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PART ONC

Beainnina an examination of Canadian analophone
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"Shall quips and sentences and these paper bullets of
the brain awe a ma-. from the career of his humor?"

- Benedick, Act II, Scene 3, Much Ado About Nothing.
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"The more Composition the better. To Men of Letters, and
Leisure, it is not only a noble Amusement, but a sweet Refuge;
it improves their Parts, and promotes their Peace: It opens a
back-door out of the Bustle of this busy, and idle world, into
a delicious Garden of Moral and Intellectual fruits and flowers;
the Key of which is denied to the rest of mankind....How inde-
pendent of the world is he, who can daily find new Acquaintance,
that at once entertain and improve him, in the little World, the
minute but fruitful Creation, of his own mind?....These advantages
Composition afford§ us, whether we write ourselves, or in more

humble amusement peruse the works of others."

- Edward Young, Conjectures on Original Composition (1759).

"Oramatic art and the red-haired copy boy are the two stock jokes

of the American newspaper nffice."

- George Jean Nathan (1922).
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During the third week in June, 1981, the Stratford Shakespearean
Festival, arquably Canada’s most important annual cultural event, vpened

{ts season with four productions -- two dramas by Shakespeare, a Moliere

comedy and a Gilbert and Sullivan operetta.

It {s reasonable to suppose that Stratford inspires a sense of
Occasion not only among theatrical professidnals and patrons, but also
on the part of critics who come for opening week from across Canada and
from as far away as New York and London, England.

Stratford, if not the world's cynosure, is very definitely a
fixture on the cultural Grand Prix circuit, and it occurred to the
: author, who attended two of the opening nights and saw one of the

first-week productions later, that the critics must somehow be galva- ,
nized by the significance of the event Just as are actors and audience;T
{Would it compare, for instance, to a county court judge being told:
"Take this wig and gown and go and it on the bench in that red (
chamber over there for a weeh?) Perhaps not. But I think 1t could

be assumed that a major Canadizan critic wviting about Stratford
opening nights would be on her mettle, or at his most professional,
becoming, in other words, a perfect exemplar of The Critic, and
therefore, particularly worfhy of study at this time by anyone
interested in the phanomenon of drama criticism in Canadian newspapers.
The inherent interest value of the critics performing their roles in
their own Festival spotlight was enhanced, for the author, by his
reading of two of the country's leading critics following the

productions he attended.




Ray Conlogue is a critic for Canada's naticral newspaper,

The Globe and Mail; Sina Mallet for The Toronto Star, Canada's

largest-¢ircultation daily. They occupy two of the three most
important drama desks in Canadian English-language newspaper
journalism; the other one 1s Jamie Portman's at Southam Press.
Because Stratford 1ls in the circulation area covered by the
Globe and the Star, Conlodue and Mallet have a particular impact
on those connected with Festival procductions including, one
assumes, the internationai corps of critic colleagues in
residence for the openings.

All of this was not, however, the initial motivation for
undertaking this study. That came, rather, erm what developed
as a point-counterpcint series of contrasting opinions issuing
daily from the critics of the two Toronto newspapers =-- which
are, of course, vigorous rivals in cultural as well as all other
matters. (In this essay, incidentally, the c¢ritics are referred
to in alphabetical order.)

I The ©Opening-night piay, on June 15, The Misanthrope, which

the author found diverting, was adjudged "a beautifully drawn

production" by Mr. Conlogue ard “Little more than a read’ ng" by
Miss Malle*. On June 16, Coriolanus, on the other hand, seecmed
to Mr. Conlogue to be "a bone-whitened ruin,” while Miss Mallet

greeted it warmly as "a big, noisy, macho production...that set
Y

the Festival Theatre pulsating.”

19
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On Jude 17, the author was captivated by a production of The Taming
of the Shrew which Mr. Conlogue judiciously commended as "an eniovahle
evening” and Miss Mailet found to be “a sexlsss production.” An opening-

day matinee performance &+ H.M.S. Pinafore which the author had thought

was gorgeous, enthralled neither critic: “barnacles on the keel" -
Conlogue;, "might be mistaken for Shirley Temple's Goocd ShiB Lollipop” -

Mallet, e

The effect of these ripostes was enhanced by the copy desks of the
papers’' cultural sections whose headline .writers, given the more tren-
chant expression required by the constraints of their cr.ft, expressed
sentiments similar to those of the critics whose thoughts they were
embellishing, but sometimes, it seemed, with a notch or two more ntensity.
{Perhaps headline writers are like ancient house-bound relatives whio
beg to be told each detail of an outing, clapping their hands with
pleasure and gasping with astonishment at each delightful or startling
detail, their reactions to the étory nf the event being even more
pronounced. than those of tﬁe participant.) In any case, when Mr.

Conlogue espied barnacles on Pinafore, his head writer put the vessel
in distress {"Pinafore wallows") and Miss Mallet’'s sent it straight to
the bottor {"Pinafore sunk by pondercus reverence"). A sexless Shrew,
said Miss Mallet. "Dud,” observed the head wr%ter. with comewhat more
finality, and in a particularly distinctive flourish, Mr. Conlogue’s
head) ine person, summing up the critic's complaints atout textual

excision, titled his piece: "Coriolanus dies under the knife."

e
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. James Nelson covers cultura) matcers for the Canadian Press, the
national news agency, whose ‘ogo (CP), appears on stories in most of
the country's daily newspapers. Much C? material is exchandged,
by heing filtered through the agency's rewrite system, among the papers,
which own it co-operatively. The agency also has stoft evioes,
one of whom s Mr. Nelson, and he covers the arts, as a requiar news
beat, operating out of Gttawa. The annual Stratford openings are part
of his turf, and, because the larger newspapers tend to have their own
critics on hand, Mr. Nelsor’'s essays althcugh available from coast to

coast, tend *to be published in such unassuming organs as the Kamloops

Sentinel, the Grande-Pratrie Herald-Tribune. the Halifax Herald, the

Charlottetown Guzrdian and. Strangely enough, the Stratford Beacon-Herald,

whose offices are just down Ontario Street from the Festival.

With such a widespread constituency right across miadle Canada.
Mr. Nelson avoids extremes in his reviews, wnich tend to concentrate on’
informing as opposed to convincing.

It seemed that his version of the four productions might serve as
a sort of disceraing balance between, or aiongside, those of the Toronto
critics. Had both Mr. Conlogue and Miss Mallet been outrageously wide of
their marks, I think that a reading of Mr. Nelson would have made this
clear, but as it was, in describing three of the four productions,
Mr. Nelson reported the audience's overal! reaction rather than his own:
“8rian Bedford won an ovation”; “"Len Cariou won an opening niaht
ovation™; “Len Car‘ou...received a standing avation”. The fourth.

Pinafore, where Mr. Conlogue and Miss Mallet found their only shared




response (antipathy), cheered the cockles of Mr. Nelson's temperate
heart as "a Jovously sunny and fun-filled production."” (Qood on
him: author.) |

A1l of these critical observations have a symmetry in relationship
to each other which, .if not fearful, is quite arresting. For instance,
a matrix constructed by reading the critics from, as it were, left
to right -~ Conlogue through Nelson to Mallet -- with + meaning

positive, - meaning negative and 0 for neutral, unfolds this wav:

Conlogue Nelson Mallet
Misanthrope + 0 -
Coriolanus - 0 +
Shrew + 0 -
Pinafore - + -

(The first three play; are listed in the order of their openings
June 15, June 16 and June 17; the rhythm appears to have been broken by
Pinafore which, in fact, opened in a day-one matinee to the asymmetrical

53 delectation of Mr. Nelson and disdain of Miss Mallet.)

The binary parfection of contrariety expressed by the Toronto
two has unquestionable charm to it: a sort of apple-pie order of
oppositeness, but there is a problem. It makes rather a muddle of the
basic assumption many people have about critics: that they tell us as
authoritatively whether a Dlay is good endugh to see or bad enough to avoid.

Clive Barnes, described by his newspaper in the blurb accompanying
his critigue as “Broadway's foremost drama critic,” and certainly, in
fact, one of inem, didn't actually unravel this confusion by taking a

liking to sverything he saw at Stratford. He told the readers of the

*+ = a positive appraisal
- = a negative appraisatl.
Q 0 = critical neutrality 13




July 11 New York Post that "the first three productions on the main

festival's stage were all more than creditable.” Misanthrope was
“elegantly traditional,” Coriolanus "sensational,” ani Shrew "positive
and boisterous."” ‘

A1l of which appears to make some mock of any standard dictionary
definition of a critic as "one skilled in estimating the quality of
Titerature or artistic work." If congiigction standards, for instance,
were in the hands of people similarly "skilled in estimating the
Gguality" of cement, -bridges would be falling down all over. Granted
plays are only figuratively speaking bridges, but we do expect critics
to tell us whether to entrust the weight of our minds, syuls and pocket-
books to them. So presumably the question is: Should we? What indeed
should we expect from a critic? What is theatre criticism for? More
precisely, since journa.ist-critics are the ones whose work we
regularly see most, what are daily newspaper critics up to?

It seemed to the author that in order to test the validity

(1) of the widespread assumptions about critical authority
" and

(2) of newspaper criticismAtself,
it would be useful to question the critics themselves. Ope reason
for this is that if a person knew what it was that critics understood
their role to be, it might be possible to have more reasonable
expectations about their perfcrmance of it.

