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Rattigan at the Rattigan?

he campaign to get a West End theatre

named in honour of Sir Terence Rattigan,

which began in the centenary year of his
birth in 2011, is gathering an impressive momen-
tum. Spearheaded by the Society’s founder and first
chairman, Barbara Longford, it has assembled a
formidable list of supporters.

Operating under the charming name of
‘Operation Flare Path’,
Barbara is in conversa-
tion with some of the
principal owners of
the West End theatres,
including Sir Cameron
Mackintosh, about the
possibility. Sir Camer-
on has already re-
named the Coward,
Gielgud and Novello
and, as his managing
director Alan Finch

put it in a letter to

Jeremy Neumark Jones, Alexandra Dowling, Angela Jones, Claire
Carpenter and Nathaniel Parker in Table Number 7, on tour with The
Browning Version. See review on page 2. Photo: Manuel Harlan

a play called ‘Neil Simon’ so that when it appeared
in his theatre it would say ‘Neil Simon by Neil
Simon at the Neil Simon’. Professor Simon Heffer
is to strengthen the campaign still further in the
New Year when he will support the move in one
of his columns for the Daily Telegraph. The sense
that if there is a theatre named after other notable
British playwrights then there should also be one
| named in honour of anoth-

er of this country’s greatest
- Terence Rattigan.

Barbara’s enthusiasm for
the project knows few
bounds, and she is quietly
| devoting herself to per-
suading as many theatrical
notables to join the cam-
paign as she possibly can.
‘It’s a wonderful thing to
do and I am enjoying it
hugely’ she says. ‘It is such
a good cause, and Terry

Barbara, 'his actions
speak louder than his words’.

She is planning to speak to several theatre
owners in the months to come with a view to
encouraging one of them to support her campaign
and put the Rattigan name above one of their thea-
tres. The late American playwright Neil Simon,
who has a theatre named after him on Broadway,
once memorably remarked that he wanted to write

richly deserves it’.

Among the many people she has recruited to
the cause are the theatrical Dames Eileen Atkins,
Judi Dench and Penelope Wilton, acting knights
Derek Jacobi and Ian McKellen, playwrights Sir
Tom Stoppard, Sir David Hare and Sir Christopher
Hampton, not to forget actors Zoé Wanamaker,
Patricia Hodge and Sienna Miller.
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Useful perspectives

Alison Du Cane reviews the Rattigan double bill
seen at the Arts Theatre, Cambridge

HE main attraction of the TRS AGM in

Cambridge this year (apart from lunch at

Cote!) was a Rattigan double bill at the
Cambridge Arts Theatre, with Nathaniel Parker,
Sian Phillips and Lolita Chakrabarti leading the
cast. This was mostly very enjoyable despite a few
imperfections. To begin with I should confess I
was initially slightly disappointed to learn that we
were only going to see the second half/act of Sepa-
rate Tables (Table Number 7) along with 7he
Browning Version - rebranded together as Summer
1954. The Browning Version actually appeared in
1948 but Separate Tables was first performed in
1954 and both plays work well set in 1954, one in a
faded private hotel by the sea, the other in a minor
public school.

Separate Tablesis one of my favourite Rattigan
plays and I have directed and acted in it as well as
seeing several productions. Indeed it was seeing a
television version of it when I was a teenager that
first introduced me to Rattigan, and drew me to his
compassionate understanding of human frailty and
emotions. I would say that 7able by the Window
is probably more uneven in quality than 7able
Number 7, which is a more interesting and multi-
layered story than 7able by the Window. But the
first act, while centred on the John Malcolm and
Anne Shankland story, sets up all the other charac-
ters who appear in the second act, including
giving a back story to Miss Cooper, and so provides
an important backdrop to the whole play, even

though the two main plots are self-contained.
This touring production compensated for this
“missing link” to some extent by including a
couple of extracts from the first act which helped
flesh out some of the characters. But one still
missed some of Rattigan’s witty observations such
as Jean and Charles’ clever thumbnail sketches of
the residents, and Jean’s confident assertion that
marriage and children were not for them; which
has undergone a volte-face by the second act
when, now married, Jean is cooing over their
baby.

