
A NOTE ON

COLERIDGE AND TH٤ ACIIN6 0F SHAKESREARE'S PLAY$

my

M٥٨٩٠٠D٨٣I

5uholars ann critieg of Colendgge generally 4 ,sume ة far too
reaily I think, that h wa hostile to the idea pf perlorming bhake
8peurean drama on the stAge, and indeed tu aeting in [eneral. 0f

iDمز ourse, there is somne justifiaiitn fnr Lhis wide}y ccepted opث 
in Cleridgc's own wriLings. ln tmnrana, for insاance, wo read an
wreount o a visit he once made to th thealre to see 'The Beggur's
Cpera, in whieh we aru told oF the inror and disgust' Aroused in
bim by. tha performsnce of n werk that had always deligbued' him
wiLh "ita poignatt it and onignAl watie', THe immomhity' of the
work, which had not given hin 'any ofTeree' in reading, berame
palpeble .in the stage rprcscntation, and it wa9 then, ha wrote, tltat
he 'lcAmnt t immEnsE difcrence 'brtween reating an01 eeingع a
play'- A play actd seems tu be more real hanا A plEy read .kently ق

Ewn the souad f ene's nwwn or anothers voire Lakes
them (i.e, the uhoughtR al whieh a play consixt} aut
of thut hifelrss, twiight ralm of: idea, whieh is the
confiue, thIe intemndum, rs it were, af erisLence wnd
non -exiBtcnce. MIenely that the Lhoييu hا hav hecume
audible by blcading wt ther a sunse uf outness
give9 them ٥ son of Tealiry.1

Here, it is true, Coleridgs deprcates thc reprosentation of wha٤
is immoral, wnd in nn way rcfers to ShakEspeare. But ths
distinctioa betwveen Lhs werld wf the stage and the menا } world is
signiBcant, and in this frgment of Coleridge'8 we notice the
highest point of awarene0و f, and withdnwal 1ram, the world of
the scnses. But i thi ذ the wlxele story ?

,nthey -ا لا2. 18l%, 1, pg .cd ؟2 ftubertد tiariure&0 لmnian wr furasلا. 
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l٥ hiق wTitings on Shakespeare Coleridge clearly does not
rewaal any deep interest in the theatriul producions of his play9,
Ln this reBpst he difers from either LAmb or Hazlit, Ot eours,
he cannot he «harged with initiaLing the wttitude that made of
5hakespeare's works ubjcs ،For the study alone, fur the Atituda
existcd 1ong before his timE, anl w khow, for insا nre, uf Lr,
Johnson's hatrd for the stAge: 'A play read afect the mind liko
a plEy acted, , ا Dr. Johnsn writes in ths Refac ta Shakespcare,
and Doswell rcportE hin as sayiag that 'many of Shakespeare's
plays are the worEe for bring acted.' Yet, stangely cnoug, tH
cmplete denunciation nT the stage represenuaion oT Shakspeare
at any uime came, not from Cleridge, but from L mbم and Hazlitt.
ln apite of his enthsiAsm Tor the 8tage i li8 essay '0n tho
TragediE of 5bakespearo considered with heferenco to Lheir Fitress
for 5tAg lteprseutiton' Laml declard that uhe plays ol Shake­
speare are less calclAted for pcrlormarco I te sاAgo han thos6
of almost any other dranatist whAtever'.1 Again he sEid that

Lear is €.ssentially im psihl t rpresnt on thيe stare.,
But how maDy rlramstir perEonage9 Ere thre in
ShakespeaN whieh tougb mure aotable and fEasihlA
{iF ] may so speak} than ،LEaE, ٢Yet from Rome
ciruumsا nTe, some Adjanct to their charactcr, are
improper to Le show ta our bodily eye ... what wv Are
conscious of in readin i almost exclusively the mind,
nd it mnvemnent,

Clearly thc mriic shrinks fiom the world uf the senscي, from
seeingg. 'an old man tott%:ning aut the sاage with A walkirg sUk
ctc ..٠' pass for Sbakespeare's Lear, from baving a fne wision'
matEriAlized snd brouglt duwn to heا standar af tlesh and llond'.
Simnilarly Hazlit slates categorically that

Poetry and the sنا Pe do not agree together. lhe
Altempt tu recorcile thEu failي rut only of efrdEt but
of decorm. THo idet! has na placo upon the stage,

l. Jhnson an .'haKespeare, ed. 5i ٣alte Falaip, Orfard, 194ti p 2.
,oswell, ,لإ368 Ltfe a} Ie, JalnRsen, L'verywnan's Liray، 2. وصد[]1

J-. ٤٦e ٢orky n} Cherles lmlذ م٨ ' WiIlom hRedrrDld, ,I ز1,03'1 . ر20٨
4. ihid. 1I, pp. 33- 34.
5. ±b1ما. I, ٦, 19.
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the imspination canuot suRcienuy quality thr impressions
of the senes.'

