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SYNOPSIS

This thesis is a study of the stage history of six plays and three
seasons of Shakespeare at the Old Vic as they are related to one man:
Sir John Gielgud. Through the assenbly of various sorts of evidence
ranging from pramptbooks, sound-recordings, reviews, programmes, inter-
views, correspondence, designer's blue-prints, I have attempted to
reconstruct the performances and the productions in order to assess
Gielgud's contribution as a Shakespearean actor and director. The plays

looked at are Richard II, Hamlet, Much Ado About Nothing, King Lear and

The Tempest, the 0ld Vic seasons those fram 1929 to 1931. Each chapter,

except for the first on the Old Vic which considers a repertory of productions
of different plays performed by the same campany, examines a series of
separate productions of one play in chronological sequence to highlight
developments in Gielgud's technique over the years and his response to
the more widespread changes in the tradition of the stage interpretation
of Shakespeare. So the selection of roles and productions was governed by
the idea of examining trends and to set Gielgud's work in the context of
the accumulating tradition of the play's interpretation in performance,
not to look at single productions only. The resulting selection focuses
on Gielgud, the actor and director, at variocus points throughout his
entire career. The earliest production considered is in 1929, the latest

in 1974.

The conclusion then attempts to draw Gielgud's involvement with

Richard II, Hamlet, Much Ado About Nothing, King Iear and The Tempest

together to establish an overall view of their relationship in the light
of the principal currents of change in the theatre from the early part

of this century to the present day. The appendices at the back list the



full range of Gielgud's Shakespeare, including his film appearances, and
the dates of openings with camplete casts of the productions concentrated

on in the text. The thesis is approximately 130000 words in length.
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INTRODUCTION

In this thesis I look at some of Sir John Gielgud's major
Shakespearean roles and productions, offering a reconstruction and
camentary based on pramptbooks, sound recordings, feviews, programmes,
interviews, correspondence, and designer's blue-prints. The first
chapter examines Gielgud's seasons at the 01d Vic from 1929 to 1931 - the
period of his emergence as an actor of Shakespeare, although Gielgud had
appeared in sane of the plays beforehand. It was during the;e seasons,
which contain so many of his Shakespeare débuts, that his special vocation
was established. The next five chapters then each deal with a series of
productions of one play that Gielgud initially appeared in at the Old Vic
in which he has made an important contribution to theatre history.
Productions are examined in chronological sequences within the chapters
in order to highlight trends of interpretation and to suggest the way
Gielgud's treatment of Shakespeare has altered and developed as he aged,
became more experienced, and built on his playing in previous revivals.
The continuities between productions and their differences of amphasis
show how the process of stage interpretation has sametimes enriched the

meaning and sometimes distorted the plays themselves. Thus the critical

issues of textual analysis in Richard II, Hamlet, Much Ado About Nothing,

King Lear and The Tempest receive attention as they are expressed through

the history of Gielgud's performances and productions in the theatre.

Gielgud, of course, has made a much wider contribution to
Shakespearean performance than is represented by these plays alone.
Appendix One (A Chronological Table of Parts and Productions) displays a
formidable list of titles revealing the full scope of his professional
familiarity with the canon that receive small mention, if any, in this

thesis - plays as diverse as Measure for Measure (1950), Twelfth Night




(1955), The Winter's Tale (1951), and Henry VIII (1958). Same of these

productions lacked sufficient documentation, the pramptbooks having
disappeared and reviews never appearing because the newspapers were taken
up with other matters such as the war with Hitler's Germany. In certain
cases they went beyond the theatre into the different media of film

and television, making comparisons difficult and posing intricate questions

such as in what relationship does Orson Welles's film The Chimes At Midnight,

in which Gielgud p]LyeJ Henry IV, stand to the stage plays Henry IV Part:

One and Two. A third factor was that no long-tem trends, as far as

Gielgud's development was concerned, would be apparent in a single
production however well documented and influential it was. One coula not

study the evolution of Angelo in Measure for Measure as one could with

Gielgud's successive Lears, when he appeared only in the Peter Brook
production of 1950. Moreover, a single production represents a single
view of a play - that of the director - and where Gielgud was directed by
sameone else a range of viewpoints was required for the purposes of this
study in order to establish an accumulative impression of his personal

style. Gielgud's work in Richard II, Hamlet, Much Ado About Nothing,

King ILear and The Tempest was in contact with a wider theatrical milieu

over the years.

There is already a good deal of biographical literature which

touches on Gielgud's Shakespeare. Ronald Hayman's biography, John Gielgud

(1971), as well as offering an account of Gielgud's life, contains a useful
appendix with a list of plays, production dates and roles chronicling the

main events of Gielgud's career up to 1970.0 Early Stages (1939) is an

autobiography covering the earlier part of Gielgud's life up to his American
Hamlet in 1936 and Gielgud has published three other volumes of reminiscences

and conment on the theatre: Stage Directions (1963), Distinguished

Company (1972) and An Actor and His Time (1979) based on a series of radio

interviews with John Miller. The latter is especially rich in illustrations



of Gielgud in various parts and productions. Hallam Fordham's John

Gielgud: An Actor's Biography in Pictures (1952) also presents a pictorial

record with a brief coammentary supplied by the author. Camera Studies

(1938) is a compilation of photographs of Gielgud in roles and in person.

Harcourt Williams's Four Years At The Old Vic (1935) and The 01d Vic Saga

(1949) cover Gielgud's years as a marber of the repertory company of that =
theatre and are very enlightening from the point of view of the general
conditions underlying the staging of plays at that time. For Gielgud's

assoclation with Granville-Barker, C. B. Purdam's Harley Granville Barker:

Man of the Theatre, Dramatist and Scholar (1955) provides the details and

reproduces sane of the correspondence between them which I have made

particular use of in my chapter on Richard II.

Much less has been written specifically on Gielgud's work in the
theatre. Detailed critical discussion of his performances and productions
tend to be found in the context of broader studies or in the pages of
reviews for periodicals and newspapers. One such study is Richard

Findlater's The Player Kings (1971) containing a chapter on Gielgud which

discusses his technique as an actor and attempts a classification of his
performances, relating Gielgud's work to professional forbears and contempor-
aries. This is a highly stimulating bock in as much as it cames to grips
with the conscientious craftsmanship of Gielgud and offers generalisations
about acting as a technical discipline which aspire to more than the
'Gielgud has a golden voice and gave a sparkling performance' style beloved
of same reviewers. The frequency with which this sort of statement occurs,
whilst it casts doubt on the objectivity of the testimony, has received
representation in this thesis, although I have tried to disassociate
myself fram it wherever it appears. One often regrets that, in the absence
of other information, reviews occupy such a large place in the theatrical

record in spite of the brilliant impressionistic insights of few of them.



Samewhat in the same vein as Findlater is Ronald Hayman's Techniques of

Acting (1969), a general study which looks at the different approaches

of actors in various media and offers some broad definitive observations

on an art often referred to and seldom defined. Lewis Funke and John E,
Booth have amply represented the point of view of the professional actor

in Actors Talk About Acting (1962), a series of short reflective camentaries

/

by actors and including an essay by Gielgud. A remarkably neglected aspect

of Gielgud's work, his directing, makes Norman Marshall's The Producer and

the Play (1975), with its references to Gielgud, all the more outstanding.
One has to turn to studies concentrating on the small area of one production

alone to find anything like it. Here Richard Sterne's John Gielgud Directs

Richard Burton in Hamlet: A Journal of Rehearsals (1968) and William

Redfield's Letters from An Actor (1967), both deal with the same production.

The disregard of Gielgud's directing, overshadowed by his reputation as

an actor and his habit of acting and directing at one and the same time,

is something that this thesis attempts to rectify. There is no broad
study devoted exclusively to Gielgud's Shakespeare, let alone his direction

of plays.

Perhaps the best introduction to Gielgud the Shakespearean is his
own 'Ages of Man' recital recorded for Philips on two long playing albums:

The Ages of Man and One Man in His Time. This selection of extracts

from roles played throughout his career, and same which he never attempted
on the stage, features Gielgud the actor and director in a pure Shakespeare
repertoire including sane of the Sonnets. Gielgud, as Richard Bebb has
observed, 'is the first major actor whose career is fully covered by
recordings' and I have drawn especially freely on this source of information
to stimulate discussion of the theatre productions.2 J. C. Trewin
chronicles briefly Gielgud's Shakespeare performances and productions in

Shakespeare on the English Stage: 1900-1964 (1964) and thoroughly sets




them in their immediate context alongside other productions of their
period, though the scope of his survey precludes much detail. Trewin's

and A. C. Sprague's Shakespeare's Plays Today (1970) is, on the other hand,

a highly detailed examination of the playing traditions and habits of
interpretation which have grown up around the plays. and traces Gielgud's

influence on theatre custam. A. C. Sprague's Shakespeare and The Actors

(1948) follows the historical development of the stage business actors

have habitually used to interpret Shakespeare.

All these works belong to the larger study of Shakespeare in perform-
ance and like the accounts of the h.s.vory of a single play (Dennis

Bartholamneusz's Macbeth and the Players (1969) or the work of Marvin

Rosenberg on the tragedies for example) tell us more about the playwright
than the thespian. Gielgud's work receives mention, but it is not treated
in a systematic way. Unpublished dissertations such as A. J. Harris's

King Lear in the Theatre: A Study of the Play through the Performances of

Garrick, Kean, Macready, Irving, Gielgud, and Scofield' (Ph.D., 1966),

J. F. Cox's 'Much Ado About Nothing in the English Theatre: 1660-1920'

(Ph.D., 1976), R. L. O'Connell's 'Richard II: 1800 - 1920' (Ph.D., 1958)

and Pamela Mason's 'Much Ado About Nothing at Stratford: 1949 - 1976'

(M.A., 1976) are, as their titles suggest, also narrowly focussed fram

the point of view of Gielgud. Rosamond Gilder's John Gielgud's Hamlet:

A Record of Performance with the Hamlet Tradition by John Gielgud (1937)

is a unique book-length reconstruction of one of Gielgud's major roles:
his 1936 Hamlet. 1In the realm of textual criticism Granville Barker's

Prefaces to Shakespeare (1958) have been useful, particularly for the

indirect insights they provide into Gielgud's stage practice. All references
to Shakespeare's plays are, for the sake of convenience, taken fram

William Shakespeare: the Complete Works edited by Peter Alexander.

Trying as far as possible to adopt the viewpoint of the campletely



attentive spectator - who of course belongs in a category with unicorns
and chimeras - I have reversed the custamary stage left and stage

right of the pramptbooks in favour of the audience. In favour to the
reader I have avoided the use of theatrical jargon and I ask him only to
remember that assemblies are the two areas in front. and on either side of

the proscenium opening at the Shakespeare Memorial Theatre.



