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or wholly attributed to Shakespeare
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Cym Cymbeline PP  The Passionate Pilgrim

E3 King Edward IlI Per  Pericles
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H8  Henry VI Tit Titus Andronicus

JC  Julius Caesar TC  Troilus and Cressida

KJ King John TM  Thomas More

KL  King Lear TN  Twelfth Night

LC A Lover’s Complaint TG  The Two Gentlemen of Verona
LLL Love’s Labour’s Lost TNK  The Two Noble Kinsmen

LC A Lover’s Complaint TS The Taming of the Shrew
Luc  The Rape of Lucrece VA  Venus and Adonis

MA  Much Ado About Nothing WT  The Winter’s Tale
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Introduction

Rare words! brave world! (1H4 111.iii.203)

One of the foremost functions of literary criticism is to help readers make better
sense of their aesthetic and reflectional response to literary works. Bearing in mind the
above understanding, the main purpose of this dissertation is to propose a new approach to
reading Shakespeare’s wordplay — a stylistic effect that is generally recognized as a
particularly slippery ground, which presents a serious challenge to any sort of theoretical
domestication. Wordplay is indeed ubiquitous in the Shakespeare canon — it functions
similarly in both his poetry and in his poetic drama — so henceforth in this dissertation
examples from both genres will be considered indiscriminately. Interestingly, however, the
viewers/readers’ attitude to Shakespeare’s wordplay has differed significantly over time: at
the one end of the spectrum there are those who see it merely as a frivolous sideshow,
which is an end in itself, an eccentric intellectual game with little, if any, relation to the rest
of the work; at the other there are those who discern a close link between it and other
tropes and patterns in the works and acknowledge its contribution to the breathtaking
overall artistic effect of Shakespeare’s language. This dissertation builds on the opinions of
the latter group and looks to provide a coherent critical framework capable of addressing

their cognitive responses methodologically.

“Wordplay” is a portmanteau term for a whole arsenal of individual stylistic
devices, which although their formal properties vary slightly, typically operate according

to a common technical principle: a polysemous feature of linguistic structure, which may



be a single word or a larger syntactic scheme, combines two or more apparently unrelated
meanings usually to a short-lived humorous effect (Cf. Simpson 45). Whereas many of
Shakespeare’s puns undeniably fall under such a definition, some seem to go beyond its
bounds. The first and most immediate observation is that Shakespeare’s wordplay is not
always funny: e.g. although struggling with the harrowing affliction caused by the sight of
his mutilated daughter, Titus Andronicus’ unconsciously puns: TA 111.i.91-92 “TITUS. It
was my deer, and he that wounded her / Hath hurt me more than had he kill'd me dead.”
Second, Shakespeare’s wordplay is not always local: e.g. in The Structure of Complex
Words William Empson shows that the word fool recurs throughout King Lear in different
contexts and its multiple senses communicate with each other projecting over vast stretches
of the plot (125-158). Finally, puns are not always isolated from their stylistic environment
— in fact, very often they interact meaningfully with other stylistic devices and patterns:
e.g. in Shakespeare’s Wordplay M. M. Mahood shows how the play on different words
throughout the Winter’s Tale coheres with the rich imagery of the play to enhance the

complexity of the main characters and develop the central moral issue (146-163).

The instances where Shakespeare’s punning transcends the limits of the traditional
understanding of wordplay are significant because they uncover its unexpected structural
function. As alternative senses of polysemous words and ambiguous phrases consistently
cohere with each other and also entangle other features of their linguistic environment in
their coherences, they establish alternative contexts, i.e. alternative versions of the
message/story, which if preferred over the more intuitive ones and incorporated into the
greater context of the work, may change the viewers/readers’ understanding of the big
picture. Moreover, the simultaneous existence of multiple versions of the same story, along
with the spontaneous hesitation on the part of the viewer/reader which way to take, may

result in cognitive traffic between such possibilities and the blending of logically



heterogeneous concepts in logically multifarious mental constructs. Therefore, this
dissertation makes use of a tailored possible-world approach which relies on the
conceivability of many differing parallel states of affairs. On the one hand, this is
necessary in order to accommodate each concurrent cognitive coherence, engendered by
Shakespeare’s wordplay, into a separate conceivable place, thus, disentangling it from the
intricate texture of the work and giving it virtually unlimited space to contextualize. On the
other, it provides a way to imagine these possible coherences in parallel, outside implicit
hierarchies and logical pre-eminence, which in turn allows their objective analysis and
helps trace the connections that appear between them. What this dissertation sets out to
demonstrate by adopting the above approach is that wordplay often has a structural
function in Shakespeare and thus contributes significantly to the characteristically complex
semiotic effect of Shakespeare’s works. For the purposes of closer analysis three concrete
dimensions of this all-pervasive effect are isolated in the three case studies below. They
deal in turn with the ability of Shakespeare’s wordplay i) to convey complex notions, ii) to

present complex moral issues, and iii) to construct complex fictional personalities.

The study is organised into four chapters. Chapter one, “Shakespeare’s wordplay
and possible worlds,” opens with a chronological overview of the critical consideration of
Shakespeare’s playful use of language. Taking into account the formidable amount of
Shakespeare criticism that has been produced to date, it would be both impractical and
impracticable to discuss all the theoretical work that bears relation to the topic — therefore
only the major developments are examined in closer detail. The chapter goes on to present
the logico-philosophical context of the related concepts of possible worlds, fictional
worlds, discourse worlds, text worlds, and mental spaces and their implementation in
literary theory. Then, it outlines the special kind of possible-world approach that is adopted

in the dissertation and explains what motivates its use. Finally, it illustrates concisely the



approach by applying it to the imagery of Shakespeare’s Sonnet 49. The remaining three
chapters contain three case studies dealing with the role of wordplay in conveying complex
notions, presenting complex moral issues, and constructing complex fictional personalities,
respectively. Each of them is twofold in structure: on the one hand, it addresses the
particular effect created by wordplay through a related contemporary concept in order to
pin it down in its own intellectual context; on the other, it probes deeper in it by means of
close analysis of its realization in a Shakespeare play. Chapter two, “Substance and
shadows: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the conveyance of complex notions,” works over
the Platonic dichotomy between “substance” and “shadows,” popular with Shakespeare
and his contemporaries, to throw new light on early modern conceptualisation. It applies
the possible-world approach to Sonnet 53 and The Tragedy of King Richard the Second,
showing that the stylistic function of wordplay in them parallels the cognitive pattern
observed in the dyadic concept and provides a mechanism of conveying complex notions.
Chapter three, “The state of man: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the presentation of complex
moral issues,” takes up the early modern rhetorical sense of “state,” borrowed from the
contemporary legal theory, which makes the attainment of any valid judgment conditional
to a meticulously balanced consideration of both sides of a case. It applies the possible-
world approach to Addition 111 to the anonymous play Sir Thomas More and The Famous
History of the Life of King Henry the Eight to demonstrate how wordplay helps to present
opposing politically and morally charged scenarios in complete ideological equilibrium, so
that the complex moral issues at hand are passed on to the audience problematic and
unresolved. Chapter four, “The fatal Cleopatra and a multiple Hamlet: Shakespeare’s
wordplay and the construction of complex personalities,” reconsiders Samuel Johnson’s
use of the image of Cleopatra in criticising Shakespeare’s tendency to play with words by
showing the crucial importance of wordplay for the development of Cleopatra’s character.

Then it applies the possible-world approach to Hamlet’s puzzling “antic disposition” to
7



illustrate the instrumental function of wordplay in the construction of Shakespeare’s

complex fictional personalities.



Chapter 1

Shakespeare’s wordplay and possible worlds

Sure he that made us with such large discourse,
Looking before and after, gave us not
That capability and godlike reason

To fust in us unused. (Ham 1V.iv. 35-38)

1.1 Shakespeare’s wordplay

Elizabethans relished wordplay. The wiser sort were steeped in the strong tradition
of rhetorical training that made a significant part of Early Modern education, while the
more common sort emulated and parodied the eloquent public speeches and sermons,
records of which still survive today. Therefore, many London theatregoers must have
laughed heartily on a calm afternoon at the Rose, watching a new play in which a clownish

rustic appeared and claimed that he was the father of Joan of Arc, the Maid of Orleans:
PUCELLE. Peasant, avaunt! You have suborn'd this man
Of purpose to obscure my noble birth.*

SHEPHERD. 'Tis true, | gave a noble to the priest

The morn that | was wedded to her mother. (1H6 V. iv. 22-25)

It is likely that some of the learned viewers in the crowd could immediately identify

the rhetorical figure used: “Antanaclasis is a figure which repeateth a word that hath two

! My italics: here and hereafter in quotations from Shakespeare.
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significations, and one of them contrary, or at least, unlike to the other. Uniting two wordes
of one sounde, this figure distinguisheth them asunder by the diversitie of their sence,
whereby it moueth many times a most pleasant kind of ciuile mirth, which is called of the

Latines Facetea.?”

Others, hearing the merry quip, may have recalled an example of “wilie
usyng of woordes, that in sence haue double meanyng” provided by Thomas Wilson in his

weighty textbook The Rule of Reason:

Nobles signifie not onelie the perres of a Realme, but also they are good yelowe
nobles in a mans purse. A Priest had a noble for preaching a funeral sermon, upon
the death of a worshipfull manne, the Prieste purporyng to greatifie the dead, and
with dewe praise to commende his libertie, saieth: surelie he was a good man, a
verteous man, yea, he was noble Gentleman. | thinke if it hath been his happe to

have had a roial, he had called him a roial gentleman to. (Fol. 9)

It is possible that Shakespeare was familiar with Wilson’s book® because later in
his career, while writing his ambitious Life of King Henry the Fifth, he worked into the
texture of the play another of its fiscal examples:

A crowne signifieth the Crowne of a mans heade, & also signifieth a crowne of
golde, such as is currante, or els soche as kynges weare at the daie of their
coronation. A shrewed boie seeying of late daies a Prieste, clarkely shauen in the
croune, at what time Frenche crownes did beare, an highe price here in Englande,
saied to the Prieste full unhappily in this wise: | praie you master Persone (g. he)
howe goeth crownes now with you, whereat the Prieste was abashed, and woulde
rather have loste a crowne in dede, then that his crowne shoulde have been so

curstlie and in soche wise taunted. (Ibid.)

2 Cf. Peacham 57.
® The Rule of Reason, conteyning the Arte of Logike, sette forthe in Englishe was first published in 1551 and

due to its popularity among Elizabethans was frequently reprinted throughout the remaining part of the 16"
century.
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KING HENRY. Indeed, the French may lay twenty French crowns to one
they will beat us, for they bear them on their shoulders; but it
is no English treason to cut French crowns, and to-morrow the

King himself will be a clipper. (H5 IV. i. 14-17)

By this time the name of the figure was Englished and explained anew by George
Puttenham: “Ye have another figure which by his nature we may call the Rebound,
alluding to the tennis ball which being smitten with the racket rebounds backe againe, [thus
playing] with one word written all alike but carrying diuers sences...*” King Henry’s play
on the meanings of crown,® however, resembles rather a whole game of tennis for it relies
on a more complex interplay of meaning and imagery involving the whole context with our
understanding rebounding from almost every word in the passage: “[L]ay twenty French
crowns to one” evokes the image of coins, i.e. money that is being bid in the context of a
wager, but in the context of the conversation it clearly refers to the correlation of powers in
the eve of the battle. “Beat” stretches between the bidding and the battle. “For they bear
them on their shoulders” continues the image of coins that the French carry on them, but at
the same time reinforces the interpretation of “crowns” as heads, and yet adds another slip
to the effect that: “the French will beat us because they bear their heads on their shoulders,
if they didn’t, they wouldn’t probably beat us’ and points at “cut” in “it is no English
treason to cut French crowns”, which contains the foremost crux of meaning: to cut down
their enemies’ heads, or to cut or clip coins, i.e. shaving off a small fraction of the precious
metal a coin for the sake of profit, which at the time was considered high treason along
with counterfeiting and forgery. The wordplay reaches its climax in the final paradox “and
to-morrow the King himself will be a clipper”: at the same time valiant, princely knight

chopping off the heads of his enemies, which throws a different light on “lay” from the

* Cf. Puttenham 173-4.
> See also: “Some of your French crowns have no hair at all...” (MND 1.ii.92).
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beginning of the passage, and a base, condemnable fraudster stealing away tiny shreds of
the king’s property, which is more in line with the Hal we know from the two parts of King
Henry IV.

Young Hal mastered this kind of rhetoric under a whole band of schoolmasters, the
“squires of the night’s body™:

FALSTAFF. Now, the report goes she has all the rule of her

husband's purse; he hath a legion of angels.

PISTOL. As many devils entertain; and 'To her, boy," say I.

NYM. The humour rises; it is good; humour me the angels. (MW 1.iii.50-54)

and, as we can witness, surpassed them in a game in which, in Puttenham’s words, “the
obscurity of the sence lieth not in a single word, but in an entier speech, whereof we do not
so easily conceiue the meaning, but as it were by coniecture, because it is wittie and subtile
or darke, which makes me therefore call him in our vulgar the [Close conceit] as ... a great
counsellour somewhat forgetting his modestie, vsed these words: Gods lady | reckon my
selfe as good a man as he you talke of, and yet | am not able to do so. Yea sir quoth the
party, your L. is too good to be a man, | would ye were a Saint, meaning he would he were
dead, for none are shrined for Saints before they be dead.®” And required what Wilson
termed “close vnderstanding”, i.e. “when more may bee gathered, then is openly

expressed.””

Wilson, Puttenham and Peacham are just three examples of a long line of Early
Modern scholars including Desiderius Erasmus, Leonard Cox, Richard Sherry, William
Fulwood, Dudley Fenner, Angell Day, John Hoskins, who under different titles produced

versions of what Peter Mack calls “the English Style Manual”, because their works on

® Cf. Puttenham 194.
’ Cf. Wilson, “Rhetorique” bk. 3, 15
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style ultimately shared the same material and were evidently based on each other and, most
importantly, on the classical Latin manuals (and their humanist adaptations) derived
principally from the anonymous Rhetorica ad Herennium and Quintilian’s Institutio
Oratoria.® Regardless of their numerous differences each of these works provided a
coherent set of directions on how to use one’s memory and imagination and the necessary
technical apparatus for the production of a rhetorically effective speech or piece of writing.
Wordplay in its different forms: paronomasia, antanaclasis, syllepsis, polyptoton,
agnomination, amphibology, etc., had its place alongside other tropes like metaphor,
simile, allegory, hyperbole and made part of what at the time was considered an instructive

and delightful style.®

The saturation with masterfully selected and placed figures of expression imparted
to Shakespeare’s works a characteristic sense of semantic plasticity, which helped them
transcend the inherent limits of signification, argue on both sides, reconcile opposites, be
created constantly anew at each reading or performance.™® This quality of Shakespeare’s
language was recognised by his contemporaries and commended by his fellow players
John Heminge and Henry Condell to whom we owe the collection and publication in print
of Shakespeare’s plays after their author’s death. “Read him, therefore;” write they in the
Preface to the First Folio, “and againe, and againe: And if then you doe not like him,

surely you are in some manifest danger, not to vnderstand him”.

Nevertheless, much changed in less than a hundred years: the revolution of
knowledge, commenced by Descartes and Newton, sought to do away with all mysticism

or dogmatic belief and establish an axiomatic philosophy based on systematic thinking and

8 Cf. Mack 76.

% Shakespeare’s use of rhetorical figures is very thoroughly and systematically described in Sister Miriam
Joseph’s classic Shakespeare’s Use of the Arts of Language.

19 See Trousdale 628.
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empirical proof. The Age of Reason, naturally, had different aesthetic and literary tastes:
what many Elizabethans and Jacobeans had valued in Shakespeare was considered
degenerate or profane by the Augustans. Even though scholars and poets like John Dryden,
Alexander Pope, and Samuel Johnson praised Shakespeare for being “the poet of nature;

the poet that holds up to his readers a faithful mirrour of manners and of life''”

they were
all irritated by his use of schemes and tropes that resulted in ambiguity: “his whole stile is
so pestered with figurative expressions, that it is as affected as it is obscure” (Dryden,
“Preface to Troilus and Cressida” vol. VI, 244), “He is not long soft and pathetick without

some idle conceit, or contemptible equivocation” (Johnson 843) and particularly by his

punning:

A quibble is to Shakespeare, what luminous vapours are to the traveller; he follows
it at all adventures, it is sure to lead him out of his way, and sure to engulf him in
the mire. It has some malignant power over his mind, and its fascinations are
irresistible. Whatever be the dignity or profundity of his disquisition, whether he be
enlarging knowledge or exalting affection, whether he be amusing attention with
incidents, or enchaining it in suspense, let but a quibble spring up before him, and
he leaves his work unfinished. A quibble is the golden apple for which he will
always turn aside from his career, or stoop from his elevation. A quibble poor and
barren as it is, gave him such delight, that he was content to purchase it, by the
sacrifice of reason, propriety and truth. A quibble was to him the fatal Cleopatra for

which he lost the world, and was content to lose it. (Johnson 8§44)

It is not difficult to understand Dr. Johnson’s indignation: to him, as well as to most
of his contemporaries, the construction of a literary or dramatic work was first and

foremost a rational process of narrowing down possibilities in order to arrive at the right

1 See Johnson §8.
14



sense, the one intended by the author. Ample proof for this is to be found in Johnson’s
Notes to Shakespeare: where although Johnson’s lexicographer’s instinct often senses
subtle quibbles, he seldom mentions them, or if he does it is rather to dismiss them as not
deserving of any consideration: “[RJ] 1l.iv.138 (62.8) No hare, Sir] Mercutio having
roared out, So ho! the cry of the sportsmen when they start a hare; Romeo asks what he has
found. And Mercutio answers, No hare, &c. The rest is a series of quibbles unworthy of

explanation, which he who does not understand, needs not lament his ignorance.”

Although one of the most profound readers of Shakespeare of all time, Samuel
Taylor Coleridge, recognised the importance of wordplay for what he appreciated as
Shakespeare’s “never broken chain of imagery, always vivid, and because unbroken, often
minute” but, the general attitude to Shakespeare’s wordplay as being essentially wasteful
and barren dominated the eighteenth and the nineteenth centuries. It was not until the
twentieth century, and William Empson’s seminal book Seven Types of Ambiguity, that the
pervasive poetic effect of linguistic ambiguity was recognised. There Empson defines
ambiguity as essentially: “any verbal nuance, however slight, which gives room for
alternative reactions to the same piece of language” (1) and explores a range of its uses and
effects: from the fundamental situation when “a word or a grammatical structure is
effective in several ways at once” (an ambiguity of the first type) to “the most ambiguous
that can be conceived... when the two meanings of the word, the two halves of the
ambiguity, are the two opposite meanings defined by the context, so that the total effect is
to show a fundamental division in the author’s mind” (an ambiguity of the seventh type)

(192).

In relation to Shakespeare’s wordplay, Empson argues against Dr. Johnson’s

criticism of the Bard’s quibbling propensity, stating that:

15



Shakespeare’s interest in sound relationships between words was in no degree
detached from his interest in their total meaning; however he arrived at a word he
apprehended it, and the grasp of his imagination was such that, having arrived at a
term by a subsidiary quibble, while his attention was yet giving sufficient weight to
the matter mainly in hand, he could work the elaboration due to the quibble into the

total order. (Empson, “Ambiguity” 88)

To Empson, puns, including those that Shakespeare used, varied in type from such that say
“what is expected in two ways which, though different, are seen at once to come to the
same thing” to such that “name two very different things, two ways of judging a situation,
for instance, which the reader has already been brought to see are relevant, has already
been prepared to hold together in his mind” (Ibid. 104-105). He gives a lucid example of
the latter in his essay on the ramifications of ‘Honest’ in Othello, published in 1951 in The
Structure of Complex Words, in which he shows how the meaning of a thing inseparate
divides more wider than the sky and earth. The fifty-two uses of honest and honesty in the
play, addressed to nearly all main characters, rehearse all possible senses of the word: from
respectable, chaste, creditable, true, decent, moral, virtuous, law-abiding, genuine,

common, stupid, etc. to their total opposition:
EMILIA. My husband?
OTHELLO. Ay, 'twas he that told me first.
An honest man he is, and hates the slime

That sticks on filthy deeds... honest, honest'? lago. (Oth V.ii.148-151)

2 The dramatic irony in Othello’s repeated insistence on lago’s honesty inevitably calls to mind Mark
Anthony’s subversive refrain in his speech to the Romans at Julius Caesar’s death: “ANTONY. But Brutus
says he was ambitious, / And Brutus is an honorable man. (JC 111.ii.80-81)

16



Empson’s revealing study, however, pays little attention to the capacity of
pregnantly ambiguous words like honest in Othello to influence other, seemingly

monosemous uses and elicit from them quite another ring:
OTHELLO. So please your Grace, my ancient;
A man he is of honesty and trust.
To his conveyance | assign my wife,
With what else needful your good Grace shall think
To be sent after me. (Oth 1.iii.285-289)

Even though the context here provides for just one legitimate meaning of
conveyance: escorting, conducting,*® the coincidence with honest'* points at a possible
second sense: deception, treachery, theft™ — an opportunity for wordplay seized by

Shakespeare’s Richard Il in the eponymous play:

BOLINGBROKE. Go, some of you convey him to the Tower.
KING RICHARD. O, good! Convey! Conveyers are you all,

That rise thus nimbly by a true king's fall. (R2 1V.i.316-318)

The clustering of honest and conveyance in Othello’s cue, thus, not only expands the

signification of the passage and increases the dramatic irony, but also calls attention to the

' OED quotes Othello 1.iii.287 to illustrate the meaning.

¥ The ironic subversion of honest starts with its first occurrence in the play: “IAGO. Whip me such honest
knaves.” (Oth 1.i.47).

15 Cf. William Somer seeing much adoe for accomptes making, and that the Kinges Maiestie of most worthie
memorie Henrie the eight wanted money, such as was due vnto him: and please your grace (quoth he) you
haue so many Frauditours, so many Conueighers, and so many Deceiuers to get vp your money, that they get
all to themselues. Whether he sayd true or no, let God iudge that, it was vnhappely spoken of a foole, and |
thinke he had some Schoolemaster: He should haue saide Auditours, Surueighours, and Receiuers. (Wilson,
“Rhetorique” bk. 3, 34)

17



intricate interrelation between words and their possible meanings. The earliest
comprehensive study that explores the complex interplay between the conceivable
meanings of Shakespeare’s words is M. M. Mahood’s outstanding Shakespeare’s
Wordplay. It ingeniously traces the multiple possibilities contained in what she sees as
deliberate or unconscious puns and shows how they interact with one another weaving out

coherent parallel images that enhance the poetic effect both of drama and of poetry:®

KING RICHARD. The breath of worldly men cannot depose
The deputy elected by the Lord.

For every man that Bolingbroke hath press'd

To lift shrewd steel against our golden crown,

God for his Richard hath in heavenly pay

A glorious angel. Then, if angels fight,

Weak men must fall; for heaven still guards the right. (R2 111.i1.56-62)

The duplication of the image is best visible in the metaphor “heavenly pay”. The activation
of the economic semantic domain throws different light on “crown” and “angel” — quibbles
that Shakespeare evidently found quite irresistible. It also draws out alternative meanings
from “worldly”: material, mercenary and “press”: mint, coin.'’ And, finally, suggests a
literal chime of Richard and a possible opposition between “men” and “angels” as coins,
i.e. less valuable coins bearing the faces of men against more valuable ones with angels on

them.

16 Wolfgang Clemen, in The Development of Shakespeare’s Imagery, observes that imagery, being a more
complex form of statement than diction, lends itself more easily to ambiguity, especially in cases when
dramatic irony is to be achieved. But a polysemous image is created by means of polysemous language.
“Thus, a play on words... is no longer mere arabesque and unessential decoration, but rather a necessary, if
tiny, link in the chain of the dramatic structure” (Clemen 52).

17 Cf. Mahood 84.
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This split in meaning produces two parallel images: i) on the surface, in the context
of the action, the king uses the concept of the celestial nature of royal power to conjure up
courage and allegiance in his supporters, creating a compelling antithetic image of himself
as the lawful king rightfully defended by god and the hosts of heaven'® against
Bolingbroke an illegitimate impostor who forces common men to rise in unnatural
opposition to the king’s divine estate — likened to a treasonous counterfeiter who forges the
king’s coin usurping thus the king’s unalienable right; ii) on the other hand, the king’s
words and imagery seem to defy him betraying the fiscal, “worldly” dimension of this war:
despite their implicit comparison to angels, justly enforcing god’s will, the king’s
followers, too, fight for money. The juxtaposition of the two images reinforces the
meaningful bathos, which runs through the whole play and contrasts the exalted and
compelling but totally unrealistic worldview of Richard to the down-to-earth, more

pragmatic philosophy of Bolingbroke.

The work of critics like William Empson and M. M. Mahood has brought
Shakespeare’s puns back into the light and has expounded the importance of wordplay for
the intricate fabric of Shakespeare’s significations. They have analysed with remarkable
perceptiveness the literary contexts of poems and plays, discovering hidden coherences and
offering illuminating readings. The advent of cultural materialist and new historicist
critical practices, during the latter half of the 20" century, however, proffered the view that
human intellectual products cannot be successfully abstracted from their cultural, social
and historical contexts, and are, therefore, best understood through the examination of the
contemporary cultural material related to them. Enhanced by these developments, critical
readings expanded their scope over the limits of strictly literary or literary theory contexts

and opened itself to a multiplicity of other relevant sources.

'8 The parallel with Matthew (26.53) forces itself upon the reader/viewer: “Thinkest thou that | can not now
pray to my father, and he shall cause to stand by mee more than twelve legions of angels?”.

19



A characteristic example of this approach is Patricia Parker’s book Shakespeare
from the Margins: Language, Culture, Context which offers an insightful exploration of
the multiple discursive implications of Shakespeare’s wordplay and the process of their
activation by different aspects of early modern culture. For instance, it throws new light on
Shakespeare’s use of “join”, “joiner” and “joinery” by taking a close look at the marginal
“rude mechanicals”, Quince, the carpenter, Snug, the joiner, Bottom, the weaver, Flute, the
bellows-mender, Snout, the tinker, and Starveling, the tailor, in A Midsummer Night’s
Dream. The study refers to contemporary technical texts and observes that the natures of
all their crafts in one way or another come down to the art of joinery,* i.e. the cunning
fitting together of pieces into a unified whole. Yet, there were other common contemporary
uses of joinery that were circulated at the time: “from the joining of words into the
construction of reason, logic, and ‘Syntaxe’ (understood as the ‘part of Grammar, that
teacheth the true joyning of words together’) to the joining of bodies into the one flesh of
marriage and the joining of the body politic into a harmonious whole” (Parker 89). Each of
these separate sociolinguistic dimensions of join resonates meaningfully with the overall
structure of the play: The mechanicals’ parodical enactment of the history of Pyramus and
Thisbe ironically disjoins one theatrical reality from another to reveal the joints and fittings
of the play and to lay bare the mechanics of its production: “half his face must be seen
through the lion's neck...” (MND I11.i.36-37). Bottom’s ham-fisted misjoining of words
wins him affection to question the validity of reason: “the flowers of odious savours...”
(MND 111.i.81). The artificial joining and disjoining of lovers in the enchanted wood
transfigures their true feelings to question the constancy of love: “I have found Demetrius

like a jewel, Mine own, and not mine own” (MND 1V.i.192-193). The nuptially joining

19 “Art Manual whereby several Pieces of Wood are so fitted and joyned together by straight lines, Squares,
Mites or any Bevel, that they should seem one intire Piece” (in Parker 89).
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rulers triumph in justice and wellbeing to question the necessity for wars: “Hippolyta, |

woo'd thee with my sword... But | will wed thee in another key...” (MND I. i. 16-18).

Parker’s approach to Shakespeare’s use of words opens up a whole new dimension
of wordplay by showing that polysemy can be explored not only through analysing the
strictly linguistic context of a work and its contemporary literature, but also by probing
into the cultural atmosphere of the time of its creation and reconstructing a multiplicity of
contexts grounded in material evidence. This, in hindsight, poses the question of whether
there is such a thing as “strictly linguistic and literary context,” or the critical practices that
claim to reduce their readings to these domains nevertheless still rest on a vague sense of
“background knowledge” — knowledge which may merely amount to an unproblematised
acceptance of established historical conventions. On the other hand, this type of critical
practice clearly displays a desire to body forth abstract epistemological and ethical

speculations into the more solid flesh of historical social and cultural events.

According to Roman Ingarden’s crucial observation, however, literature is not an
autonomous but a heteronomous phenomenon, which exists only when being in contact
with the human consciousness (qtd. in Stockwell 165). Therefore, the next logical stage of
inquiry into the embodiment of wordplay is the examination of the place where the abstract
and the material dimensions of language meet — the human mind. The development of
cognitive science and the resultant theoretical constructs have, naturally, had an impact on
literary criticism and, in particular, on the treatment of Shakespeare’s puns. One of the
central premises of the critical approaches grounded in cognitive science is the conceptual
dependency of language, i.e. the notion that the meaning of the words in a text does not

depend merely on their dictionary denotation or pragmatic connotation but on the complex
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networks of ideas and associations they suggest in the minds of the author and each

reader.?

A study which subscribes to this recent trend in literary theory is Mary Thomas
Crane’s Shakespeare’s Brain: Reading with Cognitive Theory. It uses a reader’s
reconstruction of meanings, contexts and cognitive processes to gain insight into, among
other things, the ways in which Shakespeare plays “on and with the mental links between
words” (Crane 28). Chapter three, for instance, focuses on the multiple senses of the word
“suit” in The Twelfth Night along two main lines of homonymy: i) pursuing one’s desires
and containing them into the limits of what is considered suitable: a) endeavour to obtain
something through petitioning: “Because she will admit no kind of suit. / No, not the
Duke's” (TN 1.ii.45-46); b) wooing or courting of a woman, soliciting her hand: “But,
would you undertake another suit, / | had rather hear you to solicit that / Than music from
the spheres.” (TN 111.i.109-113); c) pursuit, prosecution, legal process: “Antonio, | arrest
thee at the suit / Of Count Orsino” (TN I11.iv.328); d) to be suitable for: “I will believe thou
hast a mind that suits / With this thy fair and outward character” (TN 1.ii.50-51); and ii) suit
of clothing: a) dress, livery, uniform: “So went he suited to his watery tomb” (TN V.i.232)
which may point at “body”: “VIOLA. If spirits can assume both form and suit, / You come
to fright us. / SEBASTIAN. A spirit | am indeed, / But am in that dimension grossly clad /
Which from the womb 1 did participate” (TN V.i.233-237), and, of course, in the context of
the play, also at identity. The examination of the early modern context of these senses of
suit yields three more uses that have been common in the sixteenth century but are
unfamiliar to modern ears: a) attendance and service owed by a subject to a lord under
feudal law, as in a preserved medieval record: “Nicholas de Monte defaulted and denied

suit of court; b) kind, sort, class — found in an anonymous 1573 poem: “Now gather vp

20 cf. Stockwell 76.
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fruite, of euerie suite;” and c) theatrical costume, found in Henslowe’s diary and
contemporary costume inventories: “Antik sutes,” “Clownes Sewtes and Hermetes

Sewtes”, “Roben Hoodes sewtte”.

Crane observes that this complex network of meanings, concentrated in one
linguistic form, functions as a multifarious conceptual metaphor, which animates the
abstract space among these meanings, ensuring constant transference of signification from
one domain into another. Thus, Viola’s change of suit (“attire” but also “class, rank”),
gives her the opportunity to give suit to (serve) Duke Orsino, and makes her ironically
suitable for her mission to undertake a suit to Olivia’s affections (court her on the Duke’s
behalf), but, again ironically, quite unsuitable for Olivia’s converse suit to her (Olivia
wooing her as Cesario). At the same time, an ill-advised Malvolio attempts to advance his
suit (kind, rank) by making a suit to his mistress (making passes at her), and even changing
his suit (clothes)®* and disposition, with the unsuitability of which efforts he ends up
confined and mocked at. Ironically, when Viola meets face to face with Sebastian, who she
believes perished in the shipwreck, she refuses to believe it is him because she recognises
the suit he is wearing, while he does not recognise her because of the suit she has on.
Finally, the confusion is overcome, obscured identity becomes revealed identity, and all
love suits are settled, just like Orsino’s legal suit against Antonio. Shakespeare’s skill in
packing a variety of meanings (ranging from confusion to clarity, from suppression to
discovery of identity, from legitimate to illegitimate desire, from possible to impossible
love) into a single word unit only to let them go off in a quantum-like explosion of
oppositions with each use of suit in the play may, on the one hand, as Feste observes and

Jacques Derrida might agree,? point at the slippery play of linguistic signification, but on

2 “He will come to her in yellow stockings... and cross-garter'd” (TN 11.v.199-200)
% Cf. Derrida 278-295.
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the other, it may uncover the non-linear process of conceptualisation through which the

human mind conceives and construes things.

Considering the sheer scale of the criticism produced constantly on the subject of
Shakespeare’s language, it would be, of course, difficult to present a comprehensive
account of the theoretical treatment of Shakespeare’s wordplay to date, but highlighting the
milestones of its development makes it at least possible to catch a bird eye’s view of its
increasing significance since the beginning of the twentieth century. From what used to be
considered an empty and frivolous display of wit, which had merely ornamental function,
momentary effect, and rarely contributed to a work’s ethical or epistemological value,
wordplay has been recognised as a structural device sustaining poetic ambiguity,
interlacing imagery, responsible for meaningful intratextual, intertextual or extratextual
resonances, and even as a form of cognitive conceptualisation of complex phenomena.
With respect to this, it is surprising that there is no consistent contemporary theory of
wordplay (as there is, for instance, of metaphor®®). A theory that could account for the
ontology of each conceivable sense of a polyseme or compass its influence on other words,
a theory that could examine parallel discursive coherences in their simultaneous existence
and explore the comprehension that takes shape between them. As Norman Rabkin
suggests in his illuminating essay Rabbits, Ducks and Henry V, Shakespeare’s creations
should no longer be seen as either rabbits or ducks but as the increasingly complex and

multifaceted things they really are.

1.2 Theories of worlds and abstract spaces

2% See George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, Metaphors We Live By and George Lakoff and Mark Turner, More
Than Cool Reason.

24



Be patient, for the world is broad and wide. (RJ 111.iii.16)

In his 1892 paper On Sense and Reference Gottlob Frege suggests that to
understand the meaning of a word, one has to be aware of its reference, or referent, i.e. the
thing the word refers to, but more importantly, one needs to grasp its sense, i.e. the way in
which the word relates to its cognitive environment in order to effect its reference
function.?* This emphasis on the context-dependence of the linguistic sign, naturally, hauls
along the difficult question of what, in fact, is context. The first pattern of contextualisation
that springs to mind is: word — sentence — text, but, as Paul Werth observes, both sentence
and text are themselves segments that have been abstracted from their respective contexts
for the purposes of analysis. Instead, he proposes a different model: word — utterance —
discourse, where utterance is a sentence-context blend and discourse is a text-context
blend (Werth 1-7). Still, how do we make sense of utterances and discourses? One of the
basic premises of cognitive theory is that in order to process and understand a given
utterance or discourse the human mind contextualises it by using a set of coherent mental
structures. These mental structures typically evoke previously stored knowledge models of
things, frames,® and of processes, scripts, arrange them in larger constructs, schemata® —
general patterns, and scenarios®’ — patterns of specific situations (Cf. Chimombo and
Roseberry 43-44), recombine them, and project them forth in integrated meaningful

coherences in the anticipation of future contingencies. Each of these meaningful

** A review of more recent developments and counterparts of Frege’s theory can be found in Chalmers’s
Two-Dimensional Semantics.

2> See Minsky.

% See Bartlett.

%7 See Sanford and Garrod.
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coherences represents a possible state of affairs, i.e. an idea of the world as it might be if
our expectations, derived from the interpretation of the linguistic input, are sustained. The
more difficult and ambiguous the language is, the greater the number and the variety of

these projected mental representations of the world.

The major advantage of this approach is that such mental representations of the
world can be separated from one another, described, and compared. For instance, if the

word whose meaning we explore is “lie,” its possible references will normally stretch
along the following lines: 1. all wilful acts of deception, 2. all untruths said with a view to
deceive, 3. all acts of being in prostrate position, 4. all places where something is situated,
etc. The sense of “lie” in “I know you lie,” when used to someone, who has just told us
something we believe not, picks out reference 1. with respect to the particular situation, i.e.
this particular wilful act of deception. Contextualised in the following sentence: “When my
love swears that she is made of truth / | do believe her, though I know she lies, / That she
might think me some untutored youth, / Unlearned in the world's false subtleties,” the
meaning of “lie” fits into the schema activated by “I know you lie,” and although we can
do little to reconstruct the original pragmatic situation, we may employ other mental
structures such as: “the experience of reading poetry”, “the recognition of Shakespeare’s

Sonnet 138”, “some background knowledge about the form, the period, or the author”, etc.

Further contextualisation will involve the complete text of the poem:

When my love swears that she is made of truth
I do believe her, though I know she lies,
That she might think me some untutored youth,
Unlearned in the world's false subtleties.
Thus vainly thinking that she thinks me young,

Although she knows my days are past the best,
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Simply | credit her false-speaking tongue:

On both sides thus is simple truth suppressed.
But wherefore says she not she is unjust?
And wherefore say not | that | am old?

O, love's best habit is in seeming trust,

And age in love loves not to have years told:
Therefore | lie with her and she with me,

And in our faults by lies we flattered be. (SS 119)

As it unfolds, the conceit of the poem evokes a familiar scenario: the speaker seems
to be describing a relationship with a younger woman characterised by the exchange of
rather innocent lies: she is trying to make him feel less old than he really is, and he is
vainly forcing himself to believe her, though he knows she is not being honest. The defects
of either are known to the other, to her — his true age, and to him — her dishonesty, but both
these faults are overwhelmed by the desire to remain together. Thus, the understanding of
“lie” as “deception” drags along a mental representation of the world (W1) in which
Shakespeare’s Sonnet 138 is interpreted as a lyric about the petty trickery motivated,
sustained, and excused by love, which deserves a less problematic ending like that of an
earlier version of the poem published in the collection The Passionate Pilgrim in 1599:
“Therefore I’le lye with Loue, and loue with me, / Since that our faultes in loue thus

smother’d be”.

A fissure in this interpretation lies latent in the use of the preposition “with” in line
13 in both versions of the poem. Under the pressure of W1 “lie with her and she with me”
may be taken to stand for a mutual deception, the unusual use of the preposition
emphasising the constant circulation of falsehood between the speaker and his mistress;

and “I’le lye with Loue, and loue with me” in PP may be perceived as “I’ll lie with
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affection, while this affection is belying me”. A yet further contextualisation of “lie” into
early modern culture, however, may vyield the idiomatic understanding of the phrase “to
make love to her (or to my beloved) and she to me”, which must have been quite familiar
at the time, especially since it is to be found in the English translation of the most
circulated then version of the Bible, the so called Geneva Bible. This meaning fits in W1:
the lovers exchange innocent dishonesties and overcome their faults in bodily communion
(especially in the earlier version of the poem). Yet, the pun on “lie” casts a grim light on
this sweet-tempered interpretation. The possibility that “I know she lies” in line 3 points to

“| know she lies with other men” or “I know she is unfaithful” 2

provides for the
construction of a completely different mental representation of the world (W2) which
elicits different clink from almost every linguistic unit in the poem. “Made of truth” (line
1) projects toward “maid of truth” — honourable woman, a virgin. The “world’s false
subtleties” (line 4) are given a different form. “Vainly” (line 5) and “simply” (line 7)
acquire a considerable amount of self-deprecation, the adverb “simply” shifts from “just,
naively, innocently” to “foolishly.” “Her false-speaking tongue” (line 7) looses its
sweetness. The “simple truth” (line 8) is already a different proposition. “Unjust” (line 9)
has more of the meaning employed by Warwick in Richard Il1: “O passing traitor, perjured
and unjust;” the lament of old age (lines 5-12) now expresses much direr bitterness.
“Habit” and “seeming” (line 11) evoke a sullen masquerade. The newly emerged W2
seems difficult to reconcile with the gentle and courteous aura of W1. Nevertheless, their

parallel existence and our ability to compare them enhances the experience of reading. We

perceive a much more complex relationship between the poetic speaker of Sonnet 138 and

% Cf. OTHELLO. What? what?
IAGO. Lie-
OTHELLO. With her?
IAGO. With her, on her, what you will.
OTHELLDO. Lie with her! lie on her! We say lie on her, when they
belie her. Lie with her!
(Oth 1V.i.31-36)
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his love: “And in our faults by lies we flattered be” — and despite our faults by lying, both
“deceiving each other” and “making love to each other”, we shall be flattered; the
synthesis coming to full fruition in the introduction of the mutual pronouns “our” and “we”
in the last line, after 13 lines of oscillation between I, me, my and she, her, and also in the
verb “flatter”, wresting out all its possible meanings: a) beguile and charm, b) praise and

please, c) stroke and caress, d) flatten down and smoothen, etc.

In order to be able to look into the make-up of what is above provisionally referred
to as “mental representations of the world” and discuss the advantages and disadvantages
of a critical approach employing such constructs, it will be necessary to look at several
theories of worlds and world-like models. The following part of this chapter compares
tersely the theory of Possible Worlds, the theory of Discourse Worlds and Text Worlds,
and the theory of Mental Spaces and examines the links between them and their respective
relevance to literary studies. This is done in an attempt to set up a novel critical perspective
which recognises the non-linear nature of wordplay and relies on a many worlds

framework for its interpretation.

1.2.1 Possible Worlds

The idea of possible worlds is usually traced back to the end of the seventeenth
century and the works of Gottfried Leibniz.?® Famously, he concludes his Theodicy:
Essays on the Goodness of God, the Freedom of Man and the Origin of Evil with a
fascinating parable: Theodorus, a priest, sets out to the temple of Athena Pallas to inquire

about fate. The goddess takes him to “the palace of fates” containing “representations not

% Although it is difficult to imagine such ideas without the works of earlier scholars: See Aristorle, De
interpretatione, Lucretius, De rerum nature, Averroes, Commentarium magnum of Aristotle’s works, etc.
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only of that which happens but also of all that which is possible. Jupiter, having surveyed
them before the beginning of the existing world, classified the possibilities into worlds, and
chose the best of all” (Leibniz, “Theodicy” 8414). Fantastic as it may seem this tale is
supported by a coherent and quite rational philosophical theory for dealing with
counterfactuals: “One must certainly hold that not all possibilities attain existence,”
Leibniz writes in his essay On Contingency, “indeed, it does not seem possible for all
possible things to exist, since they get in one another's way. There are, in fact, an infinite
number of series of possible things. Moreover, one series certainly cannot be contained

within another, since each and every one of them is complete” (Leibniz, “Essays” 29).

This theory appealed to a number of twentieth century philosophers because they
found that Leibniz’s explanation of the modalities of god’s mind by means of possible
worlds may be used to account for human modal concepts, such as possibility,
impossibility, contingency, and necessity, in a remarkably non-modal way. In his
celebrated 1970 series of lectures at Princeton University, published as Naming and
Necessity, Saul Kripke advanced a new model of propositional logic, which consisted no
longer of a single truth valuation representing actuality alone: e.g. in the actual world the
proposition “Shakespeare wrote Hamlet” is either true or false, but of indexed sets of truth
valuations representing actuality and all possible combinations of actual possibilities: e.g.
each of the propositions “Shakespeare wrote Hamlet”, “Shakespeare didn’t write Hamlet”,
“Shakespeare collaborated with other playwrights to write Hamlet”, etc. is true in a
different possible state of the world, i.e. “various ways in which things might have been,

different from what has actually obtained” (Kripke 1980).

In the years to come Kripke’s possible-world logical model was taken beyond the domain
of modal logic into different branches of philosophical thought, even to the point of

acquiring a dismaying sense of realism. For instance, David Kellogg Lewis claims in his
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influential book On the Plurality of Worlds that “there are so many other worlds, in fact,
that absolutely every way that a world could possibly be is a way that some world is”
(Lewis 2) and that the difference from such a world and what we experience as the actual
world is merely indexical. These “other worlds,” he says, “are not remote. Neither are they
nearby. They are not at any special distance whatever from here. They are not far in the
past or future, nor for that matter, near; they are not at any temporal distance whatever
from now” (lbid.). What sustains the reality of Lewis’s worlds, however, is their
inaccessibility, i.e. possible worlds are composed of counterparts of people and things but
no one and nothing can jump over from one possible world into another, as this would
automatically destroy both worlds’ completeness. This immediately reduces the potential
of Lewis’s theory to hardly more than a formal set of stipulated states of affairs, whose
main asset is to provide a logically and mathematically elegant framework for the

existence of counterfactual propositions.

Nevertheless, several influential literary theorists have found certain aspects of the
framework of possible worlds illuminating and have adapted it to explain literary
phenomena. Two common understandings usually underlie these approaches: first, that
despite the limitations imposed by the considerations of traditional logical semantics, “non-
actual possibilities make perfectly coherent systems which can be described and qualified,
imagined and intended and to which one can refer” (Ronen 25); and second, that the
possible worlds of logic are completely different from the possible worlds of literary
studies, for instance, a fictional world may easily be impossible by logical standards, yet
understandable and useful by critical ones. In Fictional Worlds, Thomas G. Pavel
challenges the hackneyed premise that the literary worlds created by fictional texts are a
pure imitation of the actual world and therefore fictional entities and events possess no

actual ontology or truth-value. He advances a theory for the study of fictional narratives
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modelled on a possible-world frame which legitimizes the existence of non-actual possible
states of affairs and extends the application of logical concepts to non-actual entities and
events. In Heterocosmica: Fiction and Possible Worlds, Lubomir Dolezel develops Pavel’s
approach by proposing narratological models of fictional worlds based on possible worlds
and fictional world transduction, as well as a comprehensive typology of the constituent
motifs of fictional worlds. Both Pavel and Dolezel see each imaginary domain projected by
a work of fiction as an inherently incomplete possible world — a view also shared by
Umberto Eco in The Limits of Interpretation: “possible worlds are always small worlds,
that is, a relatively short course of local events in some nook or corner of the actual world”
(67). To this Eco adds another three crucial features of fictional worlds. First, unlike the
empty worlds of modal semantics, possible worlds in literature are furnished with dynamic
content, i.e. they are states of affairs made up of individuals, properties and objects, which
interact and change in compliance with the laws governing that particular world. Second,
just like a significant part of the actual world, possible worlds are cultural constructs, in
Kripke’s words: “One stipulates possible worlds, one does not discover them by powerful
microscopes” (qtd. Ibid.). Third, possible worlds are only useful when one needs to
compare at least two alternative states of affairs. The latter observation leads directly to
another key author — Marie-Laure Ryan — who in Possible Worlds, Artificial Intelligence,
and Narrative Theory describes the fictional domain as an entire textual system of
narrative worlds encompassing the textual actual world and a whole host of textual
alternative possible worlds containing the characters’ beliefs, expectations, plans, moral
commitments and prohibitions, wishes and desires, dreams and fantasies, etc. By means of
this development Ryan provides a comprehensive typology of coexistent parallel worlds to
be studied, compared and discussed by narratologists. She also adds yet another important
rule to the consideration of textual worlds: the principle of minimum departure, which

stipulates that each alternative world is congenitally modelled on the reader’s idea of the
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actual world and parts of it that are not described by the literary text as different are
assumed by the reader to be identical with those in the actual world, i.e. in the possible
world in which Shakespeare didn’t write Hamlet gravitation still works, Shakespeare has

two legs and the Norman Conquest of England took place in 1066, etc.