Both halves of Separate Tables end on a slight-
ly optimistic note, however fragile, giving the
audience hope for the future of the characters,
whereas in the past when I have seen 7he
Browning Version it has seemed almost unbeara-
bly sad. Of course I know it is regarded as one of
Rattigan’s masterpieces, however I was almost
dreading seeing it again. But seeing the two
different one-acts together gave some new and
useful perspectives on both plays, and I enjoyed
The Browning Version more than I have done
previously.

The muted colours of most of the costumes
(apart from Millie’s bright red dress) conveyed
the period of post-war austerity and hinted at
people living on straitened means. Millie’s con-
trasting red dress presumably symbolised her
character as a scarlet woman as well as someone
who liked spending money. One minor costume



point affected the doubling up by Simon Coates of
Fowler and Frobisher. It was strange that he wore
a wig as Mr Fowler and his own (presumably)
bald head as the headmaster Dr Frobisher. This
meant he did not look old enough to be the re-
tired schoolmaster Mr Fowler, but appeared older
when playing Dr Frobisher, who one assumes is a

vigorous headmaster in his prime.
I confess I found Sian Phillips a bit under-
whelming as Mrs Railton-Bell. I was also not

Sian Phillips as Mrs Railton-Bell and Alexandra Dowling as her daughter Sybil in
Table Number 7, the first half of the double bill.  Photo: Manuel Harlan

rebellion, small but symbolically huge.

Like Nathaniel Parker, Lolita Chakrabarti
played a different major role in each play, a chal-
lenge in one show, though providing the actor
with lots of scope to explore different facets.
Chakrabarti did well playing both the sympathetic
Miss Cooper and the hugely unsympathetic Millie
Crocker-Harris. Possibly there could have been an
even greater contrast in their characters, which are
at such opposite ends of the spectrum. Miss
Cooper shows such strength and
generosity of spirit supporting ‘the
Major’, despite her own personal dis-
appointment in love, and despite the
pressures of so many of her guests.

In contrast, Millie displays a cruelty
and meanness of spirit in spoiling her
husband’s enjoyment of the gift from
Taplow. The audience feel she is
trampling on the few vestiges of feel-
ing that he has allowed himself to
display.

Seeing the two plays together
revealed some reflections in several
characters. Hunter and Charles Strat-
ton both show a similar youthful zeal
in supporting Crocker-Harris and
Pollock; whereas Millie and Mrs
Railton-Bell each come across as

wholly convinced by Nathaniel Parker’s portrayal
of Major Pollock. Crocker-Harris I thought he did
much better. There were various looks and
actions which helped to bring out some new
dimensions to the story. For perhaps the first time
I was left feeling there was some chance for
Crocker-Harris to find a bit of happiness, and that
he was not so totally demoralised by his wife as
can sometimes seem to be the case. One subtle
action which gave a flicker of hope at the end was
the way he picked up the book and looked at it.
He seemed to be realising that if his wife had told
some lies to Frank Hunter, then perhaps she had
also distorted the truth about Taplow’s gift of the
book, and perhaps there had been a genuine
element of friendship or respect.

Alexandra Dowling gave a nicely nuanced
performance as the repressed and neurotic Sybil,
building up gradually to hysteria and finally steel-
ing herself to stand up to her mother, an act of

monstrous in their efforts to injure
or destroy a man they despise. There are particular
resonances in the key characters of Pollock and
Crocker-Harris, even though superficially they
seem so different.

Pollock presents as genial, full of bonhomie,
parading fake achievements, “a crashing old bore
and a wicked old fraud” as Miss Meacham
observes, but reveals to Sybil an inferiority
complex and a fear of women, yet a craving for
affection that he feels he needs to repress.