Full references to all works cited are given in the
bibliography.

'"The Voice of John Gielgud: Richard Bebb considers and

canpares Recordings of Performances', Typescript of a B.B.C.
Radio Broadcast.



CHAPTER ONE

SHAKESPEARE AT THE OLD VIC 1929 - 1931

When John Gielgud went to take up an appointment as an actor at
the 0ld Viec in 1929 he was twenty-five years of age. He had already
achieved same recognition in the West End in modern roles such as Nicky

Lancaster in Noel Coward's play The Vortex (Little, 1925) and Lewis Dodd

in The Constant Nymph (New, 1926). He had acquired valuable experience

in Chekbov and also in Shakespeare. There had been minor parts for him

in The Tempest (Ferdinand, Savoy, 1926), Othello (Cassio, Apollo, 1927),

Rameo and Juliet (Paris, R.A.D.A., 1924) and Henry V (Herald, 01d Vie, 1921),

He had been one of the servants who silently hold Gloucester's chair in

the blinding scene of King lear. This was the third 'walk on' role in a

Shakespearean play he had had at the 0Old Vic while still an unpaid student.
He had also appeared as Rosencrantz (Court, 1926) and as a supernumerary

in Hamlet (Old Vic, 1921). In addition to this, he had tackled at least

one of the leading tragic parts when he was given the opportunity to play
Romeo for Sir Barry Jackson - a performance which was not well received

(Regent, 1924). The Bimmingham Post (R.E.R., 24.5.1924) wrote,

Mr. John Gielgud as Romeo had a fine romantic
appearance and a beautiful voice, but he cannot
be canpared for a mament to Mr. Ion Swinley ...
With all his great natural advantages, among them
histrionic instinct, his Raneo was all in one
tone, with no sudden revelations of subtle
meanings such as Juliet gave.

But hitherto there was no special reason for associating the name of
Gielgud with the classical tradition of Shakespearean acting other than

through his family connections. Two seasons at the Old Vic were to change



all that and establish him as one of the foramost members of his

profession. In this comparatively short period he attempted most of
the great tragic roles including a Hamlet which won the acclaim of James

Agate who described it as

the highwatermark of English Shakespearean 1
acting of our time (Sunday Times, 1.6.1930).

There was plenty of opportunity for experiment at the Old Vic. The
repertory system made a wide range of parts available and diminished the
likelihood of typecasting. With a set campany of players,
practical necessities made it impossible to ensure that roles
were tailor made to fit individual personalities. Thus Gielgud was
expected to impersonate characters like King lear and the elder Mark Anthony
who would normally have been regarded as quite beyond his range. The busy
schedule and severe econamy that was kept did not permit much attention
to detail and rather encouraged an actor to concentrate on broad effects
than on the intricate subtleties of an elaborate interpretation. Any
shortcomings of histrionic technique were inclined to be overlooked in
the exigencies of the manent that required a show to be mounted speedily.
This often led to uneven performances, but it also created an atmosphere
in which a young actor could explore creative possibilities without having
to stake his entire future on the outcame. Gielgud described the sense of

freedom he felt to John Miller ;

There were hardly any notices because the top

critics didn't cane. It was rather a good thing.

At the Vic you could sort of try your wings, you
know, without being sure that you'd get-eh-slanging
or praise the next day so our egos were not all

that affected by the critics ... we did them {the
plays} so quickly you see. We did about eight

a season. We only played about thirteen performances
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because there was the opera and the ballet

on other nights and so we'd be rehearsing

one play and playing another and we'd only

give about thirteen performances of each play

so it was very important to get a slant on how

we wanted to do it and whip it on very quickly —

as quickly as possible - and sanetimes the

results were very exciting fram that point of

view. They were very naturally unfinished

and-um~not perfect in anywayv. It was a

marvellous training ground.2

Plays would run for three weeks, averaging about fifteen performances,

(Monday, Wednesday, and Friday nights at 7.30 plus Thursday and alternate
Saturday matinées at 2.00). For the second season (September 1930 - April
1931) performances ran later, 7.45 evenings and 2,30 matinées, and their
number was increased to an average of twenty—eight per play with five
evening presentations and two matinées a week. The increased work load
coincided with the acquisition of a second stage at Sadler's Wells (6.1.1931),
making it possible for the Shakespeare campany to alternate with the opera
company at the two theatres. A play would be given for a fortnight in each

theatre. There was a maximum of twelve productions a season.

Salaries were small. A leading man at the Old Vic expected to earn
ten pounds a week whereas in the West End he could earn anything from
fifty pounds and upwards. This meant that the sort of actors who were
attracted to the Old Vic tended to be either young and at the outset of their
careers, eager to acquire experience in a classical repertoire and extend
their range, or older players, who had perhaps played in the provinces, but
who had largely grown up with the theatre itself. Established'star actors
were usually excluded. A survey of the companies of the two seasons
Gielgud was playing there illustrates the bias towards youth  (See Appendix
Two). Amongst the members were Gyles Isham,who had recently been playing

with the Oxford University Dramatic Society where he had performed a notable
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Hamlet; Adele Dixon, a graduate who specialised in romantic female leads;
Richard Riddle, son of the actor Henry Ainley, who was coming to take up
his first professional appointment; Martita Hunt, a young character actress

who had played in Three Sisters and The Doll's House, and Henry

Wolston and Brember Wills,who were two of the maturer members of the
campany. The next season saw the arrival of Anthony Hawtrey, Olive Terry,
Joan Harben and Valentine Dyall, all the sons and daughters of actors,
Ralph Richardson fram the Birmingham Repertory Theatre; and Dorothy Green,

a leading lady who had trained in the provinces under Frank Benson.

Productions were restricted in scope by limited rehearsal time and
shoe-string budgeting. A play was usually prepared in three weeks and
the availability of the stage was halved by the opera campany's rehearsal
requirements. The sum that could be spent on each production was twenty
pounds. This led to much improvisation and borrowing of resources with
free adaptation of costumes and sets. The structure of the set for Verdi's opera

Aida was used for the last act of The Tempest,for instance. Gielgud's

mother donated sane handkerchiefs to the leading characters in Much Ado About

Nothing which she had embroidered herself. Wardrobe facilities were of a
standardized kind with ruffs and farthingales for the Elizabethan period
and togas with pink borders for classical Rome. The productions were all
designed to fit a picture-frame stage with a horseshoe shaped auditorium
that had a high balcony. There were two proscenium doors, one in either
side of the arch, and a small apron for front scenes. The orchestra pit
separated the players from the audience and this had a single flight of
wooden steps, situated at one side, to connect it with the stage. Later,
another was added. The stage itself was unraked. Lighting was
camplicated by the difference of sight lines between balcony and stalls -

those who looked down on the play requiring much more light to see by than
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those below. Plays were mounted,with the minimm use of scenery and
props, in a formalized style characterized by directness, simplicity and an
absence of realistic detail that placed the emphasis squarely upon the
acting. Changes of locality were achieved through suggestion: by the
movement of the curtain and the placing of same significant object such
as a bunched canvas to create the impression of a tree trunk in a wood or
a throne to conjure up the idea of a palace. Sets tended to be permanent
and non-literal so that their vagueness enhanced their flexibility. The
action moved freely and continuously without interpolations or elaborate
business. There was quite often only one ten minute interval and

cutting was 1light. The stress was on clarity, pace and

width of emotional appeal rather than on interpretative subtlety.

The audiences that came to the plays were not comprised of the casual,
middle-class playgoers who patronized many of the other major theatres.
There was a solid core of regular attenders who lived locally in the East
of London and identified themselves with the aims and objectives of the Old
Vic. Their allegiance was grounded in a tradition that began with the
take-over of the premises in 1880 by Emma Cons, the present manager Lilian
Bayliss's aunt, who had intended to pramote the welfare of the working-
class poor in that area by offering them respectable variety entertainment
and non-alcoholic beverages at naminal prices. She had handed on this
parochial heritage of Victorian philanthropy to her niece who, in turn had
continued the good work through regular addresses to her clientele,in

person from the stage or through such organs as The 0ld Vic Magazine (a

monthly periodical containing bulletins of the theatre's activities),the
maintenance of ticket prices at a low level and the organization of such

functions as the Twelfth Night party in which a cake was cut and shared
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ceremonially amongst staff and patrons. At the end of the evening, the
actors, who were expected to attend, would join hands with the audience
across the footlights to sing Auld Lang Syne'. Such associated activities
all served to underwrite the strong sense of corporate identity which was
created when the audience came together to watch a play. The atmosphere
on these occasions was lively and informal. Smoking was permitted in the
auditorium and casual dress was worn. Lantern slides were projected onto
the safety curtain during the interval. Applause often occurred while
the play was in progress to greet the entrances and exits of a favourite

player =2s well as being demonstrative at the end of a performance.

This is not to say that the audiences were always hospitably
receptive, for they were also inclined to be,on occasions, suspicious of
new performers who had yet to prove themselves on the Old Vic stage, however
many times they had done so elsewhere, and generally resentful of innovation.
Harcourt Williams, who had taken up his appointment as the campany's new
director at the same time as Gielgud had taken up his appointment, received
a series of anonymous letters denouncing him and the changes that
he was attempting to introduce into the productions.
Tyrone Guthrie would later experience the same animosity. They were equally
demonstrative when it came to expressing their dislike of samething. But
their tastes were, on the whole,governed by what the Qld Vic had to offer
and they owed no allegiance to the heavy, sumptuous, spectacular tradition
of Shakespearean presentat ions exemplified by Irving and Tree. To this
core of supporters descended fram the original artisans and costermongers
to which the Old Vic,under Emma Cons, had stood as a kind of welfare
institution, were being added in increasing numbers shopkeepers, teachers
and white—~collar workers who were all coming across the Waterloo Bridge in

search of cheap, cultural entertainment. By the time Gielgud had joined,
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the Old Vic was well on the way towards becoming a fashionable theatre

in the mainstream of Shakespearean production as illustrated by the narrowing
of the repertoire to more manageable proportions, the expansion of rehearsals
and the gradual increase in actors' salaries. Still it had not yet com-
pletely lost touch with its distinctive background and this situation gave

theatrical events there their peculiar vitality.

