A STUDY OF SHAKESPEARE CRITICISM
IN THE
JAHRBUCH 1865-19014
by

John H, J, Westlake

Subnitted for the Degree of
Master of Arts

in the University of Birmingham,

October 1968



UNIVERSITYOF
BIRMINGHAM

University of Birmingham Research Archive

e-theses repository

This unpublished thesis/dissertation is copyright of the author and/or third
parties. The intellectual property rights of the author or third parties in respect
of this work are as defined by The Copyright Designs and Patents Act 1988 or
as modified by any successor legislation.

Any use made of information contained in this thesis/dissertation must be in
accordance with that legislation and must be properly acknowledged. Further
distribution or reproduction in any format is prohibited without the permission
of the copyright holder.



Summary.
This theeis ocutlines the early history and aims of the Tieutsche
Shakespaare-Gesellschaft and surveys the different types o! contributions

found ia volumes 1-50 of the 3hakespeare-Jahrhuch. It also considers a

few critical works outside the Jahrbuch. Purely academic scholarship is
distinguished from general criticism and special attention is pald to
particular aspects of this eriticism., Political interpretations of the
plays are related to the political situation and beliefs in Germany at
that time, and a parallel is dra;n between Elizabethan =1:land and ' {srarck’
Germany. Similarly it is suggested that the somewhat Jumanistic approach
to Shakespeare's religious beliefs is influenced by German religious
attitudes. The German preoccupation with psycholn:ical character gtudies
is shown as sometimes going to unreal extremes, and as gsymptomatic of
German Romanticiswm. The contrasts drawn hetween “n:land and Germany are
also related to the political backzround of the times and to German ideas
concerning the "Nordic culture”, and the German cnnrorn with the ro-al
and educational value of Shakespeare is-examined. The curvent theories
of literary criticism and scholarship are explained in their historical
and philosophical context, and the significance is assessed o’ the German

eriticism of this period in the history of “hakespeare criticism in

general.
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1: INTRODUCTION,




1 Intrpoduction.

1y any account the Deutgche Shakeapeare-Gesellschaft is a most
remarkable institution. Founded in 1864 on the occasinn of the
tercentenary of Shakespeare’s birth it is now over a hundred years old
and is thus the oldest society “pr the gtudy of Shakespeare with an
unbroken existence, It was also the first forei;n society to be founded
for this purpose. Indeed, one of the first problems that confronted the
founders of the soclety was that of justifying its very existence.
Wilthelm Oschelhffuger found it necessary to argue: "The advertigements
for the forthcoming Jubllee are golinz out ~ England is proparin: for a
national) festival, and Germany cannot and will not be left hehind. For
Shakespeare belengs to us toc ; the Germans have acquired him through
translation and research, he has become a power in our literature.
.+..The growth of the knowledr-e o! thig :reat apostle of humanity ana
true wisdom of 1i1fe 1s essential for the healthy development not merely
of our dramatic literature but o’ the whole woral ant intrllertual life

o' the nation." 1

There was immediate opposition to Oechelhiuser’'s suggestion, as is

shown by ' erthold Auerbach's rewark on the 18th February, 13864: "If the

ltdeenigpr Grindung einer deutschen “hakespeare-Gesellschaft (1363).




political cynicism of Bismarck and Rechberg succeeds in stirring up a new
civil war in Germany or alternatively in sinking s in new humiliation, then
our whole culture will be involved." There would be no place for a
Shakespeare soclety or any other cultural activity in the political
situation that Auerhach feared was imminent. Indeed there had been
earlier attempta to found a soclety, notably that of Tycho Mommsen in 1337,
but they had come to nothing. ‘o=~ did the opposition vanish once the
society had at last been muccessfully "n:nied, At the Tennral Meeting of
1365 Ulrici found 1t necessary to defenl the society azainsgt those patriots
who complained about the political attitude of England towards the =reat
questions of the day. The society, he claimed, did not wish to burn incense
to a foreign genius; Shakespeare the Englishman should be also a German poet;
it was not a question o{ uncritiecal adulatien but of schelarly study.2
This sort of attitude persisted throuzh the years and reached its climax
in an extraordinary speach delivered to the society by Gerhart Hauptmann
1n 1915.3 n this Hauptmann malntained that Germany was nearsr the spirit
of Shakespeare than England, and that had Shakespeare been alive then he
would have supported Germany in the struzzle against Enqland.

2Quoted by Albert Ludwig in "pDie “sutache Shakespeare-Gesellschaft,

Rin Wlckblick anl¥sslich ihres 50j¥hrizen Jestehens,”™ Jahrbuch, XLIX (1913),
7.

3wngutschiant und Shakespeare. Geleitwort, " Jahrbuch, LI (1915),
Vi.!.“xiio



it despite all opposition the Teutsche ~“hakespeare-Gesellschaft
survived and indeed hec21 to flourish. Possibly the major fector at
this critical stage was the devoted support of the Grossherzogin Sophie
von “achgan, Sophie was a Princers of the ¥Hoise of Orance, who had
brought with her to eimar her En~iigh tuto-, James Marshal', who was one
o7 the “ounders of the soclety. It was she who pe: suaded Dingelstedt, the
divectnr of the theatre at Weimar, who had earlinr refused to he interested
in. the society, to support the rause,.

This explains in part how the hore o' the snclety came to be at
Welmar, Tut it cannot have been chance alnne which was respong’hle Yor
Shakespeare becoming »ssociated with the city oi Goethe, Tocether with
Lessin:t4 and Soh?eqol,a Goethe had been resmp nsible ‘nor the grea{ interest
shown in Shakespeare and for the great esteem in which he wag held. 3Rut

Goethe's Wilhelm Meisters Lehtjgprea had set the fashion “or the

exaggerated, sentimental idolatry which later surrounded “hakespeare in
certain circles., It was, therefore, appropriate that Germany’'s greatest
poat and the Enzlishman whom he idoliged shonld be linked together by theilr
jn'nt agsociation with Weimar. Th!s association oY Shakespeare with Weimar

survived all vicissitudes of war and divisions o7 Germany until the traci~

4

ﬁag Hamburzische Trematurgie (1787-%).

5 cee A.. Schileze!, Vorlesunzen UYber dramatische -angt uol

Liknvatny (1209-1311).

8 1795



split of the society in 1943, which resilted in two separate Shakespeare
gocleties, one with its seat at Weimar and the other at Bochum,

“ince the Toundiny p: the Neutsche “hakeapeare-Gesellschaft other
specialised soclaties devoted to 2 particular auther have been “o'inded on
the same model, each with its own Jahrbuch, Among the prota who have heen
thus honoured are Goethe, %chiller, Grillparzer, M~ine and t8lderlin. Tae
“hakespeare-Cesellschaft itsel? had an early rival: a soclety was ‘o :nded
at Tresden, but with other ideas. Albert Ludwig tells us that: "The
Dresdener Verein head as its aim the promotion of the rights and interests
of the dramatic author and composer, the maintenance and emlarroment o' a
worthy, preferably German repertory, the improvement of play-acting and
dramatirgy, and finally the introduction of 2 universal German theatre-law.
As the Aucsburiar Allgemeine Zeituny wisely remarked (1864, leilage 171)
the interests o’ the two socleties were wonderfully complementary, Weimar
repragented the theoretical side, the cult of the drama in Shakespeare's
sense, while Dresden wanted to convert the ideal into reallty."7 in short
Weimar was to study Shakespsare academically, and “ra2sde1 would try to put
into practice in the German theatre the legsons to be learned from
Shakespeare. In the event there was no rutual co-operation and tha

“readen soclety was short-lived,

114\1(1'1*{. p012|



Right from the start the Deutsche “hakespeare-Gesellschaft published
each year a rollection of essays, tnwethar with ghorter ~ortrihutions, in

what was known as the Jahrbich der Dautschen Shakeapeave-Tes~)lscha’t

but which later was called simpl'y the Shakespeare-Jahrhich. The Jahrbuch
wag not nicinally intended to be a pre’y scholarly publication; 4t was
hoped that it wonld alsoc have 2 wider poprlar appeal to those who were
pdmiro-g o Shakespeare hit were not thorsalves specialists., Tndeed %o
this day there 1= atill an appeal in each Jahrbuch inviting coatributions
from non-pcacde~ie circles, bBut we have only to compare the conteats of
mnre recent vrinmes with those of the carly years to ses that drspite

211 efin-ts the Jahrbuch has, with a few worthy exceptions. become a
specialist puhlication. %ven so, we have orly to ~nvpare it wilth a
journal like Anglia to see that it has a gquite different approach from
the latter. The arti~les in Anglia rive the impregsion that they are
intevded to he the last word on a given subject, whereas one feels that

the Shakespeare-Jahrhuch would rather have the 'irst word and be 2

platform for discussing controversial issues.

We can see, ther, that the Jahrbuch did not appeal to all Shakespeare
oritics. There were diastinguished scholars who never contributed to it,
such as Werder, Gervinus and  lrelin. There were bitter controversies,
o‘ten conducted in the most personal te-vs., ‘levertheless Lt is true to

say that the JahrD:ch is fairly representative o German “hakespeare



eritic.zn, At all times a very wide range of subjects has heen treated
and a variety of approaches employed. 1f, however, we compare the
tables of contents of the early volumes with those of more recent years
we cannot help but notice that there have been changes over the course
of the years. Robert Fricker draws attention to the fact that in the
early years of the Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft there were many
articles of an all-embracing nature, covering the whole of Shakespeare's
works, whereas today, when we know so much more about Shakespeare, this
is no longer possible, and articles are more specialised, dealing with
one aspect of, say, the Comedies, the Histories, or the Trlgediel.s

The Gegamtverzeichnis fr die Linde 1-99 des Shakeqpeareﬂlahrbuchsg

divides contributions to the Jahrbuch into twelve main sections:
1) FEibliographies.
2) Editions, anthologies and translations.
3) Problems of text, authership and authenticity.
4) 2ources and influences.
8) io:raphical studies,

86) ‘hakespeare and the stage.

8
"Hundert Jahre Shakespeare-Jahrbuch,” Jahrbuch, C (1964}, 51.
The vhnle of this article is valuahble as an introductory survey
of ti~ first hundred years of the Shakespeare-Jahrhuch.

9
Heidelberg, 1964.



7) The contemporary and cultural background.

8) Shakespeare's contemporaries and their works.
9) Critical treatises on Shakespeare's works.
10) Language, versification and structure.

11) History of Shakespeare criticism.

12) History of Deutsche Shakespeare-Gaesellschaft.

In addition there are obituaries of leading “hakespearian scholars
and reviews o most of the important critical works on Shakespeare.

The bibliographies given in the Jahrbuch since the very first
volume are of great use to any student oY Shakespeare, and while there
may be omissions it must he admitted that the Jahrbuch has, from its
earliest days, provided the student of Shakeapeare with an impressively
comprehensive bibliography. We need only note here that to this day the
Germans are very thorough in the preparation of their bibliographies 2z~
that since students at the untversities are specially trained in this
field the tradition seems likely to be continued.

It is of course natural that a fereign Shakespeare society should
be concerned with the guestion of translations of Shakespeare’'s works,
In the period under considerstion there was no real rival to the
Tieck-Sc¢hiegel translation., Tt is probably not too much te say that
the Tieck-3Schlegel translation is one of the birr~st sinzle factors

in the popularity of Shakespears among the ordinary German people, and



despite the fact that a nuwber of more modern translations have been made
that by Tieck and Schlegel is still widely read and used on the stage.

One of the wain projects of the Deutsche sShakespeare-Gesellschaft
was the publication of a new edition of the works of Shakespeare. Today,
when there arc¢ several good editions avatlable, we tend to forget that a
hundred years ago there was a real need for a scholarly editio:. The
story of this venture is described in detail by Albert Ludwig.lo Originally
there were two plans, one to produce an annotated English edition, and the
other to publish a good, but popular German translation, In the case of
the English edition there were two ideas: Ulriel wanted a }lriorum
edition while Elze wanted a critical edition. Ulrici's suggestion was the
one adopted, but it was then impossible to find a publisher. The aim of
the German edition was explained by Ulrici at the General Meeting in
October 1865: "The society has set .(tself the task, or at least has it
seriously in mind, of producing a German translation of Shakespeare's
dramags which will reflect their spirit and style with the gzreatest posaible
clarity, but at the same time will purge them of everything that causes
offence upon the stage, especially unessential accessdcories which are
incomprehensible to the audience. This stage adaptation will then, we

hope, reach the people and bring Shakespeare's drawmas nearer to the

10 | dwig, pp.43-4.



Ge-man people than would be possible if they were left completely
unaltered.”’l There was a 1n1- controversy as to whether this translation
should be a completely new one or whether it should be based on Tieck-
Schlegel. The latter course was finally adopted, but the project was never
conpleted.12

Independently of all this N. Yelius produced his own edition of
Shakmpeare.l3 which was later to be the basis of Furnivail's Leepold
edition. There are many smaller contributione, many of them by Delius,
in the sa.lier volumes of the Jahrbuch devoted to textual emendations.
While this work is now auperseded on sccount of our modern knowledge of
such matters as Flizabethan handwriting and the peculiarities of the
iadividual Elizabethan and Jacobean compositors it is thorough by the
standards of the day and shows a concern with the t=x% which is most
impressive when w2 compare it with what many other critics were doing.
There were some worthy exceptions to thia, notably Alexander Dyce and
William Aldis ¥right, but they were -er-tainly in a minority.

Closely conircted with this was the problem of the authorship

of individual plays and parts of plays. On the whole the Gerwman critics

1
lQuoted by Ludwig, p.50.

lell this is very interesting when we conslder the outery that
has heen caused in Germany, particularly in the ranks of the
Deutgche Shakespears-Gesellschaft, by flans Rothe's "adaptations”
of Shakespeare for the modern stage.

13E1berfold, 1854 ( and subsequent editions).
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of the second half of the 18th century attributed move to Shakespeare
than some later critics wore prepared to do. This in tur: led to tortuous
attenpts to explain away passages that seemed Ainconsistent with the genius
of shakespeare: FShakespeare, !t was felt, could not possibly have written
anythin~ that was not excellent, and therefore passages that appeared weak
must have some subtle explanation that nobody had hitherto understood.
This was also the period when the “sconian theory was enjoying considerable
popularity. The ‘eutsche Shakespezare-Gesellschaft firmly refuged to
couritenance such extravagant ideas. F.A, Leo in particular stated the
orthodox position authoritatively in this matter.l®

Othar articley wvere devoted to the sources and in‘laences of the plays,
and hence too to th~ problem of dating them., This was all part of the
historical approach to Shakespeare and many of the findings are still
valid today. There was alsn considerable research done on Shakespoare’s
historical and cultn-al baskzrouad, 3ut most of these contributions ecour
in the latt»» part of the p -ini under consideration; in the earlier
volumes the higt-ical approach took the form mainly of biographical
gtndies and of » -~onulderation of Shakegpeare's ~ontauporaries «n. ‘heir
wo-kgs. Thus we sec: that the historical eritics began by gtudylng matter
external to the plays and only later did they turn their attentio: to

14.¢e "ie vaco-Gesellschait. Nebst einigen Exkursen Uber die

Baco~Chakespeare~-Afffire,” Jahrbuch, XX (1885), 190-227, and "-och

eiana) die Baco~Frage. Bin ficher-Referat,” Jahrbush, XXIV
(1889), 113-121.
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the plays them=-1ves., This hlograpbical approsch +o Shakespearo is now
renerally disceredited in ermrar.  Hence the astivities of A,L. Rowse have
aroused no more intereat in Germany than they have ~lscwhere.

When we lock at the Yist o articles devoted to Shakespeare and the
stage 1t 1a imnediately apparent that the Gerrans were more concernsd with
procduct!iors on thel~ own staves than on per/nrmances in Elizabethan times.
This was certainly due to » great extent (o the avowed aims o the “eutsche
Rhakespeare-Gesellgchait, but 1t also reflects the {requancy with which
Shakespesre was perforrmed on the German stace, Xt would be difficutir to
maintain thpt there was anything like an Flizabethan ‘enaissance on the
19th century German stage, bt mentinn muat be made of the Meinlngen
plagers, ko Geovye 1l of “axe-vaininten, the vrodicer, achioved a
revarkahle unity of performance through dramaturglce textuwal eriticisa,
historical acciuracy in the sattings, ~17 engamhle work.1% The duic
dacided th2 ~in:tast F=2ta'lls o7 soonery, propr ties, and costumes, .nd
ti> mmic and gorad-ef2cts alsos had to o Lp keoping with the general
atmosphere of th~ play., But the really significant feature of the 19th
century Ge-man stage ls thbat performances of Shakespeare,oven ol ihe
lesgar known plays, were frequent, not only in the big cultural centres

but also in the smaller towna. It ig now generally accepted that

lsThiu last attracted particular attention when the company
periormed Julius Caesar at the “ru-y Lane Theatre in 1881.
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performances of Chakespeare in modern Germany are more nuwerous than they
are in England: 1" seems from the statistics ¢iven in the marly volumes

o7 the Jahrburh th2t this is 1o new phenomanon.

By far the largest proportion of entries ia the Shakespeare-~Jahrbuch
is concerned with the critical appreciation of the works themselves. It i3
interesting to note which works received the most attention, There were,
as we have 2lrciy rema?ked; a considerable number of articles that took in
the whole ot ‘hakespeare's works. There were also a few that dealt with
a particular group, and here we may note that the 'istories attracted
particular attention. There were also several articles on the poems,
and the sonnets espaclally proved to he a considerable source of interest.
Of the individnal plays, lentel receives far more attention than any other

play - 70 articles, while Th~» Merchant o! Venice, the 1ext most discussed

play, has only 24, This is not really surprisiag, but the size o°
ranlet'as lead may be 1us in part to Goethe's advocacy of the play. Of the
other plays some have nnt been discussaed in a major article hetwee: 1915

17
and 1963. To this sroup Lelong -oriclanuas, flenry V, sang Joha,

Love's Labour's Logt, such Ado ~bout “othiwyy, Pericles, Tiicn o! Athens,

and Twelfth 1i-ht. On the other haw’ Richard 11 was not given a major

article until Vol.LTII,

16There is only one article in the whole Jahrbuch devoted
specifically to this play.
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An interesting and useful feature of the early volumes of the Jahrbuch
is the lists of university lectures devoted to Shakespeare. we find that
the majority of lsctures were concerned with particular plays: a survey
of modern lecture lists will show that today many professors prefer to
lecture three or four times a week simply on "Shakespeare™. The individual
plays and particular aspects of Shakespesre are now nusually discussod in
seminars., Although the space given up to studies of Shakespeare’'s language,
versification and structure is small by modern standards some interestinz
work was done in this field. The work of W. Hertzbergl? gtill receives
acknowledgment today. This is the place 21s0 to mention Alexander Schmidt's

Shakegpoare~Lezikonls and the work of W, Franz on Shakespeare's spelling,

pronunciation and word formation, his principlel work being the
19
Shake re-Q atik. iut moet of the work done was of a general

nature. One of the leading centributors teo the Jahrbuch in this field

2 21

was N. "ellus, 0 who wrote on the epic elements in Shakespeare's drames,

7
I'Mstriuchas, Gramvatisches, Ch.oouologisches zu Shakespeares Dramen,"
Jahrbuch, XIIT (1878), 248-68

Bsar1tn, 1874-5,
lgﬂalle. TROR-19730,

2oOelius was a most p-olific writer for the Jahrbiuch: he wrote
something at least for every one of the first twenty-two volumes.

zlnwie epischen Elemente in ‘hakespeares Dramen,” Jahrbuch, XI1
(1877) ] 1"28.



the prose.22 the interpolations 214 oruamentals,?? and the monologue-.z4

The Nevtsche “hakespeare-(esellschaft was iterested not enly in
earlier “hakespeare criticiem in Germany but also in the way he had been
received in many other countries. They were also concerned with the
relevance of Shakespeare to the contemporary situation in Germany. Some
most extraordinary statementas were made, as we shall see later, and most
of the articles under this headi - are more valuable ‘o - what they tell
us about Gerrar critical 1deas and methods at this time than for any

light they throw on Shakespeare.

22

".ie Prosa in  hakespesres uraxen," Jahrbuch, V(1870), 227-73.

23"E1nlagen nd Zutaten in Shakespeares .raren,”™ Jahrbuch, XXI
(183R), 18-42,

24"§b9r Ar~ “anolng in Shaknaep~irag Dramen,™ Jal:-bach, XVT (1881),
]. -21 -



2: POLITICAL INTERPRETATIONS

OF THE PLAYS.
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21 Political interpretations of Shakespeare's Plays.

It was, perhaps, natural that the German critics of this period
should be particularly interested in the political aspect of Shakespesare's
plays. Wwhen the Germany of Bismarck is compared with the England of
Elizabeth it can be sesn that there are certain marked similarities,
For beth countries these were periods in which the new consciousness of
national identity reached fruition, Elimabethan England saw itself as
the champion of Protestantism against Catholic Spain and felt its attitude
to be endorsed by the defeat of the Spanish Armada. Germany felt for
the first time that its very name meant something: A German nation was
being forged ocut of a multitude of German states., This new Germany was
2 bulwark with England against France, Prussia had played an important
part in the overthrow of Napoleon, and Protestant Fngland was, at least
at the beginning, fairly sympathetic towards Lutheran Pruseia in the
Franco~Prussian War, It is little wonder, then, that Shakespeare was
secen as the embodiment of the political aspirations of both natioms,

It was even claimed that Shakespeare was himself a political 'riter.1

The richest field for political interpretations is provided by the

L. ce Albert Ludwig, "Die Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft. Einm
TMickblick anlisslich ihres 50jhrigen Bestehens,®™ Jahrbuch, XLIX
(1913), 20 :
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Histories, in German “KUnigcdramen".2 The Germans were quick to see that
these plays must be seen and judged as an integral cyclo.3 Wilhelm Klnig
even claimed that King John and Henry VII] should also be considered as
belonging to this cycle.4 His reasons for this claim are significant.

He adn@#%s that King John in imolation is dramatically unsatisfactory
but goes on to say that 1t is highly suitable as an overtup to = history
cycle because John's reign saw the laying of the foundation of the
English constitution and the fusing together of the previously divided
peoples who made up the inhabitants of England. The history plays are
all concerned with the struggles with France, with the Pope, and with
the lords of the Church and the realm, In King John these struggles

lead nowhere, but 1f they are followed through the succeeding plays

2+\Wi1heln Oscheliluser draws special attention to the German term

in his "Eemay 'er Aichard IIT,” Jahrbuch, 1II (1868), 32

3.
The Histories were first produced as a cycle by Dingelstedt at
Weimar 1in 1864, He did not include King John and Henry VIII and
made a number of adaptations to the remaining plays, which
included the condensing of the three parts of Henry VI into a
single play.

