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From the Editor

Shakespeare in the Theatre,

Then and Now

I. 1976 WAS A GOOD YEAR for Shakespeare
in the theatre—and the performance re-
views in this issue of Shakespeare Quarterly
afford ample testimony that it was—it was
also, unfortunately, a year tinged with sor-
row over the passing of the two Shakespear-
can greats.

On April 6 Ben Iden Payne dicd at theage
of 94. A native of England, Dr. Paync en-
joyed a remarkable career spanning three-
quarters of a century as an actor a director,
and a teacher in Great Bri nada, and
the United! States, His influcce s, both
wide and deep, and it was dircetly felt in
settings as varied as Chicago’s Goodman
Theatre,  Stratford-upon- Amn s Shak
peare Memorial Theatre, San Diego’s Na-
lons]| Shakespeare Festival, and Ashland!s
Oregon Shakespearean Festival, as well as in
such educational institutions as the Carnegic
Institute of Technology, the University of
lTowa, the Unlerul» of Missouri, the Uni-
versity of and the University of
R the richer for B. Tden
Payne’s legacy, and it is gratifying to note
that his autobiography, A Life in a Wooden
O: Memoirs of the Theatre, will be published
this spring by the Yale University Press.

Shakespeareans around the world vere
also saddened to learn of the death of Robert
Speaight on November 4.
iust completed the proofs for his last book
on Shakespeare L
His Achievement,
published by Ste

ent
and Day) and was mak:
ing preparations for a trip to Washington to

speak about
ata Folger Ins
PRETING SHAKES
THE STUDY, IN THE CLASSROOM.

t the opening of the symposium on No-
vember 12, the following statement was read:

PEARE: IN THE THEATRE, IN

All who knew Robert Speaight will regret the
passing of a dear friend—a uniquely gifted ac-
tor, director, scholar, and critic: a man of un-

fagging geniality and generosity. Throughout
72 years, Robert exemplified the lighest
R every endeavor in which he part
pated. As an actor, he played a number of
roles, including several
ed performances at the Old Vic and
also won acclaim in other
ol foffcoursoamonk e Backes 10 TH'S
Eliot's Murder in the Cathedral.
and director, Robert traveled widely,

reviews—including studies of William
m/ (1954). of Nature in Shakespearian Trag-
y (1955) and of Shakespeare on the Siage
(Io78), Readems of Shokeameor e Quarterly are
indebted to him for the intelligence, sensitivity,
nd Wit halcharawieized 3 Samial conowsor
the Shakespearean scasons in Stratford-upon-
Avon and London.

In Robert Speaight was epitomized that mar-
riage of ¢ ds—performer, scholar-critic,
Sl e
ened 10 examine and, where appropriate, to
celebrat token of the esteem in which we
will eve hold him, therefore, we dedicate these
proceedings to his memor

In like manner, it seems only fitting to dedi-
cate this issue of nu» (nmm»m to the man
whose impression is 5o firmly upon
it, borrowing a \:llcdlcllun from John
Trewin's concluding remark in the conversa-
tion that commences the issue: “Thank you,
Robert. Splendid."

w words about the issue itself.

ccommodate as much material as
ossible, including more plentiful illustra-
tions than in the past, we have printed the
text in smaller type than has become usual
for the Quarterly. We have also adopted a
new double-column format for the theatre

reviews, trusting that the savings in spac
and the gains in flexibility will more than
compensate for any disadvantages _occ
sioncd by the alteat nd, finally, we
ated paper to highlight the
brillant colors of the phatograph selected to
adorn the cover.

More substantive alterations will become
apparent as readers begin examining the con-
tents of the issue. It will be observed, for
instance, that the section preceding the
theatre reviews is assembled in such a way as
to offer several retrospective assessments of
Shakespeare in performance: critics Robert
Speaight and John Trewin reflect on more

Stratford,
Dufly describes the music e created for

John Houseman’s “metallic” Macbeth in
1967; scholar G. Harold Metz summarizes
the performance history of Titus Andronicus;
and educator Homer Swander profiles the
Oregon Shakespearean Festival, past and
present.