Generally, the possible-world-based approaches to literature discussed above,
which also seem to be the best known ones, provide a stimulating framework for studying
the relationships between the actual world and fictional worlds, as well as between
different types of textual worlds within the plot structure of fiction itself. All of them,
however, are exclusively oriented towards narrative fiction, excluding thus other non-
narrative literary forms, such as lyrical poetry, under the pretext that they do not project
fictional worlds but rather opinions and emotions and are therefore not amenable to
possible-world analysis. This standpoint is challenged and convincingly dismissed by
Elena Semino in Language and World Creation in Poems and Other Texts who not only
successfully shows that DoleZel and Ryan’s typologies of fictional worlds may be applied
even to modernist and postmodernist poetry, but also expands the scope of possible-world-
based critical approaches to examine the worlds created in the interaction between a
reader’s mind and the linguistic patterns in an author’s text. This development views
possible worlds as cognitive constructs and considers their relationship with schemata and
conceptual metaphors, developing a cognitive dimension in possible-world theory which
links it up with other theories of worlds and abstract spaces — such as discourse worlds and

text worlds, as well as conceptual space and mental spaces.

1.2.2 Discourse worlds and text worlds

In Text Worlds: Representing Conceptual Space in Discourse Paul Werth argues

that all cognitive processes of information handling, storage and retrieval are effected by
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means of constant construction, modification and re-modification of cognitive spaces. This
includes human understanding of both factual and fictional phenomena and events.
According to Werth, all “uses of language presuppose occurrence in a context of situation,
and... the existence of a conceptual domain of understanding, jointly constructed by the
producer and recipient(s)” — the mental representation of the former he terms a discourse
world and of the latter a text world (17). The difference between these two types of worlds
is that the discourse world is based on momentary, actual, linguistic and extra-linguistic
stimuli and is therefore conceived as grounded in actuality, while the text world is
admittedly a total mental construct defined by its own deictic and referential elements,
which activate relevant conceptual and experiential structures stored in the memory of the
recipient. Thus, the cognitive perspective of the text world may modify the recipient’s
ideas of reference, truth and falsity, possibility and impossibility, since the elements of the
text must be conceived not in relation to the recipient’s understanding of actuality, but in

relation to the reality of the constructed cognitive space.

The cognitive representation of a literary work, in Werth’s terms, resembles a
branching-universe structure comprising a number of different orders of worlds: it has two
main aspects: an inner aspect concerning the text world that the work constructs, and an
outer aspect concerning the discourse world in which the reception takes place; the text
world itself consists of at least two participant worlds: the participant world intended by
the author®® and that perceived by the recipient; each of which, in turn, contains a
multiplicity of character-centred discourse and text sub-worlds, the latter being further
categorised into deictic, attitudinal, and epistemic ones. Yet, despite this overwhelming
propagation of more and more worlds, the theory of discourse and text worlds falls short of

offering a sufficiently sophisticated tool for the examination of human cognition at work.

%0 To which the author’s outer aspect should probably be added.
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The main reason for this seems to be its focus on macro structures and its inability to
propose a systematic account of the nature of the individual cognitive world and, in
particular, of the ability of the human mind to entertain multiple world views in parallel.
This, in turn, is attempted by another theory of the organisation and management of

cognitive space.
1.2.3 Mental spaces

In Mental Models: Toward a Cognitive Science of Language, Inference and
Consciousness, Philip Johnson-Laird observes that human beings make sense of their
environment by constantly constructing, updating or discarding working cognitive
representations of the world in their minds. He terms these cognitive constructs mental
models and defines them as conceptual spaces used for the working out of probabilities and
inferences. In Spaces, Worlds and Grammar, Gilles Fauconnier and Eve Sweetser develop
Johnson-Laird’s concept into a theory of mental spaces, i.e. short-term cognitive
representations of states of affairs, constructed on the basis of linguistic input, on the one
hand, and the recipient's background knowledge, on the other, which studies the dynamics
of mental space construction and the transfer of information between mental spaces.
According to it, at any given point in discourse, one or usually several mental spaces are
set up and interlinked. The shifting between them starts from a selected viewpoint space
and continues by changing focus and relating parallel spaces to each other. This movement
ensures a constant circulation of information across spaces which, in turn, provides for the
constant re-modelling of knowledge and experiential structures (Cf. Fauconnier and

Sweetser 11-12).

The fundamental cognitive process effecting this constant re-negotiation of meaning

between mental spaces is conceptual blending and is explored in close detail by
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Fauconnier and Turner in The Way We Think: Conceptual Blending and the Mind’s Hidden
Complexities. This recent study traces the patterns by which counterparts from different
mental spaces are partially mapped onto each other in order to be integrated into more
complex conceptual networks. It also emphasises that conceptual blending is typical not
only of metaphorical mapping but also of other cognitive processes such as the

accommodation of ambiguities and counterfactuals.

The theory of mental spaces and the relevant notion of conceptual blending offer
not only profound insights into the modus operandi of human cognition, but also a
coherent theoretical framework for the exploration of cognitive processes. The deliberate
attempt of the authors, however, to steer away from the term world seems somewhat
unjustified. If a consciousness holds up a number of irreconcilably different mental spaces,
no matter for how short a time, a closer look at any of them will inevitably show that it is
embedded in a larger idea of the world. Moreover, it is unlikely that this idea of the world
will be the same for all mental spaces, since according to the theory of sensitive
dependence on initial condition, i.e. the butterfly effect, even the smallest difference holds

the potential of transforming the whole system.

1.3 Shakespeare’s wordplay and a particular kind of possible worlds

The theoretical overview set out above points at two important conclusions. First,
the critical tradition focused on Shakespeare’s wordplay has developed significantly since
the beginning of the twentieth century, discovering more and more meanings by deeper
and broader contextualisation of puns. This development moves from a close examination
of the strictly linguistic context, to expand onto the historical and cultural contexts, and

eventually to disperse into multiple interrelated scenarios engendered and held together by
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the cognitive capacity of both author and readers. Second, the knowledge of how we think
has also developed significantly over the same period, discarding the positivist single-
worldview and embracing more and more the operation principles of the embodied mind
that lean towards a multiple-worldview. The convergence of these two scholarly inquiries
precisely in the domain of cognitive theory, which is by no means a coincidence, raises the
logical question: Can the theories of worlds and abstract spaces, discussed in the second
part of this chapter, inform the critical interpretation of wordplay? This dissertation
suggests an affirmative answer to this question and proposes a possible-world critical
perspective on the intricacies of Shakespeare’s playful language. Since the author is not
aware of this having been done before, neither with respect to Shakespeare, nor to

wordplay in general, it is necessary to provide a preliminary outline of the approach.

As both Empson and Mahood show, punning in Shakespeare is often not an
essentially isolated and local phenomenon: the alternative significations of complex words
typically cohere with the alternative significations of other complex words and thus set up
common cognitive domains which may take successively the shape of frames, scripts,
schemata, scenarios or whole states of affairs, i.e. cognitive worlds. Now, from a
receptionist point of view these constructs are by nature mental spaces because they are
constructed in the interplay of linguistic input and the viewer/reader’s background
knowledge but may be recognised as different types of text worlds when integrated into the
fictional context of the respective work, and also discourse worlds when they are allowed
to interact with what the actual world is believed to be — by being talked and written about,
for instance. Regardless of how far these constructs are contextualised and, respectively,
what they are called, the best way to describe them is through a set of stable

characteristics:
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They are cognitive constructs, i.e. linear rundowns of knowledge about a possible
state of affairs.

They are multiple sets, i.e. by definition a pun involves at least two discrete
extensions and, respectively, intensions.

They exist in parallel to each other, i.e. they project simultaneously and
commensurately in an enwrapping multi-dimensional cognitive space.

They are coherent, i.e. each of them is logically consistent and contains no internal
contradictions.

They are essentially incomplete, i.e. each of them contains merely a fraction of a
complete state of affairs but opens the way to further contextualisation.

Each of them creates a new possible world because when interacting with the
viewer/reader’s cognitive system it holds the potential of completely transforming
both the fictional world that is being created with respect to the work and the
viewer/reader’s actual worldview.

Finally, there is constant cognitive traffic between and among these possible worlds
which results in cognitive blending and enhances the viewer/reader’s
comprehension of complex notions, complex moral issues, and complex

personalities.

Since for the purposes of the dissertation this particular type of cognitive constructs

will be referred to, tritely enough, as “possible worlds,” rather than be characterised as yet

another possible-world-based model, it is important to make here a few provisions

concerning the term. The possible worlds considered hereafter are different from the

possible worlds of modal logic in that they are not empty mathematical sets but furnished

cognitive structures. They are also different from the possible worlds, fictional worlds, and

text worlds used by critics like Pavel, Dolezel, Eco, and Ryan in the interpretation of
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literature, in that they are not grounded in the narrative composition of the work but in its
semantic fabric. In the latter respect they are most similar to the possible worlds of two-
dimensional semantics, which sees the meaning of each linguistic sign as a compound of
two synchronic dimensions: extension and intension — the extension being the referent of
the linguistic sign, while the intension mapping a possible world to that referent (Cf.
Chalmers 1-5). The word possible in the term means “conceivable in non-contradictory
terms by the mind” and emphasises the cognitive accessibility of the construct, while world
means “coherent and epistemologically stable cognitive state of affairs that may be
identified, reconstructed, abstracted, described, and analysed separately from other

concurrent states of affairs.”

It is also important to note that the implementation of such a possible-world approach
in this dissertation is motivated by several significant advantages that make it more
adequate and more promising than other structural approaches for the purpose of

examining wordplay:

e It provides a cognitively plausible yet relatively uncomplicated tool for the
structural analysis of puns and poetic ambiguity in general.

e It offers the possibility to examine in a linear way non-linear processes which
characteristically transcend inherent logical and linguistic limitations.

e It provides virtually unlimited room for the investigation of each individual
cognitive coherence that is perceived by the viewer/reader.

e By permitting a discrete inquiry into parallel cognitive coherences, it allows to map
out the cognitive space between them and the speculation about the conceptual
blending that takes place there.

e Finally, a possible-world approach to wordplay is perhaps the only essentially

structuralist theoretical construct that not only possesses the stamina to survive
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intact the demolishing critique of post-structuralism but is prepared to engage in a

dialogue with such a critique and be enriched and empowered by it.

All in all, the critical perspective tested in this dissertation is still firmly grounded in
the belief that our abstract thinking is based on structural, hence linear, models and is
looking for a way to translate evidently non-linear phenomena and processes, such as
wordplay and the intricacies of human cognition, into intelligible theoretical language,

naturally, without loosing sensitivity to their complexity.

1.4 The possible worlds of Shakespeare’s wordplay illustrated

The remaining part of this chapter applies the above approach to Shakespeare’s
Sonnet 49. This is done in order to practically illustrate the theoretical framework

described in the previous section:

Against that time (if ever that time come)

When | shall see thee frown on my defects,
Whenas thy love hath cast his utmost sum,
Called to that audit by advised respects —
Against that time when thou shalt strangely pass,
And scarcely greet me with that sun, thine eye,
When love, converted from the thing it was
Shall reasons find of settled gravity —

Against that time do | ensconce me here

Within the knowledge of mine own desert,

And this my hand, against my self uprear
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To guard the lawful reasons on thy part —
To leave poor me, thou hast the strength of laws,

Since why to love I can allege no cause. (SS 44)

At first glance, it all looks quite lucid. The speaker envisions a hypothetical
moment in the future when the love of his youthful friend will subside and give way to a
more rational disposition which will make him feel aversion towards the speaker’s evident
defects and hardly look at him whenever they pass each other. So, in order to protect
himself from the agony of that moment, the speaker tries to convince himself in advance
that justice will then be on the side of the youth because love is an irrational state and there

exist no justifiable obligations that can guarantee reciprocity.

Manifestly, the poem revolves round an extended metaphor, which resides in the
thematic relationship between the following individual metaphors: “hath cast his utmost
sum” (line 3), “audit” (line 4), “my hand against my self uprear” (line 11), “lawful
reasons” (line 12), “the strength of laws” (line 13), and “allege no cause” (line 14). The
common source domain clearly is the court of law where “final judgments” are reached at
the end of “hearings” after the “witnesses have given testimony,” judgments that are based
on “legitimate evidence” and “the provisions of legislation,” and come in response to
“certain claims based on appropriate legal grounds.” When the resultant cognitive scheme
Is incorporated into the main text world of the poem, a possible world (PW1) is projected
into a hypothetical cognitive space in which « the speaker is brought before the court in
what resembles a divorce case®! and not only accepts the judgment issued against him,

which gives the right to his youthful friend to abandon him on grounds of his alleged

31 One is inevitably reminded of Hermione’s trial in The Winter’s Tale or that of Katherine of Aragon in King
Henry VIII.
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defects, but also testifies against himself in order to facilitate the judicial decision because

he cannot advance any arguments to the contrary ».*

This possible world activates legal intensions in other, at first glance monosemous,
words such as “defects” (line 2) — “imperfections, deficiencies” but also “failures to
comply, defaults in performance” and “desert” (line 10): “the state of deserving reward but
also punishment.” Interestingly, the meanings of the verbs “defect” and “desert” converge
in another cognitive domain — the military one — where they both mean “to abandon one’s
allegiance and perchance even join the opposing forces.” This ties up with the alternative
meaning of “convert” (line 7) — “to change loyalties and become a traitor,” and points at
another possible coherence of meanings sustained by “ensconce” (line 9), the repetition of
“against” (lines 1-11), “my hand ... uprear” (line 11), and “guard” (line 12). The emergent
cognitive scheme involves “treason” and “desertion” followed by “an attempt to fortify
oneself” by “taking a close guard” and “fending off coming blows.” The emergent possible
world (PW2) suggests « a history of betrayal between the youthful friend and the speaker,
which results in the abandonment of the latter and his attempt to lock out in himself as a
self-preservation mechanism against the admittedly legitimate reasons of the former ».
Yet, PW2 leads to an important twist which resides in the pre-calculated ambiguity of
“against” (lines 1-11) and “desert” (line 10). In the first two uses of “[a]gainst that time”

(line 1 and line 5) the meaning of the preposition ranges from “by, before” to “in
anticipation of, in preparation of,” while in lines 9 and 11 its sounding becomes much
more defensive and leans towards “in opposition to.” Such an interpretation increases the
possibility that under the cover of unconditional surrender the speaker may still be trying to

defend himself. This throws slightly different light on “desert” (line 10) and allows the

%2 Double Guillemets (« ») are used here and throughout this dissertation to mark out the description of
possible worlds and mental constructs.
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possibility that it refers to an “unrevealed merit” rather than to an “admitted punishment”
or “the speaker’s desertion.” The latter prospect is reinforced by “poor me” (line 13),
which links up retrospectively with “strangely” (line 5) — “coldly, unfriendly” but also
“heartlessly, unnaturally,” and “scarcely” (line 6) - “sparingly, niggardly.”
Correspondingly, “poor” (line 13) and “scarcely” (line 6) participate in another very
prominent cognitive domain pervading the poem — the domain of financial relations. This
dimension is based on the fiscal meanings of “defects” (line 2), “cast” and “sum” (line 3),
“audit” (line 4), “convert” (line 7), and “settled” (line 8) which establish a cognitive
scheme of debt collection, which entails “continuous failure to make certain payments”
registered by “a total examination of income and expenditure” and a ‘“compulsory
settlement of the debt” by “converting property into currency.” The possible world (PW3)
projected by this coherence hints that « the speaker may be financially dependent on his
youthful friend and that he fears that under the influence of others’ sober advice and his
own advance to mature thinking the youth may become more materialistic and that the

speaker’s accumulated debts may then jeopardise their friendship ».

Thus, the language of Sonnet 49 sustains at least three discrete possible worlds
which exist in non-linear relationship to each other — in fact, they are superimposed on top
of one another in multi-dimensional space and linked together by means of wordplay. This
effect is evidently not an end in itself but is rather a stylistic device for controlled
conceptual blending aimed at enhancing the meaning of the poem along three obvious
lines: i) the conveyance of complex notions, ii) the expounding of complex moral issues

and iii) the construction of complex personalities.

First, the complex notion in question is doubtlessly love, both the love of the
youthful friend to the speaker and by reversal the love of the speaker to the youthful friend.

The word “love” appears three times in the sonnet: proportionally in the beginning (line 3),
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in the middle (line 7) and in the end (line 14). Moreover, it always appears in the syntactic
environment of polysemous words or phrases that partake of all three possible worlds
simultaneously. “[C]ast his utmost sum” (line 3) can be interpreted as i) “reach a final

judgment,” ii) “perish,” and iii) “reckon up the final sum.” “[CJonverted from the thing it
was” (line 7) can mean: i) “to exchange property, security or bond for something of
equivalent value,” ii) “to become a traitor, to collaborate with the enemy,” and iii) “to
liquidate property.” “[Clause” (line 14) signifies simultaneously: i) “legal ground or
reason,” ii) “ideals of a group or movement,” and iii) “material interest in a transaction.”
This complex context guarantees a complex understanding of love in the poem and its
entanglement with each of the projected possible worlds: love may not affect the scales of
justice and cannot be claimed the court of law; it can push one to abscond from one’s duty,

but it can also urge one to fight against all odds; it may be converted into indifference by

financial issues but it cannot repay a long-term debt.

Second, the complex moral issue in question, apparently, is the youthful friend’s
right to abandon the deficient speaker when his love for him grows cold. The sonnet seems
to build a strong case in support of such an act: all three possible worlds seem to legitimise
the actions of the youth — presenting him, first, as a plaintiff who lawfully pursues a
meritorious claim, then, as a general who justly banishes a defector, and finally, as a
creditor who rightfully enforces payment of a debt. At the same time, the reader cannot
escape the worming feeling of bitter unfairness underlying an apparently legitimate
decision.® This feeling seems to be achieved at two levels of comprehension. On the one
hand, the language of the sonnet provides a continuous chain of empathy-provoking

imagery that draws on all three possible worlds: the youthful friend “frowns” (line 2),

% Here we are reminded of King Henry IV Part 2: “FALSTAFF. My king! my Jove! | speak to thee, my
heart! / KING. | know thee not, old man. Fall to thy prayers.” (2H4 V.v.46-47)
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passes “strangely” (line 5), “scarcely” greets (line 6), his love is “converted” (line 7) and
eventually he “leaves” the speaker (line 13); while the speaker is aware of his “defects”
(line 2) yet loving (line 6), deserted (line 10) yet forgiving (lines 11-12), miserable (line
13) yet objective (lines 13-14). Thus, the accumulation of semantic factors evokes a
familiar cognitive scenario: « the foolish and arrogant youthful friend forsakes the wise
and gentle oldere speaker because of his age and failing looks », which assigns the roles of
“the bad” and “the good” character correspondingly. On the other hand, each of the three
possible worlds is morally incompatible with the conventional idea of love in the mind of a
conventional reader, and in this way undermines the moral judgment of the youth — after
all, in the cognitive world we seem to share — love should not be an issue that can be
regulated by the law, nor should it justify hostility, and least of all should it be estimated in

monetary terms.

Third, the complex personality in question is evidently that of the speaker. Clearly,
the text world created by the first two quatrains of Sonnet 49 is a modal projection of
contingent events signalled explicitly by the conditioning of: “if ever that time come” (line
1), and supported by the locatives “when” (lines 2 and 5), “whenas” (line 3), and the modal
verb forms “shall” and “shalt.” Thus, it only exists in the mind of the speaker allowing him
to project other hypothetical versions of himself in the possible worlds identified above. In
PWL1 he is a justly punished culprit, in PW2 he is a deserter looking for protection in spite
of his wrongdoing, in PW3 he is a debtor who eventually has to pay for his borrowed
prosperity. In all worlds he readily acknowledges his guilt and condemns himself in order
to defend the right of his friend to abandon him. Expectably, this saint-like humility
imparts a heroic quality to the speaker and evokes the compassion of the reader, turning the

poem into a complex appeal addressed discreetly to the friend — still loving, as he is at the
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time of its composition — and intending to subtly prevent the hypothetical world projected

by the first two quatrains from taking place.

Naturally, Sonnet 49 is chosen for the above illustration because of its capacity to
show all elements of the proposed approach concisely. A more profound examination of
Shakespeare’s wordplay through the critical perspective of possible worlds is offered in the
three case studies set forth in the following three chapters. They focus both on
Shakespeare’s lyrical poetry and his poetic drama and examine separately each of the
suggested cognitive effects of wordplay: Chapter two explores its significance in
conveying complex notions; Chapter three inquires into its importance in presenting
complex moral issues; and Chapter four researches its usefulness in constructing complex

personalities.
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Chapter 2

Substance and shadows: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the
conveyance of complex notions

The best in this kind are but shadows; and the worst are

no worse, if imagination amend them. (MND V.i.211-212)

The first part of this case study surveys the cultural and philosophical dimensions
of the early modern dichotomy between substance and shadows, as used in Shakespeare’s
Sonnet 53, to show that it presents a theoretical framework for the contemporaneous
understanding of the conceptualisation process. The main argument of this part is that the
essentialism expressed through the related notions of substance and shadows stimulates a
multiple worldview and conceptual blending between cognitive domains. The remaining
part of the study explores another of Shakespeare’s uses of the dual concept in The
Tragedy of King Richard the Second where it relates to the conveyance of the complex

notion of grief through a propagation of possible worlds sustained by wordplay.

What is your substance,® whereof are you made,
That millions of strange shadows on you tend?

Since every one, hath every one, one shade,

% My italics: here and hereafter.
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And you but one, can every shadow lend:
Describe Adonis and the counterfeit,

Is poorly imitated after you,

On Helen's cheek all art of beauty set,

And you in Grecian tires are painted new:
Speak of the spring, and foison of the year,
The one doth shadow of your beauty show,
The other as your bounty doth appear,

And you in every blessed shape we know.
In all external grace you have some part,

But you like none, none you for constant heart. (SS 47-48)

The carefully wrought central conceit of Shakespeare’s Sonnet 53 is spun around
the early modern distinction between substance and shadows. As Miriam Joseph observes,
this is an idea that “seems to have singularly interested Shakespeare” (Joseph 110) since
even a conservative count yields at least twenty key uses of the concept in Shakespeare’s
poetic and dramatic works. In his edition of the sonnets Stephen Booth glosses the
meaning of substance and shadows, in lines 1 and 2 of Sonnet 53, as a conventional
allusion to several popular, yet essentially inconsistent, even paradoxical, tenets of

Renaissance Platonism, which he roughly summarises as follows: *°

What we ordinarily take for reality is not reality; the particulars we perceive are
only shadows (images, reflections) of the substance (ideas, forms) manifested in,

and distorted by, the dross of physicality. Each particular thing, each shadow, has

® Indeed, the idea in question was evidently commonplace in Shakespeare’s times as many of his
contemporaries, e.g. John Lyly, Robert Greene, Thomas Nashe, Thomas Lodge, George Peele, Edmund
Spenser, Philip Sidney, used the distinction between substance and shadow to express a wide range of
opinions and feelings. This only increases the notion’s cultural significance and justifies a deeper analysis of
the conceptual framework underlying it.
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something of reality, i.e. something of the form it approximates, but the particulars
we perceive are impermanent and always changing, while reality is unchanging,

constant. (SS 224)

As Booth’s summary suggests, Shakespeare’s use of substance and shadows blends
together a number of coeval philosophical concepts. At the same time, Shakespeare
engages both the notion and its constituent elements in the sonnet’s wordplay, producing
multiple puns and expanding the possibilities for interpretation. In order to be able to trace
the links of wordplay we need first to disentangle the complex conceptual dichotomy

established between substance and shadows.

Above all, this diatic concept seems to be based on the long-standing Aristotelian
theory of substances, which treats substances as imperceptible, yet intelligible, universal
and complete epistemological concepts, as opposed to the perceptible, particular, and
inherently incomplete manifestations of such substances in the material world, i.e. their
accidents.® This fundamental division provides the groundwork for many early modern

textbooks on logic and rhetoric:

Substaunce, or beying... is a thing whiche standeth by it selfe, and needeth no helpe

of an other , but hath his proper beying and substaunce naturally...

The substaunce receiueth by alteration of itselfe, and at sundrie times, diuerse and

contrarie accidents and yet the substauce is not contrarie to the owne nature...

No substaunce can be seen with our yies, but onelie the outewarde
Accidentes,whereby we iudge and knowe, euerie seuerall creature. (Wilson,

“Reason” 9-10)

% Cf. Aristotle’s Categories and Metaphysics.
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for euery thing, whatsoeuer it be, is either a substance, or accident: and if it be a
substance, it is found in the Table of substance hereafter following: if it be an
accident, it belongeth either to quantitie, qualitie, relation, action, passion time,
place, to be scite, or to have: for these be the Tables of accidets, in one of the which

euery accident is easie to be found. (Blundeville 15)

The pragmatic objective of such textbooks, however, reduces the complexity of
Aristole’s theory to a formal set of logico-grammatical differences: “Substance is the same
that is spoken of manie, which differ in fourme and kynde, when the question is asked... as
when we saie: What manner of thing is man? We must aunswere: hee is endoued with
reason: If the question be asked what a man is: We muste aunswere by his Genus, or
generall worde he is a liuyng creature” (Wilson, “Reason” 7). Shakespeare must have been
forced to reason in the like manner during the long hours he spent in the classroom of King
Edward VI’s Grammar School at Stratford, as later, writing Love’s Labour’s Lost, he
demonstrated the futility of such ratiocinations: “ARMADO Boy, | do love that country
girl that | took in the park with the rational hind Costard”® (LLL 1.ii.112-113). The
facetious polysemy of hind here hinges on the logical pattern quoted above: Costard is a
man, hence substantially a “living creature” (e.g. human being, deer, hind-fish), what
distinguishes man from deer or fish, however, is the fact that the former is “endowed with
reason”, i.e. rationality, which is an accident since it can be removed and Costard will still
be a man. By early modern scholastic standards Armado’s logical definition is impeccable.
What is more, in the context of the scene his cue, too, makes sense since “hind”
accidentally has the meaning of “rustc, clown, farm servant, agricultural labourer” — a

semantic domain which, for Armado, does not intuitively suggest rationality. Nevertheless,

% My italics.
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in the context of the play, the jibe spent on Costard bounces back at Armado and through

him at the dubious advantages of pedantic reasoning.

Shakespeare, along with many others, must have recognised the limitations of the
Aristotelian approach and turned to its then fashionable, howbeit mystical, prototype: the
Platonic theory of forms (or ideas), which abstracts an aspatial and atemporal reality of
absolute being, conceivable only through the intellect, from an illusionary and essentially

mimetic material and temporal reality, perceived by the senses.

Is there or is there not an absolute justice... and an absolute beauty and absolute
good? ... did you ever reach them with any other bodily sense? ... Has the reality
of them ever been perceived by you through the bodily organs? or rather, is not the
nearest approach to the knowledge of their several natures made by him who so
orders his intellectual vision as to have the most exact conception of the essence of
each thing which he considers? ... And he attains to the purest knowledge of them
who goes to each with the mind alone, not introducing or intruding in the act of
thought sight or any other sense together with reason, but with the very light of the
mind in her own clearness searches into the very truth of each; he who has got rid,
as far as he can, of eyes and ears and, so to speak, of the whole body, these being in
his opinion distracting elements which when they infect the soul hinder her from
acquiring truth and knowledge—who, if not he, is likely to attain to the knowledge

of true being? (Plato, “Phaedo” 66)

Shakespeare was undoubtedly aware of the above ideas as he toyed with the image
of Plato’s Academy and its imitations throughout Renaissance Europe. In Love’s Labour’s
Lost he introduced the King of Navarre’s plan to turn his court into a “little academe,” in

which he and his friends would spend three years renouncing all sensual delectations that
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“be the stops that hinder study quite / And train our intellects to vain delight” and spend
their days “living in philosophy” to know that which else they should not know (LLL
1..12-71). A plan ingeniously criticised by Berowne — who subverts the argument by
taking the Platonic metaphor of getting rid of one’s eyes literally, suggesting the risk of
actual blindness, which ironically is a possible effect of straining one’s sight too much. He
punningly equates Plato’s intellectual light of the mind with the light that, according to

early modern science, human eyes emitted and projected forth:*

Why, all delights are vain; but that most vain
Which, with pain purchas'd, doth inherit pain,
As painfully to pore upon a book

To seek the light of truth; while truth the while
Doth falsely blind the eyesight of his look.
Light, seeking light, doth light of light beguile;
So, ere you find where light in darkness lies,

Your light grows dark by losing of your eyes. (LLL 1.i.72-79)

The ideas of light and darkness are developed further in the most popular of Plato’s
dialogues in early modern times — The Republic. In Book VII, reflecting on education,
Socrates considers the enlightedness and unenlightedness of human beings by means of a
memorable parable, which shows people living in a deep cave since their childhood, sitting
on its bottom, chained and immobilised, with their backs towards a blazing fire, watching
their own and each other’s shadows that are projected onto the wall before them. What
would happen, Socrates speculates, if any of these prisoners were liberated and dragged

upwards into the daylight? Would he be able to perceive the richer reality of the world?

% See Eric Langly’s Anatomizing the early-modern eye: a literary case study.
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Would his eyes stand the light of the sun? And what if, after this man got accustomed to
the world outside, he were taken back into the cave, would he still be able to understand
and value the reality of shadows? Then Socrates explains the entire allegory: “the prison-
house is the world of sight, the light of the fire is the sun”, “the journey upwards [is] the
ascent of the soul into the intellectual world” where “the idea of good appears last of all,
and is seen only with an effort, and, when seen, is also inferred to be the universal author
of all things beautiful and right, parent of light and of the lord of light in this visible world,
and the immediate source of reason and truth in the intellectual” and “that this is the power
upon which he who would act rationally either in public or private life must have his eye

fixed” (Plato, “The Republic” bk 7, 517).

Finally, the overall idea of a constant essence (substance) moving through fleeting
shapes (shadows), which pervades Sonnet 53, although central to Plato and Aristotle’s
metaphysics, is traceable back to Heraclitus, Parmenides and Pythagoras and it was most
probably through Ovid’s illustrious narrativisation of the central tenet of the latter’s
philosophical teaching, in his Metamorphoses, that it was disseminated widely throughout

the early modern world:

All things doo chaunge. But nothing sure dooth perrish. This same spright
Dooth fleete, and fisking heere and there dooth swiftly take his flyght
From one place to another place, and entreth every wyght,

Removing out of man to beast, and out of beast to man.

But yet it never perrisheth nor never perrish can.

% Hath Ovid into one whole masse in this booke brought in frame. / Fowre kynd of things in this his worke
the Poet dooth conteyne. / That nothing under heaven dooth ay in stedfast state remayne. / And next that
nothing perisheth: but that eche substance takes / Another shape than that it had. (Ovid lines 8-12)
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And even as supple wax with ease receyveth fygures straunge,
And keepes not ay one shape, ne hydes assured ay from chaunge,

And yit continueth alwayes wax in substaunce. (Ovid bk 15, lines 183-190)

Ovid was an obvious model for Shakespeare. The latter’s works teem with Ovidian
characters, stories, mentions of Ovid’s Metamorphoses, even in parts that Shakespeare may
have written to act himself, like Holophrenes in Love’s Labour’s Lost and Touchstone in
As You Like It, Ovid’s persona is directly evoked.* The link between the two poets was
recognised, and expressed in remarkably Pythagorean terms, as early as 1598 by Francis
Meres in his Comparative Discourse of our English Poets and the Greeke, Latine and
Italian Poets: “As the soul of Euphorbus was thought to live in Pythagorus, so the sweet,
witty soul of Ovid lives in mellifluous & honey-tongued Shakespeare, witness his Venus
and Adonis, his Lucrece, his sugared sonnets among his private friends, &c.” Therefore, it
iIs no surprise that elements of Ovidian thought have influenced Shakespeare and

participate in the conceptualisation patterns that transpire through his writing.

Thus, Shakespeare’s notion of substance and shadows seems to be a curious blend
of several philosophical concepts: « substances are the essences of things, substances are
imperceptible through the senses but accessible through the intellect, accidents are
perceptible through the senses, accidents reflect fractions of the profound reality of
substances, accidents are similar to platonic shadows, shadows are ever changing and
transient, substances are similar to platonic forms/ideas, substances are constant ».
Although the influence of the resultant epistemological approach can be traced to various
domains of Renaissance culture, it is its portentous impact on language that is of central

import to this study. Under the pressure of the above “essentialism”, the use of language

0 For a detailed account of Ovid’s influence on Shakespeare and Shakespeare’s creative use of Ovid see
Jonathan Bate’s Shakespeare and Ovid.
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gravitates toward a reach out for substantial meaning beyond the fluctuating particulars of
material form — an attitude observable at a number of linguistic levels including

orthography.

On the very surface of early modern texts we observe the phenomenon of
orthographic variation. For example, in Addition llc, Hand D, to the anonymous
Elizabethan play, Sir Thomas More,** within three lines (6-7) the word country is spelled
in three different ways (“Countrie”, “Country”, and “Countrey”) and, more interestingly,
within four lines (41-44) the word sheriff is spelled in five different ways (“Shreiff”,
“shreef”, “shreeve”, “Shreiue”, and “Shreue”).** This extraordinary multiplicity in such a
little space seems curiously deliberate. So much so that it may reveal a crucial idea about
the use of language in Shakespeare’s time, which we normally tend to ignore because of
the fundamental cultural difference between us and the people of the early modern
period.** Today’s idea of language is inherently based on rationality and standardisation.
Mostly arbitrary in nature, cognitively discrete meanings are ascribed to visually discrete
written words. The correct pronunciation of words is prescribed. Exceptions and variations
are transcribed and recorded. In early modern times, however, access to shared cognitive
concepts, frames, scripts, schemata or scenarios was mediated by a flux of coexistent
multiple oral and orthographic variants. It required a mode of thinking that understood the
tangible outward shapes as incomplete and inconstant reflections of a unified and stable

idea, a mode of thinking that went readily beyond the shadow and stretched out into

- Addition llc, Hand D, to the anonymous play Sir Thomas More survives in a single manuscript, MS.
Harley 7368, in the collection of the British Museum and is possibly the only surviving example of
Shakespeare’s poetic writing penned in his own hand.

*2 It is important to note that the spelling in both instances obviously does not partake in any modulation of
meaning, charcterisation, or stylisation.

% See Terence Hawkes’s Shakespeare’s Talking Animals.
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cognitive space in search for the substance. Therefore, the exuberant procession of
orthographic variants that we observe in Addition llc may be interpreted as deliberate
attempts to provide more ways of accessing the respective concept, rather than a careless,

by our standards, almost irrational imperfection of a poorly educated man.

Importantly, a similar attitude to the use of language is observed at the level of
style. Under the influence of Erasmus’s De Utraque Verborum ac Rerum Copia (On Copia
of Words and ldeas), written at the request of John Colet for the students of the newly
established school of St Paul’s and first published in 1512, copiousness, or semantic
variation and the ability to paraphrase ideas, became one of the most important skills in

both speaking and writing:

if all things continually present themselves to the mind without variation, it will at
once turn away in disgust. Thus the whole profit of a speech will be lost. This great
fault will shun easily who is prepared to turn the same thought into many forms, as

the famous Proteus is said to have changed his form ...** (Erasmus 16)

On Copia went through many editions and the ideas it presented were confirmed
and developed by the various English books on rhetoric and style manuals that were to
come, expanding the Protean nature of language and nourishing the art of dividing what

was believed to be one substance into many shadows:

BEROWNE This wimpled, whining, purblind, wayward boy
This Signor Junior, giant dwarf, Dan Cupid,
Regent of love-rhymes, lord of folded arms,

Th’anointed sovereign of sighs and groans,

* To illustrate the concept of copia, Erasmus provides a hundred and forty-eight variants of the sentence:
“Your letter has delighted me very much.’
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Liege of all loiterers and malcontents,
Dread prince of plackets, king of codpieces,
Sole imperator and great general

Of trotting paritors — O my little heart. (LLL 111.i.174-181)

The poet evidently finds the word “heart” insufficient to express the substance he
has in mind, so he resorts to a gallery of images, moving from abstract conventions like
“Dan Cupid”, to more immediate, material and, for that matter, more expressive figures

like “Dread prince of plackets,”*

“king of codpieces”, and “Sole imperator and great
general of trotting paritors.”*® In The Garden of Eloquence Henry Peacham explains that
such heaping, or as he calls it Partitio, “serveth to minister plenity and variety of matter”,
and admits that “of many fountains or figures of eloqution, there is not one that may be

found more frutefull then this, or more plentifull in the multitude of branches” (Peacham

125-126).

Thus, the overall attitude to language and knowledge, described by the concepts of
substance and shadows, enabled early modern people to grasp without difficulty the unity
behind sundry shapes and to blend the different forms of such shapes into complex ideas.
This aptitude was craftfully manipulated by Shakespeare to evoke more subtle and more
flexible amalgamations of meaning. As already noted, the use of substance and shadows in
Sonnet 53 works at two discernible levels: on the one hand, as a cultural concept; and on
the other, as a pair of words connected with each other due to their conceptual relationship
but at the same time containing diverse meanings that the poet may turn and translace as

the tailor does his garment.

** OED translates “plackets” as slits in petticoats or skirts, by extension the word may have been used for
women’s sexual organs.

6 OED translates “paritors/apparitors” as summoning officers of an ecclesiastical court where sexual crimes
such as adultery were tried.
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On the macro level, Sonnet 53 is a straightforward pursuit of the true substance of
absolute beauty-and-good, of the Platonic kind, which holds together a multiplicity of
accidents, or shadows.*” Each accident reflects only a fraction of the complete perfection
of the substance beyond. The fact that the accidents expounded in the poem form
antitheses, i.e. are contrary in nature: Adonis is the most beautiful man in classical
mythology, while Helen is the most beautiful woman, spring is the fresh and youthful birth
of the year, while autumn the rich and mellow prelude to its expiration, only broadens the
scope of the conceit including everything between the extremes they represent.
Nevertheless, the logic of the poem moves beyond such transient external grace towards
the hidden substance it set about from the very beginning — to resolve its search in the

constant nature of the beloved’s heart.

On the micro level, however, Sonnet 53 presents a more complex picture.
“Substance” (line 1) establishes the idea of “essential nature” only through the antagonistic
notion of “material of which a body is formed” (Cf. Sonnet 44 “If the dull substance of my
flesh were thought, / Injurious distance should not stop my way”), sustained by “whereof
are you made”. It also resonates with “tend” (attend), “lend” and “bounty” projecting its
meaning of “wealth, estate” (Cf. CE 1.i.24-25 “DUKE Thy substance, valued at the highest
rate, / Cannot amount unto a hundred marks”). “Strange” (line 2) suggests both a) “not
pertaining to you” (Cf. CE 11.ii.147-148 “ANTIPHOLUS OF SYRACUSE In Ephesus |
am but two hours old, / As strange unto your town as to your talk”) and b) “fantastical,

outlandish” (Cf. AC V.ii.97-98 “CLEOPATRA Nature wants stuff / To vie strange forms

4T Cf. AYL 111.ii.135-151 “Teaching all that read to know / The quintessence of every sprite / Heaven would
in little show. / Therefore heaven Nature charg'd / That one body should be fill'd / With all graces wide-
enlarg'd. / Nature presently distill'd / Helen's cheek, but not her heart, / Cleopatra's majesty, / Atalanta's better
part, / Sad Lucretia's modesty. / Thus Rosalinde of many parts / By heavenly synod was devis'd, / Of many
faces, eyes, and hearts, / To have the touches dearest priz'd. / Heaven would that she these gifts should have, /
And | to live and die her slave.'

58



with fancy”). The ambiguous context constructed by the fist two lines of the poem extracts
from the first mention of “shadows” (line 2) its full array of meanings: a) “images cast by
bodies intercepting the light”, b) “reflected images” (Cf. JC 1.ii.58-59 “CASSIUS Such
mirrors... That you might see your shadow”), ¢) “unreal images, delusive appearances,
imitations, counterfeits” (Cf. Ham 11.ii.265-266 “HAMLET the very substance of the
ambitious is merely the shadow of a dream”), d) “portraits, counterfeits” (Cf. MV
111.ii.126-128 “BASSANIO look how far / The substance of my praise doth wrong this
shadow / In underprizing it, so far this shadow Doth limp behind the substance”), e)
“supernatural spirits, phantoms” (Cf. MND I11.ii.346 “PUCK Believe me, king of shadows,
I mistook”), f) “theatrical players, actors” (Cf. Mac V.v.24 “Life's but a walking shadow, a
poor player”, and g) “servants, followers” (Cf. 1H4 11.ii.150-151 “POINS | am your

shadow, my lord; / I'll follow you”).

This multiplicity of meaning unlocks the polysemous nature of nearly all words and
images henceforth and provides a wide range of possibilities for “shade” (line 3),
“shadow” (lines 4 and 10), and “shape” (line 12). Lines 3 and 4 allow for various
interpretations: a) every person has just one shade / shadow / appearance / reflection /
ghost / servant / follower, while you can lend one of your lot to each one of your servants /
followers, but also imitations / reflections, b) every complete person has one shade /
shadow, while you, though being complete, can cast all your shadows / appearances /
reflections away, and c) although each creature has only one form / appearance / reflection,
you can show in the likeness of and thus share the existence of each creature, etc. This
multifacetedness splits the image of Adonis in line 5, apparently employed to convey the
idea of perfect male beauty (Cf. VA 11.8-10 “The field's chief flower, sweet above compare,
/ Stain to all nymphs, more lovely than a man, / More white and red than doves or roses

are”), and evokes a shadow of distance and coldness (Cf. Ibid. “lifeless picture, cold and
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senseless stone, / Well-painted idol, image dun and dead, / Statue contenting but the eye
alone”). Similarly, the reader is reminded that the image of Helen in line 7, employed to
convey the idea of perfect female beauty, comes along with the blot of her betrayal and the
woe she brought to both Trojans and Greeks (Cf. TC 1.i.91-92 “Helen must needs be fair, /
When with your blood you daily paint her thus”). Counterfeit in line 5, apparently used in
the sense of “verbal picture, image” (Cf. Sonnet 16 “And many maiden gardens yet unset, /
With virtuous wish would bear you living flowers, / Much liker than your painted
counterfeit”) and reinforced by poorly imitated in line 6, retains its inherent notions of
“pretence, deceit and disguise”, and from there assumes another possible sense of
“impersonation of a theatrical character” (Cf. AYL IV.iii.165-166 “ROSALIND I do so, |
confess it. / Ah, sirrah, a body would think this was well counterfeited. / | pray you tell
your brother how well | counterfeited”). The “art of beauty” that is to be set on Helen’s
cheek (line 7) points at the art of make-up and artificial beauty presented in Ovid’s
Medicamina faciei femineae* and so does “painted” (line 8) (Cf. Ham V.i.168-169
“HAMLET Now get you to my lady's chamber, and tell her, let her paint an inch thick”).
“Tyres” (line 8) are basically clothes but also “disguises, theatrical costumes” (Cf. TN
V.i.250 “VIOLA my masculine usurp'd attire”). “Show” and “appear” (lines 10 and 11
respectively) besides their obvious senses of “display” and “represent” also convey the
histrionic ideas of “act, perform” and “impersonate”. “Part” (line 13) contains the meaning
of “dramatic role” and influences retrospectively the semantic aura of “shape,” in the
previous line, bringing to the front its early modern sense of “part, character impersonated;
the make up and costume suited to a particular part” (Cf. Samuel Pepys’s Diary, 7 Jan
1661: “Kinaston, the boy; had the good turn to appear in three shapes: first, as a poor

woman in ordinary clothes, to please Morose; then in fine clothes, as a gallant, and in them

“8 Later translated as “The Art of Beauty”, and possibly known under this title in Shakespeare’s time.
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was clearly the prettiest woman in the whole house, and lastly, as a man; and then likewise
did appear the handsomest man in the house” and also MW V.i.20-22 “FALSTAFF | will
tell you — he beat me grievously in the shape of a woman; for in the shape of man, Master
Brook, | fear not Goliath with a weaver's beam”). The linguistic ambiguity of Sonnet 53
casts a final shadow on “like” (line 14) which is intuitively construed as a preposition
sustaining the comparison between “you” and “none”, but it may also be interpreted as a
verb.*® This possibility could give the last line an entirely different reading: “you like no
one and no one likes you for your constant heart” implying that it is the “external grace”

from line 13 that everyone likes “you” for.

A retrospective reconsideration of the poem from such a perspective would
discover how easily each conceit yields to complete reversal: “In all external grace you
have some part” is no longer “you partake of all outward perfection”, but becomes “you
are trying to act out, to resemble, each external grace”. “And you in every blessed shape
we know” is no longer “we recognise your perfection in each divine form”, but rather “we
have often seen how, actor-like, you impersonate every beautiful personage”. Spring and
autumn as well as Helen and Adonis in the poem are just artificial images, shadows, of the
things they represent. This is clearly marked by “speak” (line 9), “painted” (line 8), “set”
(line 7), “imitate” (line 6), and “describe” (line 5). Therefore, in strictly Platonic terms they
are all “shadows of shadows”, or as Rosencrantz puts it “a shadow’s shadows”, an
interpretation that throws different light on shadow in line 4: “And you but one, can every
shadow lend”, suggesting that “for all your seeming beauty and grace, you are nothing but
an artificial pretender, whose true substance is governed by fluctuation, change, falseness”.

Under the pressure of such an interpretation, the quest for the true substance of the

* Such an interpretation is made possible by the fact that what may be the third person singular form of the
verb like, i.e. “likes”, is ellipted from the second part of the chiasmus: “none you”.
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addressee remains incomplete and the complexity of the concepts of substance and
shadows collapses into one of its most conventional uses of the times: “shadows are
deceitful imitations, substances are real assets” (Cf. Nashe 46: “Young men are not so

much delighted with solid substances as with painted shadows™).

The play on substance and shadows in Sonnet 53 triggers off a pattern of ambiguity
that spreads over the whole poem and evokes a multiplicity of unexpected possible
meanings in almost all semantic units. Confronted with such a soup of possibilities the
human mind instinctively organises them in logically coherent schemata or scenarios. For
example, the sequence of alternative meanings pointing at the theatre is remarkably
consistent: it starts with shadow’s possible meaning of “actor, player” in line 2 and unfolds
in the possible interpretations of describe and counterfeit in line 5, imitated in line 6, the
image of making up and dressing up in lines 7 and 8, once again shadow in line 10 and
show in the same line, appear in line 11, shape in line 12, and part in line 13. The
emergent schema sustains a possible extended metaphor, which portrays the addressee of
the sonnet as a versatile Elizabethan actor who, just like Edward Kynaston, could play with
extraordinary grace various parts ranging from that of the most beautiful man to that of the
most beautiful woman. It employs the intellectual energies circulating between central
Renaissance works like Giovanni Pico della Mirandola’s On the Dignity of Man and Juan
Vives’s The Theatre of Man, which recognise man’s gift of absolute freedom in his ability
to choose, fashion and refashion his being (Cf. Ernst Casirer’s The Renaissance Philosophy

of Man).

The histrionic link also leads to yet another cultural dimension of the Platonic
concepts of substance and shadows, which is dramatised succinctly in the opening scene of
the anonymous The True Tragedy of King Richard the Third, which Shakespeare must

have known well:
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POETRY: Truth well met.
TRUTH: Thanks, Poetry; what makes thou upon a stage?
POETRY: Shadows.