When Harcourt Williams became the new director he had definite ideas
about the production of Shakespeare that he intended to put into practice.
Williams had not much experience of direction - Lilian Bayliss seems to
have chosen him on the strength of sane children's Christmas plays he had
done for his wife, Jean Sterling Mackinlay, a singer and diseuse - but he
had had plenty of acting experience with Benson and at the Lyceum and would
occasjonally stand in to take parts in the plays he directed during his
four years at the 0ld Vic, such as Prospero and Brutus. He was well
acquainted, therefore, with the traditions of the actor managers. Yet his
own philosophy of direction was derived fram the theories of Granville-
Barker whom he knew personally and had worked with. Many of Williams's
productions were, as Gielgud's would be later on, direct attempts to put

Granville-Barker's Prefaces to Shakespeare into action. Although Barker's

Prefaces were not campleted until 1958 in a posthumous two-volume edition,
they started to becane available in 1923 when they first began to appear
individually in print. Williams read same of them in manuscript and
supplemented his knowledge in correspondence and conversation with the
author. Barker's ideas had already achieved same currency through the

historic productions of Twelfth Night, The Winter's Tale (1912) and A

Midsummer Night's Dream (1914) he had given at the Savoy. The stage-

centred approach of his criticism, based to a large extent on his experience
as a director, had a natural appeal to actors and directors generally. In

particular, Williams was influenced by Barker's attitudes towards décor
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which toock full account of Elizabethan fashions in the mounting of
historical plays. Barker stresses that the Elizabethan consciousness tended
to conceive of historical figures fram other epochs in the clothes which
they wore themselves, with perhaps the addition of same recognizable
symbolic property like a laurel wreath or a purple ¢loak to create the
impression of a different era, and he could point to the references in
Shakespeare's plays to the hats and doublets of the Romans and Cleopatra's
lace in support of this contention. Eschewing archaeological accuracy in

his productions, which was in any case beyond the means of the 0ld Vic,
Williams restored many of the plays to their Elizabethan context.

A Midsummer Night's Dream, which went back to Barker's production for

inspiration, was conceived in the terms of a Jacobean masque. Anthony and

Cleopatra was performed in the costumes of the Renaissance in the manner

of Paul Veronese's paintings. Julius Caesar would have been in Elizabethan

dress too, but here Williams was defeated by wardrobe facilities and had
to make use instead of conventional togas. He followed Barker also in
using functional, symbolic settings that were freely adaptable to various
localities and which were designed to enhance a mood and increase the
range of expression of the players rather than create the illusion of
an independent environment beyond the proscenium. The Forest of Arden in

As You Like It, on Gielgud's suggestion, was organised around the basic shape

of a triangle with the addition of small rostrums and tree trunks and
a back-drop depicting a pastoral landscape. 'A tastefully unpretentious
setting' declared The Stage (12.2.1930). The wood near Athens, in A Midsummer

Night's Dream, was represented by thick, bunched curtains hanging from above.

In the middle of the wood a flight of green steps led nowhere but provided
the players with many opportunities for clambering and leaping. In front
of these steps was a horseshoe-shaped rostrum which was the special demesne

of Puck, who frequently ran along it when travelling on errands for Gielgud's
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Oberon. Williams was fond of distinguishing supernatural characters in
this way (he had a special bent for fantasy as was demonstrated by his
love of children's fairy stories) and he employed a similar device in

The Tempest to introduce Ariel. Prospero's island was executed in the

style of The Arabian Nights,though the ship-wrecked courtiers wore

Elizabethan dress,and there was a red, Japanese bridge as a centre piece
for the stage. Ariel made many of his chief entrances and exits over

this bridge which was intended to span the gulf between the terrestial

and supernatural worlds.

In tragedy as well, formal, austere settings were chosen such as the
sanbre pillar in Macbeth with a staircase winding around it to the left and
a gloany recess, behind,on an upper level. This was based on a design of
Gordon Craig's for the sleep walking scene. Williams, however, devised it
as a permanent fixture. The placing of a scarlet throne in Macbeth's scene

with the two murderers suddenly 1lit up the shadowy tableau (Sunday Times,

23.3.1930). The first part of King lear,up until the heath scenes, was
done in black velvet. Some of Williams'smost notable effects were indeed
achieved through the imaginative arrangement of stepped rostrums and
curtain hangings of various kinds which were advantageous also in

being readily available and econamical. His desire to bring the action
forward led to various temporary modifications of the stage like the raked
platform that was introduced into Hamlet or the extension to the apron,

causing it to stretch out over the orchestra pit, in Julius Cdesar. Moreover,

the pit itself was often used for entrances and exits via the steps that
connected it with the main stage. One of the first things the director
insisted on during the move to Sadler's Wells was the installation of two

curved staircases that descended fram either side of the apron into
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the orchestra. In Richard II a sense of rising terraces was achieved by

the employment of a false stage and the orchestra steps to suggest the
battlements of a castle. The sight of spears and helmets just above the
rim of the pit would have created the impression of massed armies without

the need to actually represent their numbers.

Harcourt Williams shared Granville-Barker's opposition to the
elaborate pieces of business and artificial mannerisms that had slowly
been gathering around Shakespearean playing after over two centuries of
continuous performance. In this respect, his efforts constituted a
clearing-away operation in which the excrescences of production were
rejected in favour of a return to the text and the essential elements of
stagecraft. Habits of clipped pronunciation were abolished. The old
actors' mannerism of pronouncing 'me' for 'my' was strongly discouraged.
The recording of Richard III's opening sliloquy by Irving illustrates the

practice in use (Great Actors of The Past, Argo SW 510). Irving was

renowned for his quirky, clipped style of speech. Williams fostered
precision in speech and threw out much of the time-honoured business that
actors had used to point their lines. It was custamary, for instance, for
Portia to speak the quality of mercy speech standing up. However, when
Martita Hunt played the part she sat at a table and spoke in a subdued,
conversational tone. The Era (16.10.1929) remarked on her curious delivery
which 'gave one the impression that it was an argument in a drawing roam
rather than a counsel's speech for the defence in a court of law'. Reviewers
tended to regard this as one of the anomalies of the production yet it is

notable that in Gielgud's second production of The Merchant of Venice

(Queen's, 1938), the one in which he played Shylock, Portia sat in a chair

of justice on a dais for the trial scene while the Duke looked on fram a

subordinate position (Stage, 28.4.1938).
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Along with the discarding of camplicated gestures and actions and
the simplification of others came the invention of fresh business that was
designed to clarify and naturalize the dramatic situations without impeding

the progression of the narrative. In the second scene of Henry IV Part One

the director had Prince Hal discovered in bed, asleep, with Falstaff waking
him up and serving breakfast. Afterwards, Poins helped himself to scraps

fraom the Prince's trencher. In the first court scene of Hamlet the Queen

sat on a higher level, at one remove from her son, doing her sewing while
Claudius swept in below in a slouched hat and riding gloves, having just come
back from a hunting expedition. He launched immediately into his address
to the court. Same of this sounds as if it was introduced with insufficient
regard to context. In the case of Falstaff's awakening of Hal, his first
remark, 'Now Hal, what time of day is it, lad?' (1.2.1), fits more easily
into the mouth of a speaker who has himself been sleeping and this is borne
out by the Prince's subsequent allusions to a dissolute character whose
irregular life causes him to sleep at unusual times, but the main point
rests, not on the appropriateness of the business, but on the fact that

it was new and exceptional and that it induced audiences to look upon
familiar episodes fram a different angle. What was happening was that the
emphasis was changing from the repetition of time-worn practices which
carried with them their own aura of sanctity and respectability to a search
for individual creative opportunities and exclusive interpretation.
Williams encouraged his actors to invent business for themselves and think
independently about their parts. Unlike his predecessors, Ben Greet and
Robert Atkins, who had fiery temperaments and used autocratic methods, he
welcamed creative suggestions and was willing to delegate same of the
responsibility of direction to the more capable members of the campany.
This was an important factor in Gielgud's artistic development because it
allowed him to take advantage of the freedam Williams offered to practice

direction on a small scale. Not only did he submit stage-designs which
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were afterwards accepted like the Forest in As You LIke It and the sofa

and window setting for a scene in Coleman's The Jealous Wife and have a

say in the casting of the plays, he was also allowed to manage the other
actors in specific episodes and exercise a controlling influence over
aspects of a production's conception. The choice to begin the second season

with Henry IV Part One was provisionally Gielgud's own and in the short

canic scene in Anthony and Cleopatra between the Queen and her messenger,

played by Harcourt Williams himself (II.5), Gielgud was allowed to cast

a critical eye over the proceedings (Four Years At The 0l1d Vic, p.95).

Harcourt Williams's most radical debt to Barker, and certainly the
most striking feature of his earlier productions if the reviews are
anything to go by, was his preoccupation with pace. Many of his other
tactics as a director, such as the elimination of business, the minimal
scenic changes, the division of stage space with curtains, and the
alternation of full and front scenes were inclined to speed up the playing
indirectly. So too was his preference for reducing the significance of
age in the characterization of the older parts in Shakespearean plays

evinced in Martita Hunt's interpretation of the Nurse in Rameo and Juliet,

Bramber Wills's Friar Laurence (whose robust and buoyant humour undercut

the gravity of his moralizing), Joan Harben's young and sprightly Olivia,
Gyles Isham's Horatio, and Gielgud's Antonio, Prospero, and Hamlet. It

was true that practical limitations had a lot to do with the formation of
such a policy. Williams's young campany naturally tended to rejuvenate

the older parts that they took on. But this did, in addition, reflect a
genuine concern to rescue certain roles fram the exaggerations that had
been perpetrated by a generation of players who either specialized in ageing

character parts or who held on to leading roles long after they were too
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o0ld to play them properly. All these factors militated together to get
the presentations moving along faster. Moreover, Harcourt Williams
believed, with William Poel, that lightness of stress and a continucusly
fluent elocution were better adapted to the realization of the meaning
and the musicality of Shakespeare's language. It was possible, he held,
to preserve intelligibility whilst rejecting the ponderous emphases,
pauses and vocal underscoring of the pentameter beat that characterized

the Victorian, elocutionary style of delivery.

With this regard, the decision to present Rameo and Juliet to mark

the new company's début was a significant one. In that play the Chorus
refers to 'the two hours' traffic of our stage' (Prologue,12) and the
course of the tragedy of the lovers is likened to the passage of a lightning
bolt through the sky (II.2.119). It became clear at the first rehearsal
that Harcourt Williams wanted to capture this feeling of passionate
impetuosity in the treatment of the dialogue. Eric Philips, a company

member, related what happened:

A young actor whose name I have forgotten
(Leslie Young) strolled across the floor

in a samewhat leisurely manner and spoke the
first line of the play.

Gregory, o' my word, we'll not carry coals!