This, then, is a qualitative study of the validity of daily

newspaper criticism based on

14




{1) examination (already commenced) of the work of two competing
critics and one relatively neutral cultural journalist who covered the
Stratford openings of June, 1981 and

(2) intensive interviews with all three.

The critiques in question are appended as are the verbatim records
of the interviews, which the author taped, two by telephone and one
{Conlogue) in person. Although each of the interviews was based on the
same questionnaire (copy appended), this technique was not adopted to
give any kind of uniformity in the reiponses. Rather, the author wished
the interviewees to havi‘a chance to reflect specifically on the topic
areas, instead of giving him an instantaneous ("spontaneous") reaction
to his questions. This is an important point: an attempt was made
(successful, the author feels) to elicit substance rather than smoke.
For this reason. each of the interviewees was mailed a copy of the
questions a week in advance of the call or visit, On the occasion of
the actual interview, there was no attempt to hold the participants
to these questions‘(or any others); all of the interviewe:s took the
opportunity to supplement or skip topics. The interviews vary in
Tength because that is th2 way the critics responded. The only
editing of the interview reports was to rectify inaudible portiens.

The Mallet fnterview had to be done in two sections becauses during the
first,the tape jammed for four questions before the author noticed it,
and he didn't discover the extent of the damage until it was played
back for transcription. The critiques and interviews are presented

in the context of a glance at the subject of critical writing which




attempts to start from a fairly general perspective and move its focus
toward media criticism and newspaper drama criticism. It is

evocative rather than exhaustive. The author élso draws some conclusions,
although ha feels that the main value of the present work lies in its
bringing together of the critiques in question and‘their Jjuxtaposition
with the revealing observations made by the critics about their work.

As can be the case in qualitative research, the current study
is merely viewed as exploratory, generating and examining questions
about criticism. Whether or not these eventually become hypotheses
for a more quantitative investigation is moot. The author sees the
next step as an extension of the current one,involving one or
two more critics whose coverage of the same Stratford productions is
available and possibly incorporating a further dimension in the form
of a critique/interview with someone representing the p-oduction side
of Stratford. This could be foilowed by a mailed survey (somewhat
aitered) to newspaﬁer critics across the country, at which point the
hypotheses would have been refined and presented in a way that some
kind of quantitative data would resuit.

In the meantime, the author believes that the vrezent studv stands
on its own. Clifford J. Christians and James W. Carey allude with
approval to Isaiah 8erlin's thoughts on social research in their
chapter, "The Logic and Aims of Qualitative Research" in Stemple,

Guido, Il and Bruce Westley, eds. Research Methods in Mass

Comtunication (Englewond Cliffs, N. J.; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1981,

p. 346:




L

...Berlin points out a general task of qualitative studies --
to make us aware of the categories in which we think and
to analyze and critique such models.

Later on the same page, they continue:

Humans live by interpretations. They do not merely react
or respend put rather live by interpreting experience through
the agency o% cdlture, This is as true of the microscopic
forms of human interaction {conversation and gatherings) as it
is of the most macroscopic forms of human initiative (the attempt
to build religious systems of ultimate meaning and significance).
It is, then, to this attempt at recoverirg the fact of human
agency -- the ways persons live by intentions, purposes, and
values -- that qualitative studies are dedicated. Thus we do
not ask "how do the media affect us" {could we figure that out
if we wanted to?), but "what are the interpretations of meaning
and value created in the media and what is their relation to
the rest of life?" *

And, further in the same passage {now on p. 347):

...The task of social science, the basic task of qualitative
studies, is to study these interpretations, that is, to interpret
these interpretations so that we may better understand the ’
meanings that people use to quide their activities.

If the observer feels that this is a high-falutin platform

indeed from which to view the present modest work, the author makes

no apology for disagreeing, but offers, instead, an appropriateiy

17




qualitatively aphoristic reference to its role in relationship to the
branch of research of which he feels it a part, namely that, no matter

how high a ladder reaches, 1ts lower rungs retain their value.

18
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CRITICISM




Before comparing the three critics’ views on the nature of their
calling and the Hﬁft it plays in society, it could be useful to examine
the theoretical/philosophical context in which their work is produced
and consumed. Theories are, of course, rarely prescriptivelin
Journalism of any sort. Practitioners do not customarily adhere to
a particuldr philosophy of sports reporting, political coverage or
police heat. While journalists are able to describe th2 details of
where they go and what they do to get the news, they generally have
Tittie to say regarding the quality of the material they write, beyond
classifying it as a “good" story or some simple variant thereof. This
is true to a degree of the news reporter's colleagues in the more
refined, and presumably more articulate, reaches of the cultural
sections of the newspapers.

While the critics interviewed in this study were prepared to
discuss with conviction -- and frequent eloquence -- the role of criticism
and their methods of practising it, there was no great interest
expressed in categorizing themselves as adherents of this or that
critical school, or devotees of a particular theory.

Nonetneless, theories do encompass and codify critical practice.
Just as a newspaper critique can provide a framework within which to
reflect on a dramatic production, so a theory of criticism can offer
a similar useful device for heightening the reader's experience of
criticism itself. This, ] believe, is true despite the fact that
newspaper critics in Canada do not customrrily set up as formalists,

or auteurists or Marxists or whatever ("genre criticism done here").

12
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Newspaper criticism is individualist and eclectic. But it does involve,
even if only fragmentarily, the formally identified critical approaches;
understanding these theoretical roots adds i significant dimension of
awareness and enjoyment Lo its reading.

' Newspaper critics, whether or not they are heavily preoccupied
with it, exist, professionall}. in an environment whose elements,
dynamics, currents and energies have been identified, anatyzed and
classified in a rich literature of metacritic'ism2 -= an artistic genre
in itself. Furthermore the question of how critical writers who
reach the most people {arguably, in Canada, those working for daily
newspapers) see themselves and their calling in relation to the
artistic events within their professional ambit, is a matter of
considerable soc’al relevance. This is particularly true if one accepts

the commonly acknowledged view of the crucial role of culture, one unexcep-
tionable formulation of which is set out by Ostry’ as follovs:
Culture, however we define 1t, is central to everything
we do and think. It is what we do and the reason why we do
it, what we wish and why we imagine it, what we perceive and
how we express it, how we live and in what manner we aporoach
death. It is our environment and the pattern of our adaptation
to it. It is the world we have created and are still creating;
it is the way we see that world and the motives that urge us to
change it. It is the way we know ourselves and each other; it
is our web of personal relationships, it is the images and
abstractions that allow us to live together in communities and

nations. It is the element in which we live.

Q 13 21
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The centrality of criticism in our society is peraaps not so
widely acknowledged as that of the culture of which it is both component
and complement. Northrop Frye points oui thai
The conception of the critic as a parasite or artist
i manQuéfis stil1 very popular, especially among artists., It is
sometimes reinforced by a dubious analogy between the creative
and the procreative functions, so that we hear abcut e
“impotence” and “dryness” of the critic."®
Frye, incidentally, disposes of this notion brisk’y:
...the fate of art that tries to do without criticism is
instructive...A public that tries to do without criticism,
and asserts that it knows what it wants or likes, brutalizes
the arts and Joses its cultural memory. Art for art's sake is
a retreat from criticism which ends in an impoverishment of

civilized life itself. The only way to forestall the work of

criticism is through censorship, which has the same relation
to criticism tﬁat Tynching has to justice.5

Frye, who is himself a geare: the ikon-critic, deals primarily,
in this seminal work, with literary criticism, and alsc draws a some-
what invidious distinction between the “public critic” (e.q. Lamb,
Hazlitt, Arnold) and the author of “"genuine criticisa”" -- the

scholar-critic. Even so, his "reason why criticism has to exist” is

all-embracing -- and striking:

14
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Criticism can talk, and all the arts are dumb.* In painting,
sculpture, or music it is easy enough to see that the art shows
forth, but cannot say anything...the artist, as John Stuart Mill
saw in a wonderful flash of critical insight, is not heard but
overheard. The axiom of criticism must be, not that the poet
does not know what he is talking about, but that he cannot. talk
about what he knows. To defend the right of criticism to exist
at all, thecefore, is to assume that criticism is a structure of
thought and knowledge oxisting in its own right, with some

measure of independence from the art it deals with.6

The public critic, according to Frye, performs the rather trades-
manlike task of showing "how a man of taste uses and evaluates
literature,” and thus indicating "how literature is to be absorbed
into society,"7 but Criticism, on the other hand (capital mine) has
the crucial responsibility of

....reforging the broken links between creation and
knowledge, art.and science, myth and concept...If critics go

on with iLmeir own business, this will agpear to be, with

increasing cbviousness, the social and practical result of

their labor's.B

The business of criticism can be approached in terms of deter-
minants that shape an artistic experience and in turn indicate its

function and an associated critical method. Monaco suggests9

that the determinants are {1} sccio~political, (2) psychological,

*A simflar statement is attributed by George Jean Nathan to Oscar Hi]dg:
“When his book is once opened, the author's mouth is shut.” -- The Critic
and the Drama {infra.), p. 18.