The theatre reviews section is organized in
such a way as to offer both comprehensive-
ness and selectivity BEG
many individual theatres, companies, and
pmdu:llons of Shakespeare been surveyedin

10 be made, and the consequences of those

oices are to be seen in the varying lengths.
and emphases of the theatre reviews here
presentet

It should not pass unnoticed that thi
year's theatre reviews contain three new fea-
tures: (1) compact production records, list-
ing significant data and principal personnel
for almost every production mentioned; (2)
information, where available, about 1977
plans for theatres and companies that nor-
mally produce at least one Shakespearean
play annually; and (3) addresses to which
readers may direct further inquiries about
particular theatres and companica. These
kinds of information have not always been
easy for us 1o collect and double-check, and
we apologize in advance for any inaccuracies.
that may have gone undetected.

In some instances the Quarterly was
unable 1o assign reviewers to cover produc-
ns worthy of being recorded. In most of
these instances, usually through the prompt
and courteous assistance of staff members at
the theatres concerned, we were able to ob-
tain copies of reviews that appeared else-
where, normally in regional newspapers and
magazines. To provide some account of
those productions, we have quoted selec-
tively from what seemed to be the most re-
liable of the reviews obtained. The Editor

journal
by oTes el Ve ot Eou e B L1
broad enough in scope to provide an unusu-
ally vivid impression of the great variety of
Shakespearean performances offered annu-
ally in Great Britain, Canada, and the
United States. not to mention the rest of the
world. Limited space does not permit re-
views of every Shakespearean production,
however; nor does it permit an equal amount
of coverage for every production included in
the compilation. Difficult choices have had
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assumes for every production
review in this issue that does not contain a
Quarterly correspondent’s byline.
Concluding the issue are several book re-
views, all of them dealing with new pub-
lications about one or more aspects of
Shakespeare in performance. These book re-
views are intended to round out and com-
plete what we hope will constitutea balanced
and valuable collection of eritical essays on
Shakespeare in the theatre.
Joux F. ANDREWS.
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CInterview

Talking about Shakespeareans

J. C. TREWIN
AND ROBERT SPEAIGHT

Ruum SPEAIGHT TELEPHONED ME enthusiastically one day last autumn. “1
have to talk about acted Shakespeare,” e s Il you ask me the
right questions? anyone who kncw Robert wil ealze that there was g
need whatever to n:k him questions, right or wrong. Shakespeare’s name was
enough.

It was natural for him (o talk about the plays and their performance—like
Sir Bedivere (in another context) “this way and that dividing the swift mind.""
He had been, and remaincd, a front-rank classical actor, bred in the high
tradition. He wrote about Shakespeare with a delighted flucncy, knowing
precisely what he wanted to say and how to say it. A rare fusion of actor and
scholar, with a ranging, omnivorous mind, few could hold an audience as he
did His lectues 1o the Royal y of Literature were memorable; but
Robert was just as happy when talking across the fire on a winter afternoon,
recalling Poel and Bndg\:s /\d..\m$ discussing Lear—he had long hoped to play
the King in England~and, asallsctors do (but he @ beter thon most, using
naturally the voices of the people he spoke of, from the mannered fastidi-
ousness of Ernest Milton to ihu noon-cannon boom of Robert Al s. His
favorite story was of Atkins, t perious veteran of English Shakc‘pmrtan
rectors. “When I asked him \\hdl 1 should eat before playing Richard III,
bert, “he replied with the single portentous .uono\\lubm *Fish.