In the version shown in Cambridge, this is
because he needs to hide his homosexuality, then
classed as criminal. In the version originally per-
formed, his ‘crime’ was touching up women in the
cinema, which ironically seems much more shock-
ing to a present-day audience than making gay
approaches to young men in the street.

There is a hint that Crocker-Harris also has
some hang-ups with sex when he implies that he
cannot satisfy his wife—and Cont. on page 6...



Terry at the movies: Goodbye Mr Chips

Roger Mills offers another in his occasional series
of articles about Rattigan films

Suitability is only in Webster’s. Love is in all
the dictionaries.

n his Greensleeves monologue, Michael Flanders

penned the memorable line "Why dost not thou

rewrite Ralph Roister Doister?/ It's been crying
out to be done as a musical / Anything to stop it being
done straight!" Opening James Hilton's 1936 book
Goodbye Mr Chips for this piece, those sentiments
went through my mind but finishing ‘anything to not
have to read it'.

Why can so much time and effort have ever been
spent over the years on screen, television and stage
versions of such a sentimental, one-dimensional, pot-
boiler which struggles even to the length of a novella?

Simple: it suits adaptation. Sketchy as a movie pitch
treatment, this - a series of scenarios, flashbacks and
montage sequences - it’s no surprise Irving Thalberg

bought the film rights off the galley proofs. Easily
dramatised - no need to prune - a screenplay, even
keeping all the dialogue, would end up with a typi-
cal ten-reeler B feature. That's pretty much what
Maschwitz, Sherriff and West did in 1939. Cast two
real stars and who knows? We do. Donat and Garson
and Oscars arrive. Yes, it's a favourite of mine still.

But a musical? Book by Rattigan? Thirty years
later? Why? Apparently the idea, and a draft, of a
Chips musical had been hanging around in MGM for
years, maybe surfacing when the studio was
schmoozing Terry, who needed the money; typically
$150,000 a time for screenplays ($1.3m today). Nice
work and escape from the anti-Rattigan tendency? I
think so. He was candid later: “I hadn't a chance
with anything. They didn't give me reasons for it,
they just said, ‘It must be bad; it's just the old effete
theatre. It has nothing to do with the ongoing move-
ment of the time.’ I thought the time had come. I'm
not getting any younger and I haven't saved any
money.”

Michael Darlow called it easy money but I doubt
Rattigan ever saw writing as easy, or something to
be dashed off. Maybe he saw Mr Chips as a chance to
have a go at a different Crock, creating someone
three-dimensionally real out of Hilton's cardboard
creation, who's a bit of an iconoclast albeit on the
quiet. As Vivian Ward might put it - he has poten-
tial.

Of the project Rattigan said: "I think, in general,
that the original version is far too obviously senti-
mental for today... I believe, therefore, that we need
an entirely different approach to the character. I
don't want to write another Crocker-Harris..." For
Geoffrey Wansell, what Rattigan wanted was to
retain the sentiment but discard the sentimentality,
and at the same time to bring the novel “a little more
up to date, while keeping its period flavour”. Wan-
sell believes, though, his underlying aim remained
serious. It was elderly schoolmaster Chips himself
who fascinated him and what he had done with his
life. 2

So after various typical casting issues and with



Peter O'Toole as Chips and Petula Clark as Katherine
(née Brisket of all things) the production unit decamped
to Sherborne and Italy and set to work on Terry's script
and Bricusse's tunes. Release came in 1969.

Plot-wise, Terry keeps the original arc but, aside
from a few of Hilton's scenarios, gives us a new work
kicking off the action in the late twenties with Kathe-
rine a soubrette with a colourful past - lovers are hinted
at. Her milieu makes for some hilarious ensemble
scenes. For this writer both sentiment and sentimentali-
ty are gone. Rattigan also knows the rules of a standard
'rom-com' albeit with two 'meet cutes'.3 The
'chase’ (involving a 1925 Alvis, 1931 Dennis 30 cwt bus,
a platoon of Horse Guards and a very, very bohemian
'After the Dance period' party) comes after Chips has
landed the girl. '‘Best Friends' are nicely cast: Sian
Phillips as Ursula Mossbank and Michael Bryant as Max
Staefel, doing plot-wise what best friends always do.
Candidly, as a book it works.