4/5hakespeares Knigsdramen, thr Zusammenhang und ihr Wert ftir
die Btfhne," Jahrbuch, XII (1877), 241-4,



their seeming inconclusiveness is seen to develon{ into something

more organic and orderly.5

K8nig accepts that The Troublesom¢Raigne of King John, if not
actually written by Shakespeare, at least influenced hin, and quotes
the lines:

But if my dying heart deceive me not,
From out these loynes shall spring a kingly braunch
Whose armes shall reach unto the gates of Rowme,
And with his feete treades down the @trumpets pride
That site upon the chaire of Babylon,
He sees this as referring to Henry VIII, and argues that Shakespeare's

HJenry VIII, despite its admitted weaknesses - the placing together of

discomnected events and their unrelated consequences, has many parallels

with King John, in which similar happenings are portrayed, the difference

being that in Henry VIII the various conflicta sare resolved in the kingly
6

authority,

The similarity between this situation and the German position when
K8nig was writing is very marked, The validity of Elizabeth's claim to
the throne, and indireetly that also of James I, waz assured only 1f it
could be proved conclusively that Henry VIII had acted rightly., In the
same way the German intellectuals needed to be convinced that Bismarck

was aeting rightly,

VeKBnig, p.241

e’K!!nig. pPpP. 243-4,



KBnig sees the ten Histories as themselves parts of a five-act
drama.7 This drama begins with an inactive weakling - Richard II - and
ends with a tyrant possaessed of uncontrolled energy - Richard III,
Betwean, at the climax cf the drama, stands Henry V, the ideal ruler,
and hetween him and the two Richards come the long reigns of Henry IV
and Henry VI, rulers with contrasting strengths and weaknesses., Henry IV
had a keen political mind, was cunning and full of intrigue, and acted
vigorously, whereas Yenry VI was a weakling, inadequate to the situation
in which he found himself, but open and guileless, of a gentle nature md
a noble disposition, In the same way King John and Hemry VIII are
contrasted, DBoth are egoistic tyrante without any remarkable noble
characteristics, but the one is weak and inconsequent, the other
coneiliatory, the one a suitable opening to this procession of rulers,
the other closing it with an encouraging outlook on the future.®
It is always interesting to note where Shakespeare deviates from

his sources, and Kl¥nig charges him with being biassed in his presentation

of the factn.9 Despite Richard Il's uaurpation of the throne the
r
7'Cf. Eugen Kilian, 'Die K%nig-dramen auf der Karlsuher Pthne,
Vit besonderer Berticksicht! rin der Einrichtungen von Heinrich V,
und Heinrich VI,,"” Jahrbuch, XXVIIT (1893), 111-3

8.x8nig pp 244-5.

9'Kl!nig p. 248,
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struggle for tho succession is not really stressed until Henyy VI
Part é?dkﬂnig argues that Shakespeare is not really concerned with the
legitimacy or otherwise of the various claims, He cites as evidence
Shakespeare's taking over from the chronicles of Bolingbroke's declara-
tion that he stands next in succession to Richard 1I, although this is
untrue. Perhaps this is done to show Bolingbroke in a better light than
if there were other claimants., But Shakespeare's inconsistency is shown
in the followirg play, where Bolingbroke, knowing that Mortimer is the
true claimant, has hinm 1unriannod.1°
+his argument shows how far K#nig went in his belief that the
Histories not o:ly naturally !ormodabyclo but ought to be consistent
as such down to the smallest detail. He himself supplies a more plaus-
ible reason for this inconsistency when he draws attention to the faot
that immediately after Richard's abdication Aquerle and his friends
start plotting the overthrow of Bolingbroke, and suggests that the
conspiracy would be more clearly justified if the true claimant were
named and thus a definite aim indicated. But, says KBnig, Bhakespeare's
aim was evidently to contrast Richard and Bolingbroke in similar

situations, 1l

10.¢bnig, pp. 248-9

1.
Kdénig, pp 249-50



This seens very likely. 1If Schiller could diatort history for
purely dramitic reasons, why should not fizkespeare have done likewise?
Kiinig says later in the same article that a ilistory has to be related
to the facts, and is therefore not subject to the rules governing other
types of play,12 but it ought to be asked just how far this is true and
what kind of a relationship K¥nig had in mind, At times he seems to be
arguing that the plays must be considered from the dramatic point of view,
that Shakespeare altered historical facts to suit poetic justice; at
others he secms to be cwrplaining that the plays are not strictly accu-
rate in every histerical detail. Really he .has found the answer to his
ow objection,

Richard Y11 has atiracted more attention so far as political

interpretation is concerned than any other play in the cycle.la On the
other hand it is interesting to note that in the period under considera-
tion there are no articles on Richard II, One is tenpted to ask whethar
the critics were more interested in villainy than in weakness or mere

inecompetence, or whether there was some nther explanation for this

neglect of Rickard II.

12.
KBnig, pp. 252-3

13'3:0 the 1ist of articles in the Gesamtverzeichnis flir die :Mnde

1-59 _des Shakespeare-Jahrbuchs (Heidelberg, 1964),
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.14

Wilhelm OecholiHuser's essay on Firnhosd igs on a bi -ur scale

than any other. It is intended partly as a counter-blast to Rilmelin,
whoiad sttacked the Histories.!” Ueciielhluser makes the polnt that
Shakespeare never intended to write playa with a political purpose, and
that the significance of the Wars of the Roses so far as the development
of the English citizen was concerned could net be clearly understood at
A time when the consequential new elements in political 1ife were mtill
evolvhz, Shakespeare 18 concerned with the destinies of princes and
people and their interplay. For him the principles of humanity and
piely ~omc before that of lepitimacy. The viewpoint of the History-eycle
is that of the oternal rule of justice. Richmond's final speech
celebrates not the victory of the principle of leritimacy bnt the
restoration of peace and justice.ls

Oechelhduser argues that Shakespeare shows the common man as the
real sufferer in the Wars of the Roses, although, since the ordinary
people played very little part in publie life in the 15th cantury, they
do not appear to any great extent in the plays, These can deal nnly

with the king and the barons, Shakespeare himself pleags the people's

cause 1n that he judges usurper and rightful king alike by their

19wgegay tiber Richard II1," Jahrbuch, III (1863), 27-149

15"9n Gustav RlUmelin, “hakespearestudien (Stuttgart, 1866) pp. 97-107,

10'Oechelh!uler. p. 32
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fulfilment or otherwise of their duties towards the people and makes
this the criterion of their worthiness or unworthiness, their right
or lack of it to the office of ruler,l”

Rauolinls

and Vischerl® had maintained that Shakespeare's Histories
were "anti-people’; and at first it seems rather strange that this
question should ever have arisen, But the fact should not be overlooked
that German writers, including Lessing, Goethe, and Schiller, haé been
particularly concerned with “ordinary” people, and that Schiller’s
Kabale und Liebe was not the only "blirgerliches Trauerspiel”,

This moral and social approach to political matters is found also
in Karl Elze, who tells us that the outstanding gesture of Shakespeare's
attitude towards the State in his objectivity. 3hakespeare certainly
saw thal he 3tate is an indispensable and irreplaceable means for
gulding human society and human individuals along the road of knowledge
and morality, and that any form of State, if rightly used, can further

this end, just as any form of State can degenerate into something

dismetrically opposed to it., Elze maintains that theoretically

17'Oeche1hluaer. PpP. 33-4,
18,
Riimelin, pp. 98-100,

19‘F. T. Vischer, iritische Glinge, Neue Folge, Heft 2 (Stuttgart,
1861), p.42,



- 24 -

Shakespeare was not bisssed towards either monarchy or republicanisnm,
and that all he demanded was that law, order, truth, faithfulness,
justice and mercy should prevail; for these were for him the corner-
stones of both Church and State and were the foundations of any moral
society,2?

Developing this theme further, ElZze argues that Shakespeare was
als0 concerned with the preper maintenance of social classes and
stations, and suggests that this is hardly surprising when we remember
that Shakespeare's society had only just emerged from feudalism and
that 1t was based upon public opinion rather than on the monarchy. He
cites Ulysses' famous speech in Troilus sand Cressida in support of this,
and goes on to claim that slthough Shakespeare accepted what already
existed very largely because it existed, he was prepared to accept a
republic as well as a monarchy.2l He could also at times condemn social
prejudices, as in the King's rebuke to Bertram in All's Well that Ends
Wall, Elze concludes this section of his argument by remarking that
Shakespeare had no use for constitutions that were not based on the

foundations of a properly ordered state and life,2?

2°'Shakeapearel Charakter, seine Welt- und Lebensanschauung,"

Jahrbuch, X (1875), 1167

2lepre Elge cites Menenius and the fable of the belly and the
1imbe, (Coriolanus, !, i),

22'EXze. PP. 117-8,
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Thus it is only those characters who are lackiﬁg in some way these
, \

esgential moral qualities that are of dramatic inte}aat; and Oechelhifuser
suggests that this is why Shakespeare did not devoteh: whole drama to the
reign of Edward Iv;23 1t\was too peaceful and uneveng;ui. He is content
to stress only the -elf-ihdulgence and immorality of thio\reign. the
consequences of the horroé of the Wars of the Roses -‘tﬁe "royal lust”
of Edward IV forming a natu&al transition between the Q;Jine-g of
Henry VI and the extreme tyrinny of Richara III, Rieh‘;d“. character
grows out of the battles, sinntand treacheries of the Wars of the Roses,
and in his reign the country's sufferings reach their climax, to be
followed by the dawn of a better future,24

Oechelhlluser admita that ail this does not necessarily mean that
dhakespeare worked consciously to such an abstract plan, but suggests
that in such 2 matter poetic intuition can lead along the same path
as philosophical reflection,25 pechelhifuser's own philosophical
raflactions are not surprising when one considers that he was writing

at a time when Germany was torn asunder by civil war and when the pros-

pect of unification gave promise of a rosier future. Indeed A,F.C, Vilmar,

23+ pttmelin had complained of this - Shakespearestudien, p. 103,

i

24'Oechemuuser. "Richard III" pp., 50-1.

25¢0echelhlluser, p. 51,
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writing in 1879, expresses surprise that the events of the past fifteen
years in Germany have failed to inspire any historical drama s a
consequenee.z0

The moral approach to politics is taken still further by Julius
Cgerwinka in an article concerned with the devoutncss of the kings

in Shakespeare's Hi.torio-.27

This wight aprear to be c¢concerned more
with religion than with politics, 2 subject that belongs to another
chapter, and it is worth noting at this point that Cserwinka is particu-
larly interested in the Divine Right of Kings and in the significance

of the fact that the Kinc ie the Lord’s anointed, However, a closer
examination will show that a consideration of this article should

really be included at this point since it is not really a religious
interpretation at all, but a political one confusing Christianity with
secular morality marked by political success or fallure,

It is interesting to see how Cserwinka judges each King's success

by the degree to which he measured up to certain meral canons of

20’Gegch;chte der deutschen National-Literatur, 19th ed. (Leipzig,
1879), p. 483, Quoted by Hermann Miller in *"Grundlegung und

Entwicklung des Charakters Richards III, bei Shakespeare,"
Jahrbuch, XXVI (1891), 158, Miller discusses this absence of
German Histories at some length, (pp., i57-9).

27'K5ningnfr3mmigkeit in Shakespeares Historlen,”" Jjahrbuch, XXXIII
(1897), 57-84,



kingship, Chief among these 18 the idea of true justice, Cserwinka
sees throughout Shakespeare's works a veneration of divine justice,
which is swift to punish men's wrong-doings. Thus, in Measure for
Measure, after Isabella's prayer to the angels to reveal Angelo’s
wickedness, the latter is immediately caught in his own trap; Hamlet
prays for assistance te God's messengers and angels, and this is
sranted him, It is heaven that sets in motion the machinery that leads
to the downfall of Macbeth; and Shylock receives a justice quite
different from that which he had expected.Z®

This eternal judge, argues Cserwinka, relgns over the destinies
of the characters in all Shakespeare's tragedies, rewarding the innocent,
comforting the suffering and tormenting the guilty, This is true of
all classes from the highest to the lowest, but it is particularly clearly
shown in the case cf the kings as they are shown in the Histories,
Shakespeare showsz the varied development of the knowledge of God in
these, his anointed representatives, From this knowledge springs true
morality, true piety. In a king all virtues are united in the highest -
Justice, Shakespeare points to examples from among the great figures
of the past, to the curse of injustice and of neglect of duty: factions

walk the open country and soak the crops with blood, civil wars fill the

28.
Cserwinka, p, 58,
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streets as in Sreughel's pictures of hell, assassins slink through

the »alaca, the kingdom he~omes an uncﬂytivated field of nettles, and

in the tyrant's bosom ~2n be found only therns. But he eloguently
cormends juetice on the throne, which pours blessinss on the land and
the peonle.z9

Cserwinka then examines each of Shakespeare’'s kings 1nd1vidua11y.3°
In Richard Il thrre is shown a legitimate succeasor to the throne,
History tells 1= of his imprudence, the illegality of his laws and
demands ; arbitrai&ness and self-indulgence comhined with a highly
developed artistic tuste are the main characteristics of this king,.
Shakespeare shows us Richard's hypocrisy in the esrly part of the play,
Only when he is in the Tower “oes he truly understand the duties of a
king and the meaning of the word justice. Then he 1s blinded by

penitential tears, Shakespeare marks this change of heart by his great

use of hiblical imacery,3l

Henry IV, on the other hand, knows that his soml is answerable to

God and believes in the power of intercessory prayer and in the victory

29'Cserw1nka. PP, 58-9, As an example of this, Cserwinka quntes
from Cranmer's prorhecy concerning Elizabeth at the end of

Henry VIII,

3°'Kigg John and Henry VII1 are omitted from his consideration,

31'C-erv1nka. pp. 59-63,
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of right., But the sspiration after the crown fills hi:» irresistibly
with that passion which i1g most pronorced in Richard III; A4All other
feelings and considerations are repressad hy this one, which lends him
the will to comwit a terrible sacrilege to gaivn the throne; it gives
him the insolence to ascend the throne "in the name of God", Henry
seces the civil dissensions as the conseguence of his crime aid belioves
himself to be punished in having Prince Hal as his son., His tears are
ap secret in the land, Tn the torments of hls censcience ere added
distruet and fear; he fears that the crown that he haes stolen may be
stolen in turn from him by bie scon, irn vhose mind he ilmagines a thousand
daggers are hidden, His creat amhition is to mrke a pilgrimage to
Jerusalem, for thie was a war-)ike a~e which found ;zrect glory in the
Crusades, Medieval Christendom found in the uvndertaking of a Crusade
an infinitely deserving task well suited to sarn forgiveness for
serinus crimes, and thus Renry IV secks peace of mind and z2oul, if
necessary, by death in the Holy Land, At his death he asks God's
forgiveness for the way in which he won the crown,32

Henry V was Englend's national) heron and darling, When he bocomes
king we witness an abrupt change from the wilduess of his youth,

Genuine majesty and engaging simplicity adorn the crown, and the

32’Cserw1nka. pp. 64-8,
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laurels of Agincou-t the helm of "the mir-or of a1l Christian kings®,

He is the first English wonarch to try constantly to live up to his
title "NDet gratia™ throu;h his spotless hehavionr and pious morality,
Shakespeare glo-ses over Heary's reli ious fanaticism in cide: to make
him s more sympathetie character: he w2s in fact a bitter persecutor

of the Lollards. The poet has shielded the shining picture of his Lero-
king from this shadow and depicted only a nohle pringce, full of piety and
trust in God, wiee and c&?ageous be "rre~ wen tut humble before God,

The wildness of his youth is seer rere'y ag a joke, Chakespeare causes
the Prince himself to say thet deepite everything he is fully conscious
of his high callinez, On the thvone he 1s adorned with justice and plety.
#hen he wis Prince he wawm no swbhitious ‘vlinghroke, 21 z2: king he is

no unjust and irrespounsible Richard; from the fate of his predecessors
he has learnt the wisdom and importance of justice in =arthly kings,

He roalises that all kings are subservient to God and takes an active
part in Church life, He i® most careful to discover whether his claiam
to France is just, and when he finds it is he pursues his goal relent-
lessly., The cares of this world never 2aus= him to forget God, God's
naxe occurs frequently in the play, and 2 climax 1is reached in the
famous speech before Agincourt, Afterwards he remembers to give thanks
to God for the victory. His life is the embodiment of justice, In him

is seen the fulfilment of the highest religious demand: devotion to
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God together with a perfectly moral life,33

In Henry VI we have a model of a highly religious king, Cserwinka
draws many parallels between his words and passages in the Bible, And
yet the fate of this pious man is a tragic one: traglic through his own
fault, In him a peaceable disposition is not a virtue but a weakness.
Perseverance in weakness is injustice in Cserwinka's sense of the term.
He goes on to explain this by examples, Henry's @in is neglect: he
neglects to use the will-power which exists in everyone; he neglects the
true cultivation of his character, One cannot face the real world with
pious words alone; one cannot be truly pious or just unless one realises
that only when prayer is combined with untiring fulfilment of duty can
it receive a happy answer, DBut persistent endeavour demands miraculous
powers, success, and daily blessings, A person who does not use
comnmon~pense and energy to determine his own life creatively is a
human failure and sinks in self-incurred misery: such is the fate
of the saintly Henry. He faces a test which challenges his abilities,

a means to rouse his energies to the strengthening of his inner life,
But it is all in vain, His hand remains the weak hand of a child,
Instead of acting with determination and keeping to his place, where the

role of world leader has placed him, or on the other hand abdicating a

33‘Cserw1nka. pp. 68-72



position that he perceives has been acquired wickedly, he allows the
faint-hearted Lancaster to be pushed around without resistance on the
throne on whose account he first became involved in murder. In the
midst of the horror of war he does nothing -~ a pawn in the hands of
everyone, It ia for this reason that he suffers, is mocked by his
enemies, abandoned by his friends, hunted and despised by all. His
downfall is compared by Cserwinka to that of Clavigo,34

Of what Shakespeare shows us of Edward IV Cserwinka remarks only
that he believed in luck and fortune rather than God, that he spent
too much time on women to have time for God and that he remembered
God only in his 1ast hour,35

Richard III is interpreted as the story of a man who wanted to cheat
God, Richard sees the world and its glory from a high mountain and does
not resist Satan. He uses hypocrisy and hypokcritical styles of speech
to further his ends, He uses the language of a priest to deceive those
around him and that of a hangmen when he is alone. He shines conspicu-
cusly and exaggeratedly in his soliloquies with his mockery of all human
and divine laws, so that we tend not to perceive the natural utterance
of a coarse nature in this hangman's speech, but rather the unusual mode

of expression of a criminal who tries to stifle all his doubts by mad

34. cgorwinka, pp. 72-6

35'Caerwinka. p. 77,
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Jokes and to hypnotise himself into a state of complete irresponsib-
1l11ty., He is also a highly superstitious character.ss
In a short space Shakespeare contrives at the end of Richard III
to show us Henry VII as a shining example of a truly pious prince.
The nobly religious nature of the saintly Henry VI re-appears in him,
but it is combined with an active will and joyful heart, With the
victorious sword of justice in his hand and deep piety in his breast
Richmond holds the field, and his opponent's crown adorns his brow. ﬁe
is thus a true example of one who prays and acts, Shakespeare shows us
Henry V11 as one in whom grace is seen to be most clearly active,37
Caerwinka concludes that in the Histories Shakespeare shows how a
God worthy of honour repays love with love and requites "™measure for
measura”, He believes that the poet's intention is to show, by means
of these portraits of kings of varying plety, the nature of true
Christianity, to wit the fulfilment of duty, the love of one's fellow

men, and trust in God.38

The real interest in this interpretation is its attempt to see the

History-cycle as a whole and to find a theme which linkas the plays

36°Cserwinka. pp. 77-82,

37'Cservinka, pp. 82-3,

38’Cserwinka. p. 83,
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together, But the concept Cserwinka has of Christienity isairely very
incomplete, and despite his title he really describes the kings in
political terms: the degree of their success is related to their
behaviour according to a moral code which ia, in the énd. very largely
secular, Only a king who is prepared to obey the natural laws of
Justice and honour can hope to win the complete allegiance of his
subjects, An unscrupulous tyrent or an inefficient saint will inspire
a spirit of rebellion, and most of the evils depicted in Shakespeare's
Histories are the result, direct or indirect, of such rebellions,
Tschischwitz was another critic who was interested in thg moral and
religious significangeof kingship.39 He thought that Rigggrdl?!,
Henry IV, and Henry V represented Shakespeare's maturest thoéghta on
Church and 3State, He drew the conclusion that 3hakespeare s;w the
relationship between King and people not as a legal but a moral one,
Kingship is a moral and therefore, in its eternal significance, a
religious idea, The relationship between nobility and people is
grounded on reverence; the breach of this reverence is revolution, as
panishable when it is breached by the nobility (as in Richerd II) as

when it is caused by the people, This book was favourably reviewed by

39‘Shakespearas Staat und K8nigtum, Nachgewiesen an der Lancaster-
Tetralogie (Halle, 1866),
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Friedrich Bodenstedt in the Shakoqppare-dahrbuch.4°

Bhakespeare's Histories are, as Oechelhfuser enmphasizes, plays about
kings, and the German critics are themselves particularly interested in
the nature of kingship and the qualities required of a leader. Of
politiesl questions in the modern sense there 1is very little ia
Shakespeare; England had only just emerged from the Middle Ages, and
although a new "middle class™ was in the process of formation it did
not yet have decisive politiocal significance, In the game way 19th
century German states passed straight from a quasi-feudal gsyster to the
united Germany of Bismarck., In England there was a gap of some three
centuries hetween the end of the feudal system and the beginning of the
industrial revolution; in Germany there was, to all intents and purposes,
vone.4l Hence the German critics of the latter half of the 19tﬂ century
were particularly interested in Shakespeare's treatment of the Middle
Ages, 3o far as they were concerned, it formed a very close parallel to
their own recent histery, |

But it i8 not in the Histories alone that tlic German critics find

political significance., Macbeth, Hamlet and Lear are all seen as being,

49 1y (1867), 388

41’500 Ralf Dahrendorf, "The New Germanies," Encounter (April 1964),
50, and W.0, Henderson in E,J. Passant, A Short History of

Germany 1815-1945 (Cambridge, 1959), pp. 83-4,
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amonz other things, political charactnrs.42

1, A. Werner argues that it
is a mistake to imagine that Hamlet determines and conditions his own
world and surroundings, He may influence his age, but the age, with all
its sympathies and aversions, virtues and vices, hopes and enxieties,
influences hiw and leads hir astray.‘8

Werner seeg a double catastrophe in Hamlet; both State and Society
are falling apart. The one is epitomized by Claudius's administration,
in which Hamlet is the victir, the other by Polonius's family, whers it
is Ophelia who suffers. ¥ Tor Werner the family is 3 micrecosm of the
nation; the same weaknesses are exhibited at two different levels,
Claudius could not rule successfully if the whole state were not morally
corrupt, In Polonius's family morality exists only for the sake of
appearances, All Cleudius's supporters acsk what the world will think
of them, how will their actiens be judged. Respectabllity is the ideal

of this society, rzther than wisdom or power., Every word and action is

governed by considerations of rank, name and honour, rather than fear of

42.1¢ is interesting to note how infrequent are the referngces to

Othello as compared with the other great tragedies,

43.#llper das Dunkel in der Hamlet-TragBdie," Jahrbuch, V (1870,
40-1%

44, Werner, p. 46.
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God, 45

The concept of morality is never really absent in Werner's essay.
It is understandable why the eritics of this time should be so concerned
with morality when one considers that orthodeox religisus beliefs were
already being called in question and even rejected entirely by many
intellectuals, It was essential thst the Christian basis of the accept-
ed code of behaviour should be replaced by a humanist, secular merality,

But Werner is not content with this, He goes on to argue that
Claudius is most unkingly in his behsvieur, He cannot even rule
properly, He commands neither the love nor the fear of his subjects,
He is “common" and "low" in his behaviour with his courtiers,4® He
ig a king with a most unstable nature, He won the crown by cowardly,
cunning methods, and this is the only way he can keep it, With Claudius
on the throne the whole structure of State and Society is poisoned.47

Hamlet himself, says Werner, has a deep sense of justice, honour

45‘Werner. Pp. 46-7

‘G‘This must have struck 19th century Germans as particularly
reprehensible,

47'W’erner, pp. 52-3
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and truth.48 He is a hero living 1a a world of pygnien.‘g He is, in
part at least, amythical, and Werna concludes his essay by describing
the play as a sinister nocturne into which 3hakespeare poured everything
that was dark im his soul. Hence come the sombre colours of the play,
the northern sky, the lonely sea, the sluggish brook fringed with
villows, and the sandy grave, Hence, 100, come the ghost, and Hamlet's
madness, both real and feigned. Over the rurky wast: of the stagnant
state lies hyperborean night and all its dank horrors, Only on the
other side of the grave can the glimmer of 2 new dawn be -een.so

Werner also associates Lear with these ideas, but the modern
reader might well be forgiven if he imagined this to be a descrijpion,
not of King Lear or Hagslet, buf of some Wegnerian opera., Werner compares
Hamlet to Fault.ﬁl but onkg cannot help fealing that Slegfried mighl
have been a better parallel,

This idea of Hamlet a8 sowme kind of nordic folk-hero is surely the

basis too of Karl Werder's interpretation of the play.52 Although

48'Werner. re. 83-5,

49.w°rnerg P 69,

5°‘Werner. p. 81,

51'Werner. P38,

52,

Vorlesungen tiher Shakespeares Hamlet, g an_der Universitit
zu Berlin (Berlin, 1875),



Werder did not actually contribute to the Shakeppeare-~Jahrbuch he

cannot be left out of consideration here since he obviously created a
great iwmpact among his contenporariol.sa Werder had such an idealised
concept of Hamlet that he could not refrain from attacking most
virulently any critic who dared to find a weakness in Hamlet's character,
Robert valno suggests that while Werder attacks those who point out the
weaknesses in Hamlet's character, he would himself attack Hamlet if the
latter did not embody his own ideas about theocophy.s4 Basically
Werder's approach seems to have been psychological rather than politiecal,
He is concerned almost entirely with Shakespeare's characterisation
rather than with the ideas that lie behind the tragedies. He does not
consider Hamlet's position as a political character, the potential King
of Denmark,

PrBlss himself does see some political significance in the play,
He disagrees with Werder - and also with Werner - and denies that the
entire casf is corrupt. He argues that because Claudius tries to hide
his crime and uses cunning stealth inatead of open force he must fear
the judgment of the world, which cannot therefore be as evil as Werder

tries to make out, Claudius hatoo Hamlet more than he fears him but

53
‘There are several reviews of his writings in the Jahrhuch,

54"‘Werder. Hamlet-Vorlesungen,” Jahrbuch, XIV (1879), 117
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he does fear the people's love for Hanlet.ss Hamlet, whe is dependent
on his claim to the throne and on the love of the people is powerless,
He needs some justification of his act, altheugh nobody would dare to

challenge him; indeed nobedy does so when he finally astabs CIaudiul.s‘

Some critics are convinced that, sometimes at least, Shakespeare
wrote with a political purpose, In an article on Henry VIII EBlze
attempts to discover when the play was written and on what occasion
it was first perforued.57 He notes that Henry is not an important
historical character in the play, although Shakespeare could easily
have made him 30, and that there is in fact no one central figure, He
argues that this was not due to the obstinacy of the subject of the
incapacity of Shakespeare, and that hence it was 1ntentional.58

Henry is dealt with very lemiently in the play; he 1s in the hands
of Wolsey., Shakespeare tries to show that Henry had his good points,
and Elze argues that the fact that Buckingham, Wolsey and Katherine
all pray for Henry is evidence of this, Elze further points out that

Honry did not pardon Buckingham because of the latter's predictien that

55'Prﬂlsn. po, 123-4,

56.prB1s8s, pp. 124-5
57¢nzu Heinrich VIII," Jahrbuch, IX (1874), 55-2#

58'31!‘ s Po 85,
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he would die childless and that he, Buckingham, would become king, It
is Volsey who 1is to blame for Buckingham's fate, and Elze cites other
examples of his duplicity and his evil influence on the King. Henry
allows Wolsey's taxation and exactions until Katherine pleads for
redress, He then intervenes, but Wolsey pretends "this revokement

and pardon" came through his intercession,3?

