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Introduction


The intent of this paper is to delve into several layers of William Shakespeare’s play As You Like It. The first of these layers is the source, Thomas Lodge’s Rosalynde, from which the structure of the story was taken. Section I, then, will explore the more significant of Shakespeare’s changes to the story as a whole. The importance of this section is derived from the interpretation that the play is, on some level, critiquing and considering certain aspects of Thomas Lodge’s Rosalynde with the intent of strengthening both the art and the believability of the story.


Section II of this paper will pull the perspective from the theoretical to the practical, examining the new-lit interpretation from Section I and how the same is expressed more deeply and intimately in As You Like It. Section II will also discuss various other themes and parallels which appear more or less in light of Section I and how they are teased out in the text itself.


This will lead directly into Section III, which will step back further still into the practical and shortly summarize the practicality of the key themes from Section II and how they might be portrayed effectively onstage.


Finally, the various and sundry appendices will touch on such things that the paper itself could not approach, due to its academic nature, and the footnotes could not contain, due to their brevity.

Section I:

The Source


The plot of William Shakespeare’s As You Like It consists of a tale lifted largely from Thomas Lodge’s book Rosalynde; and although character names and particular minor events often differ between the two works, they are quite recognizably the same basic story. The essential difference between them consists of four basic elements: subtlety, character choice, believability, and overall artistic merit. Lodge’s work is, while delightful in its own right, rather obvious; he cannot touch the theme of human nature without expounding and moralizing for page upon endless page. Shakespeare, on the other hand, effortlessly brings the reader to an understanding of the finer points of the text (at least insofar as such points are the same as or somewhat similar to Lodge’s), using short monologues by the characters to whom they apply or else the characters’ actions—both those implied and those which appear as stage directions—throughout the play. Shakespeare also manages to create several delightful characters that never appear in Lodge’s narrative and interestingly even manages to turn them into key parts. Finally, Shakespeare’s approach to love, which is the most obviously ubiquitous theme of both versions of the story, is more convincing and certainly more broadly applicable than Lodge’s approach thereto; where Lodge concerns his characters with the short-run difficulties of love (marriage being the panacea), Shakespeare paints a more reasonable and realistic picture where many of the issues in love are issues also in marriage. Finally, Shakespeare’s approach to the story is artistic in comparison to Lodge’s. The characters in As You Like It, Rosalind in particular, have a clearer idea both of the merit due to what they and others say and do than Lodge’s equivalent characters—who are somewhat inflated with the importance of their own stories, abilities, and actions. Where Lodge uses constant classical aphorisms and passages both to boost the arguments of his characters and also to make them seem erudite (which strikes the modern ear as out-of-place and pretentious), Shakespeare has his characters use merely one Latin phrase, one Greek word and some two dozen overtly classical references—most notably the appearance of Hymen at the wedding ceremony—throughout the play. Similarly, Lodge spends a good deal of the book having his characters recite their own poetry, reflect on one another’s work, and generally commiserate together. Shakespeare, on the other hand, has his characters mock most of what little poetry appears in the play and occasionally misunderstand what other characters are saying. In short, Shakespeare takes an interesting and well-executed idea from Lodge and brings to it genius and from it a brilliant and mature work.


In his Rosalynde, Thomas Lodge never stints on description of what, precisely, his characters are thinking. He spends more than a page near the beginning of the book on a segment titled “Saladynes [equivalent to Shakespeare’s Oliver] meditation with himselfe” (Rosalynde 6-8) which describes the eldest brother’s consideration of whether or not to mistreat his younger siblings’ inheritance for the satisfaction of his greed and envy. In this internal monologue, the author exposes Saladyne’s every pulling of conscience and temptation to no mean effect:


“Oh SALADYNE, what were thy Fathers precepts breathed into the winde? Hast thou so soone forgotte his principles? Did he not warne thee from coveting without honor, and climbing without virtue? Did hee not forbid thee to aime at any action that should not be honourable [….] Tush, what words are these base foole; farre unfit (if thou be wise) for thy humour. What though thy Father at his death talked of many frivolous matters, as one that doated for age, and raved in his sicknesse: shal his words be axioms, and his talke be so authenticall, that thou wilt (to observe them) prejudice thy self?”


(Ibid. 6-7)

This gives us a very clear idea of several things, first that Saladyne chooses to act out of a selfish humor, second that his choice to ignore his father’s precepts is rationalized and so unlikely to change, and third that by disregarding his father’s wishes he is dishonoring his own family. This is only a small sample of one of Lodge’s careful descriptions of characters’ considerations with themselves; more examples abound throughout the work (e.g.: Ibid. 46, 53-54, 67-69, 77-79). In all of these cases, however, the story depends more on details than on anything else. An ideal example of this precedes Saladyne’s meditation:


[A]fter a few months mourning was past, he fell to consideration of his Fathers testament, how he had bequeathed more to his younger brothers than himselfe, that ROSADER was his Fathers darling, but now under his tuition, that as yet they[Rosader and Fernandyne, equivalent to Shakespeare’s Orlando and Jaques, respectively] were not come to yeres, & he being their gardin, might […] yet make such havock of their legacies and lands, as they should be a great deale the lighter: whereupon hee began thus to meditate with himselfe.