TRUTH: Then will I add bodies to the shadows. (lines 7-16)

The brief exchange between these two significantly named allegorical figures employs a
curious use of Platonic thought: we are confronted with the shadows of poetry, which
according to Books Il and Il of The Republic merely imitate the shadows of real things
(30-89), and are thus “the third generation from nature”, which are unexpectedly embodied
and given substance by truth itself appearing on the stage. Despite the philosophical
paradox, the excerpt dramatises the common early modern conception of theatre: the poetic
language, the actors, and the action onstage can only present shadows — symbols, signs,
ciphers — of the play’s true substance — the actual people and events evoked. The gap of
incongruity between the story and its representation, time in the play and the time of
performance, place in the play and the place of performance,® should be bridged in the
mental space of the viewer. This idea is disarmingly presented in the increasingly

apologetic Prologue to Shakespeare’s The Life of King Henry the Fifth:

CHORUS: ... let us, ciphers to this great accompt,
On your imaginary forces work ...

Piece out our imperfections with your thoughts:
Into a thousand parts divide one man,

And make imaginary puissance;

% For which the early modern English theatre suffers a good deal of contemporary criticism (See Philip
Sidney’s Defence of Poesie).
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The dramatic aspect of the early modern concepts of substance and shadows, which
sees representations on the stage as shadows and looks for true substance in the appropriate
intellectual piecing out of the play’s action, informs the construction of Shakespeare’s
poetic and dramatic language. It establishes a significant resemblance between the different
participants in a play and the set of possible meanings, schemata, and scenarios evoked by
a piece of poetry, between the dynamic interaction of bodies on the stage and the mind’s
oscillation among possible interpretations, between the mental space where a play’s
conflicts, controversies, or incongruities are resolved and the mental space where poetic
ambiguities are tried and tested to be either discarded or blended into complex notions.
This pithy parallel encapsulated in the concepts of substance and shadows shows how
Shakespeare’s words and sentences often function as little theatres animating the perpetual

mental flux among possible forms.

The cognitive schema, evoking the notion of an Elizabethan player acting various
parts, which, as we saw, appears in the possible meanings of the words of Sonnet 53,
possesses the necessary Protean flexibility to be accommodated with either one of the
emergent overall interpretations: a) « the sonnet inquires into the essence of the
addressee’s perfect beauty by comparing the latter’s outward gloss to conventional blazons
only to confirm the opinion that they are merely dross and incomplete reflections of the
ultimate Platonic form (or idea) rooted in the addressee’s constant heart »; and b) « the
sonnet inquires into the addressee’s nature, by which the addressee can easily assume the
shape of every external beauty, to discover, rather bitterly, that the utmost substance of the
addressee is the fickle stuff of change itself ». These two greater interpretations, however,
are manifestly difficult to reconcile: to the rational mind, they clearly cancel each other
out. In today’s rationalist culture we are intuitively trying to establish with certainty if

someone’s heart is constant or inconstant, if someone is honest or pretending, if someone is
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in love with a man or with a woman, etc. Therefore, each time we make sense of Sonnet 53

our understanding collapses into one of these contrary possibilities.

It is imaginable that this may not have been entirely the case with early modern
people, at least with those imbued with the intellectual ferment of the times. As the above
survey of the concepts of substance and shadows shows, the conceptualisation of early
modern people must have been much less restrained by outward form than ours is today,
they must have been more inclined to look for a deeper reality beyond the obvious, for a
mystical complexity beyond oppositions, for a unifying absolute. It can be speculated that
the cultural and intellectual models that determined this state of mind enabled
Shakespeare’s audience to hold simultaneously in their minds multiple, even contradictory,
possible interpretations, evoked by the polysemy and ambiguity of texts, and experience
the work through the dynamic oscillation of mental energy among such interpretations. A
powerful argument in favour of this speculation is Shakespeare’s use of language in his
works, which shows a conscious, even meticulous, effort to produce multiple meanings, to
control possible interpretations, and to use them structurally in the larger context of each
respective work. It seems unlikely for any author to have taken such pains merely for his or

her own personal gratification.

The modern philosophical construct that allows us to recreate and explore the
conceptualisation pattern suggested by the early modern attitude to language manifest in
the concepts of substance and shadows is the theory of possible worlds. As the previous
chapter shows, it can be used to examine each possible schema or scenario in its broadest
possible context, while at the same time keeping it discrete from other concurrent ones. It
also allows the consideration of such possible schemata or scenarios in parallel, without
necessarily assigning to them different degrees of probability or reality. And, finally, it

gives us an opportunity to map these discrete and parallel possible interpretations onto a
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greater, enwrapping, cognitive space, to trace the mental traffic among them, and to throw

light on the complex conceptual blends contrived in this space.

The remaining part of this chapter applies the theoretical apparatus of possible
worlds in relation to one of the recognisedly most premeditated uses of the concepts of
substance and shadows in the Shakespeare canon: the representation of the complex notion
of grief in The Tragedy of King Richard the Second. The fundamental contention of the
following analysis is that throughout the play Shakespeare expounds the intricate
substance of grief by showing different versions, or shadows, of it on the macro level: the
grief of Mowbray, the grief of the Duchess of Gloucester, the grief of Bolingbroke, the
grief of Gaunt, the grief of York, the grief of the Queen, and at the centre of them all the
grief of Richard. On the micro level: each of these shadows of grief is carefully constructed
by such language so as to contain a set of multiple, typically contrary, possible schemata
and scenarios, which map out multiple, typically contrary, possible worlds. The structural
pattern of these possible worlds parallels the one observed in relation to Sonnet 53 above:
it begins with wordplay, which consciously draws the attention of the viewer/reader to the
multiple possibilities for interpretation. It spreads over the narrow context and evokes
unexpected meanings in seemingly monosemous words, thus taking the form of a scheme
or scenario, which then is contextualised further in the fictional texture of the work and/or

the cultural texture of the period.

The notion of grief in The Tragedy of King Richard the Second is manifestly
important since the word appears 32 times in the text of the play, its derivatives “grieve”
and “grievous” — 9, its synonym “sorrow” — 27, and the adjective “sad” — 10. Even if the
viewer/reader has failed to notice the emphasis on the grief of the Duchess of Gloucester
(Act I, Scene ii), Mowbray (Act I, Scene iii), Bolingbroke (Act I, Scene iii), Gaunt (Act I,

Scene iii and Act 11, Scene i), and York (Act Il, Scene i), or link them together anyhow, the
66



exchange between the Queen and Bushy, in Act Il, Scene ii, draws serious attention to the

concept and suggests a connection between these and later representations of grief in the

play:

QUEEN. Why I should welcome such a guest as grief,
Save bidding farewell to so sweet a guest

As my sweet Richard. Yet again methinks

Some unborn sorrow, ripe in fortune's womb,

Is coming towards me, and my inward soul

With nothing trembles. At some thing it grieves

More than with parting from my lord the King.

BUSHY. Each substance of a grief hath twenty shadows,
Which shows like grief itself, but is not so;

For Sorrow's eye, glazed with blinding tears,

Divides one thing entire to many objects,

Like perspectives which, rightly gaz'd upon,

Show nothing but confusion, ey'd awry,

Distinguish form. So your sweet Majesty,

Looking awry upon your lord's departure,

Find shapes of grief more than himself to wail;

Which, look'd on as it is, is nought but shadows

Of what it is not. Then, thrice-gracious Queen,

More than your lord's departure weep not. More is not seen;
Or if it be, 'tis with false Sorrow's eye,

Which for things true weeps things imaginary. (R2 11.i1.7-27)
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Before this scene we learn that, after seizing the property of the dead Gaunt to
finance a war in Ireland, Richard is sailing off with his newly raised army, while at the
same time Bolingbroke, furnished with a French army and the support of an ever
increasing number of English lords, is about to touch the northern shores of the Isles to
claim back the title and estate of Lancaster. Neither the Queen nor Bushy know the latter
yet, so the Queen’s intuitive grief seems to be a classic example of dramatic irony, which
foreshadows events that are merely brewing at this stage. Bushy, on the other hand, is
apparently trying to allay her fears. Very much in the fashion of a sophisticated
Elizabethan courtier he wields his rhetorical skill employing complex imagery with the
intention to both delight and persuade. What he seems to say is: « what looks like a real
reason for grief is not necessarily one because grieved minds tend to exaggerate and find
coherence in meaningless happenstance ». A closer look at his speech, however, discovers
a twist of ambiguity in the language he uses, which throws different light on his words and

thus on the whole situation.

Bushy begins his cue with the image of substance and shadows apparently meaning
that the shadows of grief responsible for the Queen’s discomfort are not true substances,
i.e. genuine reasons for sorrow (Cf. TA IV.i.79-80 “MARCUS. Alas, poor man! grief has
so wrought on him, / He takes false shadows for true substances”). He develops this
thought in the following image of the Queen’s vision distorted by tears and dividing an
entire thing into many objects, thus exaggerating the causes of pain (lines 16-17). In line
18, however, Bushy uses the image of perspectives which points at two possible meanings:
a) glass cut to produce the optical illusion of multiple reflections of the thing observed
through it — in this sense, cohering with the preceding image of Sorrow’s eyes, glazed with
tears that act as such perspectives (lines 16 and 17); and b) particular type of painting or

drawing that, when looked at directly, appears as a disfigured mass of incomprehensible

68



shapes but, when viewed from an angle (i.e. “awry”) shows a clear form®" — in this sense,
consistent with the notion expressed immediately after: “which, rightly gazed upon, / Show
nothing but confusion; eyed awry, / Distinguish form” (lines 18-20). Even though the
transition from one image to the other within this single word is motivated by a certain
similarity — both types of perspectives seem to present a distorted vision of what they are
showing — the second image develops the idea by offering a possibility for grasping the
true shape beyond such apparent confusion, i.e. eyeing confusion awry. Bushy seizes this
idea and relates it back to the Queen’s grief: “So your sweet Majesty, / Looking awry upon
your lord's departure, / Find shapes of grief more than himself to wail; / Which, look'd on
as it is, is nought but shadows / Of what it is not” (lines 20-24). The effect of the
juxtaposition of these lines with the latter image of perspectives presents a logical paradox:
while, in the case of the picture, an uninformed observation would merely result in
pointless bafflement at meaningless shapes, but an informed viewing from a particular
angle would give access to the true encrypted image — in the case of the Queen’s distress, it
is her “looking awry” upon the departure of the King that results in multiple unreal “shapes
of grief”, and it is her refusal to look at the situation directly that leads her to the shadows

of what, according to Bushy, it is not.

The reversal in valorisation of these two types of viewing the perspectives creates a
meaningful tension within the structure of Bushy’s speech and calls into question the
validity of its straightforward interpretation. Biased thus, we find that his decorative
rhetoric readily yields to deconstruction: Bushy’s insistence on “naught”, “not”, “not”,
“not” (lines 23-25) is undermined by his eventual surrendering to the possibility “or if it

1%}

be” (line 26), which seems to lead to a straightforward thought: “’tis with false Sorrow’s

> This duplicity of the image of perspectives has been recognised by critics. For more information and for a
relevant discussion of Holbein’s painting The Ambassadors see Charles R. Forker’s Arden Shakespeare
edition of the play.
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eye”, but is dissolved into the ambiguous syntax of line 27: “Which for things true weeps
things imaginary”, that can be interpreted as either: a) « deceiving Sorrow’s eye, which
erroneously bewails imaginary causes, seeing them as true, or in relation to lines 16-17 —
b) Sorrow’s eye, which is glazed with tears and therefore prone to dividing one entire thing
into many objects, laments the imaginable reflections of a true cause ». The latter
interpretation points to the early modern idea of divisio, or amplification, for the
explanation of which John Hoskins’s Directions for Speech and Style quotes Francis
Bacon: “A way to amplify anything is to break it and make an anatomy of it into several
parts, and to examine it accordingly to several circumstances” (Hoskins 22). As we can see
from Bacon’s words, the notion in question is twofold: on the one hand, it is a rhetorical
device that can be used for intensification and exaggeration, but on the other, it works as an
epistemological approach that offers better insight into the nature of things. This
possibility, in turn, promptly increases the complexity of the seemingly unproblematic use
of substance and shadows in lines 14-15 and expands its significance to the dimensions of
the cognitive concept discussed in the first part of this case study. Thus, “Each substance
of a grief hath twenty shadows, Which shows like grief itself, but is not so” acquires
another possible interpretation: « the substance of grief is a complex abstract phenomenon
— what we can see, touch, feel are grief’s accidents, or shadows, which we are used to
taking for grief iself, but they are just fractions of what grief really is » (Cf. Ham 1.ii.82
“all forms, moods, shapes of grief”); it also alludes to the idea that « all shadows of grief
are interrelated and make part of a greater more complete perception of grief’s substance »
(Cf. 1H6 I1.iii.50-53 “TALBOT. No, no, | am but shadow of myself. / You are deceiv'd,
my substance is not here; / For what you see is but the smallest part / And least proportion

of humanity”).

70



The covert tensions and ambiguities scattered in Bushy’s speech come together in a
possible cognitive scenario, which extends in parallel to the passage’s straightforward
interpretation, and can be roughly paraphrased as follows: « each substance of a grief has
many shadows, or accidents, and looking dolefully at the king’s departure (rightly, as one
should look upon perspectives) you seem to discern more such shadows (which add up to
the substance of your grief), i see them too, but nothing is certain yet, so please try to keep
calm ». This possible coherence of meaning does not find its context in the exchange
between Bushy and the Queen but, sustained by the dramatic irony of the scene, stretches
out across to the viewer/reader, drawing his, or her, attention to the shadows of grief
perceived by the Queen and through them to the substance of Richard’s grief that becomes

the central concern of the play from this point onwards.

The first image of grief that may represent a possible dimension of the Queen’s
nameless woe is the grievous predicament of Mowbray, Duke of Norfolk. After having
been accused by Bolingbroke of being the contriver of all treasons in England, and more
specifically, the complotter of the death of Thomas of Woodstock, Duke of Gloucester and
both Richard and Bolingbroke’s uncle, Mowbray accepts Bolingbroke’s challenge to prove
his innocence in the lists. However, just before the combat took place he is surprisingly

banished by the King never to return under pain of death:

MOWBRAY. A heavy sentence, my most sovereign liege,
And all unlook'd for from your Highness' mouth.

A dearer merit, not so deep a maim

As to be cast forth in the common air,

Have | deserved at your Highness' hands.

The language | have learnt these forty years,

My native English, now | must forgo;
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And now my tongue's use is to me no more
Than an unstringed viol or a harp;

Or like a cunning instrument cas'd up

Or, being open, put into his hands

That knows no touch to tune the harmony.
Within my mouth you have engaol'd my tongue,
Doubly portcullis'd with my teeth and lips;

And dull unfeeling barren Ignorance

Is made my gaoler to attend on me.

I am too old to fawn upon a nurse,

Too far in years to be a pupil now.

What is thy sentence, then, but speechless death,

Which robs my tongue from breathing native breath? (R2 1.iii.154-173)

Mowbray’s speech employs a series of images which centre round the idea that
once denied access to his native land — he will not be able to use his mother tongue any
more and so be doomed to dumb existence and death, as he sees himself as too old to learn
a new language. It has been noted by critics that this speech is entirely Shakespeare’s
invention as no evidence for such words is to be found in any of the recognised sources of
the play and,>* moreover, it is highly improbable that the historical Mowbray was ignorant
of French and Latin since he was sent on embassies to France and Germany (Holinshed
3.494). This piece of extratextual information motivates a biased reconsideration of the
meaning of Mowbray’s complaint. The musical instrument imagery (lines 161-165)
presents a gradation of utility: « my tongue shall be like an unstringed instrument, if

stringed, then cased up, if taken out of the case, then placed in the hands of someone who

*2Richard II, ed. W.G. Clark and W.A. Wright, Oxford, 1876.
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would not know how to tune it up » — i.e. a stringless instrument is completely useless (Cf.
“NORTHUMBERLAND. His [Gaunt’s] tongue is now a stringless instrument” R2
11.i.149), an intact instrument that is cased up can be used but only if uncased, an uncased
intact instrument can be used but only by those who know how to tune it up and extract a
harmony of sound from it. Now the word harmony in line 165 clearly coheres with the
musical imagery in the sense: “combining musical notes to produce an orderly and
pleasing effect” (Cf. MV V.i.15-17 “LORENZO. Here will we sit and let the sounds of
music / Creep in our ears; soft stillness and the night / Become the touches of sweet
harmony”), but it also coheres with the speech imagery in the sense: “congruity of thought,
information, truth” (Cf. R2 11.i.5-8*"GAUNT. O, but they say the tongues of dying men /
Enforce attention like deep harmony. / Where words are scarce, they are seldom spent in
vain; / For they breathe truth that breathe their words in pain”).>® The latter meaning is
readily related to the above gradation: « sending me for ever to a place where there will be
no one who can make sense of my words is the same as throwing me in prison or
permanently silencing my tongue ». The rest of the speech develops this idea. Mowbray’s
tongue will be engaoled in his mouth by “dull unfeeling barren Ignorance” (line 168),
which apparently denotes his own ignorance of foreign languages, but can be also
interpreted in reverse — as foreigners’ ignorance of what he has to say. This will eventually

lead to Mowbray’s “speechless death”, on the one hand, by denying him the ability to

%% For a more elaborate relation between the ability to play a musical instrument and the ability to extract
information from someone see Ham I11.ii.351-365 “HAMLET. It is as easy as lying. Govern these ventages
with your fingers and thumbs, give it breath with your mouth, and it will discourse most eloquent music.
Look you, these are the stops. GUIL. But these cannot | command to any utt'rance of harmony. | have not the
skill. HAMLET. Why, look you now, how unworthy a thing you make of me! You would play upon me; you
would seem to know my stops; you would pluck out the heart of my mystery; you would sound me from my
lowest note to the top of my compass; and there is much music, excellent voice, in this little organ, yet cannot
you make it speak. 'Sblood, do you think | am easier to be play'd on than a pipe? Call me what instrument
you will, though you can fret me, you cannot play upon me.”
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breathe the air of his country; and on the other, since to early modern people words were

made of breath, by denying understanding and recognition to his words (lines 172-173).

The above possible scenario suggests that Mowbray knows something that the king
would like to put under the lock of banishment to foreign lands and the ignorance of
foreign ears. What could the Duke of Norfolk’s secret be? A clue is offered by the

exposition of another image of grief — the grief of the Duchess of Glocester:

DUCHESS [to GAUNT]. Edward's seven sons, whereof thyself art one,
Were as seven vials of his sacred blood,

Or seven fair branches springing from one root.

Some of those seven are dried by nature's course,

Some of those branches by the Destinies cut;

But Thomas, my dear lord, my life, my Gloucester,

One vial full of Edward's sacred blood,

One flourishing branch of his most royal root,

Is crack'd, and all the precious liquor spilt;

Is hack'd down, and his summer leaves all faded,

By Envy's hand and Murder's bloody axe.

GAUNT. God's is the quarrel; for God's substitute,
His deputy anointed in His sight,

Hath caus'd his death; the which if wrongfully,
Let heaven revenge; for | may never lift

An angry arm against His minister. (R2 1.ii.11-41)
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Even though the Duchess is reluctant to openly name the murderer of her husband
(line 21: “By Envy's hand and Murder's bloody axe”) — Gaunt does not seem to have any
misgivings: “God's substitute, His deputy anointed in His sight, Hath caus'd his death”
(lines 37-39). By this we learn that the death of the Duke of Glocester, of which
Bolingbroke accused Mowbray in the previous scene, according to Gaunt and his sister-in-
law, was ordered by King Richard himself>*. Such a possibility provides context for the
implicit exchanges between Mowbray and the King and throws different light on their
words, e.g. “MOWBRAY. the fair reverence of your highness curbs me / From giving
reins and spurs to my free speech” (R2 1.i.54-55), “MOWBRAY. My life thou shalt
command, but not my shame... Take but my shame, / And I resign my gage” (R2 1.i.166-
176), “KING RICHARD. Norfolk, for thee remains a heavier doom, / Which | with some
unwillingness pronounce: / The sly slow hours shall not determinate / The dateless limits
of thy dear exile” (R2 1.iii.148-151). The awareness of such a context extends into a
possible world, in which « the King engineers the death of the Duke of Gloucester; at his
order Mowbray effects it>> (which formally cannot be considered treason as he acts in
allegiance to the King); Gaunt and Bolingbroke suspect this, and understand the potential
danger for their own lives and estates, but would not rise against the Monarch; therefore,
Bolingbroke challenges Mowbray to a duel, and places the King in the awkward position
of not being able to protect his loyal accomplice, since this would show openly his

complicity in the plot against Gloucester’s life; Richard, however, decides to banish both

Mowbray and Bolingbroke thus shielding the life of the former and gaining time to devise

> These events were dramatised in an earlier play, entitled Woodstock, on the knowledge of which
Shakespeare seems to build his Richard I1.

> Most probably not personally (Cf. “MOWBRAY. For Gloucester’s death, | slew him not” R2 1.i.132-133).
Interestingly, in Holinshed’s The Chronicles of England, Scotland and Ireland (Book 3, p 494),
Shakespeare’s major source for this scene, Mowbray answers to all other accusations except the one about
the death of Gloucester.
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a way of dealing with the latter ». This possible world emerges simultaneously and in
opposition to a face-value interpretation of the words of the King and Mowbray, which
project another possible world in which « Richard has no direct connection with
Gloucester’s death and is not a party to any secret agreement with mowbray, >° but
considers each of the two opponents’ cases too dangerous to prevail, so he banishes them
both ». What seems to stand out under close inspection of Shakespeare’s text and its
sources, however, is that the dramatist takes special care to provide equal degrees of
credibility to these two possibilities for interpretation so that they could exist in parallel

and evade resolution by what follows in the play.

The banishment of Bolingbroke paints another image of grief — the shared grief of a
father and a son that must be separated never to be reunited again. After having sentenced
Bolingbroke to ten years of exile, the King notes the shade of grief in Gaunt’s visage and

decides to shorten his son’s punishment to six years:

KING RICHARD. Uncle, even in the glasses of thine eyes

I see thy grieved heart. Thy sad aspect

Hath from the number of his banish'd years

Pluck'd four away. [To BOLINGBROKE] Six frozen winters spent,

Return with welcome home from banishment. (R2 1.iii.208-212)

This act of royal benevolence gives the opportunity to both Boligbroke and Gaunt
to reflect upon the power of the King’s words and the use of language in general — a theme

that starts with the banishment of Mowbray and his subsequent complaints and extends

% An argument in favour of such an interpretation is presented by Holinshed’s report that having banished
Mowbray “the king would staie the profits of his lands, till he had levied therof such summes of monie as the
duke had taken up of the kings treasurer for the wages of the garrison of Calis, which were still unpaid”
(Holinshed, 3.495), which is significantly omitted by Shakespeare.
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with incredible consistency through the second teratology all the way to the last scene of

The Life of King Henry the Fifth:

BOLINGBROKE. How long a time lies in one little word!
Four lagging winters and four wanton springs

End in a word: such is the breath of Kings. (R2 1.iii.214-216)

Bolingbroke’s comment can be given both an appreciative and an ironic reading.
The latter is developed further by Gaunt’s bitter observation that the reduction of the
sentence, motivated by his grief as a father, will do little to alleviate that same grief, since
his age and the condition of his health will scarcely allow him to await his son’s return.
While the former is completely deconstructed by Gaunt’s response to Richard’s

protestation against his pessimism:

KING RICHARD. Why uncle, thou hast many years to live.
GAUNT. But not a minute, King, that thou canst give:
Shorten my days thou canst with sullen sorrow

And pluck nights from me, but not lend a morrow;

Thou can'st help time to furrow me with age,

But stop no wrinkle in his pilgrimage;

Thy word is current with him for my death,

But dead, thy kingdom cannot buy my breath. (R2 1.iii.225-232)

Pivoting upon a strong argument Gaunt bends the meanings of “word” and “breath”
from Bolingbroke’s comment in a completely different direction. Whereas Bolingbroke’s
use projects forth a scenario which marvels at « the productive capacity of the royal word
and sees the King’s breath as a life and hope infusing power », Gaunt’s rhetoric amounts to

a concurrent opposite scenario in which « the royal word has only the power to destroy life
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and cannot revive a man whose breath has already expired ». The resultant double vision of
words as a source of creative energy and as empty delusions of no avail is elaborated
further in Gaunt and Bolingbroke’s farewell exchange, which focuses on the capacity of

language and thought to create reality:

GAUNT. Call it a travel that thou tak'st for pleasure.>
BOLINGBROKE. My heart will sigh when | miscall it so,
Which finds it an enforced pilgrimage.

GAUNT. The sullen passage of thy weary steps

Esteem as foil wherein thou art to set

The precious jewel of thy home return.

BOLINGBROKE. Nay, rather, every tedious stride | make
Will but remember me what a deal of world

I wander from the jewels that I love.

Must | not serve a long apprenticehood

To foreign passages, and in the end,

Having my freedom, boast of nothing else

But that | was a journeyman to Grief? (R2 1.iii.268-274)

Immediately after having annihilated the self-assuredness of the King’s words,
Gaunt himself resorts to the twists and turns of rhetoric in his attempt to remedy his son’s
grief and paint his predicament in brighter colours. Bolingbroke, however, proves more
cynical and explodes, in his own turn, every possible scenario that his father projects forth.
Interestingly, in lines 268-274 the poiesis of possible scenarios and their deconstruction

depend entirely on wordplay, which provides for the strong self-reflexive dimension of this

> F1 has “trauell” and Q1 “trauaile”: it is possible that there was little or no phonetic difference between the
two words in early modern pronunciation.
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particular language exchange and continues subtly the contemplation of the powers of

language that pervades the whole play.

Gaunt begins by imploring his son to consider his banishment a trauell/trauaile for
pleasure. Bolingbroke seizes upon the more obvious sense of “travel” and transforms it
into an “enforced pilgrimage” (line 264). Gaunt takes up this idea and develops it through
the polysemy of foil (line 266): a) what is trampled upon by the pilgrim, both physically —
the muck under his feet, and metaphorically — his pride and the indulgence of his senses;
and b) the leaf of metal that forms the bed of a precious stone in a jewel. Blending these
two meanings into a complex metaphor he suggests that by enduring the hardships of his
journey the pilgrim achieves its purpose and carries his reward with him home at his
return. Bolingbroke cannot imagine any gain for his forced wandering: he is just grieved
by the increasing distance from what he deems precious, so he needs to abandon the image
of pilgrimage and goes back to trauell/trauaile — this time picking out the less obvious
sense “travail”, i.e. labour, and works it into the image of apprenticeship (line 271). In
early modern times apprentices were bound to serve their masters for a period of seven
years without being paid daily wages — the only recompense for their labour at the end of
this period was that they gained their freedom as independent traders in their craft. The two
images put forward by Bolingbroke merge in the word journeyman — a fully-fledged
craftsman who has completed his apprenticeship — but also, etymologically, a travelling
man. The rest of the conversation contains copious series of imagery and projects possible

scenarios that easily fit in the already established pattern of opposition and subversion:

GAUNT. All places that the eye of heaven visits
Are to a wise man ports and happy havens.
Teach thy necessity to reason thus:

There is no virtue like necessity.
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Think not the King did banish thee,

But thou the King. Woe doth the heavier sit

Where it perceives it is but faintly borne.

Go, say | sent thee forth to purchase honour,

And not the King exiled thee; or suppose
Devouring pestilence hangs in our air,

And thou art flying to a fresher clime.

Look what thy soul holds dear, imagine it

To lie that way thou goest, not whence thou com'st.
Suppose the singing birds musicians,

The grass whereon thou tread'st the presence strewed,
The flowers fair ladies, and thy steps no more
Than a delightful measure or a dance;

For gnarling sorrow hath less power to bite

The man that mocks at it and sets it light.
BOLINGBROKE. O, who can hold a fire in his hand
By thinking on the frosty Caucasus?

Or cloy the hungry edge of appetite

By bare imagination of a feast?

Or wallow naked in December snow

By thinking on fantastic summer's heat?

O, no! the apprehension of the good

Gives but the greater feeling to the worse.

Fell Sorrow's tooth doth never rankle more

Than when he bites, but lanceth not the sore. (R2 1.iii.275-303)
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Despite the great variety of its imagery, the above passage seems to evoke a
straightforward interpretation: « Gaunt claims that his son’s inner state depends entirely on
himself and his thought — even though banished, he may force his mind and strain his
imagination to beat down sorrow and embrace his physical and mental freedom to be
whatever he likes. Bolingbroke dismisses this approach to the situation as a fruitless
delusion that cannot remedy his inner pain ». Yet, the already established cognitive pattern
of linguistic subversion and wordplay is activated by the phrase “Think not the King did
banish thee, But thou the King” (lines 279-280), which subtly reverses the positions of
Richard and Bolingbroke and indirectly suggests that Bolingbroke should imagine that he
were the King — since a mere subject cannot banish the monarch®. This interpretation
coheres with the rest of the imagery employed by Gaunt: kings as well as aristocrats
travelled abroad and embarked on military campaigns to purchase honour (line 282); when
the plague hit the capital the king as well as the aristocracy typically retreated to a fresher
clime (lines 284-285); the musicians, ladies and dances of lines 288-291 are set in a carpet-
strewed presence-chamber and seem to follow Bolingbroke through vales and hills,

transforming his banishment into a stately royal progress through the land.

Gaunt’s scenario is carefully projected into a harmless imaginary space. Its
insubstantiality is clearly marked by “think” (line 279), “say” (line 282), “suppose” (line
283), “imagine” (line 286), and once again “suppose” (line 288). Bolingbroke’s powerful
response forces mighty opposites into violent collision: fire and frost (lines 294-295),
cloyedness and appetite (lines 296-297), December snow and summer’s heat (lines 298-
299) attacking the validity of the same words: “thinking” (line 295), “imagination” (line

297), again “thinking” (line 299), and “apprehension” (line 300). His mighty rhetoric

%8 This possible interpretation is reinforces by the ellipted verb in the second part of the chiasmus: “Think...
though the King”.
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offers a possible glimpse at a deeper layer of his grief: “Fell Sorrow's tooth doth never
rankle more Than when he bites, but lanceth not the sore” (lines 302-303) — i.e. « the actual
abscess of my grief is under the skin of my predicament and imagining myself as the
king’s equal cannot alleviate my pain, it can only aggravate it because, actually, | feel
superior to him, | feel in my veins the royal blood of my grandfather, Edward Ill, which
cries against Richard’s ineptitude and urges me to manly lance the sore of my grief (to
pierce it to drain off the pus), but also to lance my way to the throne ». Such a construction
of Gaunt and Bolingbroke’s words adds another dimension to their shared grief and
amounts to another cognitive scenario: « Gaunt insinuates covertly that his son is not less
worthy to banish the king than the king is to banish him, and hence not less worthy to be
the king than the king is — to which Bolingbroke promptly responds with readiness and
conviction ». This coheres meaningfully with Gaunt’s subsequent cue: “GAUNT. Come,
come, my son, I’ll bring thee on thy way. Had | thy youth and cause, | would not stay”

(lines 304-305) and foreshadows the events that are to take place later on in the play.

Yet another powerful image of grief is presented in Act 2, Scene 1 when Richard

calls on the dying Gaunt to seize his property and revenue:

KING RICHARD. How is't with aged Gaunt?
GAUNT. O, how that name befits my composition!
Old Gaunt indeed; and gaunt in being old.

Within me Grief hath kept a tedious fast,

And who abstains from meat that is not gaunt?

For sleeping England long time have | watched;
Watching breeds leanness, leanness is all gaunt.
The pleasure that some fathers feed upon

Is my strict fast — I mean my children's looks;
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And therein fasting hast thou made me gaunt.

Gaunt am | for the grave, gaunt as a grave,

Whose hollow womb inherits nought but bones.

KING RICHARD. Can sick men play so nicely with their names?
GAUNT. No, misery makes sport to mock itself:

Since thou dost seek to kill my name in me,

I mock my name, great king, to flatter thee. (R2 11.i.72-87)

After having promised to breathe his last breath in “wholesome counsel” to the

king’s “unstaid youth”*

and after having delivered the richly patriotic Sceptred Isle speech
to York (and the viewers/readers) alone, immediately before the king’s entrance, Gaunt
now resorts to sullen punning on his own name: gaunt a) lean, starved, bony, b) desolate,
and c) yawning, hollow. The resulting polysemous effect spreads on to the narrow
linguistic context and sustains the possible dimensions of Gaunt’s implicit meaning. First,
Gaunt sees himself, gaunt in composition (both physical and mental condition), as an
embodiment of grief: “Within me Grief hath kept a tedious fast” (line 75). His grief is
twofold: a) the grief of a statesman “watching” (observing) the ruination of the “sleeping
England”® he has been “watching” (guarding, protecting) all his life, which has given him
his “leanness” (both “financial distress”, ironically figuring the actual intention of
Richard’s visit (Cf. “YORK. Be York the next that must be bankrupt so!” 11.i.151), and
“psychological torment™); and b) the grief of a father: seizing upon the image of himself as
the guardian of “sleeping England”, which besides an impersonation of the nation can be

interpreted as a direct reference to his nephew, the king, in his infancy, Gaunt moves on to

the banishment of his own son by the king, once the latter has come to age, and his

% As M. M. Mahood observes, both “giddy” and “unpropped” (Mahood 80).

% Cf. The Sceptred Isle speech: Act 11.i.40-68.
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resultant deprivation (“fast”) of the pleasures of fatherhood. The blending of the two
dimensions of Gaunt’s grief implies a deeper reproach: « | sacrificed my comfort to guard
your kingdom and you during your minority and what | received in return was the exile of
my own child; moreover, | can see beyond Harry’s banishment your intention to “kill my
name in me”, i.e. to destroy my identity: a) by murdering my brother Gloucester, a worthy
branch of the Plantagenet line, blood of my blood and flesh of my flesh; b) by expatriating
Harry, heir to my name, titles and property; ¢) and now by coming to seize the estate of

Lancaster and denying it to my son ».

Gaunt’s seemingly inappropriate wordplay (Cf. “KING RICHARD. Can sick men
play so nicely with their names?”) shows as a symptom of genuine pain (Cf. “GAUNT. For
they breathe truth that breathe their words in pain” 11.i.8), and works as a useful tool for
cramming as much meaning as possible in his last words. It evokes several possible
scenarios in order to blend them in complex sentiments and significations (Cf. “GAUNT.
O, but they say the tongues of dying men / Enforce attention like deep harmony. / Where
words are scarce, they are seldom spent in vain” 11.i.5-7). This pattern continues in the

following exchange between Gaunt and Richard:

KING RICHARD. Thou, now a-dying, sayest thou flatterest me.
GAUNT. O, no! thou diest, though I the sicker be.

KING RICHARD. | am in health, I breathe, and see thee ill.
GAUNT. Now He that made me knows | see thee ill;

Il in myself to see, and in thee seeing ill.

Thy death-bed is no lesser than thy land

Wherein thou liest in reputation sick;

And thou, too careless patient as thou art,

Commit'st thy anointed body to the cure
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Of those physicians that first wounded thee:
A thousand flatterers sit within thy crown,
Whose compass is no bigger than thy head,;
And yet, incaged in so small a verge,

The waste is no whit lesser than thy land. (R2 11.i.91-103)

Gaunt’s play on die (line 91), ill (lines 93-94), and sick (line 96) maps the state of
his own physical health onto Richard’s political condition. The two-dimensionality of the
emergent extended metaphor delineates two crisscrossed domains of apprehension: a) the
physical one in which Gaunt is sick and dying, while Richard is young and healthy; and b)
the political one in which Gaunt is righteous and ultimately successful (the progenitor of a
line of kings), while Richard wastefully commits his body politic® to pseudo-physicians,
indeed: flatterers and parasites (Cf. the weeds and caterpillars of the gardeners’ political
allegory, 111.iv.29-71), who sit within his crown (line 100) — both a) royal headdress:
pertaining to the body politic and symbolising royal sovereignty and power; and b) head,
mind — by extension Richard’s favour — pertaining to the natural body personal and

inflicting in so little space damage suffered by the whole kingdom.

O, had thy grandsire with a prophet's eye

Seen how his son's son should destroy his sons,
From forth thy reach he would have laid thy shame,
Deposing thee before thou wert possess'd,

Which art possess'd now to depose thyself.

Why, cousin, wert thou regent of the world,

It were a shame to let this land by lease;

81 Royal gemination, or the legal fiction of the king’s two bodies: the body politic and the body natural, in
relation to Shakespeare’s Richard Il, in particular, is the subject of Chapter Il, pp 24-42 of Ernst
Kantorowicz’s classic book The King’s Two Bodies: A Study in Medieval Political Theology.
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But for thy world enjoying but this land,
Is it not more than shame to shame it so?
Landlord of England art thou now, not King.

Thy state of law is bondslave to the law; (R2 11.i.104-114)

The central pun in this passage is contained in the multifariousness of the word
possessed (lines 107-108): a) possessed of the crown; b) being under someone’s influence;
¢) inhabited and controlled by illness, by frenzy or by a demon; and d) held legally in
possession. Like a prism it brings together and blends the key ideas expressed in Gaunts
final speech: 1) « Richard’s annointed body is ill, possessed by a political illness »: “Thy
death-bed is no lesser than thy land Wherein thou liest in reputation sick” (lines 95-96), 2)
« Richard’s illness issues from the evil influence of his favourites »: “A thousand flatterers
sit within thy crown” (line 100), 3) « who are convincing him to surrender the possession
of his land, i.e. to depose himself »: “Landlord of England art thou now, not King. Thy
state of law is bondslave to the law” (lines 113-114)% but also 4) « contains a fiendish
cruelty to his kin, as if possessed by a demon »: “That blood already, like the pelican, Hast
thou tapp'd out, and drunkenly carous'd” (lines 126-127). Therefore, Gaunt seems to imply,
« Richard should be dispossessed of the English throne, i.e. deposed, and put to eternal

shame ».

%2 This matter is sketchily mentioned in Shakespeare’s play but fully explicated in Thomas of Woodstok: in
order to free his wanton youth from the labour of statesmanship, Richard concedes to his favorites’ suit to
invest them with the power to govern the royal land and property under the condition that they should pay to
him a monthly pension: "these gentlemen here, sir / henry Greene, sir Edward Bagot, sir william Bushy, and /
sir Thomas Scroope, all jointly here stand bound to / pay your majesty, or your deputy, wherever you remain,
/ seven thousand pounds a month for this your Kingdom; for which / your grace, by these writings,
surrenders to their / hands: all your crown lands, lordships, manors, rents, / taxes, subsidies, fifteens, imposts,
foreign customs, / staples for wool, tin, lead, and cloth; all forfeitures / of goods or lands confiscate, and all
other / duties that is, shall, or may appertain to the King or / crown's revenues, and for non-payment of the
sum or / sums aforesaid, your majesty to seize the lands and / goods of the said gentlemen above named, and
their / bodies to be imprisoned at your grace's pleasure.”
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Although Gaunt’s words seem to have little of their intended effect on the king:
“KING RICHARD. And let them die that age and sullens have, / For both hast thou, and
both become the grave” (lines 139-140). They do find compassion in the heart of York,
Gaunt’s only surviving brother, who, along with the Queen and the king’s attendants,
witnesses passively the scene. When Gaunt is pronounced dead, York is moved to speak

his mind:

YORK. How long shall I be patient? Ah, how long
Shall tender duty make me suffer wrong?

Not Gloucester's death, nor Hereford's banishment,
Nor Gaunt's rebukes, nor England's private wrongs,
Nor the prevention of poor Bolingbroke

About his marriage, nor my own disgrace,

Have ever made me sour my patient cheek

Or bend one wrinkle on my sovereign's face.

I am the last of noble Edward's sons,

Of whom thy father, Prince of Wales, was first.

In war was never lion rag'd more fierce,

In peace was never gentle lamb more mild,

Than was that young and princely gentleman.

His face thou hast, for even so look'd he,
Accomplish'd with the number of thy hours;

But when he frown'd, it was against the French
And not against his friends. His noble hand

Did win what he did spend, and spent not that

Which his triumphant father's hand had won.
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His hands were guilty of no kindred blood,
But bloody with the enemies of his kin.
O Richard! York is too far gone with grief,

Or else he never would compare between (R2 11.i.163-185)

York begins his speech emotionally by giving a complete list of all causes of grief
so far described in the play:®® Gloucester’s death, Bolingbroke’s banishment, Gaunt’s
rebukes, Richard’s mistakes — of which his own disgrace (line 168) seems to be composed.
However, unlike Gaunt, he refrains from openly reprimanding the king for them — instead,
he slips into comparing Richard with his noble father, Edward the Black Prince. The
structure of this comparison establishes a visual similarity: “His face thou hast, for even so
look'd he, / Accomplish'd with the number of thy hours” (lines 176-177), yet draws sharp
contrasts in every other respect. The dissimilarities between the king and his father mirror
the previously mentioned reasons for grief: a) “But when he frown'd, it was against the
French / And not against his friends” (lines 173-174) alludes to Richard’s treatment of
Bolingbroke, Gaunt and, as it seems, York himself; “His noble hand / Did win what he did
spend, and spent not that / Which his triumphant father's hand had won” (lines 174-176)
points to Gaunt’s discontent with the way Richard disposes with his royal power and the
kingdom’s wealth; and “His hands were guilty of no kindred blood, / But bloody with the
enemies of his kin” (lines 177-178) clearly relates to Gloucester’s death. Although up to
this point York’s careful reproach is veiled and consciously kept in the domain of possible
interpretations, when the king commits his first unconcealed crime by dispossessing
Bolingbroke, he is the first to protest openly and warn Richard about the impending

consequences of his act:

%3 The reference to Richard’s efforts to prevent Bolingbroke from marrying Marie, Charles VI’s cousin, while
being exiled in Paris is not mentioned anywhere else in the play, but is described in full detail in Holinshed
3.495.
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YORK. Seek you to seize and gripe into your hands
The royalties and rights of banish'd Hereford?

Is not Gaunt dead? and doth not Hereford live?
Was not Gaunt just? and is not Harry true?

Did not the one deserve to have an heir?

Is not his heir a well-deserving son?

Take Hereford's rights away, and take from Time
His charters and his customary rights;

Let not to-morrow then ensue to-day;

Be not thyself-for how art thou a king

But by fair sequence and succession?

Now, afore God-God forbid | say true!-

If you do wrongfully seize Hereford's rights,

Call in the letters patents that he hath

By his attorneys-general to sue

His livery, and deny his off'red homage,

You pluck a thousand dangers on your head,
You lose a thousand well-disposed hearts,

And prick my tender patience to those thoughts

Which honour and allegiance cannot think. (R2 11.i.189-208)

York’s potent rhetoric persuades by virtue of the impeccable logic it employs: it

uses the premises of current legal theory to point out that the temporal principles governing
Bolingbroke’s incontestable right to his father’s estate and property are the same temporal
principles of succession that have secured and sustain Richard’s place on the throne -

inferring hence that the king’s violation of these principles with regard to Bolingbroke will
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amount to political suicide, since its unnaturalness will certainly appal English aristocracy,
and at the same time may create a precedent licensing Richard’s own deposition. Even
though the king remains aloof to all warnings — scornfully echoing York’s last words:
“RICHARD. Think what you will, we seize into our hands / His plate, his goods, his
money and his lands” (lines 209-210), the speech is important to the onlookers, including
the Queen and Bushy onstage, and the viewers/readers offstage, for exposing effectively

Richard’s heedlessness and presumption.

All the shadows of grief discussed so far, i.e. the grief of Mowbray, the Duchess of
Gloucester, Bolingbroke, Gaunt, York, and the Queen, when looked upon awry, i.e. when
linked together, as Bushy does in Act Il, Scene ii, cohere and blend in a possible version of
the play’s world (PW1) in which « Richard, like a veritable Machiavellian prince,
insidiously committed the wrongs that caused such griefs: he contrived and executed
through Mowbray the murder of the Duke of Gloucester; he took advantage of Mowbray’s
loyalty to the crown to bury the truth by expelling him on a lifelong exile; he banished
Bolingbroke with the intent to get him off his way, while he could wait and gain the power
to destroy his aging father and the house of Lancaster altogether; he devastated the
kingdom by letting his favourites enrich themselves by corruption and unrestrained
taxation of the common folk; he wronged and disrespected York and his good counsel ».
This version of the play’s world is allegorically summarised in Act Ill, Scene iv, by the
gardeners and seems to lead inevitably to the king’s deposition: “1 MAN. What, think you
then the King shall be deposed? / GARDENER. Depressed he is already, and deposed /
“Tis doubt he will be” (I11.iv.67-69). Yet, there is another possible version of the play’s
world which exists in direct opposition to the idea of the king’s displacement — the

worldview entertained by the king himself.
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Richard’s own possible version of the play’s world (PW2) is a mirror-like reflection
of PW1 and is also centred round a unifying notion of grief — this time the grief of the king
at his impending deposition. Like the Queen’s grief in Act Il, Scene ii, Richard’s grief is a
complex idea conveyed by means of the early modern concepts of substance and shadows:
“KING RICHARD. 'Tis very true: my grief lies all within; / And these external manner of
laments / Are merely shadows to the unseen grief / That swells with silence in the tortur'd
soul. / There lies the substance” (R2 1V.i.295-299). In order to catch a better glimpse of the
substance of the king’s grief, it is necessary to link up the “external manner of laments”

represented in the play.

Although Richard never openly denies the accusations made against him, his
confidence rests on his firm belief that the royal power came to him directly and
unconditionally from God: “KING RICHARD. The breath of worldly men cannot depose /
The deputy elected by the Lord” (R2 I11.ii.56-57), and regardless of his actions only God
himself can hold him responsible for the way he uses it: “KING RICHARD. show us the
hand of God / That had dismissed us from our stewardship” (R2 I11.iii.77-78). The king’s
confidence crumbles bit by bit in Act 111, Scene ii — when he learns that his military forces
are irreparably weakened and his favourites in England are captured and executed, while
Bolingbroke is supported by most peers, the commoners, and the Duke of York, Lord
Governor of the Kingdom in the king’s absence. Pressed under the weight of reality
Richard is pushed over the verge of despair: “KING RICHARD. Let's talk of graves, of
worms, and epitaphs; / Make dust our paper, and with rainy eyes / Write sorrow on the
bosom of the earth” (R2 111.ii.145-147) and opens up his heart to display his human needs,
weaknesses, and fears that underlie the artificial flourish and magnificence of the royal
person:

... within the hollow crown
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That rounds the mortal temples of a king

Keeps Death his court; and there the antic sits,
Scoffing his state and grinning at his pomp;
Allowing him a breath, a little scene,

To monarchize, be fear'd, and kill with looks;
Infusing him with self and vain conceit,

As if this flesh which walls about our life

Were brass impregnable; and, humour'd thus,
Comes at the last, and with a little pin

Bores through his castle wall, and farewell, king!
Cover your heads, and mock not flesh and blood
With solemn reverence; throw away respect,
Tradition, form, and ceremonious duty;

For you have but mistook me all this while.