Shakespeare passes over Henry's excessive sensuality and finds the
motives for the divorce from Katherine in Wolsey's intrigues and Henry's
scruples of conlcience.eo In regard to Henry's relationship with Anne,
Shakespeare deviates from history to the advantage of both, Their
first meeting is followed quickly by Anne's promotion as Marchioness of
Pembroke and by their secret marriage before the final separation from
Katherine, In Shakespeare's play Anne undertakes nothing against
Katherine, but respects and pities her. This we know to be unhistorical,
Everyone in the play praises her beauty and virtue. She is even given
the credit for aiding in Wolsey's overthrow, Wolsey's fall is essential
to the dramatic structure. Elze argues that in him and in Katherine we
gee the downfall of Catholicism, in Cranmer and Anne Boleyn the

approaching dawn of Proteatantism.sl

59'1;1”. Pe 67,

6O'Elze, pp. 67-9,

01'Elze. P.71.



To show Cranmer in a favourable light his trial is antedated by
ten years. The King intervenes to save him from the Tower and he
becomes one of Elizabeth's baptismal apontorl.oz

Shakespeare insists that the divorce from Katherine preceded
Anne's public wedding and coronation. He alsc maintains that the divorce
is not urged by the King, but forced upon him by the two Cardinals,

In the play Katherine dies before Elizabeth's birth, and Elze argues
that the real reason for this is to remove any doubt about Elizabeth's
legitimacy. There were three main grounds for such doubts: first,
e eonp o
Henry's marriage with Katherine was not dissolved by the Pope; second,
Anne was said to have precontracted; third, Henry had previously kept
up an 1lliecit intercourse with Anne's eldsr sister, Mary. Anne's
marriage was declared null and vold before her execution - by Cranmer,
Thus Elizabeth's illegitimacy was publicly proclaimed by order of her
fzther, Hence Shakespeare was concerned to prove ler leglitimacy and to
show her birth as the most important and joyous event of her father's
reign.ea

Elze. PP. 71-3,

63'Elze. pp. 74-€,



Elze therefore concludes that the play was not only written in
Elizabeth's reign, but expressly for her to commemorate some festive
event towards the end of her reign. But there is an ohjection to this
in Wotton's statement that in 1613 it was a new play. There is alsgo a
contradiection in the glorification of Xatherine side by side with that
of Aune and Elizabeth,S4

Elze's ingenious solution is that Honry VIII wes originally intend-
ed for the 70th anniversary of Anne Boleyn's public wedding on April 12th,
1603, with possible repeat performances on June 1st (the 70th anniversary
of Anne's coronation) and on September 7th (Elissbeth's 70ti birthday).
But Elizabeth died on March 24th and the play was laid aside. The play
published in 1604 under the title of Henry VIII was mrobably by Rowley,

A second edition of this appeared in 1813 and reminded the Globe Theatre
that they possessed Shakespeare's play. Some revision was necessary,
and the prophetic eulogy of Elizabeth was transferred to James. The
second part of the prophecy is an awkward interpolation, The allusion
to Elizabeth's age and death was inserted at the same time. Similarly,
the scene between Katherine and the two Cardinals and her death-scene

were inserted or altered in order to disguise the original object of

64,
Elze, PP. 77-9,
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the play.65

Elze finds confirmation of this idea in the epilozue, which suggests
that although any praise the play will earn is because of the way it
depicts Katherine, at the time of its composition it would have earned
different praise., Katherine now has the most sympathetic part, despite
the way 3hakespeare has shown Anne. Elze thinks that the writer of the
prologue and the reviser of Katherine's part are the same peraon.66

Flze has some very unusual ddeas on the dating of Shakespeare's
playl.67 There are very few critics who would follow him all the way
in his argument here, What is interesting, however, is the way he
makes his own political interpreation of the play, and his assumption
that Shakespeare himself had a deliberate political intention in writing
1t, the basis of his argument for the ‘dating of Henry VIII,

Werner suggests that there is also a political intention behind
Hamlet, !'= claims that Shakespeare wanted to arouse in his contempor-
aries not hate but sorrow, not anger but knowledge of the truth,

Shakespeare seces Hamlet's problems as those of his own fime and

65'Elze, nn, 79-81.
66'Elze. pp. 81-2,
6?°1n particular, see "iie sbfassungegeit des Sturme,” Jahrbuch,

VII (1872), 29~-47, which estimates 1604 as the date of composi-
tion of The T t.



and environment, indeed of all times and places. The play deals with the
nature of the idealistic prince and its destructive opposite, the
empty world of form and appearance as against the fullnese of Hamlet's
spirituality aznd morality, the crumbling age that relies on the past as
against the youthful ideas to which the future helong!.‘s
Werner then goes on to claim that Shakespeare did not want to
provoke strife but to open the audience's eves to truth, that truth
which cannot be extinguished but eventually transforms the world., This
was a wise course. 3nakespeare’'s public was neither politically neor
ecclesiastically enlightened and mature. Britain was divided into camps
which threatened the end of all art and beauty; the parties were soon
to come to blowe and to fight each other to bloody annihilation both in
Parliament and on the battlefield, Shakespeare's play was a warning to
such people, For the stupid and vulgzar anything more explicit would have
been not a star of light but a signal for rebellion., It must be remem-
bered that Shakespeare was 2185 an actor and a theatre owner: he could
ngt afford a public uproar.69

Historians may look back and see the seeds of the Civil War already

at the end of Flizabetk's reign, but it is surely demanding too much of

8. worner, "Hamlet,” p. 78,

69'Whrnar. wp. 78-9,



the reader to ask him to believe that Shakespeare could see into the

future and that he therefore wrote Hamet as a warning to his audience,
This last instance may seem to be an extremo example of a critic

reading a political significance into a play, but Elze can even find

a2 political background to A Midsummer Night's Dream.7o In a discussion

of Oberon's vision he cites A.J. Halpin's argument that the allegory
refers to the so-called Princely Pleasure of Kenilworth, wheras the

Earl of Leicester made a last attempt to win Elizabeth's hand in
marriage, This took place in 1575, twenty-three years before the Rarl
of Southampton's wedding and when he was only two,71 It had nothing

to do with Southampton, but would have been of great interest to the
Essex family, The strange love intrigues of A Midsummer Night's Dream
mirrored the love affairs of the aristocracy, hence the importance of
the love affairs at Kenllworth, This was a turning-point in the fortunes
of the Efsex family., But Shakespeare introduces the subject to pay a
compli~m~at to the Queen and thus dispose her favourably towards Essex's

Mrriage.72

70+¢arl Elze, "Sum Sommernachtstraum,” Jahrbuch®, ITI (1868), 150-74

71‘Elze argues that A Midsummer Night's Dream was written for the

wedding of the Earl of Essex in 1590 and not for that of the
Earl of Southampton in 1598, as was suggested by Tieck, Ulrieci,
and Gerald iMassey,

72.31“) PPe 164-7,
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But what about the painful allusions té’gho guilty 1ife of the

bridegroom’s mother? She wa: :\\ sed to have had an adulterous
-

relationship with the Earl of.peiéeatpr while her first husband was
still alive, The latter died oquenly in.Dublin, and Leicester was
believed to have poisoned him, ilis widow then married Leicester, who
also died suddenly twelve years later; it was said that he too had been
poisoned. But it is now known that Walter Essex died of dysentery; and
it scems most unlikely that his wife had an irregular relationship with
Leicester, Her only fault was that she was perhaps over-hasty in her
second marriage, ‘ence Shakespeare's allusion to the 'little weatern
flower' could glve no offence. 3he responded only to the call of love.
If blame was to fall on anyone, it was upou the Earl of Leicester, who
wag dead at the time of Essex's marriage, and therefore did not require
any particular delicacy at the poet's hands, Shakespeare represents
all these intricacies of love as the dreams and visions of an oppressive
midsummer's night, Fssex's marriage is the joyful awakening and the
happy ending.”>

Greater freedom was allowed to the Elizabethan stage than we often
imagine, Nevertheclass, Puck begs for pardon in the concluding speech

of the pizy. These lines would be without peaning except at Egsex’'s

wedding. Pardon was certainly granted since the aim was to put iu a

73'6129. pp. 167-8,



good word for those involved with the Queen,74 This example shows
how even a mcholar like Elze could sometimes be led by preconceived
ideas to confuse interpretation with speculation. It further shows how
it is nossihi= to read a political significance into 21most any of

Shakespeare's plzys 1f one wants to do so.

74.
1 ze, pp. 169-70,
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3: Religious Ouemtions,

The problem of Shakespeare's religion is one whicih has interested
students of his worke at all times, but few can have heen so deeply
concerned with this question as the German eritics of the latter half
of the 19th century. Many German writers and philosophers were *-ceing
themselves from the limitations of the accepted orthodoxies, whether
Catholic or Protestant, and some tried to read into “hakespeare their
own points of view. Thus, as early as the first volume of the
Shakespeare-Jahrbuch, 3ichael Bernays denies that he wishes to show
Shakospoare as a conscious pioneer of Protestantism and rejects absolutely

every attompt to limit the view of the poet and his all-embracing worku.1

But he then goes on: "Imbued with the eternal and saving traths of
Christianity, Fhakespeare received a rich share of the blessings which
Protestantism brought to the Teutonic peoples. Just rs Proteatantiam
begins the history of modern times so Shakespeare opens to sncceeding
gcenerations a new poetic world. i ut although he polnts to the future he
also belongs quite definitely to the past; the entire heritage of wmedieval
pbetry devolved :pon Shakespeare. Thus he unites divergent a‘es, and him

2
great figure standas at the turning point o¢ the ages."

i
“"Shakespeare ein katholischer i-ht<»,*" Jahrbuch, [ (1883), 299

2 Yernayse, p. 299.
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hakespeare's attitude to religious quemtions was also of great
interest to Karl Elzo.s He gurveys what previous writers have had to say
on the subject and in particular he attacks the German theoloyians for
denyin; that Shakespeare was a Christian simply because he did not
conform to their own parti-ular "supe.-stitious confeuaiomusm".4 It
seems obvious from this that Elze, like many of his contemporaries, was a
disciple of the new "liberalism™ in theological matters. Iie accepts that
the ible and Christianity have been an inseparable part of our civilisation
for centuries. They h:ve affected our whole lives, state constitutions,
education, literature and art. Anyons, therefore, who, like 3hakespeare,
wantg to depict the people of his time must gshow also their relationship
to the Bible and Christlanity. FHence Shakespeare ig dramatically
objective, as Scott is epically objectivo.5 in his attitude to revealed

rollgion.e

3"ﬁuakespearosc;arakter. seine weit- und Lebensanschauung," y
Jahrbuch, X (1875), 81-116.

4Elza. p.25.
&

Rrdwwhere Tlz¢ a3ain “copares Thabospeare te “oott, as well
as to 3yron.

eElza. pp 93-6.



‘any would agree with Elze when he points out that Shakespeare did
not see Christianity merely as a factor to be reckoned with in deplicting
mankind. It was for him personally an element of culture, from which he
could not free himself anymore than anyone else could., He grew up and was
educated in Chrigtianity., Hence we cannot know when his allusions are

conscious, nor what he really boliove..7

Elze lays grest stress on Shakespeare's objectivity, which, he claims,
excludes the possibility of his being an ardent adherent of any confessien.
Shakespsare views religion and morals ‘ro~ & human, not a Protestant or
Catholic vi\pvpoint.8 "He knows that our 1ife is a wmixture of good and
evil and that even the hest men take shape out of their weaknesses, We
thus have a duty of moral purification through 1 taming of the passions
and the achievement of a proper balance in all humen affailrs. He repeatedly
condemns excess, both explicitly and implici ly, and ingists that the
blood, i.e. passion and desire, should be rest:ained by the judgment,

il.e. reason."'9 True penitence and atonement ig for “hakespeare the
conversion and renewal of 1ife, All hig characters have perfect free-will
and are fully responsible for their own actlons.lo

7Elze. p. 88

81t chould be noted here that a similar claim might be made for
Goethe

- —

R
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%1ze, pp. 101-2

i

§ LBRARY }

1051z, p. 102 ' *rf/l
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All this 1is fairly conventionmal, but Elze then reveals his own
philosophy by claiming that <hakespeare secs the world as a moral organism,
of which the individual is a member. Nobody has a special existence, but
exists through and for the whole. The individual can only achleve that
moral fulfilfment which 1s the aim of 1ife throuzh the organiem of the
whole; he cannot set hiz own aim. This world-organiam is the judge and
the rewarder of good and evil. We cannot know what happens after death,
and Shakespeare is not led astray by mysticism or superstition; but at the
same time he does not sse the problem asg solved by revealed belief. Nor
has philosphy solved this problem, but the suspicion is aroused that
Shakespeare had greater hopes in philosophy than in faith,'!

Elze then armies that Thakespeare has turned from revealed religion

12 and is a Chrigtian poet only in so far as true Christianity

to humanism,
and true humanism coincide. Unlike *1iton, "Nante, Calderon and Klopstock,
Shakespeare saw revealed religion as a historical phenomenon, and it is

because of his humanist ideals that all co2’esgsions see themselves in him

and bow to that moral greatness which even the narrowest dogmatist cannot

gize, pp. 102-3

lz"ﬂumanisn" is used generally, but not exclusively, in its 18th
century sense. At other times it might well be replaced by
"humanitarianism", or even "humanity”. “ee below, up. §u-7.
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deny. Thus it was that the German classical writers, lessing, Schiller
and Goethe felt themselves drawn te Shakespeare as a kindred spirit, even
as "flesk of his flesh*.l3

This comparison of Shakespeare with Lessing, Schiiler and Goethe
is bound to strike the modern English reader ag very stranze. Gosthe,
for example, was a philosopher almost as much as a writer. He often
exproessed his phileosophical ideas formally and explicitly and then
demonstrated them in his poetry and plays. This certainly cannot be said
o{ Shakespeare. Rlze demonstrates clearly the tendency of certain 19th
century German critics to see Shakespeare in their own terms and to read
into him their own ideas and preconceptions,

Rlze over-simplifies the forces behind the English Reformation. It
was, he says, overwhelmingly political in character; the Puritans were the
first to give it a religiona and ecclesiastical content, and they went too
far. The Reformation in England originated in the govermment, or rather
the unbridled whim of the wmonarch, not, as in Germany, among the peopile,
Its birth-place was not the conscience of the people, as in Germany, but
rather dynastic p011t1c0.14 This assesament is achoed by OschlhXuser

when he remarks that the Enp)ish Reformation was political in origin and

that the @stabiished Church 18 8till political in mniivation, whereas

!'smze. pp. 104-38

“B‘im. p. 103
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The German Reformation was a spiritual one, based on the demand for

Spiritusl freedom.!® r,om ® country where religion was largely determined
by the Peace of Augsburg and where even at the time of writing it was an
important factor in "ismarck's "Kulturkampf”, these seem rather strange
criticisme. It is easy, however, to understand why the German intellectuals
were 80 interested in the Protestant versus Catholic question at a time when
the recently achieved German unity must have been suffering considerable
stress just because nf this problen.

Elze sugge.tsl8

that it was because the Church and religion were so
entangled with politics that thay had practically lost their independent
existence, their aim and their purpose. Hence Shakespeare, and many of
his contemporaries, turned from dogmatic religzion to humanist ideals.
Relatively few people were interested in the Protestant- c-tholic issue;
the majority were 1nd1fferent.17 Otherwise repeated changes of realigion
would not have been possible. There was no popular movement behind the
changes and so people became indifferent to eccleslastical and religlous

life. The outer observances were compelled by law, but there was an

inner aversion. Therefore the leading spirits of the age sought

g Wirdigung Shakespeares in England und Deutschland,”
Jahrbuch, XX (1885), 65,

18 c1ze, p.105

17 Here Elze cites Macaulay, "Rurleigh and his Times," in Edinburzh
Review (April, 1832), in his support.



conaolatlo? 1n another field. The Renaissance of literature and
scholarship which flowered in England in the 18th century of feraed

poets and‘ﬁriter- a substitute,and humanism hegan tn take the place

of church religion. This process was espectally marked in new literatures,
particularly Franch and Italian. The scepticism of Montaigne, for example,
had a considerahl~ influence on Unglish authors. RElze maintains that
Macaulay was mistaken in not recognisins humanism as the foundation ef the
Elizabethan dramatists. They spoke respectfully of the teachin:s of
Chrigtianity, but not as Cathelics or Protestants. They took Zra:ments of
both and kept a middie path. T1ze concludes that Shakespeare was
neminally a Protestant, although he had a predeliction for certain Catholic
rites and beliefs,ls and, like the Romantice, fouxi a picturesque element

in Catholicism which made 1t more interesting poetically than Protestantism}

It is already clear that the term "religzion’ must bhe understood in
this context in its broadest sense, We find that {t is by no means
contined to orthodox Chrisgtianity, but extends to philosophical attitudes,
to "Weltanschauung”. In particular it is necessary to know something o>
what the 19th century Germans understood by "numanisn”20 and

18
Elze, pp. 105-113,

lgAs many German Protestants do today.

2oﬂumanismus.
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" . . 21 - .
human;tarianism".?' "Hunanism®” cen Yo delined as ™a refla:ted man-

centredness which proceeds from human consciousness and has as its object
the establishment of human worth, emcluding what is foreign to it efther
because it subordinates man to supernatural powers and truths or hecause
it uses maun for sub-huwman puxposes".oz Theve was a rocw:d futervest in
Germahy In antiquity at .ie end of the 18th and the heginnirg of the 19th
centuries -~ the so-called Neo-humanigem - in which the leading figures were
Wilhelm von Humboldt, Lessing, ilerder, Goethe and Schiller. The appearance
of von Humboldt's name in this list is particularly significant in that he
vas very largely responsible for what was then an entirely new concept of
the purpose and function of a dniverslty.zs Hence the scholars considered
here could hardly avolid being influenced by von Humbholdt's ideas to a
greater or lesser extent,

This Neo-humanism was the foundation and formative factor of
"humanitarianism™. For Kant humanitarianism is "tho zpp chansion of
good in society with others; on the one hand the :2neral feeli:us of
partieipation, on the other the ability to communicate most intimately

and universally, the combination of which qualities constitutes the

proper socliahility of mankind, whereby we are differentiated from the

2 gumang tt.

22Tnig definition has been taken from Heinrich Schmidt, Philo-
gsophisches W8rterbuch, 17th ed. (Stuttgart, 1965), which has also
been used for the definitions of certain other technical terms.

23Thin concept is still accepted almost universally in Germany.



- 57 -

restrictions of the merely animal"., For Herder humanitarianism is in
itself the goal of human development, while Goethe says of 1f: "It gives
a soul to enjoyment, a spirit to necessity, grace to power, and a heart
to authority”,24

These ideas are a product of German Romanticism and it is surely
postulating too much to suggest that we can find them all in <hakespeare,
Generally mpeaking there seems to have been very little understanding
of the religious atmosphere and problems of Sbakéspeara's time, an
almost complete ignorance of the implications of the Elizabethan
Zettlement and of the niceties of theological thought in-the-16th
century England,

Apart from their concern with specific religious problems the
German scholars of this period frequently allowed moral and religious
considerations to intrude when they were discussing other questions,

Thus Benno Tachischwitz, in discussing the language of Venus and Adonis,25

remarks that Shakespeare's amorous language 1s fully justified by the

26

situation and serves a moral purpose, He complains that the Puritans

f3iled to appreciate *Venus and Adonis*™ and argues that it is easy to

24, Schmidt,

25‘ﬁber die Stellung der epischen Dichtungen Shakespeares in der
englischen Literntur*." ahrbuch, VIII (1873), 36-42,

26.pgchischwitz, p. 39.



27
miss the morality at the core of the poem unless you are looking for it,

It seems that here Tschischwits unconseiously reveals a

partieular prejudice among many of the German critics of his time, They
were so convinced that Shakespeare was not only the greatest writer of
all times but also perfect in every relpectzs that they could not imagine
that his work was ever lacking in moral content, 29 They were quite sure
that there was a moral point to everything, if only they could find it.
There were others, notably Gustav Rﬂ-olin.ao who tried to correct this
tendency, but their views found very little support among contributors

to the Jahrbuch, Tschischwitz himself tells us that in Venus and

Adonis Shakespeare shows us a youth resisting sexual temptation, whereas
in The Rape of Lucrece we gsee a woman who maintaine her matrimonial
fidelity and purity even after she has been raped, Adonis, Lucrece,

31

Jasabella, and Imogen all show the heroism of innocence and moral purity.

This interpretation is highly contentiocus: they are an odd set of

27.7gchischwitz, p. 42.

