrate homosexuality. Perhaps, toeretwas a need to vindicate

Shakespeare from any perceived sexual transgressadnding, given the nature of the

51 Horst SchroederOscar Wilde, The Portrait of Mr W. H.: Its Compasitj Publication and Receptipn
(Braunschweig: Technische Universitat Carolo-Wilhelanzu Braunschweig, 1984), 25-6. The original, srort
version of ‘The Portrait of Mr W. H.” was publish@uBlackwood’s Edinburgh Magazirie July 1889.
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Sonnets anxiety about homosexuality and ideas of malemalationships®> The
emergence of homosexuality as a categorisatioté@s much discussed in recent years
and there is still no agreement on how exactlyrttoelern concept of the homosexual
came about in the late nineteenth centimscertaining whether the literary pursuits
examined here were in any way responsible for quuedising the homosexual is not
an issue with which this thesis concerns itsetheait is sufficient to note that anxieties
about homosexuality — which have been noted aseacpupation in histories of
Victorian Britain — were discussed and rehearseadimivriting about Shakespeare.

The occurrence of nationalist concerns within iwgtabout theSonnetss less
expected than the presence of moralism. That 8a&dncidence of nationalism, despite
its lack of obvious relation to tH@onnetscan be seen as indicative of strong nationalist
anxieties in the period. Recent scholars have nibtedhationalism which inflected and
directed Victorian poetry in general, and YopienBrhas described how the English
poetical tradition was an important part of therpation of nationalism as nineteenth-
century poets were able to call on their predecesgaeorge SaintsburyWistory of
English Prosody for example, created a ‘reconstruction of thet gadich] newly

enfranchises Victorian poetry through a genealdgiraglish poets including Chaucer,

%2 Here, and elsewhere in this chapter, the term dsmxual’ denotes an erotic or sexualised desirer(ecessarily
reciprocated) by one male for another. It shouldnbted that the term is not one with which manythof
individuals surveyed in this thesis would have b&niliar and that there are numerous problems wisng
such nomenclature. For example, Edmondson and Wlells that Benjamin Jowett (1817-93), in dismissing
Tennyson’s enthusiasm for ti8®nnetsexpressed his own sense that they oenetsare homoerotic.” (See
Edmondson and Well§hakespeare’s Sonngi38). Yet ‘homoerotic’ would not have been a téhat Jowett
would have understood; tHBED notes its first usage as being in Ernest Jone$6 lanslation of Sandor
Ferenczi'sContributions to Psycho-Analysi$hus, to label Jowett’s feeling as touching omberoticism is
misleading. However, as this work is not primadbncerned with defining or seeking to explore haemoslity
in itself, and as a label is needed for male/matgie desire, the use of this term, following tluaveat, is
acceptable. For more on the language and constnucti the homosexual in nineteenth-century Britae s
Joseph BristowEffeminate England: Homoerotic Writing after 18§Buckingham: Open University Press,
1995), H. G. CocksNameless Offences: Homosexual Desire in the Ninété@antury (London: I. B. Tauris
Publishers, 2003), Matt Cookpndon and the Culture of Homosexuality, 1885-19Gambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2003), and Sean Bradi§asculinity and Male Homosexuality in Britain, 186313
(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2005).

53 See Bristow,Effeminate EnglandJoseph BristowSexuality New Critical Idiom, (London: Routledge, 1997),
Dowling, Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfpfiocks,Nameless Offence€ook,London and the
Culture of Homosexualityand BradyMasculinity and Male Homosexuality in Britain
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Spenser, and Milton (with Shakespeare waiting i@ wings).®* Again, it was the
biographical aspect of the poems which alloweddlvesters to digress into discussions
of Shakespeare’s patriotism and pre-eminence invtrl of literature. There were also
those who were able to portray particular visiofBgtain by including apparently
irrelevant material (which was actually nationglist their ostensiblySonnetgelated
work.

Concerns about nationalism and morality have b&®swn to have a close
ideological link, and Linda Dowling has noted thateteenth-century efforts to improve
public moral virtue were driven by a desire to aengland’s perceived fall from its
dominant position on the world staffeDowling situates these events firmly in the early
to mid-nineteenth century and feels that, by theerladecades, the intellectual
frameworks which had been employed to counteraesettsocial problems, could be
subverted by those wishing to promote homosexu&li§ean Brady complicates this
argument by suggesting that concerns which couwflasgionalism and moralism were
very much present in the late nineteenth-centusting that, in the final decades of the
century, ‘British politicians and moralists reinéed notions that the success of British
society and the unparalleled power and extent efEmpire was due, in part, to the
moral fitness of its mer’’ Thus Brady suggests that the focus on the marads of
the nation’s males was due to anxieties abouterdttan confidence in, the state of the

nation. The present thesis does not seek to resbisedebate, rather it examines the

54 prins, ‘Victorian Meters’, 93.
%5 See DowlingHellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxford

% |n 1872, Robert Buchanan (1841-1901) had attacked®th-Raphaelites, denouncing them as the Fleshlyofc
hoping to damage them in the same way that Hunt Keats had been labelled the Cockney School by
Blackwood'sin the 1820s. Dowling asserts that this backfioadBuchanan and the majority of the intellectual
elite refused to support him, which led to John iAdtbn Symonds’ (1840-93) challenges on the lawd an
institutions which controlled homosexuality in Eagtl. Dowling suggests that Victorian Britain haddiee far
more liberal and was, in 1872, prepared to happdyept the eroticism and sensuality of poetry that of
Dante Gabriel Rossetti (1828-82). (Ibid., 12-5, 24-6

57 Brady, Masculinity and Male Homosexuality in Britai14. See also Elaine Showalt8exual Anarchy: Gender
and Culture at the Fin de Siécld.ondon: Virago, 1995), who examines the moraligmand attendant debates
which occurred towards the end of the nineteentiucg.
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place of Shakespeare’s Sonnetgithin the moral discourse of the late nineteenth
century. This chapter does, however, support Dapilmher engagement with Richard
Jenkyns and Frank Turner who both highlight howieties about morality and the
nation manifested themselves in a turn towardseandbreek culturé® It is therefore
with the fascinating amount of ancient Greek imggarident in these literary pursuits

of theSonnetghat this chapter will ultimately concern itself.

b) The Sonnets and Nationalism

As was seen in Chapter One, those using Shakesjpeaanationalistic agenda
sought to unify the nation and promote the placsipied by that nation in relation to
the rest of the world. It can be seen in writing@ttshakespeare’'Sonnetghat there are
clear attempts to link Shakespeare to Britain thhoeither its history or geography;
there were also efforts to promote Shakespeardhendation by showing the poems or
the poet to be superior to others. Often there avaeverlap between these approaches
as anxieties about nationalism were given exprassioough the promotion of
nationalist agendas. Nationalist uses ofS3banetsare most evident when the poems are
assumed to be biographical and reflective of trstohical context within which they
were written. As with the more general usage ofk8hpeare and the linking of him to a
unified nation, Gerald Massey’'s work on tl8®nnetspresents its readers with a

Shakespeare who was very much part of the landsddpegland:

He [Shakespeare] loved her [England’s] tender gidrgreen grass, her grey skies,

her miles on miles of apple-bloom in spring timer kalleys brim-full of the rich

58 See Richard Jenkyn§he Victorians and Ancient Greed®xford: Basil Blackwell, 1980); Frank Turner, Mhe
Greek Heritage in Victorian Britain(London: Yale University Press, 1981); and Dowlitdellenism and
Homosexuality in Victorian Oxford
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harvest-gold in autumn; her leafy lanes and fiedthp, and lazy, loitering river-
reaches; her hamlets nestling in the quiet heamtiradl life; her scarred old Gothic
towers and mellow red-brick chimneys with their dudwist, and white cottages
peeping through the roses and honeysuckles. We Krow he loved his own

native woods and wild flowers, the daisy, the pdsa, the wild honeysuckle, the

cowslip, and most of all, the violat.

This geographic style of rhetoric — similar to thated by Sidney Lee, Halliwell-
Phillipps, and others (see pp. 76-80 above) — adenthe England that Massey's
readers would have known with Shakespeare, setwingite them both and bestow the
authority of antiquity on the nation. So too, ‘fhfiavourite birds also are the common
homely English singing birds, the lark and nighélgg the cuckoo and blackbird that
sang to Shakspeare in his childhood and still $orgay in the pleasant woods of
Warwickshire.®

Gerald Massey was a ubiquitous figure in nineteeentury writing on
Shakespeare’s Sonne&tsd his work highlights the ongoing discourse Wwtsarrounded
the Sonnetshis first publication on the subject came in Qearterly Reviewn 1864,
and his writing was still being published in 189@oreover, Massey’'s work was
immensely popular; it was frequently reprinted, amderenced by otheBonnets
critics®* Even those who disagree with Massey seem comp#dlestknowledge his

work, as Dowden did in 1903; ‘[tlhe only thing Mradsey’s elaborate theory seems to

%9 MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpréi46.
% |bid., 547.

®1 He is cited by: Simpson, in hBhilosophy of Shakespeare’s Sonn@smpson,Philosophy of Shakespeare’s
Sonnets 68-9); W. Theobald (1829-1908) (W. Theobafdn the Authorship of the Sonnets Attributed to
Shakespeare: An Enquiry into the Respective ClaimBaoon, Sir Philip Sidney and Others to be thaithdr,
(Devon: F. N. Parsons, 1896)); S. S. Travers (SttSiravers,Shakespeare’s Sonnets: To Whom were they
Addressed?(Tasmania: Davies Bros., 1881), 8); J. R. Greel{d8) in hisHistory of the English People
(1874) — a citation which is modestly mentioned\igssey in his own 1888 edition (Mass&he Secret Drama
of Shakspeare’s Sonngetd, 15) — and by David Main in higeasury of English Sonnef& Treasury of English
Sonnets: Edited from the Original Sources with Naias lllustrations ed. David Main, (Manchester: Alexander
Ireland and Co., 1880) 279-80).
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me to lack is some evidence in support. His argusneray well remain unanswered.
One hardly knows how to tug at the other end afperof sand®* So too John Cuming
Walters despite stating that ‘I shall presentlyvglvehy | am convinced that his position
is untenable, his reasoning inaccurate, and hisrghenjust.®® Most writers refer to
Gerald Massey’s ‘theory’ and it appears to be bythi@ most influential (although not
necessarily widely accepted) hypothesis onSbanetsn the late nineteenth century;
accordingly he will be a recurrent presence in thiapter’*

In Massey’s work, Shakespeare is presented adyfipart of the nation of
England, and it is not only Shakespeare who isgoeonstructed here, it can be seen
that Massey is also inventing a certain image efrtation. Exactly what sort of England

Massey constructs is evident in statements such as:

Nearness to nature we may look on as the greatletasum for the nurture of a
national poet, and this was secured to Shakspétgecame of good healthy
yeoman blood, he belonged to a race that has allvags heartily national, and

clung to their bit of soil from generation to geson — ploughed a good deal of

their life into it, and fought for it too, in theag of their country’s need’

Massey’s historiography is Tory in orientation atmtloughout his work he links his

readers with Shakespeare and Elizabethan Englaftiouyh phrases like ‘from

62 Shakspere’s Sonnets and Pogets Edward Dowden, (London: Kegan Paul, Trendibiier & Company Limited,
1903), xxxvi.

8 John Cuming WaltersThe Mystery of Shakespeare’s Sonnets: An Attenffitezidation (London: The New
Century Press Limited, 1899), 17.

% Briefly, Massey’s theory regarding ti8onnetsvas that they were written by Shakespeare to goavetory, and
that different sonnets were afforded different awe voices: some were from Shakespeare to Wistghieand
regarded their friendship; some were written asugiiofrom Wriothesley to Elizabeth Vernon (1572-1655
some were from Vernon to Wriothesley; some (suchl44Q) were written as though by Vernon about
Wriothesley and Elizabeth Rich; and some were froitliath Herbert to Rich. In this way, Massey could
describe some sonnets as conveying Shakespeane'teelings (‘Personal Sonnets’), and some as haimgly
literary exercises (‘Dramatic Sonnets’). See MasSéwpkspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpreted

% bid., 495.
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generation to generation’ might appear to sugg&gheygish movement or progression,
the fact that each successive generation stilgslinand the verb implies a resistance to
change — to the soil of the nation reveals thatghido not change and thus Tory stasis
is promoted. This essay was appended to a workezh8hakspeare’s Sonnets Never
Before Interpreted1866) which was reprinted in 1872, 1888 and 1880er the title
The Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s SonmegsMassey’s titles suggest, he felt himself
to have a strong connection with Shakespeare angetventeenth century in that he was
able to interpret the secret hidden within the poem

Similarly, in a review of Charles ElliShakespeare and the Bipke nationalist

tone is struck by th8t James’ Budgethen it states that

Sir Henry Irving has said, ‘the thought of such anmas Shakespeare] is an
incomparable inheritance for any nation;’ and trilys impossible to calculate the

far-reaching influence which the lessons conveyedlis writings have exercised

upon the nations of the worfd.

This not only ensures that Shakespeare is uneaallyabe product and possession of
England, but also promotes both Shakespeare ankhrithgs having influenced, and
thus controlled, the rest of the world. In botlstreview and Massey’s work can be seen
the wider trend of linking Shakespeare with eittier geographic reality of Britain, or
the shared heritage of its people. Either way,pihyeulation of Britain is united in that
they all have a connection with Shakespeare armcthuse Shakespeare is the ‘greatest
Englishman’ and ‘so English in feeling’ — all ofetde unified people are elevated by

associatior!” These examples highlight how two different apphesccan be taken by

®6 ‘Shakspeare’s Sonnets and the Bible: Some PresscDpi.

7 MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpret@s.
Massey,The Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sondéts.



