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But fow He Finds Valiant Defenders
Who Take All the Enemy's Seven

Points on Their Targets, Thus
Written for TaH NXxw YOuK TtIMs

By Frank Wadleigh Chandler,
Professor and Dean In the University of Cincinnati

OF all the comic characters of litera-
ture, Falstaff is the most vital.-

0 Compared with him, the folk of
Aristophanes are mere grotesques,
those of Plautus and Terence are

conventional abstractions, and those of me-
diaeval. fiction and drama are clowns or
simpletons, devils or giants, farcically
amusing but unreal. Falstaff, however, is
what Halitt calls him-"the most sub-
stantial comic character ever Invented."
He unites the qualities of Greek satyr,
Roman parasite and braggart soldier,
Rabelaisian buffoon, Spanish gracioso, and
Elnglish jester. He is each of these and
more than allh He is the quintessence of a
thousand jolly wits, topers, liars, thieves,
gross gallants, and comic soldiers, rounded
into one graceless, lovable, Immortal rogue,
A being so rarely compounded of elements
so various could never have existed, yet he
lives on Shakespeare's pages forever, and
we recognize In the world of men about
us reflections of certain facets of his many-
rsided nature, "I hold a perfect comedy to
be the perfection of human composition,"
said Horace Walpole; "and I firmly believe
that fifty ' Iliads and ' Aeneids' could be
written sooner than such .a character as
PFalstaffts."

Shakespeare was in his middle thirties
when Falstaff sprang full grown from his
fecund brain. In a popular chronicle play
called "The Famous Victories of Henry
V." the dramatist, searching for historical
material, found certain scenes of rough
comedy that seemed to promise well. These
he proceeded to develop out of all resem-
blance to their original In the first part
of "Henry IV.'," omposed presumably In
1897, Falstaff shows at his very hbet as a
jovial .rogue of rare spirit, ripe in years
but youthful at heart, one of the wicked,
nn doblt. but-rv in hti shifts -- Co

ferences, Coleridge notes "the perpetual
contrast of labor in Falstaff to produce
wit, with the ease with which Prince Henry
parries his shafts." Professor Raleigh, on
the contrary, is impressed by the superiority
of Falstaft's wit to that of the Prince. " It
Is the measure of the Prince's Inferiority
that to him Falstaff seems 'rather ludi-
crous than witty,' even while all the wit
that passes current is being issued from
Falstaff's mint, and stamped with the mark
of his sovereignty." In similar fashion, Dr.
Johnson speaks of Falstaff as "at once
obsequious and malignant," whereas Haslitt
declares that he ts " without malice or
hypocrisy," and Brandes that " he seems
unfailingly amiable whatever he may
choose to do."

In matters of greater Importance the
critics have differed still more widely.
Their contentions have centred about four
questions. Is Falstaff a coward? Is he a
conscious humorist? Is his rejection by
the,newly crowned King a blot on the play?
And is his portrayal In " The Merry Wives
of Windsor" a dreadful mistake?

With regard to the last question, Pro-
fessor Raleigh laments that Falstaff
should have been brought low to figure
as the butt of citiens and their romping
wives. "The chambering and wantonness
of amorous Intrigue suits 111 with his in.
imitable pride of spirit," says Raleigh, who
asumes a pride in him ratfier difficult
to detect, and forgets Falstatfs relations
with Doll, Ursula, and Dame Quickly,
" Worst of li, he is afraid of the fairies,"
being In this respect more timorous than
Bottom the Weaver,
"Dowden would exculpate Shakespeare
from the charge of voluntarily degrading
"his Inimitable Jester Into the flouting-
stock of a bourgeois fabliau," but only in
view of the Queen'i command. "That
Shakespeare should throw himself with
spirit into his task was a crime for which
be earn our forgiveness by Its uccessful
isu*s" Pfeofr DraleW , however, can.

nqt forgve IShakespeare fOr "The Merry
Wlves," "It wa no more possible for
Shakespeare to show his Falstaff In love
than to turn twice two Into five," says
..Badey; yet "he could represent this
knight asailng tor financial purpoes the
vlte of tWO matrns, and Ih the event

tbaffle, upd, treated like dirty loIhen,
st, brnt priilled, moWked, Insulted,CII rs of "*11l, repentant end didaotio.