28+eTnis attitude probably owes much to Goethe's :/ilhelm Meisters
Lehrjahre (1795),

29.1gchischwits himself takes this ling in 3hakespeares Staat und

KBnigtum, Nachgewiesen an der Landaster-Tetralogie (Halle, 1866),
and 3hakespeares Hamlet vorzugsweise rnach historischen
Gesichtspunkter erlButert (Halle, 1867),

30, 50 ghakespeare-Studien (Stuttgart, 1866),

3l.rpchischwitz, op. cit, (Above, note 25), p. 42,
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characters to put together, and even if Techischwitxz has some
Justification for his argument it is still very much over-simplified.

A similar concern with religion is shown by H, A, Werner in his
article "llber das Dunkel in der Hanlct-TragBdie".az But Werner at least
recognises the complexity of the problem., He sees the play as showing
the empty world of form and appearance as against the fullness of
Hamlet's spirituality and morality. The political and socilal differences
between Hamlet and Claudius' court go back to a deop‘r\problon of
religion and belief: an enormous, in the oircu-ltancei insoluble,
prnblen.33 Ey

Werner recognises the danger of everyone trying]toxolain Shakespeare
for his own party, ‘'Those ill-humoured pessimists wﬁp se? in Hamlet a
weakling, someone sick and demoralised, always ascrib; his ;bndition to
the school of Wittenberg. They have then an indictment oﬂ'Piotentantisn,
of which we may regret only that it standa in contradiction to the pure,
moral and artistic thought of the poet, who tries always to reconcile
rather than divide, Others would find a connection between the character

and behaviour of Claudius and his entourage and Catholic‘orthodoxy.

and thus they arrive at an equally un-ghakespearian indictment of

32. Janrbuch, V (1890), 37-81,

33, Werner, pp. 44 ff,
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popery".s‘ Werner takes a safe course when he claiws that it was neither

in Shakespeare's nature, nor was it his aim, to reach such a cenclusion.
It would be very sad for both parties if he could not find better
examples, It is a far greater achievemant of Shakespeare that he nowhere
takes sides but expresses a general religious attitude and, as in the
character of Hamlet, shows himself as a priest of human ideas, The
religion Shakespeare was born into was irrelevant, as it was in the
case of Goethe and Schiller., He could find satisfaction only in a
religion that comprehends all denominational differenceg. For a person
wi> has arrived at the higher truth all lower forms of truth are a
matter for regard and consideration., For him the only godlessness i§
fanaticism, It is an impiety to attempt to extract his faith from his
works and to try to force one on him, The same is true of Schiller,3d
Here it seems certain that Werner too sees Shakespeare in the light
of recent German experience, Once again Shakespeare is compared to
Schiller and Goethe, Just as the rigid creeds of Catholiciem and
Proteatantism were inedequate for the German poets, so it is argued,
they were for Shakespeare., This argujyment could lead ultimately to

the conclusion that what Shakeepeare was really seeking was the new

34'Werner. p. 79,

35'Werner, pp. 79-80,



"liberalism™ as it had developed iu 19th century Germany, and this is
rather suggested by Werner himself when he claims: "Onuly sophistary
can find a moral necessity for Hamlet's downfall; 1f the pnet had
lived in our times Hamlet would have esmcaped the final intrigue of his
uncle, and we should see him over the body of his antagonist, on the
blamelessly won throne, promising a new era >f justice and truth,"36

Here there may be noticed another common trait of 18th century German
Shakespeare criticism, Time and time again these writers are distracted
from the study of the plays to speculate abcut Shakespeare himself,
There are close on fifty articles otdﬁiographical nature in the firat
fifty volumes of the Shakespeare-Jahrbuch, but if all those articles
which touch at some point on Shakespeare the man were included very few
indeed would be found which did not fall into this category. This again
can be largely explained by the circumstances of the times., There was
at that time what may be called the "fallacy of intention", When a
critic arrived at a particular interpretation of a literary work he was
14able Zo claim that this interpretation constituted the author's
intention., In particular the great concern shown in Shakespeare's
phtlosophy of life may derive from Goethe, who claimed that every word he

wrote was a confession, Where it is quite impossible to draw any

€. Yerner, D. 81,
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conclusions about the poet's conscious intention there is nevertheless
a tendency to ascribe moral attitudes to "poetic 1ntuition".’7 It 1s
poasible that this idea wmay be some kind of hang-over from German
Romanticism,

These attitudes are sometimes responsible for very distorted
interpretations of Shakespeare. Thus Karl Verder goes to extremes
in his interpretation of Hamlet’® - an interpretation, it must be addec
which has much positive value, Robert PrBlas describes the weakness of
Werder's view very clearly.39 All criticism, he says, is ultimately
zuhjective - even Werder's, There are two main prejudices in Werder,
YThe first is...a belief in the spotlessly ethical idealism and
innocence of the tragi~ hero; the other, a certain theosophical view of
beavenly justice, which wust therefore condition the pathos of both
Shakespeare and his hero.”40 This leads to 2 curlous inconsistency in

Werder's argument, He tells us that

37‘Werner'- Hamlet article falls into this category,

38-Vorleggggen Uber hakespeares *Hamlet*, zehalten zu der
Universitdt zu Borlin (Berlin, 1875)

39.wyorders Hamlet-Vorlesuagen," Jahrbuch, XIV (1879), 115-155.

‘O‘Prﬂlss. p. X117



Behind the task laid upon him by the ghost he (Hamlet) sees

that of someone higher, who wishes to see divine justice carried
out in complete purity through him in this particular outrage;
which is only possible if the guilt, and therefore the justif-
ication for the punishment, is made incontrovertibly clear in
the eyes of the world., For tragic vengeance involves punishment,
punishment involves justice and justice involves convincing the
world. This last places Hamlet in an insoluble difficulty.
Necessity drives him ever onward to carry out something beyond
not only his own but all human power, His hesitation is never
secakness but rather self-control.

Now if this i{s so then it is 2 very curious kind of divine Justice; for,
as Pr8les points out, it never reveals itself but depends in the end on
Horatio for its ozplanation.‘z That this is no isolated example can be

shown by turning for a moment to what Werder has to say about Macheth,

#To be forced to want what will destroy him and to know and feel

at every step, at every act of his will, both before and after, that
it will destroy him; to be able to escape from this path to hell -
not by heavenly decree in the crude fatalistic sense, but rather
because of an innate passion, because of his innermost self,

because of a will and & desire that cannot be reached or

penetrated by the divine, and immeasurably wretched because

on account of this endless misery they need heaven to have

mercy on them; that is Shakespeare's Mlqgfsg. This enigma of

buman nature is the essence of the play.

This is verging on a psychological interpretation of Macheth's
character, which properly belongs to another chapter, but at the smame
time it also shows Werder fitting - we may feel forcing - Shakeapeare

into his own peculiar theological ideas,

41.»01.-; ppo 119"120'

42.p 8188, p. 155.

43‘Vg;1gggngen Uber Shakespeares €Macbeth™, zehalten an der

Universit&#t zu lerlin (Berlin, 1835) pp. 110-111,
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The moral and religious significance of the Histories has already
been discussed in the course of the chapter on "Political Interpretations
of Shakespeare's Plays". He it 13 necessary only to draw attention

again to Tschischwitz's “Shakespeares Staat und %8nigtum™, where he

talks about the concept nof kingship as a moral and religious idea,
English scholars have long reccognised the Elizabethan idea of kingship

as e%sentially religious, and there is no doubt that Shakespeare himself
showa quite clearly what was fmvolved ir being the Lord's anointed and
what was meant by the Divine Right of Kings. It is interesting, however,
ko note how concerned the German critice were with this question, It
should be remembered that the whole of Germany hecame very much involved
in the problem of the relationship betwean Church and 3tate during

the "Kulturkampf", Although the problem in Shakespeare's time was
fundamentally differaent it was sufficiently similar superficially to
attract attention at this time. In hoth situations the Roman Catholic
Church was regarded by the State as a threat to its own security; in

both cases the State tolerated a non-Roman type of Catholicism, in the
one case elements within Anglicanism, in the other case the Old Catholics;
in both cases the nriests and religious orders were persecuted. 3ismarck
and the National-Liberals were greatly antagonised by the promulgation

of the doctrine of Papal Infallibility on the very day that France

declared war on Prussia, In Elizabethan England the belief in the



Divine Right of Kings wers opposed to the Pope's claim to be able
to cepore kings; a claim which, it was feared at the time, might
8lienate Elizaheth's subjects and cause them to ally themmelves with
Catholic Zpain,

To what extent politics, relision and art were all entanzled
with each other is hinted at rather arusingly in a story told by
Alolg Brandl, sometime DPros’dent of the Deutsche Shakespeare-
Gesellschaft, It 1910 he was present at the baptism of the heir to
the throne of Weimar. F¥ajiser Wilhelm 17, who had invited hiwself to
k2 a god-fother, expressed three wishes concerning his god-son: first,
that in the houvr of need he would come to his aid with armed cavalry;
second, that he would be a faithful son of the Protestant Church; third,
that, growing up in the splrit of Weimar, he would be a patron to art
and sclence,44 There is surely something typically German about this,
Tt is not really surprising that Brandl tells his anecdote with such

pride.

4. yy1gchen Inghgd Themse (3erlin, 1936), p. 264.
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4: Psycholorical 'nterwuraiations o ciiaracterm,

A great deal of the criticism under consideration is concerned with
Shakespeare's characters and thelr behavicur., This in itself is really
nothing remarkable: a play conasists of a nmumber of ~hrricters Saying
certain wordas and performing certain sctions upon the stage. It is
natural, therefore, that critics should as: questions about these
characters and discuss them as they would a real persdon, In its extreme
form this type of c-iticiem tends to regard Shakespeare's characters
as living peraons who have an existence quite independent of the plays,

The play which has always specially zttracted criticism of this

genre is Hamlet., Karl Werder's lectures on Hamletl- like those on

!ﬁg&gﬁhfr are concerned almost entirely with the characters, Warder is
especially concerned with the figure of Hamlet himself, For him Hamlet
is not in any way a weak character, Lut rather the vietis of eircumstan-
ces, Goethe hzd su:regted that all duty was sacred to damlet, and

that thig particular duty of vengeance was too difficult, The impossible
is demanded of him; not the inherently impossible, but what is

impossible for him, Werder goes furthe:r and suggestis that Hamlet's

l‘Vog;gggggeg Uber Shpkespeares !Hamlet, gehalten an der Universitit
zu Dorlin (Berlin, 1875),

2‘Vorlesunﬁgn (Uber Shakespeares Macbeth, gehalten an der Universitiit
Zu_Berlin (B8eriin, 1885)
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apparent weakness 18 really his strength: he can kill the king, but not
at this precise moment. He 18 bound by conditions which no humanfbeing
can overcone.3 Werder is dedicated to saving Hamlet's honour and to
the ethical justification of his character,

Of almost equal interest is Robert Prllas'’ article on Werder's
Hamlet lectures.4 Prolss prefers the more sober, factual and objective
approach of Gervinus, Ulrieci and Kreyssig, which he therefore finds
more scholarly, He makes the point that all criticism is subjective -
even Werder's, This shows itself in Werder's prejudices about Hamlet's
character.® 1Indeed, it 18 too often forgotten that anyone who attempts
to probe into the psychology of another person is himself influenced to
a greater or lesser degree by his own psychological make-up,

W, Ochlmann lays great stress on Hamlet's emotfions and feelingl.‘
Some scholars are interested only in the fundamental ideas behind a
play and ignore the emotional side altogether; others go to the opposite

extreme and deny that fundamental ideas have any place in the drama.

The task of the dramatist is to equip his characters with individual

3'See especially Werder, Hamlet, pp. 36-8

r
4'“Werders Hamlet-Volesungen," Jahrbuch, XIV (1879), 115-58
Sepr¥1ss, pp. 116-7,

8.npje Gemlitsseite des Hamlet-Charakters,” Jahrbuch, III (1368)
205 ’28 »
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emotions and pnlsiono.7

Oehlmann argues that Hamlet possesses inner truth and conscientious-
ness, a feeling for what is seemly and just.8 Why then does he not immed-
iately avenge the murder of his father? Some critics have said that it is
because of his intelligence, but Oehlmann rejects this view, maintaining
that high intelligence does not lead to temporization, It is simply that
in some characters suspiciousness prevents them from ever making a
decision, and this trait is quite independent of intelugence.9 This
suspiciousness is the second main ingredient in Hamlet's character. He
wants to be just but falls to realize that sometimes this can only be
achieved by partial justice, Thus he himself paralyses the realization
of justice.lo

Oehlmann admits that he himself found Hamlet's complete failure to
plan very difficult to believe, But there are other trailts in Hamlet's
character that help to explain this: his tendency to secretiveness and
his gift of dissimulation, together with his sense of honour, These

area all combined with an astonishing understanding which allows him to

7°Oeh1mann. PP, 205-7,

8.0ehlmann, p, 209,

9°Onh1mann. pp. 200-10, It can, however, be argued ggainst Oehlmann
that Hamlet’s suspiciousness is simply the caution of the scholar;
in which case it would be directly connected with his intelligence,

10: Gehimann,p211.
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sce through everything and to judge everything correctly, except himself
and his insuperable tendency to prod;itinate."

Oehlmann sees his interpretation of Hamlet's character as confirmed
by the characters of his companions. The court circle is completely
indifferent to right and Justice, to thoroughness and carefulness,
Polonius is a time-serving hypocrite; Roeenkrang and Guildenstern are
fickle, and Osric is empty. The queen is debauched and sensual and
stands closer to the murderer than any courtier. The king is the most
unscrupulous character of all, It is little wonder, says Oshlmann, that
Hamlet does not take to heart the fortunes of such people, Ophelia is
8een as too weak to resist the general lack of principle and the general
levity, She shows her weakness already in the scene with Laertes and
Polonius, and after the loss of her beloved she becomes despondent; and
she 1s completely broken by the death of her father, Even such characters
as the gravediggers, with their disbelief in right and justice, and the
hard-hearted priest, who did not really wish to bury the demented
suicide in consecrated ground, are used to throw Hamlet's character into
sharper relief.12

Hamlet's hesitation is contrasted with the actions of Laertes and

11.0¢h1mann, pp. 213-4,

12.0ehimann, pp. 214-8,
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Fortinbras, Only Horatio is presented as a balanced character, and
even he shows a tendency to avoid coming to a definite decision, so that
he scems to resemble Hamlet., Thus Shakespeare shows, both in the pract-
ical construction of his drama and in his general observations of the
human soul, in his analysis of Hamlet's actions and of those of his
companions and opponents, that the hero fails not because of his great
intelligence but rather in apite of it; he is hindered by the overgrowth
of the destructive features of his emotions, his conscientiousness and
cautiousness,13

The significant feature of this interpretation is its recourse te
psychology: a matter of some interest at so early a date, Oehlmann
attacks Tuchischwitz for holding to the traditional idea that Hamlet had
too much "judgment™ and too little "blood".14 There is nothing surprising
about Oehlmann's interest in Hamlet's character: what is interesting
is his attempt to express it in psychological terms and his reiection of

Techischwitz's explanation in physical terms, This is rather unfair on

13. 0eh1mann, pp. 216-7.

14.0ehimann, p. 225, Tschischwitz's Shakespeares Hamlet vorzugsweise
nach historischen Gesichtspunkten erlfutert (Malle, 1368)

appeared in the seme year as Oehlmann's essay and broke new
ground by showing the connection between Hamlet's philosophy and
that of Giordano Bruno.



Techischwits, whose explanation seems more plausible, since Shakespeare
himself cannot have thought in terms of modern peychology; but

Oehlmann shows how Shakespeare's observations of human character are
supported by the findings of pre-Freudian psychology.

But the most interesting characters dramatically are usually those
who suffer from some kind of mental abnormality., Shakespeare's portrayals
of mental illness are discussed at some length by C.C, Honle.ls It
is hardly surprising that his chief concern is with the madness of Lear,
It had already been pointed out several years earlier that Lear's mad~
ness, as depicted by Shakespeare, is remarkably accurate from the

clinical standpoint.lc

But as Hense points out, this accuracy does net
necessarily by itself constitute art, He quotes Elgze as saying that
normally we do not want to see any kind of 1liness on the stage, but
that Shakespeare alone has achieved the miracle of elevating mental
illness to become a part of poetry, especially in King Lear, an

17

overpowering and almost superhuman tragedy.

Hense suggests that Shakespeare's propensity for depicting mental

15.mnie Darstellung de Se®lenkrankheiten in Shakespeares Dramen,"
Jahrbuch, XIII (1878), 212-47,

16.car1 3tark, KBnig L Ein chiatrische Shakespeare-Studie
fir das gebildete Publicum (Stuttgart, 1871),

17'Hense. pp. 212-3,
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{1llness was due partly to the extreme passions of his characters, But
in Shakespeare such illness always plays a subservient role; it serves
the higher purpose of moral truth, and madness is the extreme expression
of conscience. In Shakespeare's plays, unlike real life, madness is the
result of gullt; it is consciousness of guilt which drives to mental
breakdown such characters as Lear, Lady Macbeth, and Ophelia, In the
0ld play King Leir Lear wins back his power, Cordelia lives; There is
no madness and no trngedy.la

Shakespeare's Lear, on the other hand, goes out of his mind because
of his extreme passion and temper, which darken the clarity of his
thought, The thorn of consclence, kept sharp by the Fool, and the
ingratitude of his daughters, together with other factors, serve to
drive mad 2 man who is already mentally disorientated from the start,
He does not accept this ingratitude with patience, as he does in the
old play, but feels himself to be wore sinned against than sinning, and
this serves only to increase his madness, The significance of this
madness is to show by contrast the beauty of an unbroken and innocent

1ife of the spirit.l?

17 gense, pp. 212-3.
18.Hen-e. PP 213-4,

19 yenss, pp. 214-5



According to Yense, a similar relationship of guild, conscience and
madness 18 to be found in the character of Lady Macbeth., It is Macbeth,
irresolute, suffering from a guilty conscience, and seeing ghoats, whom
one might expect to go mad; hut the important fact is that he is always
active, even though his actions are criminal, Lady Macbeth appears to
be the really powerful character in the play. Shes pours scorn on her
husband's visions and acts when he loses his head after the murder of
Duncan: she is, in short, cold and calculating, Yet it is she that
eventually takes to sleep~walking, This is the great revelation of a
gdifitricken conscience, In the derangement of her mind can be seen
the judgment of that wmoral spirit which she has hitherto flouted, 1In
Macbeth himself the punishment i fulfilled in the torment he suffers
through sleeplessiness and disturbing dreams., Lady Macbeth can control
her conscience while awake, but when asleep she falls a victim to the
Furies, to doubt and remorse. Che is powerless against the moral spirit
that rules over her and that manifests itself in her sleep~walking,

She was her husband's accomplice in the murder of the king, his
relations, his guest: hence she must share his fate. However she
tries in her waking hours to fend off the pursuing Furies, the doubt
and the remorse which threaten her msolitude, in her sleep they rise up
in her sick mind, She is also troubled by the murders of Banquo and

of Macduff's family, although she herself had no hand in these, What
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she dismisses in Macbeth as sheer fantasy becomes all the more vivid

for her in her nleeprwnlking.zo

Shakespoare 1s sometimes criticised for making Lady Machbeth's madness
develop suddenly, in contrast to that of Lear, but there are acsthetic
and peychological reasons for this, We do not see Lady Macbeth between
I1I1T,v and V,1, During this time she is alone, pondering on her pasat,
forced to be alone, when she needs to be able to communicate with others,
She is not unlike Richard I1I, who could control his fears by day but
not his dreams by night. Her madness is thus the psychological and
moral result of her solitude, She has sinned against Hature, against
a woman's nature: she calls on the spirits to "unsex™ her, and this
unnatural behaviour drives her to madness., This alienation from the
truth of nature leads to alienation from her husband, so that when he
learns of her death Macbeth has no room for sorrow, The doctor is right
when he says she needs a confessor more than a aoctor.""1

For Lear and for Lady Macbeth menta. illness is a consequence of

guilt, but it is also poetic justice, In Richard II and Hamlet the

20.Hense, pp. 215-8.

2lepange, pp. 218-21. He admits that Dr. Onimus, La_ psychologie
dans g re (Paris, 1876), p. 8, thinks diff-
erently, Dr. Onimus maintains that Lady Macbeth's madness is in
perfect accordance with medical science, The difference in points
of view here occurred at a time when the relationship between
religion and psychology was not seen so clearly as it is today.
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the guilty act of one character punishes the guilt of another, ss in the
Oresteia of Acoehplu-.ga
Both Gustav AtmelinZand H.T. Rotscher2? suggest that Lear's madness
occupies a greut deal of the play. Hense points out that in fact it begins
only in I1I, iv and ends in IV, vii., Lear is no more mad at the beginning
of the play than is Othello, and his mad utterances are fewer than his
Sane ones. More than this, even in his madness Lear speaks words of
sense; he takes over the role of the Fool and Judges the situation
objectively as the latter has done. This forms an aesthetically pleaszing
contrast with the days of his sanity when he failed to recognise truth
and fidelity - one thinks here of Kent and Cordelia ~ and was deceived
by pretence and lying hypﬁséisy. Only when ne becomes mad does he
obtain a true insight into the nature of man and of genuine human feeiing,
In this respect Eense compares him to Oedipus.zs
In Lear madness is the result of guilt and the recognition of this
22°Hense. p. 221. It is pertinent here to point out that many of
the early "Anglisten" were Classical scholars by training and

that their methods odw much to contemporary approaches to
Classical literature,

23+ shakespeare-Studien (Stuttgart, 1866), p. 94
24.3hakesggage in seinen hBchsten Charaktergebilden OBresden, 1884)

p.110,

25'Hente. pp. 222-4,
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by his conscience. In Ophelia's case the circumstances are apparantly
rather different. Yet, argues Hense, even with Ophelis one can discern
Judgment and condemnation in her madness, though not with the clarity
that one finds them in Lear, Although she is not a fallen woman as
L. Tieck?® and Preiherrvon Frissen3’ guggest, Ophelia is not entirely
innocent., In mistaken obedience she allows herself to be drawn into an
affair which is unworthy of her., The whole atmosphere of Hamlet is
poisoned: secrecy, pretence, and hypocriay prevail, not truth, There
is mutual spying and characterless time-serving., Ophelia does not
remain unaffected by this pernicious and tragic Bickness. 8he becomes
the instrument whereby the king and Polonius spy on Hamlet, who himmelf
refers to her two-facedness. When she becomes mad and distributes
flowers she chooses rue for herself, thus revealing her troubled
conscience., She suffers a hopeless love, loses her rather, whom
she had believed in implicity, and feels herself alone and forsaken,
This causes her madness, but because she is, like Lear, more sinned
against than sinning, she too becomes a judge in her madness. Like

Lear, she appears decked with flowers and weeds. Medieal experts tell

26 pramaturgische J1Htter, Il (Breslau and Leipzmig, 1826), p., 26

W'WW (Leipzig, 1863), p, 2938 ff,
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vs B\J: 5&(‘\ raorlO— Jo wWeaos F‘ode(j) n\akc, 3‘\(155, a u«h 5!:\3, l)ut H\P/
important point is that both Lear and Ophelia speak words of warning

and judgment in their madness,2Z

Hense explains how Lear's madness is broyght about by the collapse
of his family life and of the life of the state. ile then goes on to
suggest that, as in real 1life, so in the play madness is connected with
extreme phymical strain, The strenucus journey in a frightful storm is
what causes his final breakdown., Moreover the disorder of the elements
is seen as part of the ingratitude of the moral world. Man having
rejected moral standards, it is only to be expected that the natural
order will collapse, Thus Lear speaks not of the ingratitude of hisas
daughters in particular but of the ingratitude of the world in general.29

Tie parallel between Lear and Titus Andronicus is the next point
to occupy Hense's atic:t.0., Whereas Lear has a gulilty conscience about
his behaviour towards Coriella, Titus fe:ls no pangs, although his
treatwent of Mucius and Tamora is iar worke, Titus' reaction to
suffering is to aseek revenge of the most crusl nature, His nadness is
generally quite purposeless, and therefore genuine.30 This radness is

the only mitigating factor in his awful deeds, Herein lies the differ-~

28’Hense. pp. 227-0,
22 gonse, pp. 231-3.