(Ibid. 6) 

Without this precursor to Saladyne’s struggle, the nature of his struggle is entirely unclear; even so, though this clarifies it somewhat, the reader is still left to wonder whether the envious brother intends to simply ruin the lands or pillage them as well. The weakness, then, in Lodge is that he says a great deal, and even manages to tell us much about his characters, but does so in an awkward and contrived fashion.


Lodge’s descriptions, however detailed and revealing, sound strange and imperfect to our ears. Shakespeare, on the other hand, begins after the father’s death and jumps right into the story, beginning with a comparatively short description, narrated by Orlando (Lodge’s Rosader), of Oliver’s actions,


As I remember, Adam, it was upon this


fashion bequeath’d me by will but poor a thousand

crowns, and, as thou say’st, charg’d my brother,


on his blessing, to breed me well; and there begins


my sadness [….]


he keeps me rustically at home, or (to


speak more properly) stays me here at home un-


kept; for call you that keeping for a gentleman of


my birth, that differs not from the stalling of an


ox?

(As You Like It I.i.1-11)

Together with the other one hundred sixty three lines of the first scene, Shakespeare, with some niggling details of the precise inheritance and the manner of Orlando’s violence changed, manages to sum up the background to the story and the natures of the present characters in a much smaller, more delightful space than Lodge’s ploddingly descriptive first twelve pages. Shakespeare accomplishes this by allowing the audience to infer action and background from dialogue. The speech, unlike Lodge’s contrived and lengthy dialogue, also expresses Orlando’s feelings clearly enough that the audience can empathize with him immediately. This subtlety reduces the amount of work necessary to understand the story while also allowing for a variety of interpretations of the work as a whole which are impossible in Rosalynde due to Lodge’s more definite narrative presence and obviousness of intention.


In As You Like It, Shakespeare recreates all of Lodge’s characters (including Sir John of Bordeaux—if only in memory as ‘old Sir Rowland’) and invents a few more for good measure. The central two of these ‘few more,’ however, are the most memorable characters in the play: Touchstone the Jester and the Lord Jaques; the brilliantly entertaining sophist
 and the melancholy speechmaker—who (without borrowing at all from Lodge) gives the classic monologue on the ‘Seven Ages of Man.’ The former serves to add a great deal of humor and the latter, gravity
, to a story that would otherwise be rather dry, despite the humorous wit which passes between Rosalind (Rosalynde in Lodge) and Celia (Alinda), or the strange love problems between Phebe (who is actually called Phoebe in Lodge) and Silvius (Montanus). Partly, it would seem, this serves to make the story more palatable for Elizabethan play-goers; partly, it serves to make a point of the two extremes: sophistry and dissatisfaction
.


Both Lodge and Shakespeare make a point of what good love ought to look like; in fact, they use the same characters for this purpose. Lodge’s conception, however, is a lighter, more simplistic version. In Rosalynde, Lodge does recognize certain pitfalls of love, particularly wealth and birth. Alinda, posing as Aliena, says to the amorous Saladyne, “Saladyne is now in love with Aliena, he a Gentleman of great Parentage, she a Shepheardesse of meane Parents; he honourable, and she poore? Can Love consist of contrarieties? […] Will Venus joyne roabes and rags together?” (Rosalynde 95) The response of Saladyne, however, wipes away the doubts, “if this will suffice, that by the honour of a Gentleman I love Aliena, and wooe Aliena not to crop the blossomes and reject the tree, but to consummate my faithfull desires, in the honourable ende of marriage” (Ibid. 96). Fidelity, as enforced by marriage, is the solution to such problems for Lodge (though, of course, it is important to note that Alinda and Saladyne are both of noble birth and thus lack what impediments Aliena claims). This is not particularly trite or simple, but, in the context of the story, rather intriguing. The separation of truth from falsehood in love is proved with marriage, not with rash vows or deeds.


Shakespeare’s play seems to make the same point, but to read it so would be to ignore much of the humor and strange-twisted wisdom of Touchstone who, with ‘wedlock nibbling,’ remarks to his intended, Audrey, “As horns are odious, they are necessary. It is said, ‘Many a man knows no end of his goods.’ Right! Many a man has good horns
, and knows no end of them. Well, that is the dowry of his wife, ‘tis none of his own getting” (As You Like It III.iii.52-56). Even Rosalind makes such remarks as to disillusion Lodge’s perfect lovers:

Orlando, men are April when they woo, December

When they wed; maids are May when they are maids,

But the sky changes when they are wives. I will

Be more jealous of thee than a Barbary cock-

Pigeon over his hen, more clamorous than a parrot

Against rain, more new-fangled than an ape, more

Giddy in my desires than a monkey. I will weep for

Nothing, like Diana in the fountain, and I will do that

When you are dispos’d to be merry. I will laugh

Like a hyen, and that when thou are inclin’d to sleep.

