
REVIEWS 347 
sition. Certain defects are, however, in a senqe irrelevant. Rlr Fowlie 
has undertaken to describe the fundamental human and religious 
attitude of certain poets (using the word for Pascal as well as Dante, 
Joyce as nell as Baudelaire) in the European, and particularly in 
the French tradition; and this may be done, as here, chiefly by 
stating and pronouncing, or by a more rigorous process of analysis 
and definition. KO doubt Mr Fon 1 1 ~ ’ s  doginatic method leaves many 
terms imprecise and even ambiguous, but,  :is Dante says, ctl izobzlo 
ingegi io  . . . d hel lo  l i ra  poco d i  faticn lascinr?, it is good manners 
to leave your reader some work to do.  a courtesv not overlooked 
by Rfr Fowlie. 

H e  finds three ‘orders of love’ in cirilised and articulate man :  
philosophic, Divine (i.e. Christian) and human. with their corres- 
ponding objects: the idea of lore, Lore Incarnate, R human being. 
These orders are personified bg Plotinus, S t  Bernard, Heloise I t  is 
as we draw near to the present that the outlines p o ~ v  haz j .  Yet 
the triple contrast reappears, it seems, in the 17th century: Cor- 
neille, Pascal, Racine; and hzre I found N r  Fowlie’s thought rela- 
tive]) clear as well as profoundlj interesting. Yet 1 suspect that  the 
following sections, whose governing theme seems to be the inter- 
relation of lover, ‘clonn’ and zio?yoii, may be more original and 
characteristic of their author. They resume an earlier anal?sis cf 
Xallarmk’s sonnet Le Pztre Cl!Atrc‘ aliout the c l o ~ m  mho steals 
furti1el;L out of his tent and ‘snims in a lake and therebj lcses his 
greasepaint’, which is also, mgsteriouslT, his s a m e .  the ‘consecra- 
tion’ of his life The clown. with his self-consciouqness and qhame, 
stands for ‘modern man’ along with J Allfred Priifrock and Charlie 
Chaplin. H e  is also a sjmhol of love. If 1011 ask why, reflect on the 
fo11). the clownishness of love, and that this follj obscurel? hints 
a t  the condition of fallen man. born a misfit, a creature of make- 
b ~ l i e r e ,  wounded. Reflect on Lautrkamont’s i’tri r c ~ t i  In vie m n x r n ’ ~  
ioie b l e s s w e  : and that Pascal spoke of I I I I  mi dr ‘posc (~d i :  and that 
11 e believe that our wlvntion lies onl; in imitating somehow the folly 
of the Cross, Air Fowlie zoing qo far a> to call the saint: ‘alwajs 
the clown. the counterfeit of Chriqt the  crucified . . The Divine 
C1on.n eternally exhibited hefore mankind ’ 

Certain rapidlv dran n contrasts ht4n een the saint (imaged by 
he clown and the votpu)  and the ‘creative genius’ (artist or pure 
hilosopher) suggests that Mr Fonlie h,i.s still much to s a j  on this 
ieme Meanmhile me hare this book-ii:i~isiial. involred, siicqedioe 

and very sincere. 

SH4KESPE4RE’S DOCTRIKE O F  ~ ~ T I ‘ R E .  -\ Study of King Len?.  BY 

I<EXET,nf FOSTER. 0.P. 

John F. Darby. (Faber; 16s ) 
This book discusqes Shakeqpeare’s treatment of the theme of 

‘the Good Man in the Bad Societ? ’. J9r DarbT treats of the develop- 
ment, throughout the history plsys, of Shakespeare’s handling of 
the interrelated themes of political nature (man and the State), 
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human nature (man and his neighbour), and elemental nature (man 
and the Thunder). The chapters of the book varj- considerably in 
their tone and approach. Some are surveys of the background of 
Elizabethan political and social thought (in which Mr Darhy diq- 
plavs comiderahie knowledgeability). some are plot-synopseq of the 
earlier plays, some are straightforn-ard analvses of aspects of Xing 
Lear (the chapters on ‘The Fooj and Handy-dandy’ and ‘Cordelia 
as Nature’ seem to me to be the most useful in the book), and some 
are quasi-philoqophical diqciissions in which there is more of &4r 
Darbp than of Shakespeare. 