I live with bread like you, feel want,

Taste grief, need friends. Subjected thus,

How can you say to me | am a king? (R2 I11.ii.-177)

Richard’s speech resolves in a significant pun on subject, which coheres with

several possible scenarios of interpretation: a) the overall context of the play — « after his
deposition the king becomes a subject to the new king »; b) the context of the scene — « the
king has lost nearly his whole support except for a handful of close retainers, in this sense
his forces are subjected by the overwhelming military power of Bolingbroke »; c) the
context of the whole speech — « death keeps his court in the hollow space within the crown,
i.e. presides over the seemingly supreme state of the king and makes him subject to the
natural rule of mortality »; d) the immediate context of the utterance — « exploding the

absolute power of the sovereign body politic, Richard exposes the frailty of his natural
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body personal »: “I live with bread like you, feel want, / Taste grief, need friends” (lines
175-176) « and its subjection to human needs and passions ». The fact that all these
scenarios hinge on the same word facilitates their blending not only into a complex
epistemological construct but also into a complex emotional state of projection and

compassion in the viewer/reader. *

In the following scene, when Richard is about to face Bolingbroke before the walls of Flint

Castle and surrender to his fate, another dimension of his grief is displayed:

KING RICHARD. What must the King do now? Must he submit?
The King shall do it. Must he be depos'd?

The King shall be contented. Must he lose

The name of King? I’God's name, let it go.

I'll give my jewels for a set of beads,

My gorgeous palace for a hermitage,

My gay apparel for an almsman's gown,

My figur'd goblets for a dish of wood,

My sceptre for a palmer's walking staff,

My subjects for a pair of carved saints,

And my large kingdom for a little grave,

A little little grave, an obscure grave-

Or I'll be buried in the king's high-way,

Some way of common trade, where subjects' feet
May hourly trample on their sovereign's head;

For on my heart they tread now whilst I live,

 Cf. MV 111.i.64-66 “If you prick us, do we not bleed? If you tickle us, do we not laugh? If you poison us,
do we not die?”.
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And buried once, why not upon my head? (R2 111.iii.143-175)

The speech opens with the idea of the king’s subjection expressed in the repetition
of “must” and Richard talking about himself in the third person singular. It slips into an
apparent readiness to submit, undermined by a strong emphasis on possession in the
repetition of “my”. As soon as the transformation of the unkinged king into a poor,
wandering, holy man seems complete — it is annihilated in lines 172-173 with the
realisation that although the king may trade over his jewels, palace, apparel, goblets,
sceptre, subjects and kingdom, i.e. everything that shows his regal status, but he may not
do so with his royal essence or heart — at the end of the day he is still the “sovereign” and
the people are still his “subjects”. More complexity is added by the curious instance of
subtle wordplay in lines 172-175, where the words trade and tread resemble
anagrammatically each other so much that they seem to blend their meanings. In fact, the
use of trade in “Some way of common trade, where subjects' feet / May hourly trample on
their sovereign's head” (lines 172-173) is wrenched so close to the meaning of tread, in the
obvious sense of “traffic, passage”, that the use of tread in the following line inevitably
acquires a smack of “trade” — provoking the following possible reading of lines 174-175:
“For on my heart they trade now whilst I live, / And buried once, why not upon my head?”
Retrospectively, this possible interpretation draws a meaningful contrast between the
facility and freedom of the subjects to choose whether to support or betray their king and
the impossibility of the king to change his predestination and choose to be something other

than a king.

This idea is developed further in Act IV, Scene I, when Richard is forced to
abdicate publicly and cede the crown to Bolingbroke. At the climax of his dejection he

again resorts to wordplay to express his overwhelming grief:

BOLINGBROKE. Are you contented to resign the crown?
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KING RICHARD. Ay, no; no, ay;®® for | must nothing be;
Therefore no no, for | resign to thee.

Now mark me how | will undo myself:

I give this heavy weight from off my head,

And this unwieldy sceptre from my hand,

The pride of kingly sway from out my heart;
With mine own tears | wash away my balm,

With mine own hands | give away my crown,
With mine own tongue deny my sacred state,
With mine own breath release all duteous oaths;
All pomp and majesty | do forswear;

My manors, rents, revenues, | forgo;

My acts, decrees, and statutes, | deny.

God pardon all oaths that are broke to me!

God keep all vows unbroke are made to thee!
Make me, that nothing have, with nothing griev'd,
And thou with all pleas'd, that hast all achiev'd.
Long mayst thou live in Richard's seat to sit,

And soon lie Richard in an earthly pit. (R2 1V.i.200-219)

Richard’s complex meaning pivots on two elaborate puns in lines 201 and 202: 1)

Ay/l: a) in the sense of “yes” and b) as the personal pronoun; and 2) no/know: a) the
negative particle and b) the homonymous verb. The cognitive combination and
recombination of these four elements against the narrower and broader context of the scene

yield a mathematical progression of possibilities: a) « Yes, no. No, yes; for “yes” must

% The First Folio has “I, no; no, I”.
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nothing be. Therefore, no, no! For “yes” is to resign to thee »; b) « | know no “I””; for |
must nothing be. Therefore, no “no”, for | resign to thee »; ¢) « | know no *“yes” — for
“yes” must nothing be. Therefore, know “no” — for I resign to thee »; d) « Yes — no, no —
yes; for I must nothing be. Therefore know not, for “yes” is resigned to thee, etc ».
Richard’s baffling proposition and its dissemination into a mathematical progression of
interpretative possibilities — a multiplicity greater than the living mind can possibly hold
simultaneously — has a deliberately puzzling effect on the viewer/reader and marks the
limit of the productive use of the cognitive concepts of substance and shadows. From this
point on excessive multiplication results in the dispersion of meaning and empties the
concepts involved of their significance. Such is, in fact, Richard’s design — within the
space of two lines he manages to explode the method of propositional logic and the values
of truth (*yes”) and falsehood (“no”), along with the epistemological capacity of knowing,
itself, as well as his royal and moral being (contained in “I”). Thus, the vortex of possible
shadows of interpretation, set loose by the wordplay on Ay/l and no/know in lines 201 and
202, leads through the impossibility of conceptualisation to a straightforward cognitive
scenario: « | can no longer tell the difference between “yes” and “no”, in fact, | no longer
know anything, since | no longer have an identity, i.e. | am a non-enity, a “nothing”, there

exists no longer an “I”” ».

This possible scenario coheres with the consistent idea of the dissipation of
Richard’s self: “KING RICHARD. I have no name, no title ... And know not now what
name to call myself!” (R2 1V.i.255-259) and also “KING RICHARD. Was this face the
face / That every day under his household roof / Did keep ten thousand men? Was this the
face / That like the sun did make beholders wink? / Is this the face which fac'd so many
follies / That was at last out-fac'd by Bolingbroke?” (R2 1V.i.281-286) — a dissipation that

eventually breaks through the linguistic medium and bursts into stage action when the
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deposed king shatters his looking glass and in it his image: “KING RICHARD. For there it
is, cracked in an hundred shivers” (R2 1V.i.288). Apparently “the moral of this sport” (R2
IV.i.290) remains within the bounds of Richard’s own possible version of the play’s world
(PW2) because Bolingbroke fails to see the substance behind the show:
“BOLINGBROKE. The shadow of your sorrow hath destroyed / The shadow of your face”

(R2 IV.i.292-293).

The final shadow of the unkinged king’s grief takes shape in Act V, Scene v, when
Richard strains his mind to “hammer out” a pithy comparison between the lonely prison

cell he inhabits and the world outside which is denied to him:

KING RICHARD. My brain I'll prove the female to my soul,
My soul the father; and these two beget

A generation of still-breeding thoughts,

And these same thoughts people this little world,

In humours like the people of this world,

For no thought is contented. The better sort,
As thoughts of things divine, are intermix'd
With scruples, and do set the word itself
Against the word,

As thus: 'Come, little ones'; and then again,
"It is as hard to come as for a camel

To thread the postern of a small needle's eye.'
Thoughts tending to ambition, they do plot
Unlikely wonders: how these vain weak nails

May tear a passage through the flinty ribs

Of this hard world, my ragged prison walls;
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And, for they cannot, die in their own pride.
Thoughts tending to content flatter themselves
That they are not the first of fortune's slaves,
Nor shall not be the last; like silly beggars
Who, sitting in the stocks, refuge their shame,
That many have and others must sit there;
And in this thought they find a kind of ease,
Bearing their own misfortunes on the back

Of such as have before endur'd the like. (R2 V.v.6-30)

Richard’s soliloquy centres round a powerful simile which seems to provide a nut-
shell explanation of the fundamental cognitive structure of the play: « the living human
mind is like the world; thoughts are like people — never *“contented”, never one-
dimensional, always complex, always multifarious, dynamically restructuring, combining
and recombining, dividing and blending concepts, constantly changing their value and
transforming their meaningful environment ». The mind in question here is that of Richard

himself:

KING RICHARD. Thus play I in one person many people,
And none contented. Sometimes am | king;

Then treasons make me wish myself a beggar,

And so | am. Then crushing penury

Persuades me | was better when a king;

Then am I king'd again; and by and by

Think that | am unking'd by Bolingbroke,

And straight am nothing” (R2 V.v.31-38)
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Just like Richard’s fantasy the notion of unity in multiplicity, presented in this case study
through the early modern concepts of substance and shadows, repeats in a fractal pattern
throughout the play. A look through the prism of this design uncovers the synergetic effect
of the functional wordplay at the linguistic level and the meaningful ambiguities at the
higher levels of ideation, characterisation and development of plot. Everything in the
composition of the play seems to work together to convey the ultimate complex notion —
the ultimate representation of grief. It does not come in a rush but seeps gradually in the
mind of the viewer/reader preparing him/her for Richard’s final aphorism: “KING
RICHARD. Nor I, nor any man that but man is, / With nothing shall be pleas'd till he be
eas'd / With being nothing” (R2 V.v.39-41). Here the deposed king has already absorbed
the whole grief in the play to become himself the epitome of the tormented human
condition and thus face the primordial consternation: Is life on earth a fruitless chase of

shadows — and if it is, what does this make us humans?
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Chapter 3

The state of man: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the presentation
of complex moral issues

Therefore doth heaven divide
The state of man in divers functions,

Setting endeavour in continual motion. (H5 1.ii.183-185)

Additions Ilc and Il to the anonymous early modern play Sir Thomas More have
attracted a considerable amount of critical attention mainly due to the possibility that
Addition Ilc may be the only surviving example of Shakespeare’s poetic writing penned in
his own hand, while Addition Il may be a direct transcript of Shakespeare’s original.
Although today the majority of Shakespeareans agree that the fragments are

’s,% there are still scholars who advance reasonable arguments against this

Shakespeare
claim.®” What the very existence of this situation confirms, however, is that Additions llc

and I11 share a lot in style and imagery with undoubtedly Shakespearean works, i.e. they

% The attribution of Addition Ilc to Shakespeare gains more support due to palacographic analyses.

%7 For more information on the question of Shakespeare’s authorship see: Evans, G. Blakemore. Introduction
to Sir Thomas More. The Riverside Shakespeare; Bald, R. C. "The Booke of Sir Thomas More and Its
Problems.” Shakespeare Survey 1l (1949), pp. 44-65; and Pollard, Alfred W., W. W. Greg, Edward Maunde
Thompson, John Dover Wilson, and R. W. Chambers. Shakespeare's Hand in the Play of Sir Thomas More.
Cambridge, 1923.
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are clearly Shakespeare-like. Therefore, the following analysis circumvents the issue of

authorship and focuses on an evidently Shakespearean use of language in Addition I11.

Sir Thomas More, or The Book of Sir Thomas More as it is also known, provides a
collaboratively written,®® fragmented account of the rise, achievement and fall of the
legendary English statesman, based on several anecdotal episodes taken from his life. The
central and most important of them is More’s skilful intervention, as Sheriff of London, in
the 11l May Day events of 1517, by which he manages to appease a threatening insurrection
through delivering a series of moving speeches to the crowd — an episode presented in
Addition Ilc and most likely entrusted to Shakespeare for revision due to its censure
sensitivity and dramatic importance. More’s success in controlling the rebellion leads, in
the play, to the quick advancement of his political career — to Knight, Privy Councillor, and
subsequently Lord Chancellor of England. The soliloquy presented in Addition 11l follows
directly the climax of More’s rise and dramatically discloses his private thoughts at the

moment of his highest achievement:

MORE. it is in heaven that | am thus and thus;

And that which we profanely term our fortunes

Is the provision of the power above,

Fitted and shaped just to that strength of nature
Which we are borne withal. Good God, Good God,
That | from such an humble bench of birth

Should step as twere up to my Country's head,

And give the law out there! I, in my father's life,

% The prevailing opinion among scholars is that the play was originally written by Anthony Munday, but
rejected when submitted to Edmund Tilney, Master of Revels from 1579 to 1610, which necessitated a
number of changes and additions made probably by Henry Chettle, Thomas Dekker, Thomas Heywood, and
William Shakespeare (See Munday 1-32).
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To take prerogative and tithe of knees

From elder kinsmen, and him bind by my place

To give the smooth and dexter way to me

That owe it him by nature! Sure, these things,

Not physicked by respect, might turn our blood

To much Corruption: but, More, the more thou hast,
Either of honor, office, wealth, and calling,

Which might accite thee to embrace and hug them,
The more doe thou in serpents' natures think them;
Fear their gay skins with thought of their sharp state;
And let this be thy maxim, to be greate

Is when the thread of hazard is once spun,

A bottom great wound up greatly undone. (TM Addition I11)

The use of the word state in line 18 strikes the reader as a little awkward — in fact, it
has apparently puzzled even the editors of The Oxford Complete Shakespeare, because in
the 1987 edition, which includes Additions Ilc and Ill, they have emended “state” to
“stings” (OCS 788) — possibly due to the consonance with “skins” or Shakespeare’s use of
the collocation “sharp stings” in AW (I11.iv.18). Nevertheless, state in line 18 is hardly an
incidental mistake or bad spelling on part of the copyist because the last six lines of More’s
soliloquy (lines 16-21) form three rhyming couplets, of which lines 18 and 19 form the
middle one and “state” at the end of line 18 bears the rhyme with “greate” at the end of line
19. This fact points at an incontestably premeditated use of state in line 18 which therefore

demands more considerate justification.

The narrow context of the phrase apparently provides enough intratextual

information to support the emendation through the closest possible meanings of state: A)
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“property, possessions” (Cf. 1H4 1V.i.46-47 “HOTSPUR. Were it good to set the exact
wealth of all our states / All at one cast?” MV I11.ii.257-262 “BASSANIO. When | told you
/ My state was nothing, | should then have told you / That | was worse than nothing; for
indeed / | have engag'd myself to a dear friend, / Engag'd my friend to his mere enemy, /
To feed my means”). Hence, the serpents’ stings, or venomous teeth and tongue, can
indeed be seen as their sharp possessions, even as their “state”, or “estate”, i.e. their
“inheritance” from their Biblical ancestor who incited man’s first disobedience (Cf. TA
11.ii.214-216 “TIMON. Ventidius lately / Buried his father, by whose death he's stepp'd /
Into a great estate”); B) “condition, manner of existing” (Cf. TM 1V.v.67-70 “MORE. Lets
now suruaye our state: Heere sits my wife, / and deare esteemed issue, yonder stand / my
loouing Seruants, now the difference / twixt those and these”; Sonnet 29 “I all alone
beweepe my out-cast state”; R&J 1V.iii.2-4 “JULIET. | pray thee leave me to myself to-
night; / For | have need of many orisons / To move the heavens to smile upon my state, /
Which, well thou knowest, is cross and full of sin”), which could be “the condition of
one’s health” (Cf. Sonnet 118 “And brought to medicine a healthful state”; KL Il.iv.147-
150 “REGAN. O, sir, you are old! / Nature in you stands on the very verge / Of her
confine. You should be rul'd, and led / By some discretion that discerns your state / Better
than you yourself”), or “a particular temper or mood” (Cf. Sonnet 29 “Yet in these
thoughts my self almost despising, / Haply 1 think of thee, and then my state (Like to the
lark at break of day arising / From sullen earth) sings hymns at heaven’s gate”). Thus, the
“sharp stings” of the serpents in More’s speech could point at both their “woeful state” (Cf.
Hamlet I11.iv.67-71 “KING. O wretched state! O bosom black as death! / O limed soul,
that, struggling to be free, / Art more engag'd!”) and their “serpent’s nature” characterised

by a quick and keen temper.
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This chain of thought points at another dimension of state which relates to the
“health of mind and body”, which in the combination with “sharp” points at the idea of
“acute physical or psychological state”, i.e. “disease”. A popular, at the time, acute disease
hidden in “gay skin”, or young human flesh, which had already become a much utilized
metaphor for the providential retribution for moral and civil wrongdoings, was syphilis
(Healy 123-188). This bit of extratextual information changes the perspective on the
passage and evokes yet another coherent cognitive scenario. First, it throws different light
on the hendiadys: “embrace and hug” in line 16. It cleaves the seemingly synonymous
meaning of “embrace” and “hug”: into a) “kiss” (Cf. MA 1V.i.47 “CLAUDIO. You will
say, she did embrace me as a husband”) and b) “hold gently in one’s arms” (Cf. R3
l.iv.232-233 “CLARENCE. He bewept my Fortune, / And hugg’d me in his armes”), thus,
suggesting a schema of concupiscence and erotic passion. Then, it bends the meaning of
the word “accite” in line 16 from its standard meaning: “summon, call” (Cf. TA 1.i.30
“MARCUS ANDRONICUS. He by the Senate is accited home”) to “excite, arouse” (with
which words it was commonly confounded in the early modern period) (Cf. 2H4 11.ii.66-67
“PRINCE. And what accites your most worshipful thought to thinke so”; Jonson,
Underwoods, p. 69 “What was there to accite / So ravenous and vast an Appetite”).
Finally, it elicits a double clink from the phrase: “Sure, these things, / Not physicked by
respect, might turn our blood / To much Corruption” (lines 12-14), which is apparently
used in concordance with the legal term corruption of blood, i.e. “the effect of an attainder
upon a person attainted, by which his blood was held to have become tainted or “corrupted’
by his crime” or at least in the related moral sense: (Cf. 1H4 1.ii.91-92 “FALSTAFF. O,
thou hast damnable iteration, and art indeed able to corrupt a saint”) — but also carries the
possible meaning “to infect, poison, contaminate” (Cf. Ham Ill.iv.147-149 “HAMLET. It
will but skin and film the ulcerous place, / Whiles rank corruption, mining all within, /

Infects unseen”).
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The wider context of the play, however, contains 13 key uses of the word state
employing at least 3 discrete meanings, all of which relate to one of the main issues
considered there — the issue of stately power and More’s relationship with it. Therefore, it
is difficult to resist reading the awkward use of state in Addition Il as a punning
projection towards those other significations: A) “the body politic” (Cf. TM I1.iii.234-235
“MORE. | now must sleep in court, sound sleeps forbear; / The chamberlain to state is
public care”; 2H4 V.ii.135-137 “KING. And let us choose such limbs of noble counsel, /
That the great body of our state may go / In equal rank with the best govern'd nation”); B)
“the princely seat at the country’s head and, by extension, its attribute of absolute authority
and command” (Cf TM V.iii.89-91 “ROPER [to More]. The world, my lord, hath ever held
you wise; / And 't shall be no distaste unto your wisdom, / To yield to the opinion of the
state”; 2H4 V.ii.99-101 “CHIEF JUSTICE. And, as you are a King, speak in your state /
What | have done that misbecame my place, / My person, or my liege's sovereignty”); C)
“status, high rank, political power, and their relevant ceremoniousness and pomp” (Cf TM
IV.i.68-70 “MORE. And brethren all, for once | was your brother, / And so | am still in
heart: it is not state / That can our love from London separate. / True, upstart fools, by
sudden fortune tried, / Regard their former mates with naught but pride. / But they that cast
an eye still whence they came, / Know how they rose, and how to use the same”; 2H4
V.ii.142-143 “KING. Our coronation done, we will accite, / As | before rememb'red, all

our state”).

Thus, the convenient convergence of power, authority, and polity in state is
inevitably juxtaposed to the image of the serpents’ quick, keen, and deadly nature and
possibly to the implicit warning for providential retribution for civil and moral corruption.
The emergent blend casts a long shadow over “honor office wealth and calling” (line 15):

all attributes of stately rank at the “Country’s head”, but also stock-in-trade of royal
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favour. A similar play on state in Act IV, Scene 3, blends the ideas of a) stately rank, b)
royal favour, and c) physical condition: “MORE. The King seems a physician to my fate; /
His princely mind would train me back to state” (TM 1V.iii.85-86). As the play progresses,
however, the differences in opinion between King Henry VIII and More deepen and lead to
the latter’s trial for treason, his sending to the scaffold for execution: (Cf. TM V.iv.72-75
“MORE. my offence to his highness makes me of a state pleader a stage player ... to act
this last scene of my tragedy”), and eventually to his martyrdom: (Cf. TM V.iv.119-122
“SURREY. A very learned worthy gentleman / Seals error with his blood. Come, we'll to
court. / Let's sadly hence to perfect unknown fates, / Whilst he tends prograce to the state

of states”).

Does the offbeat use of state in Addition Il stretch the semantic nature of the word
to prefigure More’s “sharp state” later on in the play? It is hard to give a definite answer to
this question. What is certain, though, is that the additions were composed after the first
version of the play was completed, so their authors had the opportunity to study closely the
subtle coherences of imagery and wordplay in the text and incorporate some of them in
their own fragments. Moreover, in order to decide what to make of the ambiguous use of
state in Addition 111, the viewer or reader should be aware of yet another dimension of the
word — alive to early modern ears and eyes but quite unfamiliar to us today: “A state

therefore generally,”®

writes Thomas Wilson in The Art of Rhetoric, “is the chiefe ground
of a matter, and the principall point whereunto both he that speaketh should referre his
whole wit, and they that heare should chiefly marke” (122). The implementation of the

term in the early modern art of rhetoric derives from contemporary legal theory:

% My italics.
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in matters criminall, where iudgement is required: there are two persons at the least,
which must through contrarietie stand and rest vpon some issue. As for example. A
seruing man is apprehended by a Lawyer for Felonie, vpon suspition. The Lawyer
saith to the seruing man: thou hast done this Robberie. Nay (saith he) | haue not
done it. Vpon this conflict and matching together ariseth this State,”® whether this

seruing man hath done this Robberie, or no? (lbid.)

Thus, this last facet of state offers an early modern theoretical perspective on a
particular region of human conceptualisation — the mental space in which possible
meanings, scenarios, and worlds are brought together, examined, and then selected,
discarded or blended — the mental space in which the outlines of fundamental human
notions such as rationality, reality, and truth are constantly negotiated and re-negotiated.
The fact that the early modern theory of rhetoric borrows the forensic concept of state
draws a meaningful parallel between the cognitive schema of a trial at court and the
analytical notion of the mechanics of discourse construction — the common point between
them being the intuitive reliance on straightforward logical patterns in order to establish

the most probable and therefore most truthful state of affairs.

The remaining part of this chapter examines the concept of state, in each of the
dimensions discussed above, in a Shakespearean play centred round the ideas of
truthfulness and equity in both judicial and moral decisions. At the time of its first
productions the play in question was significantly called All Is True, but later was included

in Shakespeare’s First Folio as The Famous History of the Life of King Henry the Eight.

® My italics.

™ The spatial metaphor behind the term “mental space” goes back to Hobbes’s observation that “no man ...
can conceive anything, but he must conceive it in some place” and seeks to delineate a set of abstract
configurational parameters in the conceptual domain (Cf. Fauconnier, “Mental Spaces” 16-22; Werth 4-5;
Stockwell 96).
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Interestingly, it has a number of common characteristics with Sir Thomas More: a) both
plays are set in the same period of English history (although without any apparent overlap
of the portrayed characters and events); b) both plays are collaboratively written and
different degrees of authorship of each play are attributed to William Shakespeare; and
finally c) both plays have suffered a considerable amount of critical neglect mainly due to

their unsettled authorship.

Another reason for critical displeasure was formulated as early as the mid-
seventeenth century: “though | went with resolution to like it,” writes Samuel Pepys in his
Diary (1 January 1664) concerning the play, it “is so simple a thing made up of a great
many patches, that, besides the shows and processions in it, there is nothing in the world
good or well done.” Ever since, critics have nagged at what they saw as the fragmentary
structure and disjoined plot of Henry VIII. The following reading of the play, however,

finds unity in its parts through the concept of state.

At the very opening of the play, the Prologue promises to the audience an
experience of dramatic representations “That bear a weighty and a serious brow, / Sad,
high, and working, full of state and woe” (H8 P.2-3). Now, due to the fact that during one
of the first performances of Henry VIII, on 29 June 1613, the Globe Theatre caught fire
from a stage canon and burned down to the ground, we have today several contemporary
reports concerning the play, the most detailed of which, delivered by Sir Henry Wotton in
a letter to a friend, bears witness to the splendour of the show and pageantry that
accompanied the action: “The King’s players had a new play, called All is true,
representing some principal pieces of the reign of Henry VIII, which was set forth with
many extraordinary circumstances of Pomp and Majesty, even to the matting of the stage;
the Knights of the Order, with their Georges and garters, the Guards with their

embroidered coats, and the like” (qtd. in AH8 59). This report undoubtedly informs one
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interpretation of the Prologue’s use of state — “dignity, pomp and majesty”. Yet, if
Wilson’s theoretical dimension of the word is also taken into consideration, a particular
pattern of organisation can be discerned in the texture of the play. Henry VIII, as Wotton
observes, is made up of “some principal pieces” of the reign of the King (“patches” in
Pepys’s critical view), i.e. the action centres round several episodes, which seem disparate
in significance and set apart in time and place. The common point of all these episodes,
however, is that each of them functions as a sort of state, or trial, of a central figure in the
play. On the one hand, the characters of Buckingham, Katharine, Anne, Wolsey, and
Cranmer are all in turn subjected to close judicial and/or moral scrutiny. On the other, the
play, as a whole, focuses on the figure of the King, who appears as a major participant in
each little trial and thus discloses important traits of his own character. The effect of this
being that when all episodes are considered as a unified whole, their joint meaning

amounts to an elaborate dramatic representation of the King’s own complex state.

The essential characteristic feature of the early modern theoretical concept of state,
as presented by Thomas Wilson, is that it accommodates a relationship of controversy and
opposition (“contrarietie”) — suspended in a state of equity and impartiality (“stand and rest
vpon some issue”), i.e. before the weight of evidence and argumentation has tipped the
balance of judgment towards a reasonable resolution. It seems that the authors of Henry
VIII have taken special care to achieve this effect in each of the constituent episodes and
with respect to the King himself. Expectably, this is chiefly accomplished by means of
introducing measured amounts of poetic ambiguity and wordplay into the text. The
remaining part of this case study explores the instances of ambiguity and wordplay situated
in structurally sensitive places in the text of the play and their impact on both the

respective episode and the overall construction of the work.
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Henry VIII begins with the indirect expression of personal animosity between
Edward Stafford, Duke of Buckingham, and Thomas Wolsey, Cardinal of York.
Buckingham speaks as a representative of the highest level of the English aristocracy,
which at the time must have found it difficult to put up with the rise to unprecedented
power of Wolsey — a butcher’s son who, driven by great ambition and tireless diligence,
obtained royal favour and took the place right next to the King in both wealth and
judgment in matters of state. Buckingham rails against what he sees as Wolsey’s devilish
pride and his upstart insolence in interfering with the nobles’ estates, but is advised by

Norfolk to take heed of the Cardinal’s spite and vindictiveness:

NORFOLK. The state takes notice of the private difference
Betwixt you and the Cardinal. | advise you —

And take it from a heart that wishes towards you

Honour and plenteous safety — that you read

The Cardinal's malice and his potency

Together; to consider further, that

What his high hatred would effect wants not

A minister in his power. (H8 1.i.101-108)

In this context state apparently means “the government” and “the royal throne” (Cf.
1H4 11.iv.272 “FALSTAFF. This chair shall be my state”) — hence, by extension, “the
King himself”. The significance of line 101 against the background of the whole speech,
however, remains unclear: A) « the king observes your quarrel with Wolsey, B) the king is
going to intervene and take Wolsey’s side », or C) « you should rush and try to gain the
king’s favour before it is too late ». The resolution arrives shortly — Buckingham is arrested
under royal warrant and the case of his treason is brought before the King by Wolsey.

According to Buckingham’s former Surveyor, testifying against him, the Duke said that “if
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the King / Should without issue die, he’ll carry it so / To make the sceptre his” (H8
1.1i.133-135) and that if the King took action against him, he would “put his knife in him”
(H8 1.ii.199). Naturally, Henry VIII is deeply affected by these accusations and calls for
swift trial and severe retribution. The Queen, however, remains suspicious of a
manipulation of the case by Wolsey. Buckingham’s own comment in relation to this is
deliberately ambiguous: “BUCKINGHAM. My surveyor is false. The o'er-great Cardinal
Hath show'd him gold” (H8 1.i.222-223): either A) « the surveyor was bribed to give untrue
testimony » (Cf. 2H4 P.8 “RUMOUR. Stuffing the ears of men with false reports™), or B) «
the surveyor was bribed to betray me and disclose my secrets » (Cf. KL V.iii.160

“EDGAR. False to thy gods, thy brother, and thy father”).

In his eloquent speech to the crowd before his execution Buckingham restates his
loyalty to the King: “BUCKINGHAM. heaven bear witness, / And if | have a conscience,
let it sink me / Even as the axe falls, if | be not faithful!” (H8 11.i.59-61) and plays on the
meaning of the word state when Sir Nicholas Vaux arranges his departure with befitting

ceremoniousness:

BUCKINGHAM. Nay, Sir Nicholas,

Let it alone. My state now will but mock me.

When | came hither | was Lord High Constable

And Duke of Buckingham; now, poor Edward Bohun.
Yet | am richer than my base accusers

That never knew what truth meant; |1 now seal it;

And with that blood will make ‘em one day groan for’t. (H8 11.i.100-106)

The use of state in line 101 above brings together a number of related meanings of the

word: A) “status, high rank, political power”, B) “property, possessions, estate”, C)
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“nobility and dignity of soul”, and D) “condition situation”. Each of these meanings
establishes its own logical coherence in the context of the speech: A) “state” and “mock” —
« Sir Nicholas, please keep it simple, reminding me of my former greatness will just grieve
me more »; B) “state” and “poor” — « in this trial 1 have lost my titles and estates and am
now poor »; C) “state”, “richer” and “base” — « | have not lost, however, my dignity and
nobility, which marks me apart from my accusers, who are base, i.e. ignoble, immoral,
counterfeit, but also: plebeian, of low birth »; D) “state”, “richer” and “truth” — « the very
situation I find myself in mocks my noble soul, because | have the incontestable truth on
my side ». The interplay of these cognitive scenarios juxtaposes two modes of existence: a)
the material domain (lines 102-103) governed by the King’s law, and b) the moral domain
(lines 104-106) governed by universal truth. The blend of these two modes of existence

allows Buckingham to express his firm belief that despite having lost in one of them he

will certainly win in the other.

One of the most forceful images Buckingham uses at the close of his execution
speech: “Go with me like good angels to my end, / And as the long divorce of steel falls on
me, / Make of your prayers one sweet sacrifice, / And lift my soul to heaven” (H8 I1.i.75-
78) prefigures another episode of state in the play — the attempted divorce trial of
Katherine of Aragon, Henry’s Queen. The polysemy latent in divorce is activated by the
metaphoric use and draws together two distant domains of meaning: A) “the steel blade of
the axe that will violently separate Buckingham’s head from his body” and B) “the legal
remedy that amounts to dissolving the matrimonial union between a husband and a wife”.
Under the pressure of context, this carefully designed juxtaposition results in a complex
preconception in the viewer/reader in which « the image of the natural unity of head and
body is mapped onto the notion of the unity between a husband and a wife » and also « the

image of the sharp edge of the executioner’s axe is mapped onto the notion of the judicial
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decision to break the nuptial bond » (Cf. H8 11.iii.13-16 “ANNE. [in relation to Queen
Katherine] She never had pomp: thoug’t be temporal, / Yet if that quarrel and Fortune do

divorce / It from the bearer, ’tis a sufferance panging / As soul and body’s severing”).

Katherine’s divorce trial is never brought to a close. When the Queen is summoned,
she attends with dignity and delivers her case, pleading for the King’s mercy and pointing
out that she has been “a true and humble wife ... at all times to [his] will conformable”
“upward of twenty years” during which time she was “blest with many children by [him]”
(H8 I1.iv.11-35). Then, Katherine accuses Cardinal Wolsey of conspiracy against her, and
therefore refuses to recognise the legitimacy of a court presided by him. Finally, she

appeals publicly to the Pope and leaves the court.

Katherine’s brave and resolute actions move the King to deliver her state himself.
On the one hand, there is no better wife, to him she is “alone in [her] rare qualities, sweet
gentleness, [her] meekness saint-like, wife-like government, obeying and commanding,
and [her] parts sovereign and pious else ... speak [her] out — the Queen of earthly Queens”
(H8 11.iv.133-138). On the other, she needs must be abandoned for the sake of the

commonweal:

... mark th' inducement. Thus it came-give heed to't:
My conscience first receiv'd a tenderness,

Scruple, and prick, on certain speeches utter'd

By th' Bishop of Bayonne, then French ambassador,
Who had been hither sent on the debating

A marriage 'twixt the Duke of Orleans and

Our daughter Mary. I' th' progress of this business,

Ere a determinate resolution, he —
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I mean the Bishop-did require a respite

Wherein he might the King his lord advertise
Whether our daughter were legitimate,
Respecting this our marriage with the dowager,
Sometimes our brother's wife. This respite shook
The bosom of my conscience, enter'd me,

Yea, with a splitting power, and made to tremble
The region of my breast, which forc'd such way
That many maz'd considerings did throng

And press'd in with this caution. First, methought
I stood not in the smile of heaven, who had
Commanded nature that my lady's womb,

If it conceiv'd a male child by me, should

Do no more offices of life to't than

The grave does to the dead; for her male issue
Or died where they were made, or shortly after
This world had air'd them. Hence | took a thought
This was a judgment on me, that my Kingdom,
Well worthy the best heir o' th" world, should not
Be gladded in't by me. Then follows that

I weigh'd the danger which my realms stood in
By this my issue's fail, and that gave to me
Many a groaning throe. Thus hulling in

The wild sea of my conscience, | did steer
Toward this remedy, whereupon we are

Now present here together; that's to say
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I meant to rectify my conscience, which
I then did feel full sick, and yet not well,
By all the reverend fathers of the land

And doctors learn'd. (H8 I1.iv.166-203)

Although the King manages to set forth a straightforward and logically coherent
argument in favour of his decision to divorce Katherine, his preoccupation with the word
conscience seems to stand out and draw the viewer or reader’s attention to itself. The
immediate context of the above speech places the sense of the word conscience in the
following possible world (PW1): « the king’s conscience, i.e. the sensitive mental state
where his moral and royal judgments reside, has been affected by disturbing doubts
regarding the legitimacy of his marriage with his late brother’s wife, and afflicted by the
suspicion that their inability to produce a male heir to the English throne is related to the
potentially illicit nature of their matrimony ». A retrospective consideration of the use of
the word conscience in the preceding two scenes, however, offers more possibilities for

interpretation.

When the prospect of divorce between the King and Queen Katherine is introduced
in Act Il, Scene ii, Henry seems to briefly regret his decision, placing the notion of
conscience in a peculiar context: “KING. Would it not grieve an able man to leave / So
sweet a bedfellow? But conscience, conscience — / O, ‘tis a tender place, And | must leave
her” (H8 11.ii.140-142). The recollection of Katherine as *“so sweet a bedfellow”, or loving
and skilful sexual partner, triggers in the King’s mind two visions of himself: A) as an
“able man” — the adjective able here comprising a collection of masculine features that
stretch from “strong, vigorous, powerful,” on the one hand — to “lusty, virile, potent” on
the other; and B) as a man whose conscience is a “tender place” — the adjective tender here

also presenting a variety of possibilities that stretch from “delicate, sensitive, amorous,” on
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the one hand — to “fragile, weak, impotent,” on the other. A similar semantic effect is
achieved by Suffolk’s facetious play on conscience in the beginning of the same scene:
“SUFFOLK. How is the King employ'd? / CHAMBERLAIN. | left him private, / Full of
sad thoughts and troubles. / NORFOLK. What's the cause? / CHAMBERLAIN. It seems
the marriage with his brother's wife / Has crept too near his conscience. / SUFFOLK. No,
his conscience / Has crept too near another lady” (H8 I1.ii.13-17). Suffolk’s punning
subverts the intuitive sense of conscience evoked by Lord Chamberlain: “the moral notion
of right and wrong that governs a person’s thoughts and actions,” and drives the meaning
of the word towards a multiplicity of possible interpretations verging from “mind,

thoughts, attention” to “sexual appetite, desire, will”.

This carefully calculated and orchestrated shift in the meaning of conscience
towards the conceptual domain of sex and physical longing puts forth a more problematic
possible world (PW2) to accommodate Henry’s reasoning: « the king is using the word
conscience to mask the manhood crisis he is experiencing: on the one hand, his
masculinity is afflicted by his inability to produce a male heir to the English throne to the
point of revulsion (showing in the morbid comparison of his wife’s womb to a grave for
his sons, lines 185-190 above) and nausea (present in the image of becoming sick of
rocking in the wild seas of his turbulent conscience, lines 196-201 above); on the other, he
is affected to another woman (“My conscience first receiv'd a tenderness”, line 167) and
possibly attracted to the opportunity of reasserting his masculinity afresh, viz. the least

prick (line 168) may allude to is “motivation” ».

The parallel existence of PW1 and PW2 above bears witness among other things to
the stretchable nature of the concept of conscience — an issue which is developed further in

the episode presenting the moral state of Anne Bullen. Act Il, Scene iii, shows Anne
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discussing the predicament of Katherine of Aragon and her own prospects of becoming the

Queen of England with an old lady in waiting:

ANNE. Verily,

I swear 'tis better to be lowly born

And range with humble livers in content

Than to be perk'd up in a glist'ring grief

And wear a golden sorrow.

OLD LADY. Our content

Is our best having.

ANNE. By my troth and maidenhead,

I would not be a queen.

OLD LADY. Beshrew me, | would,

And venture maidenhead for 't; and so would you,
For all this spice of your hypocrisy.

You that have so fair parts of woman on you
Have too a woman's heart, which ever yet
Affected eminence, wealth, sovereignty;

Which, to say sooth, are blessings; and which gifts,
Saving your mincing, the capacity

Of your soft cheverel conscience would receive

If you might please to stretch it. (H8 I1.iii.18-33)

Despite the richness of the employed imagery, the conversation so far follows a
straightforward logical pattern and seems to convey simple ideas: (PW1) « Anne is
eloguently trying to persuade herself and the old lady of the virtue of modesty and the

perils of ambition. Her exhortations are scornfully dismissed as mere hypocrisy and
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juvenile mincing by the old lady, who knowingly concludes that if Anne is as true a
woman as her fair looks suggest, her woman’s heart will desire distinction, riches, and
power so badly that her flexible conscience will stretch far out to accommodate whatever is
needed in order to achieve contentment ». The following lines, however, make it clear that
the Old Lady’s words work on multiple levels and seek to subvert and parody Anne’s

apparently genuine concern:

ANNE. Nay, good troth.

OLD LADY. Yes, troth and troth. You would not be a queen!
ANNE. No, not for all the riches under heaven.

OLD LADY. Tis strange: a threepence bow'd would hire me,
Old as | am, to queen it. But, | pray you

What think you of a duchess? Have you limbs

To bear that load of title?

ANNE. No, in truth.

OLD LADY. Then you are weakly made. Pluck off a little;

I would not be a young count in your way

For more than blushing comes to. If your back

Cannot vouchsafe this burden, 'tis too weak

Ever to get a boy.

ANNE. How you do talk!

I swear again | would not be a queen

For all the world.

OLD LADY. In faith, for little England

You'd venture an emballing. | myself

Would for Carnarvonshire, although there long'd
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No more to th' crown but that. (H8 I1.iii.33-49)

The heavy wordplay of the Old Lady becomes obvious in lines 36-37: a threepence
bowed — “a bent coin of negligible value” would give enough reason to the Lady “to
pretend she were the queen” — to queen it. Yet, another possibility for signification is
drawn irresistibly close: « a threepence bawd would hire me, old as | am, to quean it, i.e. to
play the whore » (Cf. MW 1V.ii.172 “FORD. A witch, a quean, an old cozening quean”).
This possibility develops into a cognitive scenario by what follows: A) “OLD LADY.
Have you limbs / To bear that load of title?” (lines 38-39) — a) « have you got the moral
and psychological strength to bear the title », but also b) « can your body bear the body of
the owner of the title in an act of lovemaking », and ¢) « do you have the procreative power
to bear a son to the owner of the title » — an idea which is made explicit in lines 40-42:
“OLD LADY. If your back / Cannot vouchsafe this burden, 'tis too weak / Ever to get a
boy.” B) “OLD LADY. I would not be a young count in your way / For more than blushing
comes to” (lines 42-43) — the similarity in pronunciation between count and “cunt” and the
ambiguity of the phrase in your way here point at three diverse possible scenarios: a) « |
wish a young, handsome nobleman came your way », b) « | would not hesitate about
loosing my virginity like you do », and c) « luckily for you | would not be a young woman
in your way ». C) “OLD LADY. In faith, for little England / You'd venture an emballing” —
a) « investing with the ball as the emblem of royalty », b) « becoming pregnant », and again
due to similar pronunciation c) « “embailing” — to enclose in a ring, i.e. wear a ring as a

symbol of matrimony ».

Having been thus reinforced by the context, the bawdy scenario bounces back and
affects the signification of the first part of the conversation activating unexpected shades of
meaning in seemingly non-punning words: A) “OLD LADY. Our content is our best

having” (lines 22-23) — the Old Lady seizes upon Anne’s pious use: “ANNE. And range
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with humble livers in content” (line 20), separating the meaning of “satisfaction, peace of
mind” (Cf. CE 1.ii.33-34 “ANTIPHOLUS OF SYRACUSE. He that commends me to mine
own content / Commends me to the thing | cannot get”) from the original signification of
the word — “capacity, load, volume” (Cf. Tem I1.ii.136-137 “STEPHANO. Come, swear to
that; kiss the book. I will furnish it anon with new contents”); B) “OLD LADY. And
venture maidenhead for 't” (line 25) — the Old Lady twists Anne’s innocent-looking oath:
“ANNE. By my troth and maidenhead, / | would not be a queen” (lines 22-23) to
foreground its sexual connotation of “hymen, virginity” (Cf. RJ Liii.2 “NURSE. Now, by
my maidenhead at twelve year old”). C) “OLD LADY. You that have so fair parts of
woman on you” (line 27) conveys the idea of physical beauty but only through offering an
erotic close-up on particular physical parts (Cf. A Lover’s Complaint 80-84, “Love lacked
a dwelling and made him her place; / And when in his fair parts she did abide, / She was
new lodged and newly deified”). The possible world (PW2) created by the Old Lady’s
wordplay is finally taking shape: « Our best possession as women is our body (by
extension vagina and procreative power). Every woman’s heart desires high rank and
riches, so we should not hesitate to trade with our body (by extension womb and freedom)
for the achievement of our desires. This may make us look like strumpets — but then again,

how small is the difference between a queen and a quean ».

This possible world clearly runs into opposition with Anne’s repeated affirmation
that she would not become a queen/quean. The place of this conflict is also clearly
identified as Anne’s conscience: “OLD LADY. and which gifts ... the capacity / Of your
soft cheverel conscience would receive / If you might please to stretch it” (lines 30-33).
Although the idea of a pliable conscience was proverbial (Cf. Dent C608), the bawdy
context manipulates the meanings of content (lines 20-22), capacity (line 31), soft,

cheverel, receive (line 32), and stretch (line 33) to undermine the moral signification of
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conscience (line 32) and overlay it with a strained image of the female sexual organ.”® The
emergent conceptual blend between conscience and sexuality in Act Il, Scene ii, not only
offers a cynical perspective on Anne’s relationship with the King, but also adds another
dimension to the word conscience when used by or in relation to the King — informing
ironic wordplay such as: “SECOND GENTLEMAN. [Sees Anne.] Heaven bless thee! /
Thou hast the sweetest face | ever look'd on. / Sir, as | have a soul, she is an angel; / Our
king has all the Indies in his arms, / And more and richer, when he strains that lady; / |

cannot blame his conscience” (H8 1V.i.42-47).

The impact of Anne Bullen on the King’s conscience leads directly to another
episode of state in the play — the fall from royal favour and power of Cardinal Wolsey,
Lord Chancellor of England. In Act Ill, Scene ii, it becomes clear that Wolsey’s fatal
discreditation before Henry VIII is caused by his misfortunate misdirection of two of his
private documents to the King. These documents show unequivocally, on the one hand,
that the Cardinal has stealthily amassed an exorbitant amount of wealth, and on the other,
that he has been secretly persuading the Pope to delay the King’s divorce with Katherine
(because he sees the King’s infatuation with Anne as an impediment to his own plan to
secure for the King a royal marriage to the Duchess of Alencon, the French King’s sister).
As Wolsey himself observes, it is the second piece of incriminating evidence that for ever
barred him access to the King’s heart and thrust him headlong to disgrace: “WOLSEY.

There was the weight that pulled me down” (H8 111.ii.406).

2 The leap of wit necessary to grasp this tortuous instance of wordplay seems to be metadramatically
reflected in the polysemy of the word cheveril (line 32): on the one hand, cheveril is a type of kid leather,
which was known for its considerable flexibility and elasticity, and was figuratively used in collocation with
conscience (Cf. Drayton’s The Owl “He had a tongue for every language fit, / A cheverell Conscience, and a
searching wit™), on the other, Shakespeare’s remaining two uses of the word relate it to the concept of wit
(Cf. RJ ILiv.76-77 “MERCUTIO. O, here’s a wit of cheverel, that stretches from an inch narrow to an ell
broad” and TN 111.i.11-13 “CLOWN. A sentence is but a chev’ril glove to a good wit. How quickly the wrong
side may be turn’d outward.” Both uses, especially the second one, emphasise the freedom of the mind to
rearrange and play with language to achieve more complex meanings.
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Earlier in the play, Wolsey is consistently portrayed as an undisputable villain: A)
In Act I, Scene i, Buckingham exposes Wolsey’s greed and malice: “BUCKINGHAM. No
man’s pie is freed / From his ambitious finger” (H8 1.i.52-53); “BUCKINGHAM. This
holy fox, / Or wolf, or both — for he is equal ravenous / As he is subtle, and as prone to
mischief / As able to perform it” (H8 1.i.158-161). B) In Act I, Scene ii, Queen Katherine
pleads against an exorbitant tax on the commons, introduced without the knowledge of the
King (presumably by Wolsey), while Wolsey not only manages to clear himself from any
responsibility for its imposition but also takes credit for its revocation. C) In Act Il, Scene
iv, when the Queen is brought before the court she publicly accuses Wolsey of conspiring
against her: “KATHERINE. You are mine enemy ... / For it is you / Have blown this coal
betwixt my lord and me ... Therefore, | say again, / | utterly abhor, yea, from my soul /
Refuse you for my judge, whom yet once more / | hold my most malicious foe and think

not / At all a friend to truth” (H8 11.iv.75-82).