(Ibid. IV.i.147-156)

This presentation is a heartfelt warning to Orlando of the many difficulties of love. Indeed, Ganymed’s many railings on the female sex, particularly while she is pretending to be Rosalind, smack of a certain honesty that Orlando cannot but accept and endure. This view of love as more than difficult in inception, but difficult even in marriage—though we see no married couples in the play until the end of the ceremony, and even then newly-weds can hardly count—is more striking and less contrived than Lodge’s more short-term focus and worries about the practicality of love prior to marriage.

In Rosalynde, Lodge manages to make nearly forty of his one hundred fourteen pages into poetry written by and between his various characters; these poems are then lauded and reflected upon by whichever other characters happen to be present at the time. Indeed, the second half of the book feels like a long series of poems and reflections upon them occasionally interspersed with action. One might expect a character of breeding and education to know how to write and understand good verse; and, of course, the actual quality of the verse can be no better than the person who is actually writing it (i.e. Thomas Lodge), but even Montanus—who, as Silvius in As You Like It, is a foolish and uneducated country shepherd—is so inspired by love that he writes several poems—and those rather quickly. At one point, to reflect upon her own passion, Rosalynde (disguised as Ganymed) asks Montanus to recite a sonnet, and so he willingly does:

Phoebe sate,

Sweet she sate,


Sweet sate Phoebe when I saw her,

White her brow,

Coy her eye;


Brow and eye how much please me?

Words I spent,

Sighes I sen


Sighs and words could neuer draw hir.

Oh my loue,

Thou art lost.


Since no sight could euer ease thee 

and so on for two more stanzas (Lodge, 36). The poem is laborious, but not terrible; direct, but not particularly simple; in short, it is something a shepherd, lacking a weakened version of some kind of Davidic preternatural gift, would be quite unlikely to write. Perhaps if Montanus were the only character of strange and weak poetical ability in the book, this would be believable or at least un-noteworthy, but even Coridon (equivalent to Shakespeare’s Corin) manages to compose poetry conversationally with Montanus.
 Importantly, in this eglogue (Ibid. 28-33) only the perspective, and not the actual poetic voice, changes when different characters are speaking (a criticism which applies to the work on almost any level to which it can be taken), which is a definite mark against Lodge’s artistry.


In the play, on the other hand, Shakespeare has only the educated characters writing poetry
, and bad poetry at that. Lord Jaques, for example, tries to compose an additional verse to a song to which he has been listening,

   If it do come to pass

   That any man turn ass,

   Leaving his wealth and ease

   A stubborn will to please,

Ducdame, ducdame, ducdame!


Here shall he see


Gross fools as he,

And if he will come to me.

(Shakespeare, II.v.50-56)

This piece is similar to Montanus’ sonnet in quality
, but comes from an intelligent and educated character (it is he who gives the ‘Seven Ages of Man’ speech two scenes later); but there is another difference between As You Like It and Rosalynde, instead of lauding and reflecting upon the poem, Jaques’ conversant instead replies with “What’s that ‘ducdame
’?” and nothing else (Ibid. II.v.58). Jaques’ piece of poetry, then, falls flat while Montanus—and the many other poets in the story—is almost always praised for long stretches of time and to no apparent important effect regarding the story as a whole. Shakespeare is hereby implying several things: not all are artists, people miscommunicate, and there are temperaments other than love, confused malice, and love-sickness
.


There is also an even better example of poetic mockery in the play. When Rosalind and Orlando, unknowing of one another’s proximity, first come to the forest Orlando begins hanging sonnets everywhere
. At one point, Orlando walks onstage and recites ten lines about what he is doing and how:

Hang there, my verse, in witness of my love,

And thou, thrice-crowned queen of night
, survey

With thy chaste eye, from thy pale sphere above,

Thy huntress’ name that my full life doth sway.

O Rosalind, these trees shall be my books,

And in their barks my thoughts I’ll character,

That every eye which in this forest looks

Shall see thy virtue witnessed every where.

Run, run, Orlando, carve on every tree

The fair, the chaste, and unexpressive she.

(Ibid. III.ii.1-10)

Sometime after this frenzied statement, Rosalind enters and quotes eight more lines of Orlando’s poetry from a page she found hanging on a tree:

“From the east to western Inde,

No jewel is like Rosalind.

Her worth, being mounted on the wind,

Through all the world bears Rosalind.                                                                                           All the pictures fairest lin’d                                                                                                    Are but black to Rosalind.                                                                                                 Let no face be kept in mind                                                                                                But the fair of Rosalind.”

(Ibid. III.ii.88-95)

The obvious and utter lack of merit in these lines strikes humorous at first, but becomes even more so when Touchstone, recognizing the lame verse for what it is, responds with a satirical imitation of the poem:

If a hart do lack a hind,

Let him seek out Rosalind.

If the cat will after kind,

So be sure will Rosalind.