Q- 15

23




(3) technical and {4} economic. These are reépec;ive?y associated
with functions that (1) are utilitarian, (2) are expressive, (3) deal with
art for art's sake or (4} focus on product and career, and with systems
of criticism that are, in order, (1) ethical/political, (2} psycho-
analytical, (3) esthetic/formalistic and (4) having to do with infra-
structure,

This taxonomy of approaches, applied by Mapaco to film criticism,
echoes, in many respects, a more orthodox classification system, this
one dealing primarily with literary crit%ciSm:

1. The Moral approach, which considers literature for its

"moral application to humanity";

2. The Psychological approach, which uses “"the terms and

insights of 2 new science, Psyctology, as a means of

interpreting literature";
3. The Sociological approach, which looks at a work of art

"emphatically as a consequence of the social milijeu, or
as affecting it";

4. The Formalistic approach, which concentrates “on the

structure, the goam of literary pieces, examining with
such scrupulosity as to seem scientific”;

5. The Archetypal approach, which is interested in "some

human or social pattern unrelated to a particular time, yet
to be found in particular works of literature, as if the
unconscious mind of the nhuman race were portially the

author.“w

<4
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Yet another way (this time using the ianguage of cinema) of
describing different approaches to analyzing works of art, is outlined
by film theorist Sergei Eisenstein (quoted by James Monaco):

“Long shot" criticism deuls with the film in context and
its polftical and social implications;

"Medium shot" criticism focuses on the human scale of the film,

which is what mo t reviewers concern themselves with;

"Closeup" criticism "breaks down the film into its parts" and
“resolves the film into its elements.")!
Monaco adds:
The essential concept here is the classical opposition between
form and function. Ave we more interested in what a film is
(form) or in how it acts upon us (function)?
The first business of criticism is, of course, observation, and the
various typologies quoted are based on different vantage points,
. different diagnostic features to be noted: in some respects like
Tisting the kinds of observations that would be recorded by a bird-
watcher and a wild flower fancier covering the same terrain together.
A further such division of cultural terrain into different sets
of diagnostic features is what Monaco identifies as the driving force
of the Hollywood cinema between the '30s and the development of
neorealism in the late '40s:
It was this dialectic between genre and auteurs...the clash
between an artist's sensibility and the classic mythic structure

of the story types that were identified and popular.'?

17




The auteun theory of film criticism was developed in France in the
‘50s, its point is that the directnr is the main “"author” of a film,
assisted by people of lesser importance, such as actors and technicians.]3

French citics developed this theory as z way to interprat
the so-cz led “New Wave" of European film makers...such as

Francois Truffaut, Jean-Luc Godard, Italy's Frederic. Fellini

and Sweden's Ingmar Bergman.]4

Manaco identifies such Hollywood auteurs as Hitchcock, Howard. Hawks,
Josef von Sternberg. John Ford and even 8usby Berkeley {for his personal
invention of a whole genre of movie musicals).

The other side of this man-or-mythos dichtomy consists of the
classical genres: Westerns, Musicals, Comedies, Screwball éomedies.
Gangster films, Horror films, and Historical Romances.

....they proved engrossing in two respects: (o the one hand,
by their nature genres were mythic. To experience a Horror film,

a Gangster film, or a Screwball Comedy was cathartic. The elements

were well known: there was a litany to each popular genre, Part

of their pleasure lay in seeing how those basic elements would be

treated this time around, On the other‘h‘l, individual exampies

of a genre were also often specific statements, For the more
knowledgeable observer, there was an equal interest in the

multiple clash of styles in the fi{lm'- styles of the studio, the

director, the star, the producer, nccasicrally aven the writer or

designer or cinematographer. Genres offered infinite combinations

of a finite number of elements.15

18




Media critics can be classified according to elements of one or
another theory of criticism. In fact,Chang has done so in his
Typology Study of Movie Critics.]6

8ut popular newspaper drama critics appear not to classify
themselves although, as suggested earlier, fragments of many theories
emerge in their thoughts about themselves and their professional roles.

The eclectifism of newspaper journalism is one reasoﬁ for this which
has already been advanced; another may be that drama, which includes both
literature and performance, is likely to demonstrate the widest
scope in the approach, methods and expression of its critics.

In 1948, Nathan Cohen, tﬂe best-known popular drama critic in
Canada during the time he worked for the Toronto Star and appeared
reqularly on the CBC from t.he late '40s through the '60s, saw a
definite sociological role ‘or the Canadiqp critic:

...Here in Canada,the dramatfc critic has additional duties.

The first is to encovrage the embryonic legitimate theatre which

has to fight against public apathy and amateur nesentment...]7

Three decades later, Robert Rutherford Smith identified similar
motivation among critics of televisién. He pointed out that, while
attempting to provide insight and: helpful gvalqation of television
programs. critics may have many objectives ranging from reform of the
commercial broadcasting system to emphasizing what is "journalistically
interesting at the expense of the critically important” in order to
establish a reader'sh'!p.]a

But, as might be expected in dealing with a medium that has

such relentless impact on every individual in western industrial .
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society, Smith identifies the most significant current approach in
television criticism as sociological rather than esthetic:

....there have been important changes in the ways in which
criticism of broadcasting is phrased. Perhaps the most important
is the change from a concern with quality which was widespread in

the 1950s and 1960s, to a concern with e&&ecta.lg

This is a frank ascription of sociaiogical function to popular
criticism, and it's interesting to note that the uitimate expression
would be found in Marxist criticism, in which a critic, like an autho;.
is valid only to the dégree that his work supports the objectives of
the state. (One suspects this kind of criticism would be anathema to
Smith, but it is one of the fundamental ironies of the idea of "social
responsibility" imposed on cultura) manifestation for virtuous reasons,
by a democratic state, that it leads ipevitabiy to a1 totalitarian
{e.g. Marxist) theory of expression, whether the mode be journalism,
theatre or critical writjqp. This echoes the earlier-quoted reference
by-que to a cu?ture‘?hat attempts to do without critics.)

The approaches abstracted by critic-journalists and combined in

* varying aggregates vary all the way from this sort of preoccupation
with the social results of works of art to the total concentration on
thé‘aagfitself expressed in the "new" criticism. This genre of course is
r@t;newgat all, but an established orthodoxy, which is also described as
fornalism and structuralisn, and includes the painstakind techniaue of
textual analysis: _
In life tﬁings happen aimlessly, carelessly, even stupidly.

Not so in art, wherq the unseen hand of fhe artist, an idea

T
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Henry James was fond of, directs the organization and course of

the work. To discover the organization of a iiterary work, that

is, the relatedness of all the parts included in the whole as
they are, is the proper subject of structural criticism.zc

Just as they may appear to bend pieces of many theories into
their own critical fabric, tewspaper critics may with equal insouciance
reject orthodox critical approaches, for instance, the casual dogmatism
implicit in the foregoing description of structuralism.

It is in sharp contrast to the view expressed by George Jean
Nathan in a book written when he was the dean of American daily news-
paper drama critics:

I have always perversely thought it 1ikely that there is
often a greater degree of accident in fine art than one is
permitted to believe...Art is often unconscious of ftself
{cf Frye, supna.) Shakespeare, writing popular plays to order,

~ wrote the greater plays that dramatic art has known. Mark Twain,
in a disqusted moment, threw off a practical joke and it turned
out to be Hterature.m

Even on such a fundamental issue as the critic's responsibility
for establishing the intention of an author or playwright, thore is
substantial disagreement.

Levitt's structural approach is based on the clear-cut assumption
that

We cannot say what the authior wanted to do. The finished

work is given and understood. We know what is thare so why

repeat it? What we do rot know, and what the question of
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function can get at, is whather what is there should be there and

if so why, and if not, why not...%2

Because he found tnat "intent and achievement are not necessarily
twins," George Jean Nathan was not a total devotea of the "author's-
intention” school, but he went part of the way.

To the Goethe-Carlyle doctrine that the critic's duty lies
alone in discerning the artist's aim, his point of view and,
finally, his execution of the task before him, it is easy enough
to subscribe, but certainly this is not a "theory" of criticism
$o much as it is a foundation fo} a theory. To advance it as a
theory, full-grown, full-fledged and flapping...is to publish the
preface to a book without the book itself.?’

Nathan Cohen, on the other hand, had no doubts about this part
of a drama cTitic's task. He told his radio audience:

Now.a drama critic myst do more than just examine play
structure and performance...he must also search for subject

values and explain to the audience what the author of a play

wants to say and how well he has made his point.

The business'of criticism appears to be defired anew by each of

its practitioners: if one could generalize at all accurately it would

probably only be to say that critics are individualists with a desire/need

to place their opinions before others. Even the degree of this motivation
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to tell others what they think varies, as will be seen in the degrees
”of vehemence expressed in what follows by the three critics studied
intensively for this essay, ranging from a certain tentativeness on
the part of James Nelson through the articulate conviction of Ray
Conlogue to the flamboyant expressiveness of Gina Mallet.
George Jean Nathan is perfectly unrepentant about his ego.
"Criticism is personal or it is nothing,” he says. "Talk to me of
irpersonal criticism and I'11 talk to you of imper;onal sitz-bathing,"z4
and adds, in a somewhat more serious vein:
A1l criticism is, at bottom, an effort on the part of its
practitioner to show off himself and his art at the expense of
the artist and the art which he criticizes...The great critics
are those who, recognizing the intrinsic, permanent and indeclinable
egotism of the critical art, make no senseless effort to conceal
it 25

Walter Kerr, a later decana} figure in American newspaper
criticism, made a s%milar]y unabashed (and doubtless facetious)
admission to the truth about the critic-journalist's ego:

I have no standards of criticism whatever...I am simply
having a personal ba:? for myself when I write my review. (My)
reaction to the play has been subjective, capricious, uninformed
and closely related to the state of my digestive system on that

particular evening...26

Isabel St. John Bliss points out that Edward Young, the author,

some two centuries before, of the classic work, Conjectures on
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Original Composition, recognized, with total lack of amusement, the

same tendency. He felt, she safs, that:
The greater number of critics...lacking basic principles
of evaluation, judge from perscial reasons: one Jjudges “as the
weather dictates; right/ The poem is at noon, and wrong at
night"; another judges by the author’s family connections;
" "Some judge their knack of judging wrong to keep;/Some judge,
because it is too soon to sleep.” But the basjc weakness of
most critics is that they seek their own fame: "To gain themselves,
not give the writer, fame."27
The predominant role of unfettered individuality, personality,
subjectivity...the personal nature of media criticism, is emphasized
repeatedly by practitioners and writers on popular critical methods.
George Jean Nathan even appropriated a figurative place onstage
for the critic-personality:

Even the best dramatic criticism is always just a little
dramatic. It indulges, a trifle, in acting.28
And Natharn Cohen, who was said io regard himself as the only
serious newspaper critic in Canada, surely was not the first or last
to take the next step, in which the critic, as well as his criticism
"induliges a trifle in acting.”