TheSonnets 203

writers seeking the same promotion of Britain, natter how nebulous the link to
Shakespeare. There is, for example, a certain tesmess in Gerald Massey noting that
the second incarnation of his book Shakespeare’Sonnetss published in ‘the tri-
centennial year in which we celebrate the famougadeof the Invincible Spanish
Armada.®® Similarly, Hannah Lawrence, writing in th@uarterly Reviewin 1867,
describes how Shakespeare would have participate@lli the eager and anxious
excitement’ of the year of the Spanish Armada; ‘ndyose inmost heart was so
thoroughly English; he, who in his “King John” hasshrined so many bursts of the
noblest patriotism®® Also, as part of his project to date tf®onnetsas the
autobiographical writings of Shakespeare, SamudleBulecides that sonnet 107Q is
about the fear of the English nation in the faceghef Spanish Armada. Although the
description of such an attack by a foreign poweveseto unite the defensive nation,
Butler underscores this unity by claiming that gn]JEngland only, but the whole
civilised word was in suspense; no one knew whahinhappen; a shadow over hung
the throne, and who could say whether it would @assy, or prove to be the doom and
date of all things’ Butler makes Elizabethan England the centre ofwbed and,
whatever their wishes, every ‘civilised’ persomaitected by any threat to the English
way of life. As with more general writing on Shageare, theSonnetsserve to remind
their English readers of how important their coymsgrto the world as a whole.

The defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588 was olsWyoal patriotic event, and
the fact that it was possible to tie it, howevanueusly, to Shakespeare, was a rich
source of nationalist feeling which writers coukpit. Indeed, Massey almost makes

Shakespeare himself responsible for repelling frenfards:

%8 |bid., 403.
8 Lawrence, ‘Shakespeare in Domestic Life’, 95.

0 Butler, Shakespeare’s Sonngl®3.
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We may see also in his early plays what were hisqmal relations to the England
of that memorable time which helped to mould hime $iow the war stirred his

nature to its roots, and made them clasp Englatidl ali their fibres: we may see

how he fought the Spaniard in feeling, and helgeshiatter their armadas.

There is no documentary evidence that Shakespeaseirnvany way connected to the
defeat of the Armada, but this does not preventdgadrom shaping Shakespeare into a
true English hero who is ready to defend his cquagrainst invasion. Massey states that
‘[tlhe world could not have been more ripe, or Eamgl more ready’ than it was for
Shakespeare’s birth, and states that the defaaeohrmada was due to the strength of
England at this time — a strength that somehowsteared itself to Shakespedfe.

Indeed,

The full-statured spirit of the nation had just fiduits sea-legs and was clothing
itself with wings. Shakspeare’s starting-place Hr victorious career was the fine
vantage ground which England had won when she hakkb the strength of the
Spaniard, burst the girdle they had sought to pund her, and sat enthroned
higher than ever in her sea-sovereignty — breatamgmpler air of liberty, strong
in the sense of a lustier life, and glad in theagrdawn of a future new and

o 73
limitless.

Despite the fact that this is ostensibly a workwlghakespeare’Sonnetsit is clear
that Massey brings a nationalist agenda into pygland is placed as the premier

location in the world, and juxtaposed with a foreigation, there is the martial

"I MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpréi46.
2 bid., 493.
®Ibid., 493.
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terminology of Shakespeare’s ‘victorious’ careed &ngland’s besting of the Spanish,
and also the elegiac language used with regardntglaBd’s past and future glory.
Massey also uses his investigation into Henry Vidasltey, Third Earl of Southampton —
a common contender to be the ‘real’ Fair Youthhef $onnets- to make much of the
nationalistic feeling that was roused by the Sga®iemada. The threat of invasion by
the Spanish was a constant fear during the reidelibeth, although Massey is eager
to include the event regardless of its relevanckisovork on theSonnetsindeed, the
reference arises, not frothe earliest mention of Wriothesley, but rather outofne of
the earliest notices of the earl [which] is in Biate Papers” Massey reprints a quote,
which states that ‘the Earl of Southampton’s armsuo be scoured and dressed up by
his executors,” and then reminds his readers thatig in relation to ‘the “Armada” in
which the encroaching tide of Spanish power waseth®ack broken, from the wooden
walls of England® This passionate description of the defeat of than&h, and the
romantic way in which England is described, cetyaguggests that there was more to
Massey’s writing than simply historical contextsalion of theSonnetsLater, Massey
describes Wriothesley’s attack on the King of Sigaindian fleet, when ‘like a fearful
herd they fled from the fury of our eaff'The alliteration employed by Massey both
here and in the earlier quote also gives the ingowaghat he is writing with more than a
simple presentation of the events in Southamptbfes but rather is using a style of
rhetoric which promotes a nationalist agenda.

The Sonnets of Shakespeare SolbgdHenry Brown also uses seemingly
incidental detail in order to promote a nationahgienda. Brown announces that the

‘friend spoken of so much in the poems’ is Willidherbert, and then states that ‘[iJt is

" bid., 53-4.

S Domestic Series of the Reign of Elizabd®B1-1590, 417, quoted in Ibid., 54.
MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpréiéd

% bid., 61.
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also to this nobleman’s honour that to his patren&ggland can boast one of her
greatest architects, Inigo JonéSJones (1573-1652), was a highly influential figime
early-modern England and was largely responsilbidife modernisation of London’s
buildings in the early seventeenth century, andwBras evidently trying to show that
Herbert was a powerful and important man with gtaste. What Brown also achieves
here, however, is that he is naming a writer andasshitect who are supposedly
England’s best, and as such, are able to compégenationally, thus promoting
England’s standing in the fields of literature ardhitecture. What comes across in all
of this tenuous detail is a certain desperatiomaixe Shakespeare an appropriate figure
for nationalist promotion, regardless of the sulighof Shakespeare for the job.

The linking of Shakespeare’s biography with evédram British history was not
the only way in which he could be employed for #iamalistic agenda, however, and
even those writers who embraced the oft-cited t#ckformation about Shakespeare’s
biography could use this freedom in order to wilihe Sonnetsin a very different
manner to writers like Massey, Lawrence, or Browhp chose to create a very definite
history for Shakespeare, some writings on S@nnetsused a deliberate lack of
information to construct their own Shakespeare. fmb&es which accompany David
Main’s selected sonnets of Shakespeare are rife nationalistic fervour. For example,
when explaining the lack of biographical detailamttconcerning Shakespeare, he states
that Shakespeare ‘might as well be one of the skadigures in Arthurian legend®
Quite which shadowy figures Main is referring tan clear but the comparison serves
two purposes; firstly it invokes the legends of @ohand Albion in readers’ minds and
thus infuses the life-history of Shakespeare witlomantically English, and thus

positive, quality. By conflating Shakespeare andgkArthur (or some other character

" Brown, The Sonnets of Shakespeare Sogl¢ed
8 A Treasury of English Sonne&d. Main, 277.
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out of the Arthurian legends), Main manages botmédke Shakespeare more mythical —
and so awe-inspiring — and make Arthur more grodndebiographical fact — making
the idea of an England founded by noble knights emdantic deeds seem more
realistic. All of this elevates Shakespeare andntiteon of England. The figure of King
Arthur was a popular one in nineteenth-centurya@miand can be found in the poetry of
both Tennyson and MorriS. As Sam Smiles shows in ‘Albion’s Legacy — Myth,
History and “the Matter of Britain,” the icon of réhurian legend was able to invoke a
powerful, if occasionally problematic, sense ofioralism® It is also worth noting that
the past which Main creates for the nation is ¢je®vhiggish. The reference to the
Arthurian idyll presents a past that Main’s readensuld no longer have access to
although all could share in the heritage that sactommon history brought to the
nation.

Placing Shakespeare firmly in the past of theomati regardless of whether this
is a mythical or a supposedly factual past — ang tireating both a shared heritage and
conferring the authority of antiquity upon Shakespewas commonly done. Returning
to Gerald Massey’'s work, it can seen that his deson of Elizabethan England
explicitly makes Shakespeare undeniably Englisliiewthe eager national spirit stood
on the very threshold of expectation, our Shakspeas born, literally in the heart of
England.?! Later, Massey states that Shakespeare ‘had tliegemexpressibly strong

with Englishmen, for owning a bit of this dear laoflours and living in one’s own

9 Alfred Tennyson wrote a number of poems basedhenmyth of King Arthur and connected stories. These
included ‘The Lady of Shalott’ (1832), ‘Mort d’Arti’ and ‘Sir Galahad’ (1842), and the volunidslls of the
King (1859) andThe Holy Grail and Other Poen{4869). William Morris (1834-96) similarly wrote mumber
of poems based around the King Arthur myth manywhfch were included iffThe Defence of Guenevere
(1858).

8 sam Smiles’ work, which concentrates on art arhitecture, notes that problems arise from the faat an
attempt to portray an imaginary past in a histetievay is both pluralist and contradictory, thusisiag a
weakness in the foundation from which a nation loarconstructed. (Smiles, ‘Albion’s Legacy’, 168-8%ge
also BarczewskiMyth and National Identity in Nineteenth-Century Britafor an examination of how regular
invocations of King Arthur fed into ideas aboutioatl identity during the nineteenth century.

81 MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpret@d-5.
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house; paying rent to no man,’ thus he ‘acquireaske and lands, and obtained a grant
of arms, and shown every desire to found a cousntyily/; to possess a bit of this dear
England in which he could plant the family treed @ down to posteritthat way.’ %
This romanticised capitalist vision of Shakespeexsésting within an England that
would have been familiar to Massey’s readers —ptfesent tense of ‘this dear land of
ours’ — also functions as an instructional tale.sb&gy is showing his readers how to

obtain a place in posterity themselves; not nec#gsas important a place as

Shakespeare’s, but a lasting place nonethelessdylasntinues:

We learn how these things [threats against Engtamth as the Spanish Armada]
made him turn to his country’s history, and pouwrtfaic.] its past and exalt its
heroes in the eyes of Englishmen. How often doeshio& them the curse of civil
strife, and read them the lesson that Englandfesssalong as she is united! Thus

he lets us know how true an Englishman he was; hdwof patriotic fire and

L 3
communicative warmtﬁ.

In showing Shakespeare turning to the history ofl&md during times of difficulty,
Massey allows his readers to also view Shakesp@esasesuitable figure in which to find
unity and support. However, Massey does not alveagk to place Shakespeare in the
past and uses his Tory historiography to shift filom historical to contemporary;
stating that ‘[h]e had the English spirit of sporthis blood, such as runs through the
whole race from peer to poach&t.By using the present tense of the verb, Massey is
connecting Shakespeare to the nineteenth centuhythars uniting his readers — of all

social classes — and the ambiguity as to whethertlte spirit or the blood which ‘runs

82 |hid., 559, 5009.
8 bid., 546.
84 bid., 533.
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through the whole race,” creates a common blood letween Shakespeare and
Massey’s readership. This Tory location of Shakaspén history allows a nineteenth-
century critic to employ Shakespeare as both aneandigure of authority and a
contemporary symbol of dominance. For example,vthg that Massey mixes up his
tenses in the following statement; ‘[t]he rest loé wworld are welcome to prove him a
cosmopolitan; but we know where his nationalityliele was a dear lover of this dear
land of ours®® In this sentence Shakespeare is both historifhle(‘was a dear
lover...) and contemporary (‘this dear land of ours,” atwdle know where his
nationality lies’).

Regardless of the diversity in the historiographi@pproach to Shakespeare —
Tory or Whig, factual or mythical — the inclusiohtbe Armada defeat and the story of
Camelot both suggest martial conflict and the pmlétsi of having Shakespeare or
Britain defeat another nation. Here the idea otdanis imperial expansion is used to
pursue a nationalist agenda. Having mentioned thiescwho would try to absolve
Shakespeare of the claim that he had been a poathigmes, Massey states that
‘[p]oaching has done good service in its time,nfyoin sending many a stout fellow to
help found our other Englands on the southern gidee world. It is more than likely
that it may have sent Shakspeare to found new espin the stag®.This imperialistic
way of championing the story that Shakespeare bathttted crimes is interesting in
that it uses a possible transgression to bring htontlee reader the fact that England, as
a nation, was in a position to expatriate its eitig to the other side of the globe. That
England possessed Australia shows Massey’s natiarpositive and strong light. In his
1888 work orShakespeare’'SonnetsMassey dismisses those who support the idea that

the poems were written to William Herbert — and whas disagree with Massey’s

8 |bid., 546.
8 MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s SonddiS.
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interpretation — accusing them of hypocrisy in igng the ‘facts;” ‘[tjhey remind me of
those Africans who cannot face a dead fly in tkdeink, but who will hunt each other’s
heads for live delicacie§” This is certainly an extreme, and somewhat tenuameogy
and it seems that Massey is here relating thosehelb opposing views to his own as
savages in order to belittle their theory. Howewbe portrayal of the savage ‘other’
focuses attention on the refined, civilised, andré¢fore superior English. Similarly
imperialistic ideas are present in the way thanJ6hming Walters notes ‘[w]e cannot
tolerate elephants in the place of towns on the wfapfrica, and we do not want
“probables” and “perhaps’s” in the place of fagtsShakespeare’s care&f.Walters is
here paraphrasing Jonathan Swift's (1667—-1745)POetry: A Rhapsody’ but he is also
equating the discovery of facts about Shakespedife’so the colonisation — albeit
couched in terms of ‘discovery’ by Walters — of #iican continenf® In comparing
Shakespeare to a country (and one that was explmedconquered by European
nations), Walters is tying Shakespeare up with evastivilisation. Also the fact that
Africa is implicitly connected with the unknown atite savage is a way of asserting the
dominance of European culture over the rest ofitbed.

In the same way that the British nation could beven to dominate others,
Shakespeare the poet was portrayed as being sufetlee poets of other nations. One
problem with any nationalistic agenda being purstiedugh theSonnetss that they
were originally an Italian style of poem and thieans that the national poet of England

was working with a foreign art form — suggestingttthere was a certain amount of

% bid., 14.

8 Walters, The Mystery of Shakespeare’s Sonnets: An Atterfiteitiation 11.

8 S0 geographers, in Afric-maps

And o’er unhabitable downs
With savage-pictures fill their gaps
Place elephants for want of towns

(Jonathan Swift, ‘On Poetry: A Rhapsody’ (1733)).
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reliance on other countries. This is an issue whmitn Dennis addresses in Bimidies
in English Literaturefirst published in 1876. Dennis was the authoEnglish Sonnets:
A Selection(1873) andHeroes of Literature — English Poets; A Book foulg Readers
(1883), and the titles of these latter works ofierinsight into the preoccupations of
their author. InStudies in English LiteratureDennis states that English poets
‘transplanted the [Italian] sonnet to their natlaad,” but that such a process was not

merely the English being influenced by the Italianasher

they made it their own... gave to it greater elasticand produced in this shape
such gems of English art, that it would be as nealsle to complain that English
watches were not genuine, because the first wathimvented by a German, as

that the sonnet does not form a genuine portioBraflish verse, because the first

sonnets were written by ltaliag.