Wint’red garments must be lin’d,

So must slender Rosalind.

They that reap must sheaf and bind,

Then to cart with Rosalind.

Sweetest nut hath sourest rind,

Such a nut is Rosalind.

He that sweetest rose will find,

Must find love’s prick and Rosalind.

(Ibid. III.ii.100-112)

The obvious point of this is that the poem Orlando has written is almost farcical in its inanity… as poetry. Of course, the character of Touchstone is not the most trustworthy in the play; the reader has to be wary of anything he says because he seems to say so many different, often contradictory, things
. But even Rosalind, once Touchstone departs, remarks to Celia (regarding the verses) “some of them had in them more feet than the verses would bear” and “I was never so berhym’d since Pythagoras’ time, that I was an Irish rat, which I can hardly remember” (Ibid. III.ii.165-166, 176-178). Nonetheless, ill verses do not cause Rosalind to lose the slightest part of her infatuation with Orlando. This connects clearly to the believability aspect of the play as well, since Rosalind is not in love with Orlando because of his pretty verses
, but instead for some more mysterious reason
. So Shakespeare once again surpasses Lodge even while—or perhaps even by—subtly criticizing him.

While Lodge creates what is obviously a story, with its own merits and its own drawbacks, Shakespeare builds on its foundations freely and writes a wonderful, strange, and thoroughly believable imitation of life that, importantly, is also hilariously funny
, not to mention broad in meaning. He accomplishes this in several ways, one of which is simply the format. By writing the story as a play, and not as a narrative, Shakespeare allows the perspective of each character as well as that of the audience to build and deepen onstage. Using Jaques and Touchstone, he also calls the triumphant perspectives (those of Rosalind and Orlando, Celia and Oliver, and to some extent even Silvius) into question to some degree. Instead of wrapping everything up into a tidy moral as Lodge does, Shakespeare leaves the audience wondering such things as how Touchstone’s marriage will work itself out and what exactly passes between Duke Senior and Lord Jaques after the play. These are important questions, yet the text does not give enough evidence to support any strong reading on any of these questions. This openness of character and history is another aspect of the believability of Shakespeare over Lodge.

Although Thomas Lodge’s Rosalynde is an interesting book, Shakespeare manages to outdo it on at least four levels: subtlety, character choice, the believability of his approach to love, and artistic merit. The stories do remain remarkably similar (though not killing Celia’s father seems a much more reasonable and humane approach than the battle royale at the end of Rosalynde), but As You Like It is undoubtedly a much more advanced and compelling story than Rosalynde.

Section II:

Dramaturgy I: Theory


The first step in determining how to cast characters, give stage directions, and express particular lines is to decide on a reading of the play and which elements to emphasize. In the case of As You Like It, I, as director, chose three themes to pick out particularly for emphasis: the tension between the court and the country, the love between Rosalind and Orlando as compared to that between Celia and Oliver, and the strange conversions of Oliver and Duke Frederick. In this section, I will explore the readings of these tensions, partly in light of Section I, and how they play themselves out textually.


The tension between the corrupt court and the virtuous countryside is an obvious theme in William Shakespeare’s As You Like It. This is exemplified best by two characters: Duke Senior and Touchstone. Duke Senior’s first speech begins, “Now my co-mates and brothers in exile, / Hath not old custom made this life more sweet / Than that of painted pomp? Are not these woods / More free from peril than the envious court?” (As You Like It II.i.1-4). This may sound as if it is a rationalization for the state into which they have been put, but Duke Senior’s demeanor shows otherwise throughout the play. In sharp contrast to Thomas Lodge’s Gerismond, who moons over the unknown fate of his daughter at every turn, Duke Senior is regularly jovial and kind, with a great deal of empathy for other characters and no apparent resentment whatsoever against his usurping brother, Duke Frederick. He truly believes that the life of the forest is better than the life of the court—having ruled there and understanding the perils and frustrations with which it is associated.


In sharp contrast to this view is Touchstone the jester. The shepherd Corin politely asks Touchstone what he thinks of his new life in the fields; Touchstone replies:

Truly, shepherd, in respect of itself, it is

a good life; but in respect that it is a shepherd’s life,

it is naught. In respect that it is solitary, I like

it very well; but in respect that it is private, it is a

very vild life. Now in respect it is in the fields, it

pleaseth me well; but in respect it is not in the court,

it is tedious. As it is a spare life (look you) it fits my

humor well; but as there is no more plenty in it,

it goes much against my stomach. Hast any philosophy

in thee, shepherd?