Harcourt Williams raised his hand, and beat

on the table with a clenched fist: 'No!' he
roared. 'Not like that! This is Italy -

the hot, passicnate South. You are a tempestuous
Latin character. You must convey that to the
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audience the moment the curtain rises.
And ladies and gentlemen, please -
all of you - right through this play
I want pace - pace - pace!' (Listener,
14.2.1957).

Pace iswhat he eventually got, but it was unfortunately inclined to
leave the sense behind as may be inferred from the comments of

reviewers:

England won another world's speed record
on Saturday night, when, at the Old Viec,
Shakespearean blank verse was spoken

faster than ever before. (Evening News,
16.9.1929). T

The headline used by The Daily Sketch (16.9.1929) was 'Undiluted

Shakespeare in High Speed Rameo and Juliet'. 1In his article itself

the reviewer stated that he had camne away with the opinion that 'express

speed is the new order at the Old Vic'. The Daily Mail (16.9.1929)

reported that 'the play was rattled through. The acting had been jazzed

up, and instead of slow-spoken tragedy there was pace.' The Evening

Standard (16.9.1929) attributed the hasty, slovenly mismanagement of the
poetry to the fullness of the text. Needing to get through the play in
the alloted amount of time, the actors had no choice but to 'gabble'.
'Gabbling’®, of course, was the term bandied about most frequently by

reviewers of Granville-Barker's innovative productions at the Savoy and
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Harcourt Williams could derive some consolation fram the fact that

the comon reaction amongst those who were unused to speaking that

was fast rather than awkwardly rushed was to say that words were being
gabbled. As Granville-Barker pointed out at the time, it did not
necessarily follow that because lines were delivered quickly they were
therefore being delivered inarticulately. Was it possible that the
listeners nourished on a diet of sluggish and deliberate recitations were
more at fault than the Speaicers? No doubt there was an element of truth
in this. Ben Greet, Robeit Atkins, and Andrew lLeigh were the immediate
predecessors of Harcourt Williams and they had all at one time during their
administration been accused of slurring over the verse because of their
concern for speed. Yet successive audiences were gradually becoming
acclimatized to an increasing rate of utterance. Shakespearean verse
speaking was becaming progressively faster during the first half of the
century since the original pioneering productions of William Poel had
established the trend. Indeed, if one listens now to Gielgud's earliest
recorded recital made while he was still working at the 0Old Vic, then this

sounds rather slow and mannered by contemporary standards (Linguaphone

Shakespeare Series, 1930). Other reviewers of Rameo and Juliet displayed

more discrimination in their judgement. There were sane, like the critics

for The Cbserver (15.9.1929) and The Irish Independent (16.9.1929), who

seem to have been not at all bothered by the brisk unfolding of the performance
nor do they show in their writing any awareness of new and unprecedented
departures from an accepted pattern. There are others like the reviewer

of The Morning Post (16.9.1929) who attempt to distinguish between the

opening which was set 'a little too fast', Gyles Isham's Mercutio 'rattling

through'! his Queen Mab speech ' with a good deal more parade of himself

than information for us about Queen Mab', and the more evenly balanced
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later sections. This reviewer added that in spite of everything the
play still lasted three hours. However, only one critic explicitly made
the link between the swiftness of the speaking and the lightning swiftness

of the tragedy which was Harcourt Williams's main point (Inquirer, 21.9.1929).

When the evidence fram reviews is backed up by the director's own admission
that the opening scene between the two servants may have been too quick,
the conclusion seems reasonable that he had tried to impose too

rigorously a vocal style upon a campany that was not used to having to

meet his requirements (Four Years At The Qld Viec, p.56). Harcourt

Williams never went back on his coamitment to getting his actors to
speak quickly and lightly with the minimum number of pauses and stresses,
but he learnt to apply his policy with more efficiency as the season
developed just as the actors, with practice, were better able to respond

to his demands. Thus the early productions, Romeo and Juliet and The

Merchant of Venice, were marred to some extent by haste with occasional

relapses later on. Richard II (October, 1929), the fourth production

of the season, was a turning point where execution at last began to realize

intention and Gielgud's own acting potential blossamed.

There were early indications to show that, in the part of Raomeo,
Gielgud perhaps found it easier to adjust to his director's coaching
than some of his fellow players did. The Era (18.9.1929) picked him

out.

He has a feeling for verse and he can
modulate his pace - and keep the pace -
without losing the rhythm.
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Unrelieved speed can be as monotonous as slow and hesitant speaking. It
was this modulation of pace that the revival was generally lacking in.

The Daily Express (16.9.1929), having praised 'the magnificent intensity’

of the actor's voice, went on to contrast it with 'the slightly pantamimic

fairy-queen intonation affected by same members of the company ' .

It was said that Gielgud's Raneo had improved since he appeared in Barry
Jackson's production. Nevertheless, the criticism of monotony that was

levelled at his first portrayal was made again by The Daily Telegraph

16.9.1929). Gielgud was here described as a very personable and graceful
Rameo with pleasing accents that did on occasions tend to same sameness of
inflection. The actor possibly relied too much on the musical, singing
strain of his voice. His youth and good looks made him appealing to The

Evening Standard (16.9.1929), The Daily Herald (16.9.1929) and The Irish

Independent (16.9.1929). Along with verbal eloguence and a fresh, ramantic
appearance he seemed to possess a certain physical grace (Daily
Telegraph, 16.9.1929). But therewere indications that the performance he

gave was serviceable rather than superlative. The Morning Post (16.9.1920)

called him 'manly', 'sympathetic' and 'a regular fellow' though it still

went on to find flaws. The Daily Herald (16.9.1929) thought that he was

lacking in imagination. The Times (16.9.1929), on the other hand, wrote

There were times when he let himself becane too
much the creature of reflection, failing to give
rein to the instinct of the moment with the un-
reflecting impulse which distinguishes Rameos
from Hamlets.

This suggests traces of inhibition as well as anticipating the cerebral
quality with which he would invest his Hamlet. Harcourt Williams's own

assessment agreed.
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John Gielgud in Rameo gave what was, I suppose,

the least interesting performance of his two years

at the Old Vic. He certainly gave little hint

of the powers to came, albeit it was a thoughtful,
well-graced performance, and he spoke it beautifully.

But he never touched the last scenes. He failed to bring
off the distracted boy jolted into full manhood, the
ecstasy, too, of the last moments transcending death
escaped him,

(Four Years At The 0Old Vic, p.28)

It appears then that Gielgud's Rameo was pitched too much on one level.

His portrayal did not do jﬁstice to the development of Shakespeare's character
and failed to reach the climaxes. The requisite spontaneity of feeling

was submerged in an introspective reading that, in its preoccupation with

the beauty of language, overlooked emotional sincerity.

Adéle Dixon's Juliet was radiant and animated according to The Daily

News (16.9.1929) and cambined simple beauty with sophistication (Era, 18.9.1929).
She did not, as so often happens, overshadow her partner. The modernism

that was detected in her performance by same critics was, in part, a reflection
upon her fluent articulation as it had been encouraged by Harcourt Williams

(Evening Standard, 16.9.1929), The Evening News (16.9.1929) said that the

balcony scene had no repose because the actress refused to 'hesitate or

contemplate'. The Times (16.9.1929), probably driving at the same thing,

found a vein of realism in her interpretation that was felt to be opposed
to the poetry and hinted that there was no great rapport between the two

leading players. Credit was given to her pathos:

It was in the tradition which makes of Juliet a

very human girl, emphasises her playfulness and
seductiveness, and may leave us grieved that a girl

so charming and so sensible should have been born

to purblind parents. Working on this tradition Miss
Dixon succeeded in avoiding many of its pitfalls. Her
Juliet was fully alive, now archly mocking, petulant or
in a scolding humour, now eager, expectant, wondering.
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But Miss Dixon might have done even better had
she played Juliet less realistically and been
ready to sacrifice some human touches in order
to retain the character on the poetical plane
which the play demands. Indeed, Mr. Gielgud's
Rameo was worthy of a less modern Juliet.

Special features of the production were the white backcloth which
reminded one reviewer of a cinema screen. His review was entitled, again
with a glance at the production's velocity, 'Shakespeare with a talkie
touch. Cinema effect at opening of Old Vic Season'. That was at least an
original slant on a generally discussed topic! The staging of the ball
scene also attracted attention because of the continued laughing and talking
of the guests in the background actually during the lovers' encounter (Era,
18.9.1929). The reviewer would have preferred a lull at this point. Then
there was the brilliant lighting to create the idea of blazing sunshine in
the outdoor scenes (perhaps accentuated by the white backcloth) and the
sudden,poignant intrusion of light and colour into Juliet's darkened bedroom

when she is mistaken for dead. The Daily Sketch (16.9.1929) decided that

this was helped by the fussiness of Eric Adeney's Old Capulet. And finally,
the difficulties of tableau in the long and complicated tamb scene. Gielgud
would cane up against similar problems in his staging of the scene in 1935
at the New Theatre. The enthusiasm ¢f the audience on the first night of

the new season was often touched upon peripherally.

The next production was The Merchant of Venice, given in a setting

of arches,with steps forming a low terrace at the back. This was a
permanent structure of green and gold with slight modifications introduced
to suggest a change of place. The reception it received was similar to

that given to Rameo and Juliet and the same camplaintswere made of gabbling

and inaudibility together with closely related impressions of a misplaced
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naturalism and the translation of the poetry into flattened, every day prose:?
Little remains of Gielguds performance as Antonio, the reviewers mainly
being preoccupied with Martita Hunt's Portia, wearing apricot satin and
pearls in Belmont and a red lawyer's gown in the court room at Venice,

and the rather tame Shylock of Brember Wills. 'This Shylock's spiritual

hare is Wardour Street and not Venice' said The Daily News (8.10.1929)

looking for a larger, more awe-inspiring persona. Brember Wills seems to
have been aiming at a sordid, ignoble, philistine character who was a fit
butt for camedy along the same lines as Gielgud's own later study, The

Daily Herald (8.10.1929), more approving than most, called him 'a real

person ... a greedy, ignorant old man with only financial talents'. What
could be said in favour of this Shylock, as it was subsequently said in
defence of Gielgud's, was that he did not coverbalance the play:if the
requisite force was missing,Portia assumed much of the grandeur that Shylock
had renounced. From what the reviews do say about Gielgud's portrayal one
forms the notion that it was slightly restrained. Granville-Barker's verdict
in a letter to Harcourt Williams was ‘good, if a little timid' although he
only saw half of the play fram the Bassanio casket scene onwards (5.11.1929,

Four Years At The Old Vic, p.41). Save for the playing down of the melancholy

of the man there are no singularities to suggest that anything more than a
passable reading was given. A number of articles did question the advisability
of his casting which demonstrates Gielgud's standing as a romantic lead. 4 In
many ways Bassanio or Lorenzo were considered tobemore suitable vehicles

for his talent. Yet Harcourt Williams had the requirements of repertory
casting to think about. Gyles Isham was Bassanio and this would have meant

that his relationship with the rich merchant was seen as the comradeship

of two young contemporaries . Antonio is often played as an older man with

a paternal affection for a youthful protége.
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After Richard II, (discussed on pp. 75 - 94 which secured Gielgud's

first persaonal success in the title role, the tide of critical opinion

continued to turn with A Midsummer Night's Dream (December, 1929). 1In a

programme note the director laid out his strategy:

John Masefield has said that Shakespeare's imagination
conceived Athens as an English town, and that in this
play he set himself free to tell his love for the earth
of England. Elizabethan costumes will therefore be
worn, with the addition of Greek apparel smch == layers
might have adopted. The music will be the folk tunes
arranged by Cecil Sharp for H. Granville-Barker's
production.