While this is clearly an attempt to reclaim the s@inform for English poets, Dennis’
nationalist agenda is further served by his usehobnographic imagery: as noted on
p. 50 above, Greenwich Mean Time had been enfdrsgeah Act of Parliament in 1884
and within twelve months would be the accepteddsteth for worldwide time-keeping.
Thus England’s superiority is championed in moamntjust the poetical arena.

According to Dennis, although the Italians mayéaeen the originators of the
sonnet form, the English soon surpassed them bed#jie amatory sonneteers of Italy
became frequently monotonous by harping too lor@ghume string, but in England our
poets have rarely fallen into this error, and thaety to be found in the English sonnet
is one of its great charm$-'Thus, Dennis’ readers are presented with a vegigin

form of poetry, and by specifically calling them dglish sonnets and Italian sonnets

% Dennis,Studies in English Literatur&94.
% Ibid., 396.
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(rather than Shakespearean or Petrarchan) Denrkiesnilae two types of poem seem
distinct and unconnected while managing to als@ dggth forms parity. The English
sonnet is then shown to be the form which eventumltpassed that of the Italian, thus
asserting its superiority. The Rev. Alexander Dyicethe ‘Memoir of Shakespeare’
attached to an 1856 edition 8hakespeare’Sonnets strives to make the sonnet an
English art form and spends some considerable sgaoaicling the use of the sonnet
by English poets, ‘[ijn order to show what progrbasl been made by Englishmen in the
cultivation of the Sonnet, before it engaged the pieShakespearé? There then follow
examples by Henry Howara.1516-47), Thomas Watson.]555-92), Walter Ralegh,
Sir Philip Sidney (1554-86), Samuel Daniel (1554;8@ichael Drayton (1563-1631),
Henry Constable (1562-1613), William Percy (15748)6 Barnaby Barnes .(5571-
1609), Edmund Spencerc.1552-99), Richard Barnefieldec.{574-1620), William
Smith €.1596), Bartholomew Griffind.1596) (incorrectly called ‘R, Griifin’ by Dyce)
and William Alexander (1577-1640). The repetitidnath of these English sonneteers
serves to reinforce Dyce’s claim that the sonndiriglish and no mention of any other
tradition of sonnets is made. There was obviousimes demand for anthologies of
sonnets in the later nineteenth century and 1880 tka publication of a handsome
volume entitledA Treasury of English Sonnetghich, judging by its name alone,

evidently had an overtly nationalist purpose. Thef&te states that

The aim of this work is to provide students andelsvof good poetry with a
comprehensive selection of the best original Sakebwn to the Editor, written

by native English poets not living; and to illusgat from English poetical and

prose literatur@>

%2 Rev. Alexander Dyce, ‘Memoir of Shakespeare’The Poems of Shakespeare: with a Memoir by Revardex
Dyce (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1856), Ixxiv.

93 A Treasury of English Sonne&d. Main, vii.
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The emphasis on nativism and Englishness is clea &and, as the work was intended
as a digest of good English sonnets, it seemsthieatinifying nature of the contents’
Englishness would be the main selling point. As iDdvain, the editor, includes fifty-
six of theSonnets Shakespeare is placed firmly within his constarcof a canon of
English poetry. Again, as with the tenuous use wh&da imagery earlier, these writers
are verging on the desperate in their desire toen&ilakespeare fit with the agenda they
are trying to pursue.

As well as ensuring that Shakespeare himself ta@donnets he wrote, were of
indisputably British origin, another way of utiligj Shakespeare for a nationalist agenda
was for a writer to claim that the most sophisgdatriticism being written was also
British, and that British critics were superiortheir foreign counterparts. For example,
a footnote appended to an anonymous article iWthstminster Revieim 1857 is used
by the writer of ‘The Sonnets of Shakspeare’ taass — and object to — recent editions
of Shakespeare’Sonnetswhich saw fit to rearrange the order in which thegre
presented, such as that by Francois Victor Hug@8183). At the foot of the page, the

writer adds:

Let us here notice the edition of the sonnets byMncois Hugo, who now, since
all freedom of thought and original opinion is I&if in France, has nobly
employed himself in giving his countrymen a tratiska of our great poet, and
heartily express — although differing with him ommy points — our admiration of

its execution, and the thorough acquaintance he/shdth Shakspeare in the notes

and prefacegf'

% The Sonnets of Shakspear#&/estminster Reviewg 0.S., 12 N.S. (July 1857), 127.
F. V. Hugo's edition, l(es Sonnets de William Shakespea®. Frangois Victor Hugo, (Paris: Michel Lévy
Fréres, 1857)), had arranged the sonnets in adiffigrent order to that of the 1609 quarto: 135-6@30Q,
145Q, 128QPassionate PilgrimfVIll (‘If music and sweet poetry agree,’), 139-40Q27Q, 131-2Q, 130Q, 21Q,
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It is strange that this writer is so disparagingarkign critics of theSonnetsas there
was hardly any activity in this direction takingapé in Britain; as noted earlier there
had been no edition of tH&onnetssince the turn of the century and would not bel unt
Robert Cartwright's 1859 edition which preceded theturn in editions of
Shakespeare’sSonnetsin the later half of the century. Nevertheless teeling of
superiority over the French is clear here and, d¢oetbwith the patronising way in
which he applauds Hugo for being able to understae®onnetsit is evident that a
nationalist agenda is behind this writing. Theralso a political point being made in
that France is portrayed as a country of censorshifere ‘freedom of thought and
original opinion is stifled’ while the readers big article can presumably feel unity and

pride in the fact that they live in what is, by emxsion, a free and original Britain.

149Q, 137-8Q, 147-8Q, 141Q, 150Q, 142Q, 152Q, 1BAFH1Q, 129Q, 133-4Q, 144Q, 33-5Q, 40-2Q, 26Q,
23Q, 25Q, 20Q, 24Q, 46-7Q, 29-31Q, 121Q, 36Q, GBY, 50-1Q, 48Q, 52Q, 75Q 56Q, 27-8Q, 61Q, 43-5Q,
97-9Q, 53Q, 109-20Q, 77Q, 122-5Q, 94-6Q, 69Q, GBY, 70Q, 49Q, 88-93Q, 57-8Q, 78Q, 38Q, 79-80Q, 82-
7Q, 320Q, 146Q, 100-3Q, 105Q, 76Q, 106Q, 59, 1263Q] 1-19Q, 60Q, 73Q, 37Q, 22Q, 62Q, 71-2Q, 74Q,
81Q, 64Q, 63Q, 65Q, 108Q, 107Q, 54-5Q.

% The claim that France was more strictly censaiti@n Britain is somewhat disingenuous. As Robertidust
Goldstein notes ‘although until 1881 the Frenchnatrities regularly subjected the printed word great deal of
administrative regulatory harassment and postpatidic prosecution, the written press was not — sava few
very brief and exceptional circumstances — everjestitd to prior censorship after 1822. (Robert idust
Goldstein, Censorship of Political Caricature in Nineteenth-CegtuFrance (London: The Kent State
University Press, 1989), vii-viii). That said, baBoldstein and Thomas J. Cragin highlights the flhat there
was state control of printed matter throughout nadghe nineteenth century and it might be to thippression
of certain works that th&/estminstereviewer is alluding. Despite the fact that thegsrin England had been
effectively ‘free’ since 1695, there were still amber of obstacles to truly free publication in tiieeteenth
century. The Society for the Suppression of Vicd #re Encouragement of Religion and Virtue for egkem
brought about a number of prosecutions for ‘blaspfeduring the period for example. See Joel H. \W&en
Radicalism and Freethought in Nineteenth-CenturyaritThe Life of Richard CarlylgLondon: Greenwood
Press, 1983). See also Thomas J. Cragin, ‘The Bsilii Popular News Censorship in Nineteenth-Century
France’,Book Historyvol. 4 2001). For a comparison of the relativeeftem of the British and French press see
Robert Justin Goldstein, ‘A Land of Relative Freed@ensorship of the Press and the Arts in the Ningtee
Century (1815-1914)", inNriting and Censorship in Britajned. Paul Hyland and Neil Sammells, (London:
Routledge, 1992), 125-40. Goldstein notes that ‘Briteas viewed by European liberals and radicalsondt as
a model of political freedom but, more specificathg a model of freedom for the press. Slone anteagnajor
European countries, Britain had eliminated priorsceship of the written and illustrated press beft820, with
the lapsing of the Licensing Act in 1695. In costrauch censorship remained in force almost eveeysvelse
in Europe until the middle of the nineteenth ceptur beyond. In France (where censorship of thétewipress
was terminated in 1822, but the illustrated pressained subject to such prior approval until 188tiain was
repeatedly pointed to by advocates of ‘freedorrhef/tcrayon’. For example, when censorship of drgaiwas
debated by the French legislature in 1820. CountiStav de Girardin (1762-1827) declared that theigri
example demonstrated that the ‘mischief’ createdpyuant’ caricatures would not worry ‘true men siate’
(Goldstein, ‘A Land of Relative Freedom’, 127).
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In Gerald Massey, too, can be seen a nationgjestidga in discussing the relative
merits of previous criticism oshakespeare’s Sonnetdassey, like almost all of those
who were writing on th&onnetsat this time, reviews past criticism and is digggmg
of that which does not fit with his own theory; deells in particular on the fact that
certain German critics felt th&onnetsto be allegorical. The main German being
referred to is D. Barnstorff who, ischlissel zu Shakspeare’s Sonnett&860,
translated into English by T. J. Graham in 1862naunced that th&onnetswere
allegorical, with ‘Drama’ and ‘Genius’ being the macharacters, while Mr W. H.
meant Mr William Himself. Massey moves on to disas article by J. A. Heraud

(1799-1887), which is similar. He adds:

When writing of the German-subjective-transcendesymbolic view of the
sonnets in the first chapter of this work, | didt fkmow that it had been out-
Herauded in our country by a writer in ‘Temple B&tad this been written as a

burlesque on the German book, it would have madeaellent jest. But Mr

Heraud is as absurdly serious as his cousin-Geffan.

The fact that Barnstorff’'s work is referred to ltg nationality, as well as the fact that
Heraud — who was of Huguenot descent although imoHolborn, London — is labelled
by his origin, gives Massey’'s comments an overtgianalist, and somewhat racist,
slant®” When dismissing Heraud’s work, he becomes a ‘eceGgirman’ rather than an
English writer, and the allusion to the colloquiphrase ‘to Out-Herod Herod’
(regardless of its phonetic suitability) is a pastarly negative allusion. Similarly

Robert Shindler notes the ‘excellent editionsStfakespeare’Sonnetdy Dowden and

% MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpretad.

7 John Russell Stephenideraud, John Abraham (1799-1880xford Dictionary of National Biography, 2004,
(Oxford University Press, Last Update Availablephfwww.oxforddnb.com/view/article/13012, 19 Ja003).



TheSonnets 216

Tyler, while dismissing the work of Barnstorff akdrl Friedrich Elze (1821-89), which
seems to be purely motivated by the writers’ respemationalities® The hostility to
foreign critics, and particularly those from Frarmed Germany, echoes the way in
which nationalism was pursued in more general SSp@aean literary pursuits. The
presence of it in this small section of writing 8hakespeare strongly suggests that the
dismissal of foreign literary criticism was an inmant facet of Britain’s attempt to
assert a national identity during this period.

Not all writing was as explicit as these examgiesever, and there are other,
more complex, ways in whicBhakespeare’s Sonnateuld be used for a nationalist
agenda. InThe Sonnets of Shakspere: A Critical DisquisitiBolton Corney (1784-
1870) is prepared to admit to the superiority dbrign writer if it means exonerating
Shakespeare of any moral impropriety. Corney clainas Shakespeare’Sonnetsare
merely literary exercises and thus that the poet mibt enter into either of the

relationships hinted at in the poems. Corney'sstaim is to be

A plain attempt to rectify some grave errors in tiigtory of English literature, and
a vindication of the moral character of one ofnitsst ADMIRED ORNAMENTS

— the prince of psychologists — the herald of na®atiments — the microscopic

- 99
observer of social life — the commensurate madtdreoworld of words.

It is clear that Corney is not only idolising Shageare, but is prepared to ensure the
preservation of his morality at any cost. It iscaévident, albeit on a less explicit level,
that the English nation is being elevated aboversthCorney’s readers are reminded

that Shakespearns English literature, and he is then hailed as nnastehe whole

% shindler, ‘The Stolen Key’, 70, 71.

% Bolton Corney,The Sonnets of Shakspere: A Critical Disquisitiomgg®sted by a Recent Discovefyondon:
Private Impression, 1864), 2.
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world. Corney’s nationalism is more evident wheor, €&xample, he repeatedly calls
Shakespeare ‘our dramatist.” Despite this, Coriseghle to acknowledge the work of
Victor Euphemien Philarete Chasles (1798-1873) who1862, as director of the
Mazarin Library in Paris, wrote a letter to tAghenaeunin which he proposed that the
dedication ofShakespeare’Sonnetswas actually writterby Mr W. H., and notto

him.1°° Corney praises Philaréte Chasles for seeing sdmgeth

which has resisted all the efforts of our “homelits But what was visible to
everyone had been seen by no one!
It was formally a national boast that Samuel Johrsad “beaforty French” — but

here is a Frenchman who has routed a whole arnigngfish editors, annotators,

pamphleteers, etd?

As Corney was evidently pursuing a nationalist ageiit is surprising that he seems to
be championing the theory of a French critic hbtg,there are a number of reasons for
his behaviour. Primarily, Corney is anxious to pree the unimpeachable nature of
Shakespeare; he has already been seen to bel @ftiBeown’s reading of th&onnets
which describes Shakespeare having an affair, & ltlearly unhappy with ‘[tlhe
writers who treat the sonnets as biographic maseria[and] require our assent to

improbabilities, or cast aspersions on the moraratter of our admired poet on the

100 seeAthenaeundan. 25, 116.