Following his fall from grace, however, Wolsey is given a chance to deliver a moving

soliloquy to the audience in which he reflects poetically on his own life and deeds:

WOLSEY. This is the state of man: to-day he puts forth
The tender leaves of hopes; to-morrow blossoms

And bears his blushing honours thick upon him;

The third day comes a frost, a killing frost,

And when he thinks, good easy man, full surely

His greatness is a-ripening, nips his root,

And then he falls, as | do. | have ventur'd,

Like little wanton boys that swim on bladders,

This many summers in a sea of glory;

But far beyond my depth. My high-blown pride
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At length broke under me, and now has left me,
Weary and old with service, to the mercy

Of a rude stream, that must for ever hide me.
Vain pomp and glory of this world, I hate ye;

| feel my heart new open'd. O, how wretched

Is that poor man that hangs on princes' favours!
There is betwixt that smile we would aspire to,
That sweet aspect of princes, and their ruin
More pangs and fears than wars or women have;
And when he falls, he falls like Lucifer,

Never to hope again. (H8 111.i1.352-372)

In his carefully balanced and rhetorically effective speech Wolsey presents “the
state of man”, i.e. his own unhappy fate,”® by means of several superimposed images: A)
an allegory of vegetal life — « the tender leaves of a courtier’s hopes give way to the red
blossoms of his achievements, which, in turn, should be followed by the fruition of the
monarch’s respect and gratitude, unless the life cycle of the courtier is cut off by a sudden
frost in the relationship between him and the king »; B) an extended simile between a
potentially dangerous children’s game: « floating on blown up cow bladders on the surface
of the sea in summer, without heeding how deep the water below is », and the unenviable
lot of a courtier, « who has been floating on his high-blown pride and ambition on the
surface of the king’s kindness for many years, but suddenly denied protection in a weary
old age — is left to drown in a turbulence of enmity and aversion »; and finally C) an
extended metaphor which links together « the utter dependence of the courtier on the

monarch’s favour and the martyr-like suspended stance of man between bliss and

3 Cf. JC 11.i.68-70 “BRUTUS. ... and the state of man, / Like to a little Kingdom, suffers then / The nature
of an insurrection. (Julius Caesar)
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perdition». The emotive charge of Wolsey’s words works upon the consciousness of the
viewer/reader evoking a possible world in which « Wolsey is not a villain — he is an
ambitious man who simply served his king too fervently » (Cf. H8 IIl.ii.455-457
“WOLSEY. Had I but served my God with half the zeal / | served my King, he would not
in my age / Have left me naked to mine enemies”), « i.e. he sought to secure the popedom
for himself to be able to help the English throne and tried to arrange the marriage between
Henry and Marguerite of Angouléme to increase the political strength of the state. His
intentions are, nevertheless, misunderstood by the king and twisted by his enemies — to

lead to his bitter disrepute and subsequent unhappy death ».

The above possible world is developed later in the play, after the Cardinal has
passed away, by the seemingly objective opinion of Griffith who in his conversation with
the former Queen undertakes to remind her of the admirable qualities of her dead enemy
and so do justice to his departed soul: “This Cardinal,” he says, “Though from an humble
stock, undoubtedly / Was fashion'd to much honour from his cradle. / He was a scholar,
and a ripe and good one; / Exceeding wise, fair-spoken, and persuading; / Lofty and sour to
them that lov'd him not, / But to those men that sought him sweet as summer. / And though
he were unsatisfied in getting — / Which was a sin — yet in bestowing, madam, / He was
most princely: ever witness for him / Those twins of learning that he rais'd in you, /
Ipswich and Oxford” (H8 1V.ii.48-59). The words of this “honest chronicler” move
Katherine to such an extent that she manages to overcome her deep hatred and contempt
for Wolsey (Cf. H8 1V.1i.33-39 “KATHERINE. He was a man / Of an unbounded stomach,
ever ranking / Himself with princes; one that by suggestion / Tied all the kingdom. Simony
was fair play. / His own opinion was his law. I’th’ presence / He would say untruths, and
be ever double / Both in his words and meaning”) and teach herself the psychological

comfort of forgiving him and honouring his memory.
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This carefully balanced juxtaposition of two morally antagonistic Wolseys — a
veritable villain, and an admirable, though sinful, man, each of them necessarily creating
his own possible copy of the play’s world — inevitably invites an ethical revision of the
Cardinal’s predicament. Now, justice is clearly a central concern of the play and the pivotal
point of all trials represented in it. What is more, the way justice is done in Henry VIII
follows a straightforward pattern: A) When the King is convinced of Buckingham’s guilt
he exclaims: “KING. If he may / Find mercy in the law, ’tis his; if none, / Let him not
seek’t of us” (H8 1.ii.211-213). The King’s words prove as good as condemnation because
in the battlefield of political intrigues the evidence and testimony presented before the
court of law may be ruthlessly manipulated: “BUCKINGHAM. The law | bear no malice
for my death — / °T has done upon the premises but justice — / But those that sought it |
could wish more Christians” (H8 11.i.62-64). B) When no legal ground can justify Henry’s
divorce with Katherine, yet the King’s conscience dictates otherwise — the law is forced to
obey his will. C) When Anne is trying to protect her moral integrity and chastity, yet the
King’s conscience presses in — her conscience is compelled to give way. D) No legal action
can assail Wolsey’s state of power until the King has removed his protection from him — as
soon as this is done, however, the Cardinal is doomed to a headlong fall. The supremacy of
the King’s judgment over the points and procedures of law is manifest once again and
more evidently than ever in the last episode of state in the play — the trial of Thomas

Cranmer, the Archbishop of Canterbury.

Grievous charges of heresy are pressed against the protestant Cranmer by Stephen
Gardiner, the Bishop of Winchester, and the other members of the King’s Privy Council.
Despite the brewing storm the Archbishop is confident in his innocence and firmly

believes that his true honesty and integrity will guarantee him safe passage through all the
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trials and tribulations he is subjected to. Henry, however, is not so certain of the victory of

truth over punctilious plotting and decides to intervene:

KING. Know you not

How your state stands 1’th’ world, with the whole world?
Your enemies are many, and not small; their practices
Must bear the same proportion; and not ever

The justice and the truth o’th’question carries

The due o’th’verdict with it; at what ease

Might corrupt minds procure knaves as corrupt

To swear against you? Such things have been done.
You are potently oppos’d, and with a malice

Of as great size. Ween you of better luck,

| mean in perjur’d witness, than your Master,

Whose minister you are, whiles here He liv’d

Upon this naughty earth? Go to, go to;

You take a precipice for no leap of danger,

And woo your own destruction. (H8 V.i.126-140)

The King here clearly relates Cranmer’s state to one of the previously discussed
possible scenarios in the play, in which Buckingham appears guiltless and wrongly
accused: a) “not ever / The justice and the truth o’th’question carries / The due o’th’verdict
with it” (lines 129-131); b) “at what ease / Might corrupt minds procure knaves as corrupt /
To swear against you” (lines 131-133); c¢) “Such things have been done” (line 133). The
King’s words only restate something that has already become clear in every trial presented
in the play: « the truth established and the justice done in the courts of law are merely

functions of political influence and power struggle among the nobles ». Even Jesus,
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observes the King, did not thrive against false testimony: “Ween you of better luck, / I
mean in perjur’d witness, than your Master, / Whose minister you are, whiles here He liv’d
/ Upon this naughty earth” (lines 135-138). Therefore, Henry decides to follow the voice of

his conscience and take the matter in his own hands.

Cranmer’s state “I’th’ world, with the whole world” has also another dimension — it
presents in miniature the ideological and political clash between Catholicism and
Protestantism during Henry’s reign. The Council’s accusations against Cranmer rest on
religious grounds: “CHANCELLOR. you that best should teach us / Have misdemeaned
yourself, and not a little, / Toward the King first, then his laws, in filling / The whole
realm, by your teachings and your chaplains’ — / For so we are informed — with new
opinions, / Diverse and dangerous, which are heresies / And, not reformed, may prove
pernicious” (H8 V.ii.47-53). The logical sequence underlying the Chancellor’s complaints
is based on the following pattern: diverse therefore heretical, i.e. at variance with the
generally accepted as authoritative opinions of the Catholic Church — therefore dangerous
and pernicious. In his defence speech Cranmer seizes on the words diverse, dangerous and
pernicious to subvert subtly the viewpoint on which the Council’s indictment is founded
(without, however, venturing into religious dispute that could only aggravate his situation):
“CRANMER. My good lords, hitherto, in all the progress / Both of my life and office, |
have laboured, / And with no little study, that my teaching / And the strong course of my
authority / Might go one way, and safely; / and the end was ever to do well” (H8 V.ii.66-
71). Cranmer does not deny that he and his chaplains profess new religious views, yet he
implies that « there is no diversity between Christian doctrines because there is simply only

one way, i.e. the true way, and that this way is the way to safety and goodness »."

™ Cranmer’s rhetoric is characteristically Reformist and resonates with the teaching of the five solas, or
“ones”: sola scriptura, sola fide, sola gratia, solus Christus, and soli Deo Gloria.
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The conceptual blending of Buckingham’s trial, Cranmer’s arraignment, and the
preceptive conflict between Catholicism and Protestantism results in the analogical relation
of several superimposed concepts. On the one hand, there are: a) Wolsey’s possible
manipulation of evidence, testimony, and the King’s opinion in the case of Bukingham’s
condemnation, b) Gardiner’s attempt to do the same with respect to Cranmer (Cf. H8
V.i1.93-95 “CRANMER [to Gardiner]. If you will pass, / | shall both find your lordship
judge and juror, / You are so merciful. | see your end: / *Tis my undoing”), and c) the
cunning manipulation of both scriptural revelation and Christian dogma for which the
Protestant Reform Movement criticised the Roman Catholic Church. On the other, there
are: a) Buckingham’s loyalty to the King, b) Cranmer’s innocence, and c) the one religious

Christian truth.

A retrospective re-construction of Henry VIII as a play celebrating the success of
the English Reformation may indeed find a broader context in the employed imagery and
the development of character.” It may even expand into a possible world in which the
figure of Cardinal Wolsey is used as a critical reformist allegory for the Roman Catholic
Church. « A man of low birth — just like the apostles — he excels in his studies, advances
the knowledge of mankind and promotes learning. As time moves on, he becomes
entangled in political intrigues and shows great skill in bending the truth in order to enrich
himself and gain more power. To achieve his goals, he steers the minds of kings and
queens. Finally, when his appetite becomes insatiable and his ambition intolerable, he is
thrust Lucifer-like into the abyss of damnation by his lord and master. In the end,

repentant, he teaches his descendent — Thomas Cromwell, himself a reformed Christian’® -

> A number of Shakespeare critics read Henry VIII as a Protestant propaganda play: Cf. Frances Yates, 70;
William Baillie, 248; Donna Hamilton, 164.

® Cf. H8 V.ii.107-120 and also Thomas, Lord Cromwell, 1602.
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to “fling away ambition”, love his enemies, abandon corruption, profess peace, “be just,

and fear not” (H8 111.ii.440-446) ».

Yet, Henry VIII is not a medieval Morality Play. It works on a number of cognitive
levels simultaneously. Its very structure defies the viewer/reader’s rationalist urge to fit
everything into a single logically and ethically unified world. The identifiable pattern
behind this structural organisation, as stated above, parallels the phenomenon described by
the early modern forensic concept of state and its rhetorical counterpart. A final yet crucial
point of resemblance between the latter two notions is their rapport with objective truth.
Naturally, the most likely reason why in early modern jurisprudence an arbiter would seek
to put two opposite claims on the scales before taking a decision is his or her desire to
arrive at the best judgment, i.e. bring the truth of what actually happened out into the light:
“whether this seruing man hath done this Robberie, or no” (Wilson, Rhetorique, 122).
Similarly, the states of Buckingham, Katherine, Anne, Wolsey, and Cranmer seem to be
painstakingly balanced and presented so as to provide an opportunity for the viewer/reader
to decide for himself or herself what each respective truth is, and how these individual
truths combine to form the state of King Henry himself (Cf. H8 P,7-9 “PROLOGUE. Such
as give / Their money out of hope they may believe / May here find truth too”). Or is it
possible that the construct of state is evoked ironically to show the incompatibility between
the rationalist concept of objective truth and the dynamic nature of complex systems such
as text, man, or politics. In such a case literally all is true: Buckingham is both a traitor and
a loyal subject, Katherine is both a perfect Queen and an unattractive wife, Anne is both a
chaste maid and a calculating prostitute, Wolsey is both evil and kind, Cranmer is both
learned and foolish, and the King is both gullible and cunning, noble and lascivious, cruel
and compassionate. Be that as it may, the important conclusion for the purposes of this

study is that the impartial representation of complex moral issues, so typical for
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Shakespeare, which involves higher dramatic structures like ideas, characters and plot,
owes a great deal of its cognitive possibility to the masterful use of wordplay at the lower

textual level.
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Chapter 4

The fatal Cleopatra and a multiple Hamlet: Shakespeare’s
wordplay and the construction of complex fictional personalities

Methinks I see these things with parted eye,

When every thing seems double. (MND V.i.188-189)

The final touch of Dr. Johnson’s austere reproof of Shakespeare’s propensity to
play with words, “[a] quibble was to him the fatal Cleopatra for which he lost the world,
and was content to lose it” (844), employs a familiar narrative to drive home its meaning.
He uses the final scene of the calamitous life history of Mark Antony, which was most
probably well known to him and his neoclassical peers in both Plutarch’s original and
Shakespeare’s dramatisation. On the surface it all looks clear: Shakespeare is compared to
Antony — the great orator and potential ruler of the whole world — in that the poet could
have had all that was to be had in the world of poetry for he possesses the poetic power to
show “the real state of sublunary nature, which partakes of good and evil, joy and sorrow,
mingled with endless variety of proportion and innumerable modes of combination”
(Johnson 8§17); yet just like Antony, Shakespeare falls short of achieving the ultimate
accomplishment of his talents because of a foolish infatuation with what seems to be a
feminine rhetorical figure, which Cleopatra-like lures him off the path of his destiny and
leads him into the quicksands of overall ruin. Such an interpretation of Dr. Johnson’s
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words seems very much in line with Plutarch’s moralistic intentions: “the arts [of]
temperance, justice and wisdom, do not only consider honesty, uprightness, and profit: but
examine withal, the nature and effects of lewdness, corruption and damage ... [so] we shall
be the forwarder in reading and following the good, if we know the lives, and see the

deformity of the wicked” (Plutarch 5.372-373).

The implication of Shakespeare’s version of the story and Dr. Johnson’s treatment
of Cleopatra, however, imports an unexpected, perhaps undesired, complexity into his
aphorism. Whereas Plutarch centres his narrative around the personality of Antony and
views Cleopatra merely as the cause of his undoing: “if any spark of goodness or hope of
rising were left in him, Cleopatra quenched it straight, and made it worse than before”
(Plutarch 5.273), Shakespeare models Cleopatra, in A. C. Bradley’s estimation, as one of
his four “most wonderful” characters (Bradley 208) and, by universal consent, as his most
intricate and subtle woman. Thus, Shakespeare’s choice of representation seems to
countervail a straightforward and neatly logical interpretation of the play and this effect, in

turn, seems to spread over to Dr. Johnson’s extended metaphor.

The first part of this chapter is motivated by the above observation and subjects
Shakespeare’s Cleopatra and the mechanics of her portrayal to closer examination. It
focuses on the use of wordplay and multiple worldviews in modelling her complex
personality in order to relate the emerging notions back to Johnson’s metaphor. The second
part applies the resultant theoretical perspective to one of Shakespeare’s most complex and

enigmatic characters — Hamlet, Prince of Denmark.

In the brief opening scene of Antony and Cleopatra, Philo, a Roman soldier,

apparently insignificant to the plot, prologue-like lays out the central conundrum of the

play:
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PHILO. Nay, but this dotage of our general's
Overflows the measure. Those his goodly eyes,
That o'er the files and musters of the war

Have glowed like plated Mars, now bend, now turn,
The office and devotion of their view

Upon a tawny front. His captain's heart,

Which in the scuffles of great fights hath burst
The buckles on his breast, reneges all temper,
And is become the bellows and the fan

To cool a gipsy's lust.

Look where they come!

Take but good note, and you shall see in him
The triple pillar of the world transformed

Into a strumpet's fool. (AC 1.i.1-13)

The viewer/reader is immediately confronted with a double vision of Antony: on

the one hand, as warlike, mail-clad Mars leading his victorious hosts the way to eternal
glory, and on the other, as a tantalised, manipulated Vulcan, who is used instrumentally for
the indulgences of a compelling woman of easy virtue. The two visions ironically hinge on
a typically Shakespearean pun on front (line 6),”" and their essential incompatibility
promises the tragic warp of the story henceforth. Antony is expected to be yet another of
Shakespeare’s complex tragic men drawn between conflicting loyalties, while Cleopatra is
expected to perform the function of a disintegrating force, very much like the urge for

vengeance of old Hamlet’s ghost, the prophesies of the Weird Sisters, or lago’s slanderous

" a) “The total area in which opposing armies face each other,” and b) “The part or side that is forward,

prominent, or most often seen or used, face, forehead.”
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insinuations. As the play unfolds, however, Cleopatra draws more and more attention to
herself — she frowns and rails, while Antony protests and glooms. As E. A. J. Honigman
points out: “Antony impresses us in scene after scene as a loser; Herculean, but still a
loser; and in his defeats in conversation, added by Shakespeare, distinguish him equally
from Plutarch’s Antonius and from the other tragic heroes” (Honigman 153). The
breakdown of Antony’s heroic figure hits bottom with his failure to perform the decorous
suicide “after the high Roman fashion” (IV.xv.91) that, in his opinion, befits his great
defeat both in the battlefield and in his amorous liaison with the Queen of Egypt.
Cleopatra, on the other hand, not only survives him by a whole act but is given the chance
to consider, plan and execute her suicide in a dignified and thrillingly beautiful way — her

death is “[a]s sweet as balm, as soft as air, as gentle” (AC V.ii.310).

The splendour of Cleopatra as a dramatic figure is achieved mainly through her
exquisite descriptions by other characters, notably in Enobarbus’ Cydnus speech (11.ii.200-
250), and her gravitation towards the centre of the play — yet the true complexity of her
character is accomplished mainly through the quality of her language in her speeches and
her verbal exchanges with the other personages of the play. A closer look at Cleopatra’s
words just before her glorious death uncovers a telling pattern that permeates the texture of

her theatrical being:

CLEOPATRA. Hast thou the pretty worm of Nilus there

That kills and pains not?

CLOWN. Truly, I have him. But I would not be the party that should
desire you to touch him, for his biting is immortal; those that

do die of it do seldom or never recover.

CLEOPATRA. Remember'st thou any that have died on't?

CLOWN. Very many, men and women too. | heard of one of them no
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longer than yesterday: a very honest woman, but something given
to lie, as a woman should not do but in the way of honesty; how
she died of the biting of it, what pain she felt- truly she makes

a very good report o' th" worm. But he that will believe all that

they say shall never be saved by half that they do. But this is

most falliable, the worm's an odd worm.

CLEOPATRA. Get thee hence; farewell.

CLOWN. I wish you all joy of the worm.

CLEOPATRA. Farewell.

CLOWN. You must think this, look you, that the worm will do his kind.
CLEOPATRA. Ay, ay; farewell.

CLOWN. Look you, the worm is not to be trusted but in the keeping
of wise people; for indeed there is no goodness in the worm.
CLEOPATRA. Take thou no care; it shall be heeded.

CLOWN. Very good. Give it nothing, | pray you, for it is not worth
the feeding.

CLEOPATRA. Will it eat me?

CLOWN. You must not think 1 am so simple but I know the devil
himself will not eat a woman. | know that a woman is a dish for
the gods, if the devil dress her not. But truly, these same

whoreson devils do the gods great harm in their women, for in
every ten that they make the devils mar five.

CLEOPATRA. Well, get thee gone; farewell.

CLOWN. Yes, forsooth. | wish you joy o' th' worm. (AC V.ii.243-278)

The bawdy wordplay of the above passage seems to be exactly the kind of typically

Shakespearean wordplay that is so rigorously disapproved of by Dr. Johnson. The twist in
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the meaning of this brief exchange between Cleopatra and the Clown is realised by the
double sense of the word die (lines 248-249): a) to cease to live, and b) to experience
sexual orgasm (Cf. MA V.ii.95-96 “BENEDICK. I will live in thy heart, die in thy lap, and
be buried thy eyes”). Cleopatra evidently intends to use the word with its first signification,
while the Clown saucily bends it towards the second one, shoving thus the whole dialogue
into the connotative mire of an alternative possible world: the pretty worm (line 243)
becomes associated with its phallic shape; kills and pains not (line 244) points at the
second meaning of die; the malapropism immortal (line 247) drives the reader’s perception
from “mortal” to “immortal” but not without the implication of the graphically related
“immoral;” lie (line 252) points at the possible interpretation: “lie with other men” (Cf.
Sonnet 138); another malapropism falliable (line 257) blends together “infallible” and
“fallible,” i.e. “liable to fall” (Cf. MM 111.i.66-68 “DUKE. Do not satisfy your / Resolution
with hopes that are fallible; to-morrow you must die; / go to your knees and make ready”);
the repeated joy (lines 258 and 278) leans toward “jouissance;” no goodness (line 264)
relates to “the lack of moral and ethical values;” nothing (line 271) activates a familiar
Shakespearean pun on “no thing” or “an o-thing” meaning “vagina;” (Cf. Williams 219)
through which the punning uses of feed (line 271) and eat (lines 272 and 274) are
understood; the senses of dress (line 275) and mar (line 277) also relate in more than one
possible world: A) to dress or prepare a dish and then to destroy it by adding intolerable
ingredients, and B) to train or break in a horse by riding (Cf. R2 V.v.80 “GROOM. That
horse that | so carefully have dressed”) and to spoil (Cf. TA 1V.ii.41 “FLAVIUS. For
bounty, that makes gods, does still mar men”) — a domain from which the meaning
bounces back into the sexual context in which women may be ridden by the devil and their

virtue may be thus spoiled.
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The above possible coherence clearly partakes of a possible world well grounded in
the language of the whole play. It derives from a traditional interpretation of the story and
in it CLEOPATRA IS THE WHORE OF EGYPT, WHO ENTANGLES THE POWERFUL ANTONY AND
DRIVES HIM TO HIS RUIN. The parallel with the Whore of Babylon, a familiar image at the
time, imposes itself as Pompey conjures Cleopatra to detain Antony and prevent him from
fighting in the wars: “POMPEY. But all the charms of love, / Salt Cleopatra, soften thy
waned lip! / Let witchcraft join with / beauty, lust with both; / Tie up the libertine in a field
of feasts, / Keep his brain fuming” (11.i.20-24). More often, however, the links between this
possible world and other more immediate worlds of signification are realised by means of
wordplay: “ENOBARBUS. Cleopatra, catching but / the least noise of this, dies instantly; |
have seen her die / twenty times upon far poorer moment. | do think there is mettle / in
death, which commits some loving act upon her, she hath such a / celerity in dying”
(1.1i.140-144) — Enobarbus’s pun here blending Cleopatra’s characteristically dramatic
demeanour and her sexual appetites: “CLEOPATRA. | take no pleasure / In aught an
eunuch has” (l.v.9), “CLEOPATRA. O happy horse, to bear the weight of Antony”

(I.v.21).

Significantly, the scope of this representation of the Queen of Egypt goes beyond
the mere portraiture of a common harlot, it stretches out to include a gallery of what was
thought at the time to be typically female imperfections. Besides lechery, Cleopatra also
displays coyness and vanity: “CLEOPATRA. If it be love indeed, tell me how much”
(1.1.14), jealousy: “CLEOPATRA. Excellent falsehood! / Why did he marry Fulvia and not
love her” (1.i.41-42), desire to manipulate Antony: “CLEOPATRA. If you find him sad, /
Say | am dancing; if in mirth, report / That I am sudden sick” (l.iii.4-6), spiteful
derisiveness: “CLEOPATRA. Cut my lace, Charmian come! / But let it be; | am quickly ill

and well — / So Antony loves” (l.iii.72-74), erratic emotional outbursts: “CLEOPATRA.
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Courteous lord one word ... Oh, my oblivion is a very Antony, / And | am all forgotten”
(1.1ii.88-93), irrational and misplaced anger: “CLEOPATRA. [to the messenger bringing
her the news of Antony’s marriage to Octavia] The most infectious pestilence upon thee!
Strikes him down ... Hence, / Horrible villain, or I’ll spurn thy eyes / Like balls before me!
I’Il unhair thy head! She hales him up and down / Thou shalt be whipped with wire and
stewed in brine, / Smarting in lingering pickle!” (ll.v.61-66), quarrelsomeness and
vindictiveness: “Sink Rome and their tongues rot / That speak against us! A charge we
bear i’th” war, / And, as the president of my kingdom, will / Appear there for a man”
(111.vii.15-19), instability and disloyalty: “SCARUS. Yon ribaudred nag of Egypt — /
Whom leprosy o’ertake! — i’th midst o’th’fight / When vantage like a pair of twins
appeared / Both as the same — or, rather, ours the elder — / The breeze upon her, like a cow
in June, / Hoists sails and flies” (111.x.10-15), once again deceitfulness and desire to
manipulate Antony: “CLEOPATRA. Madrian, go tell him I have slain myself. / Say that
the last | spoke was “‘Antony’, / And word it, prithee, piteously” (IV.xiii.7-9), and finally
the possibility for opportunism and treachery: “CLEOPATRA. [sending word to Ceaser
after Antony’s death] Pray you tell him / I am his fortune’s vassal and | send him / The
greatness he has got. | hourly learn / A doctrine of obedience, and would gladly / Look him

I’th’ face” (V.1i.28-32).

The punning exchange between Cleopatra and the Clown, however, leads to a
carefully planned and imposingly majestic suicide scene in which the primary sense of die

asserts itself and directs the viewer/reader’s perception towards another possible world:

CLEOPATRA. | have
Immortal longings in me. Now no more
The juice of Egypt's grape shall moist this lip.

Yare, yare, good Iras; quick. Methinks | hear
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Antony call. I see him rouse himself

To praise my noble act. | hear him mock

The luck of Caesar, which the gods give men
To excuse their after wrath. Husband, | come.
Now to that name my courage prove my title!
I am fire and air; my other elements

I give to baser life. (V.ii.279-289)

Although some possible echoes of the hedonistic world linger in immortal longings
(line 280) and the reference to wine-dipped lips (line 281), with the exit of the Clown the
tone of the scene abruptly shifts from parody to high tragedy. The address to Antony (lines

280-285) invokes an earlier hyperbolic eulogy:

CLEOPATRA. | dreamt there was an Emperor Antony
O, such another sleep, that I might see

But such another man ...

His legs bestrid the ocean; his reared arm

Crested the world. His voice was propertied

As all the tuned spheres, and that to friends;

But when he meant to quail and shake the orb,

He was as rattling thunder. For his bounty,

There was no winter in't; an autumn 'twas

That grew the more by reaping. His delights

Were dolphin-like: they showed his back above

The element they lived in. In his livery

Walked crowns and crownets; realms and islands were

As plates dropped from his pocket” (V.ii.76-92).
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Throughout the preceding four acts it was Antony who had to constantly look for
graver and greater terms to communicate his love to a typically coy and provocatively
doubtful Cleopatra, but after his death Cleopatra is given the chance and the
magniloquence to express her affections and grief and to amplify them to colossal
proportions. Furthermore, she claims the rights of a wife by virtue of her courage,
constancy and perseverance in her “noble deed,” i.e. suicide (lines 286-287) — which, in
turn, is consistent with an earlier declaration: “CLEOPATRA. My resolution is placed, and
I have nothing / Of woman in me. Now from head to foot / I am marble-constant. Now the
fleeting moon / No planet is of mine” (V.ii.237-240). This fundamental metamorphosis of
the Queen of Egypt apparently affects even the elemental composition of her corporal
being — driven by the firmness of her purpose she forsakes the baser elements of earth and
water and distils herself into the purer fire and air before she liberates her soul from the
confines of her fleshly body and in order to muster the strength to do so (lines 288-289).
The possibility that women can, when necessity arises, leave their feminine social roles
and act in the world as men is, of course, utilised by Shakespeare over and over again.
What is important to note here is that this is not always done to trigger off a series of comic
situations but often functions as a useful characterisation tool by which the complexity of
human character is portrayed: Cf. “YORK [to Queen Margaret]. O tiger's heart wrapped in
a woman's hide! ... Women are soft, mild, pitiful, and flexible: / Thou stern, obdurate,
flinty, rough, remorseless” (3H6 1.iv.134-139); “LADY MACBETH. Come, you spirits /
That tend on mortal thoughts, unsex me here / And fill me from the crown to the toe top-
full / Of direst cruelty! Make thick my blood, / Stop up the access and passage to remorse, /
That no compunctious visitings of nature / Shake my fell purpose nor keep peace between /

The effect and it” (Mac 1.v.38-45).
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Thus, the pun on die in Cleopatra’s suicide scene works beyond the self-
consciously charismatic facade of the Queen and juxtaposes two peculiarly antagonistic

contemporary cultural stereotypes:

A) The first one seems to follow closely what Cissie C. Fairchilds calls the medieval-to-
early-modern patriarchal paradigm — its basic system of beliefs being that women were
born inferior to men, both morally and intellectually weaker, possessing a variety of flaws
such as “licentiousness, instability, disloyalty and gluttony, pride, vanity, avarice, greed,
seditiousness, quarrelsomeness, vindictiveness, and evidently the most irritating of all,
talkativeness” (Kelso, gtd. in Fairchilds 7), and therefore were destined to live under male
guidance and control. This popular conception was supported with evidence ranging from
selected readings from the Bible (Genesis, Ephesians 5:22-3, 1 Corinthians 14:34-5, 1
Timothy 2:12-14) and the writings of the Church fathers, like St Augustine, St John
Chrysostom and Clement of Alexandria — to the teachings of Galen and Aristotle, still in
used in early modern medicine and science, which were essentially grounded in the
elemental composition of the material world and believed that the proportion and balance
of the four basic elements (humours) in human beings determined their sex and
personality. According to the latter, men had a preponderance of the higher warm and dry
humours, which made them active and intelligent, while in women the lesser cold and
moist humours prevailed, which attributed to them a variable and melancholic demeanour

(Cf. Fairchilds 1-15).

B) In contrast, the second cultural stereotype is in line with a competing early modern view
— a view motivated by the blending of Platonic humanism with Protestant spiritualism,
which professes the essential equality between women and men. Baldesar Castiglione’s

The Courtier — a bestselling guidebook that enjoyed exceptional popularity throughout
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early modern Europe’® — uses contemporary scholastic arguments to defend the substantial
sameness of the female and male human being against the proponents of the patriarchal

paradigm:

Of the unperfectnes of women me thinke you have alleaged a verye cold reason,
wherunto (albeit may happ it were not now meete to entre into these subtil pointes)
I answere accordinge to the opinion of him that is of skill, and accordinge to the
truth, that Substance in what ever thinge it be, can not receive it more or less: for as
no stone can be more perfectlye a stone, then an other: as touchinge the beeinge of
a stone: nor one blocke more perfectlie a blocke, then an other: no more can one
man be more perfectlye a man then an other, and consequentlye the male kinde
shall not be more perfect, then the female, as touchinge his formall substance: for
both the one and the other is conteined under the Species of Homo, and that
wherein they differ is an accidentall matter and no essentiall. In case you will tell
me that the man is more perfecte then the woman, thoughe not as touchinge the
essentiall, yet in the Accidentes, | answere that these accidentes must consist eyther
in the bodye or in the minde: yf in the bodye, bicause the man is more sturdier,
nimbler, lighter, and more abler to endure travaile, | say that this is an argument of
smalle perfection: for emonge men themselves such as abounde in these qualities
above other, are not for them the more esteamed: and in warr, where the greatest
part of peinfull labours are and of strength, the stoutest are not for all that the moste
set bye. YT in the mind, I say, what ever thinges men can understande, the self same
can women understande also: and where it perceth the capacitie of the one, it may

in likewise perce the others” (Castiglione, 154).

"8 See Peter Burke. The Fortunes of the Courtier: the European Reception of Castiglione's "Cortegiano".
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Naturally, this learned defence was produced and, respectively, reserved for women of the
upper classes, yet the advanced arguments reflect the liberating influence of Platonic
thought and show the cognitive structure behind the characteristically Renaissance practice
of self-fashioning: " if essentially men and women, noble and vulgar, rich and poor, are the
same, and the differences between them reside only in the accidents of tangible nature,
then all one has to do in order to place oneself in a desired category is to adopt and
personate successfully the accidents of the respective identity and the metamorphosis will

follow.

Set in this intellectual context, Cleopatra’s mention of sexual transmutation
(V.11.237-240) seems less out of place and less disturbing. What is more, the stereotypical
distinction between women and men, implicated above, meaningfully parallels another
stereotypical dichotomy underlying the structure of the play — the conflicting notions of
instability and stability in the world. Early modern medicine and scholarship traditionally
explained distinctly female bodily processes, such as menstruation and parturition, with the
changing phases of the moon (Cf. Crawford 55-63). This relationship was also used to
explain contemporary observations of female psychology and behaviour — thus establishing
between women and the moon a close link characterised by instability and mutability, e.g.
Lyly’s The Woman in the Moon: “NATURE. Now rule, Pandora, in fayre Cynthias steede,
/ And make the moone inconstant like thy selfe; / Raigne thou at womens nuptials, and
their birth; / Let them be mutable in all their loves, / Fantastical, childish, and foolish, in
their desires, / Demaunding toyes: / And stark madde when they cannot have their will”
(Lyly 133) and also As You Like It: “ROSALIND. He was to imagine me his / love, his
mistress; and | set him every day to woo me; at which / time would I, being but a moonish

youth, grieve, be effeminate, / changeable, longing and liking, proud, fantastical, apish, /

" See Stephen Greenblatt. Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakespeare.
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shallow, inconstant, full of tears, full of smiles ... [I] would now like / him, now loathe
him; then entertain him, then forswear him; now /weep for him, then spit at him; that |
drave my suitor from his / mad humour of love to a living humour of madness” (111.ii.396-

408).

Antony too is constantly confronted with Cleopatra’s erratic behaviour in love, but
he also has to deal with the instability of the world around him, which Cleopatra-like
incessantly provides him with more and more challenges: first he learns that his wife,
Fulvia, has started a war to draw his attention to Rome; then he learns about her death; and
he is summoned to Rome by Octavius Caesar to help him and Marcus Aemilius Lepidus,
the other triumvir, defend the empire from Sextus Pompeius (Act I, Scene ii); once in
Rome he is pressed to marry Octavia, Caesar’s sister, in order to secure the strength of the
triumvirate (Act Il, Scene ii); later, after Pompey’s death and the elimination of Lepidus,
Antony is forced to fight Caesar in a civil war (Acts Il and 1V). All these violent twists
and turns of fortune, which also involve and affect the fate of the other characters in the
play, seem to emphasise the instability and mutability of a world in which, in Montaigne’s
words, “there is no constant existence, neither of our being, nor of the objects. And we and
our judgement and all mortall things else do uncessantly rowle, turns and passe away. Thus
can nothing be certainely established, nor of the one nor of the other; both the judgeing and

the judged being in continuall alteration and motion” (Montaigne 545).

Expectably, however, all central characters in Antony and Cleopatra desire
stability: Antony desires a peaceful life with Cleopatra and the pleasures of Egypt at his
disposal, while his political position and fame in Rome remain intact; Cleopatra desires
Antony’s unconditional love unaffected by insecurity and doubt; Caesar, perceiving the
impossibility of his friendship with Antony, desires to become the sole ruler of the empire.

Yet, their conflicting efforts to realise these longings only stir up more turbulence and
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strife in the play. Eventually, each of these characters manages to attain fulfilment in one
way or another: Caesar earns his victory in the battlefield, while Antony and Cleopatra find

stability in a world beyond mutability and change:

ANTONY. The miserable change now at my end, Lament nor sorrow at; but please
your thoughts

In feeding them with those my former fortunes
Wherein | lived the greatest prince o' th' world,

The noblest; and do now not basely die,

Not cowardly put off my helmet to

My countryman —a Roman by a Roman

Valiantly vanquished” (1V.xv.53-60);
CLEOPATRA. O sun,

Burn the great sphere thou movest in! Darkling stand
The varying shore of the world. O Antony,

Antony, Antony!” (IV.xv.10-13).

Thus, for the memorable pair of lovers, death remains the only dignified escape from an
afflictingly wavering world. It proves the ultimate passage to the incorruptible integrity

and the eternal communion in love and erotic passion they desire.

This new subtle signification of “death” in the play points back at the pun on die in
Cleopatra’s suicide scene. At once an orgasm, the highest form of sexual fulfilment, and a
tragic, yet rational, termination of one’s worldly existence, death is being remodelled by
Shakespeare’s poetic art into a unique conceptual blend — a conceptual blend that holds
together the substantial complexity of Cleopatra’s character and stretches out to grasp the

complexity of being. The intricate representation of this complexity is what creates and
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sustains Cleopatra’s heroic stance in the play — what is more, it amplifies her image so
much that it engulfs both characters and plot. To Antony, Cleopatra is death — yet not the
kind of death that unsettles and bereaves — but the death that puts an end to a series of
disasters and offers the possibility for unending ecstasy. To herself, Cleopatra too proves
fatal — yet again it is not a lamentable death — but the death that promises remedy to a
lifetime of discontent. Heroic death also reaches Antony and Cleopatra’s entourage:
Enobarbus dies regretting his defection, Eros manly kills himself by his master’s side, and
both Iras and Charmian loyally accompany their queen in her journey beyond. Even the
earthly luck of Caesar, the conspicuous survivor, is mocked by the dead Antony, through
the last words of the dying Cleopatra, as a deceitful gift of the gods, which in a world of
constant change only promises more tribulations (V.ii.284-286), and when compared to the

concept of death in the play, shows to be outright defeat rather than victory.

To round it up to the beginning, this closer look at Shakespeare’s representation of
the Egyptian Queen aims to throw new light on Dr. Johnson’s much quoted comment on
his quibbles. Yes, the playwright’s wordplay is like Cleopatra — yet not because it mars the
indulging reason of his straightforward meaning, but because it has the capacity of holding
together a multiplicity of meaningful cognitive constructs and blending them into new
unexpected significations; it is fatal to the neatly-coherent positivist single-world view —
but its activation of the multiple-world view results in a deeper and more powerful
representation of complexity in both concepts and characters. Finally, it leaves the
viewer/reader content because it offers the possibility of cracking the cruces and
transcending the impasses of an ever vacillating world and offers a nearly erotic glimpse at

the sublime constancy of the poetic truth beyond.

The remaining part of this chapter focuses on Hamlet — generally recognised as the

model product of Shakespeare’s high-dimensional characterisation craftsmanship — and
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considers the role of wordplay in what makes his representation “as real as our own
thoughts” (Hazlitt 73). The underlying argument, to which the above discussion of
Shakespeare’s quibbles and Cleopatra’s complexity should provide an introduction, is that
in modelling the extraordinarily elaborate character of the Prince of Denmark, the
dramatist utilizes the world-blending power of wordplay to stitch together multiple
worldviews and multiple world-dependent identities into one life-like aggregate human
figure and yet leave ironic gaps between them in order to bring this figure to life. The
discovery of this technique displays quite clearly the substantial structural potential of
wordplay in dramatic characterisation and its significance for understanding Shakespeare’s

exquisitely constructed personages.

With Hamlet’s very first appearance on the stage it becomes clear that making
sense of his play on words will be essential for understanding his character and inner

thoughts:

KING. But now, my Cosin Hamlet, and my sonne —
HAMLET. A little more than kin, and lesse than kind!
KING. How is it that the clowdes still hang on you?

HAMLET. Not so, my lord. I am too much in the sonne.®* (Ham Q2 1.ii.64-67)

Claudius begins by referring to the complex relationship between himself and
Hamlet: being the late king’s brother he is Hamlet’s uncle — hence “cousin” here meaning
nephew, but having of late married Gertrude, his brother’s wife, he has become Hamlet’s
stepfather — hence “son.” — and the nature of this transition from uncle to father contains

the main predicament in the play. Characteristically, Hamlet responds through an intricate

8 This excerpt is quoted from the Second Quarto (1604) because the use of sonne (line 67) lays bare
Hamlet’s quibbling on sun/son — the First Folio has Sun.
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play on words which overturns the king’s seemingly convivial address and problematises
the relationship between them by distorting it into meaningful ambiguity. The pun on kin
and kind works on several levels: 1) structurally, it parallels the king’s “cousin” and “son”
— “cousin” and kin meaning “a relative by marriage or blood more distant than father and
son” (Brewer 629), while “son” and kind point at “the same sort of genus,” (Ibid.) “the
same stock, offspring, progeny,” with a possible allusion to the Dutch or German word for
“child”; 2) quantitatively, kind is more than kin, so the space between the two is
cognitively imaginable; 3) syntactically, Hamlet’s utterance is elliptic, so both Claudius
and Hamlet may perform the function of subject; 4) lexically, kind has a number of
possible significations sustainable by the context besides those mentioned above: a) as a
noun — “birth, origin descent” (Cf. TGV ILiii.1-2 “LAUNCE. Nay, 'twill be this hour ere |
have done weeping; all the / kind of the Launces have this very fault”) as well as “the
character or quality derived from birth, native constitution, class, or group, natural
disposition, nature” (Cf. H5 11.P.16-19 “PROLOGUE. O England! model to thy inward
greatness, / Like little body with a mighty heart, / What mightst thou do that honour would
thee do, / Were all thy children kind and natural”); b) as an adjective — “implanted by
nature, innate, inherent” (Cf. KL 111.iv.69-70 “LEAR. Death, traitor! nothing could have
subdued nature / To such a lowness but his unkind daughters”), as well as “well or
favourably disposed, bearing good will, loving, grateful” (Cf. MW 1Iliv.100-101
“QUICKLY. A kind heart he hath; a woman would run through / fire and water for such a
kind heart”). Hence, the possibilities for interpretation of Hamlet’s answer are numerous,
e.g. A) « Claudius is more than kin to Hamlet, i.e. his stepfather, but a lesser in kind, i.e.
not the true heir to the throne of Denmark »; B) « Claudius is Hamlet’s father, but in less
than a natural relation, i.e. incestuously »; C) « Hamlet is more than kin to Claudius, i.e. his
stepson, but not of his kind or type of person, i.e. unlike his uncle he grieves truly for the

loss of his father »; D) « Hamlet does not approve of the marriage between Claudius and
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his mother, and therefore cannot be well disposed, loving, and grateful towards his
stepfather ». All these possibilities seem to cohere with the familiar Shakespearean pun on
sun/son in line 67: A) « I must have got sunstroke — as opposed to being in the gloom (line
66) »; B) « | have enough of being called your son »; C) « I am tired of being in the

presence of your royal-like radiance ».

When the queen intervenes, trying to appease the brewing fray, her words too are

turned against herself by the prince:

QUEEN. Good Hamlet, cast thy nighted colour off,
And let thine eye look like a friend on Denmark.
Do not for ever with thy vailed lids

Seek for thy noble father in the dust.

Thou know'st 'tis common. All that lives must die,
Passing through nature to eternity.

HAMLET. Ay, madam, it is common.

QUEEN. If it be,

Why seems it so particular with thee?

HAMLET. Seems, madam, Nay, it is. | know not 'seems.’
‘Tis not alone my inky cloak, good mother,

Nor customary suits of solemn black,

Nor windy suspiration of forc'd breath,

No, nor the fruitful river in the eye,

Nor the dejected havior of the visage,

Together with all forms, moods, shapes of grief,
‘That can denote me truly. These indeed seem,

For they are actions that a man might play;
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But I have that within which passeth show-

These but the trappings and the suits of woe. (1.1i.68-117)

First, Hamlet seizes upon the word common used by the queen in the sense:
“familiar, well-known, common knowledge” and bends it towards: “of ordinary
occurrence, hence mean, cheap” (Cf. Sonnet 102 “Sweets grown common lose their dear
delight”) and also: “sexually promiscuous” (Cf. TA 1V.iii.43 “TIMON. Thou common

").8! So far, the prince’s biting innuendos seem to cohere into a single

whore of mankind
cognitive structure, cleaving thus the scene into two competing possible worlds: the more
obvious PW1 in which « both the king and the queen appear kind and concerned in their
attempt to calm down the overreacting and arrogant prince »; and PW2, to which all
ambiguities activated by the prince’s skilful punning seem to point, in which « there is
indeed something morally wrong, something incestuous, in his mother’s hasty marriage to
his uncle so soon after his father’s death — an aspect of the situation that may justify
hamlet’s railings and render the king and queen’s apparent kindness and concern mere
hypocrisy ». The modelling of PW2 begins by means of wordplay in the exchanges
between the prince and his stepfather and mother, but is completed through express
language in the soliloquy that Hamlet delivers as soon as he is left alone on the stage. His
powerful speech reassures the audience of the prince’s deep affliction: “HAMLET. How
weary, stale, flat and unprofitable / Seem to me all the uses of this world! / Fie on’t, ah, fie,
‘tis an unweeded garden / That grows to seed, things rank and gross in nature / Possess it
merely” (1.1i.133-137), which is caused by his disapproval of his mother’s actions:
“HAMLET. A little month, or e’er those shoes were old / With which she followed my

poor father’s body ... [she] married my uncle, / My father’s brother (but no more like my

father / Than I to Hercules)” (1.ii.147-153).

81 Cf. Wilson, “Reason” 8: “For Catholike beeyng a Greek woorde, signifieth nothing Englishe, but universal
or commune. And we cal in Englishe a common woman, an evil woman of her bodie.”
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Hamlet’s second pun in the above passage twists the casual sense of seem and
enlarges upon its meaning: “appear to be, pretend to be” — building an extended image of
the true essence of grief as opposed to its outward appearances, which parallels the concept
of substance and shadows discussed in Chapter Il above. What one can see as the habit and
behaviour of a person, the prince claims, does not necessarily show what lies within
because people can dissimulate their true feelings. This statement ironically foreshadows
Hamlet’s own deliberate transformation later in the play following the encounter with the

ghost and listening to its bloodcurdling account of his uncle’s Machiavellian fratricide:

HAMLET [to Horatio]. Never — so help you mercy,
How strange or odd some'er | bear myself

(As | perchance hereafter shall think meet

To put an antic disposition on) —

That you, at such times seeing me, never shall,

With arms encumbered thus, or this headshake,

Or by pronouncing of some doubtful phrase,

As 'Well, well, we know,' or 'We could, an if we would,’
Or 'If we list to speak,' or "There be, an if they might,’
Or such ambiguous giving out to note

That you know aught of me. (1.v.167-177)

Naturally, Hamlet’s “antic disposition” is extensively discussed by Shakespeare
scholars (See Dover Wilson 87-199 and Clemen 106-115 among others). Its merits to the
complexity of the play have been stressed and considered from various viewpoints. Yet
one fundamental question still remains unanswered: Is this particular development
logically consistent with the rest of the plot? Critics have recognised the two extant sources

of the story: a) Saxo Grammaticus’ account of Amlodi (Amleth, Amblett, Hamblet) printed
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in the early 16™ century in Paris as part of the collection Danorum Regum heroumque
Historiae, and b) Livy’s account of Lucius Junius Brutus in his History of Rome. Both
stories centre round clever avenging youths who pretend to be stupid in order to outfox
their enemies. In both cases the sham is strategically necessary because the enemies’
crimes are public knowledge and the wrongdoers are on their guard, so the protagonists
need to lull them into a false feeling of safety while they are preparing to bring justice
upon them. However, this is not the case in Hamlet where no one knows about Claudius’s
complicity in Old Hamlet’s death and Shakespeare introduces the figure of the ghost to
make this known to the prince. What is then the real use of Hamlet’s “antic disposition” in
Shakespeare’s version of the story? The following analysis of the prince’s feigned madness

attempts to provide an answer to this question.

Hamlet’s first appearance on stage, in Act I, Scene ii, after he states his intention to

put on an “antic disposition,” demonstrates promptly the meaning of the phrase:

POLONIUS. Do you know me, my lord?