Fine, but how does it work as a musical? Simple. It
doesn't. After a lugubrious 'overture' (four minutes
going on half an hour) - captioned 'Overture' played
over an unchanging shot of some kind of gatehouse and
two trees - insipid songs struggle out of the speakers to

shrivel and die of embarrassment or fatigue at the effort.

It's not the actors' fault. O'Toole was never going to
give us a 'Nicely Nicely' Chipping but he does his best;
Clark is never less than listenable. It's almost as if the
music department read Rattigan's screenplay and real-
ised how much they weren't needed - bar the scenes
which show Kathy in her soubrette persona which have
life and attack. MGM cut most of the numbers after test
screenings, around 20 minutes, for the 'roadshow' ver-
sion. Memorable tunes? Nil. Orchestrations? Lush, by
John Williams, but forgettable.

Which leaves us with what? For me, ‘what’ might be
Rattigan's intriguing screenplay and a Chips and Kathe-
rine of real depth and interest. Lovely dialogue, replete
with wit and sparkling 'zingers' but superbly crafted.
The cash was well earned. I loved it from first watching
years ago and now courtesy of streaming you can easily
skip the numbers!

Peter O'Toole's Chips (a masterclass by the way) is
not recycled Crock (the only recycling is Michael Red-
grave as Headmaster). Chips comes over as what he
probably is: an average teacher doing his best; firm yes,
but no ‘Himmler of the Lower Fifth’, maybe deserving
his 'Ditchy' nickname, not popular, but not loathed. He
and the boys probably respect each other. Grasping the
chalk, he's a dry old stick who loosens up but keeps to
the tried and tested methods. Thankfully, we don't
spend too long in that dusty classroom.

It's Rattigan/O'Toole outside the classroom that
counts. Diffident, yes, but determined. Later we're
shown a sort of colossus defying Hitler’s flying bombs
by simply going on as normal. When needed, a knight
in shining armour on a white horse with his colours
flying would come charging up and draw his sword,
ejecting one of Kathy's past amours from a house the
said amour claimed to have 'furnished": "Did you not
hear Miss Bridges ask you to go? [...] Miss Bridges
wishes you to leave her house and you are therefore
leaving. [...] Now, here is your hat and stick, and that
is the front door. "Proper? Certainly - when Katherine
appears to be hinting at a night of love he flees away
caught in a fishing net. As he tells Staefel: "Absolutely
blind drunk, my dear fellow. It was most embarrass-
Ing. I mean, I'm known in Naples. And can you imag-
Ine? I was almost raped. [...] Until that moment, I'd
found her really rather surprisingly civilised. Tiny
little thing, very pretty hair. Why pick on me? An old
stick in the mud."Cue the phone ringing, who can it
be... (Phones never ring without reason in movies, do
they?)

The potential rapist? Katherine, of course, cleverly
embodying the generational gap between the couple
with modern mores and the flapper mentality - the
world that Dorothy L Sayers plundered as the back-
ground for Murder Must Advertise. Kathy wants to
make whoopee and Chips flees! What does she see in
Chips? Maybe something as simple as a man who
wants nothing from her, who has no expectations,
who treats her with respect. Coming from outside a
world she is finding increasingly tedious, even just
respectability maybe. Rattigan writes her well, bored
with her rather rackety world where maybe the gaiety
is ringing shallow.

Clearly they fancy each other rotten - we actually
see them in a double bed (talking, naturally). Unlike
the Crock, Chips goes for both kinds of love! Kathy's
given the 'all boys' line which has extra potency here.