101 Corney,The Sonnets of Shakspere: A Critical Disquisitiayg@sted by a Recent Discovey
Corney is quoting from a poem written by David G&ron the publication of Samuel JohnsoB&tionary
(1755). The poem first appeared in feblic Advertiseron 22 April 1755, and then in David Garrick, ‘Upon
Johnson’s Dictionary'Gentleman’s Magazin5 (April 1755):

First Milton and Shakspear, like gods, in the figh
Have put their whole drama and epic to flight;

In satyres, epistles, and odes, would they cope,
Their numbers retreat before Dryden and Pope;
And Johnson, well arm’d like a hero of yore,
Has beat forty French, and will beat forty more.

The number of forty French refers to the forty nhrtals’ of the Académie Francaise, and thus fonetias a
metonymy for French scholarship and knowledge akdale.
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sole evidence of a theor{’? The other effect of Corney’s praise of Philarétesles is
that it acts as a nationalistic rallying-cry fostiheory — Corney’s use of ‘our’ in the
above quote shows that he is in opposition to Fresetiolarship. It is also interesting to
note the occupations that Corney chooses, for imsdif was an editor of a number of
works, an illustrator, and author of the pamphtewhich these remarks are madlt

is possible that Corney was hoping to force agre¢méh his theory by playing on the
fear that the French were surpassing the Englistenims of Shakespeare discovery,
although the fact that he is portraying the Freastwinning a victory against the very
professions that he himself held ensures that heigeed in opposition to Philarete
Chasles. Ultimately however, a complex strand dfonalism is revealed and it is
because Corney does not want to ‘cast aspersionghenmoral character’ of
Shakespeare that he agrees with Philarete Chds$iss.in its own way, is a promotion
of Shakespeare and Britain because, as Corneylylézgls that Shakespeare is
enhanced if the ‘improbabilities’ about his morahduct are proved wrong, Philaréte
Chasles’ argument promotes Shakespeare in Coraggs This then, also promotes the
nation. What all of this highlights is that, in erdto use Shakespeare, as has already
been seen in this thesis, a certain type of Shakesghas to be constructed. In the case
of promoting nationalism through Shakespeare aa&tmnnetsa particular (and in this
case it is a moral, or non-promiscuous and non-lsemuaal) Shakespeare has to be
created. This essentially anticipates the sentisnehd. R. Seeley — made some nineteen
years later and noted earlier in this thesis (148-4 and 123-4 above) — that the moral
condition of a nation was vital to its positionasivic state. That the moral and national

identity of a country were considered to be co-depet is reinforced by the fact that

192 Corney,The Sonnets of Shakspere: A Critical Disquisitiamgggsted by a Recent Discovekg.

193 For an account of Corney’s published works, seafiigmn Cooper, (rev. Clare L. Taylofprney, Bolton (1784—
1870) Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, 2004, (©rd University Press, Last Update Available:
http://www.oxforddnb.com/view/article/6330, 27 (x305).
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the same school of thought is found in writing ®makespeare’s Sonnefdus, in this
example of nineteenth-century writers engaging Wast one of Shakespeare’s works
can be seen the way in which the moral and th@matiwere interdependent — it was
only through constructing a particular type of peotnat the nation could be seen as
worth promoting.

The interdependence of moralism and nationalismatembe seen when Massey
discusses the theory that Francis Bacon was theuwdaor of Shakespeare’s works; he
creates a suitably masculine Shakespeare to bwatlenal icon. Having disparaged this
theory on the grounds that ‘Shakspeare was altegdtie manlier and the radically
nobler man,” whose ‘works reflect the image of supe manliness,” Massey moves on
to use explicitly nationalist sentiments to coneirtuis readers* Stating that Bacon
‘left his works to Latin and his name to foreigrtinoas for PERMANENT preservation,’
Massey goes on ‘[o]n the other hand, English wasdgenough for “our fellow”
Shakspeare! He had no fear lest literature mightlime and last without his seeking
refuge in the ark of a dead language. And he a®tiee man who sufficed of himself to
make our English tongue immortaf® Clearly there is nationalism at work here and
Massey is painting Shakespeare as the triumphagiisBman as well as conflating him
with the language and thus the psyche of the peti@mselves. Massey creates a
Shakespeare whose morality is suitably Englishigilighting the familial stability of
the playwright. Massey argues that Shakespearedwoulextreme probability,” have

moved his family to London with him while he wasafrom Stratford, because

He was by nature a family man; true to our mostli&hgnstincts; his heart must

have had its sweet domesticities of home-feelirsilimg very deep in it — our love

104 MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Soni3Ss.
1% bid., 398-9.
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of privacy and our enjoyment of that “safe, swestner of the household fire,

behind the heads of childreA®

Massey is here portraying Shakespeare in a cextayrbecause he was English and that
is how English people were supposed to act. Amginisnto the type of reader to whom
Massey was writing is given in the quote in thevabpassage. It comes from the Fifth
Book of Elizabeth Barrett Browning’s 1856 poékarora Leigh which suggests that
Massey was writing for an audience of like-mindedividuals who would be expected
to recognise the quote and its origifis.

It should also be noted here that Massey’s usAuobra Leigh— Browning’s
verse-novel about a woman’s struggle to expresseliether battle against those who
would suppress the desire for an independent wgrki@, and eventual success on her
own terms — is somewhat incongruous. Massey’s attémpaint a domestic idyll by
using a poem which is anything but a representatiofamilial conformity, suggests
that Shakespeare is often used despite his appansoitableness for the particular
agenda being promoted. There is such an evidemedsson to construct a particular
type of image of the nation for his readership lassey ignores the inconvenient facts
of the case. That Massey quofasora Leighat all achieves a Tory historical linking of
Massey’s Victorian readers with Shakespeare anddiikc Elizabethan world that is
being portrayed. That Shakespeare would have thonghe same way as (indeed he is
double-voiced by) a contemporary poem (by a cetetdraonneteer), combined with the

frequent use of the possessive pronoun ‘our,’ litilesthought and feelings of the two

1% MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpreied.

107 Massey is actually misquoting it — Browning wrotdhé sweet safe corner’ rather than the ‘safe, svoeener —
which suggests that he was quoting from memoryerathan a book of poetry at hand. Elizabeth Barrett
Browning,Aurora Leigh 5.807.
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eras and enables Massey’s readers to connect hatigdlden past and the great poet
who dwelt there.
Having thus presented to his read8iskespeare’s Sonnetdassey evidently

feels that they will be able to enjoy the poemsenfally than before:

We are no longer hindered in our enjoyment of tlvndly-dainty love-poetry, that
could only have been offered to a woman, and whkadms to flush the page with
the vernal tints of spring and the purple lightl@fe, by the feeling that makes

Englishmen ‘scunner’ to see two men kiss each ptberhear them woo one

. 8
another in amorous WOI‘&g.

Obviously, Massey has decided that it is impossiblenjoy theSonnetsf the reader
sees anything morally reprehensible in them and, thiace the idea that different
sonnets were written for different purposes is ptaxd the removal of such objections
will allow the general public a more enjoyable acéo the poems. Massey sees this
attitude as being an innate feeling of the Enghahon; it is ‘Englishmen’ who shrink
back at suggestions of homosexuality and not josn.’ Thus if, as is likely, the
majority of Massey’s readers agreed to some degidie his disapproval of such
behaviour, they would find themselves united aace rof Englishmen who all shared
this worldview. Not only does this ensure thatreiaders all feel secure in their opinions
— after all, it is part of being English — but alseans that they are able to feel superior
to other races who, it is intimated by the sole timenof ‘English,” may not share this

belief.

198 Massey Shakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpretdd. It is interesting that Massey uses the visrdnner’
here when discussing the reaction of his Englishaiits etymology is Scottish; originating in theteenth
century and being used by Walter ScottThe Surgeon’s Daughtéi827). Thus this is another example of the
subtle Anglicisation of the British nation, with $tish speakers being described as ‘Englishmen.’
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The relationship between the Poet and the Faithvaould be the most obvious
problem for those seeking to portray a Shakespeidte suitably English morals but
Richard Simpson, ifPhilosophy of Shakespeare’s Sonpatgues that the relationship
between Shakespeare and another male is, far feang bransgressively homosexual,
rather part of a long and specifically English ttiath. Simpson states that ‘some of the
earliest English poetry that is left to us constdtaddresses to an absent friend, the tone
of which reminds one of Shakespeare’s sonnets,’ lenthen goes on to quote some
lines from theCodex Exoniensiéor theExeter Book a tenth-century work of Anglo-
Saxon poetry’® The Codexhad been republished by the Society of Antiquanéth
translation and notes by Benjamin Thorpe (1782-),8in01842 so it was an available
work of poetry. Yet it is significant that Simpsohooses to describe tkmdexas early
English poetry rather than Anglo-Saxon — which wiolsdve placed it at a remove from
his English audience. This ensures that Shakespgdoeated within a tradition of
male-to-male poetry and, by extension, gives Erykairadition which also bestows the
authority of antiquity upon th&onnets Essentially Simpson is utilising Shakespeare
and England to promote each other; Shakespearatorship is not homosexual —
indeed he categorises homosexuality as a ‘cormiptitoecause he is part of an English
tradition, and thus English men cannot be homodéeiause they are part of the same

tradition as Shakespear8.

¢) The Sonnetsand Moralism

When interpretingShakespeare’s Sonngtsé is clear that many nineteenth-

century critics were deeply concerned with the rhaaanifications of the poems. As

109 5impsonPhilosophy of Shakespeare’s Sonn&és
H0pid., 18.
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John Cuming Walters said about his own work onSbanets‘[tlhe only merit | can
claim’ is ‘that | cast no aspersion upon the chamaof the poet! Walters also notes
that, if the theory he proposes regarding 8wnnetsis not convincing it is more
important that he has not portrayed Shakespeadad light; ‘[i]f | have failed, at least

| have left the fame of Shakespeare untainted, smbiehed.*'? Indeed, the level of
selectivity used by these writers in trying to payt Shakespeare in a positive light is
evident from the way in which Alexander Dyce, désphaving stated the lack of
autobiography inShakespeare’s Sonneteme forty pages earlier, uses the poems to

show that Shakespeare was unhappy with his professgiactor. Dyce feels that

It is probable that Shakespeare soon conceivedtastié for the profession of a
player, and regarded himself as degraded by bditigeal to tread the boards. In
his CX" and CXI" Sonnets(which have evidently a personal application te th
poet) he expresses a regret that he had

“made himself a motley to the view,”
And bids his friend upbraid Fortune,

“That did not better for his life provide

Than public means, which public manners breddd.”

As with literary pursuits on more general Shakesgmathemes (see pp. 159-67 above),
a strong emphasis on social structure and classiatig is revealed in writing on the
Sonnets Due to the fact that the profession of player wa$ considered noble in
Elizabethan times, a number of Victorian writersigit to excuse Shakespeare from

any imputation of being lower class by portrayingn las a man forced into the trade by

Mlywalters, The Mystery of Shakespeare’s Sonnets: An Atterfjiteitiation 3.
12pid., 4.

13 Dyce, ‘Memoir of Shakespeare’, lix.
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circumstance and who was never entirely happy hishemployment. Sidney Lee, for
example, felt that 110Q showed Shakespeare to beee unhappy with acting due to
considering the profession beneath him; ‘[h]is amobs lay elsewhere, and at an early
period of his theatrical career he was dividing laisours as an actor with those of a
playwright.*** Robert Cartwright too paints a picture of Shakaespehe respectable
gentrified man, stating that he became ‘a prosgeran, enjoying the best society in
London... and finally, spending the latter years isfliie beloved and respected in his
native town.**® Not that all writers chose to use this method minpoting the benefits
of class-advancement; while Hannah Lawrence bdigvat Shakespeare did manage to
better his position in life, she does not hold @aght's view that he would have mixed
with the best society. After claiming that 29Q wpeompted by Shakespeare’s

reminiscences of his family back at Stratford, Lemae claims:

Surely the feelings expressed in this [sonnet 2&@]far more in character with
what we really know of the dramatist who, thoughysaing, atchievedsjc], in

three or four short years, a high standing amosgbhéthren, and a share in the
Blackfriars theatre, and then went on in prospeaitd honour, even to his death,

and far more so than is the other disgraceful vithat he had an extramarital

affair].116

However, despite having portrayed Shakespeare asspectable and successful
individual, there is still no way that Shakespeald be able to rise too far up the
social ladder; ‘[ijndeed, the notion that SouthaomptPembroke, Lady Rich, and Lady

Southampton could be called, under any circumstriglgakespeare’s “private friends,”

114| ee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1294.
115 Cartwright, The Sonnets of William Shakspet8.

18| awrence, ‘Shakespeare in Domestic Life’, 99.
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argues an utter ignorance of society in his dayd awrence still evidently believes in
the importance of class divisions separating tlitcaracy from thenouveaux riches
Yet another approach is attempted by S. Smith Tsaweho feels that Shakespeare
could not only have mixed in exclusive circles kbat he actually fathered an
illegitimate child with ‘some woman of high rank® Using a Whig-historical approach

to the Elizabethan period Smith Travers lamentsetbsion of traditional class values:

In those days, when blue blood was a reality, —nwthe belief in rank and caste was
more deeply rooted than in religion even — an gptei between a poor player and

some charming, appreciative, clever, great ladydoabt, happened more often than

the immense gulf between them, would at first pecrsito believe :®

Thus, while Lawrence and Smith Travers are intempgeShakespeare’s Sonnetsd the
period in which they were written in very differemtays regarding Shakespeare’s
relationship with the nobility, they are both altle reinforce the idea that class
boundaries exist and implicitly promote the uppéasses by portraying them as
superior. Similarly, arguments which took place w@thtbe identity of Mr W. H. were an
opportunity for reinforcing class structures; thsg forward by some critics rested on
the proposition that William Herbert could nevevédeen addressed as ‘Mr’ due to the
fact that he was a member of the nobility. Sidneg,Lfor example, in thBNB states
the idea that Thomas Thorpe ‘should have dubbedritheential Earl of Pembroke

(formerly Lord Herbert) “Mr. W. H.,” is an inadmisge inference *?°

17 pid. 108.