Mr Darbv must be given credit for his informativeness on Eliza- 
bethan ‘life and thought’, but he seems to be unable to insert his 
knowledge relevantly into his discussion of Shakespeare’s plays 
We are told, for instance, to consider TJear’s prayer on the heath 
as ‘echoing the cry that Jack Kett  had raised in 1559, and antici- 
ra t ins  the cry to come in 1649 from Winstanley and the Diggers’ 
(p. 223). The historical elucidation of Lear’s ‘Is there any cause in 
Wature that makes these hard hearts?’ is equallv unhelpful: ‘We 
have to remember the negotiating of the Grand Lease, whereby, 
under pressure, the Prince Bishop of Durham gave over his palatine 
coal mines to the Tleicester group: particularly to Thomas Sutton, 
Jonson’s Volpone. This is a snectacular encroachment of the secular 
entrepreneur on to territory that had been ecclesiastical time out of 
mind. Behind the shift and drift of the meaninqs of the word 
“Nature” there is the shift and drift of humanity in a setting a t  once 
historical and suiritual ’ (p. 49)  The summary of the rejection of 
FRlstaff has at  least the advantaqe of a charming simplicitv: ‘Hal 
throws off Falstaff in order to be a more effective Kine: Elizabeth 
nut awav the flesh to be all the more effectivelv the Virgin Queen 
(p 96 ) What,  we map reasonably ask, is an ineffective virgin’ 

There seems to be a great deal of diqcussion by Mr Darby of what 
he caJlq ‘machiavels’, though it  i q  hard to follow him when he 
speak? of ‘a machiavel of eoodness’. To be sure. there are in Shake- 
speare’s pla,vs a number of villains who exnlain t.heir villainy to the 
aiidience (bv the convention of what Rchficking calls ‘dramatic self- 
representation’) in terms of machiavellian policy. and who. besides 
heing villains for the purpose of the d o t .  act aq ironic choric com- 
mentator., on the rest of the plav. Rut to consider them solelv as 
self-existent characters, as Mr Darbv does. is pure Bradlevism. 
When we are told, for example, of Richard TIT that  it is ‘the verr 
siiperioritv of consciousnesq which makes him more sincerelv wicked 
than the averagelv anti-qocial erouns around him’ (p. 63) are we 
to presume that Richard’., self-conscioiisness is to he inferred from 
thP fact that  he talk., more to himself than the others do’ 

The arrancement of the book tends to disorder and repetitiveness. 
and the level of the criticiqm iq not very deep. Biit above all it  is 
the whole critical aDproach that seems to be at fault. ‘The main 
meanings,’ says Mr Darby, ‘all the time are where they should be in 
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successful art,  on tht: surface’. (p. 224.) But  the only meanings we 
can extract from the surface are through character - and plot- 
analysis, and by such standards Henry V I  is as interesting as 
King Lear. ‘Meaning’, on such terms, can only be a kind of prose 
argument, as if Shakespeare consciously set out to solve problems 
of ideas. ‘This is t>o forget that  Shakespeare was il poetic dramatist, 
to forget the poetic imagery and the handling of the dramat,ic con- 
ventions. By neglecting the poetic and dramatic significance of 
Shakespeare’s presentation of the theme of redemptive Nature, Mr 
Darby passes over entirely the connection between King LeaT and 
the plays of the final period, in particular .Winter’s Ta le  and Cym- 
beline. By treating Shakespeare‘s doctrine of nature as if it existed 
in the realm of abstract ideas, 31r Darby resorts to the kind of 
approach which may pass in the lecture-room but which is rather 
embarrassing to see in cold print): ‘ .  . . King Lear reflects the alter- 
native readings of man’s position in regard to God and his neighbour 
which were current a t  the turn of the century. The main choice lay 
between the dead .mechanical Sature of the infidel politician and 
the normative moral Nature of the worthy King; between the Lion- 
headed Goddess and the Goddess, God’s handmaid, whose face was 
that of a beautiful woman; b e h e e n  the Kature of Edmund and 
the Kature of Cordelia; that of Hobbes and that of Hooker. Shake- 
speare was born at a time when the afterglow of the Middle Ages 
was still casting strong iights and vivid shadows. But  Galileo, too, 
was born in 1564. The ferment of a new world was at  work.’ (p. 198.) 

After digest,ing that,  the reader should have a good idea of what 
he is going to get for his sixteen shillings. 

CESAR FRAXGK. By I o r m a n  Demuth. (Dobson; 12s.6d.) 
The judgment which contemporaries pass over composers often 

differs greatly from that which is ultimately given in the history of 
music. While it, w-ould be absurd to mantain that there can ever be 
an exact assessment of any artist, it is nevertheless true that,  after 
a time, a certain mean is to be found amongst the opinions of critics. 
It is now nearly sixty years since Franck’s death, and, living in an  
age no longer concerned with the politics of factions and of art which 
precluded an unbiased examination of his position as a composer, 
we may now begin to look for a more complete and a more reliable 
account of his Me, music, and influence. 

Unlike many other composers Frenck has not been overwritten. 
As Mr Demuth claims, this is the first book on the subject to be 
written by an English author, although 31. Vincent d’Indy’s study 
has been translated. In  some ways 31r Demut’h‘s book will supersede 
that of d’Indy. M. d’Indy was the greatest of Franck’s pupils, and, 
writing always with romantic veneration and love of the ‘Pater 
Seraphicus’, has done much to create the legend of Franck as a 
saint and mystic. His distortions are usually obvious, and he has an 
enthusiasm and charm which his successor lacks. 

T. A .  BIRRELL. 