Harcourt Williams was sailing on dangerous waters here in spite of the
fact that Granville-Barker had already broken the ice for him and provided

a model for the later production. A Midsummer Night's Dream had a long

history of operatic playing traditions behind it and had been a favourite
with Victorian and Edwardian actor managers. Gauze transparencies, gossamer-
winged faries and a good deal of singing and musical accampaniment, preferably
by Mendelssohn, were firmly established adjuncts of the text. The scene

of the play-within-a-play had inherited a fund of jokes and incidental
business invented by stage camedians. It was Williams's intention to sweep
away all this and begin afresh. He had, however, no way of knowing what

the public reaction would be.

The three main groups of characters in the play, the lovers, the
mechanicals, and the fairies, each wore distinctive dress. The costumes of
the lovers were based on paintings by Paul Veronese. The mechanicals were
dressed as English yokels. (Bottam had a broad regional accent.) The fairies
wore fantasticated Jacobean costumes derived fram the masque designs of
Inigo Jones. As Oberon, Gielgud wore Elizabethan breeches and a spidery,
diadem, head dress. He altered his skin colour with make-up. He wore masque

costume again in 1944 when he played Oberon for a second time at the Hay-
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market,under Nevill Coghill's direction. The malevolent asperity of his
interpretation there was very different to the reading he gave at the 0Old
Vic on this occasion. Leslie French came to join the canpany to play
Puck. He had had special training in singing and dancing and, in a baggy
clown's uniform and a frizzy wig that made him resemble Donald Calthrop's
Puck in Granville-Barker's production, he at once created a close

interplay with Oberon. He and Gielgud devised one notable piece of comic

business with Puck's exit lines

I go, I go; look how I go,

Swifter than arrow fram the Tartar's bow. (III1.2.100)
When Puck said this Oberon was not paying sufficient attention and his
messenger’'s tone became facetiously insistent demanding that he should be

watched. The business is mentioned in The Daily News (E.A. Baughan, 10.12.

1929) where the actor is criticised for raising a laugh 'as if he were

Malvolio' and in J.C. Trewin's Going to Shakespeare (p. 104)

where his intonation is described as that of 'a spoilt child'. It was

still being used in the open air production at Regent's Park (May, 1979).

The attendants of the fairy Queen had blue worsted hair and were girl pupils
of the Ginner-Mawer School. The hair of Adéle Dixon's Titania, no doubt
with a further allusion to the Savoy production and its notorious golden
fairies, was gilded; Theseus wore a burlesque, plumed helmet. It is not
clear how Flute's red braces fitted into this general scheme although, quite
probably,Harcourt Williams was content to admit one aberration for the sake
of a joke in the Pyramus and Thisbe interlude in which they were accidentally

revealed.

The formal setting, with its steps, curtain tree trunks, and horseshoe
rostrum,based on a suggestion of Gordon Craig's,was placed against a backdrop

of a moonlit, Warwickshire Forest scene. The non-representational elements
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in the décor were especially perplexing to critics, in particular the

obtrusive, central staircase. The Morning Post (S.R.L., 10.12.1929) considered

that no attempt at realism or supernaturalism had been made. Referring
to 'pillars for trees' and 'a flight of green stairs' that was Titania's
bower, the writer decided that the style of the design was a mistake, if he
conceded that the blending of colours was good and the whole 'far better
than in the Barker revival'. Ivor Brown did not approve of what he called
'a sharp, platform-hillock' because of its selfconscious modernism and
because the players seemed uncomfortable on it though he added that it was

ingeniously used (Observer, 15.12.1929)., The Daily Telegraph's (W.A.

Darlington, 10.12,1929) comments throw light on the practical function to
which this property was put. There were 'curtains with flights of steps
fram which players climb and leap with the agility of chamois'. The

effect, the reviewer decided, was mannered but attractive. Fram this it
may be gathered that the stairs served to establish the uneven, labyrinthine
terrain of the dark wood where the lovers stumbled 'Over hill, over dale,/
Thorough bush,thorough brier,'(II.1.2), their movements contrasting with

the swiftness and grace of the fairies' movements along the horseshoe

rostrum and in their native habitat.

The replacement of Mendelsschn with Cecil Sharp's arrangements of
folk melodies was another freely debated point . More was at stake than
Jjust the relative merits of different types of accampaniment. Mendelssohn's

incidental music for A Midsummer Night's Dream had came to symbolize an

entire mode of presentation characterized by sumptuous, operatic display
and pantanimic transformations. Titania's lullaby has,in fact, been
arranged by the composer in oratorio fashion. The luscious richness of the

full orchestral score is perhaps one of the best means today of evoking the
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grandeur and substantial pomp of the Victorian tradition at its height.
But besides taking a considerable period of time to perform it takes for
granted the presence of skilled musicians in large numbers. Despite the
presence of the opera campany and the 0l1d Vic orchestra, the amount of
breparation involved would have gone beyond the rehearsal allowance. Had

Mendelssohn been included at all it would have been in short extracts only.

James Agate's reaction was typical of the more conservative critics.
He found the lightness and simplicity of folk music prosaic in comparison
to the magniloguence of the classical suite which was 'truly evocative of

fairy' (Sunday Times, 15.12.1929). The Daily Mail (Alan Parsons, 10.12.1929)

and The Morning Post (10.12.1929) agreed with him. Then again The Era

G.W.B., 11.12.1929) and The Manchester Guardian (I.B., 10.12,1929) did not.

The Manchester Guardian reviewer argued that Mendelssohn was tainted by

sentimentality owing to his association with tradition and that the English
atmosphere of a 'moonstruck Warwickshire' was a refreshing innovation. It
was left to Ivor Brown to point out that, given the rustic setting and the
pervasive spirit of streamlined simplicity, Mendelssohn would have been
inappropriate. While he was aware of inadequacies in the Sharp arrangements,
wanting sanething more ramantic than 'Hey-jolly-haycock' to enthuse the
aristocratic masque of the fairies, he recognized that Mendelssohn, in this

context, would have been 'too luscious’.

In the nineteenth century, Oberon was often played by a female soprano.
Augustin Daly's notorious production featured an actress with a battery
operated electric light to supply an etherial glow (Daly's Theatre, 1895)
and she sang 'l know a bank where the wild thyme grows' (I11.1.48). Against
this background the vitality and kingliness of Gielgud's Oberon stood out. Time

and Tide ("Mrs Dangle',20.12.1929) referred to his regality and The Times
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was acknowledged by E. A. Baughan (Daily News, 10.12.1929). Oberon is

not a large part and therefore does not tax the actor's physical resources
to any great extent:. nevertheless,it contains many sensuous and delicate
arias in Shakespeare's early lyric manner that call for a fine

delivery and striking presence. Reviewers'observations indicate that
Gielgud's vocal skill was developing rapidly and that he was responding to

the technical challenge. The judgement of The Evening News (10.12.1929)

was that his talent conferred distinction upon him:

John Gielgud's Oberon was by far the best thing

of the evening. He was the one actor who spoke

his lines as if he knew he was speaking

glorious verse.
Alan Parsons mentioned his 'appreciation and faultless delivery of the
verse' which compared favourably with Titania's lovely, but not always

savoured, speeches such as 'Be kind and courteous with this gentleman’

(II1.1.150) (Daily Mail, 10.12.1929). James Agate singled out Oberon's

lines to Puck anticipating the daybreak to exemplify the actor's exquisite

diction, likening them to that of the sonnets (Sunday Times, 15.12.1929).

But we are spirits of another sort:

I with the Morning's love have oft made sport,

And, like a forester, the groves may tread,

Even till the eastern gate, all fiery red,

Opening on Neptune with fair blessed beams,

Turns into yellow gold his salt green streams (III.Z2.388)

Gielgud spoke this passage as if he realised its affinity with the image

fram Sonnet 33 of the sun,

Kissing with golden face the meadows green
Gilding pale streams with heavenly alchem (3)
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The other quality that he possessed was what The Morning Post, (S.R.L.

10.12.1929) described as 'hearty good humour'. It is possible to play
Cberon so that he takes a dim view of Puck's meddling and remains aloof
fram the fooling that goes on around him. Gielgud chose an opposite
strategy in a production that was marked by the evenness with which

humour was distributed. With less eloquence than her fairy husband, Titania

still radiated an aura of etherial beauty (James Agate, Sunday Times,

15.12.1929, 'Mrs. Dangle', Time and Tide, 20.12.1929).

Camedy was also instanced in the interpretation of the lovers. If
it is the treaiment of the supernatural inhabitants that signnosts a
director's conceptual approach to the play at large, then it is often the
presentation of Hermia, Helena, Lysander and Demetrius and their ornate
conceits that sets the tone. What sort of balance will be struck between
realism and literary convention in the way they are treated? Consciousness

of the difficulties of their scenes together was shown by The Daily

Mail (Alan Parsons, 10.12,1929) and The Times (10.12.1929). (Alan Parsons,
thought that the high-speed methods of the director relieved their custamary
tedium.) In this case,burlesque too seems to have been employedthough it is

difficult to ascertain how much. The Morning Post (S.R.L., 10.12.1929) said

that the love scenes were played with 'vigor and lighthearted speed' - the
pace possibly giving edge to the camic nuances. Martita Hunt, who played
Helena, 'patronized the part in a sophisticated fashion'., Her speaking was

meticulous and the attentive ear of The Times (10.12.1929)critic detected

only one small fault when she spoke 'To bai* me with this false derision’

(I11.2.197) as a line of nine syllables.