118 Travers Shakespeare’s Sonnets: To Whom were they Addredsed?
9 pid., 13.

120| ee, ‘Shakespeare’, 1304.
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There were then, various different ways in whishS$onnet<ould be construed
and there were a number of different approachéseigppoems which could be taken. In
A New Study of the Sonnets of Shakesp@#r@0), Parke Godwin (1816-1904) states
that ‘[e]very person of culture who reads the Stsm®wadays is pleased to find in
most of them a fertility of thought, beauty of inesg, and mellifluous versification, but
having read them he is at a loss to know preciatlgt they are all about?* There are
a number of assertions being made here; primarnigiv@n is claiming that those who
appreciate th&onnetsare people of ‘culture’ thus ensuring that anyarie does not
praise the poems immediately loses that status Whi then lead a reader to want to
know whatShakespeare’s Sonneiee about; ‘[aJre they, he asks himself, a cormtirsu
poem, or so many isolated poems? Are they autodgptgeal or dramatic; or are they
poems at all in the proper sense, and not enigooagealing under a poetic garb some
deep and occult philosophy? Given that there are certain moral ambiguitiesuatioe
Sonnetst was necessary for a writer to take a firm séaas to how the poems should be
interpreted. As it is generally accepted that stnia€-126Q are addressed to the Fair
Youth and 127Q-52Q to the Dark Lady, a reasonalmieclasion would be that
Shakespeare, if the poems are based on real-gigtgwvor the ‘Poet’ if they are works of
fiction, either partook in, or is advocating sexymbmiscuity with both men and
women. Thus, if a critic wishes to advocate a niyrghat precludes such promiscuity,
they must deal with the idea of male/female or rimadde love. Often critics will ignore
one strand completely, addressing either the hoxoaser heterosexual but not both
together.

For the most part, writers tend to avoid any inatran that there was anything

homosexual in the relationship between the narrabor the Fair Youth and no critic

121 parke GodwinA New Study of the Sonnets of Shakespéavadon: Knickerbocker Press, 1900), 4-5.
122pid., 5.
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openly mentions homosexuality. As has been stdteddy (see p. 197 n. 52 above),
‘homosexuality’ as a term was something with whibbse writers would have been
unfamiliar and, perhaps more importantly, the pteisaspects of homosexuality were
illegal.*?® Despite this, as will be seen, a few critics dglimsomething more than
friendship between the two men. Having taken acgtams to the sexuality of the
Sonnetsand whether or how they could be justified, thees then the option between
Shakespeare’s Sonnetseing biographical — and thus strongly suggestthgt
Shakespeare himself had been either homosexuahigooous, or both — or fictional
exercises with no basis in the life of the poet.has been seen already, the concept of
poetic voice was one with which Victorian criticeme deeply interested. In relation to
Shakespeare’s Sonndtge concept of the poetic persona is vitally inb@or as writers
are able to use it to bolster their argument tHaak8speare is writing as himself or
writing in the voice of a ‘character’ (either real imagined). There were other ways in
which writers could accept or reject the moralittthey inferred in th&onnetsand
these relate back to the Idealist or Sensualistritbe which were mentioned in Chapter
Two. Ostensibly, a crude description of the twonsts would be that a male/male
relationship which existed at a solely intellectievel could be aligned to Idealist
thinking in that it privileged thought above phyaicexperience. Conversely, a
Sensualist viewpoint would see love between two rasnallowing for a physical,
sexual, relationship.

There were of course problems to be overcome ifr¢heing ofShakespeare’s

Sonnetswvas a biographical one, as John Cuming Walterssndib]elieve the Herbert-

123 The practice of sodomy had, since 1533, beeraillagd punishable by death in Britain and this vessated again
in law by Robert Peel's (1788-1850) government i@8L8The Offences Against the Person Act (1861)ishet!
the death penalty but the practice remained illegat the ‘Labouchere Amendment’ to the Criminal Law
Amendment Act (1885) made ‘Gross indecency’ betweafes punishable by two years imprisonment. The la
remained this way until the Sexual Offences Act6(@)9 See Cockd\lameless Offenceand BradyMasculinity
and Male Homosexuality in Britai27 and 85-7.



TheSonnets 228

Fytton story with all its bearings on the poetf liand you believe that Shakespeare
was a vulgar trafficker in woman’s shameful favouaed that his morality was at its

lowest ebb***He goes on:

If the sonnets concerning the unidentifiable “himére addressed to a real man,
the poet was a fatuous fool; if those concerningegually unidentifiable “her”

were addressed to a real woman, the poet was aseltls®nsualist, and | will

believe neither without evidenéé‘.r’

So it is that Frederick Furnivall (1825-1910), Sa&inButler, and others felt that the
Sonnetsrepresented an account of Shakespeare’s life,ewBdlton Corney, John
Cuming Walters, and Alexander Dyce firmly avowedtttihe poems were undertaken as
literary exercises. Of course, if the poems werasiered as non-biographical then
Shakespeare could be excused any morally problersagjgestions, but there was still
the problem that any ideas seemingly endorsed bypthems, if considered to be
repugnant, came from Shakespeare’s mind, and cpelthaps be conceived as
promoting such values to his readers. Bolton Comeg incredulous that Charles
Armitage Brown (1786-1842) could have sullied Slspleare’s character by implying

that

with a wife at Stratford, [he] had also a mistress.ondon; and that he recorded
the circumstances for the instruction of posteritile man who defames another,

without a jot of evidence, defames himself. So mdch Charles Armitage

Brown.126

124\Walters, The Mystery of Shakespeare’s Sonnets: An Atterfiteitiation 38.

2 pid., 37.
126 Corney,The Sonnets of Shakspere: A Critical Disquisitiagg@sted by a Recent Discovet§.
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Corney evidently believed that Shakespeare’s atimere instructional and is as
incredulous of the idea that Shakespeare would ledivihe Sonnetso bear posthumous
witness to his actions, as to the idea that he atteuhthe extramarital affair in the first
place. Similarly, Simpson is adamant that 8@nnets(and by implication his book
which claims to explain them) are didactic and carep them to ‘text-books’ which
expound philosophy, while Ethan A. Hitchcock (1788£0) published hiRemarks on
the Sonnets of Shakespeanel865, in which he frequently refers to tBennetsas
‘exemplars’ and their readers as ‘studeft§. There was also disagreement between
writers as to whether thfe@onnetavere published with the consent of Shakespeaté, wi
C. Green feeling that they were, while writers sashRobert Shindler stated that the
1609 quarto was ‘a literary piracy,” and ‘in no waythoritative **®

Richard Simpson clarifies the belief that ®@nnetsllow unfettered access into
Shakespeare’s mind in i Introduction to the Philosophy of ShakespeaBsanets
(1868) where he notes that ‘the student of Shakes{sephilosophy will naturally first
turn to his lyrical poems,” when wishing to find toinformation about what the
playwright thought?® Not that Simpson felt théSonnetsto be autobiographical
however, as ‘in these sonnets Shakespeare islhiog tes what he should be if he were
lago or Othello, and not Shakespeare; but whahbald be if, remaining what he was,
he were placed in certain imaginary relations withers.**° Essentially this argument
allows Simpson to read what he likes into 8@nnetsand claim that this constituted

Shakespeare’s worldview, while at the same timeirgmg that the events to which the

127 Simpson Philosophy of Shakespeare’s Sonndts
Ethan Allan HitchcockRemarks on the Sonnets: with the Sonnets, showinghta belong to the hermetic
class of writings and explaining their general meanand purpose(New York: James Miller, 1865), 32.

128 Shindler, ‘The Stolen Key' 74, 77.
129 5impsonPhilosophy of Shakespeare’s Sonnéts
B0 pid., 2.
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Sonnetsseem to allude — the extramarital affair and hawroal relationship — can be
classified as merely dramatic. One final option wabe selective about which of the
above positions a critic chose to adopt; thus @dvidssey claims that his ‘contention is
for both Dramatic and Personal Sonnets,’ feeling that sofriee Sonnetsvere written

by Shakespeare to Henry Wriothesley and some wetitenv as though from
Wriothesley to Elizabeth Vernon, and others frontiéa to Elizabeth Rich* Other
critics like Sidney Lee and William Rolfe (1860-®1made dramatic shifts in their
approach with Lee in particular moving from a piositof considering th&onnetsas
‘the experiences of his [Shakespeare’s] own hearglaiming that they were ‘to a large
extent undertaken as literary exercises,” withie 8pace of only a few week¥.
Similarly, Frederick Furnivall, who had claimed 1890 that the Dark Lady was Mary
Fitton, reversed this view before the end of thetwey when he announced, in an article
in Theatre that ‘there is nothing like proof or good evidertbat they [William Herbert
and Mary Fitton] are the folk we want, and thereaisleast much evidence against
them.?*® The fact that such a prominent Shakespeare ovitis able to make such a
volte-face is perhaps indicative of the ease wiktictv Shakespeare could be, and was,
used by these writers, suggesting that opiniong Wwased more on conjecture than fact,
allowing them to be radically altered in a shor&p of time.

The way in whichShakespeare’Sonnetsvere materially presented could also
be utilised to pursue a particular agenda, and IGevwassey and Samuel Butler
rearrange the order of the sonnets so as to make tore compatible with the theories
they are trying to promote. Similarly, Robert Carght, in The Sonnets of William

Shaksperg¢1870), claims that it is the ‘defective arrangethef the 1609 quarto which

131 MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sonridis

132 5eeA New Variorum Edition of Shakespeare: The Sonnets2, ed. Hyder Edward Rollins, 2 vols., (Londdn
B. Lippincott Company, 1944), 144-5.

133 Fyrnivall, ‘Shakspere and Mary Fitton’, 6.
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has led to ‘the various theories and hypothesegwsurround th&onnetsand it is his
rearranging of the sonnets which allows Cartwrighshift the emphasis of tt&onnets
from homo- to heterosexu#t’ Having arranged the poems according to his own, pla

Cartwright announces that

we make the delightful discovery, that all the Aorsit Sonnets have dropped
through, like little fishes through the meshes ofiet, and have no connection
whatever with our loveheing, in fact, directly and essentially opposetheswhole

spirit of the poem and epistles have, therefore, placed them, twenty-two in

number, in the Fourth Part, forming the first pamtof the Sonnets to a La&?ff’

In this way he ensures that the sonnets which agpedeclare a sexual interest in the

Fair Youth are actually moved to the Dark Lady imectCartwright states that,

Putting aside idle reports and after-dinner joladk,evidence, worthy of credit,
leads to the conclusion that with one single exoapShakspere’s conduct through
his life was strictly moral and religious; as aworement for this one error, he

toiled twenty years in promoting the moral and lietdual development of his

country and of the world at Iargéﬁ‘.5

Cartwright evidently took the view that a Shakespeaho had been sexually active

with the Dark Lady was a lesser evil than a Shaéaspwho had the same relationship

134 Essentially, Cartwright believes that tBennetswere published without the consent or knowledf¢éhe author
in 1609’ and so reorders the poems hoping thagy mmave solved the mystery, or may, at least, hasested in
throwing a little more light on the subject.’ (Caright, The Sonnets of William Shaksper®, 21. Cartwright
rearranges the sonnets as follows; 1-2Bgssionate PilgrinVIII (‘If music and sweet poetry agree,’), 53-5Q,
100-8Q, 59-600Q, 25-6Q, 29-32Q, 109-12Q, 121Q, 368IRQ, 48Q, 76Q, 78-80Q, 82-7Q, 49Q, 88-93Q, 67-
700Q, 126Q, 77Q, 33-5Q, 40-2Q, 94-6Q, 62-6Q, 81Q4@1 116-20Q, 122-5Q, 21-4Q, 27-8Q, 61Q, 43-7Q,
75Q, 56-8Q, 97-9Q, 113-5Q, 153-4Q, 128Q, 1450, 13AXJQ, 131-2Q, 135-6Q, 143Q, 139-400Q, 149Q, 137-
80, 141-2Q, 147-8Q, 150-2Q, 144Q, 133-4Q, 129QQ146

B3 hid., 21, 18-9.
B8 hid., 21.
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with a man. That a homosexual encounter may havermd seems to be no secret —
something perhaps hinted at in the ‘after-dinndeegd — as Cartwright would hardly
have to be so vociferously defensive about movirgy donnets if it were. By giving
ground a little to the idea that there was an etkoepo Shakespeare’s strictly moral
and religious life, Cartwright is able to save Stsgeare from this imputation. The
Shakespeare that Cartwright constructs is a man teiltoto promote both the moral
and intellectual improvement of his nation as a whwtoning for his ‘one error.” This
willingness to compensate for his mistake in suckzealous way is not only to
Shakespeare’s credit, but also shows that he hdipedake the nation what it had
become. There is a certain Positive Whiggism hereCartwright is portraying the
nation as one that had developed since Shakespgagrand there is a strong suggestion
that readers of this work could do worse than ¢aryniprove the nation themselves if
they happened to err from a strictly moral andyielis life.

A similar anxiety about Shakespeare’s reputationdisplayed by Parke
Godwin, when he argues strongly against Sidneyd_eeinments on 135Q. Lee, in his
A Life of William Shakespeaf@898), is more concerned with looking at the fmes
autobiographical nature of tHeonnetsand disproving any theories that state that the
Poet’s rival was called Will, than any overtly miistc issues. Thus Lee does not shy
away from the morally problematic readings of tl@rget. InShakespeare’s Sonnets
(1977) Stephen Booth, for example, sees 135Q cuontpi‘festivals of verbal
ingenuity,” and notes six distinct meanings of the@teen uses of the word ‘will’,
among which there are ‘lust, carnal desire’ (‘Wherehath her wish, thou hast thy

Will’), ‘the male sex organ’ (‘vouchsafe to hide mwll in thine’), and ‘the female sex
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organ.’ (‘make thy large Will more’*” In his reading, Lee mentions some of the sexual

meanings of 135Q although he does not go as f@path:

Here the poet Will continues to claim, in punninght of his Christian name, a
place, however small and inconspicuous, among whks,” the varied forms of

will (i.e. lust, stubbornness, and willingness taept others’ attentions), which are

the constituent elements of the lady’s be%%%.