Robert's own voice was as fine as any theatre. I said once
that it had the sun-blessed g sical undmpe He was also the
liveliest of companions: I liked especially to get him to discuss the latest
Shakespeare revival. Though he would say that, with Desdenton e
a divided duty—to the acting profession and
managed always to speak his mind, to illuminatea pruduulon or performance,
and, when he had to find fault, to do so without

‘Actor, scholar, drama crite, write, talker. there were 50 many Roberts.
They all came together in the person of this warm, eager, immensely civilized
man whose voice and presence would Jominate any gathering: not by any
means that he wished to dominate, for he had a d ming humilty

e mei on a5 auturn moming to fecore our talk at  Royal Academy of

Dramatic Art. Robert, just up from Kent, was in vpl:ndld fom\ When we had

S,

J..C. TREWIN, one of Great Britain's most cminent dramatc criics, s the author of
numerous books, including Shakespeare on the Stage, 1900-1964, and a regular
contributor to such periodicals as Plays and Favers e Mnteaeed London News.
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finished (and he was anxious lest something might have been forgotten), he
insisted on walking with me to the station, ten minutes away throug
Bloomsbury. He was full of plans: happy that he was going to Washington
again, excited that he had received the proofs of his book on Shakespeare—to
read the book is to hear his voice so clearly that it is almost frightening—and
‘Wondering what he could write about next he hated not to be in full produc-

“smke;peme again?” I suggested. “Well, should 12" he said wistfully. “So
soon?” We lingered for a few minutes on the pavement in the autumn sun. “I'll
oo when I come back from the States,” he said. “There are one or two
thing

Whit they were I shall never know. But I am proud to have known a great
Shakespearean and the dearest of men.
J.C. Trewnx

3.C. Trewin Robert Speaight

Speaight. Well, John, we've been looking at Shakespeare longer than most
people, T magine. What was the irst Shakespeare production that you can
remem

T a long time ago now, the spring of 1922: Ben Greet's produc-
tion of The Tempest. He put it on in Plymouth in a kind of annual three-weeks
exercise that he used to do round the West Country theatres. I do remember

Speaight. T go back furlhsr lh.\n you. My first was Herbert Beerbohm
Tree's Henry VIII at Hi eatre—it must have been in 1912 or
1913, shorly before the first war. It was a play that suited Tree’s method, of
course—with it realistic reconstructions of Hampton Court and Westminster
Abbey and the streets of London—and it was very wel
the parvenu in Wolsey extremely well; I remember h
whole lot of choirboys under a canopy. Violet \.mhru"h was the Queen
Katherine, and she was very well suited to the part, although my parents kept
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on telling me that I ought to have seen Ellen Terry and Henry Irving. Henry
Ainley was the Buckingham, a bea ul performance; and Arthur Bouruhlur
was the King. He was then married to Violet Vanbrugh and treated her very
much as Henry VIII treated Anne Boleyn—except he didn’t quite cut off her
head. But, anyway, he was admirably cast as the King. Of course, at the same
time I could have seen the revolutionary performances by Barker, at the Savoy,
but I had no introduction to what they would have called avant-garde Shake-
speare.

After Ben Greet, what did you progress to?

Trewin. Well, T just went on to another Ben Greet. This time he brought
down Ernest Milton in Ilnm[cz and I must say that Milton still remains with
me as the Hamlet of them all

Speaight. And 50 he does to me, of course. In those early days at the Vic it
was the finest that I'd ever seen. And I got rather near to it when I was playing
Horatio to him in Egypt. As you remember, he was an actor who varied
tremendously. I have seen his Hamlet at times when you could hardly bear to
look at it; but at its best it had a greater depth than any that I've seen. Other
people have felt the same—I know Alec Guinness has always said that it's the
finest he remembers.

Trewin. Milton’s mannerisms hadn’t grown on him then, had they?

Speaight. They were threatening to; but he was always better when he was
controlled by Robert Atkins, and that control as T remembes from personal
experience, could be a fairl ful affair, Ernest was restive under it very
often, but ft was certainly g00d for him A kins always said that it wis the most
truly Elizabethan Hamlet he'd ever handled—by which I suppose he meant
that he had got away from Withelm Meister and all that

There were other Hamlets that I also remember: Martin Harvey, for
example. Did you ever see

Trewin. No, Ernest Milton was the first of importance, and other carly ones
were at Stratford. T saw George Hayes, a good imaginative actor, over and
over again; he was a kind of recurring decimal at Stratford

Speaight. No names matter very much until you come to John Gielgud. [
imagine you saw his Hamlet at the Vic?