...Cohen was becoming a public figure and, to a certain
extent, he began to cater to his image as the irascible enemy
of sham in the theatre and society. He augmented the impact of

his massive frame by invariably carrying a walking stick.
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(When once asked by an acquaintance if he “really needed his
canes,” Cohen replied, "No, they're pure affec;ation.“); and
his appearance at a theatre could cause quite a little stir of
interest in itself. For although Cohen delivered his work over
a microphone or in print, his real workino-environment was

the back or middle rows of a darkened tueatre. Relaxed, but

attentive, he would keep his eyes on the stage as though he

was on the verge of discovering something great that was sooner
or later bound to happen there, and he rarely betrayed irritation
at what was happening before him. If e became too disqusted,
hehquitely left the theatre. During intermission he would stand
alone, looking massive and detached, puffing imperiously on a°
cigarette ard avoiding any attempt to chitchat about the
performance. On occasion, the hooded glow of a pen light would
flicker in the darkness, as he began jotcing down notes, and
at that point, whether they had seen Him before or not, theatre-
goers who cauéht the flicker of that muted bobbing Jight, would
nudge each other and whisper "Nathan Cohen...“29

Well, the result of emphatic egocentricity in terms of what the
critics write can often be categorized under two more rubrics, one of
them not generally used to describe media criticism and the other
normally indicating a degree of scholarly disapproval.

The first is imagism, by which I mean a quality related to Ezra
Pound’s definition:

An 'Image’ is that which presents an intellectual and

emotional complex in an instant nf time...It is the presenation
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of such a 'complex' instantaneously which gives that sense of
Y

sudden liberation; that sense of freedom from time limits and

space 1imits; that sense cf sudden growth, which we experience

in the presence of the greatest works of ‘art. It is better to

present one image in a lifetime than to produce voluminous works.30

For instance, in his book, The Decline of Pleasure, quoted by

Roderick Bladel, Walter Kerr writes:

) We accept a halo in a painting because we are agreed,
abstractly, on what it stands for, That is one kind of knowing...But
to recognize something -- without having agreed upon it, without
even having discussed it -- is knowing, too. - The mind is stabbed
on a spot it did not know was vulnerable, This is knowing by
contact, on contact.31

Bladel continues:

Knowing "by ..ntact, on contact" is the province of intuitive
knowledge, a kind of "knowing” which Kérr finds easy to experience
and difficult to define...Intuitive knowledge is deeply personal in
that 1% is dependent upon sensation, yet it is also ‘'comnon’
knowledge, Every man possesses a storehouse of knowledge acquired
intuitively. Therefore, one man can recognize in another an
intuitive experience he himself once had, even though the
experience defies measurement and proof.32
The fntellectual and emotional imagism, the sudden inner i1lumi-

nation fnspired by the work of art, the critic's reliance on his own
sense of exaltation/recognition as an important part of what he will

share with his audience, suggests poetic insight, as descrited by
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James Ingram Merrill, the distinguished poet, in discussing the

33

relationship between art and criticism. A1l work, he acknowledged,

is not of equal value, but in poelry we find "bursts of self-disclosure"”
and not so much a recital of verifiable concepts as "our private song
singing in the wilderness." 1In this lyrical “dialogue with the
universe” the poet reveals "larger truths glimpsed through the things
of this world," a somewhat ethereal, but I think apt, similitude to
the imagist-critic's intuitive comprehension of a production's
patterns of truth.

Neville Cardus speaks from a more terrestrial footing, although
he was an individualist of parts, covering, as he did, culture and J

cricket for The Manchester Guardian, one of Britain's quality

newspapers. He describes, in workmanlike terms, the process of
coming into contact with a work o7 dramatic art:
The main thing was to get imaginatively into the heéft of
a work and performance and then to describe, in as good and
suggestive English as one could command, an experience of
mind and soul while under the creator’'s spell. This Is merely
one way -- it has been called the way of the “sensitized palate.”
But it is an error to think that such a way denotes indifference
to hard study, logical analysis, and some acquaintance with the
best that has been achieved in all schools. The “sensitized
patate” critic prepares himself, cultivates himself until he
develops antennae or "cat's whiskers” which he trusts to work
instinctively when he surrenders temporarily to the creative

artists. It is a case with him of love and faith as much as
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of deliberately directed reason. He is, in a word, merely one

of the audience, -- but more enlightened, more expert at reception

(because this is his Tivelihood) than thz rest. The trouble

with the dominant school of criticism today (this was written 4in

1953: authon) is that the tendency is toward analysis before the
imagination has been allowed the chance to make a SyNth951S-34
Imagism was the first of two categories of newspaper ;ritfcism

referred to earlier; the second is impressionism, a term that fairly

describes the process outlined by Neville Cardus (and many other

journalist-critics) to describe their methods.

It seems not to be a highly esteemed critical techrique. Wilbur

Scott, whose Five Approaches of Literary Criticism were earlier cited,

identifies a sixth and seventh approach in his book, only {:o point out
that he is not going to discuss them. One 1s a concern with fitting a
work into literary tradition, which he says belongs in literary
history rather than criticism (vide gente criticism: authon).
A secon& approach al,o unrepresented is the impressionistic.
Everyone has impressions in the face of literary experience, and
many are compelled to record them. Their value depends, of course,
upon the taste, knowledge, and writing ability of the ¢ritic.
Walter Kerr agreed with the emphasis placed on taste by Scott
(although he described it with Journaiistic enthusiasm rather than
scholarly disdain):
Taste is for the most part a matter of exposdre: the man
who has seen the most is lixkely to know the most. Some intelli-
gence must always be presumed; some theoretical stuay may also
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be presumed; but it is usually far in the past and now only a
matter of absorbed background. (Interview, Equity magazine,
1958. )%
Bladel1l's analysis of Kerr's criticism explicitly confirms
his approach:

As a theatre critic, Walter Kerr is an impressionjst
and a relativist. His reviews are impressionistic in that
they attempt to describe an e;perience inspired in him by a
given play. He is a relativist in that he tries to avoid
rigid preconceptions as to what the experience should be...
The only criterion which approaches an apsolute is that the
play must {nvoluve him either cerebrally or emotionally...He
does not depend primarily upon theories in his practical
criticism. He first reacts subjectively, just as any other
impressionistic critic. Then he makes a judgmeni in the
review, describing specific concrete elements in the play and
production which have brought about his reaction. His readers
may accept his reaction or reject it. He customarily devotes
more space to description than to explanation, especially
when the review is favprable. When he goes beyond description
te explain why he has reacted as he has, the explanation tends
to be drawn either from tradition or from a belief in the
mystical power of intuftion. He is not bound by tradition.

In his reviews he is bound by his own taste and thought.36
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There is a resonance, reaching across time and geography, among

these pronounced themes expressed by and about critics, including,

as would be expected, the need for criticism, stated on behalf of

Mr. Frye's "public" c¢critics with particular eloquence by George

Jean Mathan :

All art is a kind of subconscious madness expressed in
terms of sanity; criticism is essential to the interpretation
of its mysteries, for about everything truly bSeautiful there is
ever something mysterious and disconcerting...Art is a partner-
ship between the artist and the artist-critic. The former
creates; the latter re-creates. Without criticism, art would
of course still be art, and so with its windows walled~in and
its. Tights extinquished would the Louvre still be the Louvre.
Criticism is the windows and chandeliers of art: it illuminates
the enveloping darkness in which art might otherwise rest only
vaguely discernible and perhaps altogether unseen.37

The next section of this essay provides an opportunity to

examine how the writers upon whom it concentrates discharged their

responsibilities in the artist-critic "partnership."
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THE CRITIQUES
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HEADNOTE

The essertial obbligato to the theme of a critic's
professional philosophy is of course its:expression for
public consumption -- a particular artistic genre of its
own. George Jean Nathan referred earlier to "the artistic~
critic.” Nathan Cohen, reflecting on the samz copic:

Criticism itself is an art form...a contributory
one I'11 grant you...bit an art form nonetheless.
Walter Kerr's critical bingraprher characterizes him

as an artist:

....there is evidence his approach to criticism
itself is creative. Richard Watté, critic for the New
York Post, finds Kerr his only colleague able to
"capture the guality of a performer in action and
bring it to life vividly for the performer.'39 l
This view of Kerr is echoed in a scholarly study of

New York critics:

His articles revealed insight, an educated
intelligence, sound knowledge of the art he was
criticizing, and a polished literary style...His
reviews were not Simply verdicts; they recreated the
event40 (note the similaricy to thoughts expressed

decades earlier by George Jean Nathan supra: author).
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In less exalted_terms, Robert Rutherford Smith
describes c¢ritical creativity as follows:

Critics are conéerned with evaluation... (but}
evaluation by itself is not a very helpful act. If
critics behaved like baseﬁh]l umpires who merely call
the pitche; without explaining how they arrive at their
evaluations, they would be of little use to their
readers. Critics must explain their evaluations. If
this is done successfully, the result will be a new
insight which may aid their readers in making future
decisions. This ifsight is perhaps the greatest
contribution critics can make to their readers.4l
The 12 critiques that follw demonstrate, in addition

to the evaluative differences noted above, the dimensions

of information, artistry and insight offered readers of

these 1981 stratford Festival opening reviews.*

*NOTE: Apparently discrepant dates are owing to the
appearances of reviews a day late in the Southwestern
Ontario edition of the Globe and Mail.
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THE MISANTHROPE

42




The Globe and Mail
Wednesday, June 17, 1981

Excellent Misanthrope is high-quality comedy

By Ray Conlogue

STRATFORD -~ I'm sure everybody breathed a sigh of relief
at Monday night's beautifully drawn production of The Misanthrope.

