
crisis while simultaneously calling for a rethinking of the feminine as traumatized
and abject.

Walsh is at his strongest when examining narrative dramatic forms, particu-
larly theatre. This is not to say that his analyses of live art, film, or social spectacle
are weak. Indeed one of the major benefits of this study are the nuanced ways in
which Walsh broadens psychoanalytic interrogations of his chosen art forms out
into wider cultural and social analyses. This is one of those rare books that success-
fully forges links between the psychoanalytic and the cultural spheres of art and
lived experience. Probing in its analyses of its artistic sources, and unafraid in
its interrogations of Western masculinity, Walsh’s Male Trouble is a unique and
persuasively rigorous ethicopolitical intervention into the notion of “masculinity
in crisis.” It belongs on every gender, performance, or cultural studies scholar’s
bookshelf, and should also be required reading for graduate programs within
these fields.

• • •

Don Pedro Calderón. By Don W. Cruickshank. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2009; pp. xxi + 471, 33 illustrations. $107.00 cloth.
doi:10.1017/S0040557411000901

Reviewed by Shannon M. Polchow, University of South Carolina Upstate

In Don Pedro Calderón, Don W. Cruickshank revisits the career of one of
Spain’s greatest dramatists of the seventeenth century, Pedro Calderón de la
Barca. Cruickshank’s intentions are simple: to create a reference book that begins
with Calderón’s birth in 1600, and ends with the conclusion of his production of
secular drama in approximately 1650. Since the last formative biography of
Calderón was published in 1924, Cruickshank’s volume synthesizes more than
eighty years’ worth of additional research to create the latest germinal text in
Calderón studies.

Cruickshank takes time in his book’s first chapter, “The Birthplace: Madrid
in 1600,” to orient the reader to Calderón’s Spain and, in particular, to his Madrid,
a town then in the process of transforming itself from a minor municipality into a
national capital. As he enumerates the cultural and political transformations under-
way in Madrid in 1600, Cruickshank carefully correlates seventeenth-century
events with their modern equivalents, something he does quite well throughout
the entire work. For example, he compares the unsanitary street conditions of
the 1600s with the pollution we face today, and the plague with our AIDS and
SARS. This reader-friendly introduction will prove useful to those unfamiliar
with early seventeenth-century Spain.

After this very general introduction to Madrid, Cruickshank spends the next
four chapters meticulously exploring both Calderón’s genealogy and his formative
years up until the death of his father in 1615. The author does a fine job of bringing
together what is known about Calderón’s life and of filling in gaps with infor-
mation from other sources: perusing, for example, early modern Spanish
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schoolbooks to discover what Calderón might have been learning at the colegio.
Additionally, Cruickshank corrects the mistakes of previous biographers, no mat-
ter how minor the error. However, his observations focus heavily on Calderón’s
father and his relationship with the family. Cruickshank emphasizes several inci-
dents in particular: (1) the father’s decision to send Pedro’s brother, Diego, at age
twelve, to Mexico; (2) his decision to place Pedro’s sister, Dorotea, also at age
twelve, in a convent in Toledo; and (3) his mismanagement of money and the ten-
sion this created between him and Pedro’s maternal grandmother. Along with pre-
senting the facts of these incidents, Cruickshank postulates as to the father’s
motives for sending his children away, and he uses these suppositions to call
into question Calderón’s father’s parenting skills. But Cruickshank takes the pro-
cess a little too far by continually employing verses from Calderón’s plays to
project certain feelings and emotions onto both the playwright and his father.
If we have learned anything from biographies about Miguel de Cervantes, it is
that we cannot look into the artist’s work for clues about his life. However,
Cruickshank continually does precisely this to generate opinions and insights
about Calderón’s father as well as about other aspects of his youth. At one
point, Cruickshank even admits that “there is no reason to regard this remark as
autobiographical” (80), but he continues to do so nonetheless.