Despite the fact that Lee does not say anythingctodentious and stops short of the
imagery of the phallus and pudenda which Booth rilese, Parke Godwin is strongly
opposed to such a reading and states that ‘Mr 8itlae’s interpretation of this sonnet
[135Q], giving to the word Will, the sense of lu&,so grossly offensive that it is a
disgrace to literaturé® The evidence that Godwin finds for his own readaighe
sonnet is the fact that the Shakespeare he ponvayil not have done such a thing;
‘Shakespeare, “the gentle Willy,” or “the sweet Mibf his contemporaries, was not a
blackguard, and could never, under any circumstrigeve written to or of any woman
whose acquaintance he had sought, that her selyswal as insatiable as the s&4.’
Although Godwin uses this autobiographic methocc@iintering any claims that the
Sonnetscontain immoral sentiments, he also appears & the poems as objects to be
preserved for their own sake; ‘[a]ll these sonwetse meant to be complimentary, not
vituperative or insulting, and they can be so cwest without doing any violence to the

text."** Despite this, and the fact that Godwin’s prefaizes it is theSonnetsalone

137 Shakespeare’s Sonngtsi. Booth, 466-7.

138 Sidney LeeA Life of William Shakespear#898, Sixth edn. (London: Smith, Elder, & Co.08% 439.
139 Godwin,A New Study of the Sonnets of Shakespédt:

91pid., 143.

“pid., 143.
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which are being studied — a construction of $leenetsauthor is utilised to decide what
the poems mean.

An examination of the language used by Godwiniing about the use of Will
in 135Q shows that it is specifically sexuality vithich he has a problem. In his prose
translation of th&sonnetsGodwin frequently uses the word ‘desire’ to désewhat the
Poet and Dark Lady feel towards each other and soniot the idea of the two lovers
desiring each other that can be what Godwin se&gassly offensive**? Clearly then
it is Sidney Lee’s use of ‘lust’ which is unaccdgea The difference between lust and
desire is small, and although lust has a more kpveeikual connotation, th@ED states
that both words could be used to express strong;-semual, desire, in the late
nineteenth century’® This being so, the strength with which Godwin ogg® Lee’s
reading is surprising and, in the absence of angopal motive (Godwin had earlier
acknowledged Lee as ‘important’ in the field $bnnetsstudies), it is plausible that
Godwin is hostile to Lee’s theory because of tregyife nature of any reading of the
Sonnetswhich can so easily be read as sensual and éfbtithat Godwin is so
defensive over an apparently minor linguistic diéfece certainly suggests a desperation
to make Shakespeare fit his own particular moralstoction and is perhaps a tacit

acknowledgement that Shakespeare can only evesushfit into any such agenda.

142 ‘Whoever has her wish, thou hast thy Will (Shakesp), and thou hast Will, or his desire, besid®¥ilt thou,
whose likings are broad and spacious, not vouchediele my desire in thine,’ ‘shall the desireotifiers for thy
regards appear agreeable,’ etc. see Ibid., 142-3.

143 The OED cites 1898 Pall Mall Mag. June 221 The.. Spaniards lusting for their dettnc1898 G. W.
STEEVENSWith Kitchener150 Charging with the cold bayonet, as they lugtetland 1871 R. ELLIS
Catulluslxii. 50 Many a wistful boy and maidens many desir 1875 JOWETTPIlato (ed. 2) |. 201 Do not all
men desire happiness?’ SEED ‘desire,v. 1’

144 Godwin,A New Study of the Sonnets of Shakespdare
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d) TheDark Lady

Despite the fact that the majority of tBennetsan be read as homoerotic, there
were writers who found their moral objections te tBonnetsstemming from the
possibility of a relationship between the Poet er@Dark Lady. Frederick Furnivall, in
Shakspere’s Sweethe4ii890) makes no mention of homosexuality and aspeafeel
that the only real problem with th8onnetsbeing autobiographical was that they
suggested that Shakespeare had partaken in amenxitieel affair. Furnivall feels that
such moral ambiguity should not get in the wayh& tobvious and natural meaning of
Shakspere’s Sonnets’ and, unlike ‘many Shakspet&scrand students... [whose]
idealization and idolization of his character hawade them resolve to admit no
evidence against his marital purity,” he presentstwhe feels is the truth regardless of
the implications it has for Shakespeare’s moratattar-*° Yet such apparent desire for
the exposition of the case to take precedencetbeamplications, is undermined by the
fact that Furnivall actually uses conjecture inasrtb seek to absolve Shakespeare of
any real moral failing®® The facts of the Sonnets are, according to Fulinitizat

Shakespeare had a mistress in London, and

that Shakspere had a romantic affection for thengoleir [Herbert]; that he was
willing to give up his mistress to him (nos. 40-®)at the young fellow turned

wild; that Shakspere broke off their friendship #otime, and that Shakspere then

joyfully renewed if after three yea%'f%‘.7

5 Eurnivall, ‘Shakspere’s Sweetheart: Discoveryhaf Dark Woman of the Sonnets’, 1.

148 Indeed the general view of the New Shakspere Soisi¢hat it was obsessed by facts and sciertifticism. See
Taylor, Reinventing Shakespeadb4-7.

17 Furnivall, ‘Shakspere’s Sweetheart: Discoveryhaf Dark Woman of the Sonnets’, 1.
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This brief mention of the ‘romantic affection’ ifl hat Furnivall has to say regarding
the relationship between the two men and, whilenaatic’ does not necessarily mean
‘sexual,” it neither ignores nor excuses any pdssibomosexuality, instead just
mentioning their relationship and moving on. Theéraxarital affair, however, which
might be expected to cause some moral problemexdssed by Furnivall from the

outset of his article:

any reasonable reader who knows what license mimweal themselves in
Elizabeth’s days, will easily admit that, havindtl@is old, ignorant, country-
mannered wife at Stratford, an actor and an autffiosuch an impressionable
nature as Shakspere would be sure to be attragted bright, clever, well-bred

woman of musical attainments and “a coming-on digfm,” who admired him

and set her cap at hifto

Furnivall is absolving Shakespeare of any wrongigoas far as any extramarital
relationship is concerned. Yet, as with many of litexary pursuits examined in this
thesis, it is not easy to categorise Furnivalltschr as being simply one which excuses
Shakespeare of any moral failings. To begin witthcaigh Furnivall is making excuses
for Shakespeare, this comes with certain caveaishwdneclude his readers from feeling
that such license would be acceptable in theisliRrimarily, Shakespeare can have a
mistress because he lived in ‘Elizabeth’s dayds #tatement very clearly places such
activities in a historical context and, while Fwaill's ‘reasonable readers’ are expected
to excuse Shakespeare they are prohibited frormgagti a similar fashion. Thus
Furnivall can acknowledge the assumption, if 8@nnetsare autobiographical, that

Shakespeare behaved in this way while simultangossliing a warning to his readers

148 The Herbert-Fitton theory essentially made théckhat Mr W. H. was William Herbert, third earl Bembroke,
and that the Dark Lady was Mary Fitton.
Ibid., 1.
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that such behaviour is not acceptable. Shakespeasetions are made more
understandable by the way in which Furnivall présénne Hathaway; essentially she
is not good enough for Shakespeare and the fattstieis ‘ignorant’ and ‘country-
mannered’ allows her to function as a model fof-iseprovement. Females should
strive to be ‘brighter,” ‘cleverer,” and ‘betterdat’ if they are to prove suitable
companions for great men. It should also be noteck hhat the Dark Lady had
apparently ‘set her cap at’ Shakespeare and, snvihy, it can be seen that Shakespeare
is portrayed as less guilty of straying from higenas he is seduced by the intellectually
superior female. Thus Furnivall’s apparent condgniri Shakespeare’s extramarital
relationship is actually quite complex and invohe&siumber of other factors which
serve as a form of moral pedagogy; this highlightsas about how different social
positions related to personal attributes. Annelnsoat repulsive due to her status as a
country dweller while the Dark Lady is made attragtin part, due to her breeding and
so Furnivall reinforces class stereotypes and iesluus readers to be more like the
higher-class Dark Lady. That class mobility is polgsis shown by Shakespeare’s
ability to leave his wife behind and mix in theob&s that would have introduced him to
his mistress. As was seen in the writing of De @eyn Neil, and Nasmith earlier, there
is also a certain amount of misogyny in Furnivatisscription of this episode. There is
the distinct impression that it is Anne’s job t@pent her husband from being unfaithful
rather than any responsibility being placed Willimmove his wife for who she is.
Frederick Furnivall’'s position regarding Anne Hathay initially appears to be
very different to that taken by Alexander Dyce ibiagraphy attached tdhe Poems of
Shakespeareearlier in the second half of the century. Havisgoken about
Shakespeare’s childhood, Dyce announces that h&wmi from uncertainties to facts,’

and these ‘facts’ amount to the following descaptof Shakespeare’s marriage:
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...in 1582, when he was a little more than eightéenmarried Anne Hathaway,
the daughter of a substantial yeoman in the neigtifomd of Stratford... Oldys
seems to have learned, by tradition, that she waathful; and it is indeed unlikely

that a woman devoid of personal charms should karethe youthful affections

of so imaginative a being as Shakespe]é‘rge.

The commonality between this 1856 work and Furfizzalomments at the end of the
century are striking, although the respective wsit@e using similar ideas — concerning
what extraordinary men want in a woman — as fouadst for very different
conclusions: either Shakespeare’s love for his vafeShakespeare’s love for a mistress.
The idea of a mistress is one that Dyce certaimdgsdnot condone and he states

emphatically:

From some of Shakespear&ennetsit has been supposed that, after he became a
husband, he was by no means remarkable for pufrityovals; but... no inference

respecting his conduct should be drawn from contiposi, most of which appear

to have been written under an assumed chargaE’CQer.

This extract signals Dyce’s desire to protect Sepkare from any suggestion of a lapse
in moral character; Dyce states that ‘he was bymeans remarkable for purity of
morals’ which seems to hide any charge of moralrappety behind a suggestion of
merely not being morally exemplal}} Dyce deals with the birth of Susanna

Shakespeare, on this same page, in a tacitly mengamanner. Despite the fact that, as

19 pyce, ‘Memoir of Shakespeare’, xvii, xvii-xviii.
150 bid., xviii.

L bid., xviii.
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stated on p. 149 above, Shakespeare’s marriagaséicbond had been found in
Worcestershire Records Office in 1836, and had hmésished in theGentleman’s
Magazinein September of that year, Dyce claims that ‘[injei the day, nor the place of
the union are known,” simply giving the date as825"? This means that when Dyce
states that ‘[ijn May, 1583, his wife bore a dawghtvho was called Susanna,’ there is
no hint whatsoever that the birth occurred lesa tiine months after the marriabé.
While Dyce dismisses the idea of Shakespeare’dress by denying any
biographical nature of thé&onnets other critics sought to make the Dark Lady
Shakespeare’s wife. In 1872, the Rev. H. W. Hudsumounced that ‘[i]t will take more
than has yet appeared to convince me that whepdéewrote these and other similar
lines his thoughts were travelling anywhere but dmthe bride of his youth and the
mother of his children*® Nine years later Dowden was quoting this sentinierttis
own edition of theSonnets Robert Shindler perceptively noted in 1892 tHghé
vagaries of many of the commentators on the Soraretslue to their wish to save the
memory of Shakespeare from the scandal which theses disclos€?® Not that this
was to stop him doing exactly that, and his arti€lee Stolen Key’ in th&Gentleman’s
Magazine attempts to explain why sonnets which, to Shindrggest immoral
behaviour should not be considered to implicatek&8é@eare. Shindler feels that it is
implausible that Shakespeare could have wantedamgications which would have
followed the publication of autobiographical sormehich detail an extramarital affair;
‘[w]ould any sensible husband allow so plain a essfon of unfaithfulness to appear in

his wife’s lifetime? And it must be remembered thia¢ blame for this breach of

152 |hid., xvii.
153 bid., xviii.

154 Hudson,Shakespeare: His Life, Art, and Characters with astéfical Sketch of the Origin and Growth of the
Drama in England25-6.

158 Shindler, ‘The Stolen Key’ 76.
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morality is only part of what Shakespeare wouldehtvface **° Although he does not
go on to explain what else Shakespeare would hadett face, it is interesting that
Shindler, by assuming Shakespeare’s status as sbkemusband, and by further
assuming that an extramarital relationship is bveer a moral code, clearly
demonstrates that he is transposing his own mgpm@tito theSonnetsaand assuming that
his readers would do the same. Shindler, for examglquick to label 151Q — with its
reference to priapism — as ‘not only obscene lkiysand nauseous®

Essentially, Shindler believes that thennetsare immoral but refuses to believe
that they are autobiographical because Shakespeard not have acted in such a way
and, even if he had, would not have wanted to pigalisuch behaviour to the wider
world. Shindler believes that not all of tl®nnetswere written by Shakespeare and
uses evidence from the plays in order to supp@tdiaim; although it rather predictably
turns out to be the ones he finds inferior or ohecehich he ‘would be very glad to
dissociate... from Shakespeare’s nam@.'The main culprits here are 145Q
(presumably for its rather heavy-handed punninghenname of Shakespeare’s wife)
and 151Q with its references to male genitalighgtfew other Sonnets which would
have to be expelled from a Bowdlerised editionrarereally repulsive in the same way,
and their double meanings can be matched in thes gi¥ Hannah Lawrence too uses
the plays of Shakespeare to reinforce her ideashersonnets commenting on the
‘disgraceful’ story which theSonnetssuggest, and it is only the extramarital
heterosexual affair which is hinted at, not theatiehship with the Fair Youth.
Lawrence feels that it is unlikely that Shakespeavald have admitted to a relationship

with the Dark Lady because he had portrayed Gldac@sKing Learas being ‘guilty

%8 |bid., 76.
57 |bid., 78.
158 |bid., 78.
159 bid., 78.
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of the same sin,” which Edgar later claims is these of Gloucester losing his eyes.
Lawrence asks ‘[c]an we believe that he [Shakespeaould have dared to point thus
to the vengeance of Heaven, had he been the breakds marriage vow, even as
Glos'ter?*®

Similarly, Massey feels that any imputation thdtalespeare had an extra-
marital affair with the Dark Lady is disgusting;paints Shakespeare as a ‘blackguard,’
and ‘an unconscionable debauchee in his life, aotwfe in his protestations of
affection, and a stark fool in his confessiotfs.Instead, Massey feels that ‘the moral
obliquity of Shakspeare,” despite being acceptednlayy critics, is nothing other than
people failing to understand tls®onnetseither through ignorance, or a desire to ‘afford
a satisfactory set-off to his splendour — the felich should render his glory less
dazzling to weak eyed® Massey is able to circumvent any imputation tiat Dark
Lady sonnets are Shakespeare praising a lady winotidis wife, by claiming that
Shakespeare wrote them in the guise of Wriothesléyriothesley’s mistress, noting
that they contain ‘the absorbing, absolute, alltaming Love that woman alone
engenders in the heart of a m&X.'If this theory is accepted, Massey states, ‘e se
right through the sonnets... that Shakspeare has ahsstutely kept the loftiest moral
altitude. He has preserved his own purity and miegf soul to have the right of
speaking to the Earl as he does at tim&s.’