HAMLET. Excellent well. You are a fishmonger.

POLONIUS. Not I, my lord.

HAMLET. Then | would you were so honest a man.

POLONIUS. Honest, my lord?

HAMLET. Ay, sir. To be honest, as this world goes, is to be one man
picked out of ten thousand.

POLONIUS. That's very true, my lord.

HAMLET. For if the sun breed maggots in a dead dog, being a god
kissing carrion — Have you a daughter?

POLONIUS. I have, my lord.

HAMLET. Let her not walk i' th' sun: conception is a blessing, but not
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as your daughter may conceive. Friend, look to't.

POLONIUS. [aside] How say you by that? Still harping on my daughter. Yet
he knew me not at first. He said | was a fishmonger. He is far

gone, far gone! And truly in my youth I suffered much extremity

for love — very near this. (11.ii.170-187)

Hamlet deliberately adopts the identity of a madman and produces apparent
nonsense to baffle the “tedious old fool,” who is laboriously trying to examine his mental
state. Some of his words, however, seem to cohere with the events immediately preceding
this scene, i.e. the scheme laid by Polonius, the king and the queen to discover what is the
true cause of Hamlet’s strange behaviour. This is how what otherwise would have been
considered pure gibberish turns into wordplay: Fishmonger (line 171) bears relation to
“fleshmonger” (Cf. MM V.i.331-332 “LUCIO. Do you so, sir? And was the Duke a
fleshmonger, a fool, and / a coward, as you then reported him to be?”) and also activates
the early modern sexual connotation of fish: “a girl or a woman, viewed sexually;
especially a prostitute” (Partridge, 135) (Cf. RJ I1.iv.38-39 “MERCUTIO. O flesh, flesh,
how art / thou fishified!”), which relates to Polonius’s intention to “loose” his daughter to
the prince to test whether love is the reason for the latter’s strange behaviour (I1.ii.40-58).
Honest (lines 173-175) points at Polonius’s dissimulation of his true intentions. The
complex simile between the early modern concept of the sun’s godlike power in effecting
spontaneous generation of life, and the son, i.e. Hamlet’s progenitive power to impregnate
Ophelia hinges on the familiar pun on sun/son, the non-metaphorical meaning of kiss, and
an apparently current second meaning of carrion: “sexually corrupt female flesh” (Cf. TC
IV.i.70-74 “DIOMEDES. [talking about Helen] Hear me, Paris: / For every false drop in
her bawdy veins / A Grecian's life hath sunk; for every scruple / Of her contaminated
carrion weight / A Troyan hath been slain). Thus, the apparently absurd exchange between

Hamlet and Polonius sustains at least three coherent possible worlds of interpretation: PW1
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in which « Hamlet is unaware of Polonius’s intention and shoots at random with the
intention to confound the old man’s wits, while the relationship between his gibberish and
the previous scene is purely coincidental, hence meaningless; PW2 in which Hamlet
manages to eavesdrop on Polonius’s previous conversation with the king and the queen, so
he is aware of the scheme involving Ophelia as bait and tries ambiguously to warn
Polonius, who ironically misses the warning but manages to grasp Hamlet’s less significant
double meanings as signs of his insanity »: “POLONIUS. Though this be madness, yet
there is a method in't ... How pregnant sometimes / his replies are! a happiness that often
madness hits on, which / reason and sanity could not so prosperously be delivered of”
(11.ii.205-211); and PW3 « which stretches out from the subtle links between Hamlet’s
apparently incoherent ramblings in Act Il, Scene ii, to a broader coherence relating
Hamlet’s disgust with his mother’s incestuous behaviour and the frailty of womanhood in
general (1.ii.129-159) to the prince’s upbraiding conversations with Ophelia later on in the
play: “HAMLET. For the power of Beauty will sooner transform Honesty from what it is
to a bawd than the force of Honesty can translate Beauty into its likeness ... Get thee to a

nunnery!” (111.i.89-148) ».

Another demonstration of Hamlet’s “antic disposition” follows directly the above
scene. This time his resourcefulness is matched by a far shrewder wit than that of Polonius
— the king and queen have sent for Hamlet’s friends and fellow students at Wittenberg,
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, in order to summon them to the court and have them
examine the prince’s mental state. The young scholars seem to have a rational explanation
and a logically valid and rhetorically effective argument for everything, so this is why the

jocularly absurd demeanour needs to be replaced by a more scholarly identity:

HAMLET. What have you, my good friends,

deserved at the hands of Fortune that she sends you to prison hither?
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GUILDENSTERN. Prison, my lord?

HAMLET. Denmark's a prison.

ROSENCRANTZ. Then is the world one.

HAMLET. A goodly one; in which there are many confines, wards, and
dungeons, Denmark being one o' th* worst.

ROSENCRANTZ. We think not so, my lord.

HAMLET. Why, then 'tis none to you; for there is nothing either good
or bad but thinking makes it so. To me it is a prison.

ROSENCRANTZ. Why, then your ambition makes it one: 'tis too narrow for your
mind.

HAMLET. O God, I could be bounded in a nutshell and count myself a

king of infinite space, were it not that | have bad dreams.

GUILDENSTERN. Which dreams indeed are ambition; for the very substance of
the ambitious is merely the shadow of a dream.

HAMLET. A dream itself is but a shadow.

ROSENCRANTZ. Truly, and I hold ambition of so airy and light a quality that

it is but a shadow's shadow.

HAMLET. Then are our beggars bodies, and our monarchs and outstretched

heroes the beggars' shadows. (11.ii.238-257)

Following the youthful quibbling on Fortune’s private parts (I1.ii.224-231), Hamlet

gives a particular direction to the conversation by stating quite surprisingly that Denmark

is a prison (line 239) — the pregnant significance of which he may intend to develop subtly

into the image of a single confinement place for people of very different sorts: murderers,

traitors, the insane, and even mentally sane young individuals who just happen to have

troubled the peace of their families.®? This statement is quickly dismissed by Rosencrantz

82 Cf. John Howard’s report quoted in Foucault’s History of Madness (44-78).
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and Guildenstern who say bluntly that they do not think so (line 245). Hamlet expands the
meaning of the word think in order to retreat to a more moderate position according to
which one’s thinking is responsible for one’s individual perception, i.e. one and the same
object may be interpreted differently by different minds. Rosencrantz and Guildenstern,
nevertheless, take advantage of Hamlet’s image of the prison to turn what is so far a
vaguely philosophical battle of wits to a sharper philosophico-ethical discussion cunningly
designed to test the hypothesis that Hamlet’s strange mood may be driven by his fear of
being disinherited by Claudius and his desire to take possession of the Danish throne.
Thus, their use of ambition (line 248) drags along a version of the contemporary definition
of the concept provided by Francis Bacon in his Essays: “AMBITION is like choler; which
is an humor that maketh men active, earnest, full of alacrity, and stirring, if it be not
stopped. But if it be stopped, and cannot have his way, it becometh adust, and thereby
malign and venomous. So ambitious men, if they find the way open for their rising, and
still get forward, they are rather busy than dangerous; but if they be checked in their
desires, they become secretly discontent, and look upon men and matters with an evil eye”
(Bacon, 138). This new dimension of the exchange provides a coherent context for several
ambiguous terms: a) prison (lines 239-247) becomes “a frustrating obstruction to Hamlet’s
overpowering craving for the throne;” b) Denmark (lines 241 and 244) includes “the body
politic and the body personal of the king;” ¢) mind (line 248) points at Hamlet’s “plans and
desires” and so does dreams (line 251); d) substance (line 251) is “nature, essence, driving
force” and is seen as the “reflection” — shadow (line 252) of such “plans and desires;” €)
airy and light present the idea of ambition “like a seeled dove, that mounts and mounts,
because he cannot see about him” (Bacon, 138) and stress upon its barren, profitless, and
even perilous nature. In the emergent possible world, PW1, « Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern implicitly suggest that Hamlet’s emotional state, which owes to something

“[m]ore than his father’s death” (11.ii.8), is in fact rooted in his ambitious desire for the
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throne of Denmark and his animosity towards Claudius is motivated by his fear that he will
be denied succession; they also allude that both Hamlet’s ambition and fear are

insubstantial and unreasonable ».

Hamlet’s final argument: “[t]hen are our beggars bodies, and our monarchs and
outstretched / heroes the beggars' shadows” (lines 256-257), on the one hand, shows that
he understands the meaning conveyed through PW1, i.e. that the only difference between a
beggar and a king, or a prominent hero, seems to be the fleeting shadow of the latter sort’s
driving ambition. He also designs it in such a way as to win the argument with Rosencrantz
and Guildenstern bending their reasoning to a seditious statement undermining the
authority of the king. On the other hand, the conceptual dichotomy between bodies and
shadows coheres with the preceding complex concepts of prison, world, thinking and
dream to activate another parallel possible world, PW2, in which « Hamlet does indeed
feel imprisoned in Denmark, and in the solid materiality of the actual world (Cf. 1.ii.29-30
“HAMLET. O that this too too sallied flesh would melt, / Thaw and resolve itself into a
dew” and also 11.ii.264-265 “HAMLET. this goodly frame the earth seems to me a sterile
promontory, this most excellent canopy the air ... appeareth nothing to me but a foul and
pestilent congregation of vapours”), because of the great injustice that gnaws his thought
(Cf. 11.i1.485 “HAMLET. O, what a rogue and peasant slave am | ...”) and pricks him
either to act (Cf. 111.i.56-59 “HAMLET. Whether ’tis nobler in the mind to suffer / The
slings and arrows of outrageous fortune / Or to take arms against a sea of troubles / And by
opposing end them”) or to free himself from his mortal coil (Cf. I11.i.74-75 “HAMLET.

When he himslef might his quietus make / With a bare bodkin®”

). His resolve, however, is
stayed by the suspicion that Claudius’s guilt and the ghost, or shadow, of his father may all

be the fruit of his grieving fancy, i.e. dreams and shadows (Cf. 11.ii.533-538 “HAMLET.

8 Both “dagger” and “body.”
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The spirit that | have seen / May be a devil; and the devil hath power / T assume a pleasing
shape; yea, and perhaps / Out of my weakness and my melancholy, / As he is very potent
with such spirits, / Abuses me to damn me” and also 111.ii.78-80 “HAMLET. It is a damned
ghost that we have seen / And my imaginations are as foul / As Vulcan’s stithy”), and is

looking for a way of confirming their existence in the material, bodily, world ».

Following Hamlet’s disillusionment at discovering that Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern are also sent for to examine and sift him, the young prince is genuinely
delighted to welcome the arriving company of players to Ellsinore. Their coming provides
him with a plan how to provoke Claudius’s guilty conscience and test the truth of the
ghost’s accusations. He asks them to perform a revenge play, The Murder of Gonzago, the
plot of which parallels the events the way they were told by the dead king’s shadow. This
development presents the prince in a completely new light — as a knowledgeable theatre
man. Hamlet turns out to be an avid theatregoer: “HAMLET. | herd thee speak me a
speech once ...” (11.ii.372), a confident playwright: “HAMLET. You could for need study
a speech of some dozen lines, or sixteen lines, which | would set down and insert in’t,
could you not?” (I1.1i.476-478), and a competent stage director: “HAMLET. Speak the
speech, | pray you, as | pronounced it to you ...” (llL.ii.1-2). What is more, when the

performance takes place, he almost joins the troupe and becomes one of the players.

The beginning of the prince’s performance precedes the beginning of the players’
performance and expectably continues the vein of his jocularly sarcastic “antic

disposition:”

KING. How fares our cousin Hamlet?
HAMLET. Excellent, i' faith; of the chameleon's dish. | eat the air,

promise-cramm'd. You cannot feed capons so. (111.ii.88-90)
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Hamlet’s apparent nonsense again contains a hidden manifestation of his sharp wit.
First, he twists the meaning of the word fare, used by the king in the sense: “get along,”
and seizes upon is other sense: “eat,” to which he, then, promptly answers. Shakespeareans
trace the mention of the chameleon’s dining habits to a popular belief based on Pliny’s
Natural History and Solinus’ De mirabilibus mundi, translated into English by Arthur
Golding in 1587, and suggest a possible pun on air/heir (line 89), which would translate
Hamlet’s answer as: « | AM LIVING ON THE MERE PROMISE THAT YOU WILL RECOGNISE ME AS
HEIR TO THE THRONE (Cf. TGV IL.ii.172-174 “SPEED. Ay, but hearken, sir; though the
chameleon Love can feed on the air, I am one that am nourish'd by my victuals, and would
fain have meat”) ». There is, however, another possible construction of the cue which
involves a pun on two of the senses of the word air: A) “atmospheric air with reference to
its unsubstantial or impalpable nature” (Cf. 2H4 1.iii.27-33 “LORD BARDOLPH.
[Hotspur] who lin'd himself with hope, / Eating the air and promise of supply, / Flatt'ring
himself in project of a power / Much smaller than the smallest of his thoughts; / And so,
with great imagination / Proper to madmen, led his powers to death, / And, winking, leapt
into destruction”) and B) “manner, appearance” and also “affected disposition, pretence,
show” (Cf. WT 1V.iii.739 AUTOLYCUS. Whether it like me or no, | am a courtier. Seest
thou not the air of the court in these enfoldings;” AC IV.xiv.2-7 “ANTONY. Sometime we
see a cloud that's dragonish; / A vapour sometime like a bear or lion, / A tower'd citadel, a
pendent rock, / A forked mountain, or blue promontory / With trees upon't that nod unto
the world / And mock our eyes with air”). These two different senses cohere with capons —
both “castrated roosters” and “dullards” — in two possible worlds: PW1 in which « Hamlet
insinuates that, just like Hotspur, he entertains hopes that are promising but insubstantial,
i.e. bare promises cannot be used to fatten roosters »; and PW2 in which the other property
of the chameleon — its mutability is activated by air meaning “appearance, pretence, show”

to convey that « the prince is anxiously anticipating the outcome of his game of feigning
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madness, but this is not something a fool like Claudius could understand (Cf. CE 111.i.32
“DROMIO OF SYRACUSE. Mome, malt-horse, capon, coxcomb, idiot, patch”) ». By
disclosing one possible insult, PW2 provides the context for another — this time aimed at
Polonius: when Hamlet asks him what part he played at the university theatre, Polonius
answers that he played Julius Caesar and was Killed in the Capitol by Brutus. Hamlet’s
comment: “It was a brute part of him to kill so capital a calf there.” (111.ii.101) employs
multiple wordplay on Brutus/brute, Capitol/capital, and calf — both a) “the sacrificial
animal,” which points back at the brutal murder of old Hamlet and at the same time
foreshadows the misfortunate and unnecessary sacrifice of Polonius’s life by bringing the
two stories of assassination together, and b) “a stupid or dull person” (WT 1.ii.125-126
“LEONTES. How now, you wanton calf, / Art thou my calf”), which builds up a possible

meaning amounting to: « how silly of him to kill such a prominent fool there ».

The major part of Hamlet’s offensive behaviour in this scene, however, is directed

towards Ophelia:

HAMLET. Lady, shall I lie in your lap?

OPHELIA. No, my lord.

HAMLET. | mean, my head upon your lap?

OPHELIA. Ay, my lord.

HAMLET. Do you think I meant country matters?
OPHELIA. I think nothing, my lord.

HAMLET. That's a fair thought to lie between maids' legs.
OPHELIA. What is, my lord?

HAMLET. Nothing. (I11.ii.106-114)
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Although Lewis Theobald along with later Shakespeare critics are disgusted by the
indecent grossness of Hamlet’s attitude to the girl (Theobald 87), the prince’s bawdy puns
on lie (line 106) — both “rest” and “make love”, country (line 110) — with and emphasis on
the first syllable, i.e. “cuntry”, and nothing (lines 111 and 114) — “no thing,” “an o-thing,”
seem to have a number of possible functions. On the one hand, they are clearly addressed
at the biased ears of Polonius, the king and the queen, who seemingly still believe that
Hamlet’s madness is due to his infatuation with Ophelia. On the other, they add to the
prince’s cryptic behaviour and provide a distorted grotesque reflection of the dramatic
performance that is about to take place. The first scene of the play-within-the-play,
“tropically” re-named by Hamlet The Mousetrap, shows a conversation between the player
king and the player queen, in which the latter elaborately and confidently vows that she
will always remain faithful to her husband, even after his death. Ironically, both the
fictional and the actual audience have already seen the dumb-show summary of the plot
and know that this is not going to happen. So, Hamlet’s vulgar emphasis on the purely
physical dimension of human affections increases the effect of this irony and supplements
a comic subplot to the play-within-the-play, in which the young prince himself undertakes

the part of the clown — “your only jig-maker” (111.ii.118).

Having established himself in this meta-dramatic space, Hamlet easily gains
possession of the overlapping focal points of the main play and the play-within-the-play
and chorus-like takes up the task to “interpret” between the “puppets” and the audience
(111.11.239-240), i.e. to manipulate both the fictional and the actual audience’s reception. He
begins by linking up the plots of both dramas: “[L]Jook how cheerfully my mother looks,
and my father died within’s two hours!” (I11.ii.119-120) — an ambiguity that clearly works
on a number of levels: a) [to the fictional audience] « the king, the allegory of my father,

died in this play », b) [to the fictional audience] « my father, the former king, died not so
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long time ago », and ¢) [to the actual audience] « my father died within the two hours of
the play that you are watching ». Then, after the dumb-show is presented, he ominously
explains to Ophelia: “[*Tis] munching mallico! It means mischief!” (I11.ii.130-131). He
increases the tension with his emphatic exclamation “That’s wormwood!” (I11.ii.175) when
the implication of the queen in the king’s murder is suggested by the players, which
naturally leads to his sardonic inquiry: “Madam, how like you this play?” (111.ii.230). As
The Mousetrap develops, the prince grows more and more agitated and this mood is
transferred both to the fictional and to the actual audience. Claudius becomes suspicious
and inquires whether there is offence in the play, to which Hamlet poignantly replies: No,
no, they do but jest. Poison in jest. No offence i’th’ world ... You shall see anon ‘tis a
knavish piece of work, but what of that? Your majesty and we that have free souls — it
touches us not” (I11.ii.228-235). Finally, the interlude reaches its climax and the
accumulated tension in the main play bursts out into outright hysteria. When the scene is
allayed and all but Hamlet and Horatio, the prince’s only bosom friend, have left the stage,
it becomes clear that Hamlet is not only content with the outcome of the experiment he
carried out to test the king and queen’s conscience, but also pleased with his own dramatic
skills: “HAMLET. Would not this, sir, and a forest of feathers- if the rest of my fortunes
turn Turk with me-with two Provincial roses on my raz'd shoes, get me a fellowship in a

cry of players, sir” (111.ii.267-270).

Yet another significant manifestation of Hamlet’s “antic disposition” is to be found
in the prince’s behaviour following Polonius’s accidental murder. Interestingly, Hamlet
suffers little remorse over his violent deed: “HAMLET. Thou wretched, rash, intruding
fool, farewell: / | took thee for thy better. Take thy fortune” (I11.iv.29-30). When the king
sends Rosencrantz and Guildenstern to find and bring the old man’s body to the chapel,

Hamlet confronts them in a calm and even playful mood:
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ROSENCRANTZ. What have you done, my lord, with the dead body?

HAMLET. Compounded it with dust, whereto 'tis kin. (I1V.ii.3-4)

Hamlet’s easy answer conveys a complete denial of any concern or guilt. What the prince
seems to be saying is: « | just assisted the due course of nature — | have absolutely no
regrets ». This instance brings to the foreground a notion that has been developing little by
little in the play by now — the notion of Hamlet’s almost inhuman cynicism (Cf. Knight 27-
41): “HAMLET. O God, God, / How weary, stale, flat and unprofitable / Seem to me all
the uses of this world!” (1.i.132-134); “HAMLET [to Ophelia]. Get thee to a nunnery!
Why wouldst thou be a breeder of sinners?” (111.i.120-121); “HAMLET [to his mother].
Nay but to live / In the rank sweat of an enseamed bed / Stewed in corruption, honeying
and making love / Over the nasty sty” (I11.iv.89-92). It even appears that by the time he
commits his first murder, the prince’s cynicism has developed into the nihilistic philosophy
of a callous assassin.®* Under the pressure of this different vision of Hamlet, the seeming

nonsense that follows again arranges into a coherent possible world of interpretation:

ROSENCRANTZ. My lord, you must tell us where the body is and go with us to
the King.

HAMLET. The body is with the King, but the King is not with the body.

The King is a thing —

GUILDENSTERN. A thing, my lord?

HAMLET. Of nothing. Bring me to him. (IV.ii.11-16)

8 This is once again demonstrated later when Hamlet tells to a dismayed Horatio how he sent Guildenstern
and Rosencrantz to their death: “HAMLET. They are not near my conscience. They defeat / Does by their
own insinuation grow. / ‘Tis dangerous when the baser nature comes / Between the pass and fell incensed
points / Of mighty opposites” (V.ii.57-61).
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Hamlet’s enigmatic reply which is clearly intended to confound Rosencrantz and
Guildenstern may, on the one hand, jocularly point at the fact that « Polonius’s body is
with the king, i.e. it is in the Palace, yet the king does not know where exactly ». On the
other, it seems to relate with the fellow students’ previous conversation about bodies and
shadows (Act Il, Scene ii) in which Hamlet concluded that the difference between a
monarch and a beggar is merely an insubstantial shadow. In this context, it is possible that
the prince simply changes the subject and punningly alludes to the political doctrine of the
king’s two bodies to emphasise once again Claudius’s illegitimacy: « Yes, Claudius claims
to be the king, but he is not because he has usurped the Divine Right, which is a separate,
insubstantial entity which one cannot just assume and vest upon himself ». Hamlet comes
back to the theme of kings and beggars and elaborates on it in his ensuing conversation

with Claudius:

KING. Now, Hamlet, where's Polonius?

HAMLET. At supper.

KING. At supper? Where?

HAMLET. Not where he eats, but where he is eaten. A certain
convocation of politic worms are e'en at him. Your worm is your
only emperor for diet. We fat all creatures else to fat us, and

we fat ourselves for maggots. Your fat king and your lean beggar
is but variable service — two dishes, but to one table. That's the end.
KING. Alas, alas!

HAMLET. A man may fish with the worm that hath eat of a king, and eat
of the fish that hath fed of that worm.

KING. What dost thou mean by this?

HAMLET. Nothing but to show you how a king may go a progress through
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the guts of a beggar. (1V.iii.16-31)

Whether intentionally or accidentally the above passage brings together several
complex images already evoked in earlier instances of Hamlet’s seemingly incoherent
speech: a) the worm/maggot image — a clear and consistent sign of the prince’s
preoccupation with death, but also a forced link between death and pregnancy, hence life,
in Act 11, Scene ii, used in relation to Ophelia, who is advised by Hamlet to refrain from
breeding sinners in Act I11, Scene | — captures in itself the ever turning cycle of carnal life;
b) the fish image — although the straightforward signification fits well enough in the above
context, the only other use of fish in the play is in fishmonger, which drags along the
punning connotation of crude sexuality; c) king image — on the one hand, king is opposed
to beggar, on the other, it may refer either to Claudius, the usurper king, or to old Hamlet,
the rightful murdered king; d) beggar image — again, on the one hand, beggar is opposed to
king, but on the other, Hamlet calls himself a beggar in Act Il, Scene ii: “Beggar that I am,
I am even poor in thanks,” which significantly resonates with a familiar use of fat in Act
I11, Scene iv: “HAMLET [to his mother]. Forgive me this my virtue, / For in the fatness of
these pursy times / Virtue itself of Vice must pardon beg;” and e) the leanness of the
beggar and the fatness of the king images relate to Hamlet’s declaration in Act Ill, Scene
ii, that he “eats the air,” i.e. he feeds on “the chameleon’s dish,” which at the same time is

no food that can be used to fatten capons.

Now, what sense can be made of all these coincidences? The grotesque joke about
Polonius being invited to supper, at which he is not to eat but to be eaten, serves clearly as
an indirect threat pointed at Claudius, the idea of death resonating phonetically in diet,
which is quickly converted into an overall memento mori placing the fat king right next to
the lean Hamlet before the jaws of an overpowering death. Both the equality between the

king and the beggar and the implicit menace are reaffirmed by the second joke which
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cannibalistically employs an eerie king-worm-fish-beggar feeding sequence to show how a
king may eventually find himself in the guts of a beggar. Under the pressure of the
recurring imagery it is tempting to give Hamlet’s fishing joke an allegorical reading which
inevitably involves an interesting set of blended-figures: « The prince is the beggar-
fisherman, fishing for truth, using the worm-rat, Polonius, kept and fed by Claudius, and
catches the incestuous fish-king, who is in fact not a true king — but rather a worm-king
since he murdered the true king and ate out his royal state, and whom the prince will have

to devour in order to get to the throne ».

The focal point of all these possible interpretations, however, is the sense of threat
to Claudius that each of them conveys (Cf. 111.iii.89-95 “HAMLET. When he is drunk,
asleep or in his rage, / Or in the incestuous pleasure of his bed, / At game a-swearing, or
about some act / That has no relish of salvation in’t. / Then trip him that his heels may kick
at heaven / And that his soul may be as damned and black / As hell whereto it goes™). The
role of a cold-blooded, nihilistic killer assumed by Hamlet provides the binding element to
his seemingly incoherent utterances and arranges them into a logically coherent possible
world, which seems to prepare ideologically the ground for Claudius’s assassination. First,
the prince fends off possible accusations of regicide by dismantling the theoretical
compound of the king’s two bodies: “HAMLET. The body is with the King, but the King
is not with the body. The King is a thing ... of nothing” — so, the king’s body politic is
nothing, but even if it were something, there would definitely be “a certain convocation of
politic worms,” of the kind one can imagine in association with Polonius’s political skills,
that would be happy to consume it. Then, he strips off all earthly pomp and glory from the
king’s body personal by sending it to thread the way of all flesh in a debasingly
impoverished procession “through the guts of a beggar.” Thus, ultimately, the prince

uncrowns and disparages Claudius by reducing him to the stuff of decomposing human fat,
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a worm’s colloidal flesh, a fish’s malodorous entrails, and the content of the digestive tract

of a vagrant.

All in all, the above consideration of Hamlet’s “antic disposition” suggests that its
main dramatic function is not to cover the prince’s knowledge of his father’s murder and to
protect him while he is planning his revenge, but rather to enhance his dramatic behaviour
within the world of the play and licence his use of multiple identities — such as the
countenances of the madman, the scholar, the theatre man, and the assassin — in presenting
the complexity of his character to the audience. All these different, often conflicting,
dimensions of Hamlet’s character are linked to the central identity of the melancholic,
tortured prince, which is time and again figured in the soliloquies, producing thus a
multifarious, life-like representation of a complex human personality. The philosophical
realisation of the limitations of the common-sense, morally two-dimensional model of
human nature, and the respective understanding of the human being as a compound of
states and countenances can already be discerned in the intellectual context of

Shakespeare’s times:

He who examines himself closely will seldom find himself twice in the same state.
I give to my soul now one face, now another...All the contradictions are to be found
in me, according as the wind turns, and changes. Bashful, insolent; chaste,
lascivious; talkative, taciturn; clumsy, gentle; witty, dull; peevish, sweet-tempered,;
lying, truthful; knowing, ignorant; and liberal and avaricious and prodigal — all this
I see in my self in some degree, according as | veer about; and whoever will study
himself very attentively will find this discordance and unsteadiness. (Montaigne,

gtd. in Rosenberg, ix-X)
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Shakespeare, however, must be credited for finding an impressively effective technique for
figuring this understanding on the page as well as on the stage. He uses wordplay to bind in
organic unity multiple human states and identities, thus making them resonate into a high-

dimensional representation of the unbounded complexity of the human soul.
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Conclusion: A method in madness

“Every wink of an eye some new grace will be born.” (WT V.ii.111-112)

The serious consideration of all concurrent interpretative possibilities activated by
Shakespeare’s wordplay — as the experience of reading the above case studies no doubt
indicates — may lead to a cognitive state that alarmingly resembles madness. It will
inevitably become clear that both the world and language are in fact twofold phenomena.
On the one hand, the rational mind seeks to organise long-term knowledge of the
surrounding world in the most economical and functional manner and the use of a coherent
unified structure provides the possibility for this — hence the world modelled by the
rational mind is for the most part non-contradictory, linear and hierarchical. On the other, it
becomes increasingly evident that if “the rational” is taken out of the equation, actually, the
world out there is a nexus of inextricably interwoven complex systems — everything from
the way our body (including our brain) works to the way we relate to other people and our
environment reaches our consciousness in high-dimensional whirls of interdependent
contingent events that are temporally and spatially superposed in remarkably non-linear
and non-hierarchical networks — networks which need collapse into rational structures only
when we try to comprehend them. Similarly, on the one hand, the rational mind uses
language as a system to organise, store and communicate knowledge. Yet on the other, as
soon as language leaves the creative consciousness and enters the actual world (in the form
of writing or otherwise) it is inevitably entangled with its ever wavering currents and

becomes thus open to unlimited contextualization, interpretation and re-interpretation.
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If like Polonius, however, we apply a method to this madness and try to extract its
signification — we discover that there is an organic link between the fashion in which
Shakespeare uses wordplay and the overall air of meaningful ambiguity that many critics
have found at the centre of his work. Often the multiple senses shattered by wordplay are
taken up and developed further by tropes, imagery and plot into a life-like complexity,
which with remarkable facility transcends cool reason. But then, how do we analyse this
complexity without reducing it to non-contradictory, linear hierarchical dimensions? This
dissertation suggests that the possible-world approach, set out in Chapter one,
“Shakespeare’s wordplay and possible worlds”, and applied in the ensuing three case
studies, provides a theoretical means to do that. It works towards reconciliation of the
structural approach, the only way we can make sense of things, with the actual intricacy of
complex non-linear systems. Moreover, by tracing and outlining sets of possible worlds,
i.e. by structurally stratifying conscious experience, the approach in question sheds new
light on a larger abstract space between and among them — if possible worlds are perceived
to run in parallel, then they must run somewhere, i.e. they must be embedded in an
enwrapping space. This mental space is important because it hosts the incessant oscillation
of cognitive energy between possible states of affairs. It is in this space that a different
mode of cognition takes place — an ambiguity-stimulated mode of cognition, much
suppressed by the longstanding rules of linearity cohesion and hierarchy, yet a mode of
cognition that still exists —a mode of cognition through which concepts blend into complex
notions, value systems into complex moral issues, and representations into complex
fictional personalities. The three case studies which form the body of this dissertation

demonstrate the creative significance of Shakespeare’s wordplay along these three lines.

The first of them, “Substance and shadows: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the

conveyance of complex notions,” shows that an important aspect of early modern
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conceptualisation may be grasped through the Platonic dichotomy between “substance”
and “shadows.” On the one hand, there is the belief in the existence of a pure essence
(substance) at the core of each concept, which is imperceptible to the senses — thus
empirically unassailable. On the other, there is the understanding of all material and social
phenomena as accidents (shadows), each of them revealing merely a fragment of the
underlying substance. This particular form of essentialism results in a particular taste for
multiplicity: the more shadows one can perceive the greater portion of substance one
knows. The uncovered epistemological mechanism throws new light on the structural
potential of wordplay. If an important notion is presented through multiple scenarios
created by controlled ambiguity, this may be seen as a legitimate, by early modern
philosophical standards, attempt to convey a greater portion of its complex substance by
figuring simultaneously more of its shadows. This speculation is tested through a possible-
world analysis of the wordplay used in relation to the notion of “grief” in The Tragedy of
King Richard the Second. The analysis shows that the structure of “substance and
shadows” in relation to the notion of “grief” is repeated in a fractal pattern throughout the
play. All central characters grieve at one time or another and each individual grief is
represented by means of controversial multiple scenarios sustained by wordplay.
Moreover, all these different forms of grief centre in one all-encompassing grief — that of
Richard himself — and problematise it to such an extent that it transcends the limits of the

story and reaches out into a quest for understanding a dimension of the human condition.

The second case study, “The state of man: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the
presentation of complex moral issues,” claims that the early modern rhetorical notion of
“state” may be informative about how wordplay is used in the treatment of sensitive moral
issues in Shakespeare. The term is borrowed from early modern legal theory where it

denotes the meticulously balanced consideration of both sides of a case before reaching an
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objective and just decision. The argument is that wordplay may be integrated in a perfectly
coherent text so as to activate two entirely opposite interpretative scenarios and that this
strategy is used by Shakespeare in presenting complex moral issues to his audience. This
claim is tested through a possible-world analysis of the wordplay used in relation to the
series of trials that form the plot of The Famous History of the Life of King Henry the
Eight. The analysis discovers a straightforward organisational pattern in the play. Each
main character in the play is judged in one way or another and although judgments are
passed, each case is presented in such an ambiguous way that the decision of whether
justice has been done or not is left to each viewer/reader to decide for himself or herself.
Moreover, all judgments in the play are invariably made by the king, so by being provoked
to consider whether they are right or wrong the viewer/reader is ultimately invited to judge

Henry VIII.

The third case study, “The fatal Cleopatra and a multiple Hamlet: Shakespeare’s
wordplay and the construction of complex personalities,” re-evaluates Dr. Johnson’s
extravagant metaphor to suggest that it offers an unexpected angle on the importance of
wordplay for Shakespeare’s characterisation technique. The queen of Egypt in Antony and
Cleopatra is a complex character and her complexity derives from her multiplicity — she is
at the same time comic and tragic, a common harlot and a majestic queen, a peevish
woman and a constant lover — and wordplay has a crucial role in creating, sustaining and
binding these multiple personalities together. Thus, the reader, just like Antony, is pushed
to loose the single-worldview, in the neat hierarchies of which Cleopatra can only fall into
a single category, and be content to replace it with a multiple-worldview, in which she can
be all at once. This perspective is tested through a possible-world analysis of Hamlet’s
baffling “antic disposition.” The analysis shows that Hamlet’s character is constructed of

multiple often contradictory stereotypical identities, such as the madman, the scholar, the
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theatre man, the assassin, which are then linked to the central identity of the melancholic
and tortured prince, which is time and again figured in the soliloquies. It also shows the
crucial role of wordplay in the process of producing a multifarious, life-like fictional

representation of a complex human personality.

On the whole, this dissertation attempts to approach methodologically the
extraordinary semiotic potential of Shakespeare’s polysemous language. The nature of the
method is essentially structural and allows the reader to juggle unrestrainedly with various
possibilities simultaneously and address theoretically the intellectual traffic between and
among them. The analytical part strives to elucidate the organic link between the grass-root
semantic level of Shakespeare’s text and the higher, more complex ambiguities of ideas,
characters, plot and context. It also tries to provide some explanation of the cognitive
mechanism behind this intricate mode of signification through close examination of the
early modern concepts of “substance and shadows” and “state”, in Chapters 11 and 111, and
Dr. Johnson’s metaphor of “the fatal Cleopatra” in Chapter IV. The three structural
functions of wordplay, demonstrated in the case studies, are selected as the most obvious
ones; however, there surely are many more that can be explored by further research in the
same direction. For instance, wordplay seems closely related to the complex relationships

between theatre and meta-theatre, subjectivity and objectivity, the male and the female.
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YBOJ

NzcnensaneTo e cbepenoroueHo BbpXy lllekcnupoBute urpu
Ha JIyMH — CTWJIMCTHYEH €(EeKT, KOMTO TPaJWuIIMOHHO MpPECTaBIsABA
CEPHO3HO IPEIU3BUKATEIICTBO 3a TCOPETU3ALMOHHUTE CTPEMEXHU Ha
kputukarta. rpure Ha nqymu ce cpemar Hascskbiae B lllexcnimposus
KaHOH — T€ (DYHKIMOHUPAT MO €IUH U ChI HaYMH KaKTO B MOE3MTA,
Taka U B IOE€THYECKAaTa Jpama, U 3aTOBa M3CICABAHETO W3IOJ3Ba
IpPUMEPU OT JIBaTa KaHpa, 0e3 Jja MpaBH pa3rpaHUUYECHUE MEXIY TAX.
WuTepecHo e, o0ave, ye OTHOILICHUETO Ha YUTATEITUTE/3PUTEIIUTE KbM
[IlexcrMpOBUTE UTPU HA JyMH CBINECTBEHO CE IPOMEHS C TECUEHHUE Ha
BpeMeTo. B enuHMs Kpall Ha CIIEKTbpa CE HAMHUPAT OHE3H, KOUTO
CMSTaT, Y€ Te ca MPOCTO eIHa (PUBOJIIHA CTPAaHUYHA aTpaKLus,
caMmolleJTHa WHTENIEKTyalHa Urpa, IOYTH HECBbp3aHa ¢ TBOpOaTa KaTo
s10. B mpyrust xpail ca Te3W, KOUTO TBPCAT NpSKAa BPb3Ka MEXKIY
UTPUTE HAa TyMU U OCTAHAJIUTE CTWIMCTUYHU (UTYpPU U KOXE3HH B
TBOpOMTE, 3a Ja IOKaKaT, 4e T€ HMAT CBhIIECTBEH IPUHOC 3a
ISUTOCTHUA XyaoxecTBeH edekT Ha LllekcrimpoBus e3uk. Hacrosioro
U3CJeBaHE CE€ OCHOBaBa BbpXYy paboTaTa Ha mocjieIHaTa rpyna
KPUTHLIM U IIpeJIara HOB METOAO0JIOTMYEH MOJIEN 3a CUCTEMATU3UPAHE
HA TEXHUTE aHAJIMTUYHU PEAKIIUH.

,Arpa Ha 1ymu” e o011 TepMHUH, KOWTO 00XBalla IsU1 apceHan
OT OTAETHU CTWIMCTHYHH CPEACTBA, KOUTO BBIPEKH (HOPMATHHUTE CH
pasznuuus, (YHKIIMOHHUPAT CHOOPA3HO €OUH U ChII TEXHUYCCKH
NPUHINI: TOJIMCEMUYHA €3UKOBA SANHUIIA, KOSITO MOXKE /1a ObJe eqHa
AyMa WIH TO-TOJisiMa CHUHTAKTUYHA CTPYKTYpa, BOAU [0 JBE WIIHU
1oBe4e, Ha MpPBB TNOIJEN HECBbP3aHH, CMHUCIOBU 3HAUYCHHUS U
OGMKHOBEHO LM KPATKOTPACH, M30JIMPaH, KOMIUeH eekr . Makap
mHOoro ot IllekcnupoBuTe Wrpu Ha OyMH Ja TOHamaTr IOJ Tas3u
nepuHUIUSA, WMa TaKWBa, KOMTO O€3 CHhbMHEHHE C€ paszNpoCTHpaT
OTBB/]] IPEAECITUTE H.

Ha nspBo Mmscro, IllexcrinpoBure Urpu Ha JyMH ca HE BUHAru
KOMHMYHH, HallpUMep: 3aBJaJsH OT pa3ThpcBallla CKpbO MpH BHAA HA

! Simpson, Paul. Stylistics: A Resource Book for Students. London: Routledge, 2004,
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ocakaTeHara CU Ablieps, TUT AHAPOHUK HECH3HATEIHO MPUOSATBA J1a
kamamOyp: “TITUS. It was my deer, and he that wounded her / Hath
hurt me more than had he kill'd me dead”? (,, Toaxosa st o6uuax | Ts 6e
eoHa om moume CvpHU, / Y€ OH3HM, KOWTO s paHH / M€ JKEeTHa TO-
JKECTOKO, ~OTKONKOTO ga Oeme Me your™). Chpmo Taka,
HlexcriupoBUTe Urpy HA AYMU HE BUHArd JIEHCTBAT CaMO B JIOKAJIEH
Mmamabd, Hamnpumep: B Cmpykmypama na crooxcnume Oymu (1951)
Yunsm EMIChH Mmoka3Ba Kak mojrcemusta Ha aymara fool (rmymak,
IIyT, KEPTBA, MaJOYMEH U T.H.) C€ M3I0JI3Ba MHOTOKPATHO B TEKCTa
Ha Kpan Jlup. Hakpas, [llekcnupoBuTe Urpn Ha AyMH HE BUHAru ca
W30JIMPaHU OT OCTAHAIUTE W3Pa3HH CPEICTBA — BCBHITHOCT, KAaKTO
nemoHcTpupa Monu Maxyn B [llexcnuposama uepa na oymu (1957),
T€ MHOTO YeCTO Ca HEPa3pUBHO CBBP3AHMU C IIENUS JIMHTBUCTHYEH U
XYJ0KECTBEH KOHTEKCT.

Cayuaute, B kouto IllexcnupoBure KanamOypu HajckKayaT
IIPEIEINTE Ha TPAOUILMOHHOTO CXBAIIAHE 3a UI'PA HA IyMH, Ca BaXKHH,
3alI0TO pa3KpHBAT €IHA HE JO0TaM HM3CJIe[BaHa KOTHUTHUBHA (DYHKIUS
Ha nosiceMusTa. Koraro anrepHaTUBHUTE 3HaYCHMsI HA MHOTO3HAYHH
OYMU C€ CBbpP3BaT CMHUCIOBO C JPYrd TAaKUBa, TE3U KOXEPEHLMU
IIOCTENIEHHO TpajAT MapajlielHu KOHTEKCTH, KOMUTO OT CBOsA CTpaHa
U3TPBIBAT HEOYAKBAHM CHUTHHU(UKALKMKM  JOPH OT  TPUBUIHO
€IHO3HAaYHU IyMH. B KpaliHa CcMeTKa, Te3M KOHTEKCTH MOoraT Ja
IpepacHaT B alITEpHATUBHU CLIEHApUH, T.€. aJTEpPHATUBHU BEPCUM HA
MOCITAHUETO/UCTOPUATa U JAa NOBIUSAT BBPXY THIKYBAaHETO Ha
IUI0TO  TIPOM3BEJCHHE KATo KYITYpeH Npomykr . Jlo6uBame

ZTA111.i.91-92.
3 ITopamu ecTecTBOTO Ha M3CJIEBAHETO, BCUYKH IIUTATH B HACTOSIINS aBTOpedepar
ca TpeBeJeHM OT aBTropa. M3TOUHMKBT Ha BcHYkW I1mTatd or Ilekcnup e
Shakespeare, William. The Riverside Shakespeare. Ed. Gwynne Blakemore Evans.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, 1997. Cekpamienusra, yka3Balid UMETO Ha
muecaTa, ChIIo CIIe/IBaT CUCTeMara, yctanoBeHa oT The Riverside Shakespeare.
4 IMpumep 3a ToBa naBa Hopman Pabkun B cBosita ctarust: Rabkin, Norman. Rabbits,
Ducks, and Henry the V. In Shakespeare: An Anthology of Criticism and Theory
1945-2000. Ed. Russ McDonald. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004.
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IpeJcTaBa 3a BeNMYMHATA Ha MpolseMa, KOraTo B3€MEM IpEIBUT
nobpe mosHarara lllekcnpoBa aMOMBAJIEHTHOCT M JIONYCHEM, Ye
MOYTH BCEKU KalaMOyp MHpeICTaBisiBa MPOXOA KbM eqHa Oe3KpaiHo
pasKJIOHsBaIIa Cce BCElIeHA, M3TPaJcHa OT MHOXKECTBO IapajielHu
Bb3MOKHOCTM 3a HWHTEepHpeTanus. 3a Ja cbyMee Ja HaTHUKHE
CUCTEMaTUYHO B TOBa 0€30peKHO KOTHUTHBHO IPOCTPAHCTBO,
HACTOSIIIOTO M3CJICABAHE M3IMOJ3Ba KPUTUUYECKU MOJXOJ, MOACITUpPaH
BBPXY HIKOJKO, CBBP3aHU TOMEXIY CH, TCOPHH Ha BB3MOXKHUTE
cBeToBe. T03U MOAX0 € HEOOXOIUM Ha IIBPBO MSICTO, 33 J1a MOXKEM Ja
CH TIPEICTAaBUM MHOXKECTBO TTapaJie)IHA BEPCHU Ha €IMH KOTHUTHBEH
KOHCTPYKT, KOMTO C€ pa3jiM4yaBaT eIHa OT Jpyra IoBeue WU IO-
Masiko. ChIIO Taka, MOJXOABT HU JaBa BB3MOXXHOCT aHAJUTHYHO J1a
U30JIMpaMe BCsSKa €1Ha OT Te3W BEPCHH OT OOIIUS KOTHUTUBEH
IWHAMU3BM M Ja TPOCICTUM BIMSHUETO W BBPXY KOHTEKCTa Ha
MPOU3BEICHNETO, & U OTBB]] HETO — BbPXY MaTepUAIHUS KOHTEKCT Ha
KyITypaTa, Cbh3/lajia TPOM3BEACHUETO WM Ta3H, KOSTO IO TMpHUeMa.
Hakpas, mnocpeacTBoM TO3M TOAXOA TOJIy4aBaMe JOCTBI JI0
KOTHUTHBHOTO TPOCTPAHCTBO MEXAY IApAJICITHUTE BEPCHH, KBICTO
JeiicTBa JAPYr MHTEPECEH MHCIOBEH MEXaHU3bM — ChUETaBAHETO Ha
PA3HOMOCOYHH TOHSTHS®, KOWTO Ce OCHOBaBa Ha HENPEKbCHATA
OCLMJIALIUSl HA CBH3HAHMETO MEXAY JIOTHYECKH pPaBHONOCTABEHH
BB3MOKHOCTH. HacTrosimoro wu3cieqBaHe H3MOI3Ba TOPEOIMHCAHUS
MOJXO/I, 32 JIa pa3Kpue CTPYKTypHaTa (YHKIUS Ha UTPUTE HA AYMU H
Ja TIOKaXXe TMPUHOCAa UM KBM ISTIOCTHHSI CIIOKEH CEMHOTHYEH €(PEeKT
Ha mpousBeacHusATa Ha Illexcnup. 3a ma ce MOCTUrHE MO-TOJIsIMA
YHCTOTa Ha JCTAWIHUS aHAIIN3, U3CICIBAHETO MU30JIUPa TPU OCHOBHHU
M3MEpEHUsT Ha TO3M BCeoOXBaTeH €(eKT: yyacTHeTO Ha WIpUTE Ha
TyMH 1) B TIpEAaBaHETO Ha CJIIOXHU TOHATHSA, 11) B MPEICTABIHETO HA
CIIO)KHH HPAaBCTBEHHM MPOOIEMH, U 1il) B CH3JaBAHETO HA CIIOXKHU
XapaKTepH.