After a self-conscious start with H.M.S. Pinafore in the
afternoon, Stratford hit its accustomed pace with Moliere's
great comedy about the misanthrope who would fiee the hypocrisy
of the world -- if only he weren't in love with the most dishonest
woman in Paris.

When the lights come up on Desmond Heeley's set, a dgreen
distillation of a Louis XIV formal garden, Brian Bedford as
A.~este is telling off his friend Philinte (Nicholas Pennell} for
his slavish adherence t» one of the rules of that formal society:
always flatter. with grace and force Alceste builds his argument
that you must he cruelly honest with shoddy people in order to
sincerely care about the good ones. Pennell's Philinte, wearing
rue ful compassion in his eyes, counterargues forcefully, but his
real strength is the strength of his goodness: he is like a
still and henign pool.

There was a rich and attentive quality to the audience's
laughter as the two men =-- leaving us aware of the grace of
Moliere's language withcat once slipping into the siag-song

trap that awaits rhyming couplets on the English-speaking
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stage -~ gradually built the tension of the argument until, at

the first sign of genuine anger in Alceste, pPhilinte delicately
tips the conversation toward Alceste's one weakn2ss: the beautiful
Celimene, who amuses herself by leading on any number of suitors

at the same time. )

In the subsequent scenes, where by a painful and humiliating
progression of events Alceste is made to see how Celimene has
made a fool of him, there are many occasions for high comedy
(by which I mean a rueful laughter of recognition} as well as a
bit of farce with the fcps Acaste and Clitandre =-- also, of course,
in love with Celimene.

Nobody else in the cast comes near the purity of the approach
to Moliere in that first scene between Alceste and Philinte, but
there are several performers in different styles who contribute
outstandingly. Scott Hylands is the terrible poet Oronte, who
forces Alceste to pass Judgment on nis sonnet and then Persecutes
him for his honesty:‘ he has a robust virllity in his self-
presentation, like a street fighter turned poet who will
certainly flatten the nose of any detractor.

Susan Wright, as Eliante, is peculiarly moving in the
little shudder she gives when Alceste betrays his anger at
Celimene. Without saying another word, she conveys that <he
is in love with him, but is smart enough to see he is intrigued
only by impossible chalXenges. A gifted comedienne, Miss Wright

also moved very far Monday night towa-? establishing herself as

an actress of wider talent.




Pat Galloway returns to Stratford to play Arsince, the shrew
who masks her unattractiveness to men in a show of disdain for
them. Like Bedford and Pennell, she brought a depth of confidence
to the rQle that established its authority without for a moment
embalming it. This aging reputation-wrecker, by the way she
touches her Parascl to her nose or picks up a book on a table,
betrays an inner turmoil of envy and hatefulness that makes her
elegant pieties devastatingly funny.

Sharry Flett was a disappointing Celimene. In her first
engagement with the vast interior of the Festival Theatre, it
was all she could do to pProject her voice and the first layer of
Celimene's personality: a heartless bitch. When Acaste and
Clitandre lead her on in vicious gossip about other men at court,
she fails to leaven her malice with the charm that would explain
why men are attracted to her. After all, not even a lovesSick
male is going to step into a bear trap unless it is disguised
with a little greenery.

It's perhaps unfair to compare her reading of the lines with
masters such as Bedford or Pennell; but an audience listening
to thofe two 1S going to be looking for the same wealth of
nuance and humor from everybody on ctage. Miss Flett lost half
the payload in her lines. There was some compensation in her

arch and striking physicality, and the values she did go after
-= "incorrigible triviality” in translator Richard Wilbur's

words -- were Strongly enough established to make the sSpectator's
blood boil. But there was no hint of remorse when she was

finally exposed, or of = .3sible future humanity -- a cutting off
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of dimensions to her character that Molliere wes a clever enough
writer to insert for her.

Jean Gascon's direction seems effortless; quite an achieve-
ment on the Festival stage. For a director who has not always
worked w2ll at Stratford, it is gratifying to see him succeed 1in
moving the values of French classicism so amusingly and gracefully

onto an English stage.
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Toronto Star
Tuesday, June 16, 1981

Moliere deserves better

And Bedford has the wit
to make a finer job of it

By Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -- Times are hard, morale is low, and money, SO they
say, is scarce as hen's teeth.

The Stratford Festival has had a well-advertised rough year.
Still, it barely seems possible, in fact, it is hardly in the
realm of credibility that the new Stratford administration would
actually allow the opening production on the Festival Theatre
stage to be 'little more than a reading.

Yet that is all The Misanthrope is, and an uninspired
reading at that. What's more, the description errs only on the
side of kindness.

There is somethiﬁg wholly debilitatir -+ and eventually
infuriating in watching actors such as Bri:n Bedford, Pat Galloway,
Nicholas Pennell and Susan Wright promenade around the Festival
stage like a roomfull of manikins, adopting elaborately artifi-

Al

cial poses as they throw off th= rhyming couplets qf'Rigbard

‘Wilbur*s excellent-translation of Moliere's comedy mangue,
without appearing to have connected any of the words to their
own feelings.
Born to play role
It must be added that they ar: placed at a disadvantage by

the stage itself. Appallingly decorated with artificial turf
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the shade of preppy green, and garnished with plastic trees, the
Festival stage has never looked uglier. Moreover, operating
room lighting renders the entire cast as blanched if sprightly
octogenarians -~ an appearance which should have had the actors'
agents on the telephone fir.c thing today.

But how, you will ask, can such a cast fail to bring The

Misanthrope to life? Bedford in particular seems to have been
born to play the priggish Alceste, the last honest man, or
something like that, Zn the worldly and mendacious France of
Louis XIV? And perhaps one day Bedford will fulfil the role.
As it is now, Bedford, who is giving a performance that seems
unbelievably lackluster when ranged alongside his Benedick and
Malvolio of last year, is working without a context. The fact
is that Jean Gascon, himself a former artistic director of the
festival, has obviously provided no concept for the production.
He has Jjust put the play on stage and left it there.

Wwhat. a mistake.  The Misanthrope may be generally considered
Moliere's finest achievement, yet for the majority of theatre-
goers, the claim has to be proved. It isn't as accessible as
School For Wives or half as funny as Tartuffe. The Misanthrope
is remote, intellectual, highly stvlized, and it demands a level
and intensity of performance to provoke continuous argument.
And more than Moliere’s other plays, it also requires a frame-

work to make it accessible to audiences today.
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First of all, who are these people? Why are they made to
appear out of nowhere? What rank do they belong to? Alceste is
railing against his society? Why can't we know more about the
society through the nuances of behavior and the development of
character?

And what is Alceste railing &t? From this production, it
often seemed he was just grumbling because his friends and
acquaintances led sensual lives. We can see that the drug of
candor drives away friends and allies alike, that it causes law
suits and makes hLim unable to be lived with. But we need to see
how it comes into conflict with his sudden passion for his
opposite, Celimene, a young woman as transparent and false as he
is serinus and true. He would reform her. When she refuses to
be reformed, he immediately ceases to love her.

If Alceste did not tell the truth with the kind of blunt
wit that takes the malice out of his frankness, he would be
dismissed as a bad joke. As it is, he can be made (and surely
Bedford on a better day could make him into a grouch on the order
of Jack Benny) a party-pooper with a single line.

Flirts with tragedy

And he can be made more of. The Misanthrope flirts with
tragedy. Alceste is 1looking into the heart of the human situation.
By his refusal to play political games or to build his life on
subtle evasion and skillful fibs, he avoids the cheap triumphs

of charm. There can be both irony and pathos in his loss of
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Celimene and her loss of him. As it is now, there is only a faint
air of puzzlement.

At the level of this production, it seems much more likely
that they will kiss and make up and go cff and get married --
whereas, of course, what should be revealed is the profound
incompatibility of the lovers that indicates not merely two
hostile parties in this battle of the sexes, but a deeper kind
of incompatibility thac rents all human relationships.

But to reach such depths, the play must first fully engage
the audience.

In the early '70s, the British National Theatie produced
a contemporary version of The Miriy thrope which was set in the
imperial presidency of Charles de Gaulile, and the updating did
the play a world of gocd. There were all these chic Parisia‘
intellectuals mauling and scratching and worrying over fine
points of pnllosophy; a context that made the play immediately
accessible as well as imu2diately engaging. Getting in tune with
Louis XIV requires a different kind of headset.