Amongst the mechanicals Quince proved to be a special favourite.,
Brember Wills played him as a frail, fussy, excitable character. Bottam
may have been too conscientious a camedian. A number of reviewers felt

that the joke was spoiled because Gyles Isham was too aware of his own
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humour (E.A.Baughan, Daily News, 10.12.1929) (James Agate, Sunday Times,

15.12.1929). Both The Daily Telegraph (W.A.Darlington, 10.12.1929), and

The Morning Post (S.R.L., 10.12.1929) suggest that in donning the ass's

head, a camplete mask that fitted over the wearer's head and

shoulders, his shortcomings became evident. Snout and Snug acted as foils
to each other, the former being enthusiastic while the latter was sullen
and sulky. Philostrate was burlesqued and turned into 'an amusing Malvolio-
in-the-making' (Ivor Brown, Observer, 15,12.1929). The play's popularity

was demonstrated at the box office where, along with Shaw's Androcles and

the Lion, it rivalled Hamlet as the most successful revival of the first

season. It was a Christmas production.

The new year began with Julius Caesar which was given in its entirety

except for the repetition of the news of Portia's death in the quarrel scene.
A clue to Gielgud's reading of Antony is afforded by Harcourt Williams's
remark that the restored passages were, amongst other things, intended to
give a fuller picture of the man. Antony's character 'as a politician

as well as a soldier' was to be revealed and this would discover 'the clay
feet of the pretty juvenile idol to which we had grown accustomed' (Four

Years At The 01d Vic, p.57). It was not Gielgud’s reputation as a romantic

actor then that Harcourt Williams was going to trade upon in casting him

as Antony. The part was rather to be developed in a different direction
that would take the actor beyond his habitual roles. The restoration of
such scenes as the proscription episode (IV.1), a theatrical rarity

at the time, would fill in the demagoguery and the cold and ruthless streak

that co—exist alongside Antony's hero worship and his ardent feelings.

These ambiguities are climactically focussed in the funeral oration

over Caesar's body where he is shown unscrupulously manipulating the crowd
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and at the same time giving,vent to his passionate indignation. Gielgud
apparently underscored the cunning of the rabble rouser,seeming 'to play
upon his hearers as effectively as a musician upon his instrument’

(Yorkshire Post, 21.1.1930). If this was so then it was

a pity that the revelatory line that forces hame his indifference to

chaos, 'Now let it work; Mischief, thou art afoot' (III.3.261) was lost in
the general cacophony (Stage, 21.1.1930). The crowd was extremely volatile
throughout ,sharing with Antony the quality of being 'splendidly unstable'

(R.S.P., Daily Herald, 21.1.1930). What thev lacked in numbers they made

up for in noise,turning Antony's opening words to a genuine plea for audience
as he shouted to be heard above their din (Star, 21.1.1930) - not that this

was appreciated by everybody. The Evening News (21.1,1930) objected that

the production was acted in thespirit of an end of term play with excess
noise and unruly behaviour. Harcourt Williams put his mob in the orchestra
pit and had a platform and steps built out over the footlights from which
the orations could be delivered. This was to place the pulpit unusually low,
almost at stage level but, since the crowd was even lower, the effect of the
difference in height between the elevated speaker and his auditors was
preserved. The lighting was subdued, the principal focus being upon the
face of Antony picked out by a spotlight. His body and the upper halves

of the crowd members were reduced to silhouettes which effectively disguised
the inexperience and small numbers of the student extras as it
increased the sense of chaos and confusion. The students, swelled by
certain members of the campany not needed on the stage at that time, were
instructed to rock their heads and gesticulate wildly. At the crucial mament
when Antony, having delivered the final stroke of reading the will, said
'Here was a Caesar! When cames such another?' (III.3.253) they all boiled
up onto the stage and over-ran the platform. The Stage (23.1.1930) cited
this incident as a vivid theatrical coup whose triumph the director shared

with his leading actor :
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His own production work deserves special note,

for, by making use of a sort of apron stage

and steps leading up and down fram the

orchestra, he was able to present the Roman populace
... as swarming up on to the stage by way of same
stone slabs in the centre, near to which Caesar's
body was placed, after the close of Antony's
oration, delivered with considerable eloquence and
subtle cogency by Mr. John Gielgud, not standing

up aloof on a rostrum as Tree was wont to do.

The Yorkshire Post (21.1.1930) supplies further detail of the snake-like

movements of the players when it described the funeral oration being
'declaimed to a mob swaying upwards from the orchestra pit - a mob in
darkness with restless heads and tossing arms silhouetted against a stage
in half light. W.A. Darlington thought that the device would have been

still more effective with more roam (Daily Telegraph, 21.1.1930).

Although Julius Caesar contains same telling, quiet, damestic episodes,

it is predaminantly rhetorical and public in tone. The tragedy is indeed con-
cerned with the failure of personal feeling to find adequate expression in public
action. Thus it was the declamatory power and ringing eloquence of

Gielgud's voice rather than its sensitive, mellifluous strain that was in

evidence in his playing of Antony. The Daily News (21.1.1930) called him

'splendidly resonant' and 'vibrant' adding, even so, that subtlety was not
disregarded. To The Era, (22.1.1930) he had 'dignity in speech and
movement' and special acknowledgement was paid to the avoidance of theatrical
effects that did not arise organically out of the lines themselves. The

'admirable force and point' that The Yorkshire Post (21.1.1930) said he had

came from his fine speaking underlined by striking poses. The physical
sensuality and athleticism of an Antony who 'revels long o' nights' and is

a runner in the Iupercal festival was not greatly emphasized.

If the use of a full text had lent depth and camplexity to Antony then

it may have had a broader influence as well. The Star's (21.1.1930) caments,
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suggesting perhaps same suspicions about the complete integrity of the

interpretation of Antony, go on to mention a larger singularity:

How much of his drawing of Mark Antony was

Mr. Gielgud's reading of the Bard and how much
the producer's is, of course, a campany secret,
but it was truly an excellent and altogether
natural performance fran the first line of the
speech,hurriedly spoken to quell a tumlt - a
welcane change fram the usual 'stock' staging...
{There was an} unusual atmosphere created by the
campany's intent to show not so much a play as
psychological drawing of characters.

The point is echoed in The Times (21.1.1930) where the play was said to

be taken 'chiefly as a study in individual psychology'.

Sane of the ambiguity that surrounded Brember Wills's Caesar is

captured in the conflicting accounts fram different spectators. The Daily

Herald (21.1.1930) said that he was 'simply one long, noble pose'. Elsewhere
he was called a tired, old man (Star, 23.1.1930), nervous and unstable

(Daily News, 21.1.1930). He seens to have retained his

dignity which was enhanced by an impressive aspect and utterance (Stage,
23.1.1930). Adé&le Dixon's Calphurnia lost all dignity when she pleaded
with him not to go to the Capitol. She 'wheedled her husband like a school-

girl' (W.A.Darlington, Daily Telegraph, 21.1.1930). And, in this respect,

she threw Martita Hunt's Roman nobility and pride as Portia into relief.

Donald Wolfit played Cassius with great fervour and energy (Yorkshire Post,

21.1.1930). The Star (21.1.1930),however, intimated that same of the
ambivalence present in Antony was missing from this fierce and passionate
rendering. Did Wolfit neglect the scheming intellectual in his enthusiasm
for the impetuous, jealous man? Brutus was to have been played by Gyles
Isham, but, at the last mament, he developed a throat infection and

Harcourt Williams was forced to step in and take his place. He made a
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'sensitive, ruminating’', Brutus who was a foil to a Cassius quivering with
‘nerve ridden jealous fury',although with insufficient rehearsal time he

failed to satisfy himself or the reviewers.5

With the next production - As You Like It - there were same signs of

a relapse back into the over-fast, careless speaking that had marred the
opening of the season. At least, camplaints of gabbling and prosaic

naturalism begin to appear again in reviews.

The play got off to a bad start with the actors', including Gielgud's
Orlando, making the dialogue sound stii.ed and artificial. They seemed
over-serious in their manner and they failed to capture the correct lightness

of tone (Queen, 19.2.1930) (Morning Post, 11.12.1930). Oliver and Charles

may have been especially to blame for this (The Times, 11.2.1930).Harcourt

Williams's triangular scene,with sane small rostrums and several tree trunks
in front of a pastoral landscape, fared better, creating a mood of outdoor
freshness. So did Martita Hunt's Rosalind. When she made her entrance,
momentum started to build up and the requisite gaiety was eventually
achieved. Without a good Rosalind,of course,this play must fail. Martita
Hunt, though she wins praise fram various quarters, did not entirely meet

the requirements of the part. The Morning Post (11.12.1930) admitted

that she was beautifully spoken but tempered this praise by saying that

'there is an edge in her manner more suitable to other parts'. The Dajly

News (11.2.1950) felt that Rosalind was not the ideal character for the
actress, but went on to canplimnt her on her 'archness and vivacity' which
contributed 'liveliness and charm'. Of all the reviews, The Times was hardest

on her though still mixing praise with blame.

Rosalind in Miss Hunt's able and impetuous hands
became a modern young woman who knew she had only
one line in ten that would 'get across' to an audience
attuned to the idea of speed, and to that one line she
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made a positively inaudible haste. She
failed to bring out the quieter dignified
qualities of Rosalind but was better with
exhibiting her courage and wit.

If this criticism harkens back to the earlier ones of Romeo and Juliet and

The Merchant of Venice, then its reference to 'an audience attuned to the

idea of speed' suggests a growing acceptance of the new methods of delivery.

The fact was highlighted by the recruitment of Balliol Holloway to
play Jaques instead of Gyles Isham, who was still indisposed. Coming fram
cautside the campany, Holloway was not familiar with the vocal style Harcourt
Williams had been gradually cultivating and his technique clashed with that
of the other actors. While his characterization was reasonably well
defined, his general style of playing seemed ponderous and mannered. He
appears to have invested this professional cynic with scholarly dignity
and made him prone to sudden outbreaks of stinging invective; the seven
ages of man speech had a dispassionate, 'well judged emphasis' (Stage,
12.2.1930).

Jaques's style did not fit the manner of the
canpany. He plays with slow deliberation,

aiming at points - a sort of hush precedes his
more important moments ... He therefore seemed out
of place. (Everyman, 20.2.1930)

Thus the advent of a guest actor once more raised the question of the
correct pace of delivery of Shakespearean verse, only this time certain
reviewers were beginning to see the disadvantages of the old method in

relation to the new.