Trewin. Yes: 1 saw all four of his Hamlets—over nearly fiften years

Speaight. Now there’s been a good deal of discussion between Gielgud and
other people as to which of these four was the best. Have you any views on

Tremn l lhoughl the second was the best. He seemed then to have ma-
t feeling his responsibilities too much, as I fancy he did in the
early producuon at the Vi

Speaight. 1 saw his first Hzmlcl and the last one that he did during the war,
at the Haymarket under George Rylands. Rylands was a professor from
Cambridge, with a very fine mind on Shakespeare, and in that production [
thought he explained the play as well as ever I've heard it explained. And 5o did
John. But, of course, you want mystery as well as explanation in Hamlet, and [
think today I should ‘ask for more chiaroscuro both in the production and in
the characters. Personally, I thought John’s last Hamlet was his best, though
there are plenty of people who particularly remember his first. People tend to
say that about Hamlets because a first performance of a great part has a spring
and spontancity which it sometimes loses afterwards. But certainly Giclgud’s
Vic Hamlet was remarkable for 2 young man, and for many people it has
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becom: almost definitive.
what do you remember particularly of those years at Stratford? The W.
Bndgs& Adams years?

Trewin, 1 went originally between the burning of the old theatre and the
building of the new—the cinema seasons when Bridges-Adams had to work on
that shallow stage up in Greenhill Strect. I hzdn ! much opportunity then to
get to London, so Stratford was my first hakespearean excitement,
Ernest Milton apart. Going up from Plymouth and Cornwall 10 spend my
holidays at Stratford, I Saw the Bridges-Adams productions over and over

John Gielgud
a5 Hanlet

again, and I still think of him, after all this time, as one of the most exciting of
directors. He insisied on pace and rhythm; he cut little; his own sets were
pictorial without being—shall I say?—aggressive was always civilized,
refusing superfiuous eccentricity, and, for example, keeping Much Ado (one of
his and Sratford’s favorie plays) rightly patrician. You knew him very well, of
<o

*Speaight 1 did know him pretty well, yes. I think he had really as
mind on Shakespeare as any director I've seen at work. His productions would
be considered very s today. but then they were considered furly a-
vanced. He gave the text unabridged—Ben Greet used to call him Unabridges-
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Adams—and there was not much time for the making of finer points. It was all
very straightforward and fast; but it was very effective.

And there was one actress that stands out in my memory: I mean Fabia
Drake. It was very strange, you know, how she came to be chosen. Bridges-
Adams was on the eve of an American tour, and he found himself at a loss for a
leading lady. So he walked into the Garrick Club, where he met a well-known
dramatist, and he said, “I'm looking for a leading lady.” His friend said,
“Well, why not try Fabia Drake?” “Who’s Fabia Drake? Has she ever done
Shakespeare?” “No.” However, he got hold of Fabia, gave her an audition,
and engaged her on the spot. And then, as time was very short, he wrote her a
forty-page letter, telling her how each of the parts, Beatrice, Portia, and the
rest, should be played. 1ts a theatrical misfortune that that letter went up in the
Blitz.

Trewin. Yes, 1 was going 1o ask . . . certainly, if it had survived it would
have been worth gold. She was such a change after the routine performances
we'd had.

Speaight. Yes, they were rather routine. There were a lot of actors around
who had been with Frank Benson, but the better Benson people had gone by
then: Murray Carrington, Henry Ainley, Oscar Asche—all had gone long
before to the West End.

Trewin. 1 never saw Carrington in Shakespeare. Only in things like White
Cargo.
§pemghl. Oh, Murray Carrington was my first experience with Stratford. In
1920, 1 suppose, just after Bridges had taken over. He was as well-graced an
actor as you could possibly have seen. I remember him as Richard II. His
“Dear earth, I do salute thee with my hand”—I always think of that. And as
Benedick t0o. Unfortunately, his career petered out, largely through his own
fault.