® Bx. Fauconnier, Gilles and Turner, Mark. The Way We Think: Conceptual
Blending and the Mind’s Hidden Complexities. New York: Basic Books, 2002.
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N3cnenBanero e opraHu3upaHo B uetupu riasu. [IbpBa rnasa,
nHlekcnupoBuTe UTpy HA TYMH U Bb3MOKHHUTE CBETOBE, Hall-HAMPEI,
MpOCesiBa XPOHOJOTMYHO OTHOUIEHUETO Ha KPUTHUKATa KbM
lexcrniupoBara moauceMusi OT paHHaTa MOAEPHOCT A0 AHec. Paz6upa
ce, MOpaau OrPOMHHUS O0EM Ha KpUTHUYECKaTa JHUTepaTypa BBPXY
Hlekcnup, ca mogdpaHu caMo HaW-3HAYMMUTE TJIETHU TOYKH, KOUTO
OouepTaBaT OCHOBHHUTE TEHJIICHIIMU B pasriIeKIaHETO Ha mpobiema.
[Tocne ce mpexacras J1Oruko-Gpunocockusi KOHTEKCT Ha CBBbP3aHUTE
TEOpUHM HA BB3MOXKHHUTE CBETOBE, (DUKIMOHATHUTE CBETOBE,
IUCKYPCUBHUTE CBETOBE, TEKCTYaJIHUTE CBETOBE U MEHTAJIHHUTE
MPOCTPAHCTBA, 3a€HO C TAXHOTO MPUIOKEHUE B JIUTEpaTypHATa
teopus. Creq ToBa ce ouepTaBa XUOPUIHHUS TEOPETHUEH MOJET,
W3MOJI3BaH B M3CIIEBAHETO U CE M3JIaraT MOTUBUTE 3a ymorpebara my.
Hakpas nmoaxoabT ce WIIOCTpuUpa HaKpaTKo 4pe3 aHanu3 Ha ,,COHET
49”. Beska OT cielBaliuTe TP TJIaBH ChAbPXKA M0 €IHO U3CJIEIBaHE
Ha KOHKPETEH MpobJieM, KOETO € ChbCTaBEHO OT JIBE, MPEIUBAIIN eaHa
B Jpyra, TJI€IHU TOYKHU: OT €JHA CTpaHa C€ TbPCU TEOPETUYHO
oOsicHeHue Ha npoljemMa B HETOBHSI KyJITYPHO-UCTOPUYECKH KOHTEKCT
— OT JApyra, HamnpaBeHUTE 3aKJIIOYEHUs C€ Mpujarar B JeTaljieH
aHanu3 Ha KOHKpeTHW mnpowusBeaecHus Ha lllexcnup. Bropa rnasa,
,,Cyocranmus u cerku: lllekcnupoBuTe Urpu Ha AYMU U TPEJABAHETO
Ha CJIOHU MOHATUA, pasriiexaa [lnatTonnyeckara TMXOTOMHUS MEKITY
,CyocTanust” u ,,CeHKH , d4ecTto ymnoTpeOsiBana ot lllekcriup wu
HErOBUTE CBHBPEMEHHMIIM, 3a Ja MPEOCMHUCIU HSAKOU ChBPEMEHHU
CXBaIllaHUSl 3a paHHOMOJEpHAaTa KoHIenTyanu3auus. Kputuueckara
paMKa Ha M3CJeABAaHETO ce mpuiara BepXy ,,Coner 53” u ,,Puuapn 117
KaTo ce MOKa3Ba, Y€ CTUIMCTHYHATA (YHKIUS HA UTPUTE HA TYMHU B
TE3W MPOU3BEACHUS CJeIBAaT KOTHUTHUBHMSI MOJEJ, HaONIoJaBaH B
CBBbp3aHUTE MOHATHUA 3a ,,cyOCTaHuus” M ,,CEHKU , U CE pa3KpHBa
XYJO0’KECTBEH MEXaHU3bM 3a IMpeJaBaHe Ha CIOKHU MoHATUA. Tpera
raBa, ,,CtatychT Ha dYoBeka: lllekxcriupoBuTe urpu Ha AymMH U
MPEJICTaBIHETO Ha CJIOKHU HPABCTBEHU MpoliemMu”’, mpobdiemaTu3upa
PaHHOMOJIEPHOTO TEOPETUYHO 3HAYEHHUE HA ,,State”, KOeTo MpeMUHaBa
OT TOraBalllHaTa MpaBHAa HayKa B PeTOpHUKaTa U 3acAra yOeKIIeHUETO,
4e 3a J1a Ce OILICHU €JJHa CUTYaIlHs, Hali-Hampe | TpssOBa BHUMATEIHO Ja
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ce pas3riiegaT BCUYKH BB3MOXHOCTH. KpuTHueckata pamka Ha
u3cieaBaneTo ce npwiara Bepxy Ilpunoxenue III kpbM anHoHMMHara
nueca ,,Cpp Tomac Mop” u ,,Xenpu VIII”, kato ce nemoHcTpupa
poJisiTa Ha UIPUTE HA AyMHU MpPU IPEICTaBSIHETO Ha MMyOJIMKaTta Ha
IIPOTUBOCTOAIM IOJUTUYECKH WU MOPAJIHO 3apelcHHU CIEHapuu B
IBJIHO HJICOJIOTMYECKO paBHOBecwe. YeTBbpTa riama, ,,DaranHara
Kneonarpa u muoronukuatr Xamiert: [llekcnupoBute urpu Ha 1yMH U
Ch3IABAHETO Ha CJOXHHU XapakTepu JEKOHCTPpyHpa H3BECTHATA
Mmetadopa Ha Camroen /)xoHCHH, u3noi3Bama oodpasza Ha Kieomnatpa,
3a J1a pa3KpUTHKYBa MpuBbp3aHocTTa Ha lllekcnup kbM KanamMOypure,
KaTo TMOKa3Ba KOJKO BaKHa BCHIIHOCT € WIpaTa Ha JOyMH 3a
KOHCTPYUpPAHETO Ha Xxapaktepa Ha Kieomarpa B ,,AHTOHMH H
Kneonarpa”. KpuTuueckara pamMka Ha H3CIEABAHETO C€ IpUjara
BBpPXY ,,UyJlaTUTE POJM’°, KOMUTO XaMJIeT pa3urpasa, 3a Ja H3BaaU
HasBe MPUHOCA HA UTPUTE HA IyMU 32 Ch3/1aBAaHETO HA TPAJULMOHHO
CUMTaHHU 3a Hail-cioxkeH [llekcnupoB JpaMaTHdeH XapakTep.



IIbPBA TJIABA: HIEKCITMPOBUTE UI'PU HA AIYMU U
BB3MOXHUTE CBETOBE

1.1. lllexcnupoBUTE UTPH HA AYMHU

3ana3eHUTe KyJTYpHO-Mare€pualHU CBEJIEHHsS IIOKa3BaT, 4e
cbBpeMeHHuIuTe Ha lllekcrup obuyanu urpure Ha aymu. Ilo-manko
o0pa3oBaHHUTE OT TAX C YIOBOJCTBUE MOApa)kaBald W HapOoAUPaIH
KpaCHOpPEYMBUTE NOJUTHUUYECKHU PEUH, KOUTO YyBajIM Ha IIOLIAANTE, U
IJIAMEHHUTE IIBPKOBHU CIYXOH, KOUTO MOBEYE OT MOJOBUH BEK Bede
M3ION3BATIM  aHIVIMHCKUS e3uk. [lo-o0pa3oBaHuTe paszuutand Ha
COJINJTHUTE CH MO3HAHUS 10 PETOPHUKA, €IHA OT IUCLUUILUINHATE, KOUTO
OUIM M3KIIOUYUTEIIHO CEPHO3HO 3aCTHIICHH B Y4eOHMTE IUIAHOBE Ha
PaHHOMOJIEPHUTE YYMWJIMIIA W YyHUBepcuTeTu. Llamo cw3Be3gue ot
PAaHHOMOJEPHU MUCIMTENN, B ToBa uucio: XeHpu IIuiybm, Tomac
Yuncen, Jxopmx IIetHam, Epazsm Porepnamckm, Jlenbpn Kokc,
Puuapn Ulepu, Ywiam @ynyn, Absnmu @ensp, Elinoken e, [IxoH
XOCKHHC, ITOJ] pa3JIMYHH 3arjlaBysl Ipen3aaBaT U JOIbIBAT €AUH TPYA,
KOHTO B Hamu AHU IIuTep Mak KOJEKTMBHO Hapuua ,,AHIVIMHCKOTO
PBKOBOJICTBO 3a CTHJI, Thil KATO BCUUKU TE€3U TPYIIOBE CE OCHOBABAT
eIMH Ha JpYyr W BOJAT HAYaJOTO CH OT aHOHMMHara ,Rhetorica ad
Herennium” u KsuuTmimamoata ,,Institutio oratoria”®. Hesaucumo
OT JApeOHUTE pa3NIu4us MEXIy OTICTHUTE BEPCUHU ,,AHIIIMHCKOTO
PBKOBOJICTBO 3a CTWJI” TIPENOCTaBs IMOJE3€H HAOOP OT MPaKTHUECKH
Ha'BTCTBUS KaK Jla Cc€ NPOM3BEIE PETOPUUECKU Bb3ZCHCTBaILA ped
unu  TekcT. Wrpute Ha aymMH, B pasHOOOpa3HUTE UM (GopMHU
(mapoHoma3susi, aHTaHAKJIACUC, CHJICTICUC, MTOJIMITOTOH, arHOMUHAIIUA,
ampubonorus), 3aemMar JOCTOMHO MSCTO JO JPYyrd TPOMH KaTo
Metadopa, CpaBHEHHE, alleropusi, Xurmepbona ¥ 3aeqHO C TiIX
JNONPHUHACAT 3a TOBA, KOETO PAaHHOMOJEPHUTE XOpa Ca CUHUTAIU 3a
NpUATEH U e(PEKTUBEH CTHUIL

N3o0unumero oTr MalCcTOpCKM TOAOpaHW U TMOAPEICHU
cTunucTuyHu  ¢urypu npupaBat Ha lllekciupoBute TBOpOM

® Mack, Peter. Elizabethan Rhetoric: Theory and Practice. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2002.
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XapakTepHaTa 3a TSIX CEMaHTHYHA IJIACTUYHOCT, KOSATO MM IoMara Ja
HaJCKauaT TpagullMOHHATAa TpeAcCTaBa 3a CHTHUPUKAIWS, Ja
3alllUTaBaT €IHOBPEMEHHO MPOTHUBOpPEYAIIM CH TE3HM, Ja CIUBaT
MIPOTHBOMOCTABCHHN UJEH U Jla ObJAaT KOHCTPYHPAHU BHHArM HAHOBO,
NP  BCSIKO 4YeTeHE WM IpejAcTaBieHre. ToBa KayecTBO Ha
[IlexkcnupoBusi €3UK € 3a0esi3aHO OT HETOBUTE CHBPEMEHHUIIM H
MpEenopbYaHO OT HETOBUTE MPUATENM U KOJeru-aktbopu J[xoH
Xemunr u XeHpu KoHzen, Ha KOUTO ABJDKUM ChCTaBIHETO H
orneyarBaneto Ha [IppBoTO (honmo. ,,3aTOBa, YeTeTe ro,” MUIIAT T B
MPEANCIOBUETO, ,,d OTHOBO, U OTHOBO: M aKO JOpU TOraBa HE TO
XapecaTe, UMa OMacHOCT Jia He ro pa3oupare”.

MHuoro Hema, obaye, ce MPOMEHAT 3a IMO-MaJlKO OT BEK —
Hay4HaTa peBosronus, 3anoynara ot Jekapt u HroTsH, ce ctpemu na
MPEYUCTH YOBEHIKOTO Ch3HAHME OT BCHYKM MUCTHUYHU WU
JOTMATHUYHU BSAPBAaHUS © Ja YCTAaHOBH €JHA aKCHOMAaTHYHA
¢bunocodus, noyrBaiia BbpXy CUCTEMAaTUYHO MHCIEHE U €MIUPUYHU
nokasarenctBa. Taka [IpocBemeHneTo ecTeCTBEHO pa3BUBa COOCTBEHH
€CTETUYECKHU U JIUTEPaTypPHH BKYCOBE — OHOBA, KOETO €TM3a0eTHHIIUTE
u skobunmure neHsat y lllekcrup, ce cuumTa 3a JEreHEPaTUBHO M
npodaHHO OT aBrycTUHLUTE. Bbrpeku ye yueHu u moetu kato J[>koH
Hpaiinba, Anexkcanawsp Iloyn u Camriobn J[KOHCHH Bb3XBajABaT
[Ilexcnup Karto ,,[TOET ¢ MPUPOJACH TAJAHT; MOET, KOUTO MOJHACS KbM
YUTATENs HCTHHCKOTO OIVIEAAI0 Ha YOBEIIKHMS KHBOT , T CE JPasHsT
OT HAJMYMETO B HETOBOTO TBOPYECTBO HA (UTYpPU M TPONHU, KOUTO
BOAAT N0 HESICHOTa M MHOrosHauve. EnHa OT OCHOBHUTE UM
3abenexkn € KbM KamamOypure: ,,KamamOypsT 3a llekcnup e kato
MHUpaxa 3a IbTHUKA, TOW ro ClIe/IBa Ha BCAKA IIeHa, Makap 4e I'o BOAM
BCTpaHHW OT NIBTS M Hakpas To 3ampamia B Omaroro. KamamOypsT
BJIaCTBAa 3JI0BELIO HAJ CH3HAHUETO MYy C HEYCTOMMHS CH Yap
KanamOypsT e 3nmaTHara s0bJiKa, 3apaau kosto lllekcrnup BuHaru mie
HaIpaBU KOMIIPOMHC CbC CEPHO3HUTE CU HAMEPEHHUS, L€ CE CHUILU OT

" Johnson, Samuel. Preface and Notes to the Edition of Shakespeare’s Plays.
London: J. and R. Tonson and others, 1765.
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BHCOTATa, /10 KOATO € AocTurHai. KamamOypsbT, Mo npupona — siioB U
OelleH, My HOCH TaKaBa Haclaja, 4e € TOTOB B IMETO MY Jia TOXKepTBa
U pasym, u Onarompunuuue, u ucruHa. KamamOypst 3a Hlexcrnup e
(darannata Kneomarpa, 3apaau KoaTo TOW TyOM CBETa W € JOBOJICH J1a
ce OTKaXKe OT Hero™.

Makap dYe e€auH OT Hal-IPOHMIATEITHUTE YWUTATEIM Ha
[excnup, Camiobn Teinbp Konpumxk, oTdynTa BaJKHOCTTa HA UTPUTE
Ha JyMH 32 BHCOKO LIEHEHHS OT HETO ,,HEMpPEeKbCHAT HU3 OT 00pasH,
BUHAaru J>KUBH, M TIOHEKE BUHArM CBBP3aHU €IUH C JIPyr, YECTO
U3KIIIOYNUTEITHO JeTalnHn”, BCEOOIIOTO OTHOILIEHUE KBM
[llexcnupoBOTO UTPOCTOBUE KATO SJIOBO U CAMOLIEIHO JOMUHUPA MPE3
XVI m XIX Bexk. EgBa mpe3 XX BeK ¢ HalmucCBaHETO Ha
OCHOBoIIojaramiara kuaura ©Ha YurdM EwmncsH ,,CeneMm Buma
JTBYCMHUCIHE” C€ pa3lo3HaBa 3HAYUTEIHUS TOCTHYCH e(QeKT Ha
TUTEPaTypHOTO ABycMuUcHue. EMICHhH neduHupa To3u GEeHOMEH KaTo
,,BCEKH BepOaJIeH HI0AHC, HE3aBUCHUMO OT BEJIMYMHATa My, KOMTO /1aBa
BB3MOXHOCT 3a DPa3jIMYHU pEaKUuud KbM €IMH M ChIl TEKCT U
u3cneABa ymorpebara My B JUTepaTypaTa OT CHUTyalusiTa KOTaTo
»€dHa JlyMa WM TpaMaThuuecka CTPYKTypa JAEHCTBa MO HAKOJKO
HayMHA ETHOBPEMEHHO™ (IBYCMHCIWE OT NBPBH BHUI) OO0 ,,Haii-
JBYCMHUCJIEHaTa CHUTYallUsl, KOATO YOBEK MOXKE Jla CH MPEJCTaBU ...
KOraro JIB€ 3HA4YeHUs Ha e€JHa Jyma, JIBeT€ IIOJIOBUHKH Ha
JIBYCMHUCIMETO, TMPOEKTUPAT [BE€ MPOTUBOIOJIONKHU 3HAYEHUS,
MOJKPENEHH OT KOHTEKCTa W  KpaWHUAT eeKT IMOoKa3Ba
(byHIaMEHTAIHO pa3leIuIeHUue B Ch3HAHUETO Ha aBTOpa” (ABYCMHCIHE
OT CEIMH BI/I,I[)g.

ITo orHomenue Ha IllekcnupoBuTe Urpu Ha Aymu, EMIICBH ce
IIPOTUBOIIOCTAaBA Ha KPUTHKUTE Ha JKOHCBH Karo TBBpPAHU, Y€
HMHTEPECHT HA MOETa KbM 3BYYEHETO Ha JIyMHUTE € TSACHO CBBP3aHO C
MHTEpeca KbM TAXHOTO 3HadeHue. Hemo nosede, Cb3HAaHMETO Ha
[excnup obxBama IyMUTE B LsjaTa UM MHOTOMEPHOCT M 3a€/IHO C

8 -
Ibid.
° Empson, William. Seven Types of Ambiguity. London: Chatto and Windus, 1949.
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MHOXECTBOTO BPB3KH MEXKAY TAX, TaKa Y€ KOraTo Ch3/1aBa TEKCTOBETE
CH, MOeTHhT M3MOJ3Ba WrPUTE Ha JyMH, 3a Ja INpenaae ToBa
HENPECTaHHO IpecKayaHe OT €IMH CBIIECTBEH HIOAHC KbM JPYT.
Cnopen Emncen, IllekcnmpoBute KamamOypu BIUSAT B pa3iMdHa
CTEINEH Ha peleniusiTa Ha YUTaTelNsi — OT MOTHUB, KOWTO ,,CE€ pa3BUBa B
JIB€ TIOCOKH, HO HaKpas ce ChueTaBa B €[Ha ujies’, 10 oBpaTHa TOUKa,
KOSTO ,,pa3lerBa MPOU3BEICHUETO HA JBE HANBJIHO pPA3IUYHU
BB3MOXHOCTH 32 UHTEPIIPETalus, ABE IJIeTHA TOYKHU KbM €Ha U ChIlla
TeMa ce mpejyiaraT Ha YMTaTells, U TOW € MOATUKHAT Ja TU W3CleaBa
paBHOHOCTaBeHo”lo. EmncbH nmaBa siceH mpumep 3a IOcieaHaTa
CUTyalusi B €CETO CH, IIOCBETEHO Ha MHOIO3HAYHOCTTa Ha Jymara
»honest” B ,,Orteno”, mybaukyBaHo B cOopHuKka ,,CTpyKTypara Ha
CJIOJKHUTE z[yMH"“. Tam Toil moka3Ba, 4e MeTAECeTTe U B YHOTPeOn
B IHecaTa M3I0JI3BAaT BCHUYKM TO3HATH JIEKCUKAIHU 3HA4YCHHUS Ha
aymaTta U HEMHUTE MPOU3BOJHU: YBa)KaBaH, I[EJIOMBbJIPEH, MMOXBAJICH,
JIOCTOEH, BEpEeH, YecTeH, JJ00poHamMepeH, HPaBCTBEH, MOpAaJeH,
n00poieTeNeH, 10CTONOYTEH, aBTeHTUYEH, U €HO MO €THO UPOHUYHO
I'¥l IEKOHCTPYyHpa A0 TSIXHATA II'bJIHA TPOTUBOMOIOKHOCT.

[IpOHUKHOBEHOTO H3CIIEIBAHE Ha EmnceH
PEBOJIIOLIMOHAIM3MPA NIPEACTAaBaTa 3a IMOETUYECKaTa IOJUCEMUs, HO
OTJeNs TBBP/E MAJIKO BHHMAaHUE HAa CBOMCTBOTO Ha MHOTO3HAYHMTE
OYMH Ja W3TPBIBaT AJITCPHATUBHU 3HA4YCHHA OT Ha IPBB IOTJIEH
€IHO3HAUYHU YacTh Ha peuTa. [IbpBOTO 3aaBIOOUYEHO H3CIE/BaHE,
KOETO pasriexna Te3n BPB3KM B TBOpYyecTBOTO Ha Illexcrimp e
»2llexcnupoBara urpa Ha AymMu” oT Monu Maxyz[lz. B Hero aBropkara
THPIEIUBO IPOCIEIAIBA MHOXKECTBOTO BB3MOKHOCTH, AKTUBUPAHU OT
THPCEHOTO UJIM HECH3HATEITHOTO UTPOCIOBUE B COHETUTE U MUECUTE, U
IIOKa3Ba KaK KOXEPCHLUMHUTE MEXAY OTACIHU 3HAYEHUS TBOPAT
CIIO)KHH, TapaJie;IHO Pa3MOJIOKEHH 00pasu, KOWTO BOIAT JIO
XapakTepHo auanoruuHus edekt Ha lllekcnupoBoTO TBOpUYECTBO.

10 H
Ibid.
1 Empson, William. The Structure of Complex Words. London: Chatto and Windus,
1951.
12 Mahood, M. M. Shakespeare’s Wordplay. London: Methuen, 1957.
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NscnensanusaTa Ha kpuTtuM kato EMrceH m Maxyn 3acuiBar
MHTEpPECca KbM WIPUTE HA IyMHM M PA3KPUBAT TAXHATa 3HAYMMOCT 3a
BE3JIECHIIMS AUATOrHUYeH eeKT Ha npousBeaeHusTa Ha Hlexcnup. Te
aHAJIN3MPAaT IPOHUKHOBEHO TEKCTYaJlHHs KOHTEKCT Ha COHETHTE,
MOEMUTEe M IHECUTe, KaTo IOKa3BaT 0e30poil CKPUTH BPB3KU, U
IpeaaaraT MHOXECTBO MHTepecHU ueTeHMs. IlosBata mpes BTopara
nosioBuHa Ha XX BEK Ha KPUTUYECKU TEUEHUs KaTo KYJITYpHHUS
MaTepHalu3bM M HOBUS HMCTOPU3BM, 0Oaue, 3allUTaBaT Te3aTa, 4e
aUTeparypaTa Ha MOXe Ja ObJe YCIEIIHO OTJeNeHa OT CBOs
KYJITYpEeH, COLUAJIEH M HCTOPUYECKH KOHTEKCT, M cielBa Ja Obie
pasriexaaHa KaTo HepasJenHa JacT oT Hero. Ilox BiusHueTO Ha ToBa
riueauuie, KoHTekeTsT Ha lllekcnupoBure kamamOypu 3amodBa aa ce
TBPCU HE CaMO B NPOU3BEACHUATA, HO U B KYITYPHO-UCTOPUYECKHUS
UM KOHTEKCT.

XapakTepeH MpuUMep 3a TO3M KPUTUYECKH TIOIXOJ JaBa
[Tarpuma Ilapxbp, KOATO u3CHEeABAa TNapaJCIHUTE JIUCKYPCHUBHU
3HaueHus Ha e3uka Ha lllekcnup W mpolieca Ha aKTUBUPAHETO UM OT
pasIMYHE acIeKTH Ha paHHOMojepHata Kyirypa'>. Hampuwmep,
[Tapxbp XBBpPIISE HOBA CBETIIMHA BBPXY yrnoTpebdata Ha ,,join”, ,,joiner”
u ,joinery” B ,ChbH B IIATHA HOII , KaTo pasriekaa OTOIU30
npodecunTe Ha MapruHamHUTE 3aHasTuuu: KyumHC — mbpBojnenena,
Cubr — crpoutens, borbM — Thbkaua, DIIOT — KbpHad Ha ayxania,
CHayr — wmenHukapsd, u CrapBiuHr — muBada. CeIoCTaBsiKN
MHO>KE€CTBO PaHHOMOJIEPHH TEXHUYECKH TEKCTOBE, U3CIIEABAHETO Hail-
Hampe]l MOKa3Ba, Ye BCUYKHU TE3U 3aHAATHU IO €IUH WUJIU JAPYT HAUHH ca
CBBP3aHH C HM3KYCTBOTO Ha ChUeTaBaHeTo (joinery), T.e. M3KYCHOTO
crino0siBaHe Ha E€JIEMEHTH, 3a J]a CE€ MOCTUTHE PaboTell MEXaHHU3bM.
[Tocne chmocraBs Ta3u mpelcTaBa ¢ APYrHM PaHHOMOJEPHHU 3HAUYECHUS
Ha ,JOIN”: ,,0OT CBBP3BAHETO HA JIyMH B pAIlMOHAJIHHU, JOTHUECKU
KOHCTPYKIIMM W ‘CHHTaKcuc’ (OH3W M1 Ha TpaMaTHKaTa, KOWTO
ChueTaBa IyMHTE B €IHO IISUI0) — 1O CBBP3BaHE HA MBXKKOTO H

3 parker, Patricia. Shakespeare from the Margins: Language, Culture, Context.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996.
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KEHCKOTO TsUJI0 B IUIBTTa Ha Opaka, MIM I'bK XapMOHHYHOTO
YIpaBJICHUE Ha MOJUTHUYECKOTO TSJIO Ha MOHapxa’. Bcsko or Te3m
COIIMOJIMHTBUCTUYHM W3MEpEeHusT Ha Jjaymara ,,join” ce oTpassBa
MHOTO3HAYUTEIHO B JpaMaTU4yHaTa CIPyKTypa Ha IHMecaTa.
[MaponuitHoTo mpencraBieHue Ha ucropusita Ha Ilupam u Tus0a,
CKOBaHO OT 3aHAsATYMHTE, IPEIHAMEPEHO OTAEN €JHa TeaTpallHa
peaJlHOCT OT Jpyra, 3a Ja pa3Kpue MexaHu3Ma Ha TeaTbpa.
Heckomocanoro crio0siBane Ha AymMu Ha BOoThM € B YHHCOH ¢
rporeckHaTa My MeTamopdosza, u makap j1000BTa Ha TuTaHusg aa e
IIOJ BB3/CHCTBUETO HAa Marus, CUMIIaTUATA Ha 3PUTEIS KbM HETO €
HenoanpaBeHa. CphbueTaBaHeTO W pa3feisHETO Ha BIIOOCHUTE B
ATHHCKHA JleC JNEKOHCTpyupa 4YyBCTBATa MM, 3a Ja aHaIU3Upa
UCTHHCKAaTa ChIMHOCT Ha Jo00oBTa. CBbp3BaHeTo Ha Tesedt u
Xunonura B KpaJCcku OpadeH Chl03 HE CaMoO JlaBa CIOIy4IMBa paMmKa
Ha CIOJKETa Ha IHecara, HO M M3CJIe[Ba MOJIMTUYECKOTO 3HAYCHHE Ha
Opaka B TPOTUBOBEC HAa BOWHATA.

Hosoucropuueckusar mnoaxon Ha Ilapkep kbM e3uKka Ha
[llekcnup OTBaps HOBO M3MEPEHHE HA TBHIKYBAHETO HAa UIPUTE Ha
IJyMH KaTo IO0Ka3Ba, Y€ MOJIMCEMHUATA MOXKE /1a CE€ U3CIIE/IBa HE CaMO B
abCcTpakTHUS, CTPUKTHO JINTEPATYpEeH KOHTEKCT, HO W Mpe3 Mpu3Mara
Ha CBOTBETHATa KyATYpHa aTMocdepa M PEKOHCTPYHPAHETO Ha
MaTepHaliHO-UCTOpuueckn 3HaudeHus. Cnopen Poman HWMurapaes,
obaue, nUTEeparypaTa HE € aBTOHOMHO, a XETEPOHOMHO SBIICHUE,
KOETO CbIIECTBYBAa EJAMHCTBEHO IPU KOHTAaKTa CH C YOBEUIKOTO
ch3Hanme’’. 3aToBa CIIEABANIOTO JOTMYHO HHWBO 33 H3CIICABAHE HA
[IlekcnupoBUTE WrpU HAa JIyMU € HUMEHHO JIOKYChT, KBJETO Ce€
npecuyar aOCTPAaKTHOTO W MAaTEpPUATHOTO H3MEpEHHEe Ha €3MKa —
YOBEIIKUAT yM. Pa3BUTHETO HAa KOTHUTMBHHUTE HAYKM M IOsIBaTa Ha
roasiM  Opol  TEOPEeTHYHH KOHCTPYKTH, OOSICHABAIM yMCTBEHH

Y Ingarden, Roman (1973a) The Literary Work of Art: An Investigation on the
Borderlines of Ontology, Logic, and Theory of Literature (trans. George Grabowics,
from the third edition of Das literarische Kunstwerk, 1965; after a Polish revised
translation, 1960; from the original German, 1931), Evanston, IL: Northwestern
University Press.
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MpoLlecH, TMpe3 TOCIAeNHUTE TOAWHU, pa3dupa ce, 3acsaraT Hu
n3cnensanero Ha [llekcnipoBure urpu Ha nymu. EnvH OT OCHOBHHTE
MPUHIUIIA HA KOTHUTHBHATA JIMTEpaTypHa KPUTUKA €, Y€ €3UKOBUTE
ynoTpeOu ce onpeAessaT OT KOHLENTYyaTu3aluaTa Ha CBbP3aHUTE C TAX
YOBEIIKU CHINECTBA, T.€. CMUCHIBT Ha IyMH U (pa3su B €IUH TEKCT
3aBUCH HE CaMO OT PEYHHKOBUTE MM 3HA4YECHHUS U NMParMaTHYHUS UM
KOHTEKCT, HO U OT CJIO)KHUTE CUCTEMHU OT MOHSATHS M acolMallHH,
KOWUTO T€ MU3BHUKBAT KaKTO B Ch3HAHMETO HA aBTOPA, TaKa M B TOBA HA
quraTens

Mepu Tomac KpeilH mnpakTUYEeCKH OHarjensBa ToOBa
ChBPEMEHHO HAIpaBJICHHE B JIUTEpAaTypHATa TEOPHS, KAaTO H3MOJI3Ba
YUTATEJICKU PEKOHCTPYKIMU Ha 3HAUYEHHUS, KOHTEKCT M KOTHUTHBHU
MpolLecH, 3a 1a HagHuKHE B ,,lllekcnupoBaTa Urpa ¢ KOHIENTyaTHUTE
BPB3KH MEXKIY I[}IMI/ITC”16. Hampumep, Ts pasriaexaa MHOTOOPOMHUTE
3HA4YCHUsS Ha Jaymara ,,Suit” B ,,/IBaHaiictara HOIIl”, KOUTO CE pa3JeisiT
Hail-HampeJ, Ha JBe OMOHMMHHM TmoHATHA. OT engHa cTpaHa,
,,TIPECIICIBAHE Ha KEJIAHUATA CH B PAMKHUTE Ha 3aKOHA M MOYTEHOCTTA”
— a) ONUT J1a c€ TIOCTUTHE HEeIO ¢ MoJI0a; 0) yXa)kBaHe Ha JKeHa C IIeJ
Opak; B) cbIeOCH HUCK; T) OTroBapsiHe Ha Heunu wu3uckBanus. OT
apyra, ,,apexa, 00JeKsI0” U MeTaQopuyHO ,,T510, BHHITHOCT . OCBEH
TOBa, W3CJIEIBAHETO pa3KpWBa OIIe TPU 3HAUCHUS HA JyMara,
MONYJIIPHU B AHTJIMS TIPE3 paHHATA MOJIEPHOCT — a) CIIyk0a, IBJT; 0)
BUJI, TI0J1, CaH, KJIaca, paHT; M B) T€aTPaJICH KOCTIOM.

Kpeitn paschxknaBa, 4ye Ta3u CIOXKHAa Mpexa OT TOHSTHA,
KOHIIGHTPUpaHU B €JHAa EAMHCTBEHa JIMHIBUCTHYHA (opma,
(GyHKIIMOHMpAa KaTO MHOTOCTpaHHA KOHIlENTyalHa Meradopa u
CHXKUBSIBA a0CTPAKTHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBO MEXY TE3U MOHATHSI, KaTo IO
TO3W HAUMH MPEAU3BUKBA MOCTOSHEH TpaUK Ha 3HAUEHUS OT €JIHO

> Buxk. Stockwell, Peter. Cognitive Poetics: An Introduction. London: Routledge,
2002.

16 Crane, Mary Thomas. Shakespeare’s Brain: Reading with Cognitive Theory.
Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001.
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MoJie Ha 3HAHWETO KbM Jpyro. Taka, MpeoONIMYaHETO B MBIKKH
onexxau Ha Buona (change of suit) coun kbM mpomsiHaTa Ha APEXUTE
W, HO CBHUIO M Ha I0Ja U paHra . ToBa i JaBa Bb3MOXKHOCT J1a CIIYKH
Ha rpad OpcuHo (give suit), HO TOHEXE BCHITHOCT € KEHa, 51 MPaBH
M3KJTIOYUTETHO Moaxojsma (suitable) ma yxaxkBa OT HETOBO HMeE
Omnusus (sue Olivia’s love). EtTHoBpeMeHHO € TOBa TS € HEMOIX 0 Is111a
(unsuitable) 3a mro6oBHUTE acmupanuu Ha ONMBHS KbM HesS KaTo
e3zapuo (Olivia’s converse suit to her as Cesario). Ot npyra ctpaHna,
ManBonno omuTBa Aa Hajackouu panra cu (his suit), karo yxaxsa
rocriogapkara cu (making suit to his mistress), ¥ J0opu TpPOMEHS
HauMHa cu Ha obnmuaHe u abpkanue (changing his suit). UponuuHo,
korato Buona ce u3npass e B nune ¢ Opar cu, CebacTraH, KOTOTO
CMsTa 3a 3aruHAT B KOPaOOKPYIIEHHETO, TS TO pa3lo3HaBa
Omaromapenue Ha npexute My (his suit), TokaTo TOW HE s pa3mo3HaBa
WMEHHO 3apaju npomsiHara B obneknoro i (her suit). Hakpas, Bcuuku
HEJOpa3yMEeHUsI IO OTHOIIEHHE Ha IPOMEHEHUTE WJIECHTUYHOCTH
(suits) ce w3sCHSABAT, JTIOOOBHUTE BIEYCHHUs (SUits) ce ypexnaaTr ¢
OpakoBe, U CBHACOHMAT HMCK (suit) Ha OpcuHO cpenry AHTOHHO €
3abpaBeH. Ymenuero Ha lllekcriup ma cbOepe Taka pasHOOOpa3HH U
MPOTUBOINOCTABEHN MOHATHA (OT XaoC A0 SICHOTa, OT CKpPHUBAaHE [0
pa3KprBaHe Ha CAMOJIMYHOCTTA, OT 3aKOHHA JI0 HE3aKOHHA JIFOOOB, OT
BB3MOXHO [0 HEBB3MOXKHO BJICUEHHE) B €HA €AUHCTBEHA Jyma, W
ClIe]] TOBa Ja sl TOCTaBH B TaKbB KOHTEKCT, Ue MPH BCSKa ynorpeda na
n30yxBa B KBAaHTOB B3pPHUB OT CUTHU(HKAIMM, HECHMHEHO IOKa3Ba
WUCTUHCKUTE KOMYHHKATUBHU BB3MOXXHOCTH Ha €3WKa, HO CBIIO TaKa
M3BaXKJa HasBE HEJIIMHEAPHOTO €CTECTBO Ha KOHIENTYyaIH3alMOHHUS
MPOLIEC, Ype3 KOMNTO YOBEIIKOTO Ch3HAHUE MUCIH, THIKYBa U TBOPH.

Karo ce mma mpenBun obema Ha KpUTHUECKaTa JIMTEparypa
BBpXY e3uka Ha lllexcrnup, KosATO € myOiIMKyBaHa 10 MOMEHTa, HE O1
OWI0 BB3MOXKHO, a M Pa3yMHO, Jia C€ MpaBU H3UYepIaresieH 0030p Ha
n3cnenBanusaTa Ha [llekcnupoBuTe Urpu HA AYMU. 3aTOBA HACTOSIIIIOTO
U3CleIBaHe Ce CTPEMH MO-CKOpO Ja MOKake BaXKHUTE HOBOBBBEICHUS
U Ja o4yepTac OCHOBHHUTE TEHIeHIMH B Ta3u obmact. Ilpes XVIII u
XIX Bek IlllekcnmupoBOTO HrpoOCIOBHE € CUHMTAHO 3a Ipa3Ha U
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¢puBONHA TIPOsSBa HA OCTPOYMHE, MMallla €IMHCTBEHO OpPHAMEHTHA
CTOMHOCT, MOMEHTEH e(eKT, M T[O0-CKOpO HE [OoNpuHaAcs 3a
HPABCTBEHOTO WJIM MHTEJIEKTYaJIHO NOCIaHUe Ha nmpousBeneHueTo. Ot
caMOTO Hauajo Ha XX BEK, 00ade, KPUTHIIMTE Pa3M03HABAT UTPUTE Ha
OyMH KaTo W3TOYHMK Ha TOETUYHO MHOTIO3HAuue, CIIOMKa MEXIy
U3MOI3BaHUTE 00pa3u, MEXaHU3bM 3a 3HAYMMH HHTPATEKCTyaHH,
UHTEPTEKCTYaJIHH M EKCTPAaTEeKCTyaJlHU PE3OHAHCU, M JIOpU Karo
KOTHUTHBEH MOJIEN 3a KOHLENTyalu3allus Ha CIOXKHU uaeu. B to3u
pen Ha MHCIU € M3HEHAJBalllo, Y€ 3acera He ChIIECTBYBA ISIIOCTHA
CHBPEMEHHA TCOPHS Ha MIPHUTE HA TyMH' — TEOPHS, KOSTO Jia ObJC B
CBbCTOSIHUE Jla OHTOJIOTH3Mpa BCAKO BB3MOXKHO 3HAuY€HUE HA €/1Ha
MOJINCEMUYHA CEMaHTHYHA €IMHULA U J]a OTYUTA BIUSHUETO U BBPXY
OKOJIHUTE CEMaHTHYHU €IUHUIM BbB BCEKHU €IMH MOMEHT; TEOpPHS,
KOSATO J1a OB/ B ChCTOSHUE Ja pasriiekJa Bb3MOXKHHU TUCKYPCHBHU
KOXEPEHIMH IMPU TIAXHOTO MapajelHO ChIIECTBYBAaHE M J1a M3CIIE]BA
KOTHUTUBHHTE MPOLIECH, KOUTO NMPOTUYAT MKy TaxX. [Ipu Hammuuero
Ha TakaBa Teopus, mo aymure Ha Hopman PaOkun, TBopOHMTE Ha
Hlexcriup HsAMa Beue Ja ce THIKYBAT KaTo €IHO WJIM IPYro Hemlo, a
KAaTO W3KJIIOYUTEIHO CJIOXKHUTE M MHOIOCTPAHHM HEIla, KOUTO
BCBIIHOCT MPEICTABISBAT ",

1.2. Teopum 3a cBeTOBETE M MEHTAJTHUTE MPOCTPAHCTBA

Ome npe3 1892 romuna N'otno6 ®dpere TBBpIM, Ye 3a ma ce
CXBaHE HANBJIHO €]HA JyMma, 4YOBeK, pa3bupa ce, TpsOBa na Obje
HAasCHO ChC 3HAYCHHUETO W, T.e. HEWHMS pedepeHT, HO OIIe MO-BaXKHO €
JIa pa3dmpa CMHUCHIA #, T.e. KaK BBIIPOCHATA JyMa C€ OTHACS KbM

7 Karo HaIlpuMep TeopHsTa 3a KOHIeNnTyarHaTa Metadopa Ha JleikoB u J[OHCHH:
Lakoff, George and Johnson, Mark. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1980.
18 Rabkin, Norman. Rabbits, Ducks, and Henry V. In Shakespeare: An Anthology of
Criticism and Theory 1945-2000. Ed. Russ McDonald. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2004.
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KOTHUTUBHHUS CU KOHTEKCT, 32 Jla pealnu3upa CbOTBETHOTO snauenue’’.
ToBa Habnmarane BBPXY KOHTEKCTa BJI€YE cClie]l ceOe CH TPYyIHUS
BBIIPOC — KaKBO BCBHILHOCT MpejacTaBisiBa TOM. IIbpBUAT MeTon Ha
KOHTEKCTyaJu3amusi, KOUTO MOXKEM Ja CH MPEJICTAaBUM €. aymMa —
W3pEYeHUE — TEKCT, HO KakTo 3akimouaBa [lon VYspr, KakTo
M3PEUEHUETO, TaKa U TEKCTHT Ca CETMEHTH, U3BaJICHU OT KOHTEKCTA, 3a
na Opaar aHanu3upanu. BMecTo ToBa Toi mpeanara qpyr MOAel: AyMa
— U3pa3 — JUCKYpC, KBIETO ,,u3pa3” € ChbUETAaHUETO OT U3pPEUYCHUE U
HEroBUsl KOHTEKCT, a ,,JUCKYPC’ € ChUETAHHETO OT TEKCT U HETOBHUS
KoHTekeT? . U Bce mak, Kak CXBaljaMe CMHCHIa Ha u3pazu u
nuckypcu? EnHa oT OCHOBHUTE TE€3M Ha KOTHUTHBHATa Hayka €, ue, 3a
na pa3depe KOWTO W Ja € W3pa3 Wi JUCKYPC, YOBEHIKHUIT YM TO
KOHTEKCTYyalu3upa  IOCPEACTBOM  MPEABAPUTEIHO  IMOATOTBEHU
MEHTAJIHU CTPYKTYpH. T€3u MEHTaIHU CTPYKTYPH ChIBP)KAT TOTOBU
EMUCTEeMOJIOTHYHN MOJIeNH 3a Hema — pamku (frames) u mporecu —
MPOTOKOJIU (SCTipts), KOUTO CE€ MOAPEkKIAT B TIO-TOJIEMH CUCTEMHU KaTO
YVHUBEPCATHU MOJIENIN 33 CUTyaluu — cxemH (schemata) u mojenu Ha
KOHKPETHH CHUTyallul — CIeHapuu (scenarios). Jlymu, wu3pasu u
TEKCTOBE CE€ HMHTErpupaT B TE3U JAMHAMUYHHM KOHTEKCTyalIH3UpaIln
CTPYKTYPH KaTO TOCTOSHHO pAa3JM4YHH KOMOWHAIIMM OT TiIX C€
MPOEKTHpAT Hampe] BBHB BpeMeTo moj ¢opmaTa Ha OYaKBaHUS
Besika oT Te3W KOHKpETHW KOMOWHAIIMHM TPEACTABIsIBA MEHTAIHA
MPOEKIMsS Ha CBETa, T.€. BB3MOXKHO CHCTOSHME Ha HeIaTa Mpu
YCIIOBHE, Y€ € pealn3upaHO ChbOTBETHO MPEATOJI0KEHUE 3a TOBA KaKBO
3HauM JlaJieHaTa AyMa, u3pa3 win TeKcT. KoJlkoTo mo-TpyneH u mo-
HESCEH € €3WKBT, M3MOJI3BAaH B MPOU3BEICHHUETO, TOJKOBA TOBEYE H
MO-pa3HOOOpa3HM MEHTATHU TPOEKIMM Ha CBETa MPOHU3BEKIA
CH3HAHHMETO Ha PEIUITUEHTA.

9 Frege, Gottlob. On Sense and Reference. in Meaning and Reference. (ed. A. W.
Moore). Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993.
2 \Werth, Paul. Text Worlds: Representing Conceptual Space in Discourse. London:
Longman, 1999.
2l Chimombo, Moira and Roseberry, Robert L. The Power of Discourse: An
Introduction to Discourse Analysis. London: Mahwah, 1998.
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3a a HaAHUKHEM MO-WH(POPMHUPAHO BHB (PEHOMEHA, YCIOBHO
HAapU4YaH MO-TOpPE ,,MEHTaJIHa MPOEKIMS Ha CBETa , KaKTO M 3a Ja
MoraT Ja ce TMpeueHsAT MpeAuMcTBaTa W HENOCTaThbLUTE Ha
KPUTHYECKH MOJXO0[I, KOUTO M3IMO0JI3Ba MOJJOOHNU KOHCTPYKTH, € HY>KHO
Hali-Hampes Ja ce pasriiefar HAKOJIKO CBbP3aHU TEOPUH, U3I0JI3BAIIN
MPOEKIIMH Ha CBETOBE U MEHTAJIHU MTPOCTPAHCTRA.

1.2.1. BL3MOKHH CBeTOBE

IlonsTeTO ,,BE3MOKHH CBETOBE’ BOJW HAYaAJIOTO CH OT
T'otdpun Jlaitbuun u HeroBara ,, Teoauies”, B KOATO ce pa3kas3Ba 3a
,,JIBOpEIla Ha CHAOUTE”, KbJIETO OWUIIM TIOMECTCHH ,,HE CaMO HEIara,
KOUTO CE€ CIIyuBaT, HO M OHE3U, KOMTO € BB3MOXKHO Jla Ce€ CIiIydar.
Onurep mnperneman BCUYKM Te3W BB3MOXKHU CHOUTHS Tpeau JAa
Ch3/1ajic CBETA 3a YOBELMTE, KJIAacCHpall T BbB BB3MOXKHU CBETOBE M
n30pan Hait-1o0pus oT 51X %%, KOIKOTO M (haHTaCTUYHO /1a 3BYYH Ta3H
UCTOpHS, TS TOYMBA BBPXY KOXepeHTHa ¢uiocodcka Teopus Ha
KOHTpa(aKkTUUECKUTE Bb3MOXKHOCTHU: ,, I psiOBa Ja ce chriaacum, ye He
BCHYKH Bb3MOXHOCTHU ce peanusupar’, nuue JlaiOnul B eceto cu ,,3a
€BeHTyaJHOCTTa’, ,HAaUCTHHA, U3IJIekKAa HEBB3MOKHO BCHUYKU
BBH3MOKHOCTH J1a CBIIECTBYBAT €THOBPEMEHHO B PEATHOCTTA, 3aI[0TO
Oouxa cu mpeunsn. Bee mak, nma 6e30poil cepur OT Bb3MOKHH HEIIa,
HO HUTO €JHA OT TSIX HE ChAbpKA JAPYyra Takapa, 3all0TO BCSIKaA € caMa
o cebe cu 3aBmeeHa”23.

IIpe3 XX Bek, Ta3su Teopus C€ pa3BuBa OT IOPEAHLIA
¢unocodu, KOUTO cMATAT, YEe MOraT Ja H3MOJI3BAT HUIACUTE Ha
JlaitOHuIl 32 MOJAITHOCTHTE HAa OOKECTBEHHUS pa3yM, 3a Ja OOSICHAT
YOBEIIKYM MOJAJIHUA IIOHATHS KAaTO BB3MOXKHOCT, HEBB3MOXKHOCT,
eBeHTyaJHOCT, W HeoOxoaumoct. Con Kpumke mnpennara HoBa

22 eibniz, Gottfried. Theodicy: Essays on the Goodness of God, the Freedom on
Man and the Origin of Evil. Tr. E.M. Huggard from C.J. Gerhardt. Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill. 1966.

% |eibniz, Gottfried. Philosophical Essays. (tr. Roger Ariew and Daniel Garber).
Indianapolis: Hackett, 1989.
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MPOMO3UIIMOHAIHA JIOTMKA, KOSITO BEYe HE pa3uuTa Ha EIuH-
€IMHCTBEH KpHUTEpUN 3a HCTUHHOCT — JACMCTBUTETHOCTTAa, T.€. B
NENUCTBUTENHUSA CBAT npono3unusira ,,lllekcnup e nanucan Xawrem” e
WIM UCTHHHA, WM HEHCTHHHA, & BbBEXIA MHAECKCHUPAHU CHUCTEMH OT
KpUTEpUH 32 HUCTHHHOCT, KOWTO OOXBalar IeHCTBUTEIHOCTTA H
BCUYKH BBTPEIIHO HENPOTHUBOPEUYMBH BB3MOKHOCTH, T.€. BCAKA OT
npono3unuute lllexkcnup e Hanucan Xawzem”, ,lllexkcnip He €
Hanucan Xavaem” u ,Jllekcnup e Hanucan Xamiem B ChbaBTOPCTBO C
JpYTU pamaryp3u’ € UCTUHHA B pa3iu4eH Bb3MOXKeH cBAT. Kpumke
orpezensi Bb3MOXHHUTE CBETOBE KaToO ,,pa3HOOOpAa3HU CTEUEHHUs Ha
oOCTOSITeNICTBaTa, PA3IMYHU OT TOBAa, KOETO C€ € pealln3upajo B

N 24
IEUCTBUTEIITHOCT .