Chips knows it won't be easy for Katherine at
Brookfield but fights for his wife in the face of every-
thing from unspoken prejudice all the way to a bit of
spoken blackmail from a parent philanthropist. 'Keep
Chips and wife on the staff, Headmaster, and you can
forget the new playing fields'is what that boils down
to. She's not suitable’. Chips is having none of that,
leading to two wonderful denouements - no spoilers -
and a wonderful line for Rattigan replete with signifi-
cance.

But pretty well every line is classic quality
Rattigan, often redolent of his concerns and feelings.
Where is he at his best? Continued overleaf...
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Terry at the movies

Continued from page 5

Maybe when Max Staefel explains why he is going back
to Germany in 1939, in the quarrels about the anniver-
sary present, over the scrambled eggs and certainly on
Parents’ Day. Some of his finest writing, though, is in
the scenes after Chips has been passed over for the
headmastership. Passed over quite rightly, just as he is
quite rightly asked to step in later. He's pretty good
under the piano too.

Geoffrey sums it up well: "having lost his expected
headmastership and on the point of retirement, he con-
fesses to both his failure and his fear of having blighted
her life. She tells him, very quietly and very convinc-
ingly, that marrying him in fact, saved her life . . . And
this, of course, we will know to be true, because we
will have seen it. But Chips, although he too has seen
it, had never been - how could he be? - quite sure. Now
he knows."

It's some of the sparest but most potent writing you
could imagine.

Like Hilton, we end with Chips in his dotage (from
the cars and TV set, around 1961) asking himself or
maybe Apollo, or even Kathy, the question every peda-
gogue with a brain asks themselves (in my case actually
standing at the blackboard) and reaches what is surely
the right answer.

I suppose the only thing missing for me is any criti-
cism of the public school system - yet it's there in Hil-
ton, both in Chips trying to tackle the exclusivity with
the football match, and where Kathy challenges him
after presumably a sexual incident between boys: "You
know, Chips, having all these hundreds of boys cooped
up here is really an unnatural arrangement, when you
come to think about it. So that when anything does
occur that oughtn't to, don't you think it's a bit unfair
to come down on them as if it were their own fault for
being here?" By 1969 it was a question the public
schools were beginning to ask themselves, but not here.
The most old Harrovian Terry gives us is Chips in his
farewell speech wondering if the post war Brookfield
would be different.

On release the film was pretty universally panned
but some of the more perceptive critics like Roger
Ebert saw past the ludicrous 'roadshow' marketing, the
forgettable music and the studio hype to a work which
in his words is an "admirable film, in which an engag-
ing human being is shown to live a useful and civilized

life. Goodbye, Mr. Chipsis a lot better than you
might have expected." Quite perceptive.

But it was the end of an era - the lukewarm
reception and changing tastes, plus the fact that
MGM was losing money (many musicals never
recouped their costs) meant Goodbye, Mr Chips was
about the end of the road for the lavish roadshow
movie genre.

Despite all that, I reckon it's a good meal this
Brisket and Chips. If you've never indulged, it's
available for streaming from Amazon, the DVD for
around the same price.

As for Hilton's book, we should be grateful it
spawned two movies inexpressibly better than its
terse sentimental pages. If you haven't got the
Donat/Garson, buy both. Two different stories with
different special qualities on offer. Both worth-
while. (I have not seen the Clunes version.)

Notes
1. | have not checked this.

2. The same territory and something of the same arc is also covered
in RF Delderfield's 'To Serve Them All My Days’, ER Braithwaite's ‘To Sir
With Love’ and slightly differently in Nia Vardalos' screenplay for ‘Larry
Crowne’.

3. Two Hugh Grant vehicles ‘Notting Hill' and ‘Music & Lyrics’ have
shot sequences very similar to two in this film. Indeed I reckon | could
mount an argument that ‘Chips’ is Rattigan's one contribution to the rom-
com genre. ‘The Prince’ does not conform to the rules. I'm darned well
not re-writing the whole of the above on that basis - it only occurred to
me just as | pressed 'send’ to the editor. But | stand by the comment.