For this disLst of tha sensey Coleridge, who attackcd
maaterialism in all it ManiFestatiop8, an weofred a4 what he called
tha 'despotism of Lhe eye in Ilartey's psychology, seems t me to
bo chiefly responsihle. He himself said that 'so hitte are image8
capable of satisfying the nbscure fEelings comneced with words'.1
Yet hero aro several [oints whieh ueed cLarifestion in ColEridge's
atibude to hا stgu reprexentaأior of Shakespeare's plays, and it
does scom to n wnfir t eelrc summarily nnd without any
qualification, eف Misy M, C, Bredbrouk docs, that Colerdge,
Hlazlitt An Lamb all (hree rejertd the BAge',4

(leridge doe8 not rejert thr idea 0f reprsRnting 5lakeupeare
n th« 3tge s h دع hut 0nly rtirularr ة ر wode f ن prforming Lhe
p\:iy3. ln hiق view, dramatir .petTy is nu essenاiully ircompa­
tihl with stag% repTesentation. ln fa«'t, ww knnw .that amng. hi
nwmrous iong chrislMed hutt unrealized projEt3 was a ln essay n
"[raratic Roelry exclusvely in i4٩ rclation to Thatrical Fvpreen­
tati,ر١$."٢ Vhat Cleridge ahjeLfs t is hcا ١ahurelistic style of
pcrormig 5hakespeare, which tratcd lis poehic dranua As ifit wcro
th sAn kinr] of Lhig as tll vunterpOTary roalisic play. lndeed in
his prrevupution with 1}e l3٩tig elcmcnt in 5hakcspeAres wrk9,
CAleTid!re ¥ometinn189 g0٤8 60 tir 89 to $uy tnat the stuيg e 5Hak8-
pear wrote for i9 really 'that ٨f the universal mind'.6 But srttl a
$tatement, 1n spi of يها th ahurd cxugrerution it un ه ,ins نا Ahuld not
He tAkn t 1neau thal Colurdye did ١ot revogize the faet that
5hakespenre wrote for n 'pnrivRlar stagr. Colerdge 1ndo u tedlyل
bencfitcd from the FacLs about the Elizahethan 9tue vonrlitiDns,
whir.h had recenty been uneurhed hy tue latt eighteenth-erTury
scalars. Capel snd. Malon had Already pointed to thc barcness

1, Th٤ -t٠;C mwpl٠م M٢«n};و d ٢٢١i6٠ Ilتي lirt, ·e0 . إ P. P. ٢٢٨n, Y234٠ .م.

2 Hingrrphfa JAitraria, eil. 5l1٥w3٤mHs .p,٩. ا 74

3. ٢Ut4 I p، 142.
4, M1, €., Trsdhrok, flizabrhan 5tage Condiion, ,.nb نا , لا1121,30

5. lم trr ١ Jln Mrray, 31٥y &tB, 1816 Uprbtiste Letr«٠r .${٥ ب T.
Rherdge. .d ء Eml leslie Cri?1٣ وl, ١» l68.

6, t eridg'yل .5hهk Mpemrean Gaticism, ed. 1:- laywor, l, ١, 4٤.
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of Shakespeare's HAgR, and i t freedomف from the modem elaborate
parepberلد ia of sccncry ar ecor, as wcll as to the fect that the
appeal of the plaYs was .mae mainly to the ear and tho imAgination.
Caleridge, tberefore, felt justifed in beliewng tht the plays wcre
acted origimally dramaLic بع poetry. Ho rcalizel tb essential dife»
rence betwEet haا stAge, and conseueuLy heا manner ol actinE, of
5hakespear's time and his own,

The circumstanccs of actin; were w togeuherل difercpt
from urE; ii was much tor wf recitativn or rather 8
meUium btteen reEitatiot and what w! now cلة ] reci­
tAtion. The idEa of tho poet ٣as alway8 presenL, Dot oF
the Ling to be reprcscnLed. lt wAs at that time mDro
oF a delight and employneat {or the inLllect, than an
amusement of the genseg.'