3O'C‘xervinus and Dellus maintained that Titus' madness wasz not
genuine but feigned,
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ence between Titus and Lear., In Titus Andronicus the apprentice
Shakespeare, under the influence of such plays as Thomas Kyd's The
Spanish Traggdx.al'nake- Titus' madness the source and instrument of ais
brutal revenge; but the master, with his greater knowledge and experience
of human nature, makes Lear's mudness a process of purification of the
human soul. Lear's self-love and egoism are burnt up in his madness
and he learns humility, It is his daughters’' own wickedness that
destroys them, Shakespeare has broken away from the old “reverge tragedy"
towarde a milder and truer conception of tragedy, Hamlet resembles Lear
in that he wishes to perform dreadful deeds, but he does rot, and tne
king suffers a more just punishment. In considering Lear's madness it
is important to remember that Lear is a suffering character, whereas
Titus is active; in Lear madness is & condition, in Titus a perpetrator
of grisly deeda.32

Henme also considers the nases of feigned madness in Shakespeare,
beginning with Edgar in King Lear. Edgar's feigned madness is necessit-
ated by the situation in which he finds himself. Shakespeare's treat-

ment is interesting in that he follows the conventional ideas of madness

of his time: Edgar pretends that his madness is caused by an evil

sl'ﬂanse actually refers to it as "The Spanish Comedy".

32'Hense, pp. 233-7,
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spirit and can only be cured by exorcism. In Lear's case Shakespeare
shows a knowledge and understanding of man which go far beyond the ideas
of his time. The cure of Lear's madiess is de-cribed hy Shakespeare with
poetic artistry, in a way that seldom happens in real ‘ife. This poetry
is connected with the name orf Cordelia. In this world of deceit and lies
she is truth: in this world empty of love and full cf hate she is love.
Hense compares her in this to Antigone., Through this love lLear's spirit
at last finds peace,33

Hamlet's feigned madriess is of quite a different nature, This is
not assumed for reasons of neocessity; 1t is rather the sign and
consequence of a sick mind, In Edgar thera is no :-ndency to suicide,
nor is he-::irgiven to thought: he is physically and worally sound. He
i® the saviour of his father, uad the wickedness of Oawald and Rdmund is
defeated. Hamlet, called ..:: to aven; e his father's murder and to set
the world to rights, falls a viclix toc meatal sickness: he becomes
obgessed with thoughts of suicide, and complaine that thie 1s forhidden
by God. Only fear holds him back. Unlike Figar he im not a saviour, but

rather eutangles COpiielia in his H»wn destiny. However, what he does have

in common with Fdgar is that in his pretended madnesa he makes moral

Judgmantl.34

33'ﬂahse. »p. 237-10.

34.Hense, pp. 240-1,



Hamlet's feigned madness springs from his melanchely. This melancholy
is associated with Shakespeare himself, There are plenty of melancholice
characters in Shakespeare's plays, for example Aegeon in The Comady of
Brrors, Orsino in Iwelfth Night, the Merchant of Venice, Posthumus in
Cymbeline, Péricles, Don Juan in Much Ado Aboyt Nothing, Richard II,

and Jacques in ﬁgujauLIJUg%,ngs Jacques' melancholy is the consegquence
of a wild 1life, The traits inherent 1n a morbid melancholy are typically
depié%ed in the character of Jacyues, The most prominent of these traits
is a peesimistic "eltanschauung”: an iaolated instance of a deficient
life ig exaggerated and made to appear as general; in his bitterness
such - peison canuot see the graceful, the beautiful and the good in
life, but only the repulsive, the ugly and the morally ohjectionable,
Associated with a pessimistic point of view 18 scorn: a theatrical
tendency is a characteristic adjunct., All this is found to an even
greater extent in Hamlet, He pretends to be mad and, like the Fool in
King Lear, ansunes the role of judge. Just as Edgar, in his feigned

madness chastises moral transgressions, so in Hamlet his welancholy -and-

35'This reference to the Comadies is unusual, The Tragedies and the
Histories naturally invite a peychological approach, but on the
whole the characters in the Comedies did not attract the attent-
ions of the German ecritics.



and pretended insanity are the dark cloud through which burst the
flashes of his condemning wit.sa
Ritmelin complains that Edgar utters a lot of useless nonsense. This
criticism cannot be made of Hamlet, Edgar has to behave as he does in
order to remaln unrecognised, But Shakeapeare sees to it that these
dissonances dissolve when we consider Edgar's solilogquies and asides.
The same art is shown in the case of Hamlet. All is made subservient
to the purpose of his supposed madness - to enable him to act as judgo.37
Shakespeare depiets true madness only in the Tragedies, and contrasts
it with feigned madness only in Hamlet and King Lear, But pretended
or supposed madnesas is often a feature of the Comedies, In the case of
Antipholus in The Comedy of Errors fun is made of the attempt to cure
him by exorcism; and in Twelfth Night the same point is ecarried still
further with Malvolio.38
Hense concludeé by giving examples to show how Classical Greek
drama saw madness 2s something supernatural, But, he argues, it was

left to Shakespeare to suggest the true nature of mental 111ne.s.39

36'Hense. pp. 241-3,
37« Hanse, pp. 243-5.
38 yense, pp. 2457,

39'H¢nse. p. 247.



H, Freiherrvon Friesen centributed an interesting article on
mhcbeth.4° Like so many other ariicles ‘ts intrinsic value today is
slight, but it sheds congiderable light on the way critics of this time
viewed literature in general and Shakeapeare in particular,

Von Friesen begins by remarking on the authentic local atmosphere
of the play, which he finds is suggestive of the northern part of the
British Isles rather than the south, He then discusses Shakespeare's
treatment of Holinshed, which he describes as very free. He is concerned
not so much with alterations of detail as with Shakespeare's depictions
of the characters of ’facbeth and Lady Macbeth., limcbeth is shown quite
differently from the cruel figure of Holinshed, and Lady Macbeth,
although she has a great part in the crime by reason of her encourage-
ment of it, is also subatantially different from her historical original.
The question which this article seeks to answer 1s whether this play
holds "a mirror up to Nature”™, particularly as regards the character of
Lady Macbeth.9}

1t may be thought, he continues, that the play has a very strange
beginning., DBut there was a strong belief in witchceraft in Jacobean

times, and people feared the influences of demonic agencies in human

40. nfiper Shakespeares Macheth," Jahrbuch, IV (1369), 198-245

Neyon Friesen, pp. 198-200,



affairs, 42 Therefore, he claims, the play does mirror Nature., It
demonstrates the primeval struggle in wan's soul between the demonic
and divine slements, the conflict between "Weltbewusstsein™ and
"Gottesbewusatsein".43 iuchoth 1s not alone in depicting the unremit-
ting confliet between temporal and eternal, "Weltbewusstsein" and

"Gottesbewusstsein", as can be seen by considering the ancient classical

b ke

tragedies; but fhakespeare drags us into the actual world of the

demonic, 44

The supernatural and demonic element is established at the start of

Macheth by the witches' greeting and the raging storm, and these,

42.yon Friesen remarks that such superstitions mtill existed at
the time he was writing,

43'Von Friesen defines these terma as follows: "y 'Weltbewusstsein’
I mean the relatinnship that naturally exists between every
spiritual organc iIife down to 1ts low2st forr and the antire
organic creation, a relationship that operates the more directly
and powerfully the deeper the spiritual life stands, but whieh
must give way to 'Gottesbewusstsein', which forces its way in
from above, so to speak, with the growth and cultivation of the
spiritual life," ( p.202)

44'Von Friesen, pp. 200-3, He recalls that Schlegel considered that
in this respect nothing greater had been written since
The Eumeunides of Aeschylus; von Friesen would like to add to
this most of Sophocles,
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together with the speed of the action, are reminiscent of The Bumenides.

The violence of nature is matched by the speed and violence of the action,
The montha-long darkening of the sun and the unnatural rage of Duncan's
horse are taken frem the Chronicle, where, however, they are connected
with Duffe's wurder and not that of Duncan, The image of the falcon
being overcome by a common owl is strongly reminiscent of Kriemhilde's
dream in the Nibelung lagend.45 A1l are infected by the infernal magic,
for after Duncan's murder everyone forgets that “hlcolm is the legiti-

mate heir to the throne.‘c'

Shakespeare dnes not depict the errors, passions and delusions of
individuals but rather those of mankind in general at a certain point
in time, The whole of mankind is sometimes seized by 2n error or wekk-
nesa which at other times under different circumstances would be quite

‘ only

unthinkable; but at this time it is not possible hut inevitable. Von
Friesen instances the naturalism in Germany which develnped into
superatitious necromancy and spiritualiarm at the end nf the 18th century,

e goes on to say: 'We have in our own literary history a chapter where

even the most gifted spirits used this emotional tendency for poetic

45'Th1; reference to the Nibelungs suggest that von Friesen sees
Macheth almcst as a Teutonic legend instead of in purely
Shakespearian terms. The references to Classical tragedy also
indicate that he is tryin: to relate “hakespeare to a much wider

tradition.

40'Von Friesen, pp, 203-4,
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creations, And I believe that it is precisely here that we may the more
Justly recall this temporary confusion, tecause it contributes to the
evidence of the ineradicable passion in human nature to get in touch with
the demonic element, in nther words with the 'Wéltgeist':‘7

The climax of magic ecstasy is reached with the murder of Duncan and
the following scenes of Act II, and a decline sets i. at the beginning
of Aet IlI, Vhat feliows 1s the consecuence not of demoiie influence
but of human passion. The Witches, who before spoke unbidden, now have
almost tcbe coerced, There 18 a change of atmosphere 1n the scenes set
in England, while the scene bhetween Lennox and another Lerd (I1I, vi) shows
a return of that composure which earlier might have prevenisd Macbeth's
usurpation, This 18 not a conscinus idea on Shakespeare's part but is
implicit in his initial conception of the play.48

Only once again in the play does the demcaic idea return:; in the
8leep-walking scene, One might well believe that 3hakespeare wrote the
whole play with this scene specially in mind, because from the moment
that Duncan is murdered in his sleep, sleep becomes a recurrent theme,

perhaps as though it were a condition in which tie "#eltbewusstsein"

was most effective and hest able to offer resistance to the "Gottesbe-

47 yon Friesen, p, 206,

48 yon Friesen, pp 20656



- 88 -

wusstsein®, 49

Too 1ittle attention is paid to the way Shakespeare differentiates
between the inherent traits of his characters end what is conditioned
by environment and circumstance, A clear distinction is drawn by
Aristotle which von Friesen admits is not wholly applicable here,
Nevertheless he claims to differentiate between what 18 original and
peculiar (Charakter) and the direction that ie given to this {Gesinnung),
In tragic characters there is anlways a conflict between these two
alenentl.so

It is important to avoid confusion bet.ees these in the considera-
tion of the characters of Macheth and Lady Macheth, They embody
extreme spiritual contrasts, It can be justly maintsined that Macbeth
is only brave under certain conditions, that fundamentally he 18 a
coward, Certainly he is lacking in political courage, or else he has
nothing noble in him and is motivated »riy by criminal ambition and
repulzive egotism, One may veproach Tady Macheth with cruel hardness
of heart and terrible composure in crime: but it mist be admitted that
all these are not sp mach cualities of her immer being, but rather the

actions of a character which a3 originslly noble but which has been

49'Von Friesen, p. 206,

5°'Von Friesen, p. 207,
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changed inte its opposite as the result of a fatal prollure.sl

Von Friesen speaks of Macbeth's sensitivity to Nature, especially
changes, and quotes exampies of Nature imagery from Macheth's speeches
to support his argument, He maintains that Macbeth's words before he
has reached the decision to murder Duncan point to a very strong
consciousness of God, He agrees with Ulrici that the language of the
English dramatists is a dialogue throughout, and that even the soliloques
are a kind of conversation between the speaker and his relationshipe
with the outside world, his situation and circumstances, his plans
and intanéionu. Thus Macheth's soliloquy in Act II shows the two sides
of his soul at war with each other, his "Charakter™ and his "Gesinnung",
Hence it is quite clear why the Witches' greeting and the partial
fulfilment of their prophecy have such an effect on him whereas Banquo
ig not affected in the same way, The Witches' power over Macbeth is
not an ablolutfgy fatalistic one; he is not entirely deprived of free-
will, Banquo is an observer of Nature rather than involved in it like
Macbheth, This detachment, which causes him to be caught in the wheel

of destiny, helps, by the contrast it offers, to explain Macbeth's

downfall.52

5leyon Friesen, pp. 207-8,

52¢yon Friesen, PP. 208~-11,
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Aduittedly Macbeth hag an ambitious nature; but enchantment is
necessary to drive him to erime, Prior to the action of the play Macbeth
is a courageous character; his lack of decision in the play is not due
to cowardice but to a magic influence, Had he been able to show his
former courage in resisting the Witches, the tragedy would never have
occurved, His determination to fulfil the Witches' prophecy is soon
overthrown, Thie determination was formed by Macbeth alone: Lady
Macbeth first learns of it by letter, His will fluctuntes.'and his
vision of the dagger is the result of emotional conflict and of demonic
inflwence., But real fear only enters at the beginning of Act III, when
he reveals his broken spirit and his insecurity, The cause of this
is not inherent cowardice of exclusive egotism but ratker the constant
consciousness of the curse of damnation, a consciousness that,
izmediately after the murder, is bound to wrench his spirit from its

normal courne.ss

The confusion of Macheth's stricken conscience causes him to try the
wrong remedies, He claims to be glad at the news of RBanquo's death, but
in thinking of him he lays himself open to the vision of Banquo's ghost,
Like the second appearance of the ghost in Hamlet this is a vision

visible to one person only. In each case the audience is intended to

NS
SS'Von Friesen, pp. 211-3, This section of the arggment is

jillustrated by references to the text,



share the tragic ehirncter‘s inmost emperiences, We are supposed to
feel thet Macbeth's state of mind is responsible for his actions and
utterences, that his "Charakter" has been overpowered by his "Gesinnung”.
He eaxhibits a disturbed balance rather than an innate tendency to the
demonic, Thus the Witches are not merely a poetic aid but are necessary
to the overthrow of Macbeth, Indeed Hecate complains that he is not yot
completely won over to Hell.54 The climax seems to be reached in w, 1.
As soon as the Witches disappear Macbeth speaks of a whole range of crimes
he will commit, all of them quite without point, and Shakespeare concent-
rates on the senselessness of these atrocities rather than on their cruelty.
At the same time he stresses the sufferings of the innocent.55

Macbeth'®s thought becomes progressively more inhuman and his
mnode of expression trivial and crude, Yet signs of the struggle
hetween the godly and the demonic can he found quite late in the
play. It is when he learns of his wife's death that it becomes fully
apparent how low he has sunk, Although earlier he had tried to spare

her his further atrocities all his love for her is now quite dead.56

Von Friesen then turns his attention to Lady Macbeth, The ususl
54'Von Friesen does not question the authenticity of this scene,
55.yon Friesen, pp. 214-7,

56.yon Friesen, pp. 217-8,
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view of her, he claims, is that she ig not huwan at all, It is
maintained that Shakespeare's picture of her cannot arouse any sympathy,
although the performance of an actress may.57

This position is untenable, argues von Friesen, Shakespeare's
origina)l must be capable of arvousing sympathy, If it were possible to
regard Lady Macbeth as a "nordic Fury" or an "arch-witch”, or if “heroic
ferocity"” could be ascribed {o her, and she could he compared to
Fredegunde or Brunhilde, then the threads would be lackin; that bind
the human imagination to this picture in admiration and sympathy, for
Shakespeare would have created something violently opposed to his

uniceasing effort to hold a mirror up to Nlture.58

The anti-romantic eritics, who included Gervinus, Kreyssig,
Goethe, Simrock and Hiecke, attacked those who found anything redeeming
in Lady Macbeth, possibly because they were influenced by Schiller's
arrangement of the play., Von Friesen thinks that both Macbeth and
Lady Macbeth are young, and that Lady Macbeth could hardly influeace her

husband as she does unless she had a softer side to her character.59

57'Here von Friesen quotes at some length from 2 description of
Madame Nouseul's rendering of the role on 3rd October, 1778, in
Berlin,

58'Von Friesen, pp. 219-21,

59+von Friesen, pp. 221-5,
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The historical Lady Macbeth was the granddaughter of Xenneth IV, who
was killed fighting Malcolm II, Duncan's father, in 1003, She therefore
acted largely out of vengeance, But Shakespeare 18 silent about this:
he wants to attach a different significance to Lady Macbeth, She is
originally a noble character, but she gives way to passion and - like
Macbeth - the externmal influence of the Witches' prophecy. This, von
Friesen maintains, is the true significance of her first appearance.
Bodenstedt is8 right in arguing that th2 decision to murder Duncan comes
from Macbeth and not his wife, who is moved by his letter in the same
way as he is by the Witche-.eo

Lady Macbeth is completely overwhelmed by the announcement of
Duncan's arrival. If she had taken the decision to murder in cold
blood there would have been no need to call on the spirits to aid her;
this in itself is a sign of demcnic influence, The way in which she
addresses her husband in the scene where she welcomes Duncan is to be
seen as the result of that versatility and tractability which are generail
quplities in womcm.61 Her greeting of Duncan is unnaturally warm: the
historical evidence suggests that visits from kings?§:2~expensive and

60.yon Frieser, p. 226,

8l.yon Friesen makes & number of interesting and amusing comments

about the general nature of women, most of them without any
scientific foundation,
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were regarded as a burden rather than a privilege, This behaviour is
the result of her nervous state of mind.62
The crucial scene which follows is usually regarded as showing the
deronic power which has possessed Lady Macbeth and her premeditated
wickedness. This is nothinz else than that original female, or perhaps
one should say womanish, tenacity with which a woman, far more than a
man, insists on the execution of a scheme which she regards 28 already
settled; the delusion of the ferale reason whereby, once something has
been assured, every doubt, every objection, every contradiction is
passionately rejected, and out of which not infrequently, if only the
intention ie a noble one, a more than mauly heroism springs, Lady
Macbeth 1s o determined to fu!fil her ocath that she says she would
even sacrifice her own child, but there 1s'no indication that she 18 in
fact capable of this, There are no grounds in her words for supposing
that she ie more to blame than her husband, <he appeals to his love
for her, and this is not surprising so long as we do not doubt that she
velues his love because she herself hes the deepest love for him., Che
appeals also to his courage: he wmust not be a coward, Von Friesen looks
in vain for any motive other than that she does not wish to see the man of

her affections in a light that would appear to her, blinded by her criminal

tendencies, 28 2 matter for reproach, There is no reason in this speech

62.yvan Friesen, pp. 228-30,



to suppose that she .z fundamentally wicked, but on the stage it is often
dellvered as though she were lo.63
The detaills of the plan are an expression of female carelessness
in the heat of passioan, Macbeth only agrees to the plan bacause he 1is
already co deeply committed that very little is needed to persuade him
completely. There is mutual understanding in the hastily conceived
Plan. 1Indeed it is so hasty that it 18 pointless and thoughtless, since
Malcolm, now Prince of Cumberland, stands between Macbeth and the throne.
Zchiller misunderstood the situation and in bis version of the play
ingerts2? a referenc: to the prior claims of Malcolm aad Donalbain,
Shakespeare, however, inteinds to show iacbeth und his wife ae so
bewltched and impassioned that they are not conscious of tiils obstacle,

Tt 48 siguificant that Lady Macbeth makes the preparations for

W3

Puncan's murder while DBanquo 18 8till awii.e and that the deed is

caried out at the signal of a bell just before the arrival of Macduff,
These are not tlc actlons of a person of perception and composure, The
hagty action of the plot shows that Lady dacbeth has a woman's inability

to appreciate danger and a woman's determination to carry out her
5.

resplution,

63'Von Friesen, pp. 230-1,

€4.yon Friesen, pp. 232-3,
b3
“'Von Friesen, pp. 233-4,
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The fact that Lady wacbeth could not murder luncan with her own
hand because in his sleep he rosembled her father is evidence that she
does not have the strength o will that she claims, “~he is seized hy
anxiety and is quite disconcerted whean Macbeth appears at the top of
the stairs, If she were the Fury that amany believe she would have
hastened to him to urge him to action instead of uttering the words of
fear that she does., 3Some eritics think that she shows celd-blooded
composure after the murder, but the¢ broxen exchanges between her and her
husband prove the contrary. Compared with “acbeth her composure is
torced, J3She forces herself because her feminine instinct makes her do
80 in tue presence of aer husband, But she is not very successful: 1t
is some time before she notices tae daggers in Macbeth's hands, This
shows lack of obegervation, not a cold cruelty, and is in full accordance
with Shakespeare's plan to show a poteatlally noble creature gink inte
the depth of wickedness.66

Lady Macbeth's weak response to the news of Duncan's murder 1is
further evidence of her lack of coaposure, From this point on she fades
into the bacuzround, Sowe critics, iancluiing Seorvinus, who see her as
ambitious and cruel, come nearer to the Romantice at this point, but

few see that her silence 18 more eloguent of her disturbed spirit than

66’Von Friesen, pp. 234-€,
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any words could be. Both Macbeth and Lady Macbeth suffer a guilty
conscience in silence; they are unable to communicate with each other,
Lady Macbeth is hardly able to greet her husband's guests at the banquet
and gives a most unliekly explanation of his strange behaviour. When
she tries to calm him she mentions the dagger, a thousﬁiols remark, since
it is a mource of dreadful memory to taemw both.e7~
She does not wish to be queen merely out of ambition, If this were
80 Shakespeare would have made it much clearer, as he does with such
characters as Goneril, Regan and Margaret of Anjou, particularly as
there is plenty of justification for this view in Holinshed. Her
silence is the result of her grief at the unhappy condition of Macbeth -
indeed some have accused the Romantics of making of her a martyr to an
excessive love of her husband, Yet it does not require very much know-
ledge of the world and human life to realise that women of a passionate
sensitivity in their love for their husbhands abandon themselves
completely and the slightest wish of the husband becomes a law, so that
in their almost instinctive enthusiasm they then, in favourable circum-
stances, perform the highest and noblest acts,but, under fatal
influences, they can plunge into the deepest depravity., 1t is natural

that in such conditions the sense the twe individuals have of living

together is of paramount importance for the maintenance of the wife's

67‘Von Friesen, pp. 236-7
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mental stability., Lady Macbeth is able to keep going so long as she

has the hope that she is of value and importance to Macbeth, the

object of her paamsion, But he moves ;ver further away from her: his

secrecy about the proposed murder of Banquo is no aet of kindness but

a symptom of neglect, Lady Macbeth loses her self-possession as she

loses unity with her husband., It is interesting that she starts to walk

in her sleep when the king goes to the wars.68
Von Friesen maintains that the skep-walking scene is the key to

the understanding of Lady Macbeth, There is nothing in her character

that is untrue to life, and hence she arouses sympathy, "“Sleep" is 2

significant image in the play: Shakespeare shows how important sleep

is for -the-mental héﬂgth and how pasaionate delusion is consistent with

somnambulism, Lady Macbeth's actions are the consequences of an

sufte/ing

unusually sensitive spiritual constitution suggesting from a highly-

strung imagination and a passionate love, rather than of someone who :is

naturally inclined to evilb%emperanent. In the sleep-walking scene she

lives through the past of which she is afraid, but which she could

conceal so long as she could believe in a spiritual companionship with

her husband.69

®3.yon Friesen, pp. 237-9,

eg'Von Friesen, pp. 239-40,
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Von Friesen concludes that it 18 therefore the duty of the actress
who plays Lady Macbeth to minimise the horror she arouses. She must
not appear as a nordic Fury or s monster, nor must she seem to be a
paragon of virtue or a martyr to excessive love of her husband. She
should be shown as a woman, capable of the highest achievements, but
infected by magic and blindness of passion, which cause moral depravity,
who thus, despite the horror of her crime, arouses the inmost sympathy

of the audience.’o

The psychology of Freiherrvon Friesen's article may seem primitive
by modern standards, particularly as regards its constant preoccupation
with demonie influences and with magic, But ik is important to remember
that not only was Shakespeare writing at a time when such agencies were

regarded as very real but von Friesen himself lived in an age that was

still greatly under the influence of Goethe's Faugt and was permeated
by the Romantic magic of the operas of Weber and Marschner and the
great nordic mythes of Wagner., With the advent of Freud much of Macbeth
could be interpreted in quite different terms, and von Friesen’s essay
is very much the product of his time and the country in which he lived,
Yet it is preylisely because it is so that it lacks validity today, not

because it 18 in any way deficient in thoroughness or sensitivity of

appreciation.