But these were the great days of the Vic, too. Did you go there much during
Harcourt Williams’s time, and Tyrone Guthrie’s?

Trewin. Yes, but I did miss two of the Williams years. The period, I'm

raid, when you were playing at the Vic.
Speaight. Yes; I was playing Fluellen and Hamlet, and a number of other
parts as well.

Trewin. What was Williams like as a director?

Speaight. He was entirely based on Harley Granville-Barker. He idolized
Barker, and he did his best to put into effect the Prefaces, which were then just
coming into print. Great excitement about them, Romeo and Juliet and the rest.
Williams was in correspondence with Barker all the time. Unfortunately, the
actors couldn’t take the pace he demanded. I can’t say I thought that he was a
very creative director. Y ou see, the first two years he had John Gielgud at his
elbow, and then Ralph Richardson: both towers of strength. In a way, we
rather took things into our own hands. .. . I don’t remember getting anything
from Harcourt Williams except, perhaps, his conception of Malvolio as the
puritan, which he gave me. But what he did was to get the plays on with a good
deal of speed and with a minimum of fuss and scenery. A good workman, yes;
but I wouldn’t describe him as creative.

Trewin. How do you think these productions would stand up now? Bridges-
Adams’s at Stratford, Williams's from the Vic and Sadler’s Wells?

Speaight. Whenever I sce today a really good straightforward production of
Shakespeare, T begin to think that those directors would stand up very well.

137

SHAKESPEARE QUARTERLY

they have agreed on many things’
Speaight. T don’t think they would have understood each other remotely
wve hit upon the same idea because Poel did
y leas, quite as peculiar as Guthrie’s. I don't
know what Guthrie would have thought of the Coriolanus I did for Poel, back
in 1931, when I started the play in a leopard-skin, ended up as a Roman
general, and appeared in between as a Colonel of Hussars! It was the kind of
thing Guthrie would have been amused at. No; Guthrie, 1 think, was a
tremendously refreshing force, mainly because for him the theatre was enter-
tainment. He was the reverse of an evangelist. Latterly, of course, we've been
suffering from too much cvangelism of another kind. What did you feel about
the Peter Hall regime at Stratford?

Trewin. In one way, perhaps, it invigorated Stratford. But at the same
time—and remembering the traditional work of Glen Byam Shaw, who pre.
ceded him—I did feel that Hall was beginning to go too far. And I think that
his successors have gone much too far, on some occasions.

peaight. Yes, yes, I think so. Sometimes I feel that these young men at
Stratford have never been for a country walk, let alone taken a canoe down the

I remember being in Switzerland a few years ago, toward the end of
buying a copy of the Sunday Zimes in a litle village, and reading an
le by Harold Hobson. He said in it that he had been to Stratford where
there were a lot of perfectly ordinary people going about their business, and
even going to church on Sunday, which was extraordinary. And then there
were thesc young men at the theatre doing very extraordinary things. He
pointed to a gulf, as he saw it, between what they were doing at the theatre and
what the general public wanted, or expected.

Vhat, now, does worry me is the standard of speaking. How do you find it
yourself?

Trewin. I regret the loss of the standard of the 1930s. Today there seems to

- J

Avor

ly little music in speech. That's old-fashi
isn’t it? Plenty of sense, sometimes 100 much sense. No sound at all,

Speaight. 1 feel that too. I very much doubt if these young directors go up
into the gallery while they're rehearsing, and really test whether the stuff is
being heard. Because unless you ear Shakespeare, it's no good looking for the
sense. I think Peter Hall was in reaction against what he called “emotional and
vocal self-indulgence,” and this led to a certain aridity. But, of course, these
things can be cured.

Trewin. People continue to talk about a “Stratford style™ that's emerged
during the last twelve or fifteen years. Well, I've tried hard to find it. It seems to
me that the productions vary extraordinarily, according to the seasons. s there
any style that you would lay your finger on?