While Massey is quick to deny Furnivall’'s chargattcritics only seek to make
the Sonnetson-autobiographical because they cast aspersior&hakespeare’s moral

character, it seems clear that this is in fact ¢hee. Massey describes the work of

180 awrence, ‘Shakespeare in Domestic Life’ 109.

161 MasseyShakspeare’s Sonnets Never Before Interpret@g, 189.
182 |bid., 190.

%3 pid., 153.

%4 1pid., 194.
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Charles Armitage Brown — author &hakespeare’s Autobiographical Poe(i838),
criticised by Bolton Corney on p. 217 above — &g Lues Browniana [the plague or

epidemic of Brown]*®°

Massey goes on; ‘[flor purity’s sake all women bugp stop
their ears against this calumny of the would-bdupets of his [Shakespeare’s] purity,
and all men who have listened to these scandal-ererghould turn sick of them, cast
out the poison'®® Instead, Massey believes that ‘[slo far from beiaglecher,
Shakspeare shows no toleration for adultery, btiarsl and stern as steel in reflecting
the evil features of the vice they [the critics wkaggest that the&onnetsare
autobiographical] charge him witf®’ Massey then states that Shakespeare ‘is the very
evangelist of marriage and of purity in wedded; lds suchhe began the writing of his
Sonnets'®® There are, then, different ways of approachingntiuzality of theSonnets
even in terms of the character of the Dark Ladyesehrange from Shakespeare having
had an affair (rendered acceptable due to the Dadly’'s supposed superiority to Anne
Hathaway), through to disgust that anyone wouldgesyg infidelity on the part of
Shakespeare. What all of these approaches reinfaaever, is that the concepts of
fidelity, promiscuity, sexual relationships outsidearriage, and class position, are
widely accepted to define what constituted accedetaiorality. This goes to show not
only the diversity of ways in which different Shakeares can be constructed within the
broadly uniform attitudes to morality in the ninet¢h century, but also that such
diversities permeated even this small part of ditgrpursuits on Shakespeare and his

oeuvre

185 See Charles Armitage Browfhakespeare’'s Autobiographical Poems: Being HisnstnClearly Developed:
with His Character Drawn Chiefly from His WorkK&ondon: J. Bohn, 1838).
Massey,The Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sond&23 passim.

168 MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sonr@s
%7 |bid., 23.
168 |hid., 23.
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i) The Fair Youth

While many critics wrestled with the moral implicats of the presence of the Dark
Lady in theSonnetsthe problems raised by a relationship betweerPthet and the Fair
Youth were often unavoidable. Although, as has lsssn, some writers would ignore
any homoerotic implications, others did chooseatikle the issue directly. Sonnet 63Q
is usually considered in terms of homosexualityhiat it explicitly refers to the Poet’s
lover as ‘he,” but the sonnet is looked at by Gkfdlassey as part of Shakespeare’s
reflection on morality and any possible relatiopshetween Shakespeare and another
man is dismissed. It is Massey’s contention tBhhkespeare’s Sonnedse written to
women and that he simply uses the language of msdebhecause it is necessary to
portray the woman as a man sometimes; ‘Shakspeakesa woman a “god” in love, in
her power to recreate the lovét*He goes on to criticise the writers who claim et
first 126 sonnets are addressed to a man, ‘[t]lvase cannot or will not see the
impossibility of these expressions being addressedman by the manliest of men, but
will continue to babble blasphemy against Shakspéeatheir blindness, deserve to be
hissed from the stagé’® Later Massey states that ‘[iJt is a matter of naltuand
therefore of Shakspearian necessity that such aedas No. 48 can only be spoken to a
woman by a man. Shakspeare was the manliest of nwnthe most effeminate of
poets.*’* Massey does note that some previous critics hadidered 20Q as ‘erotic’ —
which is about as close as any of these writerdg@epenly discussing a homosexual

relationship — but he then claims that ‘passionghiat sonnet is an Elizabethan word for

189 hid., 26.
17%hid., 26.
1 bid., 29.
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poem, which explains away any difficulty that 20Qg causé’? While Massey
acknowledges the existence of those who viewSbenetsas homosexual — only to
dismiss such interpretation by calling the poertexdry conceits — a different tactic is
used by John Dennis in his 1888idies in English Literaturéennis’ refusal to admit

to a homosexual reading of tBennetss signalled by the fact that he finds his

faith in the noble spirit of the great master singtd, by the belief, a reasonable
belief under the circumstances, that the largeigomf what is repellent in these

poems, is due to what Mr Minto terms the “suprenmel gerhaps fantastic

generosity of friendship” which marks the EIizabfrthagel.73

It is presumably the homoerotic elements of $imenetsvhich Dennis finds ‘repellent’
as the relationship between the Poet and the Dauky Lis unlikely to have been
explained away as a fantastically generous frieippdsBimilar language was used by
Alexander Dyce three decades previously in a bugaattached torhe Poems of
ShakespeareDyce does not entertain the idea that the poerssim any way
homosexual in content but he does note the maleessiee and seeks to excuse what
might concern his readers by stating that such iemetas in keeping with Elizabethan
times. Stating that ‘the kind of exaggerated fregmg which some of them [tl&onnetp
profess, can only surprise a reader who is unantpdiwith the manners of those days,’
Dyce is able to normalise any homophobic reactmrthe Sonnetsas any readers’
response can be ‘only surprisé*That these two writers disapprove of, and aregyi
to move Shakespeare away from, a homosexual nesdijp is clear — there is Dennis’

use of ‘repellent,” and the formal image employgddyce when he explains that ‘even

2 See Ibid., 39.
178 Dennis,Studies in English Literature15.

174 Dyce, ‘Memoir of Shakespeare’, Ixxxiii.
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in the epistolary correspondence between two geankelderly gentlemen, friendship
used frequently to borrow the language of IoVa.In facing the issue directly, rather
than ignoring it, Dyce and Dennis seek to refutglsint that Shakespeare may have had
a homosexual relationship.

There were other nineteenth-century Shakespedresavho not only directly
addressed issues of homosexuality in$l@netsbut also chose to accept that this was
the nature of the relationship between the PoettlaadFair Youth. Samuel Butler is the
most explicit of these writers in his acceptanceaohomosexual relationship but
absolves Shakespeare of committing a severe tessgn due to his having been
seduced by the youth. In this way he is able tomeite the idea of a Shakespeare who
had a homosexual relationship, with a Shakespehoeosuld promote a certain moral
code. In his 189%hakespeare’s Sonnets: Reconsidered and in partdegd Butler
asserts that thBonnetswere autobiographical but questions the authaityhe 1609
quarto: he thus gives himself license to rearrathgeorder in which the sonnets are
printed, claiming that they contain a coherent atare!’® The story that Butler sees
being played-out in theSonnetshowever is one which he acknowledges to be
‘throughout painful and in parts repulsiVé” Towards the end of his introduction,
Butler states that thBonnetsdeal with ‘the love that passeth the love of worhand
compares it in this aspect to the work of HortfiHe goes on to say ‘that whereas the
love of Achilles for Patroclus depicted by the Gegmet is purely English, absolutely

without taint or alloy of any kind, the love of tEsglish poet for Mr W. H. was, though

175 bid., Ixxxiv.

176 Butler reorders the sonnets as follows: 1Q-32QQL2B-4Q, 36-9Q, 127-8Q, 130-2Q, 137-44Q, 135-881Q,
35Q, 40-2Q, 134Q, 133Q, 152Q, 43-118Q, 147-50Q;2009, and 122-5Q. Following this, he places 126Q as
Appendix A, 129Q as Appendix B, 145Q as Appendix 48Q as Appendix D, 153Q as Appendix E, and 154Q
as Appendix F.

177 Butler, Shakespeare’s Sonngsst.
8 bid., 122.



TheSonnets 246

only for a short time, more Greek than Engli5l.Exactly what could be meant by the
term ‘Greek’ in this context was open to interptieta (and will be looked at in more
detail on pp. 255-7 below), however as Butler dbssr the relationship between
Achilles and Patroclus in Homerldiad as ‘English,” and as there is absolutely no
suggestion of any physical relationship betweenwecharacters in Homer, it may be
assumed that Butler means a non-physical friend&fiphis being the case, the type of
relationship which he places in opposition to thise ‘tainted’ relationship between
Shakespeare and Mr W. H., would be a physical, lsemaoal and ‘foreign’ one. While
Butler does not shy away from what he considerbdopainful or repulsive in the
Sonnetshe does seek to excuse Shakespeare’s charaxtebéing stained by any hint
of impropriety.

Having noted that ‘what we think of Shakespeamdeif must depend not a
little on what we think of the Sonnets,” Butler thproceeds to claim that ttf@nnets
were written early in Shakespeare’s caréérThis allows Butler to state that any
improper actions carried out by Shakespeare werelynthe folly of youth and thus no

reflection upon the actual character of the great:m

If we date them early we suppose a severe woumgduth, but one that was soon
healed to perfect wholesomeness. If we date theampatge later than extreme
youth, there is no escape from supposing what isliyoa malignant cancer. If
the evidence points in the direction of the canegr,must with poignant regret

accept it. | submit, however, that it will be fouta point with irresistible force

in the direction of the mere sc]a8|2.

179 bid., 122.

180 See Homerlliad: Books 13-24trans. A. T. Murray and William F. Wyatt, LOEB Céisal Library, (London:
Harvard University Press, 1999), Books 16, and 23.

181 Bytler, Shakespeare’s Sonng8s.
182 |bid., 85.
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It is worth noting that Butler obviously knows thihiere is a possibility of something
hidden below the surface of tl&onnetswhich would be outrageous to name openly.
Certain writers (such as Dyce and Lee) claim ti&t Sonnetsare merely literary
exercises and thus absolve Shakespeare from begamaticated in (at best) ménage
a trois, and (at worst) a homosexual relationship wittoang boy. It is interesting that,
even though this unnamed content is evidently alhoto Butler, he makes no attempt
to disassociate it from Shakespeare. He feels ttieatseriousness of the ‘malignant
cancer’ suggested by ti¥®onnetss dependant on the age that Shakespeare wasthden
events described took place. In this way, Butlersa&ying that homosexuality in
Shakespeare could be condoned if it took placeyatiag enough age.

Throughout his book, Butler repeatedly refershie tact that Shakespeare was
duped into the act that he refrains from mentionlhgs Butler's contention that his Mr

W. H. (who is neither Wriothesley nor Herbert) seelll Shakespeare:

Mr W. H. must have lured him on — as we have Shada@®'’s word for it that he
lured him still more disastrously later. It goegheut saying that Shakespeare

should not have let himself be lured, but the ages what it was, and | shall

show that Shakespeare was very yobsn?’g.

There is also clearly no admonishment of Shakespdautler states that to absolve
Shakespeare of any wrong-doing is ‘a pious act] goes on to claim for Shakespeare
the status of a divinit}?* Shakespeare, Butler states, ‘is not dead,’ raSteakespeare

iIs more living in that life of the world to come bytue of which he entered after death

183 hid., 70.
184 hid., 85.
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into the lives of millions, than he ever was intthexed body to which his conscious life
was limited.*®® Shakespeare is not denigrated, and so the ‘Greeltionship
recognised by Butler does not appear to be a probledeed, theSonnetsare
considered by him to be morally virtuous works, ethin turn make Shakespeare a

morally virtuous man:

It is one of the common-places of modern schooltoesay that the man and his
art — whether literature, painting, music, or what — are not to be taken as one,

but that the corrupt tree may bring forth goodtfamdvice versa There is no

truth in this.186

Rather, Butler feels that if a work of art is ‘whebme, genial, and robust, whatever
faults the worker may have had were superficial, stactural.*®” Essentially, Butler is
claiming that morality and art are inextricablyled and that if art is produced by
someone ‘corrupt,’ then ‘a healthy appetite willvlanone of it}®® As Butler is
claiming that good art is inherently moral, andhasclearly places th8onnetsn the
bracket of good art, it may be assumed that he iderss them to be morally
‘wholesome, genial, and robust.’ It is also woritting here that Butler is implicitly
referencing the increasing intellectual professiisation of artistic and literary criticism
in his disagreement with the ‘modern schoolmen’ #redr pedagogy. As was noted in
Chapter Two above, the tensions present betweenlthand new schools of literary
pursuit as well as shifts in the social organisatb knowledge would have inflected all

of the debates about Shakespeare at this time.