it .* horriblad khl" oim

* S .W bon or .d, ,.R philosop, hie

kM.I; Wive&" Iy ,btaf'» ae wryites, !hereat

*itue0 , » tWti , lnWives, Th&h ber-

uhl that thes poet p rwpoed to show

hettat ' t a4 11rti'l Overatoh

".. 94 m " lurt .

quenauy teti, " eilt w-sekwn.

pobtfl" "An egonoist lk "att ," ay

qvvl!lMs, "Callr, 5JieiHB Imverer defeat

Wit rgm theo t beW he teMeswsr

lhat,eall i erom the imopll0th whioh ho

munlK .»tl" acro r. uaimltb eryt on

8th entur of hthr r elhatns otw the

t, s laort wan I etm entaly differto

lmrent the th decadence and oft om a.

staff' |n ote o.rally d rorenrt anfrd.
n 4ey de eated, wh . lng *adventure,.

en Inellc Iual toumtfnoe; and Falstaff sn

ovrthlup does not make him fall very

hard aftr al As ftor MrTusserand, he
reards Fastaf even lmurow e In "The

e W ov," F alstaff, he writes, Id here

t Id n veybest, more needy, mtore ul -
comical teoe a prompt at rekpartee, as In

*haustlble, and of a good humor, sa com-

Wit regaer to th questlion of Falstaff't

ssrved, Most critics regard this rejection

in the nature of the relations between the
ent, although superfioally alike In their

Into the vortex of a reckless life, Henry,

like his creator, was possessed of 'an ex-
periencing nature,' his keenest delight was
In reality, In life, and the fullness thereof,"
But the Prince develops as alstaff de-
clines, and he growe lncreasingly aware
of the corruption beneath the humors of
his companion, When, on Shrewsbury
field, he asks Falstaff for a pistol, and
receives but a bottle and a pun-" There's
that will lock a city "-the Prince under-
stands, as never before, the limitations of
Falstaff, Though he graces the rascal's
lie with regard to Hotspur's death, hence-
forth he will repose no confidence In him,

The Xtng,too, furthers their divorce by at-
taching Falstaff to the sober-blooded Prince
John, Accordingly, In the second part of
"Henry IV." the former boon comrades
engage In but one seenq together, a scene
that shows Falstaff overheard In sander
by the Prince, who ls already out of sorts
with low life, "Well, thus we play the
fools with the time, and the spirits of the
wine sit in the olouds and mock us," Hal
has said; and presently to Poins he adds,
" By this hand, thou think'st me a tfar
in the devil's book as thou and Falstaff.
* * .Let the end try the man," Other
hints of the approaching separation of Hal
and Falstaff have been given, as In the
first part of " Henry IV.," when Falstaff in
his role of the Prince exclaims, " Bnish
plump Jack and banish all the world "
whereupon Hal retorts, " I do, I will."

Coleridge approves the rejection of Fal-
staff and speaks of " the final contempt
which much a character deserves and re-
celves from the young King," Brandes
thinks that " the scheme of the whole de-
mands that there shall come a moment
when the Prince * ' ' shall put on a
serious countenance and brandish the thun-
derbolt of retribution," But Professor
Bradley maintains that we resent Hal's
conduct, and especially for two reason&
Without the warrant of further rogueries
on the part of Falstaff, the new King
orders him sent to prison. And, worse
still, he preaches a sermon, rating the
rogue as the misleader of his royal youth,
whereas It was Hal who had sought Fal-
staffs society for entertainment. " It was
not only ungenerous, It was dishonest! "
cries Mr. Bradley " It looks disagreeably
like an attempt to buy the praise of the
respectable at the cost of honor and truth."