Speaight. No: such style as there is varies enormously according to the
director. Sometimes there is something. Under Peter Hall I noticed a sort of
style which was very slow speech, absolutely squeezing out the last ounce of

: no color in the costumes, never a glimpse of blue sky, a certain
austerity which has now been forced on the theatre by economic pressure. At
other times I've found the thing much more casy: flexible and relaxed. What
you come back to at the end, I think, is that you cannot do Shakespeare,
particularly in a big theatre like Stratford, without big acting. Glen Byam
Shaw and Anthony Quayle went on the principle of getting the very best actors
they could, and it generally paid off—not always, but more often than not.
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her Queen Katherine in a rather unfortunate production of Henry VIII in 1925;
one expected great things from it, but though Sybil Thorndike was very fine,
the Wolsey didn’t come off.

Peggy Asheroft
as Imogen

Trewin. You didn’t see her Lady Macbeth?

Speaight. No; she always wanted to play it with Henry Ainley, and this was
at a time when Ainley was very uncertain, Apparently he gave a wonderful
performance at the dress rehearsal, but never again. I don't really see Lady
Macbeth quite as a Thorndike part. I thought little Helen Mirren at the Royal
Shakespeare Theatre the other day was much nearer the mark.

here are a lot of young actresses you remember—Judi Dench’s Viola, and

her remarkable feat of doubling as Hermione and Perdita in The Winter's Tale.
Not done since Mary Anderson. Among the men, Tan Richardson has great
style, and so has Nicol Williamson. Again a very uncertain actor, but his
Macbeth was the most satisfying performance of that very difficult part that I'd
seen. I saw it not at Stratford, but at the Aldwych when it came to London; I'm
told it had changed. Did you see it at both theatres?

Trewin. Yes. Really, one wouldn’t have realized that it was the same play,
with the same director and the same actor.

Speaight. 1 think we can leave it at that. Thank you so much, John.

Trewin. Thank you, Robert. Splendid
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Absolutely straightforward: no gimmicks. From the visual point of view they
could hardly have been more austere than the productions we are given now at

the Royal Shakespeare Theatre—or, indeed, than the National Theatre’s re-
cent Hamlet, which I didn’t think very much of from any angle.

Harcour Wilams

What we're all delighted about in London s the new St. George's Theatre. I
saw a Twelfth Night there the other day, and I've rarely, if ever, seen a better. A
beautiful stage: from the point of view of shape and size, the best theatre T
know of for Shakespeare. It's unfortunate there’s no rake in the auditorium;
that may hinder the sight-lines at the back. They're hoping to get the money to
build a gallery. But I found the Twelfth Night most satisfying: admirably
spoken, nothing revolutionary about it except that it was absolutely honest and
true and rang the bell every time. I don’t ask anything more than that from a
Shakespeare production. The balance between Viola and Olivia was better
held, I thought, than I'd almost ever seen it. And the Orsino was brilliant—the
best T remember.

0 my view is that, if one’s got the actors, it doesn’t matter in a way how
traditional or how—what shall T say?—uninventive a production is, provided
the truth of the play is given and the actors are there to give it. Because what
one remembers, I find, are certain actors and the way they said certain things.

Trewin. 1 have found it rather alarming in the last few days that some of our
drama critics, my colleagues, have been complaining about St. George's. They
call it “an evangelizing enterprise.” I think this is a most unfortunate response
10 a genuine attempt to get Shakespeare back to his true proportions.

Speaight. Yes, I find that intolerably condescending. If I compare the St.
George's with similar theatres—say the Edinburgh Assembly Hall, the Strat-
ford, Ontario theatre, or Chichester—I find it much better than any of them.
10's smaller, and it's much prettier to look at.
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They had Gielgud and Olivier and Redgrave and many others. The oustanding
single performance that I can recall over the last—what?—ten or more years at
Stratford was Paul Scofield as Timon of Athens. Hugh Griffith’s Falstaff was
also very fine. And I did think Peter Hall's historical cycle was a considerable
achievement: it really did make sense of the whole thing.

Peter Hall

Trewin. Yes, 1 agree. Whatever one feels about the cutting and splicing, The
Wars of the Roses was a landmark in Stratford history. Robert, looking back,
what is the finest Shakespearean performance you've ever seen?