In the role of Orlando, Gielgud was inevitably overshadowed by his
more loquacious mistress and Holloway's Jagues. This is the way it should

be, for Orlando must subordinate himself to Rosalind's initiative once they
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are in the Forest of Arden. The important thing with the fantastic wooing
in disguise is to capture the right tone of playfulness without sacrificing
the underlying seriousness of the emotion which can be so effective when

it suddenly breaks through.

Rosalind. and this way will I take upon me to wash your
liver as clean as a sound sheep's heart, that
there shall be not one spot of love in't.

Orlando. I would not be cured, youth. (III.2.385)

According to The Stage (12,2.1930), Gielgud and Martita Hunt together

realised this.

The love scenes were given the appropriate air of make-

believe shading off into ramance by Rosalind and

Orlando.
When it came to the wrestling match with Charles, Gielgud managed to retain
the illusion of Orlando's masculine dignity and resourcefulness despite
the farcical way in which this episode was treated (Queen, 19.2.1930).

A collection of wide camments of appraisal from various reviews, such as

'fervently powerful' (Evening News, 11.2.1930), 'handsome and manly’

(Daily News, 11.2.1930), 'manly and attractive' (Queen, 19.2.1930),

'contributed largely to the success of the evening' (The Times, 11.2.1930),

create an impression of overall capability while doing little to establish

any detail. The Era (12.2.1930) and The Observer (H.H.,16.2.1930) disagreed

over the seriousness of the portrayal, The Observer's judgement of 'samewhat

over-serious' being contradicted by The Era's assertion that 'even in the

most love sick maments he was never unduly solgm'.

Other notable performances were those of Audrey, William and the
versatile Donald Wolfit's Touchstone. Monopolizing the repartee in

their brief scene together, Wolfit did not prevent the rustic William fram
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raising laughter with his huge, idiot's grin (Daily News, 11.2.1930). In

a grotesque make-up with an upturned nose, Margaret Webster, as Audrey, won

the ambiguous praise of The Queen (19.2.1930) for illustrating 'exactly our

ideal of a"foul slut" '. The Old Vic representation tried tomake acceptable
what the eighteenth century would have called the 'play's improbabilities' in the
casual and inconsequential handling of the plot. It was 'gay and irresponsible

if uneven in quality (Era, 12.2.1930).

Macbeth (March, 1930) constituted a return to tragic seriousness after

a successful venture into modern drama with Bernard Shaw's Androcles and

the Lion, one of the controversial changes that Harcourt Williams introduced
into the campany's repertoire. A reproduction of Owen Paul Smyth's bleak
set design shows a large pillar to the left with a staircase circling

round ocut of sight, behind it. Further back there is an arched platformed
inset with a smaller flight of steps to the left on the platform (Four

Years At The 01d Vic, p.64). Fram here Macbeth and Banquo peered down upon

the weird sisters, Macbeth was oppressed by the sight of the visionary
dagger, and Macduff awoke the castle after his discovery of Duncan's corpse.
Important stage properties like the witches' cauldron and the throne in
the banquet scene also occupied this space. The curving steps that crept
around the pillar were used for the descent fram the heath, the steps
leading up to Duncan's quarters, the entry to the Macbeths' castle and the
battlements. Not visible fram the drawing is the orchestra pit into which

the drunken porter descended to admit Macduff and Lennox and which allowed

entry to the invading British army.

Harcourt Williams explained his arrangement of the text in a progranme

note :
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As an experiment, and on reasonable authority,

Act 1 Scene 2 is amitted together with the doubtful

introduction of Hecate. The omission of the 'King's

Evil' is not so defensible but expedient.
The silence of reviewers on the resulting conflation of the two witch scenes
(1.1)(1.3) tacitly condones the experimental cutting. The extravagant
language of t.2. where the bleeding Sergeant appears has been
regarded as evidence of its spuriousness ; however, much can be said in favour
of retaining it in performance. For one thing,its placing between two scenes
with the prescient weird sisters reinforces structurally the impression of
the supernatural surrounding human affairs. For another, it characterizes
the protagonist as a loyal and brave, if ruthless, warrior. Gielgud would
subsequently rely on these passages,uncut,in both his later productions
(Tour, 1942, Shakespeare Memorial Theatre, 1952), to prepare for his first
entrance,and he sought in his own playing to indicate Macbeth's original
moral purity. Contrasting his own interpretation with that of Olivier who,
in the Glen Byam Shaw production (Shakespeare Memorial Theatre, 1955), success-—
fully presented an antithetical reading, Gielgud told an interviewer that he
considered Macbeth to be 'a fairly good man in the opening of the play, a
man only tempted fram nobility later by his wife and by the witches and
by growing ambition to murder Duncan and becane Kingi (Roy Newquist,
Showcase, p.145). There is no evidence that his conception was
any different in 1930, but the removal of the first introductory references
to Macbeth's valour could not have helped him to create the idea of a noble
warrior. This was nevertheless the impression that he wished to give, building

up his naturally, willowy stature with thick materials and armour.

He swathed himself in a heavy cloak of anbroidered design which he

wore over a studded cuirass and a shaggy, animal's pelt jerkin. His legs
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were cross—-gartered. There was a horned viking helmet on his head that
fitted over a loose balaclava of mail links. A long, drooping moustache
and heavy, angular brows with darkly lined eyes campleted his physical
evocation. Over his shoulder he carried a sheathed broad sword and on

the third 'All hail' of the sisters he allowed it to drop ringingly to

the floor to mark his discomposure. The business was his own, but his
appearance owed much to Irving's and the picture of him as Macbeth by
Bernard J. Pa:r'triclge.6 As the play developed, Macbeth became progressively
more haggard, his face becaming lined and his hair grey so that a correspond-
ing physical deterioration underlined his mental disintegration. The same
theme was used in his make-up in 1942 where he played the role for the

last time and the practice was handed on to Ralph Richardson's ill-fated
portrayal ten years later where Gielgud directed only. Ivor Brown referred

to this make-up as 'a fine kaleidoscope of ruin' (Observer, 23.3.1930).

With Rameo, Antonio, Richard II, Oberon, Antony, and Orlando behind him,
Gielgud seems to have approached his first great tragic role in a different
spirit. It was not only that the stature of the protagohist far surpassed
these others in scope and range and that the campression of the language
demanded a greater intensity of feeling. In an interview given just prior
to his first Lear he illustrated the dictum that this shortest of tragedies
is one of the most imaginatively unrelenting in observing to a reporter that
it taxed his vocal powers more than did Lear (G.W.B., Gbserver, 12.4.1931).
Macbeth is also, for an actor of his physical and mental disposition, a
more distant and independent study. His early roles to same extent can
all be said to be 'straight' parts that drew upon his natural endowments
as a ramantic, juvenile performer. Gielgud's own manner of approaching the
parts may not always have coincided with a personal exhibitionist tendency,
but there was an implied background of shared traits that underwrote

the process of identification, a continuity of outline that bridged the
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gulf between reality and illusion. Macbeth did not have this continuity
of outline and,in this sense,it was a significant step forward into a form
of character acting that anticipated the interpretations of Lear and the
elder Antony that were to follow. The character parts of Trofimov and
Konstantin that he had played in the not widely-publicised productions of

The Cherry Orchard (Lyric, 1925) and The Seagull (Little, 1926) had already

given him sane unusual experience in the immersion of self in a separate
persona, as Gielgud recalled much later to Roy Newquist (Showcase, p.114),
Chekhov's tightly-constructed, integrated ensemble works were then only

Just starting to appear on the stage in this country.

Most of the reviewers were therefore surprised by the degree to which

the actor transformed himself. The Ddily Herald (M.E., 20.3.1930) reported

that he had revealed 'unexpected depth and virility'and Ivor Brown wrote
'Mr. Gielgud's acting has "'filled out' as they say of growing boys. It
has ripened into a rich masculinity' (Observer, 23.3.1930). He went on

to allude to Gielgud's 'clear strong and various delivery' and perhaps most
important, to the clear delineation of the successive phases of Macbeth's
degeneration. Here was 'no subtle neurotic, but a soldier turned criminal’.
It was the accuracy with which the ice-run course of the principal figure
was mapped ,together with the technical placing and husbanding of resources,
that surprised James Agate as well - particularly as he was prepared for
the performances failure beforehand. Agate noted the problem of relating
the Macbeth who is an instigator of action up until the banquet scene to
the spiritually spent tyrant of the final scenes. His absence from the
stage after IV.I caused most actors to begin all over again

when it was time for them to come backon. Gielgud's Macbeth was different
in that he seemed to have lived through the interval. He allegedly

carried the audience away and founded a precedent for this reviewer who,
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for the first time in his experience, saw a Macbeth that 'retained his
hold upon this play till the end'. It may be helpful here to point out
that Gielgud's pacing of the role depended on two strategically placed
intervals which must have provided useful breathing spaces. In his own
productions he experimented slightly with their positioning, but never
erred from the practical conviction that the play should be divided into
three movements. It is tempting to read back into the Old Vic presentation
the placement of the intervals in 1942, the second part opening with Macbeth
instated as a king in his palace at Forres and thie third part opening with
the banquet and the appearance of Banquo's ghost. In 1952 the pattern was
varied with the first twelve minute interval occurring in the same place
and the second coming later, after the baqquet scene. The play still only

lasted two hours forty-nine minutes and twenty-one seconds (Macbeth, prompt-
book ).

In a return to the practice of the eighteenth century, two of the
weird sisters were played by men. The third, Adele Dixon, was effectively
differentiated fram the other two - like the third witch in Roman Polanski's
film (1971) and in the stage production of Trevor Nunn (Other Place, 1976).
If the masks that they wore and the great black shadows that they cast when
they stopped Macbeth's way on the heath tended to disguise their physical
differences, then their voices ensured a distinction. Adéle Dixon
spoke in a 'beautiful,pliable voice' that stood out against 'the horrid
choked utterance' of Brember Wills and the 'minor screech of Powell Lloyd'
(Era, 19.3.1930). They looked up at Macbeth, on the inset platform,to hail
him with their prophetic greeting. In spite of his martial exterior, Gielgud
generated refinement and deceptive gentleness at the outset (Jean Sterling
Mackinlay, Stage, 20.3.1930). His brooding reflectiveness distanced the

ruggedness of the warrior. The Times (18.3.1930), possibly with a glance

at his viking costume, found him
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less of the fighting Scotsman than the Dane ... all
through the play Mr. Gielgud is busy establishing a
close relationship with Hamlet .., Macbeth seems to
lack resolution to conmit murder at the beginning and
to control so turbulent a country as Scotland.

Then Lady Macbeth entered and spoke,

Glamis thou art, and Cawdor; and shalt be
What thou art promis'd (1.5.12)
in such a way that this critic was convinced that she and her husband

had talked over their murder plan for years.