Yet we .might have expected such an
attitude from the new-fledged King, who
has exhibited already a touch of his fa-
ther's cool policy in Justifying hie fore-
gathering with the low because it will win
him applause whenever he chooses to re-
form. That -is feeling for Falstaff ie an

amund liking rather than downright love,that even this feeling has waned, and that
he resents the public attempt of Falta
to ompromise hi kingly dignity, mut be
evident, Since Shakespeare meant the play
to end happily, he must have expected Our
ympathies to be diverted from Falstaf
re his fall But herein Shakespeare rck-

oned without his hoet, thinks Bradley, " Tn
the Faltaft scenes he overshot his mark,

e crerted so e xtraordinery beilng, and
fixed him firmly on his intellectual
throne, that when he sought to d ithrone

him hcouldnot, * * * WewishHenry
glorious reign and much joy of hib crew
of hypocrital pollticlIans, lay and clerical;

but our he w go with Falstatf to the
Fleet, or, if ncessary, to Arthurs bosom

or wheresomevr he ,"
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Falstaff's boast that he will be sent for In
privt* b ut a dodge to Impres Shallow

'to whom Falstaff owes a thousand pounds.
Falstaff, according to this theory, sud.
denly rises superior to an unexpected sit-
uatlon, precisely as he has often done
before4 It must be borne in mind, how.
ever, that It his remark be one of humor.

oue self-sufficiency, nevertheless he sue-
cumbe to his grief gre long, and -dies
broken hearted, unable, despite his buoy.
ant wit, to weather the gale of royal dis-
favor,

In the explanation just cited, ROtucher'
would make Falstaff a conscious humorist
to the last, whereas other critics would
make him unconsciously humorous or pa-
thetic. The question as it concerns Fal-
staff's character in general has often been
debated. Haslitt notes his "absolute self.
possession and masterly presence of mind."
and the fact that he is a rogue "as much
to amuse others as to gratify himself,
Coleridge speaks of" the consciousness and
Intentionality" of his wit, and thinks that
he fastened himself on Hal "to prove how
much his Influence on an heir-apparent
would exceed that of a statesman."

Protessor Courthope, on the contrary,
finds Falstaff amusing chiefly because he
is self-deceived. "His cowardice is abso-
lutely transparent, yet he is content with

himself; and the witty euphulstic loglc, the
theatrical bombaset, the enormous lies, un-
der which he seeks to disguise his real

t nature, only serve to bring It into stronger
relieft" 80o we laugh at him, says Court-
hope, In that spirit of sudden self-glory
which the philosopher Hobbes thought es.
sential to the comic.

That Falstaft is self-deluded, and not the
conslcous humorist that the Germans have
made him, is the contention also of the
latest, writer on the subject, Professor
S1toll "No one." 7says toll, with lad eur.
prime, "so far as I know, has suggested
that Falstaff undertakes to deceive, and
yet without Intendng a jest falls Into the
preposterous exaggerations and contra.
dictions of a lor or fisherman spinning a
yarn," We may retort that if no one has
suggested this until now, it is proof pre-
smiptive that altff does not convey
to th ordinary mind uh an Impression,

His tis are so palpable and gross, like the
father who begets the y appear
to have been uttered partly for fun,

t may be admitted that sometimes when
Faltaff is caught In a lie or a trick, a tin
" Th Merry Wves," he Is comic because
abashed Now and then, too, he ti unwit-

tingly comic as a result of his inability
to comprehend the higher motives of men,
as when he extols sack as the source of all
wit and valor or misreckons his relations
with Henry at the latter's crowning, "I
am Fortune's stewardl " he cries; "I
know the young King is sick for me. Let
us take any man's horses, the laws of Eng-
land are at my commandment." For the
most part, however, Falstaff resembles
other famous rogues of the picaresque
family in laughing at himself in his shifts.
It is the rollicking spirit in which these
shifts are undertaken and " hi easy scapes
and sallies of levity," as Johnson called
them, that make him lovable. Further.
more, the best refutation of those who
deny Intentional humor to Falstaff is his

own reflection, when observing the short.
comings of Shallow, that he will find mat-
ter In them to keep Prince Henry In laugh.
ter for four terms, and that upon this
theme he will coin many a "jest with a
sad brow,"