Speaight. Well, T think, though there were points which were debatable,
that the greatest feat of acting I've seen in Shakespeare was Olivier's Othello. Tt
seemed to me . Also his Titus Androni bout which there can
be no debate at all. It was not only a great tragic performance but an
extraordinary piece of character acting. When he came on the stage 1 didn’t
k ii. was: a shambling, military figure, rather stocky, with wrinkled
eycbrows, a furrowed face. I wondered who this was—and to get one to
wonder like th ower Olivier has beyond any of his compeers with
perhaps the exception of Scofield, though Scofield has not been tried so high. 1
remember secing Olivier the other night, in that film, The Batile of Britain, in
which he played the relatively small part of Air Chief Marshal Sir Hugh
Dowding. With apparently no make-up at all except a moustache, he totally
altered his face and his appearance. This was character acting from within; and
that is something, a gift Olivier has to a greater degree than anyone else. When
you add the power of character acting to the eflect of personality and sheer
histrionic art, you have something very considerable.

rewin. Perhaps, then, would you say that this will be remembered as a
period of great acting but not so remarkable direction?
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That, of course, takes one back to my old master, William Poel. You never
saw any of his productions?

Trewin. I know him from your biography.

Speaight. How he would have rejoiced at the St. George’s! What struck me
at the one performance I've seen there was the entertainment value. It was in
no way an antiquarian rite; it was a genuine performance. I'm sorry the critics
have been a lttle tepid. I think they were remembering what they were brought
up on: Tyrone Guthrie. It was Guthrie’s tremendous inventiveness that set a
pattern for Shakespeare production in the twenty or thirty years that followed
Harcourt Williams at the Vic.

Tyrone Guthrie

Trewin. Do you think that was dangerous?

Speaight. Well, it was dangerous, but also very exciting. Of Guthries
productions what do you remember now with pleasure?

Trewin. His Troilus and Cressida at the Vic in *S6, and the All's Well, again
flamboyantly characteristic, in ’59. Great fun, both of them.

Speaight. And I didn’t find that the values of All's Well were in any way
distorted. Let us not forget that when Guthric took over at the Vic in 1933, he
started by building what he thought was an Elizabethan stage behind the
proscenium. This was to do service for all the plays to be given, but they
found—as others have found within a proscenium—that it didn’

lidn’t work. I know
Guthrie found he couldn’t light it. Still, it was Guthrie, remember, who took us
out of the proscenium arch. It was he who—first of all in the Edinburgh
Assembly Hall, then at Stratford, Ontario, and subsequently at Minneapolis—
abolished the proscenium and inaugurated what has now become preity well
the orthodoxy of the open stage. So Guthrie was in a way more traditional
than he liked sometimes to appear. Though he liked his lttle joke,
Trewin. How would Guthrie and Poel have got on, had they met? Would
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Speaight. I think it will be remembered as the age of the director, but 'm
also inclined to think that what people will talk about will be the in
performances.

a5 Desdemona

Trewin. Haven't we rather left the actresses out of the picture?
Speaight. Who do you remember particularly?

rewin. Dame Peggy Ashcroft in half a dozen parts: Imogen; the three
Margarets; young princess to old queen, in The Wars of the Roses. Edith Evans
as the Nurse in the first Giclgud Romeo and Juliet; less vividly when she played
the part at Stratford in 9. Several contemporary actresses: Barbara Jefford,
Judi Dench, Susan Fleetwood. But I do regret deeply not having been at the
Vic long, long ago in the early days of Sybil Thorndike. The one great
Shakespearcan part I have seen her play is Volumnia; that was at the Vicin the
spring of 38, o Olivier's Coriolanus. One heard then what the supplication
could be.

And you, Robert?

Speaight. We've seen some very fine performances. Certainly we ought to
say a word about Sybil Thorndike because she has only just left us. I too
remember her Volumnia to Olivier's astonishing Coriolanus. And I remember
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