In her general conception of the part Martita Hunt seems to have owed
more to Ellen Terry than Sarah Siddons. (She had the same auburn hair.)
Far fram browbeating her husband into camitting murder she charmed him
with her feminine wiles. This won her the disapproval of same reviewers
who were only willing to consider interpretations in the Siddons tradition.

The Daily Telegraph (19.3.1930) objected that 'she did not conspire in

producing the illusion of ruthless power egging on a weak man' and George
Warrington, stating that the part of Macbeth's wife had not been satisfac-
torily played since the death of that great actress, declared that Martita
Hunt gave 'a respectable performance' which was lacking in the necessary

fiendishness and brutality (Country Life, 29.3.1930). Whether one agrees

with this or not, it is reassuring to hear Ivor Brown redressing the balance.
She apparently aged prematurely in the same way as Macbeth did and closely

related her degeneration to his, discovering a similar coherence of development.

Brown wrote :

The thing is camplete fram vigorous, agpiring womanhood
to the pale corruption of a poisoned mind within a
failing, fainting frame. (Observer, 23.3.1930).
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Her gestures were particularly striking,if slightly larger than life.

Reynolds News (23.3.1930) thought them exaggerated . In her scenes with

Macbeth before the murder, red filters drew attention to the hands of the
accomplices. The Era (19.3.1930) noticed how 'aided by subtle lighting’
the hands of Lady Macbeth seemed to 'glow in the palms with red light as

though the shadow of blood was already on them'.

Anxious to fill out his part orally as well as physically, Gielgud

may have overemphasised same of his effects. It was suggested by The Times

(18.3.1930) that the speech in which Macbeth sees the air-drawn dagger was
spoken 'too much in the platform manner to convey the full sense of the
bloody business'. Another reviewer gave the actor credit for his general
good speaking but picked out the line 'Whiles night's black agents to their
preys do rouse' (III.2.53) to indicate a lapse. Evidently Gielgud broke
the mood by turning the last five words into 'an onamatopoeic representation

of a tiger preparing to devour a kid' (George Warrington, Country Life,

29.3.1930). However, these caments are to be weighed against the shock
that Agate says he felt when Macbeth came fram the murder clutching the
daggers. 'To experience this shock is to believe in the murder, and this

again is to believe in the actor' (Sunday Times, 23.3.1930). How the

startling impact of this moment was achieved is difficult to say except that
it involved the awkwardness with which the weapons were carried. Garrick
had allowed the two daggers to knock together in his trembling fists.
Macbeth's entrance from Duncan's chamber behind the pillar would have

been delayed by his having to descend the high winding staircase to get

to floor level.

For the banquet scene Lady Macbeth sat aloft in a centrally placed

throne on the raised platform. The banquet table was arranged longways
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below and parallel with the proscenium. The guests sat on stools and
Macbeth's place had a hidden light that shone eerily upwards on
the ghost of Banquo, distinguished when living for his 'quiet reserve'

(Morn_i_gg Post, 18.3.1930). Gielgud broke with tradition in his second

staging of this scene (1952) by setting the table to the left of the stage,
at a slant, the end nearest to the audience furthest inward. Lady Macbeth's
throne on a small dais, was set to the right and angled slightly towards the
table. The twice-repeated visitation of the murdered Banquo marked an
important turning point in Gielgud's characterization as it demonstrates
Macbeth's relinquishing of an outward veneer of social form and an active
solicitation of evil. His next action is to seek out the weird sisters and
comand their aid. The conveyance of this feeling in performance was

affirmed by The Times (18.3.1930) reviewer whose drawing of a rather odd

comparison perhaps hints at the unusualness of its management. The appearance
of Banquo's ghost reputedly broi:e the last links of decency and sensibility
'which can be so easily read into Macbeth's character’'. The writer campared
this to Hamlet's moment of abandonment when he throws himself into Ophelia's
grave. 'So does Mr.Gielgud's Macbeth accept, with a sudden rush of manhood,
all the implications of his crime.' The interpretation of Macbeth's
development as a maturation process and the Hamlet analogy add to the pro-

vocative,youthful ambiance that seems to have surrounded Gielgud's performance.

In the last scenes Agate said Gielgud's behaviocur was fittingly loud
and boisterous with a drop into a lull for the Tamorrow soliloquy. His
skilfull conservation of energy was implicit in a final vocal delivery that,
if it was not subtle, letting 'the fine shades go and the sound have it’,
was still justifiable. 'Vocally superb' was Agate's verdict. (Sunday

Times, 23.3.1930).
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Agate's review, which is inclined to play up the degree of Gielgud's
immersion within the role, needs to be read alongside the cooler appraisal

of The Queen's (25.3.1930) reviewer who acknowledged the aptitude for

impersonation that had been shown. Gielgud was 'a younger Macbeth than

we are used to' albeit in agreement with Shakespeare's lines. The Morning

Post (18.3.1930) probably provides the most representative summary when,
after admitting the needlessness of his doubts in advance that this young
performer could camand sufficient robustness, the writer went on to

define the achievement as one of technique and intellect.

This fine and intelligent actor kept alert

throughout to the camplexities in what appears
a simple nature, and the delivery of his lines
was excellent, clear and dignified to the end.

The production of Hamlet (April,1930) (discussed below pp.141-154

afterwards transferred to the West End (June,1930,Queen’'s),brought the close
of the first season to a suitable climax. The second season began with part
one of Henry IV (September,1930). On the first night not even standing rocm
was available and the atmosphere was so close that by the end of the evening

two wamen had fainted. The curtain opened on what The Times (15.9.1930)

considered to be a beautiful tableau camprising the King and his lords. This
changed to the tavern, where the new member of the campany,Ralph Richardson
as Prince Hal, was discovered in bed. The performance of the business of

serving him breakfast was commended by The Manchester Guardian (19.9.1930)

and judged pemissible by The Church Times (26.9.1930) because 'it did no!

obscure the essential unfolding of character'. Neither did it impede the
transitions fram scene to scene, Harcourt Williams directing his actors
to caore out and deliver their speeches to the andience as the curtain fell

silently behind them (Morning Post, 15.9.1930). The second scene change

returned the audience to the King's palace. A council table had been set



on the stage and next to it stood Worcester and Northumberland listening

to the rebukes of their sovereign. A little way off fram the main group where
attention was focussed. with his back to the table,stood Gielgud's Hotspur.
When Worcester had been peremptorily dismissed and Northumberland was
offering placatory excuses,Hotspur spun round and launched into a vehement

protestation. His manner was openly aggressive. The Times (15,9.1930)

referred to him as rounding 'like a tiger' in his defence.

The Linguaphone Shakespeare Series recital (1930), containing Hotspur's

account of the events that took place after the battle of Holmedon, points
to the kind of delivery that may have been given from the stage. Comedy is
brought to the fore as the actor's voice colours the encounter between

the soldier and the effeminate lord whose idion he imitates.

He call'd them untaught knaves, unmannerly,
To bring a slovenly unhandsame corse
Betwixt the wind and his nobility (1.3.43)

is delivered entirely in the pompous, affected tones of the lord while

I know not what -

He should, or he should not - for he made me mad

To see him shine so brisk, and smell so sweet, (1.3.52)
is in the frenetic staccato of the infuriated Hotspur. There is thus a
strong feeling of mimic dialogue within the monologue frame that approximates
to the to and fro rhythm of the conversation within the original encounter.
The two voices are brought dissonantly together in a line like 'Of guns,
and drums, and wounds - God save the mark! -' (1.3.56) vhere the speaker’'s
impatience bursts forth in the oath ousting the inflated diction of the lord.
'"Parmacetti' is pronounced mincingly with a significant broadening of the

'r' sound. 'Gielgud rolls his 'r's' and his eyes in an embarrassing Surrey
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side manner' purmed The Yorkshire Post (15.9.1930). It was a technique

that drew laughter upon Hotspur as well as upon the satirised courtier
and it was disapproved of by those reviewers who looked upon Hotspur and

not Hal as the hero of the play. 7 In the opinion of The Morning Post (15.

9.1930) the sheer boisterousness of the characterization was overdone' -

an audience should laugh with Hotspur but never at him - '.The Manchester

Guardian (19.9.1930) expressed similar sentiments whilst the writer began by
preluding his criticism with a brief prospectus of Gielgud's general
qualifications that, with the recent success of his Hamlet, were fresh in
the mind. The actor displayed distinction, ability and an intellectual
appreciation of his parts. His Hotspur was fiery, vital and possessed
faultless diction but 'his fury was perhaps a trifle overdone. The result
was sane of the audience saw humour where none was intended'. Yet does
Hotspur escape fram Shakespeare's satire? ILear's intention to divide his
kingdom is looked upon as a grotesque aberration, but at least he ramambers
to bring the map with him - samething which Hotspur forgets to do in the
scene in Wales. Then there is Worcester's appraisal, spoken candidly to
Vernon,of ‘A hare-brain'd Hotspur govern'd by spleen', (II.2.16). Gielgud's
interpretation pramoted a more detached view of Harry Percy that encountered
some resistance analogous, perhaps, to the rendering of the younger Mark
Antony. Other reviewers appreciated the mock heroic vein he had introduced.
E.A. Baughan decided that Gielgud was right in giving 'camic exaggeration

to the impetuosity of Hotspur' (Daily News and Chronicle, 15.9.1930) whereas

The Christian Science Monitor (P.A., 11.10.1930) made this assertion:

His performance of the tempestuous part, Hotspur,

was full of force and fire from its opening lines;

and its bombast was so cleverly and naturally

relieved with mmour by the use of significant

emphasis and meaningful gesture, that the dialogue

was puncutated throughout with quite legitimate chuckles.
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The emphasis on the rant in Hotspur's speech may have occasioned same
monotony. A.E. Wilson appreciated the dynamism and the gusto

of the resounding rhetoric (Star, 15.9.1930). The Times (15.9.1930),

on the other hand,saw the dangers of a role that could easily seem to
'dwell too long and too loudly on one note to be a musician's piece'. The

reviewer in The Jewish Chronicle (19.9.1930)mentioned that there was a little

too much insistence on metre at times and sane overstressing of consonants -
a view supported by the recorded recital. The necessits'f for periods of
camparative repose was all the more pressing wheh the speaking of

the role was underlined by a restless stance, abrupt, angular gestures
and eyes that were forever darting from one object to another (Era,

17.9.1930).

The two scenes with Lady Percy, played by the new leading lady of the
canpany, Dorothy Green, after the departure of Martita Hunt, should have
provided just thi