The last major point of dispute concern.
lng Falstafftt is the question of his cow-

ardice, No one appears to have doubted
that cowardice was at least an Ingredient

of Falstaffs personality until Maurice Mor-
gann undertook to prove the contrary in
1T77.. Cowardice seemed to Morgann a
trait little likely to stir sympathy or laugh.
ter, and having argued the matter with a
friend, he accepted his adversary's chal-
lenge to prove Falstaff's courage In writing.
This task he performed In the spirit of an
amateur practicing criticism for rational
pleasure. He says of his long " Essay on
the Dramatic Character of Falstaff" that
"The real object Is exercise, and the de-.
Hght which a rich, beautiful, picturesque,
and perhaps unknown country may excite
from every side." He admits that his work
is a playful experiment, yet he says,
" Shakespeare deserves to be considered In
detail-a task hitherto unattempted."

Morgann, like Chesterton, is apt In para-
dox, and, like Falstaff, adroit in framing
excuses. Thus, he explains Falstaff's con-
duct at Gadshill as exceptional, "a case
of accidental terror only," begging the very
question at Issue. He complains that the
players have supplied touches of their own
In the scenes of Falstaff's discomfiture to
make him appear more of a poltroon than
the text would warrant. It is Falstaff's
lies rather than his want of courage that
Polne and the Prince seek to reprove.
PoIln, moreover, is jealous and purposely
pretends that Falstaff roared as he ran.
When the knight drops flat in his en-.
counter with Douglas, he fals not as a
oward, but as a buffoon. The critical sub-

tlety of Morgann is admirable, and to him
we owe the first detailed study of any
Shakespearean personeage Yet he was
wrong in assuming of Falstaff that "to load
him with the infamy of cowardice would
* * * spoll all our mirth." Cowardice

may be quite as ridiculous as gluttony, and
the Falstaff of "The Merry Wives" is
frankly a coward who sprawls on his face
and trembles before the fairies, and who,
hearing that Master Ford is coming, says
to his tormentors: "Good hearts, devise
something. Any extremity rather than a
mischief I "

What Morgann definitely achieved, how-
ever, was to show once and for all that
Falstaff, if cowardly on occasion, is not, ex-
cept In " The Merry Wives," a constitution.
al coward like Andrew Aguecheek or Bob
Acrea. He will fight if he thinks it worth
while, Just as he will tell the truth, refrain
from thieving, or from ribaldry. In short,
he remains, generally, master of himself.
An a humorist, moreover, he finds greater
amusement than shame in the spectacle of
his own lapses from the norm of conduct.

Now most of the modern critics have fol-
lowed Morgann In removing Falstaff from
the ranks of sheer cowards. The Germans
In particular have exalted him to philo-
sophic dignity. Among the English, Pro-
fessor Ralelg)h has swelled Morgann's
praise of the fat knight to a lofty diapa-
son, " The accidents and escapades of his
life give ever renewed occasion for the
triumph of spirit over matter," writes
Raleigh; "and show us the real man;
above them all, and aloof from them, calm,
aristocratic, fanciful, scorning opinion, fol-
lowing his own ends, and Intellectual to his
finger-tips. * * * He is never for a mo-.
ment entangled in the web of hi4 own de-
celts; hil mind is absolutely clear of cant;
his self-respect is magnificent and unfail-
ing,"

What! we ask In amazement, Falstaff
calm, aristocratic, magnificent in self-re-
spect? One who had no other knowledge
of him would derive from such words a
conception of his character wholly erro.
neo.e, It is true that he scornes opinion,
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not perturbed, as at Gadohill or Hrne's
Oak, Is merely careless, His self.respect is
conspicuous by Its absence, or it is the
ironic self-justification of the rogue only
too common in letters and life,

Asut a correctve to the romantic calnoni, when.
tion of Falstaff, Professor Elmer Edgar
Stoll, In the most careful and learned of
modern essays on the subject, has sought
to demolish the sentimental structure' of
which Morgann laid the cornerstone, Ac.
cording to Professor Stoll, we are in d4an
ger of forgetting that Falstafft, to the Elsa.
bethan audience, was unquestionably a
coward, a miles glordoAus. He was not the
highly complex character that the senti-
mentalists have later made him. He was
only a personage designed to produce a
comic effect In a stage entertainment. He
should not be thought of, therefore, &part
from his deeds on the stage, .or apart from
his place In a traditional gallery of the.
atrical types. He carries a bottle In his
pistol case, Just as the Sosia of Plautus eats
and drinks upon the field, He hack* his
sword and tickles his nose with spear grass
to draw blood just as did other theatrical
braggarts.