It is expected that the direcvor of a play like The
Misanthrope will try hard to find {he right headset to tune his
audience in. Gascon should also ;iave struggled to find the right
Celimene. Sharry Flett is a truly delightful actress, put she is
far too soft and gentle and yield‘ng to ever play Celimene, a lady

who is adept at sado-masochism and loves cutting people off at
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the knees in a way that has them begging for moée.

Susan Wright and Pat Galloway, in the roles of Eliante and
Arsinoe, have little more to do than make brief enlivening appear-
ances, albeit without much sense of what they are doing, while

Nicholas Pennell is suave but purposeless as Philince.

The Misanthrope:
By Moliere. English verse translation by Richard Wilbur.

Directed by Jean Gascon. Designed by Desmond Heeley. Music
by Alan Laing. nighting by David F. Segal. Festival Theatre.
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Tne Beacon Herald
Tuesday, June 16, 1981

Bedford praised for role
in Festival Theatre opening

By James Nelson
Canadian Fress

Brian Bedford ~- a British-borm American actor whose
ct.eracteristically austere mannerisms on stage fitted him
ideally for the part =-- won an ovation in the title role in
Moliere's The Misanthrope at the formal opening of the Stratford
Festival Monday night.

Irsscible, scornful of society's insincerities and the
world's follies, Moliere's hero Alceste turns his back on mankind
and goes off to seek peace of mind in some kind of 17th Century
hermitage.

But could anyone really cast himself out from the luxurious
grace of Louis XIV's court circle, vividly brought to the stage
by designer Desmond Heeley, and the feminine charms of his first
and second loves as played by Sharry Flett and Susan Wright?

It is only the second time in Stratford Festival history
that a non-Shakespeare play has opened the season in the 2,000~
seat Pestival Theatre. The other occasion was in 1974 when
William Hutt starred in the Imaginary Invalid.

Both productions were directed by Jean Gascon, and of course
both are by Moliere, the near contemporary of Shakespeare who is
France's great contribution to classical theatre.

Entering Lis fifth season in the festival, Redford plays

the disdainful hero well. His solemn face, masterful use of the
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long pauss between thoughts, and determined stance set him apart
from all other actors.

Nicnolas Pennell, a Stratford veteran, plays Alceste's
friend, Philinte, with understanding and s. ght amusement. Scott
Hylands, in his first Stratford season, is Alceste’s rival for the
love of Celimene.

As Celimene, Sharry Flett, also in her first Stratiord rele,
is a bewitching creature whom Moliere has given high social
station and wealth, and a mischievously roving heart. Alceste
suffers the heartbreak ag long as he can before he throws her
over.

Susan Wright, star of last season’s A Flea in her Ear at the
Shaw Festival, is Eliante, Celimene's cousin and the second-best
object of Alceste's love. In the end she rejects him and turns
to Philinte.

Payv Galloway, long a Stratford star, has the catty role of
Arsince, the “"friend" who love to gossip. The scene between Flett
and Galloway, as each relates the latest scandal about the other,

is a gem that would alone make the whole evening worthwhile.
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The Globe and Mail
Thursday., June 18, 1981
Coriclanus dies under the knife

By Ray Conlogue

STRATFORD ~~- The most surprising thing about Brian Bedfo:rd,
who acts Shak?speare with rueful comedy, is the dark and louring
view of the same playwright he reveals when he puts on his
director's hat.

In Titus Andronicus there was a blcocody and golden splendor
about this vision; in Coriolanus, which opened Tuesday night. the
same values were stillborn. What should have held ceremonial
majesty betrayed ceremonial tedium: what could have been ~omplex
settled for being bombastic.

It's easy o point a finger at this late play =-- "seldom
acted,” as Bradley once mentioned, adding that "perhaps no
reader ever called it his faveorite." But Titus is equally
neglected. In both cases Bedford tries to bring eclipsed
Shakespeare back into the light by heavy cutting of the text.,
by rich and stirring lighting effects and visuwal tableaux., and
by requesting a certain style of acting from the cast.

In Coriolanus he has straightaway dumped all the comic
relief. No illbred Rorman commoners bat solecisms like
"directitude" back and forth. If this has not made things
severe enough, Bedford also ends several scenes at their
climactic moments, leaving out the falling action that

softens the characters or fleshes out their motives. S0 we
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‘have ‘Coriolanus  who has abandoned Rome and now leads an army
of his former enemies against its gates, yielding finally to the
pleading of his mother, Volumnia. But the aside of Aufidius,

the enemy general with whom Coriolanus 1s n¢w in uneasy alliance,
is deleted. Again, when Aufidius has betrayed Coriolarus to

his murderers, his too-late moment of penitence ("My rage is
gone, and I am struck with sorrow"} is delivered in a spiteful
and mean-spirited fashion.

These observations are not nit-picking. The cuts, the
delivery are essential to the spare, relentless, singleminded
exposition of warrior valor which Bedford has in mind. But
Coriol§nus, pereft of subplot and poetry even as Shakespeare
left it, does not need further sandblasting. The play, which
in a symwpathetic interpretation wculd be a spare essay in Roman
architecture, becomes in Bedford's hands a bone-whitened ruin.

Ruins have their charms, and Bedford as director has his
talents. ,Together with Michael Wwhitfield's extraordinary
lighting, he has created visual tal.leaux that must be among
the most striking ever seen on the stage. The opening, with
a crescent of dimly lit, prone and tangled, malevolencly sighing
peasants ranged up and down the staircases; Coriolanus' dash into
the hideously backlit gates of the city of Coriocles; the semi-
circle of Volscian officers ranged along the front row of seats
while Aufidius denounces Coriolanus =-- all these demo .Sstrate
a controlling and strong esthetic. And he has encouraged Arne
Zaslove to stage the battles in striking, ritualistic fashion

whicn in the riveting, almost erotic single combat between
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Coriolanus and Aufidius generated a round of applause by itse .f.

But why does Bedford, who speaks Shakespeare with unusual
inteiligence, allow {or, is it possible, even encourage) the
bellowing assault on the lines that we liear from Len Cariou's
Coriolanus right down to the mouthiest Volscian sentry?

In Cariou's case tnere is a problem with the actor himself.
Sweeney Todd was a useful target for Cariou's ample virility,
but that virility in Shakespearean roles {including the Macbeth
we saw in Toronto last fall) does not work very well. 1It's not
that Cariou isn't doing the lines well; he is confident and
intelligent. But there is a clipped, snarling tone combined
with a jaw~chomping motion reminiscent of a nutcracker that
declares out loud: "Here I am, workinan at being a tough guy.”
The harder he works at it the more Cariou points up the absence
of a lean, hawk-like qua. ..y to his virility -- a quality that
Scott Hylanc.s as Aufidius possesses in abunéance.

Hylands, who demonstrated quality in The Misanthrope
earlier this week, shows with his Aufidius that he is one of
the lucky catches of the new Stratford company. He is muscled
like a whippet, menacing as a gila monster and perhaps the only
actor who could make the "shredded savagery” cliche of Desmcnd
Heeley's Voiscian costumes look actually savage. It remains
to be seen whether these qualities can be magnified for
leading roles.

Lewis Gordon, an actor of whom I am more fond than some,

seems to have been chosen to give the role of Coriolanus'’ friend
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Menenius a fatherly warmth. This he does, in excess. It was a
relief against the predominant macho pounding, but only once did

I feel he threw himself heart and soul into his role -- and that
was for a few brief but very touching moments defending himself
against a sentry's taunts after Coriolanus has rejected him. It's
too bad that genuineness wasn 't a feature throughout the evening.

Barbara Chilcott, a commanding, carnivorous presence as
Coriolanus' mother, was nonetheless a disappointment. Perpetual
quiverir~ of the vocal cords is no substitute for properly feeling
one's way through a part. Her pleading with her son, which c¢ould
have been most noving, was hard to listen to.

Lynn Griffin in the thankless role of Coriolanus' wife had
little to do but play mater dolorosa (more accurately, uxor
dolorosa} and played it very well. She invested her few and
baldly written lines with great feeling. Max Helpmann and Barney
0'Sullivan as the tribunes who unseat Coriolanus did to death tne
demagoguery of their roles. It may be that Shakespeare "loathed
the common Englishman," but it's not necessary in performing

him to pander to his prejudices.
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The Toronto Star
Wednesday, June 17, 1981
Brian Bedford the real hero

Superb direction of Coriolanus
builds spine=tingling production

by Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -~ The Stratford Festival was jolted alive last
night with a big, noisy, macho production of Coriolanus that set
the Festival Theatre pulsating.

Shakespeare's coidly objective study of Roman realpolitik
has been fised into a hot clash of caste and class warfare, with
plebeians and patricians, not to mention barbarians, fighting
it out all over the stage and into the aisles.

Coriolanus is politics in the raw -- the machinations of
demagogues combining with powermongers® manipulations to bring
Rome itself to its knees. And in this production, which has been
directed with a tingling intensity by Brian Bedford, the Pelitics
are all bloody bare gnuckles.

From the prowling, swarming, threatening Roman mob to Len
Cariou's rigidly self-righteous Coriolanus, and from the
savagery of the wolf-headed Volscians to their leader Aufidius,
played superbly and with the unrelenting pressure of a piledriver
bv Scott Hylands, Coriolanus, atter 23 shaky start and a certain
uneveness, builds unerringly and with increasing excitement to
its dire climax.