Cruickshank proceeds first decade by decade and then year by year as he
weaves the story of Calderón’s secular theatrical production into the context of
Spain’s history. Several points become evident regarding Calderón’s earlier
works. First, Calderón was ready to sacrifice fidelity to historical accuracy in
order to create a better theatrical experience for his audiences. Second, it is erro-
neous to assume that Calderón’s plays got better as he got older, for some of his
well-known plays come from his early period. Finally, Calderón often reworked
his own material to create later productions. His secular dramatic production hit
its height during the 1630s when he took the reins from Lope de Vega, who
died in 1635. Try as he might, Calderón would not be able to replicate this literary
output during the 1640s, and by 1650 he stopped writing for secular audiences.

As the above survey might suggest, Cruickshank’s book quickly becomes a
recounting of plots, situating Calderón’s plays within his own dramatic corpus
while also trying to date them. This is done as Cruickshank continues to position
Calderón’s work within the context of Spanish history and to relate the major
events in the playwright’s life. As he dates the plays, Cruickshank looks to
Calderón’s own literary production along with that of his contemporaries.
Cruickshank is thus able to date Calderón’s plays not only by tracing certain verses
and themes within his comedias, but also by looking to other known dated material
in an attempt to establish a literary timeline. For example, Cruickshank often looks
to Góngora’s verses to date Calderón’s material. He does this so often, however,
that one starts to wonder what is original to Calderón. At one point Cruickshank
admits that “[i]t may be said that many of Don Pedro’s plays, while carefully
constructed, are less than original,” but he also suggests that Calderón’s reworking
of familiar plots was motivated by his desire “to reiterate moral points he had
made before” (266). With the lasting notoriety of Calderón, the latter is easier
to fathom.
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In addition to the copious amounts of information in his text, Cruickshank
enhances the written word with more than thirty black-and-white illustrations.
In the end, despite the book’s limitations, the printed word and these illustrations
coalesce to create a valuable scholarly effort. Cruickshank has written more than
just an updated biography of Calderón’s secular career. He has written the germ-
inal reference book for any calderonista.

• • •

Actors and Acting in Shakespeare’s Time: The Art of Stage Playing. By John H.
Astington. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010; pp. 262. $75.00 cloth,
$26.99 paper.
doi:10.1017/S0040557411000913

Reviewed by Katherine Scheil, University of Minnesota

Theatre historians have eagerly awaited John Astington’s Actors and Acting
in Shakespeare’s Time: The Art of Stage Playing, and they will not be disap-
pointed. Covering roughly a hundred years (1558–1660), Astington marshals an
impressive plethora of archival materials into an incredibly detailed and readable
book on the complexities of early modern acting.

Astington begins with an Introduction subtitled “The Purpose of Playing,”
focused on two major themes: the lack of formal institutions for dramatic training
in early modern England, and the player’s role as instructor. The early modern
theatre was a closely knit community; Astington estimates that there were “around
five hundred people continuously involved in acting in the English professional
theatre before the civil wars” (8). Even with such a large population, numerous
examples in Astington’s book show that by 1600 London had an established popu-
lation of actors, “most of whom knew or knew of” each other, and may have even
gone to see each other perform (8).

Chapter 1, “Shadows, Jests, and Counterfeits,” examines the language
players used to talk about acting, as well as the range of opinions about the “artistic
and moral status” (12) of theatre. Astington discusses how the actor served as a
point of continuity from Shakespeare’s day until the reopening of the theatre in
1660, arguing that although the theatres were closed for almost twenty years,
many “young or trainee actors” who had been active in the 1630s and 1640s
“were subsequently to emerge as leading players in the early Restoration theatre”
(37). He returns to this point in his conclusion, which underlines the long legacy of
this important period in theatre history.

Chapter 2, “Playing and Education,” looks at the role of performance in
schools, universities, and the inns of court, as well as at the choral training schools
of St. Paul’s Cathedral and the Chapel Royal. The section on the choral schools is
particularly enlightening: Astington outlines the extensive personnel involved and
explains the links among these musical institutions, their religious significance,
and their royal involvement. At St. Paul’s, for example, drama was secondary to
music, but it is likely that “the Paul’s shows usually traded on the performers’
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