But this was possibls y هnل when th٥ tbeatre 'hxd no anuifieial,
eRLraraous inducement fow seene, litte musi&... 5hAkcspeare
himself ٤eid Re appenl to your imaginatinn". Again he said of
Shakespeare'8 plays,

Hlow diflerent fromo modern play9, where the lareم of hا
sceres with every wished for uhject industriouly reA­
lizen the mind become bewlered in EurTounding
;id uractionف whPreas 5hakeBpearo, in place of runUing amd
music, and outrard actio, .wddresses u9 in wors Lhat
erchain tha mid, and carY on tho attentiun froN١ srene
to scene.2

Coleridge may hare terded to minimize th imporunre of
l appel of ElizahethAn stage perormantes, hut thereق ho wisuل 

is no doubt that helieved هط that peuliar هطا struaure oF the
Eliaaketban sago and the manaer of' Elizabethan acing emphA­
eiعe the poetic nature of dmma. lt i notف tre, therefore, t
64y, ag Miss lradbroak does, that he 'condennel Shakespeare'g
age and sfage by implicAtion', On uho oortrary, he himself
expliity said that if Shakespeare 'had liwed in the prescnt day and
had seen one of h L ysقp فز repreBented he ould beا hret moment
kave lelt the Ehifمi g of the scenes' and 'he would haro consHncted

1. 1b83لللز .م, .
2 Dbid, IL p79280حر .
3. tp Cir, . م14
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his p!wys on 'diFerent ة mode].' But Culeridge was [rtefuع that
5bakesyeAre Lived at a meان when theatrical crditions were more
fAvourAble to peetv draa, for h wuld mch rter have paetir
dmma Lhan mere stige pkays in the modcn DalurAlistc style.  ا
Through Lhي 'tipB of u satirical portrait of a defndant of the eontem­
porary prAvries ،f the stag he Eaid in tle second of lis '5aty­
rane :'L tterم

#d what i9 dn an the stage is more strkng Lhan
what i9 arted. I once Temember such a deAfEing
explusion, that l could not hear a wod of the play fir
hal٤ an at after it; and a litlc real {unpuwder bcing
scl fire to at Lh samo time, and smult by all Lhe speE­

-of the sdna Wa8 quit4 usrnitorE, Lhe natmalnesقا٩ 
shig. 2

Tl١,٠ natrnralisاie perfornaIee of SHakvspuare"3 [lays, wwhich
rilien nT 1pnn scenrry and crcral apparaite than upUn p7etHy,
wa4 thE wn ruson why toleridgE wa3 a17cTs& to thc evrttnpurEry
stac reprsntAtion oF thm. [t ther0 were hr ر0 reasmns as wcll,
Coleridيg o; nBjuued ( th+ wne ١r twu sتا r perEnTanRe3 wf 5hakes­
pLar€:, whir!١ Kemev] to have leen vomnon in liق da7٩، Fe
«leplored tlt {ustnr of givinLr th iportInt roles tn releHraed anl
iftedl autirs an] ectresEe3 like lsemblR wnd Wrs. 5idldons, lile

minor pans t xtremcly iucungcttt pcrsns, wlم signing thدن 
were singularEy inrapahle of rccاز gr pGety, adwl\ uwcd their
wury luwuاian tt derterity in snfTng candlg',3 The rsult of such
£ €usom wذد A {.EriDus ؟ s1artion ذ of t attrn of Lhe pluys, since
5hakespear shne ao less con9piuuously. and hrghly' in t minur
chararters. Indred it wouild secn Lhat the puhlic in iاs tn cAno
to oxpet this type vf perfrrmaH'e:, as thE &:onenorary criticisn
stOxs. Even intetlirent thatre nrities like [unا wnd Hazlitt wrote
4hEeir E٩9ay8, mof o nن thR produdtion ol a cerain play, lt n this rr
that eminent actur in this or that imporant ru]e, But this, wcor­
ing to Caleridge, ٣as evidently the wrong apprach to ihe plays.
He lamentcd the faEt thaL few people wAn٤ to heا uheaLro 1o seo a
pأ dy, but t see Master BetHy ar MTr. Fear. or somE iudividual i