(Ibid. III.ii.13-22)

Touchstone too chooses to compare the two lives as balanced against one another, just as Duke Senior does, but takes the other side. In short, he does not like it because it is a shepherd’s life (because it is not glamorous), because it is private (because it is not glorious), because it is not in court (because it is not powerful), and because it is not plentiful (because it is not gluttonous). Although he appears to be speaking in paradox, Touchstone is actually saying something definite. It is not the actual lack of the parenthesized items that he dislikes, but rather the lack of their possibility. This too parallels Duke Senior’s reasons for liking the life, it is simply a polar opposite; where the Duke is pleased that the world is shown by nature and necessity as it is, without the corruption of human institutions, Touchstone is displeased that such corruption is absent or impossible, which seems to him a deceit of the exact same nature as the one the Duke is happy to escape. This is further complicated and corroborated by Touchstone’s relationship with Audrey
. As he is standing at an outdoor altar, looking to be married to Audrey, Touchstone remarks aside, “[…] not being well married, it will be a good excuse for me hereafter to leave my wife” (Ibid. III.iii.92-94). This comment, taken alongside his earlier discourse on horns, does speak of a desire for the possibility of corruption; and perhaps even the intent of committing that corruption himself.

The theme of love in As You Like It was discussed at length in Section I; however, there are other subtleties to Shakespeare’s approach which were not explored. By using a particular common phrase at key points in the text, Shakespeare manages to provide a discreet stage direction which should be picked up by any careful director. After Rosalind has first seen Orlando, and after he has defeated Charles in the wrestling match, she gives him a favor and asks Celia, “Shall we go, coz?” (Ibid. I.ii.247). This line is nearly repeated a mere eight lines later when Celia says “Will you go, coz?” (Ibid. I.ii.255, emphasis added), calling Rosalind back from trying to convince Orlando to speak. This repetition strikes the ear and an obvious interpretation is that Rosalind says her lines and then stands love struck before silent Orlando until Celia breaks the spell, gently reminding her cousin of her earlier intent.

This is repeated—not word for word at all, but in more simple a style—when Celia first meets Oliver. As their discussion of Orlando’s wounding draws to a close, Celia invites Oliver to join them at the sheepcote with “Good sir, go with us” (Ibid. IV.iii.178). Oliver’s response, in itself, does not imply a similar enamorment
; however, the fact that Rosalind has to remind them that they were going to help her home with, “Will you go?” is telling, particularly in light of I.ii as seen above (Ibid. IV.iii.182). Obviously, Celia has fallen for the very thing she mocked in Rosalind in I.iii
.

This parallel allows Shakespeare to provide his reader with no further verbal interaction between this late-bloomed couple
. In fact, following IV.iii, Oliver gives one speech (about his love for Celia) and has one more line in the entirety of Act V (V.ii.5-12 and 18 respectively). Celia, on the other hand, never speaks in Act V at all. Thus the parallel between the couples is complicated in this manner: where Rosalind and Orlando find love to make them more loquacious
, Celia and Oliver become silent, never wearing each other in their love’s praise, at least while they are onstage. Despite this silence, the reader equates the quality of the relationship with that of Rosalind and Orlando (for reasons mentioned in the paragraph preceding this); after all, Oliver’s final line precedes his exit to go and speak with Celia, so presumably their love is anything but silent.

The third
 theme of importance in the play is sudden conversion of wicked characters to good. Both Oliver and Duke Frederick—though we only hear of him through Jaques De Boys—begin the play plotting against a relation (in Oliver’s case, Orlando and in Frederick’s, Rosalind) and end it having changed entirely. In both cases, Shakespeare makes this believable by dropping certain implications into their speeches against their enemy. In both cases also, their conversion comes because of another person and near or in the forest.

When Oliver rails against Orlando early in the play, he ends the scene meditating with himself
,

[…] Now will I

stir this gamester. I hope I shall see an end

of him; for my soul (yet I know not why) hates

nothing more than he. Yet he’s gentle, never school’d

and yet learned, full of noble device, of all sorts

enchantingly belov’d, and indeed so much in the

heart of the world, and especially of my own

people, who best know him, that I am altogether

mispris’d. But it shall not be so long, this wrestler

shall clear all.

(Ibid. I.i.163-172)

Oliver hopes to avoid being eclipsed by his more virtuous and gentler younger brother. He wants to maintain his wealth and power and can find no way to do so other than to have him killed. In short, he fears Orlando because he knows how good he is
. This allows the conversion of Oliver to be particularly believable when he finds that Orlando still loves him, even after his attempts to kill him. Oliver says, speaking of Orlando, “[…] kindness, nobler ever than revenge, / And nature, stronger than his just occasion, / Made him give battle to the lioness, / Who quickly fell before him” (Ibid. IV.iii.128-131). And it is nature, both in the sense of Orlando’s good nature and in the sense of the forest itself with its virtuous power, which converts Oliver to the good he always recognized.

Similarly, in Duke Frederick’s case, while he is chiding Celia for her defense of Rosalind, he notes her virtues. He says,

She is too subtile for thee, and her smoothness,

Her very silence, and her patience

Speak to the people, and they pity her.

Thou art a fool; she robs thee of thy name,

And thou wilt show more bright and seem more virtuous

When she is gone. Then open not thy lips:

Firm and irrevocable is my doom

Which I have pass’d upon her; she is banish’d (Ibid. I.iii.77-84).