70‘Von. Friesen, p, 241,
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5: Contrasts drawyn between England and Germany,

One justification for studying the criticism which one country
devotes to an author belonging to another is that it sometimes suggests
new methods of approach, It is certainly true that the work of Schlegel
and Lessing caused English oritics in the 19th century to view Shakes-
peare in a new light, In one sense, then, it is obvious that a study of

the Shakespeare-~Jahrbuch will reveal contrasts between England and

Germany. The most marked of these have already been discussed in some
detail. But these contrasts are those of approach; they are implied
rather than openly stated, We must now turn our attention to something
quite different: the contrasts which some critice have explicitly
drawn between England and Germany,

The Deutsche Shakespeare-Geseilschaft felt at the beginning that it
had to justify its own existence., It was considered unpatriotic to have
& soclety devoted solely to the study of a foreign author, and it is not
hard to understand why. The German languaze had only comparatively
recently become respectable. Frederick the Great had spoken French,
maintaining that German was too unrefined for use at Court, It was due
largely tc the efforts of such writers as Lessing, Schiller and Goethe
that German had at last been accepted as a lanyua e worthy of Germany,
Perhaps even more importent, Germany now had the foundations of a

great literature, and in Goethe, who had died barely thirty years
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before the foundation of the Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft, it had
achieved one of the greatest writurs of all times. The foundation of
the soctety, therefore, must have appeared rather as a stah in the back
tor German culture.

The argument for the defence was rather what one might have expected:
Shakespeare himself was really a German, at any rate in spirit if not
technically. The extreme expression of this idea is, strictly speaking
outside the scope of this survey, but it comes as a climax to German
nationalism in the period under consideration., In 1915 Gerhart
Hauptmann went so {ar as to suggest that Shakespeare was more German than
Enelish, and that had he heen living at that time he would have supported

t In fairness to

Germany in her fight against Egéliﬂhzinperialism.
Hauptmann it must be pointed out that this was not his usual tenor of
approach, and that until well after 1818 contributors to the Jahrbuch
were most bitter in their attitude towards England.

But the philosophy behind this claim was no new one., The founder
_of the Deutsche Shakespeare~-Gesellschaft, Wilhelm Oechelhfuser, in hig
article, "Die Wirdigung Shakespeares in England and Deutschland”,

had claimed that the Germans were more true to the ideas of Shakespeare

than his compatriots, The Germans had taken poasession of “hakespeare

lempgutschland und Shakespesre., Geleitwort,” Jahrbuch, Li (1915)
vii-xii.
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and he had become a German national, 2n adopted son of the German soul.?

The same article contains a vituperative attack on the English "Establish-
ment™: Parliament and the Church of England are particular targets fco-
OechellYuser, who accuses them of bigotry and hypocriay.3 Germany, he
laintpinl, is quite different. An English Weimar would he quite inconcei-
i
ublo.4
He argues that, although till recently there had been less politicel
freedom in Germany than there was in England, Germany had far greater
spiritual freedom. The Germans had freed themselves by education and
scholarship, Their univerwities were the bulwarks of spiritusl freedom,
whoreas Cambridge and Oxford were still hotbeds of political and
religious luperstition.5 When political freedom came to Germany it was

ready for it, and in education and humanity it was now ahead of England,

Similarly, in Germany there existed a true Christianity as against the

2+ Jahrbuch, XX (1885), 67,
3. Oechelhfuser, pp. 58-62,

4. Oechelhfuser, p, 4,

5. Oechelh¥user, p. 84. This argugment is a gross exaggeration
of the trus position; but ig is true that von Humrboldt's
reforms had given the German universities a new lease of life
and that Oxford and Cambridge were still very conservative,
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formal dogmatise of the Englioh.’

Oechelhiiuser then turns his attention to the German theatre and
German criticiem., He claims that the German theatre was much livelier
than its English oounterpnrt.7 This seems to be another of Oschelhiuser's
over-simplifications, It is true that there were more performances of
Shakespeare's plays in Germany than in England, but this is largely
because there were then, as there are today, more major theatres in
Germany; Germany was a union of what had formerly been a large number of
sepsrate states, each with its own Court Theatre, ‘So far as originality
of production im concerned there seems to be very little remarkable
apart f{rom the work of the Saxe~Msiningen players, until the advent of
Max Reinhardt in Berlin at the beginning of this century., He speaks
also of the advantages of the modern Gerwan translations. This is a
very cdd argument: while it must be admitted that the Germans have
often been extremely fortunate in their translstions of Shakespeare -
that of Schlerzel is something of a literary masterpiece in its own
right - it surely cannot be maintained that these are superior to the

original, Oechelh¥user argues that these translations brought

f+0echelhuser, p, 85, The Oxford Movement was hardly likely to
attract the approbation of a German Protestani, and indeed
Oschelhffuser completely ignores it.

7'Oechelh¥uﬂer. p. 85,
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Shakespeare to a larger potential audience than he had in England.8
but he does not adduce any evidance to support this,

When he deals with the contribution made by the German critics
Oschelhifuser is on much safer ground, He pointe out that such critice
as Coleridge and A, Ram.ayQ had acknowledged their indebtedness to the
work of LessinglO and §chlegel.!! These had been the first to show a
true understanding of Shakespeare’s regularity and beauty, whereas
the authorities oi the previous century, such people as Steevens, Malone
and Johnson, h:¢ adopted Voltaire's standpoint and criticised “hakes-
pearas for his breaches of taste and sound understanding in those matters

where in fact his achievement is at its highest.12

8.0echelhiuser, p. 686,

9. Arthur Hamgay was the author of an article on "Shakfspere in
Germany®, which appeared over the initials A.?, in Charles Knight's
The Pictprial Edition of the Works of Shakgspere, Vol. 7.

(London 1842), 403-24,

10‘6. E. Lesaing’s most important criticism is contained in his
Hamburgische Dramaturzie (1787-8),

1l.rhere is a marked rarallel between the criticism ot Coleridge and
A.W, Schlegel’'s Vorlesungen HYbher dramatische Kungt und Literatur
(1809-1811), but it is impossible to say with certainty exactly
how much each owes to the other,

12.5ochelhbiuser, p. 83. This led to the opposite extreme, especi-~
ally in Germany, and it became unfashionable to suggest that
Shakespeare was ever anything but perfect.
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earlier
Only a few years-later Gervinus had made very similar claims. He

too claimed that Shakespeare had become a naturalized nubject.13 but
admitted that he had been a stranger for two centuries 14

A similar idea is found in Karl Elze's "Shakespearec's G.ltﬂung tir
die Gegenwart™.1% 1o maintains that Shakespeare is more suited to the
German stage of his time than Classical or Medieval drama, since he is
more easily understood.16 Elze argues that he and his contemporaries
were living in the same cultural era as Shakespeare, and he goes on to
show in detail how Shakespeare's England is like the Germany of his own
time,17

After claiming that Shakespeare is superior to the French drama
Elze explains why his plays were seldom performed in England. There
was, he argues, a Puritan element in England that was opposed to the
theatre on principle. The theatre was visited only by the lower strata
of society, the opera being an exception to this rule, and such people
preferred sensation and low comedy. Hence dramatista tended to write

for the salon rather than the stage, and their works were intended for

13.G.6. Gervinus, Hindel und Shakespeare (Leipzig, 1868), p.33.

14.Gerv1nu. v P 332,
15. Jahrbuch, I (1887), 96-123.

18.g1ze, pp. 102-4,

17.812e, pp. 104-86,
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reading rather than acting. Elze also points out that the plays of
Goethe and Schiller were seldom performed on the German stage.'®

Shakespeare has become the property of the German people, Elze
maintains, through his influence on German writers. Even Goethe
and Schiller would not have been what they were without Shakespeare,
and this influence will go on asserting itself in German literature in
the future. Hence it is important that German dramatists, poets and
scholars should study Shakespeare as their model. In a final peroration
Elze proclaims: "Others have recognised or at least suspected that
Shakespeare was a genius, but the world_has the Germans to thank for
his recognition as an artist, Our scholarship has discovered the rules
of hig art,"1?

Alois Brandl describes an interesting conversation he had with
Kaiger Wilhelm II in 1910.20 The occasion of this meeting is described
elsevhere in this .urvey.21 The Kaiser went on to discuss with Brandl
Shakespeare's Histories and to express his regret that no German drama-

tigst had ever written thus about German history. Brandl suggested that

ls'Elze. pp. 111-1.

19.p1ze, p. 121.

20. 7yigchen Inn und Themse (Berlin, 1936), pp. 263-5.

2. 5ee p. 65 above,
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Wildenbruch had at least made a start, but the Kaiser brushed this aside
with the remark that Wildenbruch had never depicted a woman who was true
to life. His parting words to Brandl were that he should use
Shakespeare's spirit and humour to influence the students aceording to
his (the Kaiser's) 1ntentiono.22 The clear implication of all this
is that, although there might be differences between Shakespeare and the
Gesman writers, Shakespeare was a better political example for German
youth, It is also yet another example of how many Germans allowed their
approach to literature to be coloured by considerations that were them-
selves wholly irrelevant to literature.

A more overtly political comparison of England and Germany - and,
in the light of subsequent history, a more dangerous one - was made by

W, Franl* in the second edition of his Shake'peare-erammatik.aa

The Englishman derives the conciseness of his philosphy of
{Zife, his strength of purpose, partly from his success in the
colonies., MNe is a Briton, wherever he may be. e is not accus-
tomed to discard peculiar characteristics in a2 foreign surround-
ing, but rather to accentuate them, !lie 18 therefore the most

22.g5rand1, pp. 264-5. This could only mean that they were to be
faithful soldiers, true Protestants, and supporters of art and
science,

23'Halle. 1909. The first edition of this appeared in 1898-1800,
It went through three editions and was fundamentally revised
and rewritten for a fourth, which appeared in 1939 as Die sprache

Shakespeares in Vers und Prosa, unter Derficksichtigzuny des
Amerikanischen, ggtw;ckluggagesch;ch§;¥ch dargestellt,
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successful propagator of his own language, His culture is
distinguished by 1ts power, humanity and freedom; it protects

and promotes. It brings to those whom it governs and subjects
more than it demands from them, and thus it works somagnetically
on the Teutons who sciie on British soil.

The English owe their position as a world power far wmore to
their political freedom than to their situation on an island, For
in the Middle Ages they waged war on land and had no control of
the sea. This political freedom was achieved by a long, hard
struggle in the 17th century, The courageous individual, eager
for action, fought the hattles and conquered and colonized the
foreign lands., The Teuton gave him the courace, the power and
the persefverance, the Puritan the unbending will and the firm
principles of duty and justice, The Teutonic character has been
regenerated and intensified twice in the British people, for
both the Danes and the Normans were Teutons, In the intensif-
ication of Teutonism lies the fulness of strength of the indiv~
idusl who has made both paople and language,24

Our reaction today to such remarks is greatly conditioned by
comparatively reocent history, and it is important to vealise that
Franz wrote against a very different background., This was a period when
there was a growing interest in the nature of race and the new science
of sthnology, and Iranz's argument was by no means revolutionary,

But, significant as these crude political comparisons may be in
warning the modern scholar of the emotions that lie behind a great deal
of the cirticism of this time, there is more interesting material to be
found in some of the interpretations of sShakespmsare's works. Here there

ars paralliels drawn and comparisons made that are typically German,

24‘Franz. pp. 17-18,
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In the first place it is not at all uncommon to find references to
Goethe, although he has very little in common with Shakespeare except
for his undoubted genius and unquestioned reputation, These references
are usually to Faust, which, as will bhe thovnllatar, is a singularly
inapposite choice for comparisons, It must be admitted that Faust odws
a great deal to Shakespears, especlally to 'lunlo*, and that Goethe did
much towards promotin~ the cause of Shakespeare in Germany; but care must
be taken not to assume that the connection necessarily goes any deeper
than this. Goethe and Shakespeare were both great writers, but to
suggest that they were basically similar is to do them both a disaervicc.25

H. A, Werner makes an interesting comparison between Shakespeare,
Goethe, and Aeschylus, After qgnarking that !Hamlet is "nordic” in spirit
and that much of it takes place at night, he :nes or to speak of the
hero. There are, he claims two other examples of the same inner
character and the same outer circumstances: Prometheus and Fauat, As
Prometheus ie the mystery of heathen antiquity, so is Faust that of the
Germanic, Christian world., Both ars in conflict, physically and in the
realm of ideas, with the world around them, and it is this external
conflict which leads to an inner conflict within the soul of the hero,

25.1¢ 1s interesting to note that the Shakespeare momiment erected

by the Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft in 1904 is aituated
opposite Goethe's susmer-house in Weimam,
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Having said this he admite that while botk Faust and Prometheus open
their hearts and invite us to look into the depths of their souls,
Hamlet behaves quite diffcrontly.36 Yot what Werner apparently failse
to appreciate is that Faust ia fundamentally different from Hamlet in
that his confliet is an intellectusl one, he is the sacholar who is
driven to question the whole basis and purpose of his knowledge, As such
his problem is rather easier to describe - even though 1t may require
a lengthy explanation ~ than the more complex emotional, spiritual, and
paychological dilemma of Hamlet.

Goethe's most famous Shakespearian criticism is his discussion of

Hamlet in Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjai-~.27 This is often highly individual

in its approach and it semms to be one major reason why so much energy
and attention was devoted to Hamlet by later German critics. For
example, according to Karl Werder Goethe did not go far enough, for
Hamlet should be Been as a man who is entirely the victim of cirocum-

stances, and whose character is without any flaw whatloever.zs

An interesting comparison between Macbheth and Wallenstein is made

26, "%hor Jas Dunkel in der Hamlet-TragBdie, ™ Jahrbuch, vV (1870),
37-9

27. 1795.
23, T
Vo ungen T ar mlet halten an der Universitit

zu Berlin (Berlin, 1875), pp. 32-3,
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by Walter Bormann., He points out that both plays are tragedies of
ambition, but that in Wallenstein even the demonic characters have a
friendly light in their eyes, whereas Macbeth is characterized by sheer
nocturnal darkness. Referring to the contrast drawn by W. Wetz between
Shakelpeaéan Fenaissance drama and German Classical drama he argues that
this difference 18 nowhere more striking than in the comparison of Macbeth,
quite unconsciously moving from one crime to the next, and Schiller's
hero, consciously weighing up the grounds of his actions over & long
period.29 Although Bormann illustrates his argument with one or two
quotations from Macbeth, this :s basically a subjective comparison, with
which one may or may not agree: it does not really add anything useful
to the reader's understanding of Macbeth,

B, Suphnnsoand €.€. Hense3! both trace in some detail the influence
of Shakespeare on German writers, Suphan deals mainly with Le=sing,
Wieland, Claudius, Herder, Lenz and Goethe, His article is of interest
mainly in the way it shows the development of an uncritical admiration

of Shakespeare in such writers as Wieland and how this grew out of a

reaction against Gottsched, the advocate of the French theatre, which

29.v33nnbildliches im ~acbeth”,” Jahrbuch, XLVII (1911), 124-5,

30'"Shakeapoara im Anbruch der klassischen Zeit unserer Literatur,"
Jahrbuch, XXV (180), 1-20.

31.wpeutsihe Dichter in ihrem Verh#ltnis su Shakespeare,” Jahrbych
v (1870), 107-47, and VI (1871), 83-128,
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was initiated by Lessing,

Hense's analysia is wore discerninz, He arguess that the influence
of Shakespeare on German writers has varied from one period to another.32
Thus the writers of the "Sturm und Drang*33 were attracted by the realism
of Shakespeare's plays ss they understood it and by the exal*rd pesasions
of his eharacter-.:’4 Klinger was alsn fascinated by the revenge-tracedies,
and these became the motive hehind Schiller's Die R¥uher and Kahale und
Liebe. Hense comperes the character of Pranz von Moor in the former
te Richard III and Edwund and that of Ferdinand in the Jatter to Othello,
He suggests that there are plenty of other similar examples to be found
in the works of Schiller,35

It 18 claimed that Lessing saw Shakespeare as 3 nationalist writer,
and that, beins concerned with Shakespeare as & dramatist, he had a high
regard for what was natural and individuval in Shakespeare's charactars.36

Hense then turns his attention to Goethe, Goethe is interested in

the psychological depths of Shakespears's characters, and this is apparent

32.1ense, "Deutsche Dichter I,” p. 107.

33.Hense mentions espscially Reinhold Lenz, Maler ‘tlller and Vaxim
Lliager.

34. . "

Hense, "Deutsche Dichter I," pp. 112-7.

35‘Henae, "Deutsche Dichter f,” pp. 118-125,

Sﬁ'Hanae, "Deutsche Dichter I," pp. 127-30.
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even in Gote von Serlichingen, an early play of the "Sturm und Drang"
period, Goethe's great interest in Hamlet is discussed, and apart from
the obvious reference to Wilhelm Meister Hense also mentions the
melancholy of Werther and points to certain details in Clavigo. He also
pointa out that Faust, like Hamlet, is tempted to commit suicide, and that
Wilhelm Meimter is very similar to Hamlet in that he prefers thought to
action.37

In the second of his articles Hense returns to Schiller and discusses
the different attitudes of Schiller and Shakespeare to history. He drawse
many comparisons between individual characters and then makes the
somewhat surprising statement that Shakespeare was free in his adapta-~-
tion of historical facts, producing suitably patriotic conclusions to
King Lear and Cymbeline and making & more patriotic King John, He also
discusses Shakespeare's portrayal of Joan of Arc, which is hardly typical,
'and draws the conclusion that Shakespeare's objectivity was subservient to
his patriotism.38' This seems particularly perverse in a Jdiscussion of
Schiller, for few dramatists have been as free in their adaptation of
history for their own ends aa Schiller, who is himself a classic example
of a writer who used history as a startin:{ point for dramas that often

bore little relation to the facts.

37. jense, 'rtsche Dichter I," pp. 133-5,

38.onse, "Deutsche Dichter 11," ;p. 88-90,
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Of the Romantics lense remarks that they were especially fascinated
by the fairy-tale element in Shakespeare. He mentions especially
Wieland's predeliction %% A_Midsummer Night's Dream and Tieck's
interest in the same pley and in The Tempest. He also reminds us that
the Intermezzo in Faust is entitled "Walpurgisnachtstraum oder Oberon's
und Titania's goldne Hochzmeit", 39

¥hatever may be thought of Hense's gensmalisations, it
cannot be denied that he has done his work thoroughly, Yet this is not
really a contributien to the understanding of Shakespeare but to the
study of German literature.qo

Karl Elze was a critic who enjoyed a great reputation during his

own lifetime.41

His article "Shakespeare's Charakter, seine Welt- und
Lebensanschauung”42 is interesting more for what it seeks to do than
for what it actually achieves, The key to Elze's attitude is to be

found in his conclusion where he claims that ‘hakespeare is a guiue to

39'Hanse. "Deuteche Dichter II%, pp, 23-103,

4°'Tho most thorough discussion of “hakespeare's influence on
German writers up te and including Goethe is Friedrich Gundolf's

Shakespeare und der deutsche Geist (Berlin, 19112f

41'30@ L. Dora Schmitz's preface to he- translation of a selection

of Elze's essays - Karl klme, Eggays on Shakespesre (iondon, 1874)

42.5ahrbuch, X (1875), 75-128.
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living for all nen.43 He dismisses the attempts made to characterise

Shakespeare as a royalist and as a herald of the so-called Christian-
Teutonic state, and argues that he had no more respect for the mantle
of a king than for the vestments of 2 priest, The point is made that
Shakespeare liked to mock officials, sand that as in the higher ranks
absolutism leads to madness, so in the lower it leads to ridiculouanes..‘4
Elze answera the accusation that Shakespsare neglected the middle~class
and favoured the aristocracy with the argmment that in Shakespeare's
time the middle-class was not so developed as it was later on.45 He
also claims for Shakespeare that, although he was extremely patriotic,
he was also falt towards other nations, and that there is no biassed or
unjust one-gidedness in his works nor any nationalist hatred,46
All this 18 very eclosely bound up with the moral approach to
Shakespeare, which, as is shown elsewhere, was characteristic of much
of the German Thakespeare criticism of this time, But this concern with
Shakespeare’s attitude to such questions as zovernment, class and
nationanlism is a phenomenon which ig not surprising when seen against

the background o’ German society at this time., It is difficult not to

43'Elze. p. 126,
44.512e, pp. 118-20,

45.r1ze. pp. 120-1,

48.51ze. pp. 121-3.,
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fha social and

political attitudes of his own contcnporariol.'\Thcoe are questions

believe that Elze waa taking an opportunity to .comment on

which were of less interest to English critics of this period.
There was considerable disagreement 28 td how the cult of Shakes-

peare was relevant to Germany, and, as Albert Lﬁdwik\cxpluinn this led

\
to opposition to the founding of the Deutsche Shakelﬁ;;fo-GOIOIIOehtft

and even to the setting up of a rival association in Dresden., This latter
body simed to further the interestSof dramatic writor-\hnd composers

and to maintain and enrich a werthy, and predominantly GQrman. theatrical
repertory, as well as to improve dramatic art and drah&turgy.47 It was
an odd programme for such an amsociation, and it is h#rdly lurﬁx;sing

that the more theoretical Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft vh%éPV1ns
more true to Shakespeare, survived, whereas its rival soon disapp;ared
without trace.

Yot Oechelhfuser himself, the founder of the society, savw
Shakespeare as someone politically useful to Germany, a politi-al writer
rother than 2 cosmopolitan idealist, the study of whom woul! not\dtstract
one from the spiritual struggle of the times but rather direct the

vigion above the turmoil of what was merely transitory.48 At the:

47.7pie Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft, Ein iflekblick Anl#eslich
ihres 50JKhrigen Bestehens," Jahrbuch, XLIX (1813), 12,

48'Lud‘ig. P 8.
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banquet which folbwed the first annual general meeting of the Deutsche
Shakespeare-Gesellschaft the Grossherzog von Sachsen-Weimar claimed that
Shakespeare was predominantly a poet of truth and nationalism and urged
the society to work according to the seme spirit and aims in Germany,
From the battlefield of Schleswig-Holstein the German and English
correspondents sent greetings to their Shake-pearnab “comrades™, and,
as Ludwig relates, the society strove in the following years to unite
the sons of the related races under the banner of its hero,4?

One could dwell on this side of the soclety's exiastence for much
longer, but enough has been said to show that it is to the credit of the
members that, despite this attitude, the Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft
was able to make a worthy coatribution to the study of Shakespeare, It
should perhaps be mentioned here that one has only to read the various
documents and speeches connected with the schism which developed between
Weimar and Bochum in 1083 in order to realise that the situation today
is not so vastly different from what it was a hundred years ago.