1. Caleridg epnreanاSH و' CriRicism. 1l, p97,85غإ aen 27٤,
2 i grphiaم£ ,Aiteari ا Il. . .م163
3. Celeridee prureen يkسم5 tritidianw JI, . م7
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stnre tre pur'. Agai ا In c:mplained tl1:t 'tH¥٣ wHo went tr
the hcALn in our on da}, wHur wny f 0ur pct'٤ي works VUrE
perirrei}, went (a Eee Mr. Kemtle in Mlachch, or Mlrs. 5iddn8's

٤o see was an integrraRerle vlvis[ wamtedي What Calerd2ج. eL[اب 
and uuihed produion, a thing wHieH th e fheatrusب of hjs timne did
Nut previdc. Anl wle we ذ rcal! te nanglcd ا vcrxiots it hich
th play5 ١r' aDtEd. 1e cattAt 1odur Lhat thcy houtld م !١e cot­
dcmned hy a rrit wh valued! alovc «vUry thiNg cls¢: tl1e or4aLie
unity of a work of art, l'or on6, who sLrnFly belicved that 'th:
fairest yr «f thR mnEt heantiful ldy will appear dtorn1ed anl
monsfro1E, il uisseverl fremn its pFar: in th¢ organic whnl«1و, it
٦a uritR nattTaI tn write,

T h} ر li¥٣r٠0: af te Ln g lishج stnge، snrh v11en1!  و
lIa7 indud ا h،:n mal on almost l[ ح tl١« drmR f، ف
5hakv.speare, 5carely a asUnH ا5 [as3:s wlر i] dies ر nE
prcucE some pov ءs ن mم dreo» f ن ths k in rlni!  و
tHe naned limhs ot our gTcat pet ar trnwv togetHr
in most admircd disorlvr.4

W« nust Tcmcrher tiat it s not tntil 134 (i. e.alter Cal,rd !g:'s
d1«ah) tlat !avrcady restorcd, tir insttwrs, 5hakespare'; wrr مل and
'1hr Tempesf, or ratict prodtccd ten witl a mnininn١ nunler
0F it1,rations.'

CeleTd $' ع view f rkexpertrean[ ؟ atin, in lart lirn1s an
insrparulle par ،f his ٣nerl 5hakespeaToan uriti:ism. Wfhnt luج 
w31ted i tlt ر 1irst plauc as 5hakvsg&:res U6٣ WTTk5, aIcl these
interpreted ly 4 ru aF tiluEnly rtyrtent ؟0 auctcrs i١ sneH١ a y ؟8
١hut uh١: paItem aF ١h٠ play5 slnln ١tl h «istrvd. '['H p ay5 ا
slould1 lye r\:pTeSrted priariy :1٩ pcLiv ran. witluut Auy ،l
th«; pTieiHus aul prus ic ذ «4leets +L nahuralisn. A oo،k ع aCtor.
«:mi¢' rt tr14ri¢.," ٢١0 ،3Tefe،• ٣

1. €8!sridge'ع .tisrallaraua €ririrism, ٢n. 'L'. Ml٠ Iyي e -r د p. 339,

hakrvprrern ,ير4٦7. Crititsm, llو' ،٠ ttatrrir;;rلج. 

3, hة vrر hie Lir«rari. f, 11r.

4، (aleridgs 's 5trkesprure»r &ritiuisnu ·Il. p .37#

٦٤. Se? 5hakeRpearA .ataprrtien. witb tntreUuslir ul ?«t٣@ L51ر+ «ir4:u  ه0 ا
.١p- wii, e٦!t2["mwiAr5 و٩
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iر not to be a mere cOpy, a firr rimile, hut an
imitAtion of Neture .. A good actor is Hygm ioa's له
sLatuC, 8 work of exquisito art, animated with and

gifted wiطt motion; but stلi l art, sاill a species p
poetry.'

l1 in order to ensure tha intimate atmosphre appropriate for
the exercis ol the imaginative powwT in an audienE thc prrfom­
ance hould ق take place in a faitly Emnall tlaLr.  ة

Finally a word pcrhsps should be said here lir the beneft
،f thse wo tnd to hiukا that Cleridge was an invetert hater
٢١f tH ٩tag٤.