Frederick, too, knows that what he is trying to do is selfish and wrong—though his selfishness is directed more towards his daughter’s name than his own power
. Although he begins the speech speaking in terms which might be taken negatively
, by line 78, he is already implying that she is indeed good; and that that is why she must be banished
. He is not deceiving Celia with this speech, much less himself.

When it comes to his conversion, Frederick, like Oliver, is in the midst of his evil-doing but is turned by nature and goodness to a completely different path. Explaining this miracle, Jaques De Boys says,

Duke Frederick, hearing how that every day

Men of great worth resorted to this forest,

Address’d a mighty power, which were on foot

In his own conduct, purposely to take

His brother here, and put him to the sword;

And to the skirts of this wild wood he came;

Where, meeting with an old religious man
,

After some question with him, was converted

Both from his enterprise and from the world (Ibid. V.iv.154-162).

Again, the conversion takes place near the forest, the distance from the corrupt court now increased, and again it is because of an example of human decency. What passed between the religious man and Frederick is left to the reader’s imagination, but the conversion is definite and sudden in a nearly perfect parallel to Oliver’s.

These themes of court and country, good love, and sudden strange conversion all play themselves out well in As You Like It, but the question of Dramaturgy is really how to put them into practice on the stage in such a manner that the audience can pick up on them—at least subconsciously. This leads us to Section III of the paper.

Section III:

Dramaturgy II: Actuality

Intellectual theory is one thing, but when it comes to presenting these themes onstage, it is often another matter entirely. Each of the three elements mentioned in Section II has been considered carefully and worked into the play, with varying success regarding the clarity of the theme to the audience
. In the case of Touchstone and Duke Senior, their conversation in V.iv therefore becomes of key importance, however much Jaques may interject. For the theme of love, consistency in blocking draws it out to no mean effect. Finally, regarding sudden conversion, a practical approach is to emphasize certain lines, both of Jaques De Boys and of Oliver. As a whole, the themes all play out on the stage, but the first is most obvious to the audience while the second is less so and the third least of all. This has as much to do with the subtlety of the theme in the text itself as it does with the particular limitations under which the Shakespeare in the Arb troupe operates.

Touchstone’s speeches about the degrees of lies are directed more toward Duke Senior than Lord Jaques, despite the Duke’s silence. To bring the tension between court and country out upon the stage, the best approach is threefold: it is of prime importance that Touchstone be looking at the Duke, and not Jaques, when he delineates the degrees of the lie; it is also important that Touchstone emphasize the portion of his second speech which deals with the ‘If’ as the ‘only peacemaker’(Ibid. V.iv.97-103); finally, the Duke must emphasize his compliments of Touchstone as positively and honestly as is the character’s wont.

Touchstone must look at the Duke because the speech is obviously given for the Duke’s benefit, and not for that of Jaques. This will allow the Duke to react as appropriate to each of the subtleties in the speech, bringing across the ridiculousness of courtly manners as compared with the honesty of the forest and countryside. To balance this emphasis, the portion regarding the ‘If’ must be said in such a way as to make clear that men are, in some sense, no different at heart wherever they may be. If a man does not actually wish to engage in a duel, he has only to say “’If you said so, then I said so’” to call the affair off, however deeply he is in (Ibid. V.iv.100-102). Thus is the ridiculousness of the court undermined in its negative effects, to a certain degree. This will also bring across Touchstone’s implicit belief that courtiers at court are fools, moreso than he is
, and mean no real harm. As for the Duke’s compliments, they must be spoken honestly and convincingly to demonstrate that he truly does admire Touchstone, just as he admires Jaques.

The problem of presenting the parallels between Rosalind’s and Celia’s love, in contrast, depends mostly on two particular stage directions. By placing a pause before the lines “Will you go, coz?” and “Will you go?” the parallel between Celia’s love and Rosalind’s will be clarified and probably noticed (Ibid. I.ii.255 and IV.iii.182 respectively). Without the clear parallel, the audience will either have to dismiss Celia’s love entirely, or simply be confused as to why it is not developed any further
. Surrounding this, such accoutrements as having Celia and Oliver stare at one another (which should again parallel I.ii as regards Orlando and Rosalind) and ignore Rosalind
. One of the ways to do this is to provide another pause before Celia notices that Rosalind has fainted. Another is to have Oliver play the line “By and by” off as dismissive of Rosalind’s question, turning his focus toward Celia once again
 (IV.iii.138). In all cases, a consistency of action and as clear a parallel to I.ii is of great importance in bringing the audience into an understanding of the similarity between Rosalind’s and Celia’s loves.

To draw the audience’s attention to the parallel between Duke Ferdinand and Oliver, given the strictures of this particular stage, is extremely difficult and likely to be somewhat unsuccessful—at least on a conscious level. However, all that can be done, ought to be done, so particular lines must be emphasized. The audience knows that Oliver is in the forest seeking Orlando, that he might bring him back to Duke Frederick for questioning and punishment, but in order for the honesty (though not goodness) of nature to be clear, the lines between one hundred three and one hundred nineteen in IV.iii, speaking of Orlando’s finding of him in the forest, must be said with a particular gravity and wonder by Oliver. Similarly, to emphasize the personal nature of the conversion, lines one hundred twenty eight and one hundred twenty nine
 must be said in such a way as to make their meaning clear to the audience. The above will set the stage for Duke Frederick’s strange reported conversion which can be accomplished similarly; first, line one hundred sixty of V.iv must be said in some amazement, and second the following three lines must be spoken of as if the event were a miracle; which, in a sense, it is.