Large cast

Last year, F-..cid's production of Titus Andronicus was one

of tlie season's critical successes. With Coriolanus, a very
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different kind of play, and only his second production at Stratford,

Bedford shows himself to be a master of the Festival's thrust

stage, deploying his large cast in and around it with the strategy
of a general and the fluidity of a movie maker.

The Festival stage has rarely been used to such effect since
Richard III in 1977. And with the same kind of straightforwardness
that made Titus so accessible. ‘

Bedford plunges us immediately into the heart of Coriolarus'
tumult with a singular effect. In the dark, we hear the sound of
the mob panting. The lights go up on a starving Rome deprived of
food by tle apparently callous ruling class. The centre,
personified by Lewis Gordon's compassionate Menenius, cannot
hold.

In the manner of labor rzlations today, the hardliners take
over. The peoples' tribunes are ranged against the most intransi-
gent of patricians, Coriolanus, an iron gencral who believes that
democracy will ruin Rome. For saying so, this hero is refused the
consulship by the inflamed mob, and banished from Rome.

"There is a worid elsewhere," cries Coriolanus as he flees
the =ity that has rejected him. Buct tnere isn’t. Jne of the
morals of this prodaction is that the whole world is politics; the
¢ut and thrust of deal-making is everywhere, and the man who

disdains politics, and its part in human relationships,

disdains life.
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Coriolanus has in the past sometimes been interpreted to
suit particular ideologies; it offers plenty of opportunities
to propagandize any party line. But the only true villain is
mob psychology, which 15 seen to betray and distort the best
intentions.

Watching Coriolanus is like watching the machinery of
politics in action. It isn't a p;etty sight. But it 1is
fascinating. While you can't but sympathize with Coriolanus®
opinion of democracy as shabby, you can'‘t ignore either his
detractors’ suspicions of his motivations. By being true to
himself only, he appears false to others. He is led into a
false relationship with his former enemy, Aufidius, wihom he then
joins =0 attack Rome, cnly to be deterred somewhat surprisingly
at the last by his mother.

Least convincCing
Amazing, because Coriolanus' capitulation to his mother's

pleas turns out to be the least .convincing part of this produc-

tion. Coriolanus is a man's play and never more so than here,
and o1 1y a Volumnia still more stern and unyielding than her son
could seem to be a convincing pleader. Barbara Chilcott is
unyielding all right, but she i$ not overbearing enough, and
that makes Aufidius' final jeer that Coriolanus is a mama's boy
seem rather too apt. But this doesn't dovetail with what has
gone before, namely, a Coriolanus who, once set on a course,

cannot be deterred by anyone, any emotion or any ideology. .

bl
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Otherwise, however, the play proceeds with an inexorable
logic. True, some of the intricacies in the political shuffling
get last, but there are so many intricacies in this play that
it hardly seems surprising. The main th.uy is that the play's
line remains strong and true throughout.,

Cariou takes his time warming up as Coriolanus. He begins
50 rigidly that one wonders where he can go from there. But
by the time Coriolanus is forced to try to pPlay politics with the
mob, he has fragmented into ambition, pride and conviction. After
he has succumbed to his mother's pleas, Cariou’s Coriolanus
essays a pathos that further complicates and enriches his
performance.

Ultimately, he is a figure of compelling ambiguity, and he
is beautifully matched and complemented by Scott Hylands'
single-minded Aufidivs, the barbarian who stands in ever starker
contrast to Coriolanus.

With his angular frame robed in feathers, Hylands is a
primitive force that respects only hardness and courage, and when
Coriolanues falters, it seems entirely natural that aufidius will
kill him,

Theve are other outstanding performances: Max Helpmann's
Sicinius is a people's tribune who stands comparison to the
Teamsters' boss, and Lewis Gordon is hoth dignified and moving
as the civilized Menenius, while Lynne Griffin is only too

pathetic as the abandoned Virgilia, Coriolanus' complaisant

wife.
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Clanging soundscape
Michael Whitfield's lighting is scenery itself; Desmond
Heeley's costumes are agreeably undistracting; and Gabriel
Charpentier has provided a clanging soundscape which vibrates
ominausly.
But the evening's hero is really Bedford, who had a large

amount of success wrestling with a very intricate play.

Coriolanus:

By William Shakespeare. Directed by Brian Bedford. Designed by
Desmond Heeley. Soundscape by Gabriel Charpentier with Marcel de
Lambre and Jean Souvageau. Lighting by Michael J. Whitfield.
Festival Theatre.
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The Beacon Herald
Wednesday, June 17, 1981

Coriolanus' fi il act performed
'stunningly' says theatre reviewer

By James Nelson
Carniadian Press

Len Cariou, returning to the Stratford Festival where he
played secondary roles nearly 20 years ago, received a standing
ovation Tuesday night at the opening of Coriolanus, directed by
Brian Bedford.

More recently a Broadway musical star, with a Tony award
for Sweeney Todd, Cariou in the title role led one of the largest
casts in recent years on the Stratford stage with Barbara Chilcott
as his domineering mother, Lewis Gordon as his friend in the Roman
senate and Max Helpmann as one of the tribunes of the people.

The play is rarely performed because of its sprawling
battle scenes and other difficulties of staging by anything other
than a large company of actors. More than 30 played unnamed
parts as soldiers, senators, citizens and the Roman rabble.

The play's story is out of the mists of Roman history.

Caius Martius is a powerful commander who leads the Roman army
to put down an attack by the neighboring Velscians. For his
victory, he is given the name Coriolanus and offered the title
of consul of Rome.

But he is too proud to bare his wounds before the common

citizenry, as is the custom t2 win their approval for the

consulship.
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Denied the consulship, .le deserts Rome and joins the
volscians in an attack on Rome until his family appeals to him
for mercy. Bending tearfully to his mother, he is denocunced by
the volscians as a traitor and is slain.

In Bedford's production, Cariou falls from the stage balcony
into the crowd and Caius Martius Coriolanus comes close 0 being
ripped apart. He dies at centre stage with his arms and legs
twisted in the form of a gswastika.

Bedford, in his fifth season here as an actor and, :in this,
his second assignment as a director, used the whole festival
theatre as his stage. The soldiers and crowds of Romans swarmed
up and down the aisles while music and sound swirled around the
audience from all sides.

Not all tha lines came through clearly as actors let thear
passions rule over their diction in many of :the opening scenes,
but the context ©of the action carried over that difficulty and
the final act was stuhningly and absorbingly performed.

Desmond Heeley provided a range of Roman togas, patrician
and plebian costumes in shades ¢f ivory and autumnal brown. The
higher the rank of the person, the lighter the shade -- a help in
keeping everyone sorted out. The Volscians were garbed in copper-
colored, fringed leathers and furs, looking like savages.

Cariou last appeared here in 1964 and 19¢5 and accompanied
the Stratford company when it went t¢ England to play at the ’

Chicester Festival where the stage is patterned after Stratford's.
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Barbara Chilcott, a rioneer and now one of the yrand dames of
Canadian theatre, has been longer away from Stratford. She appeared

heye in 1954 and 1955 playing Katharina in The Taming of the Shrew.
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The~Globe and Mail
Friday, June 19, 1981

Tame sShrew offers a chance to 1 h

By Ray Conlague g

STRATFORD ~=- Novelty interpretations of Shakespeare plays
are usually optional, but in the case of The Taming of the Shrew
they are obligatory. You can have brainwashed shrews, duplici=-
tous shrews, harlot shrews:; any kind of shrew you want except a
tamed one. The taming of women is frowned on today. .

That's why it was a guilty pleasure to ease into Pet2- Dews'
uncomplicated production of the play at Stratford Wednesday night.
There was Kate gaily ennihilating herself in the closing speech
{the one everybody chokes on), and surely that was that. wasn't
it?

But no. Here at the end returns Christopher Sly, the drunken
peasant duped into thinking he was a lord in the opening scene.
It was for him that the strolling players performed this Taming of
the Shrew, and Dews had made the wh&le thing look like a sixteenth-
century vaudeville entert. .nment. Tranio had nudged Priondello i
when the poor clown looked like he had forg~r+en his lines; 2
serving girl had dashed on with placards identifying the locale
of the next scene; Petruchio wagglead his outstretched hands from
time to time like a nightclieb emcee encouraging applause.

Well and good. But in S5hakespeare's play Ch-.istopher y
does not come back at the end. This final scene, in whlcﬁ he

wakes up and concludes the whole thing was a dream, is lt¢fted
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from somebody else's play, ar earlier effort called The Taming
of a Shrew. It ends with the deluded Sly rushiag off to "tame"
his ferocious wife -~- and no doubt meeting the fate of any man
dumb enough to think he rules the roost. .

It's a cute "out" from the Surew dilemma. It lets the whole
Shakespeare play be treated as a broad entertainmunt and whisks
it out of the jaws of the problem-making machine. It*s on that
level that this broad, sprightly and ultimately mindless evening
must be enjoyed. :

Hence, enter Len Cariou, the pussycat Petruchio. This 1s
Cariou at nis most enjoyable, the macho lout softened by Ssupreme
self-confidence to the poin& viere he can't be roused to anger.
Does Kate dropkick him? Why (he, ho) he's hoisted himself on a
chair and she nearly breaks her toe on its wooden leg. Does she
swing a hard objact at his cranium? Why (ho, ho} he has deftly
ducked, and how much .did father Baptista say her dowry was?

Despite the amusing encourageément of Keith Dinicol's bouncing
Biondello and Lewis Gordon's agile and pPrancing servant to
Petruchio, Grumio, it took Sharry Flett as Katherine a while to
catch on to the comic flavor of the evening. She played the
courtship with a grim earnestness that was at odds with the
prevailing tone and didn't really fight Petruchio Oon his own
ground. Rather thar mocking him, she took him seriously.