22)

Useful perspectives

Continued from page 3

does not blame her for having affairs. One
does not know whether he just has a low sex
drive, or homosexual urges, or just finds his
wife intimidating.

Crocker-Harris is different from Pollock in
being honest, genuinely intelligent and
knowledgeable, but aloof. He rules his pupils
strictly. Yet like Pollock he too is repressed
and hides his true feelings. They are both
alienated from those around them and feel a
lack of love. Neither feels they have achieved
what they should. The Crock knows his wife
Millie does not love him but he does not love
her either, and realises he has disappointed
her ambitions. His honour makes him feel he
should stay with Millie despite her behaviour,
while Pollock feels the honourable thing for



him to do is to leave the Beauregard Hotel. When
the Crock talks to Peter Gilbert he confesses that
he has lost the knack of entertaining the boys,
and no longer dares to try amusing them or
winning their affection, but was unaware that
they were scared of him or that he was known as
the ‘Himmler of the Lower Fifth’. His confession
to Gilbert and his initial pleasure and emotion at
receiving the Browning translation of 7he Aga-
memnon makes it clear that, like Pollock, he too
wants to be liked, but feels forced to hide behind
a persona. But at the end of the play, rather like
both Sybil and Pollock, he too makes a small act
of rebellion in asserting his right to speak last at
the prizegiving. He is finally standing up for him-
self and seeing that he can have some life inde-
pendent of Millie, as recommended by Hunter.
There is another sea change in Crocker-Harris in
his decision to tell Hunter that Taplow has got his
remove, and give him permission to tell Taplow —
another momentous small event.

Overall the plays in Summer 1954 were very
enjoyable and brought new insights into Ratti-
gan’s genius. Both plays demonstrate the pitfalls
of relationships; how people can wound one
another with words as well as actions, but how
small acts of kindness and tolerance can bring
healing and redemption. Once again Rattigan
demonstrates the subtle art of making tiny
actions, or understated lines, have a huge
dramatic impact. He is the master of depicting
poignantly how love can bring tragedy but also
the possibility of second chances. o

Editor’s note: The question of the two versions
of ‘Major’ Pollock’s offence is clearly addressed
by both Michael Darlow and Geoffrey Wansell in
their respective biographies of Rattigan. They
both agree that TR originally conceived Pollock
as homosexual, and that he was caught impor-
tuning favours from men on the Esplanade.

However, TR accepted that this would not pass
the scrutiny of the Lord Chamberlain and wrote
the script accordingly, making the offence one
of sexual approaches to women in the darkness
of a cinema. He felt that the British audience
would nevertheless understand this as a dra-
matic code.

When it came to the Broadway production, he
tried to insist to the producer Bob Wainwright
that restoring the script to its original intention

would be truer to his idea of creating a character
more markedly ‘different’ from the others, more
of an ‘outsider’, thus making the eventual
acceptance of Pollock by most of the other
guests more poignant.

To TR's surprise, Wainwright was having none of
it. He felt that the change would reduce the
play, and make it a play “about homosexuality”,
which it clearly wasn't. There had already been
several plays on the subject on Broadway and
Wainwright felt not only that it could be seen as
a cliché, but that it could bring unhelpful
scrutiny in the press.

And apart from that, Eric Portman, who was
playing Pollock, did not wish to portray the char-
acter in that light. The offence remained the
same, and the critics were as warm in their
praise as those in London had been.

Love and scholarship
Report by Martin Amherst Lock

Dickie Beau as Oscar Wilde and Simon Russell Beale as Housman
in The Invention of Love at Hampstead. Photo: Helen Murray

Aplay set partly in the Stygian gloom of the Greek
underworld and partly in a dusty Oxford com-

mon room might seem unlikely fare for a Christmas
TRS outing, but Tom Stoppard’s The Invention of
Love at Hampstead Theatre proved to be utterly
absorbing and, despite the painful disappointments
suffered by its protagonist, strangely uplifting. The
story unfolds A E Housman’s career as a brilliant
academic and editor of classical verse but also depicts
with great sensitivity his unrequited love for a fellow
undergraduate and sporting hero, Moses Jackson. The
part of Housman could have been written for Sir
Simon Russell Beale, who captured perfectly the aging
don’s irascibility, insistence on uncompromising
integrity in scholarship, and withering contempt for
any who fall short of it, his Continued on page 8...