Therefore, says Professor 8toll, it is use-
less to see in Falstaff, even In a single
play, a consistent character, He is both
a coward and a boasting soldier, a type in-
herently Inconsistent if measured by the
rules of strict probability. "Cowards do
not go to war, or, It driven to It, do not
become Captains. Or, It even that is not
beyond the compass of chance and their
own contriving, the clever ones do not
boast so extravagantly as to rob the-b.
selves of credence and engage thema elves
In undertakings which It is furthest from
their wish to fulfill." It is idle, therefore,
to speculate about Falstaff's motives, or
to explain, like Bulthaupt and Bradley, that
Falstaff's humor exalts him above all fear.
He goes to war only to furnish matter for
comedy, the Prince gives him a charge to
get him to the war, and the dozen Captains
come sweating to fetch the laggard to his
charge. Everything In these plays, there.
fore, Is only a device of the dramatist and
not an expression of character on the part
of his dramatis personae,

It should be noted, however, that the
criticism of any novel or play Involves
distinguishing between the artist's reasons
for making his people do this or that and
the motives which he has assigned to the
people themselves No character seems
truly to live unless the motives apparently
controlling his actions are fairly consistent
and plausible. We know, as a matter oft
course, that back of these lies the artist's
deslgn, but to focus attention on that alone
would be to reduce the appreciation of any
work of art to the tudy of its maker's
technlc.

Though we owe to Professor Stoll andother critics of the naturalistic school a debt
for warning us not to philosophize Fal.
staff out of relation to the Intention of his
creator or the comprehension of his audi.ence, yet to affirm that "probably Shake-speare seldom conceived his characters
apart from the Plot," and that what they
do and say upon the stage is only a matter
of scenic expediency, is to forego apprecia-
tion of what Is most distinctive of -the
genius of Shakespeare. It is even to rmis-
understand the nature of any art that seeksto Interpret human life.

In looking at a statue or a painting, the
mind of the observer passes instinctively

from the surface of the work noted by the
senses to depths of thought and emotion
suggested as lying within. It Is this inner
heart of the aesthetic object that Is. con-ceived of as revealed in and determining
the outer play of light, shade, color, form,
and feature. In the same way, we instina.
tively pass, In observing the outward so-tions and speech of a personage upon the
stage, to his inward sentiments and char.
acter. The actor who would successfully
assume a role must, therefore, conceive ofthe character that lies beneath its mani-
festations of word and deed, and the
audience that sees and hears only suchdeeds and words will yet inevitably pene.
trate beneath these to the being from which
they seem to proceed.

Now the chief distinction between greatartists and small lies precisely in the abil.
Ity of the great to 'suggest through out.
ward means unified, consistent, and vital
personalities beneath. And the greater the
artist, the more fully will his lines, colors,
surfaces, words, or gestures reveal a per-
sonallty larger than any of these In such
power no dramatist has ever excelled
Shakespeare. As Taine put it: "Bvery
word pronounced by one of his characters
enables us to see, besides the idea which it
contains and the emotion which prompted
It. the aggregate of the qualities and the
entire character which produced itI " Or,
more picturesquely, "The words which
strike our ears are not the thousandth part
of those we hear within; they are like
sparks thrown off at intervals; the eyes
catch rare flashes of flame; the mind alone
perceives the vast conflagration of which
they are the signs and the effect."

S0, too, Maurice Morgann, despite hih
monomania for disproving all cowardice in
Falstaff, was right when, a century before
Talne, he wrote, - I affirm that those char.
acters In Shakespeare which are seen only
in part are yet capable of being unfolded
and understood in the whole; every partbeing in fact relative and Inferring all theest." or most of us, then, Falstaff ex-
ists, not as a conventional mask *o the
theatre, but as a rounded, living perSon.
aiity, the richest, rares, most c oat rete yet
universal of comic character, e
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