Rather than amugisg dicdawr . zhe registered hatred.
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The scenes where Petruchio starves and ill~clothes his new
wife to break her insolence are tarted up with comic touches that
remove their unpleasantness. The dozen servants puint the finger
of blame in militafy unison at anybody but themselves, and loveable
Grumio dances around the table where Kate is fainting from hunger.
Finally she begins to play the game, and here Miss Flett emerges
as an actress with comic ability. She agrees to call the sun the
moon at Petruchio's command, but she does it with agreeable
gamefulness., Her final knee-bending speech w#as 5till not quite
clear in direction, hut at least she had become 2i asset to the
production.

Lewis Gordon's Grumio was great fun, and Barrney O'Sullivan
as Baptista was dignified yet amusing. Lynne Griffin as the
empty~headed but adorable Bianca was both those things, a dizzy
send-up of the spoiled pretty girl; but she overdid the flouncing
and tongue-sticking-out somewhat.

But by ind large the cast contributed amiably to an enjoyable
evening at the wife rodeo. This production won't please those
who see Shakespeare wrestling with dark questions of the battle
of the sexes in this play, but it will delight those who think
the issue has been besaten to death and could bear a little laughter.

Ard there may be more of those arcund than one would think -~ of

both genders.
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Toronto Star
Thursday, June 18, 1981
Shrew without sex 1s a dud
Particularly when a minor character steals the show

By Gina Mallet

STRATFORD -- Max Helpmann is one ©f the ornaments of the
Stratford Festival company, sSo naturally it was a great pleas:re
to see him stride away with The Taming Of The Shrew last niyit.

When a company menbs ‘hisks off with a show right under
the nose of the likes of Len <ariou, it does seem 1 e an underdog
has won one. Not tha* Pelpmann behaves like an undexdog. On the
contrary, he ccmmands the stage wi*h the authority of an Olivier.

Even though he only has a tiny role, that of Vincentio,
father to Lucentio, who is part of one of the most convoluted
love tanéles in dramatic literature, Helpmann creates with
marvelous economy th& most enduring character to be seen on stage
all evening; an honesﬁ, bewildeared and grumpy father who refuses
to be made fun of.

But what kind of production of the Shrew is this when a
minor character in the subplot steals the show? A sexle.s
production, I'm afraad.

A Shrew without sex 1s like an ocean wichout water.

Not equals

The problem is that there can be no sexual electricity
unless Petruchio and Kate are equals. Iere they are not.
Cariou 18 a bully boy of a Petruchio, starting out on what

promises to be a loug career as a wife beater. Poor Sharry
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Flett, once again cast entirely against her style, her charm and
her talent, -an no more stand up to Mr. Machc than a mouse couid
roar at a lion. What, pray, 1s funny about watching that? In
fact, watching Flett Le cowed by Cariou is about as much fun as
watching a slave lick Simon Legree’s boots.

There are, however, many distractions that help take
attention from Kate and Petruchioc, although they are not all by
any means as welcome as Max Helpmann.

The director, Peter Dews, has concentrated heavily on the
tiresome subplot of Bianca and her tiresome suitors and their
tiresome disguises. Even though Shrew is one of the most
frequently performed of Shakespeare's plays, I defy anyone to
prooerly sort out the Gromios and Grumios, and sure enough, in
this production they are all, servant or master, indistinguishable
one from the other, as they dash about the stage creating the
impression of ceaseless amusement.

Sing-song voices

Never, not even in Young People's Theatre's epic this past
season, have the shenanigans seems quite so endless. Perhaps
this is because the cast speaks in a sing-song reminiscent of
old-fashioned elocution, the voice rising inevaicably at the end
A couple of them are even encouraged to talk

of each line.

baby-talk, notably Lynne Griffin, who makes Bianca sO Coy that

she could curdle fresh milk.

Shakespeare's sexual innuendoes are fendered )n Quotation

marks, with much heavy emphasis, and graphic signals, gestures
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toward the codpiece and so on. Really, were the Elizabethans so
elephantine in their wit, or is it that Dews is worried that we
clean, simple-mind=d innocents of +the TV generation w.n't under-
stand unless it 1s pounded into us that way back in the 16th
century. men and women also told dirty jokes?

The production is €arnestly authentic commedia dell'arte.
One thought 1longingly back to the Neptune Theatre's free-for-all
Shrew of last winter, which was directed by Denise Coffey as
pure mayhem, the jokes tranrposed to the Maritimes and the fun
fast and furious and dis+*inctly fishy.

After all, there are not many memorable lines in Shrew --
if, indeed, it was really sritte*n Ly Shakespeare -- and the play
can be campered with surely at will. At Neéptune, of course, thesre
was also a superbly paired Kate and Petruchio, Susan Wright and
John Heville conducting a feisty flirtation rather than a long,
drawn-out act of humiliation this Stratford Shrew seems to be.

Not that the humiliation seems Intentional, exactly. But
then, what is the purpcse, the shape tc this production?

This Shrew looks char.iing, all soft browns and muted colors,
the stage paved with pale pink brick and the balcony decorated
by Susan Benson with a leafy arrangement.

Still, the same old duestion needs to be answered. What
made Dews want to direct this play? Why, other than the fact

that the Shrew alws;s seems toO sell ticke.s:, is this play being

done a: all when it's done so often everywhere else and was done
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here only a couple of years ago?

There is no sign that Dews has any special insights to offer,
and there are other roles in which it would surely be far more
rewarding to see Cariou tackle. And it's not as though there
is a crackerjack cast to hand. Frankly, some of the actors
seemed not merely unfamiliar with the Festival Theatre stage but
with Shakespeare, too.

Barney (O'Sullivan seemed t be simply walking through the role
of Baptista, and it was distressing to see Lewis Gordon fall back
into his Sanford & Son routine as a hyperactive Grumio. But at
least he was attempting a character. His colleagues tended to

make do with attitudes.
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Winnipeg Free Press
June 19, 1981

The Taming of the Shrew takes new .wist at festival

By James Nelson
The Canadian Press

STRATFORD, Ont. (CP) -- All that business about a shrewish
woman being tamed to serve, love and obey her lordly husband is
but the dream of a drunken tinker.

That, at least, is the way the Stra~ford Festival i% pres nting
Shakespeare’s celebrated comedy, The Taming of the Shrew, this
season.

Len Cariou won an opening night ovation as the swashbuckling
tamer of Sharry Flett as Katharina, a sweet=-voiced but sharp-
tongued shrew.

Director Peter Dews not only presented the play complete,
with the opening scene involving the tinker Christopher Sly -=- one
that is often cut to'shorten the performance -- but added ¢nsther
scene at the end to complete the story of the play within a play.

The story is that Sly falls asleep after a long day at &
local tavern, and aa unnamed lord puts him to bed with instruc-
tions that he is to be treated as a lord whea he wakes up.
Meanwhile, a troupe of strolling players happens by, and they
perform the story of The Taming of the Shrew.

After Katharina has submitted to her husband and the play
ends in most accepted versions of the 1590s text, Cews added a
scene in which Sly is awakened by a barmaid and goes home to

tame his own wife, now that he has learned in his dream how

it is done.
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Purists might cavil at the country’s most honored classical
theatre tampering with the works of its master playwright. But
Dews, former artistic director of the Chicester Festival in
England, has brought the play full circle to a logical conclusion.

The production, which is running in repertory with Moliere's
The Misanthrope and Shaxespeare's Coriolanus, is lavishly cast
and costumed, with villagers at the pub who do no*hing all
evening long but watch the play.

Cariou, the Winnipeg-born Broadway star, was a reserved but
robust Corioclanus Tuesday night, and Wednesday night a dashing,
debonaire Ppetruchio, the man who is willing to marry and tame

Katharina for the wealth she has.

Flatt is not the tempestuous shrew often portraved on the
stage, but one whose sweet voice and smile just mask her
rebellious temper.

She delivers the play's most controversial speech for
contemporary women — "I am ashamed that womer are sS¢ simple to
offer war where they should kneel for peace, .r seek for rule,
supremacy ard sway when they are bound to serve, love and obey..."
-- with a 5mile that guestions Katharina's sincerity.

Perhaps it is best to leave it in doubt. Women's rights
advocates have denounced Shakespeare's philosophy as too old-
fashioned to believe.

Lynne Griffin is almost more lively than Flett as Katharina's
sister, Bianca, but with a gentle, even temper, and Peter Hutt

makes a lover for her with a charm and sexuality that are
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encirely believable.
pesmond Ellis, making his Stratford debut this season,
plays Sly with a Scottish brogue, and spends most of the evening
in the stage balcony, alternately observing the play, sleeping
off his drunkenness and interijecting his comments on the action.
Rod Beattie plays the old Gremio, a vain suitor for Bianca's
hand, with welcome comic touches, and Lewis Gordon 15 a sprightly
if middle-aged fool and servant to Petruchio.
The only stage set is a tree in fall colors spreading over
the brick p-tio of the village pub. [ .gner Susan Benson provided
Elizabethan costumes in autumnal colors so consistently as to give
the production a golden hue, lacking in much contrast.
The Taming of the Shrew is the only one of the four productions
opened by the festival this week which 1s scheduled to remain 1in
the repertory throughout the season and into tne fall when it will

be played for school audiences until Oct. 31.
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The Globe and