185 |bid., 85.
188 |bid., 120-1.
187 |bid., 121.
188 |hid., 121.
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The idea that a corrupt tree cannot bring forthdgfsait is biblical and there is a
strong Christian sensibility in Butler's work — tharase regarding ‘the love that passeth

the love of women, is a reference B Samuel1.268°

As Christianity generally
considers homosexuality to be sinful, and as Bu#eevidently playing on a certain
amount of Christian knowledge by his readers, it ba assumed that he is trying to
promote forgiveness rather than homosexuality. ©heious question then is why
Butler would choose to approach tBennetsn a way which accepted and sought to
excuse Shakespeare’s homosexual activity rather stmaply ignoring or dismissing it.
The intention of Butler is perhaps signalled in #@graph which precedes his title
page; this quotes lines spoken by MarianMeasure For Measure which she states
that ‘[tlhey say best men are moulded out of fautsd for the most become much
more the better for being a little bad® It would seem that Butler is taking what might
be called a realistic approach 8hakespeare’Sonnets readers are not necessarily
going to be oblivious to the homoeroticism in theems so he is choosing to tackle it
directly. Butler is well aware of the fact that ammber of Victorian critics espoused the
idea that thesonnetsvere literary exercises and that Shakespeare wgsysinventing

characters and situations, and he feels that tbig ¥ taken by critics ‘mainly because

they hope by doing so to free Shakespeare frondamus imputation?®* He goes on:

Those who regard the Sonnets as literary exereisefd have us believe that in
the naughtiness of his heart, Shakespeare, witlorédvof subjects to choose
from, elected to invent sonnet 23, and to imagirsitaation which required the

writing of sonnets 33-35 of my numbering [these 238, 121Q, 33Q, and 34Q].

18911n the same way, every good tree bears good, buit the bad tree bears bad fruit.” Sétthew 7.17-19.
Ibid., 122.

19 Measure For Measures.1.444-6.

191 Bytler, Shakespeare’s Sonngks.
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This is the most degrading view of all... True, hoeeearly the Sonnets are

dated a scar must remain; but who under the ciramss will heed it whose

. , : 192
moral support is worth a moment’s consideration?

Obviously, Shakespeare writing tl®nnetsas literary exercises would mean that the
implied homosexual love-affair was something thiaakespeare was able to conjure up
from his imagination and it becomes clear that &uitels this to be just as abhorrent as
if the poems were autobiographical; ‘[tjo me itas unthinkable, and as repulsive, as |
believe the reader will also find it when he satadelf to consider what it involves; |
therefore dismiss it with no greater display of uengnt than that adduced by its
upholders*®® It is interesting that Butler chooses sonnets 2BR1Q, 33Q, and 34Q in
order to illustrate his point. With the possibleegtion of 33Q, which may allude to a
male object of desire, all of these sonnets arenaered in terms of their addressee and
this allows Butler to draw attention to Shakespeadieselings of love — ‘read what silent
love hath writ’ (23Q), ‘my love no whit disdainetfB3Q) — while avoiding any of the
sonnets which are more explicitly homoerotic such 20Q or 63Q. Indeed the
overwhelming emotion conveyed by Butler's choicesshame and bitterness; 121Q
speaks of ‘frailties’ and the way in which the dpmahas been abused by false
accusations, while in 23Q the speaker appearsnteriathe love he feels, or felt, for
another. Butler, despite the fact that he is pregpassentially to admit to Shakespeare’s
homosexuality, is evidently keen that there shdaddsome signs of regret, and even
disgust, from the poet, which obviously servesdaovey such ideas to his readers.

As with the different approaches to the Dark Ladgke in theSonnetsthe Fair

Youth and attendant ideas of homosexuality coultbbkled in a wide variety of ways.

1921hid., 86.
193 hid., 59.
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There is still a consistent approach to homoseyuals even writers who chose to
accept such an implication had to explain or excisakespeare’s behaviour. Again it
can be seen that Shakespeare was used despitashisability, and this adds to the
overall sense of desperation among these writeat $hakespeare should provide a
framework upon which they could situate their owartjgular ideas of national and
moral identity. While seemingly more problematigrh a simplistically moral point of
view, than the Dark Lady sonnets, many writers ehtws deal with the Fair Youth
sonnets and, as will be seen in the following sectit is in the idea of homosexuality

that the relationship between moralism and natismais thrown into stark relief.

d) The Sonnets and Ancient Greece

The last twenty-five years have seen a number loblady investigations into
the way in which nineteenth-century society cone@clvith ancient Greek thought.
Frank Turner, Richard Jenkyns and Linda Dowlingehall published studies which
examine the increased use of Hellenistic or andigmek culture within nineteenth-
century cultural and intellectual endeavotifs.Essentially they see intellectual
Victorians turning towards ancient Greece as a dgnier what was considered to be
the pending dangerous breakdown of society. A nuraberiters ‘sought to reawaken
English patriotism and make it noisier still,” aling that moral virtue, civic pride, and
artistic creativity could all be encouraged by #raulation of ancient Gree¢® As
Shakespeare has been shown to have been widebedtih the nineteenth century in

order to promote various moralising and nationagtndas, it is therefore unsurprising

194 gee JenkynsThe Victorians and Ancient Greg€arner,The Greek Heritage in Victorian Britaiand Dowling,
Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxford

198 Dowling, Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfpdd.
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that there is much Hellenistic imagery in litergnyrsuits abouShakespeare’s Sonnets
Many writers reference figures and events from emiciGreece: The Fair Youth is
frequently compared to Adonis or Ganymede, whilesEand relationships between
figures from Greek mythology are often mention®dRichard Simpson, inAn
Introduction to the Philosophy of Shakespeare’sngtsy(1868), makes connections
between ancient Greece and ®Bennetsof Shakespeare. In claiming that tBennets
present a unified worldview (‘Shakespeare is alwaphilosopher, but in his sonnets he
is a philosopher of love’), Simpson notes that sagtilosophy would have originated
in ancient Greece and then spread elsewhere impEui@jrom the Platonic schools and
books this science passed to Dante and Petrarctom Haly it radiated throughout
Europe and was taken up by Surrey and Spefi¥er.’

While Jenkyns and Turner discuss Greek imageryitaridcreasing presence in
the nineteenth century, both Linda Dowling and Rbl&awyer, in their respective
studies of the appropriation of ancient Greek caltin Victorian writing, take this
further and suggest that Greece was used as a secke through which to discuss
homosexuality. InVictorian Appropriations of ShakespeaBawyer makes the claim
that Algernon Swinburne’s 1888 Study of Shakespeaappropriated the playwright in
order to promote a radical agenda of reconsideegdadity. It is Sawyer’s contention
that there is a double-voiced rhetoric used by Buine in his criticism oKing Lear
and that certain tropes, and certain words — tlem@kes given include ‘masculine,’
‘androgyny,’ ‘languid,” and, most importantly, ‘Gele’ — enabled Swinburne to talk to

two audiences at on¢& In this way, Sawyer sees Swinburne’s criticismbaing

196 MasseyThe Secret Drama of Shakspeare’s Sonris
F. A. White, “Mr W. H.”, New Century Review, 1900), 240.
Songs and Sonnets by William ShakespeateF. T. Palgrave, (London: Macmillan and Co798199.

197 Simpson Philosophy of Shakespeare’s Sonnéts

198 sawyer, Victorian Appropriations of Shakespea®l. In this, Sawyer is following on from Thais BEorgan,
‘Reimagining Masculinity in Victorian Criticism: Swinurne and PaterVictorian Studies36, no. 3 1993).
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‘intended for two sets of readers: the larger autBewho heard it simply as a
championing of a new avant-garde movement in liteea and the minority group who
heard... allusions to homoerotic desit&.1n Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian
Oxford Linda Dowling describes a ‘hidden or “coded” candiscourse’ through which
classical Greece could be used as an apology forosexual behaviodf? Thus,
discussion of ancient Greece could be read sualyiby the majority of its audience
while ‘its more radical implications became visildeanyone who knew how to regd"
While both Dowling and Sawyer situate their codestaurse within certain nineteenth-
century fictional and occasional critical writinguch a hidden dialogue encounters
difficulties when mapped onto nineteenth-centutgréiry pursuits of th&onnetsThe
idea that certain writings oBhakespeare’Sonnetdunctioned as a kind of code — with
the references to Hellenism understood by a pgeiefew while others read such
critical writing in a state of blissful ignorance becomes problematic when one
considers the fact that the homosexual possilslitigthin the Sonnetswere an open
secret. There are, as have been seen, some wsikerspass over any mention of
homoeroticism and even on occasions expunge ‘dangesonnets. However, enough
critics make mention of their possible homosexualtent — either in order to criticise
the Sonnetsfor being morally disgusting, or to excuse Shakesp of his folly, or
perhaps to claim that they are being misread -Asore that there would have been few,
if any, participants on theé&Sonnetgelated debate unaware of their homosexual
possibilities. Joseph Bristow has noted that ‘thearge against the morality of
Shakespeare’s sonnets was familiar to the Victerieend any bowdlerisation of the

Sonnetsmplicitly acknowledges these problematic readitigsugh resisting them, and

199 sawyer Victorian Appropriations of Shakespeaf®-1.
200 Howling, Hellenism and Homosexuality in Victorian Oxfoxg.
2% |pid., 92.
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reinforces the common attitude towards this aspécehorality among the intellectual
elite 22

The Sonnetdunctioning as secret homosexual propaganda woeldependent
on any homosexual reading being sufficiently obsdarthe majority of readers that the
code would remain unbroken. Yet in 1839 Henry Hallzad stated that ‘it is impossible
not to wish that Shakespeare had never written tidmare is a folly in all excessive
and mis-placed affection, which is not redeemedhgytouches of nobler sentiments
that abound in this long series of sonnétWhile Hallam did have genuine critical
objections toShakespeare’Sonnets- they were, he felt, monotonous and difficult to
understand — it is clear that the overriding faaltbe found with them was the mis-
placednature of the love they display; a love ‘of suapturous devotedness... as the
greatest being whom nature ever produced in theahufarm pours forth to some
unknown youth in the majority of these sonnétWhile Hallam does not explicitly
mention homosexuality, there is no sense in whishchticism could be taken other
than that he disapproved of the type of love whiehSonnetsappear to espouse, and
the effect it might produce upon their readerspad Hallam noted that ‘there is now a
tendency, especially among young men of poeticapters, to exaggerate the beauties
of these remarkable productiof> Rather than attempt to classify nineteenth-century
literary pursuits abouShakespeare’s Sonne&ts being either part of a secret code used
to promote what we would today term homosexuality,as being written in blind
ignorance of their homoerotic undertones, the prtefeesis will examine a number of
works on their own merits to highlight the usesMinich Shakespeare was put through

readings of hiSonnetsinstead of viewing the use of ancient Greek ilmmage writings

202 Bristow, Effeminate England42.
203 Hallam, Introduction to the Literature of Europs04.

204hid., 502.
205 hid., 501.
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on Shakespeare’s Sonndtem a twenty-first-century perspective — thatdensidering
language of affection between males to suggest bexuality — such works need to be
looked at on their own terms.

To begin with, as has been seen, the term homosexuat one with which
many of the individuals surveyed in this thesis lddwave been familiar. Although there
were terms for the concept of homosexuality asightnbe known today, nineteenth-
century nomenclature was different and this cad teanodern critics imposing modern
paradigms upon historical moments. Indeed, as Beady has noted, the idea of the
homosexual is complex in itself and becomes mora/isen applied to the nineteenth
century. Brady reminds modern historians that npglly labelling individuals such as...
Algernon Swinburne, Wilde and others in the peres “sodomites” insufficiently
describes the complexities of their lives and delecontradicts their own perceptions
of their sexual desires for other méf'This chapter will utilise the work of Brady in
order to suggest that the literary pursuits abdak8speare during this period display a
much more subtle and complex form of male/maleticeiahip than that which some
scholars have found elsewhere in nineteenth-cetitergture. By noting how different
writers could see iShakespeare’s Sonneatgferent attitudes to male relationships, and
by understanding that this lead to these ideagisseminated to the wider public, the
extent to which Shakespeare’s aspectuality endbtedse by writers can be seen.

The most common twentieth- and twenty-first-cemtway in which to
understand references to ancient Greece is, abd®msnoted, as codified allusions to
what would now be termed homosexuality; yet thesawis an over-simplification. The
relationship between Achilles and Patroclus, foamgle, two figures that appear

frequently in these discussions, was representeatifteyent writers in different ways. In

208 Brady, Masculinity and Male Homosexuality in Britaib8.
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Homer’slliad the two warriors are simply ‘comrades’ — albeiesrwith an unusually
close friendship; Achilles wishes himself dead up@aring the news that Hector has
killed Patroclus®’ But no mention whatsoever is made of the two béawgrs and,
although it could be read differently, it is nogggested that the relationship is a physical
one®® Indeed, Walter Leaf's (1852-1927 Companion to the lliad for English
Readers(1892) makes no mention of there being any sortetdtionship between
Achilles and Patroclus, while W. E. Gladstone’s 88#rk on Homer suggests that the
slave girl Briseis is Achilles’ most important rétmship2®°

However, in the other major Greek description o trelationship between
Achilles and Patroclus — Platd®/mposium- they are specifically described as ‘lovers’
and as being ‘in lové*® Although there are not any nineteenth-century waskich
specifically describe them as such, and the saaidl legal climate of the time makes
this understandable, Laurel Brake has noted tleettvas a ‘popular association by the
1880s of homosexuality with Platg* Thus, while Plato’s actual nomenclature is
possibly open to interpretation, it is widely adegpthat Plato is implying a homosexual
relationship between the two men. So whileltla@ portrays two young soldiers with a
mental bond — what might be termed a ‘homointaliettrather than homosexual
connection — and whose martial prowess helps tleeKsrin their siege of Troy, the

Symposiunshows two men in an intimate relationship and eotrates more on their

207 Homer, lliad: Books 13-24293.

208 Thomas K. Hubbard notes that ‘There is no cleademce for homosexuality in the epic poetry of Home
(Homosexuality in Greece and Rome: A SourcebookasicEDocumentsed. Thomas K. Hubbard, (London:
University of California Press, 2003), 14-5).

209 5ee Walter LeafA Companion to the lliad for English Readefilsondon: Macmillan and Co., 1892), and W. E.
GladstoneHomer, ed. John Richard Green, Literature Primers, (Lontitacmillan and Co., 1878).

210 plato, ‘Symposium’, trans. W. R. M. Lamb