Rattigan at the Rattigan?

Continued from front page

Support has also come from actor Nathaniel
Parker, academic Professor Dan Rebellato, critic
Michael Billington and the artistic director of the
Orange Tree, Tom Littler, among many others.
Not surprisingly Barbara’s enthusiasm is fully
supported by the Society’s President Sir David
Suchet, who encouraged her to take up the baton,
and its vice-presidents. Julian Fellowes wants to
know what he can do to help. Michael Darlow
calls Rattigan ‘the British Chekov’, while Dr Holly
Hill insists he was an ‘extraordinary world-class
dramatist, whose legacy would be further en-
hanced and shared when a London theatre bears
his name’.

For my part I am convinced that he was every
bit as significant to the West End theatre in the
first five decades of the 20* century as Harold
Pinter was to the second half — as Harold
confirmed to me on many occasions. So if there is
a Pinter Theatre then surely there should be a
Rattigan.

The campaign for a West End theatre named in
Terry’s honour may have begun back on the cen-
tenary of his birth in 2011, but it is alive and well
and aiming to succeed by the fiftieth anniversary
of his death in 2027. If any member can lend a
shoulder to the wheel to help Barbara achieve her
aim she and the Society will be eternally grateful.

As, I believe, Sir Terence certainly would him-
self. g0

Dates for your diary

Twelfth Night
Saturday 11 January 2025

It is expected that this issue will be distributed after the visit
to Twelfth Night, and a report will appear in issue 51.

New Year Drinks Party
Saturday 18 January 2025

Our New Year party will be held on this occasion at our
Chairman’s flat in Cowcross Street, a stone’s throw from
Farringdon Station, very well placed for access by tube and
mainline trains. As we all know, our Chairman will be a
most welcoming and charming host. Booking form issued..

Annual Birthday Dinner
Friday 6 June 2025

The annual dinner will be held at the Savile Club for the first
time, with further details to be announced in due course.

In Praise of Love
Saturday 28 June 2025

A visit to the Orange Tree is being arranged for this new
production of one of Rattigan’s later plays. Performance at
2.30pm with supper afterwards. Full details and a booking
form will be issued in due course. Please save the date!

Love and scholarship

Continued from page 7

arguments supported by reams of classical verse
delivered with machinegun fire rapidity and aggres-
sion; but he also portrayed with great poignancy
Housman’s love for the man whom he longed to serve
and worship — unfulfilled yearnings which were to
find expression in A Shropshire Lad.

Particularly affecting were the scenes when Hous-
man meets his younger self, played by a compelling
and utterly convincing Matthew Tennyson, and gently

tries to warn the hopelessly wide-eyed young man that
the love idealised in poetry can never be found in real
life. What might on paper seem to be as dry as dust —
verbal skirmishes between contemporary writers rang-
ing from Ruskin to Pater on what constitutes true
learning and the purpose of academia — were rendered
engaging by Blanche McIntyre’s highly imaginative
direction — and there was lots to amuse as well, includ-
ing Dickie Beau’s wonderfully waspish portrayal of
Oscar Wilde and Housman’s asides to female students
which would have him instantly cancelled in today’s
university climate.

This was an evening which left one with lots to
think about and a yen to return if not quite to the
poems of Manilius, then certainly the musical settings
of Is My Team Ploughing?” and ‘Loveliest of Trees’! £

TRS website

Members may be pleased to know that the
Committee have commissioned a re-design
of the Society website, which is currently
being undertaken, and will hopefully make it
clearer and easier to negotiate.