0a his return fomn @ermany Colcridge was full of enthesiasm
for Lrssing's vritical ptwvrs. Not. only did he Frr long cmntemplate
the wnting nf his biograply, but le Also intended t fallaw his
«xwmple in Fnggland. l Jauary 18t h wrte tn 'lhmas
WKedgewoar frm London, tliing' him that hE hen spent his evAn­
ings in t}١a Lheatrus, bEeaus he waف nhut 'to tnduut a srt wfa
DrartIatungy or seres of essays on LhR Drama hoth it4 {ettral
[iniplcs and likewise in rekErenc; to thu present stag¢ af th
Enplish Theatres' tn be pblishl in th .forninR FosR, We 0to

،not know iF he had Au:tally wriاt R any,but if l had, then ،١r los9
would be inreed greاي , judging at lcAst 'kiy th eRrellent sumple of
hi٩ cuntcmorary dramatir uritirisnt, which h pblishel i Duagra­
pheia Litcrare 0n M1atrin's play, Bertram. This to &wy nothin
aF his awn attrt8 at writing plays, may he sutliriet t refuite
٨ny nution tuat Colridgc wAs nut intkrest in th٥ Lestre as such
or tlat he huad a ٤trong ٥version For tle 5tg+. .And in te budy «f
huis crtism there are t h !iundه hers wnd thcr ia1catioLs {thoy
may of م] littlg importan:e in thEmsclves, still hcyا are there) that
hن did go to 6ec SlAkv:pear an the stn1ge, as wel] as $uReEtion8
as to law [rls E heulaي h Rrted, or Liues shoull e ط dRlivered.5 I

.rrrs 8. ! Colsrdxs, «0l, l I, Csleridg¢, Il. pp. 1- ما622-023
2. (alsridsr Shalespedrwan ة {iriucxm, ], % ,ر7±
3. Diogrphia Fpisralaris، .d ه A 'ltrه lllL, • 18?،
4، Hee l: k. 4.kanbers, 5amual Taylor e جرtsrid ث 1938, p0 l22: he كل

wrat ny و ه Lhey h47٣ tur iwe tlentiLieN}."
5, See, for irstAnce, Cofaridg٨¢ hnkerparean Crtiism, l, pp. 31. 83, 107

na  ى122
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hall end this shon nc!e by quoting one erample, It occurs in theن 
coure f م hiو deferce of Frpero'9 worg t Mitanda atter hi8
romoning tluo spell ho bas cAst upon bor

THe frio g edج curtains of hine tyا advance,
hnd say what thu seet yond. (The Tempes4, l.ii. 408 6),

RrospEro, Coleridga 4y9

has just told Mirana a wunderul story, which deeply
Afected hir. and fillAd her with surpriEo aRd sstonish­
memt, and fot his own purpEes he afuenwards lulls hcr

Eleep. Wke @he awake 5hakespeare hAA mad hcrا 
wholly initontivg to the present, but wrappcd up in
the pAst #n. aclress, who undcrtaudls the chrctr v f ر
Nfiranda, would have her eyes eفa t dJuwn, li٩in٣ in her
drsm. At tbis momeut Drospero seeg Henlinand, and
wishcs to point him ot to lis ،!aجيu hter, not only
with great, ut ل wiL senie solvmnity, he Etaring
btr her, And hefare tie speekafut, he ذ10 digniFed
hc racterم oF a g reatي mnegivian. 5omething wa8 tu Eppcar
t٥ Miranda the ت sudden, wnd as unexpectedly s ه if
h¢ hero of rana م yere t he on the stage at th¢
insuant whe the curtain i clEwted. It i± under sucb
cireumstamces that Prospcro says, in a tenR calulated
at once to arouse his daughters aftenLon,

'THe Frbged eurtains of thine eye advance'
An] &ay what' thow seest yund.'

Turaing from heا siht ot Herdinand to his thoughtul
daughter, his aHcntiou was first slrck; hy the dnwncast
ppearance of ler eyes and cyclids; and, in ry humhleة 

opiniun, the sulemnity ،f the phraEcology assignedl t
Prospero is comletely i tcharacter, recollectiDg his
preterTatral cpacity, in whic the .nost familiar obje  tGك

matur present tbeusclves in a mysterimus point otصن 
vicw.1

Nobody can jusلt y corplain that such criticisn is completely
obliwious of sAge or dramaLc considerations,

1، rهb . I. p. 180

96