The study of “hakespeare was also considered to be educationally
dosirable, Wilhelm Oshlmann after referring to the subservience of the
early German drama to that of Prance and Italy, reminds his readers that

it was freed by Lewsing in his Hambhurgische Uramaturiie and by Goethe

with his Gotz von Berlichingen, Some earlier critics had gone so far

49 Ludwig, p.li.
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as to complain that Goethe's play was written in the ™auvaise manidre
anglaise”, An important feature was Coethn's discovery of ‘lamlet Eﬂg
Schiller's appreciation of the !'lstories, Thus Shakespeare became the
foundation and starting point of German national 1literature,3? August
Koberstein had previously stated substantially the same argumont."n He
too mentions Leswing's defence of Shakespeare and claims that Shakespeare
freed German literature from lrtificiality.ss Oehlmann refers to the
importance of the realism in Shakeapeare's characterization from the
German point of view, since the Germaﬁi tended towards the fantastic and
were inclined to turn their backs on reality.53 Koberstein claims to
soe the influence of Shakespeare in a number of works, including
Monna von 3arnhelm. Emilis Gelotti, Miss Sara Sampson, 3tz von
Berlichingen, and PBurger's ngg;gpsQ Unfortunately he does not expand
or explain what he means by this, so that this argument is of little
worth,

From this Oehlmann concludes that the study of hakespeare and the

50‘"Shakonpeares Wert flir unsere nationale Literaturé#,"” Jahrbuch, V
(1870), 148-50,

51.ngnakespeare in Deutschiand,” Jahrbuch, I (1845), 1-17,
52'Koberstein. pp. 6-8,

53.0eh1mann, p. 152.

54.2oberstein, p.16.
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English language im of great impnrtance, He attlenfa what he rezards as
the undue prominence given to Lotin and Greek at the Gymnasia, He bellieves
that this is ultimately harmful, since it leads to a state of mind where

55

other cultures receive 1o recognition at all, It is interesting to

compare this with an article writtenmny years later by J. D. Jomu.56
Jones makes detalled references to the syllabuses and examination papers
of the Oxford and Cambridge Local Examinations, but his article sucrests

that the teaching of Shakespeare in English schools was rather rudiment-

ary and in the main only optlonll.57

An amusing account is given of the foundation of a Shakeepeare-Verein
~at Halle by the students there., It appears that this came about quite
casually. In the autumn of 1864 a group ﬁg five students, all of them
interested in the arts, started to meet over tea to discuss matters of
common interest, They also wrote poetry and entered their efforts in

a book kept for this purpose, This lasted through the winter, and in

the spring more members joined, But the fine weather and pleasant

surroundings of Halle demanded something more than merely drinking

55'Oeh1mann. p. 153.

56. nshakespeare in English Schools,” Jahrbuch, XLII (1906), 113~88,

571t 1s salutary to be reminded that: "As yet Shakespeare has no
place in the regular Eton curriculum. The Masters occasionally
take their pupils through a play, but they do this on their own
initiative." (p.125).
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together: the "Theekriinzchen" became a "Kegelkr¥nzchen 53 and met at
Trotha, which was reached by a boat trip down the Sasle. But when

the next winter came and the excursions were curtailed the problem arose
a# to what the activities of the group should be. Eventually a varied
programme was devised, which included readings, discussions, and
lectures on ‘hakespeare, together with fancy dress parties to which

people came dressed as characters from the pllyl.59

8.
S Skittle club,

59‘"Ein studentischer Shakespeare-Verein,” Jahrbuch, XXV (1890),
273-800
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é: Coneclusions,

When we try to reach a conclusion, to arrive at some Judgment of the
wealth of material to be found in the first fifty volumes of the
Shakespeare-Jahrbuch, oneresult is almost self-evident: that we have
here a remarkably clear picture of the spirit and mind of these critics
which is of considerable interest, regardless of the value of their
criticism as such, We may indeed feel that most of the Shakespeare
criticism of this time is outdated; few things in the field of thought
g0 out of fagshion quite so quickly as literary criticism, But the mere
fact that so much of the criticism of this time has been superseded does
not mean that it is valueless. The German Shakespeare critics were
often pioneers, and they deserve the credit for this. L, Dora Schmitez,
in the preface to her translation of a selection of Karl Elgze's essays.l
claims that “they bring before the student the opinions and theories of
the foremost living Shakespeare scholars in Germany; opinions which
must surely be of special interest to Englishmen, when it is considered
that Germany, and not his own country, first rightly understood and
valued Shakespeare's noble works"™,

This claim may appear exaggerated, but it has some foundation in

fact, The work of Lessing and Schlegel is still largely valid today,

l'Eslays on Shakespeare (London¥ 1874)
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Goethe was in some ways less discriminating in his criticism but his
comments in Wilhelm Meister were the inspiration of much of the critieal

work that came after him, It was against this background that Wordsworth

found himself able to claim in his Essay, supplementary to the Preface
to the 'Poems' of 1815: "The Germans only, of foreign nations, are
approaching towards a knowledge and feeling of what he (Shakespeare) is,
In some respects they have acquired a superiority over the fellow-
countrymen of the Poet: for among us it is current, I might say, an
esitablished opinion, that Shakespeare is justly praised when he is
pronounced to be 'a wild irregular genius, in whom great faults are
compensated by great beauties'."

A notable example of the way in which the Germans were often years
ahead of their English colleagues can be seen from their treatment of
History plays, The 1964 Stratford production of the pla&s 28 a complete
cycle, edited where practical conliéerntiona made this necessg;-y, was
anticipated by Dingelstedt at Weimar in 1864, This was followed by
Wilhelm KBnig's article, "Shakespeares Konigsdramen, ihr Zusammenhang

. 2 de.|
und ihr Wert flir die Buhne" Although this went a good farther than

most critics would be prepared to go today its general approach is now

universally accepted.

2¢yahrbuch, XI1I (1877), 228-60.
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Perhaps the most important achievement, however, was the estahlish-
ment of the idea that literary scholarship, the scientific analysis of
literaturs, was just as important as literary criticiem, the scientific
evaluation of literature, In the field of literary scholership the
Germans led the field, and the fact that most of this scholarship has
been superseded i® no ground for with{holding recognition of what they
did, But strangely enough literary criticism was often totally
divorced from literary scholarship, This seems to stem from the fact
that the scholars themselves were generally not interested in criticisnm,
The reason for this is probably Wilhelwm von Humboldt's doctrine of
"Zweckfreie Wissenschaft” (pure scholarship, which is not concerned with
what purpose it may serve), But we may feel that in fact this idea
became distorted and that "Zweckfreie Wissenschaft" degenerated only
too often into "Zwecklose Wissenschaft”, There is a vast differernce
between von Humboldt's resistance to the demand that all scholarship
should be capable of being applied to practical endm and the rafusal
to draw conclusions from scholarship and to see their implications,
What was originally an affirmation of the principle of academic freedom
became an excuse for collecting miscellaneous facts, such as textual
emendetions and biographical details, without making any attempt to see
1f this new knowledge would itself lead to a new understanding of

Shakespeare and his works,
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= As a result of this separation of mcholarship from criticism the

material in the shakespeare-Jahrbuch covers a wider range of topics and

is more diverse in its approach than is usually the case with spectalist
publications. It contains such items as articles on Shakespeare's
deathmask, speculations as to whether he ever visited Italy, discussions
of his philosophy and religion, reviews of new productions on the stage,
statistical information about performances of the plays, enormous
numbers of shorter contributions concerning textual emendations, studies
of sources and influences, as well as a variety of interpretations of the
individual plays, Yet these varied contributions are rarely related to
each other; 1t sometimes seems as though the various contributors to the
Jahrbuch were working in complete isolation and were totally unakware of
what their colleagues were doing in the same and parallel fields,

Another idea that had become common (largely through von Humbakt,
J.0, Fichte, and F, W, Schelling) was that of the purpose of a university
as being the moral education of man, Exactly what this meant and what
it involved was a matter for differing opinion, but i& does account for
the preoccupation of the literary critics with moral problenms, Yheir
attempts to discover Shakespeare's moral attitudes and to find moral
interpretations of the plays and especially of the characters in the
plays, Literary scholarship needed 1ittle justification; It was

vzweckfrel”, It was sufficient to point out that it demanded objectivity,
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thoroughness and integrity: qualities that were essential to the
truly moral man, Literary criticism, on the other hand, could only
Justify itaelf by showing that it led to a greater understanding of

wman, that it was itself a moral exercise.3

These underlying ideas lent themselves to excesses., It was only too
easy for scholarly opinion to become dogma; scholarship became a kind »f
religion, of which the university professors, who were far fewer than
they are today, and who enjoyed a splendid isolation, were the high-
priests, When two such authorities held differing opiaions they sometimes
forgot their dignity and indulged in vituperative invective rather than
reasoned argument,

For many critics Shakeapeare became an idol who could do no wrong,
They would try to explain away weak writing either by tortuous
interpretations or by attempting to prove that the passage in question
was not written by Shakespeare at all, The flowery praise zi.en to
Shakespeare is sometimes almost nauseating, as at the opening of
Julius Cserwinka's "KBnigsfrWmmigkeit in Shakeapeoare's Hiotorlen".4

This is partly due to the current evaluation of Shakespeare; it was the

3'There ig a certain parallel here with the theories of Matthew
Arnold .

8 anrbuch, XXXTII (1897), 57.
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fashion to see Shakespeare as perfect at this time, but it also follows
in the tradition of Goethe's extravagancies in Wilhelm Meigter., This,
unfortunately, was one of the dangers of German Romantic scholarship;
by setting Shakespeare on a pedestal it tended to start froe false
premishes and hence arrive at faulty concluslions.

One consequence of this attitude to Shakespeare was that he was
treated as a great philosopher rather than as a popular playwright,
The great German dramatist, Goethe (Schiller's reputation has always
been rather uncertain in Germany), was first and foremost a philosopher.

His greatest work, Faust, has always presented the producer with

particular difficulties, and the second part especially is almost
impossible to stage: even in Germany a performance is a great occasion,
Since Faust is primarily an expression of philosophical ideas, any
critical appreciation of it will consider it primarily from the viewpoint
of the thinker, the intellectual, the philosopher; it would be quite
wrong to start thinking of it as a popular work for the stage, The
German critics of the 19th century found it only too easy to think of
Shakespeare in the same way, Of course the thought in the plays is often
profound; great thinkers since Shakespeare have not infrequently found
that he crystalliges theilr own ideas to perfection, But this is only
one side oi i.e picture: Shakespeare composed his plays (one almost

hesitates to say “wrote™ here) for the theatre, and the popular theatre
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at that, He was himsr~'f s man of the theatre, in a way that Marlowe,
who was in some respects a far wore intellectual writer, was not.

This side of Shakespeare's art seems to have been largely forgotten
by the contributors to the Shakespears-Jahrbuch, Yet this was not
intentional, at any rate originally, for the Deutsche Shakespeare-
Gesellschaft was intended by ita founder, Wilhelm Oechelhiuser, to be
something rather different than in fact it eventually hecame, The theatre
was to he the ands and means of the society's works: by studying the
theatre it hoped to further the understanding of Shakespeare, and by
studying Shakespeare to promote the cause of the theatrc.5 But this
aim was never realised, The contributions from actors and producers daiad
not materialise, although four years after the society was founded one
tenth of its mewbers belonged to the world of the theatre.® an early
attempt to offer a prize for 2 new production of Cymbeline, the first
per formance to be on Shakespeare's birthday in 1887, falled through
{nsufficient funds and the inability to find any judzes.” imder its

first editor, Friedrich Bofe7stedt, the Jahrbuch becara scholarly in

S«gee Albert Ludwig, *Die Doutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft., Ein
Rllckblick enliisslich ihres 50j¥hrij;en Bestehens,” Jahrbuch, XLIX
(1913), 5.

6,
Ludwig, p. 86.

7eLudwig, p. 6.
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character. It was particularly concerned with problems to do with the
authenticity of shakespeare's text and with 1its interpratation&mtngether
with individual produotiouc.s When Karl Elze succeeded Bodenstedt as
editor in 1868 the Jahrbuch becawe 2 specialist journal for fhc individ-
ual researcher and its scope became limited, There were complaints that
the practical and theatrical side was being neglected, and when +, A, Lev
succeeded Elze in 1880 he tried to appeal also to the non-'cholaf.

He revived interest in the theatrical side and made the Jghrbuch uore
topical by dealing with such problems as the Baconian theory. Yet
despite these efforts cone cannot help feeling that the society never
really solved its own problems: "A Shakespeare who was only read would
not be the whole post - the society has always recognised this and since

its beginnings has tried to keep in touch with the theatre."g

Because philosophical fashions are continually changing and are
superseded by new methods philosophers can be extrerel: narrow in thelr
outlook, sometimes failing utterly to umt erstand or appreciate the work
of their predecessors, Thus we find the German Shakespeare critics
often interpret Shakespaarein terms of their own age, their own

environment, their own background,

S’But only factual reviews were given; there was very little thought

given to Shakespeare's stage art as such,

9. Ludwig, p. 65.
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Of the trends in German philosophy at this time one of the most
1nflirntial was that of Positivism., This is hased upon what is givan,
upon facts, certainties, what is without doubt; It limits research and
exposition to these facts and sees metaphymical suggestions as theoreti-
cally irmpossible and practically useless. A question to wiich there is only
one answer, which cannot be chacked by experience, is only apparently a
true question; every E::othosia must be verifiable, ":iat exactly is a
"fact” is disputed by tﬁé Positivists amony themselves, but they sre agreed
that Positivism must he as closely allied as possible to the picture of the
world as we experience it 2nd to the methods 0f the natural sciencea.lo

It is easy to see how this doctrine was adopted by literary
scholarship, The thakespeare-Jahrbuch has many articles concerned with
biographical details, statistical analyses - of performances of the plays
and of the metrical features, historiczl facts, snd bachgrcund studios
of the Rlizabethan -, These ;;e questio~s which, even if no one knew
the answers teo them, were verifiable within the strict definitions of
Positivism, The reason they could not be answered was that no&gﬁy
possessed the requisite information; hut this was quite accldental:

if such information ever becare available then the guesmtiors asked by

these scholars could be answered, On the other hand we do not on the

lo'See Heinrich Schmidt, Philosophisches W8rterbuch, 17th ed.

(Stuttgart, 1065),
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whole find contributions which show u subjective, albeit scientific,
Judgment., Semantics, for example, '8 a comparatively new science, but
it is easy to see that it could not have flourished among, the Positivisets,
the meaning of a word or of a text s scvething wiich cannot be “verified™.
$imilarly there is a failure to evsluate Shakespeare, to claim this
passaze as good and that one am poor, This would require an aesthetic
Judgment, a subjective quality which is, by German stanuards, "unscient-
ific", 1t is true that the plays ﬁere interpreted and thnf these
interpretations were, as they must always be, gubjective, but this was
literary criticism, not scholarship,

Closely associated with this attitudews the great interest shown
in historical matters and in historical metheds, There developed what
may be called the "scientific historian®, 11 The Germ#in: -ritics adopted
the idea of "icistesgeschichte™, 2 sclentific wethod which saw cultural
history as the history of the spirit which produced that culture, It is
partly the history of ideas and of "Weltanschauung”, together with
cultural history, partly investigation of the "THgtgeist“ (that spirit

which is present in all the manifestations of a particular age) and of

1I‘According to H. Kruse this is actually an American tearr, and us
such may have a rather different meaning from what is being
desceribed here; but it seems the best expression for what the
writer has in mind at this point.



- 129 -

its changes by means of taking a cross-section of the poriod.lz

This in turn leads to the concept of "Historismus™, that historical
consciousness which recognizes that everything we apprehend has become
what it is, eveﬂ that which exists purely -piritually.u The leading
figures here were Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and above all Wilhelm Dilthey
(1833-1911), At its worst, which we sometimes see in the Jahrbuch,
"Hiltoriaﬁmus" wa® a2 retreat from the present into the past, so
that the value of the truth of the given facts was affected and their

14 pecause it tried to understand

significance became a relative matter,

all institutions and phenomena of cultural life in terms of historical

conditions it saw them as unigue and individual, so that it carme into

conflict with all those philosophies whose aim is the universal. In the

eyes of its detractors it appeared as relativism and the word “"Historis-
" 15

mus" acquired a derogatory connotation,

We can ses thies idea at work very clearly in the Shakespeare-

Jahrbuch, Not only are there numerous articles and smaller contributions

12.5¢chmidt. This is very largely the method employed here to assces
the various contributions to the Jahrbuch,

13.gchmidt.

14.gchmidt.

15.59e the article on "Historismus" in Grosse Brockhaus, 16th ed.
(Wiesbaden, 1954),
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dealing with the historical details of Shakespeare's time, but t»
historical approach dominates many other non-historical articles. H, A,
Werner, in his article "Uber das Dunkel in der Hamlet-TrarPBdie"”,1®
suggests that what Shakespeare wrote was conditioned by thespirit of his
age, the political situation, and the conditions in the theatre., Karl
Elze in "Shakespeare's Charakter, seine Welt- und Lebentanlchauung“,17
immediately compares Shakespeare with his contemporaries. Wilhelm
Oschelhffuscr, in "Die Wirdijigung Shakespeare's in England und
Doutlchland".la tries, most unconvinecingly, to show that the Germany of
his time had come closer to the ideal of Shakespeare than England had.
W. Hertsberg, in "Die Quellen der Troilus=-Sage in ihrem Verhi{ltniss

su Shakespeare's 'Troilus und Cressida'",1? ghows how much Shakeaspeare
owed to what waat before and to contemporary feeling about the legend.
These and many other examples typify the 19th century German approach
to literature, not only in the subjects they discuss but in the way
they discuss them,

In the sphere of religion the most important trend was probably

18, anrbuch, V (1870) 37-81,

17« 7anrbuch, X (1875), 75-136,

18'J hrbuch, XX (1885), 54-68,

19.5ahrbuch, VI (1871), 169-225.
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that of Liberaliam, Although some critics tried to adduce evidence that
Shakespeare was either Catholic or Protestant, there was a growing feeling
that whatever his nowminal allegiance might have been he was in practice
an objective thinker who had very little use for narrow dogmatism and
ecclesiasticism of any sort, This idea developed to 2 point where
religion was equated with morality. Tiec supernatural element was entirely
excluded and instead of what is normslly understocd by religion, which
is centred on God, there arose a type of Humanism, of which the centre
was ban, Shakespeare was seen as a poet who was primarily interested
in Man (and therefore men), his weaknesses and his strengths, This in
turn led to detailed studies of Shakespeare's characters, a school of
criticism which for us is epitomised by Bradley, What is remarkable is
that many of these studies, which often concerned themselves with the
psychology of Shakespeare's characters, preceded both Bradley and Freud,
We have already discussed the political interpretations of
Shakespeare's plays. These were particularly influenced by the political
conditions and ideas of the time, Some of the parallels hetween
Elizabeth's England sand Bismarck's Germany have already been pointed out,
But there are other features of the German "Zeitgeist' in the 19th
century which explain the prekoccupations of some of the eritics, The
position of the common man in Shakespeare was disputed by Oechelh¥user

on the one hand and Riimelin and Vischer on the other. Oechelhfuser
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maintaine that we cannot ask that this picture of the Wars of the Roses

should have 2 specific significance in the development of the English

bourgeoisie when the new elsments which had entered into the 1ife of the

State were still in process of developing.zo He goes on to explain that

the common man was the sufferer in this civ’l war, but that since the

common people played very little part in public life in the 15th century

they
only
that
this
less
find

E.J'

A

do not appear to any great extent in Shakespeare. The plays can
deal with the king and the bharons, He mizht have gone on *to add
although Elizabeth's reign saw the rise of a n§w merchant class

was simply an extension of privilege: the barons might have enjoyed
power than heretofore, but the common people were not affected., We
a significant echo of this in a contribution by W.0, Henderson tn

Passant's A Short History of Germaq271815—1945.21

In their relations to the 'hands’, who flowed intoc industry
from the countryside to 'better themselves’', the entrepreneurs
were ready to adopt the authoritarian principles of the land-
owners towards their labourers, whilst the 'hands' themselves,
many of them only a generation removed from serfdom and none
of them accustomed to a free society, were 111 qualified to
struggle either for soclal or political rights, The fact that
the industrial revolution, with the organization of large units
which it involves, came to the German people whilst they were
still so largely influenced by feudal institutions and ideas

20 wpggay #ber Richard III," Jahrbuch, 11T (1868), 32-33

21. cambridge, 1959.
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and before they ever tasted civil, still less political
liberty, is of great importance in their later development,

There was a growing demand from the workers for these liberties,
and the situation which existed under Bismarck could not last for ever.
What appeared on the surface to be a stable situation was in fact
transitory. It was to lead through the Firsi World War to the
abortive 1918 Revolution, In the sams way Elizabethan England
could not last, “lizabeth was followed by James and eventually by
Charles and the Civil War, But in each case those living through the
times could not foresee the changes that were coming, In each case
there was a marked increase in material prosperity, a perioa of peace
2t home, the rise of new merchant clases, and a corresponding invigoration
in cultrre and the arts.as

An laportant question that must be considered here is whether the
German criticism under discussion was an isolated phenomenon or whether

it had an influence on Suakespeare criticism outside Germany, It is

cartainly true that the German critics of an earlier generation, Lessing

22.penderson, p. 84,

23.8ut on the whole the German stage does not seem to have shared
in this revival, Unlike its Elizabethan counterpart it lacked
inspiration, and, with a few notable exceptions, such as the
¥einingen performances previously referred to, the productions
of this time semm to have been remarkably conventional,
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and Schlegel in particular, did exert a marked influence on those who
came after them, both in Germany and in England. How far Coleridge was
indebted to Schlegel is 2 point that will continue to be ~~gued, but it
is fair to say that Coleridgds contact with Schlegel must have played
an important part in the formulation of the former's ideaz.

The German criticism of the later 19th century has not lasted so
well. It is true that occasional references are to be found in wmodern
books and articles, but the same might be said of the English criticism
of this period. But in their time some of these German eritics were
highly regarded. There is explicit evidence of this in Dowden's

Shak¢spegre, a critical study of his mind and art. 24 His references

to his German contemporaries are too many to anumerate here, and it

musat suffice to drav attention to sowe of his more interestin: comments

and to try and see how far he was himself influenced by German criticism,
Dowden frequently refers to Kreyssig2> with spproval, but since

Kreyssig was not a contributor to the Shakespeare-Jahrbuch this need not

concern us here, Similarly, there are adverse comments on Gervirus?9

24'London. 1875 .

25'Krey-ntg's most important work is contsined in his Vorjesungen

thher Shakespeare, seine Zeit und sein Werke, 3 Bde, (Berlin,
18528~-60),

26. 500 G. G. Gervinus, Shakespeare 4 Teile (Leipzig, 1849-50).

This was later translated into English - Chakespeare Commentaries,
trans. F. E, Bunndtt (London, 1863).
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and Rumelin,*’neither of whom wrote for the Jahrbuch, but both critics
of repute, Dowden cannot accept Gervinus' interpretation of lomeo and
Juliet, It provokes aim to remark: ™It is somewhat hard '1,.ou
Shakespeare to suppose that he secreted in each of his dramas a central
idea for a German critic to discover."28 He ig particularly dissatisfied
with Gervinus' comments on the Friar an on Jercutio., Dowden's reaction
to the latter is brief and caustic: "The German Professor sometimes

does not quite keep pace with Shakespeare, and is heard stumbling
heavily behind him,."2? Gervinus' interpretation of lamlet receives
similar treatment.30 Dowden describes the criticism of Rlmelin as
"clevar and superficial".31 RUmelin claimed to be a realist, but
Dowden remarks that realist criticism buttressecs up its case with mere
32

conjactures,

On the more positive side Dowden claims to be indebted to Werner

27'See Gustav Rimelin, Thakespeare-Studien (Stuttgzart, 1866)

28.powden, p. 122.