In these attempted portrayals of the parallels, another note of importance is that the characters must also remain consistent enough to maintain a certain believability. This depends more on the actors themselves than it does on direction, though the latter helps as well. In the end, everything about the play is mixed together—from acting to interpretation to direction to blocking—and the play as performed belies all attempts to formalize and reduce it; it remains an organic whole which this paper can only touch tangentially and out of which this paper can never cut the heart. But then, it is Shakespeare—just as the author is no academic—so all that should come as no real surprise.
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Third, the committee (which consists of Samuel, Marcella Kerrigan, Diana Cieslak, and Matthew Taylor) has been an immense help from the beginning in choosing the play and casting the parts. I know they will always come through as I call on them for further intellectual succor.
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Appendix B:

History of Shakespeare in the Arb’s Production of As You Like It


During the beginning of Fall semester, two thousand six, the Shakespeare in the Arb executive committee agreed on As You Like It for performance at the end of the following semester. The play was chosen for several reasons: firstly, it has four definite female cast members and a number of tertiary characters which could be cast as such without causing damage to the interpretation or presentation of the play; secondly, it runs approximately two hours on stage; thirdly, it is a comedy. These aspects were considered of key importance due to the strictures under which the troupe operates. In the first case, there is more interest in acting from the female camp than the male by a factor of two; in the second, class and extra-curricular schedules of actors strictly limits the practicality of rehearsing plays longer than two hours because of the many scheduling conflicts which appear at intermittent times during the semester; third and finally, comedies are much easier to perform than tragedies because audiences extend more grace to them, an actor can completely slaughter a line and recover rather easily even while leaving the audience smiling. The play being chosen, the committee began scheduling auditions.


The actors for each part were chosen carefully, but of course auditions never give a full understanding of the abilities of each actor. Overall, however, the committee was lucky enough to cast every part satisfactorily enough to begin making significant progress, both in read-throughs (beginning at the end of Fall Semester and continuing intermittently into the Spring) and, after the cast had become familiar with the story, on stage run-throughs of scenes and eventually acts
 as they are to be performed. Very fortunately, the leads were so good as to memorize their lines at almost the same rate as we progressed through the scenes onstage. In previous years, the cast has always been rather remiss about this, making blocking-work difficult and often far too rushed. Overall, the committee managed to schedule five to six hours of rehearsal per week with two to three more each Sunday (often spent on the aforementioned read-throughs to keep the lines and story fresh in the actors’ minds).


The cast is being given a good deal of leeway in how to interpret their parts. They are always allowed to suggest possible blockings or readings and their propositions are always considered and often implemented. As director, I do keep a tight hand at the wheel to preserve the overarching interpretations discussed in Part III of this essay, but this perspective has managed to shift on several occasions at the promptings of a better or subtler reading of character or event
. The most important aspect to maintain was the coherence of the story. When a possible reading of some action was put forward which worked well on its own but undermined the reading on which much of the play was already established, I generally dismissed it, though not without giving it its due. 

Appendix C:

Costuming


Given the limited budget, consisting entirely of what the committee was willing to donate, offset only by what contributions may be received during the production, we decided to be as sparse as possible with every costume but Touchstone’s. The court will be dressed in suits and dresses of whatever kind they might find in their own wardrobes, the foresters will be dressed in non-descript clothes accented by a piece of camouflage, the shepherds will be dressed in rags accented by fleece of some kind, and the priest, Martext, will be dressed in a semi-priestly robe. Jaques De Boys will possibly wear a scholar’s gown, but this is still uncertain. For Touchstone, we are compiling a veritable mishmash of clothing (possibility: kilt, military boots, blouse, and driving gloves) to simulate motley; and we are also dying his hair an outlandishly strange color. Though the costuming will be spartan, it should also be striking in key areas; much work remains in this area else I would go on.
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�	 Though, it should be noted that this reading of Touchstone is only an apparent one. Once his character is explored in more depth, he becomes a great deal more complex than this portion of the paper examines.


�	 Although Jaques, too, is quite humorous, he nonetheless manages to caution in his words and demeanor. Despite the fact that the audience and his compatriots laugh at him, Jaques does manage to get his point across.


�	 Though, see footnotes 1 and 2.


�	 Horns were a sign of the cuckolded husband. They play a great part in this play, and in a number of Shakespeare’s Comedies. (see As You Like It IV.i.59-62, IV.ii generally, as well as others).


�	 Most notably between pages 28 and 33; but see also, though it is not, presumably, of his own composition, page 112 for Coridon’s like affinity to poetry.