29'Dowden, p. 117, n,
30:Dowden, p. 137, n.
3.nowden, p. 111, n,

32.powden, p. 212, n,
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for his study of Hanlnt?s ln adopts Werner's id~a of Havle: as a moral
character trying to live in zn irmoral society and failing. His
interpretations of the other characters also owe nueh to Weraer, But he
also argues that we must not neglect the emotional gide of :lamlet's
character, and this idea, as he acknowlcl;es,34 e derlives from Oehlmann,
It can be seen that Dowden owed .ch to German eriticiss, but that
he was discriminating in his use of it, 3ut he is alsoc influenced by the
Germans in his zeneral approach. Thus 1n dealirz with the Histories he
attempts to make generalizations aout Shakespeare'a attitudes and beliefs,
Although he 18 cautious compared to some of the German critics, ieverthe-
less “~rr i8 a certa.n tendency to approach 3hakespeare from a biograph-
ical point of viow,
The nthe~ great English critic who owes something to the Germans
is Bradley., It is impossible to do justice to hi= in a few words, but
it is not unfair to say that he epitomises the approach :o Shakespearian
tregedy through the characters themselves, This approach closely
parzllels that of his German predeces#sors and contemporaries, and some

of his references, such as those to Werder's lectures on Hamlet and

Macheth, suggest that he was aware of this, There is other evidence of

German influence, When discuesing Hamlet he remarks that "in the great

33'¢ Dowden, p. 160, n.

34’Do'den. P. 132, n,
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ideal :iov-oment which began towards the close of the eighteenth century,
this tragedy acquired a position unique among “hakespea.e's dranzs, and
shared only by Gocthe's Fausi,"° It seems unlikely that tiis
comparison is purely fortuitous, particularly since this is not the
only reference to Goethe.

Bradley was rore cautious than many of the German critics, with
their wild speculationa. Yet even he sometimes a2ppears to consider
Shakespeare's characters outside their context in the play. An extreme
axample of this is his ccmparison of Qthello and Hamlet: "The heroes
cf the two plays are doubtless extremely unlike, so unlike that each
could have dealt without mueh difficulty with the situation which proved

fata) to the cther,"s"

It i3 important to recalise thst a statement like
this was not really breaking new ground but that :radley was merely
following 2 line of thought which can be traced back through the German
eritics of the 19th century and perhaps has its origin in Goethe's
treatment of Hamlet,

Finally, it is interesting to notice that German critical methods

had an effect not only in England but elsewhere - even in a country

1ike France, where one might least expect it, H.A, Taine opened his

35.5, c. Bradley, Shakespearean Tragedy (London, 1804), pp. 127-8,

3S'Bradleyr. pe 175.
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Histoire de 1a Litté&gtggg Anglaiie’7 with a description of the

relationship between history and literature, as then seen in France and
Germany, which could hardly be improved upon as an introduction to
"Historismue™, This, then, is an extreme example of the ' storical
approach to literature. In the early pages Taine describes not only the
history of the invasions of Britain, but also the geography and culture
of the lands from which the invaders came., England itself he describes
as "a rude and fngzy land”, and its {nhabitants are secn as wild and
primitive. The argument is 1llustrated by freguent references to the
chronicles of the time, All thim 18 very close in spirit to wmuch of

the criticism in the Shakespeare~tahrbuch.

Taine's treatment of Shakespeare is also hasically historical
and biosraphical, From the start he shows quite plainly that his mind
is set on Shakespeare himself, though he recognizes that the man can
only be approached through his works,

1 am about to describe an extrasordinary species of mind,
perplexing to all the French modes of analysis and reasoning,
all-powerful, excessive, equally master of the sublime and
the base; tho most creative that ever engaged in the exact
copy of the detalls of actual existence, in the dazzling
caprice of fancy, in the profound complications of super-
human passions; a nature poetical, immoral, inspired,
superior to reason by the sudden revelations of his seer's

37 paris, 1863-4.
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Madneas; so extreme in joy and pain, so abrupt of gait, so

stormy and impetuous in his transportssathat this great agze

alone could have cradled such a chilad.

It seems here that, rather than Shakespeare defying "the French
modes of analysis and reasoning”, Taine is abandoning these same
methods and adopting an approach that owes more to German Romanticism
than he explicitly admits.

There is a danger that too much importance may be attached to the
German criticism of the period that has been considered. It cannot
seriously be maintained that wmuch of it has a lasting value, and much
of the scholarship is now superseded. On the positive side, however,
two points stand out. First, although the modern reader may learn very
little new about Shakespeare from these writings, he may discover a great
deal about the methods of criticism and mcholarship that evolved in
Germany at this time and thus be in a better position to evaluate what
is being written at the present time, Second, nobody who wishes to
study the history of literary criticism in general and the criticism
of Shakespeare in particular can afford to ignore the German
contributions of this periodj; without them developrénts night have been

very different, for they proveked other critices in other places and at

later dates to examine Shakespeare in quite a new light,

ss‘H.A. Taine, [istory of English Literature, trans. ¥, van Laun
{London, 1887), p, 208,



- 140 -

Sele Bibli

I: Articles in the Shakespeare-Jahrbuch referred to in the text,
)

Bernays, Michael, Shakespeare ein katholischer Dichter, 1 (1865), 220-99,

Bodenstedt, Friedrich, Review of Tschischwits's Shake es Staat un
K8ningt h egen an de n ter-

Tetralogie, II (1867), 388

Bormann, Walter, Sinnbildliches im Macbeth, XLVII (1911), 124-7.
Cmerwinka, Julius, KBnigsfrommigkeit in Shakespeares Historien.
XXXIII (1897), 57-84,

Delius, N, Die Prosa in Shakespeares Dramen. V. (1870), 227-73.
Die epischen Element§ in Shakespeares lramen. X11 ¢1877), 1-28.
Dber den Monolog in Shakespeares Dramen, XVI (1881), 1 - 21,
Einlagen und Zutaten in Shakespesres Dramen. XXI (1888), 18-42,

Ein studentischer Shakespeare-Verein., XXV (1860), 273-80.

Elze, Karl. Shakespeares Geltung flir die Gegenwart. 1I (1867), 96-123.
Zum Sommernachtstraum, IIT (1868), 150-74.
Die Abfassungsgeit des Sturms. VII (1872), 29-47.
Shakespeares Charakter, seine Welt- und Lebensanschauvung. X
(1873), 75-126,
Zo Heincich vui. ix (1374), 55 - 6.
Pricker, Robert. Hundert Jajre Shakespeare-Jahrbuch. C. (19€4), 33-67.

Friesen, Hermann Freiherr von. tber Shakespeares Macbeth. IV (1869),
198-245.

Hauptmann, Gerhart, Deutschland und Shakespeare, Geleitwort. LI (1915),
Vii"xiio

Hense, C. C. Deutsche Dichter in ihrem Verhdltnis zu Shakespeare.
v (1870), 107-47, and VI (1871), 83-128,
Die Darstellung der “eelenkrankheiten in Shakespeares
Pramen, XIII (1878), 212-47.

Hertgzberg, Wilhela, Metrischas, Gramwoatisches, Thronologisches

zu Shakespeares Lramen, XITI (1878), 248-86,
Die Quellen der Troilus-Saze in ihrem Verh¥ltnis

zu Shakespeares Troilus und Cressida. VI (1871)
169-225,



- 141 -

Jones, John D, Shakespeare in English Schools. XLII (1906), 113-26.

Kilian, Eugen. Die KBnigsdramen auf der Karlsruher fhnn, Mit
besonderer Berfcksichtigung der Einrichtung
Heinrich V., und Heinrich VI, XXVIII (1893), 111-56

Koberstein, August. Shakespeare in Deutschland. 1} (1865), 1-17.

K&nig, Withelm. Shakespeares KBnigsdramen, ihr Zusarmmenbang und
ihr Wert flir die Buhne. XII (1877), 223-60,

Lso, B. A. Die Baco-Gemellschaft. Nebst einigen Exkursen #her
die Baco-Shakespeare Afflre. XX (1885), 190—227
Noch einmal die Baco-Frage. Ein slcher-Referat.
XXIV (18890), 113-21,

Ludwig, Albert. Die Deutsche Shakespeare-Gesellschaft, Ein
Rilckblick anl¥ssiich ithres 80j¥hrigen Bestehens.
XLix, (1913), 1-96,

Miller, Hermann, Grundlegung und Entwicklunz des Charaktors
Richards III, bei Shakeaspeare, XXVI (1891). 150-257.

Oechelhfuser, Wilhelm. Essay fber Richard ITI. IIl (1868), 27-149,
Die Wlirdigung Shakespeares in England und

Oshlmann, Wilhelm. Die Gemutsseite des Hamlet-Charakters, TII (1868),
205 ‘28 .
Shakespeares Wert ffir unsere nationale Literatur.
V (1870), 148-53,
Prilas, Robert, Werdecs Hamlet-Vorlesungen, XIV (1879), 115-55

Suphan, 8, Shakeapeare im Anbruch der klassischen Zeit unserer Literatur,
XXV (1890), 1-20,

Techischwitz, Benno. Uber die 3tellung der epischen Dichtungen Shakesp-
eares in der enylischen Literaturg, VIII (1873), 32-45,

Werner, *i, A, Uber aas Dunkel in der Hamlet-Trarddie. V. (1870), 37-31.



- 142 -

11, Other German criti ) for t

Brandl, Alois. Z2wischen Inn und Thenrse. Berlin, 1936,

Frang, Wilhelm. Shakespeare-Grammatik. 2nd ed. Halle, 1909,

Friesen, Herwmann Féihorr von. Briefe Uber 'nakcepeares Hamlet. Leipeig, 1864

Gervinus, G. G. Shakespeare - 4 Teils Leipzig, 1849-50
Hindel und Shakespeare. Leipzig, 1868,

Goethe, J. W. von Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre, 17935,
Gundolf, Friedrich. Shakespeare und der deutsche Geist. Berlin, 1911.

Kreyssig, Friedrich. Vorlesungen fiber Shakegpeare, seine Zeit
und silene Werke. 3. Bde. Berlin, 185%-60,

Lessing, G. E, Hamburgische Dramaturgie, 1767-8,

Oechelhifuser, Wilhelm. Ideen zur Grilndung einer Deutschen
Shakespeare-Gesellschaft. 1863,

RBtscher, H. T. Shakespeare in seinen h#chsten Charaktergebilden,
Dreaden, 1864
{

Rimelin, Gustav. Shakespeare-tudien., Stuttgart. 1866,
Schlegel, A, W, Voriesungen tiber dramatische Xunst und Literaturg. 1809-11,
Schmidt, Alexander, Shakespeare-Lexikon, Berlin, 1874-5,

Stark, Carl. klnig Lear. Eine psychiatrische Shakespeare-Studie
fr das gebildete Publikum. Stuttzart, 1871

Tieck, Ludwig. Dramaturgische Bl¥tter Il. Breslau and Leipzig, 18286.

Tschischwitz, Benno. Shakespeares 3taat und X8nigtum, Nachrewiesen
an der Lancaster-Tetralogie. Halle, 1386,
Shakespeares Hamlet vorzugswelse nach
historischen Gesichtapunkter eri¥intert.
lalle, 1883,



- 143 -

Vilmar, A, F, C, Geschichte der deutschen National-Literatur.
18, Aufl. L.ip‘l(:p 1879,

Vischer, F. T, Kritische Gifnge. Neue Iolge, Heft 2. 3tuttgart, 1861.

Werder, Karl. Vorlesungen tber Shakespeares Hamlet, gehalten an
der Universitdt zu Derlin., Berlin, 1875
Vorlesungen Hber Shakespeares Macbeth, zehalten an
der Universit¥t zu Serlin, Berlin, 1885,



- 144 -~

194 & Bnglish and American contributions to the Shakespears-

Jahrbuch Vels, I - L,
Archer, William. The Fortune Theatre, 1600, XLIV (1910), 159-686.

Churchi!l, George . Shakespeare in America. Address delivered
at the annual meeting of the German
Shakespeare Society., XLII (1906), xiii-xlv,
(with Wolfgang Keller), Mit einem Vorwort von A, Brandl. Die
lateinischen Universitltsdramen Englands
in der Zeit der KBnigin Elisabeth,
AXXIV (1898), 220-323,

Cobden-Sanderson, T.J. Note on a passage in Antony and Cleopatra.
XLTIX (1913), 146-7

Crawford, Charles, The Date and Authenticity of Titus A n N
XXXVI (19408), 100-21.

The Authorship of Arden of Feversham. XXXIX
(1903), 74-86,
Hen Jongon and The Bloddy RBrother, XL (1905), 183-78,

Fleay, F. G, Die Schauspieler des K&nigs. XIX (18%84), 355..

/
Furness, Horsce Howard. Keine verderbte Stella. XXIV (1889), 195-6,
Carrett, Richard, Die Entstzhung und Veranlassung von Shakespeares
Sturm., XXXV (:(899), 168-79,
A Stratford Tradition respecting Shakespeare,
XXXVII (1902), 209-15,
The Date of Macheth, XXXIX (1903), 222-3.
"The still-vexed Bermoothes " in The Tempegt.
XL (1904), 231.

Garrett, Robert Max. Gower 'n Pericles. XLVIXI (1912), 13-20,

Greg, W. W, On the Fditions of Mucedorus., XL (1904), 95~-108,
The Malone Society. XLIII (1807), 227-30. :
The Murder of John irewen. XLIV (1908), 1535-6




- 145 -

Halliwell-Phillipps, J. O, Bine/Shakeapoarp-3iographia von Halliwell,
XV1 (1881), 409-11,
9hak$-peare- Testament, XIX (1884), 350.
Ein Shakaupeure Manuskript in Crankreich,
A\ XX (1885), 336,

Farrison, W, A. Die "dunkle Dame"'in Shakespeares Sonetten und
Mrs. Mary Fitton. XX (1835), 327-9,

Ingleby, C. ‘4, The Still Lion. An easay towarde the restoration
of Shakespeare's Text, II (1887), 1968-242,
- hakespeares Gebepine. XIX (1884), 324-37,
"Wie es eucn gef¥llt™und “Saviolo™. XY (1885), 334-5.

' Jeaffreson, John Cordy. Eine neue Ansicht flber Shukespearcs
Testament., XVIII (1883), 273-8

Jones, John D. Shakespeare in English Schools. XLII (1006), 113-26.
The Teaching of Shakespesre in En:lish Schools.
aLV (1v0v), 229-30,

Latham, Grazce. O arme Ophelia! xxII (1887), 131-63.
Volumnia. XXIIT (1388), 201-23,
Einige von”éhakoapearea Kammer rrauen, XXV (1890), 77-112,
Rosalinde, Celia und Helene. XXVI (1891), 43-77.
Julia, Bilvia, Hero und Viola. XXVIII (1893), 20-53.
The Petty Constsble: Hig Dutieg and Difficulties
in Shajspere's Dmy, XXXII (1826), 133-48,

Lawrence, W. J. Was Shakespeare ever in Ireciand? XLII (1908), 85-75,
Magic in the Eliz;bﬂthln Theatre. XLIV (1908), 26-50
Title and Locality Boards on the Pre-Restoration Stage.
XLV (1909), 146-70,
The Evolution and Influence of the Ellzabethan Playhouse.
XLVII (1911), 18-41,

Martin, ¥, P. foer elnige von Shakespeares Frauen~Charakteren, XVI1
(1882), 230-51,

MeClumpha, C. F. Shakespeare's Sonnets and Romeo and Juliet.
XL (19204), 187--203,



- 148 -

Moorman, F. W. Shakespeare's Hihtory-Play. and Daniel's
Tivile Wars. XL (1904), 69-83,

Vorgan, Louise B, The Latin University Drama. XLVII (1911), 6%-91.
Porter, Charlotte. Two Notes on Much Ado. XLIV (1908), 142-5.

Rosenbach, A, S. W. The Influence of The Celestina in the Early
English Drama. XXXIX (1903), 43-61.

Skemp, A. R, Some Characteristics of the English Stage before
the Restoration. XLV (1909). 101-25,

Stopes, Charlotte . Shakespeare's Sonnets edited by Thomas Tyler.
XXv (1890), 185-204,
William Hunnis. XXVII (1393), 200-1e,
The Barliest Official Record of Shakespeare's
Name. XXXI! (1896), 132-9,
A Lampoon on the Opprnents of Essex, 1601,
XLvr (1910), 21-7.
Shakespeare's Fellows and Followers. XLVI
('910), 92-105,
Elizabeth's First Gift to the Earl of Essex.
XLVI (1910), 125,
Dramatic Records from the Privy Council Zeristers.
XLVIIT (1912), 103-15.

Sturge, L. J. Webster and the Law; a Parallel, XLII (1908), 148-57,

Sullivan, Edward. Two Notes on Hamlet, I, f and Xerchant, V, ii.
XLIV (1908), 145-6.

Tilley, Mnorris P. Ay ’hsaage in Love's Labour's Lost. XtVI (1910), 17-8,
Shakespeare Allusions, XLIX (1913), 145-6

Tyler, Thomas. Enﬁtehungozeit von Shakespeares 55, Sonett, XVI (1831),
411_20

~Fylar, — - Mrs, Fytton und Rosaline in Love’ abour's Lost.

Xx (1885), 329-31,
Ein bisher noch nicht verdffentlichter Brief von
) Shakespeares GUnner, dem Earl of Pembroke,

XXII (1887), 288-71,



- 147 -

Wallace, C. W. Gervase Markham, Dramatist. XLVI (1910), 345-50,

Young, Sidney., Shakespeares Ribel., XX (1885), 331-4,



- 143 -

Iv: Works by major German authors in English or translated
into En h.

Brandl, Alois, Shakespeare and Germany. The “ritlah Academy,
Third Annual Shakespeare Lecture. London, 1913,

ten Brink, Bernhard.' Shak+spene. Filnf Vorlesungen aus dem Vachlass.
Strassburg, 1893,
English translation: Pive lectures on
Shakespeare. Translated by J. Franklin.
Lendon. 1895,

Cohn, Albert. Shakespeare in Germany in the 16th and 17th Centuries:
An Account of English Actors in Germany and the
Netherlands, and of the Plays Performed by Them.
London, 1865,

Creizenach, Wilhelm., Geschichte des neueren Dramag. Bde. 1-v,
Halle, 1893 smeq.
Volume IV translated under the title:
The English drama in the age of Shakespeare.
London, 1916,

Elze, Karl, Notes on Elizabethan Dramatists with conjectural
emendations of the text, Halle, 1880,

Alexandrines in The Winter's Tale and King Richard I1.

Notes (on The Tempest, etc.). Halle, 1882

Last notes on Mucedorus. In: Englische Studian, VI

Notes on The Tempegt. In: Englische Studien, VI
(1883), 438-40,
A Letter to C, 'i. Ingleby, Esq., containing notes

and conjectural emendations on Shakespeare's
Cymbeline. In: Anglia, VIII (1885), 263-27,

Notes and conjectural emendations on Ant!ony and

Cleopatra and Pericles, In: Englische Studien, IX
(1838), 267-90,

Notes on King Richard II, In: Englische Studien X§I
(1839), 186-97,



9

(Elze, Karl. continued/..) Essays on Shakespeare. Translated by
L. D, 8Schmitz., London, 1874,

Contents: The Date of The Tempest.
A Mdsummer Night's Dream,

The Merchant of Venics,
All's Well that Ends Well,
Ki Henry VIII,

Hamlet in France,
The Supposed Travels of Shakespeare,

Sir William Davenant,
The Orthography of Shakespeare's
Name.
William Shakespeare, Halle, 1876, Translated by
L. D. Schmitz, Londcn, 1888,

Gervinus, G. G, Shakespeare, 4 Teile. Leipzig, 1849-50,
English translation: Shakespeare Commentaries.
Translated by F. E. Bunnatt. London, 1883,

2
Isaac, Hermann, On some particularities of the pronunciation of
Shakfspere, Barmen, 1874,

Leo, F. A, Shakespeare-Notes. London. 1883,

Ulrici, Hermann, “hakespeares dramatische Kunst. Halle, 1339,
English translation: Shakespeare’'s Dramatic Art,
Translated by L. D. Schmitz, London, 1878,

Viltor, Wilhelm, Shakespeare's Pronunciation, Marburg, 1908,

le ion Brink was technically a Dutchman, but he left Holland as a

child and spent the rest of his life in Germany. 3ince he is
alwpys regarded as a German, it seemed right to include him here,

2 Issac later changed his name to Conrad.
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Notes on Bibliography.

German titles are normally given in modern German spelling.

Section III omita a number of relatively minor contributions by
English and American authors, such as unsigned newspaper articles,

Section IV includes only such works as are likely to have had e
fairly wide circulstion and may have reached the attention of English
critics. It does not include articles in school prospectuses or
doctoral dissertations, which wmust inevitably have had a limited

readership,
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Index of names of German critics,

Bernays, Michael,
Bodenstedt, Friedrich.
Bormann, Walter.
Brandl, Alois,

ten Brink, Bernhard.
Cohn, Albert,
Creizenach, Wilhelm,
Cserwinka, Julius,
Delius, N,

Elze, Karl.

Frane, Wilhelm,
Fricker, Robert.
Friesen, Heormann Freiherr von
Gervinus, G. G.

Goethe, J, W. von,

Gumdolf, Friedrich.
Hauptmann, Gerhart,
Hense, C, C.

Hertsberg, Wilhelm.

49, 140,

35, 125, 128, 140,

100, 140,

83, 104-5, 142, 148,

148, 149n,

148,

148,

26-34, 123, 140,

9, 14, 77n., 140.

8, 23-4, 40-4, 46-8, 5043, 70,

103-4, 112-4, 119, 126, 130,

140, 148, 149,

14, 105-68, 142,

8, 140,

76, 82-97, 140, 142.

5, 67, 77n., 90, 94, 103, 134, 135, 142, 149,
3, 4, 23, 5in., 53, 56, 57, 58n.,60, 61,
67, 90, o7, 98,°Yo7, 108, 100, 110, 111,
112n., 115, 116, 118, 124, 137, 142.
112n., 142,

2, 99, 140,

71"91' 109"12. 140, 142'

14, 130, 140,



Isaac, Hermann,
Kilian, Engen,
Keberstein, August,
KBnig, Wilhelm.
Kreyssip, Friedrich,
Leo, P, A,

Lessing, G. E.

Ludwig, Albert,

Miller, Hermann

Oechelhiuger, Wilheln.

Oehlmann, Wilhelm,
PrUlss, Robert,
R8tscher. H. Te

Rilmelin, Gustav

Schlegel., A, W,
Schmidt, Alexander.
Simrock, Karl,
Stark, Carl.

Suphan, B,

Tieck, Ludwig,
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149,

19n., 141.

118, 141,

17-21, 120, 141,
87, 90, 134, 142,
10, 128, 141, 149,

56
3, 23, 53, #8, 102, 109, 110,
115, 116, 119, 133, 142.

2“. [] 4#. [ ] 8' gno .16". ) 114'
115, 125n., 126n., 141.

26n,, 141.

1’ 17"., 22"3. 25. 35' 53. 99’102'
174, 125, 130, 131, 141, 142,

87-70, 115-7, 136, 141.
39-40, 62-3, 87,141.
75, 142,

5, 22, 23, 29n., 58, 75, 81,
131, 1335, 142,

3, 7-8, 8, 98, 101, 102, 118, 134,142,
14, 142,

90,

71 n_)142.

109, 141,

Y460,
7-8, 9, 76, 142,
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Techischwits, Denno. 34, 57-6, 64, 70~-1, 141, 142,
yén.
Ulrici, Hermann, 2, 8, 87, 87, 149,
Vi¥tor Wilhelm. 140,
Vilmar, A, F. C. 25, 143,
Vischer, F, T. 23, 131, 143.
'”d.r' K‘rl. 5. 38'9' 02-'3. 68"7| 108' 13‘. 143.
'0!'2‘!01'. H. Ac 36"8. 39. 44"5. 59‘61' 6211..

107-8, 130, 135-6, 141,