�	 With the notable exception of Phebe, who writes one poor poem to the supposed Ganymed and sends it as a letter via Silvius (Shakespeare IV.iii.40-63). In this case, the fact that the letter is a poem is altogether ignored by the characters, who comment only on the obvious meaning of the words (Ibid IV.iii.64-74).


�	 Although it is certainly more entertaining, particularly in context of the other verses to the song.


�	 Interestingly enough, Jaques replies that it is “a Greek invocation to call fools into a circle” making this the only Greek word in the play (II.v.59-60). Also note that Shakespeare has this unfamiliar word translated, while Lodge never translates his Latin or his Greek and, furthermore, at one point has a poem entirely in French for no apparent reason (82).


�	 And Jaques, along with Touchstone, Audrey, et alia, stands for such temperaments throughout the play.


�	 To put it lightly; trees, shrubs, brambles… he even carves them into the bark of trees, no flora escapes. This is a clearer reference to Lodge’s endless verses, and not the most polite one either.


�	 One of the classical allusions; this seems largely unimportant but that it is a poetic way of referring to the moon.


�	 See Section II of this paper for a taste of how this impression may be incorrect.


�	 As, in contrast, Rosalynde may be with Rosader (see Rosader’s poem on page 15 of Rosalynde and the passage immediately following.


�	 Given the fact that she gives Orlando the necklace after the wrestling match, it seems likely that the reason for her love is connected to his physical prowess and his brash willingness to test himself… but this is speculation.


�	 Rosalynde, while interesting and mostly engaging, is never actually funny except in contrast to As You Like It, in which position it becomes quite humorous indeed.


�	 Who is described in the Dramatis Personae as ‘a country wench’.


�	 Although some of Oliver’s and Rosalind’s later comments about the relationship do. See V.ii.5-12 and 29-41.


�	 See particularly I.iii.1-56.


�	 Making their interaction in IV.iii of great import in understanding the play. Also V.iv.


�	 Though this is more true of Rosalind than Orlando as far as a line-count is concerned, we must remember that Orlando is also writing dozens (at least) of poems and probably going around saying them too, if III.ii.1-10 is typical of Orlando’s use of his solitary time in the forest. Since Rosalind spends most of her speeches to Celia praising Orlando and reflecting on her love for him, and since Orlando’s poems are all centered on Rosalind and her qualities, the effect of love on each of them is clearly quite similar.


�	 And final, as far as this paper is concerned; though, of course, many other themes crop up seemingly out of nowhere as the production continues.


�	 Another reference to Rosalynde, though Shakespeare makes the reflection more believable by avoiding the intricacies of Saladyne’s rationalization (see Lodge, 6-8) altogether and simply having Oliver decide to do what he knows is wrong. This will be further clarified in the proceeding paragraph.


�	 As opposed, again, to Saladyne who fears Rosader because of his physical power. See particularly the very humorous passages in Lodge describing Rosader’s physical violence on pages 9 and 39-41.


�	 Not to altogether dismiss that aspect either, though; as one possible implication of the people’s pity (line 79) is that they will remember her banished father.


�	 Notably ‘subtile’ and ‘smoothness’.


�	 In another interesting side-note, Duke Frederick differs from Lodge’s Torismond in that Torismond, infuriated by Alinda’s stubbornness, banishes his own daughter (Lodge 22), while Frederick merely calls Celia a fool and, when she disappears, sends after her—presumably out of love, however misguided.


�	 It has been suggested in our discussions of this speech that the old religious man might be Sir Oliver Martext, tying the various characters of the play together more brilliantly yet. Although there is an intricate and intriguing argument in this regard, there is little actual textual support and so it remains purely conjectural.


�	 Albeit, the play is still being hammered out, as far as the stage directions and emphases are concerned. This is why the disclaimer that Section III is largely theoretical, though still constricted by the practical, is of particular importance.


�	 See what Jaques claims he responds with when addressed as such (II.vii.19).


�	 Or, worst of all possibilities, simply dismiss the question as entirely unimportant.


�	 In much the same way that everyone but Rosalind ignores Celia after the first act (to such a point that Orlando does not even recognize her, though she is simply dressed differently); with the obvious exception of Oliver.


�	 In this regard, it may be inferred that Oliver is more interested in telling Celia about how he has changed and why than in telling Rosalind what happened to Orlando.


�	 “But kindness, nobler ever than revenge,


	      And nature, stronger than his just occasion…”


�	 Though this has yet to happen, by the time of this presentation it will be mere days away.


�	 Particularly in regards to the character of Touchstone, which Tristan and I discussed for several hours one night. This conversation was excellent and helpful, but also frustrating as it made clear to me that my early approach, which was to treat the jester as a nothing more than a sophist, was no more than a surface reading. Working out how, precisely, to bring across the subtler aspects of Touchstone’s character has been painful but fruitful and remains a work in progress even to this moment.


�	 As this book is without page numbers, citations count beginning with the page headed “Rosalynde.” as page one.