Teopusita Ha BB3MOKHHUTE CBeTOBE Ha Kpurke ce Bv3mpuema
BB3TOpXKEHO U OT Apyru ¢unocodu. Jeisua Kemor Jlrouc, nHanmpumep,
TBBPAM, Y€ ,,AMa TOJKOBA MHOTO TapajelHd CBETOBE, Y€ BCSIKO
BB3MOXXHO CTEUEHHE Ha OOCTOATENCTBaTa HAWUCTHHA ChHIIECTBYBA
HAKbAE” . Toll ChUIO CMATA, Y€ BCHYKU TE€3UW CBETOBE Ca PEAIHH U
PaBHOIIOCTaBEHHU, ThH KAaTO pa3iuKaTa MEXJy BCEKH OT TSIX U OHOBA,
KOETO BB3MpHUEMaMe Karo JICHCTBUTENEH CBAT, € IIPOCTO
HHACKCAlMOHHAa. BB3MOKHUTE CBETOBE, KOUTO omucBa Jlromc, obaue,
ca HEIOCTBIIHU, T.C. CHIIECTBYBAT MapajellHO €IWH Ha Jpyr U ca
ChCTaBEHU OT JBOMHHUIIM HA XOpa W HEIla, HO HUKOW M HUIIO HE € B
CBhCTOSTHUE J1a TIPECKOYH OT €IMH CBST B Ipyr. ToBa, OT eqHa CTpaHa,
OCHTYpsiBa €MITMpUYHATa HEJIOCEraeMOCT Ha TBBbpJeHuATa Ha Jlowuc,
HO OT Jpyra, He MO3BOJIIBA Ha Taka OIMpejaelicHaTa Teopus Ja Obiae
MOBEYE OT €IMH eJIeTaHTeH (OpMaJICH METOJ 3a pas3riiekIaHe Ha
KOHTpa(aKTHIEeCKH BB3MOJKHOCTH?"

HezaBucumo oT TOBa, JocTa BIHMATEIHH JHUTEPaTypOBEIU
M3MOJI3BaT OMNpPEIENICHW AacleKTH Ha MpejacTaBaTa 3a Bb3MOXKHUTE

# Kripke, Saul. Naming and Necessity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980.
% |ewis, David Kellogg. On the Plurality of Worlds. Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2001.
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CBETOBE, 3a Jla M3CJe[BaT pa3jiMyHHU JuTeparypHu ¢eHomenu. Karo
ISUI0, KPUTHYECKUTE WM IIOJIXOAW CTBIIBAT BBPXY JIBE OCHOBHH
CXBalllaHUS: a) HE3aBHUCHUMO OT OrPAHWYCHUNATA, HAJTOXKEHH OT
TpaAWLMOHHATA JIOTHKA W  CEMAaHTHKA, ,,HEICHCTBUTEIHUTE
BBH3MOKHOCTH T'PAJAT HAITBJTHO KOXEPEHTHU CUCTEMH, KOMTO MOrar Jia
ObIaT ONMCBaHM, KBATH(UIIMPAHN, HHTECPIPETUPAHU, KOHCTPYHPAHH,
¥ KbM KOHTO MOXe 1a ce pedepupa’’; 6) BB3MOKHHTE CBETOBE,
KOWTO HM3I0J3Ba JIOTWKATa, Ca HAITBJIIHO PA3IMYHH OT BBH3MOXKHHUTE
CBETOBE, KOWTO H3MOJ3Ba JIMTEpATypHATA TEOPHsl, HAIPUMEpP EIUH
(UKIMOHANIEH CBAT MOXeE /1a ObJie HEBB3MOXKEH OT JIOTMYECcKa IJIe/IHA
TOUYKa, HO pa3dupaeM M TOJE3€H 3a YUTATeNs Ha XYJOXKECTBEHOTO
IPOU3BECHNUE.

Tomac I'. IlaBem e cpex IBPBUTE KPUTHULM, KOHUTO
mpepa3riiekaaT TPAJAUIMOHHOTO BIKAaHE, dYe (UKIMOHATHUTE
CBETOBE Ca MPOCTO HMMUTAIMs HA JCUCTBUTENHMS CBAT M 3aTOBA
(GUKIIMOHAIHUTE XapakTepH U CHOWTHS HE CBIIECTBYBaT B
JCHCTBUTEIIHOCTTA, 1 ChOTBETHO HSAMAT OTHOIICHHE KHbM JIOTHYECKaTa
KaTteropus ,,ACTUHHOCT . Tol mpemyara Teopus Ha (HUKIIMOHATHHUTE
HapaTUBHU, KOATO CJIe/IBa MOJIe]a Ha TEOPUATA HA Bb3MOKHUTE CBETOBE
KaToO JOMYyCKa ChIIECTBYBAHETO HA HEACHCTBUTEIHU, BB3MOKHHU
CHhCTOSTHUSI Ha HEIllaTa U MPHUOSITBa 10 MOHATHS OT MOJAIHATA JIOTUKA,
3a Ja M3CIEABA OTHOIICHUSTA MEXKIY Tax?’. Jlrobomup Jlomexen
pa3BuBa Teopusta Ha [laBen kaTo pa3paboTBa HAPATOJIOTHYHU MOJICTH
Ha (QUKIIMOHATHUTE CBETOBE M B3aMMOJICUCTBUATA MEXKITY TAX, KAKTO U
II'BJIHA TUIMOJIOTHS Ha (UKIMOHATHUTE ceeroBe?®. Tlasen u Honexen
pa3riiekIaT CBeTa Ha XYJ0KECTBEHOTO MPOM3BEACHUE KATO €IUH IO
YCJIIOBHE HEMBJIEH BB3MOXKEH CBSAT — BHXKAAHE, KOETO CIOACNS U
YMm6epto Eko: ,,BB3MOXHUTE CBETOBE Ca BUHATU MaJIKM CBETOBE, T.C.

% Ronen, Ruth. Possible Worlds in Literary Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994.
27 pavel, Thomas G. Fictional Worlds. Cambridge, MS and London: Harvard
University Press, 1986.
% Dolezel, Lubomir. Heterocosmica: Fiction and Possible Worlds. Baltimore and
London: John Hopkins University Press, 1997.
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CPaBHHUTEITHO KpaThbK HU3 OT JIOKAJIHU CHOUTHS B HAKOE KHTUE WIH
brbadye Ha aectButenHus cBar . Cnopen Eko, 3a pasmuka oT
Mpa3HUTE CBETOBE HA MOJIaJHATAa CEMAHTHUKA, Bb3MOKHHUTE CBETOBE HA
JuTeparypaTta ca NOBJIHM C JAHAMUYHO ChIbpKaHuE, T.e. T€ ca
ChCTOSIHMSI Ha HEIATa, ChbCTAaBEHH OT XOpa U NPEIMETH, KOUTO CHU
B3aUMOJICHCTBAT U C€ MPOMEHSAT ChOOpPA3HO MpaBUiiaTa Ha ChOTBETHUS
cBiT. ChbINO, KaTo rojsiMa 4acT OT OHOBAa, KOETO CME€ CBUKHAJIU Jia
Hapu4yame ,,JICICTBUTEJIEH CBAT , Bb3MOKHHUTE CBETOBE Ca KYJITYpPHHU
KOHCTPYKTH, T.€. HE TM OTKpUBaMe, a TI'u cbhb3gaBame. Hakpas,
MpejcTaBaTa 3a BB3MOXHU CBETOBE € II0JIe3HA CaMO KOrato €
HE0OXOIUMO J1a C€ CBHIOCTAaBAT JBE WJIM IOBEYEC AQITEPHATHBHU
ChCTOSIHMS Ha Heniata. [locnenqHOTO pa3ChKIEHUE COYUM KBbM JIPYT
KITII04OB aBTOp — Mapu-Jlop PaiibH — ciopen KosITo (GUKIIMOHAIHOCTTA
€ CII0)Ha CHUCTeMa OT HapaTUBHM CBETOBE, B TOBA YHUCIO
(UKIMOHAHUS JCHCTBUTENICH CBAT, M MHOXXECTBO alTepHATHUBHU
Bb3MOKHHM  CBETOBE, CBhIbPXKAIIM  BSIPBAHMATA, OYAKBAHMUSITA,
IUTAHOBETE, MOPAIHUTE YOKACHHUS U CKPYIYJId, SKEIaHHITA,
BBXKJCNCHUATA W (paHTa3uuTe Ha JIMTepaTypHuUTe Tepou. [lo To3m
HauuH PaifbH mpejuiara mbjaHa TUMOJIOTHS OT MAPAJICIHU TEKCTYaIHU
CBETOBE, KOWUTO MOTaT Ja ObJaT CpaBHSIBAHW W HW3CJICIABAaHU OT
Haparosos3ute. PaifbH ChIO MpuOaBs OIlle €IUH OCHOBEH IIPHUHIIUI HA
JINTEPATYPHUTE BB3MOKHU CBETOBE — IMPHUHIMIA HA MHUHUMAIHOTO
OTKJIOHEHHE — CIIOpe] KOWTO BCEKH TaKbB CBAT € MOJECIUPAH BHPXY
MpeicTaBaTa Ha YUTATENs 3a JACHCTBUTEIHUSA CBAT U CE€ OTKIJIOHSABA OT
HEsl caMO KOraTo TOBa C€ M3UCKBA OT TEKCTa, T.€. BbB BB3MOXKHUS
cBAIT, B kouTo Illekcriup He e Hamucan Xawnem, uMma TpaBUTALWS,
[llexcriup mMa ABa Kpaka, HOPMAHCKOTO HAIIECTBUE 3aroyBa Ipe3
1066 roguHa, U T.H.

Karo ms10, Besika OT TOPEONUCAHHUTE YIIOTPeOW Ha TeopusTa
Ha BB3MOXHUTE CBETOBE 3a HYXIUTE Ha JHUTEPATypPO3HAHUETO
npejJiara TMoJie3eH MOJEN 3a M3CIEABAHE Ha OTHOIICHUSITA MEXKITY
(DUKITMOHATHUTE CBETOBE W JIEHCTBUTEIHUS CBST HA YATATENS, U CHITO
MEXy pa3IMYHUTE BUJOBE TEKCTYaJHU CBETOBE, BTHKAHHU B CIOKETA
Ha XYyJIO)KECTBEHOTO MpOu3BeAcHUE. Bcuukm Te, obade, ca H3ISIO
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OPUEHTUPAaHW KbM HapaTHBHaTa (QUKIUS W  NpeHeOpernar
HEHApaTUBHUTE XYAOXKECTBEHH (OpPMHU, KaTO JHpUYecKaTa IOe3Us
Hanpumep. OCHOBHara MpHYMHA 32 TOBA € CTAHOBUIIETO, Y€ TE3U
dbopmu He TBOPAT (DUKIIMOHAIHM CBETOBE, a IO-CKOPO TMpeaaBat
WHIVUBUAYAIHH  CBHXIEHUs W emouud. CThOBaliku  BBPXY
KpUTHYECKaTa paMKa Ha KOTHUTHUBHaTa mnoetruka, Enena CemuHO
OCIIOpBa TOBA TBBPACHHUE M YOSAUTEITHO MOKAa3Ba KaK TUIIOJIOTMHUTE Ha
Jonexen u PaitbH MoraT ma ObAaT U3MOJI3BAHU 32 U3CIIEABAHE JOPU
HA MOICPHHCTKA M IIOCTMOJCPHHCTKA moesuss. Ts ChIO Taka
pasumMpsBa NPUIOKEHUETO HAa TEOPUUTE 32 Bb3MOKHUTE JTUTEPATYPHU
CBETOBE, KaTO aHaJIM3Wpa CBETOBETE, HEMPEKHCHATO CH3JaBaHU MPU
B3aMMO/JICIICTBUETO MEX]y Ch3HAHUETO Ha YHUTATENs] U E3UKOBHUTE
CTPYKTYypH Ha aBTOPOBHUS TEKCT. CEMHMHO pasriiekaa BB3MOKHHUTE
JUTEPaTypHU CBETOBE KAaTO KOTHUTHBHM KOHCTPYKTH U OudepTaBa
BPB3KHTE MEKIY TSIX M CXEMHTE, CIICHAPUUTE U KOHIENTYaTHHUTE
Metadopu. [1o To3n HauUMH TSI OTBapsi HOBO U3MEPEHUE HA yroTpedara
Ha TOHSTHETO ,,BE3MOXHH CBETOBE B JINTEpPATypHATa TEOPHUs, KOETO
YepIu cujara OT HAKOU CBbpP3aHU TEOPUU Ha CBETOBE U aOCTPAaKTHU
MPOCTPAaHCTBA — Karo TeopHusATa 3a AWCKYPCUBHUTE CBETOBE W
TekcTyasliHuTe cBertoBe Ha [lon YbpT, U Teopusra Ha MEHTATHUTE
MPOCTPAHCTBA ¥ KOHLENTYATHOTO chueTaBaHe Ha JKun @okonue u B
CyuiitcTsp.

1.2.2. IncKypcMBHHU CBETOBE  TEKCTYAJIHU CBETOBE

Cnopen Ilon YbpT, BCHUKM KOTHUTUBHHU MPOLIECH, CBBP3AHHU C
00paboTBaHETO, ChXpaHABAHETO M ymoTpedaTa Ha HMHQpOpManus, ca
CBBp3aHU C MOCTOSHHO Ch3JlaBaHE M aKTyaJlM3MpaHe Ha a0CTPaKTHH
KOPHUTHBHH TpocTpancTa’. ToBa ce OTHACS W 3a THIKYBAaHETO HA
NCUCTBUTETHU W (DUKLIMOHAIHU SIBICHUS. YBPT TBBPAU, 4e BCsIKA

 Semino, Elena. Language and World Creation in Poems and Other Texts. London:
Longman, 1997.
%0 Werth, Paul. Text Worlds: Representing Conceptual Space in Discourse. London:
Longman, 1999.
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ynorpeba Ha e3WKa Mpearnoyiara OINpeNeleH KOHTEKCT, OWIo To
CUTYallHOHCH WJIM KOHIIENTyayieH. TeopeTnyHaTta peKOHCTPYKIHUS Ha
IIbPBOTO IPEACTaBJIsIBA JUCKYPCUBEH CBAT, a Ha BTOPOTO —
TEKCTyaJleH CBSAT. Pazmukara MeXay TIX €, 4e TUCKYPCHBHHS CBSIT CE
OCHOBaBa Ha HeﬁCTBHTeHHH JJUHTBUCTUYHU W HCEJIMHIBUCTUYHU
CTUMYJI, JOKAaTO TEKCTYaJHUST CBAT € HAIBJIHO MEHTAJICH
KOHCTPYKT, OCHOBaBall CC Ha CO6CTB€HI/IT€ Chn JOCUKTHUYHU U
pedepeHTHN €JIeMEHTH, KOWTO aKTUBUPAT KOTHUTHBHH CTPYKTYPH,
CbXpaHCHU B Cb3HAHUCTO HA YUTATCIIA. TGKCTyaHHI/IHT CBAT mIpcajiara
Ha 4YWTaTeJIs MOJEJN Ha PEAJHOCTTa, ChC COOCTBEHU pedepeHTHH
CUCTCMHU, IpaBWia 3a HCTUHHOCT W HCHUCTHHHOCT, BB3MOXHOCT H
HEBH3MOXKHOCT, KOUTO MPHIINYAT Ha ICHCTBUTEIIHOCTTA, HO HE BUHATH
ChBIIagaT C HECA.

Cnopen NAS KOTHUTHUBHOTO BB3IIPUEMAHE Ha
TEKCTYaJIHOCTTa TMPEJACTaBIsiBa CBOEOOpa3Ha pa3KJIOHsBAIIA CE
BcesnieHa. [loHsATHMETO 3a TEKCTyaJeH CBAT BHHArd ChIbpXka JiBa
acmeKkTa: BBTPEUIEH — CBBP3aH C TEKCTyaJHHsl CBST Ha JaJE€HOTO
MPOU3BEJICHUE, U BBHHIIEH — CBBP3aH C JUCKYPCHUBHHUTE CBETOBE, B
KOWTO C€ OCHILIECTBSIBA CHTBOPSIBAHETO W  pELENIUsATa Ha
MPOU3BECHUETO. TEKCTYaTHUAT CBST, OT CBOSI CTPaHa, ChIIbpXkKa MOHE
JB€ OTJEIHU TPEACTAaBU 3a CBETAa HAa MPOU3BEJIECHUETO — Ta3u Ha
aBTOpa W Ta3W Ha yuTaress. Bedka OT Te3u mpeAcTaBH 3a CBETa Ha
MPOU3BEICHUETO HA CBOHM pell ChAbpPXKAa MHOXKECTBO TUCKYPCUBHU U
TEKCTYyaJIHU TOJICBETOBE, POKYCHUpPaHU BBPXY Ch3HAHHETO HA BCEKH OT
repoute. Te3n moOACBETOBE MOraT Ja Ce€ KaTreropusupaTr Karo
JEUKTHYHHA, CNHCTEMHM, JOKCAaTHYHH, H .03t Bobopeku
KOHIIETITya’THaTa CM MHOBATUBHOCT, TEOPUSTA Ha YBPT HE yCIsiBa Ja
MPEAJIONKHU JTIOCTAaTHhYHO yOeauTeNeH WHCTPYMEHT 3a H3CJIeIBaHE Ha
JEUCTBAIIOTO YOBELIKO Cbhb3HAHME. ToBa BEpPOSATHO C€ ABJDKM Ha
CTpEMEXKa J1a C€ OuepTasT MaKpOCTPYKTYpUTE, BMECTO Ja Cce
MPEeAJIOKH CUCTEMAaTUYHO ONMUCAHWE HA UHIUBUIYAIHUSI KOTHUTHUBEH
CBAT, a CBIIO Taka M Ha JMIcara Ha OOSCHEHUE 3a TOBa Kak

1 bid.
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YOBCIIKOTO CH3HAHUC pa60TI/I CAHOBPCMCHHO C HAKOJIKO IapaJICJIHAU
MpeacTaBu 3a CBCTA.

1.2.3. MeHTaJHH NPOCTPAHCTBA M  KOHLENTYAJIHO
chbuyeTaBaHe

Cnopen @unun J[xoHChH-JIebpA, BCHUKH YOBEUIKH ChIIECTBA
OCMHUCIAT 3ao0MKajsdllata T'M cpefa KaTro IOCTOSIHHO Cb3/aBar,
aKTyalIM3upaT WA OTXBBPJISAT MEXKIUHHU TNPEJICTaBH 3a CBETa B
ymoBere cu’’. Toif HApHYA TE3H KOTHUTHBHU CTPYKTYDH ,,MCHTAIHH
MoOAenuM” W TH ONpeAens Karo KOHLENTyaJHU IpOCTPAHCTBaA,
MPUTO/ICHN 3a MPOBEpPSABAHE HA BEPOSTHOCTU U CHKAeHUSA. Kun
®okonue u 1B Cymniitchp pa3BuBar noHsaTueTo Ha /xoHcwvH-JIebpa n
rmoyilaraT OCHOBHUTE Ha TEOpHUsTa HAa MEHTaJHUTE MPOCTPAHCTBA —
KpaTKOCPOYHHM KOTHUTHBHM IIPOEKIMM HAa CBETA, KOMUTO CE€ Ch3AaBar
nmpu 0O0paboTKa Ha HOBA JIMHTBHUCTMYHA WHpOpMamus Ha Oa3aTa Ha
3HAHWS, CHXPAHSBAHM B JBITOCPOYHATA mamer . Tasu Teopus
u3ydaBa JMHAMHMKaTa Ha Ch3/1aBaHETO HAa MEHTAJIHMU MPOCTPAHCTBA U
obmeHna Ha uH(popmarus mexay Tax. Cropen Hes, BbB BCEKH €IUH
MOMEHT Ha JMCKypca YOBEIIKHAT YM H3I0JI3Ba HSKOJKO CBbpP3aHU
MIOMEXKY CU MEHTAJIHU NpOCTpaHCcTBa. [IpeckayaHeTo Ha Ch3HAHUETO
MEXIy TAX 3amoyBa OT €IHO, HWHACKCHUPAaHO Karo TIJaBHO, H
JUHAMHYHO CBIIOCTaBsi BB3MOXKHOCTUTE HA BCSIKO €IHO OT TiX,
ChOOpa3HO TOCTHIIBAHETO HAa HOBa MH(pOpPMAIMs U Taka TapaHTHpa
IIOCTOSIHHATa TI'bBKAaBOCT M  MHOIOMEPHOCT Ha 3HAaHUETO W

Ip C}KI/IBHBaHI/IHT334.

@OyHIaMEHTATHUAT KOTHUTHUBEH IIpOIeC, OnarojapeHue Ha
KOHUTO C€ OCBIINECTBABA TOBa IIOCTOSHHO TPECTPYKTypHpaHE Ha

%2 Johnson-Laird, Philip. Mental Models: Toward a Cognitive Science of Language,
Inference and Consciousness. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983.
% Fauconnier, Gilles. Mental Spaces: Aspects of Meaning Construction in Natural
Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.
* Ibid.
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3HAHHWETO, € KOHIICTITYaJIHOTO ChueTaBaHe (conceptual blending)35
®okonre u CyumHUTCHp MNpOCIEAsBAT MEXaHW3Ma Ha HaclarBaHe Ha
mapajellHi BEPCHMM Ha EJIeMEHTH OT TMapaJieTHd MEHTAIHU
MPOCTPAHCTBA M MOJICIIMPAHETO HA OIIEe MO-CIIOKHU KOHIEITYaTHU
KOHCTPYKTH. Te ChIO moadepTaBaT, 4e€ KOHIENTYATHOTO ChYCTaBaHE
HE € XapaKTepHO CaMmoO 3a KOTHUTHBHATA CTPYKTYpa, M3IMOJ3BaHA OT
KOHIIeNTyaaHata MeTadopa, HO CTOM B OCHOBaTa W Ha JPYrd
KOTHUTHUBHH ng)ouecn KaTo THJIKYBaHE Ha MHOTO3HAYHE U JIOTHYECKO
MIPOTUBOPEUHNE

Teopusita Ha MEHTaJIHUTE MPOCTPAHCTBA M KOHLENTYaTHOTO
ChuUeTaBaHE MPENOCTaBAT HE caMO OOSCHEHHE 3a TOBa Kak JelcTBa
YOBEUIKOTO CBh3HAHME, HO U SCHa TeopeTudecka Iuiargopma 3a
M3CIIe/IBAHE Ha CJIOKHU KOTHUTHBHHU Tpoiiecu. HapodHusT ctpemex
Ha aBTOPHUTE Ja C€ BB3Ibp)KAaT OT ymoTpedaTa Ha TEPMHUHA ,,CBAT
usriexaa Heonpasaan. Ciiel] KaTo Chb3HAHUETO PadOTH €THOBPEMEHHO
C HSKOJKO PAa3JIMYHU MEHTAJHU MPOCTPAHCTBA, T.€. CHCTOSHUS Ha
HeIllaTa, BCEKU IO-AeTaiieH aHalIM3 Ha KOETO M Ja OMIIO OT TAX Ou
MOKa3aJjl, Y€ TO ChUIECTBYBA B KOHTEKCTA HA €JHA I[SUIOCTHA MpeACcTaBa
3a cBera. CbhIIO Taka, I[IOM TE3U MEHTAJIHU MPOCTPAHCTBA C€
pasnauyaBatr €HO OT JPYro, KaTo ce B3eMe MPEeIBU]l YyBCTBUTEIHOCTTA
Ha BCSIKAa CTPYKTYpa KbM HAYaJIHUTE YCIIOBUSI, MOXKE Jla CE OYaKBa, 4e
LSAJIOCTHUTE MPEACTaBH 3a CBETA YECTO MOraT Ja ce pa3jnyaBaT e/Ha

OT Apyra.

1.3. lllekcnupoBUTEe MIPU HA AYMH U €IUH 0CO0EH BH
BBL3MOKHH CBETOBE

TeopeTHYecKusAT Mperjies, W3JI0KEeH A0 TYK, BOJIUA N0 [IBE
BOXHM  3aKIOYCHHA. [IBpBO, KPUTHUYECKUAT TMOIJIEd  BBPXY
[llexkcnmupoBUTE HWIPU HA JyMU CE€ € pa3BWI M3KIIOUYUTEIHO OT
Ha4yajoTo Ha XX BEK 0 HACTOALLIHS MOMEHT, OTKpUBANKH BCE MTOBEYE
Y TIOBEYE CKPUTH 3HAYEHHUS Ype3 BCE MO-3abJIO0YECHO U MO-IIHPOKO

% Fauconnier, Gilles and Turner, Mark. The Way We Think: Conceptual Blending
and the Mind’s Hidden Complexities. New York: Basic Books, 2002.
% Ibid.
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KOHTEKCTyanu3upaHe Ha KanmamOypute. HabmiomaBaHuTe TEHIACHIIMH
ce IBIDKAT OT JETAalIHO HM3CIIE/IBAHE Ha HEIOCPEACTBEHUS! TEKCTOBH
KOHTEKCT, KbM Pa3NpOCTHpPaHE HAa aHAIM3a BHPXY HUCTOPUYECKUS U
KYJITYypHHSI KOHTEKCT, KaTO JIOCTUTAT JIOPY JIO PEKOHCTpyHpaHe Ha
CJIO)KHM KOTHUTHBHU CIICHAPHH, ChTBOPEHU B CH3HAHHETO Ha aBTOPA.
Bropo, HaykaTa 3a TOBa Kak pabOTH YOBEIIKHIT yM CBIIO C€ €
pa3Buiia, 3arbpOBallku BCE TMOBEYE U TIOBEUE TMO3UTUBHUCTKHS
eaHOCBETCKU Muporien (single-worldview) 3a cMeTka Ha IPUHIUIIATE
Ha JKMBUS YM M CBBP3aHMS C TSIX MHOTOCBETCKH Muporien (multiple-
worldview). Heciy4aitHoTo nmpecrnyaHe Ha TE€3H JABE HAITBIHO OTICITHHU
TEOPETUYHM HAIPABJICHUS MMEHHO B cepara Ha KOTHUTHBHUCTHUKATA
JaBa HaJeX/a, 4Ye TCOPUUTE Ha BH3MOXKHHUTE CBETOBE M a0CTPAKTHUTE
OPOCTPAHCTBA MOTaT Ja TMOCIY)XaT Karo KpPUTHYECKa paMKa 3a
nsciensane Ha lllekcmMpoBOTO MTPOCIOBHE, @ U 32 MUTPUTE HA AYMH
n300mo. 3a Ta3um 1ien, obaye, MHOXKECTBOTO TEOPETHYHU IJIUHUH,
pasrienaHd BBB BTOpaTa dYacT Ha Ta3W IJiaBa, TpsOBa mga ce
MpepaboTAT KaTo ce ouepTae eauH KOXEPEHTEH U (POKYCHUPaH MOAXO.

Kakto nokazsar EMnceH nu Maxyn, lllekciupoBuTe Urpu Ha TyMU
94eCTO HE Ca M30JIMPAHO JIOKATHO SBJICHHUE. AJTEPHATUBHUTE 3HAUCHHUS
Ha MHOTO3HAYHHUTE TyMH M HU3Pa3H YECTO Cca CMHUCIOBO CBBP3aHU C
IpyTd TONOOHM aNTepHATHBHHM 3HAYEHUS, W Taka Ch3JIaBaT OOIIH
KOTHUTUBHH CTPYKTYPH, KOMUTO MoraT na Owaar pamku (frames),
npoTokonu (scripts), cxemu (schemata), crieHapuu (scenarios), wiIH
LeIH CHhCTOSHUSA Ha Hellara, T.e. KOTHUTHUBHU cBeToBe. OT rieaHa
TOYKAa Ha peleniusITa, BCHUYKH TE3U CTPYKTYPH Ca MEHTATHH
MPOCTPAHCTBA, Tbhil KaTo ce KOHCTpyupaT Ha Oazara Ha HOBa
JUHTBUCTUYHA  WHPOpMAnuss W 3HAHWS, CBHXpPaHSBaHU B
OBITOCpOYHATa MaMeT Ha yuTarens/3putens. CpIlo Taka, BbHB
(UKIMOHATHUS KOHTEKCT Ha ChOTBETHOTO MPOU3BEICHUE, TE MOTaT J1a
ObaaT gedUHUpPAHM U KaTO TEKCTyalHH CBETOBE, WM JOpU KaTo
JTUCKYPCUBHU CBETOBE, aKO UM C€ JaJie Bh3MOXKHOCT Ja Bb3JeicTBAT
Ha OHOBA, KOETO CUUTaMeE 3a JICHCTBUTEINEH CBAT — KaTo Ce TOBOPHU WU
MUIIIe 3a TsX, HanpuMmep. He3aBucMMO ¢ KakBU TEPMUHU TH OMKCBaMe
U B KakbB KOHTEKCT TIHM pasliiexaaMme, Hal-Io0puUaAT HayuH Ja
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OIpeNieNIUM Te3U CTPYKTypu € jAa (opmynupaMe CTaOWIHUTE HM
XapaKTEPUCTUKH.:

Te ca KOTHUTMBHU  CTPYKTypH, T.€. JIMHEAPHH,
HENIPOTUBOPEYMUBU CHUCTEMH OT 3HAHUs 3a OIpPEACIICHU
CBbCTOSIHMS Ha Hellara.

Te ca KOMIJIEKTH OT HSKOJKO NMOJOOHH CTPYKTYpH, T.C.
J0pH HAM-TIPOCTHUAT KanamMOyp BOJM JI0 MOHE JIBE OTICITHHU
3HAYECHUS.

Te cobmiecTBYyBaT €IHOBPEMEHHO M €€ IIPOEKTUpAT
[apajie]IHO BbB MHOTOMEPHO MEHTAIHO IIPOCTPAHCTBO.

Te ca KOXepeHTHH, T.c. BCSKa OT TIX € JIOTHYECKU
[IOCJIEI0BATEIHA U HE ChIbP>KAa BTPELIHU IIPOTUBOPEYHSL.

Te ca HEBIHU IIO YCII0BHUE, T.€C. BCAKA OT TAX CBAbpPiKa
caMo (bpal"MeHT OT IAJIOCTHOTO CBCTOSIHHMEC Ha HEUIaTra, HO
1 Bb3MOKHOCTTA 3a NTO-HATAThIIIHA KOHTCKCTYaJIn3alus.

Bcesika eqHa OoT TSX TBOPHM HOB BB3MOXKEH CBST, Thil KaTo
MMa TOTEHIMaja Ja TPOMEHU HAITBbJIHO TpeJCcTaBaTa Ha
yuTATeNA/3pUTENs 32  (UKIMOHAIHUSA  CBIAT  Ha
MPOM3BEICHUETO, a CBIIO M HETOBUS MHPOIJIET B
JIEHCTBUTEITHUS CBST.

Hakpasi, Mexay Te3u CTPYKTypd T[OCTOSIHHO HMa
HEMpPEeKbCHAT KOTHUTHBEH Tpaduk, KOUTO BOAM [0
HEMPEKbCHATO KOHIENTYaJlHO CbhbU€TaBaHe, W MO0 TO3U
HAYMH  yJecHsBa  CXBallaHETO OT  CTpaHa  Ha
YUTATENS/3pUTENs  Ha  CIOXKHH  TOHSTHS,  CIIOXHH
HPaBCTBEHH NMPOOJIEMH U CIOXKHHU XapaKTEPH.

B nmucepranusta TO3u ONpenereH BUJ KOTHUTUBHU CTPYKTYPH
OWBaT HapW4YaHU ,,Bb3MOXKHU CBETOBE” M THH KaTO TO3M TEPMHH €
H3M0J3BaH BCUC OT pa3iMdYHU TCOPUU U B PA3JIMYCH KOHTCKCT, CC
Hajara Jia ce HampaBsT HAKOJKO yTOuHeHUs. Bb3MOXHUTE CBETOBE, 3a
KOUTO CTaBa AyMa IIO-HATAaTBbK, CC pa3jindaBaT OT BB3MOKHUTC
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CBETOBE Ha MoOJlajJHaTa JIOTMKa IO TOBa, Y€ HE ca Mpa3Hu
MaTeMaTUYeCK MHOXKECTBA, a W3NBJIHCHH CbC ChIbpP)KAaHUE
KOTHUTUBHM MojeNu. Te ChIIo ce pa3inuyaBaT OT Bb3MOKHHUTE
CBETOBE, (DUKITMOHAIIHUTE CBETOBE W TEKCTYAJTHUTE CBETOBE, KOWTO
n3non3Bar kputuuu karo Ilaeen, [onexen, Exo u PailibH B
JUTEpaTypHUTE CH aHAJIM3H, 10 TOBA, Y€ HE Ca CBBP3aHM C HapaTHBa
Ha MPOU3BEACHUETO, a ChbC CEMaHTUYHATa My ThkaH. [lo oTHoOIIEeHME
Ha TOCJEAHOTO T€ MPUIMYAT Haii-BeYe HAa BH3MOXKHHUTE CBETOBE Ha
JNByU3MEpHaTa ceMaHTUKa. Ts pasriexia 3HAaYeHUETO Ha BCEKU
JIMHTBUCTUYEH 3HAK KAaTO ChUETAaHWE Ha JIB€ CHHXPOHHU M3MEPEHUS:
eKcTeH3uss — pedepeHTa Ha JIMHTBUCTUYHUS 3HAK; M HWHTCH3US —
BB3MOXKHHS CBSIT, B KOWTO CBIIECTBYBa BBIIPOCHHSIT pe(bepeHT37. 3a
HY)XIUT€ Ha JMceprauusra, JyMmara ,Bb3MOXHHM  O3HayaBa
,,BbOOPa3UMHU 110 JIOTUYECKH HEMPOTUBOPEYMB HAYWH~ W aAKIICHTHPA
BbpPXY KOTHHTHBHATa JIOCTHIIHOCT Ha BBIPOCHUTE KOHCTPYKTH, a
aymara ,,CBETOBE” O3HavyaBa ,,KOXEPEHTHH M EMHUCTEMOJOTHYECKU
cTaOMIHM CBCTOSIHMSL Ha HeEIaTa, KOHWTO Morar na ObaaT
UIeHTU(DUIIMPAHA, PEKOHCTPYHMPAHW, OMUCBAaHW W aHAIW3HPAHU
OTJIEJIHO OT APYTY NapajeHu ChbCTOSHUS Ha HelaTa .

Baxxno e cpmo nma ce orbenexu, ye ymorpedara B AUCEpTaLUAITA
Ha TOpeoNHcaHaTa KPUTHYECKa paMKa € MOTHUBUpaHAa OT HSKOJIKO
CBIIECTBEHU TIPEIUMCTBA, KOHWTO S TIPaBAT I10-aJICKBaTHA W TIO-
obemiaBamia OT APYrH CTPYKTYpHH IOAXOOM 3a H3CIEIBAHETO Ha
UTPUTE Ha JTyMH:

Tsa npeamara HaydyHO TPUEMIIMBO M CBHLIEBPEMEHHO
CPaBHUTEIHO HE TBBPJAE YCIOXKHEHO CPEACTBO 3a CTPYKTYpPEH
aHaJIN3 HA JIUTEepaTypHaTa MOJIACEMUSL.

Ts ynecHsBa U3y4aBaHETO 110 JIMHEAPECH HAYUH HAa HEJIMHEAPHU
IpoIecd, KOWTO OYEBHIHO W3IM3aT W3BBH 00XBaTa Ha
TpagULMOHHUTE CXBAIIAHWS Ha JIOTMKATa U JIMHIBUCTUKATA.

¥ Chalmers, David. Two-Dimensional Semantics. In Two-Dimensional Semantics:
Foundations and Applications. Ed. M. Garcia-Carpintero and J. Macia. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004.
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Ts oTBaps mNpakTUYECKH HEOIPAHUYEHO IPOCTPAHCTBO 3a
U3cleABaHE Ha BCsSKa OTAEIHA KOTHUTHBHA CTPYKTYpa,
aKTHUBHPAaHa B Ch3HAHUETO HA YUTATEIISI/3PUTEIIS.

Ts pasrinexxga CHIOCTABUTENHO MapajieIHd  KOTHUTHUBHU
CTPYKTYpH, Karo ouepTraBa aOCTPaKTHOTO MPOCTPAHCTBO
MEXJY TAX U XBbpJI CBETIMHA BBPXY CI0KHUTE KOTHUTHBHU
IIPOLIECH, KOUTO CE pa3BUBAT TaM.

Hakpast, kxpuTndeckara paMka, OCHOBaBalla ce Ha IpeicTaBaTa
3a TapaJieJiHy ,,Bb3MOKHH CBETOBE”, € MOKE OM €IMHCTBEHUST
CTPYKTYPAIMCTKU TEOPETUUECKH KOHCTPYKT, KOMTO MpUTEkKaBa
cujata Jia Bjie3€ B OTKPUT JUAJIOT C YHUIIIOKUTEITHATA KPUTHKA
Ha MOCTCTPYKTypaJiu3Ma U HE camo Ja OleJiee, HO J1a CIedeln
OT TOBA.

30



BTOPA I'JIABA: CYBCTAHIIMA 1 CEHKU:
HEKCIITMPOBUTE UI'P1 HA IYMU U ITPEJABAHETO HA
CJIOXHU ITOHATUA

[TspBara yacT Ha Ta3u IiiaBa U3CeaABa KYITYPHHTE U3MEPCHHS Ha
paHHOMOJIepHAaTa IUXOTOMHUA MEXIy ,.ChIIHOCT (substance) u
,ceHkn (shadows), m3nomsBana B lllexcnupoBus ,,Coner 53”. T ce
CTpEeMH J1a TIOKa)xe, Y€ Bpbh3KaTa MEXY TE3U J[BE MOHSATHUS MOXE J1a
MOCITY)KH 32 TEOPETUYHO MOJCIUPAHE HAa NPHHIIMIIA HA JCHCTBHE HA
KOHIENTYyaln3alMOHHUs mporec 1o Bpemero Ha Ilekcrup.
OCHOBHHST apryMeHT TyK €, Y€ €CCHIHAIM3MbBT, H3Pa3cH dpe3
npejacTaBata 3a ,,cyOCTaHIMsI M CCHKHU, BB3IUTAaBa Y PAHHOMOICPHHUSI
9YOBEK MHOT'OCBETCKM MHPOTJIC] W CKJIOHHOCT KBM KOHIICTITYaJTHO
cbueTaBaHe. Bropara WacT Ha Ta3u IVlaBa aHAJIM3HMpa JApyra BaKHA
ynoTtpeba Ha chlaTa TUXOTOMHs B Tmecata ,,Puuapn I1°, kpaero Ts
MPUBJIMYA BHUMAaHUETO HA YMTATEIIS/3PUTENS KbM MPECh3IaBaHETO Ha
KII0YOBOTO  mmoHsaTtue ,,Mbka”  (grief), koero mpencrasisiBa
CBOCOOpa3eH IEHTHP HA MPOM3BEACHHETO. 1o ce Mojaenupa dpes
CpaBHsSBaHE Ha CTpaJaHUATA HAa BCHYKH OCHOBHU TE€POM, BCAKO OT
KOUTO € TIPOOJIEMaTU3UPAHO MTOCPECTBOM MPOTHBOPEUYUBH BH3MOKHH
CBETOBE, OCHOBABAIIM CE HAa UTPHU Ha JTyMH.

What is your substance, whereof Kaka e TBosTa CBIIHOCT, OT

are you made, KaKBO CH ChTBOPEH,

That millions of strange shadows 4e Bcuyku Te3u YyXIu CEHKH TH
on you tend? ciyryBar?

Since every one, hath every one, emuH IIOM BCEKH €, CIHHYKA
one shade, CsIHKA MMa,

And you but one, can every a TH Ha BCEKH MOJKEII CSHKa Ja
shadow lend: JaJIeIIL:

Describe  Adonis and the ommcBame AqoHuc - u
counterfeit, MOJYYEHHUAT 00pa3

Is poorly imitated after you, € JIOIIIa UMHUTAIIUS Ha TBOS JIHK,
On Helen's cheek all art of beauty ¢ Haii-muBHE Kpacku 1a prCyBame
set, Enena,

And you in Grecian tyres are TBO# MOPTPET HM3JIK3a, C TPBIKH
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painted new:

Speak of the spring, and foison of
the year,

The one doth shadow of your
beauty show,

The other as your bounty doth
appear,

And you in every blessed shape
we know.

In all external grace you have
some part,

JPeXH TO3H I'BT:
CpaBHSIBaM T€ C TPOJIET M CBC
371aTHA €CEH,

caM0 dYacT OT KpacoTaTta TH
NOKa3Ba MpoJIeTTa,
a  meapocrra
Harnoao00sBa.
OTKpHBaME€ T€ BBB BCSAKa Haii-
gyzaecHa Gopma.

ydJacTBall TH BBB BCSIKAa BBHIIHA
KpacoTa,

TH €CCHTa

HO HUKOH HAMa
HEU3MEHHO ChpIIE.

But you like none, none you for
constant heart.

TBOETO

,,COHeT 53 O4eBMIHO € M3rPaJIeH OKOJIO J00pe Mmo3HaTaTa 3a
aBTOpa M MyOJIMKaTa My AUXOTOMHUS MEXY ,,CyOCTaHIus U ,,CSHKA”,
KOSITO [JeiicTBa Ha JBe pasrpaHnyuMMu HuMBa. OT enHa cTpaHa, T
¢dopmupa KoHIenTyaaHaTta 0aza, Ha KOATO CThIIBA COHETHT; OT ApYra,
y4acTBa B MHOKECTBOTO UTPH Ha yMH, OT KOMTO TOM € U3ThKaH.

dwunocockara OMO3UIUS MEXKAY ,,CHIIHOCT U ,,CEHKU
BepoaTHO noctura o lllekcnup M HEroBUTE CHBPEMEHHUIIM KaTo
ChUeTaHMUE OT HAKOJIKO CBhp3aHU MoHATHs. Hail-panHara npencrasa 3a
KOHCTaHTHAa CBHUIHOCT, KOSATO MpEMUHAaBa Ipe3 MpexXoaHu Qopmu,
M3BECTHA Ha eNn3a0eTHHINTE, C€ ChIbpKAa BBB (QHIOCOPCKUTE
ydyeHust Ha XepakiuT, [lapmennna u [lurarop. ToBa BuxkaaHe 3a cBeTa
€ JI0OCTa IIMPOKO pa3MpOCTPAHEHO TIpe3 PaHHOMOACPHUS TEPUOJ
Oylaromapenue Ha nomyssipHocTTa Ha OBUIMEBUTE ,,MeTaMop(bozn”as.
JIpyT CBIIECTBEH acleKT Ha pasriekJaHaTa AUXOTOMHS CE KOPEHU B
[InatroHoBata Teopus Ha HJEUTEe, KOSITO OHBAa TPEOTKPUTA U
MPEOCMUCIICHA TIpe3 PEHECAHCOBUS TMepuoia. T ommcBa eaHa

HCIIOAYMHCHA HAa BPEMCTO U IMMPOCTPAHCTBOTO PEATHOCT, JOCTHIKHMMA

% Bix. Bate, Jonathan. Shakespeare and Ovid. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1993.
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C/IMHCTBEHO OT YOBEIIKHS MHTENCKT . B MHTa 3a merepara Tasu
abCoNIIOTHA PeaHOCT € CpaBHEHA C MPEXOAHHsI MaTepUalieH CBST, 3a
na Ob/ie MoKa3aHo, Y€ BCHUYKO TOBA, KOETO Bh3IIpUEMaMe ChC CeTHBATa
cH, ca caMO ,,CCHKHTEe Ha MCTHUHCKHUTE Hema4o. Hakpas,
pasriexaaHara JUXOTOMHES € ChI0 Hepa3puBHO CBbP3aHA C TEOPHUATA
Ha ApucToTen 3a CyOCTaHUMUTE U AaKUUJCHIIMHUTE, KOSATO Ce
NpernojiaBa B  EBPONEUCKUTE YYWIWIIA ¢  YHUBEPCUTETH OT
cpenHoBekoBueTo 10 IlpocBemieHnero, U 3aeMa OCHOBHO MSCTO B
yuebHara mnporpama, mo koaro e yumn Illexcnup. Ts pa3zbupa
CcyOCTaHIIMMTE KaTo HEYJOBUMH OT CETHBaTa, HO pa3Oupaemu,
YHHUBEPCAIHU KOHIENTYaIHU €IUHHIIN, a aKIUACHIUUTE KaTO CETHBHO
JNOCTBIIHUTE UM, KOHKPETHHM, HO HEI'BJIHU, MOMEHTHH H3PaKE€HUS B
MaTtepuanHus cBiaT. Exna cyOcraHuuss Moxe nga uma 6e30poit
aKUMJICHIINH, KOUTO Pa3KpUBaT caMO OTJEIHU aCMEeKTH OT CJIOKHATa U
CBIHOCT, HO HUKOTA HE Ca B ChCTOSIHHE 1a 51 IPEajaT HallbIHO .

Ha npsB mornen ,,Coner 53” mpencraBisiBa HEABYCMHCIICH
KOMIUTMMEHT KbM H3KIIOYHTENHATa ,,ChITHOCT Ha aapecara. [loeTst
CH IIOCTaBs HEIIOCWJIHATA 3aJaya Ja OIIHIINE TO3U CIOOJIMMEH OOEKT
MOCPEJICTBOM TJEHHUTE MY ,.ceHku : Anonuc, Enena TposiHcka,
mpoJierTa, ecenra. Besika oT Te3u ceHku, paz0dupa ce, oTpas3siBa camo
¢dbparMeHT OT aymiara Ha anpecara. [loeThT T'Mm opraHuszmpa KaTo
AHTUTE3M — Hal-KPaCHBH MBX M Hal-KpacuBaTa jkKeHa, KUBUTEITHOTO
HA4yal0 Ha TOAWHATAa W TpuyMdanHaTa NpPETIOANs KbM HEHHUS
3aBBPIICK — C HaAeXKJara Ja ycree J1a 00eMe KOJIKOTO Ce MOXKE
IOBeY€ BB3MOKHOCTH. DHHATHUAT JIUCTHX, o0ade, IIOKa3Ba, uYe
HE3aBHMCHMO KaKBU YCWJIMS TI0jilara, TOM HHKOTa HsMa Ja MOXKE Ja
Mpech3age MHIHOTO CHBBPIICHCTBO, TasAll0 CE€ B CHPIETO Ha
aapecara.

% Plato. Phaedo. In The Dialogues of Plato in Five Volumes. Tr. and ed. Benjamin
Jowett. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1892.
“ plato. The Republic. In The Dialogues of Plato in Five Volumes. tr. and ed.
Benjamin Jowett. Oxford: : Oxford University Press, 1892.
“! Bx. Wilson, Thomas. The Rule of Reason, conteinynge the Arte of Logique set
forth in Englishe. London: John Kingston, 1563.
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WHTenekTyatHOTO ~ HEelIoOBEepHEe  KbM  OUYEBHJHOTO U
M3KYLIEHUETO 3a OTKPUBAHE Ha MO-IBJIOOK, CKPUT 3aMUCHII, 3aJI05KEHO
BBB (puinocodusaTa Ha TUXOTOMUSATA ,,CHIIHOCT — ,,CEHKU’, MOTUBHPA
yuTarenas JAa OObpHE NO-TOJISIMO BHHMAaHHME Ha HWIPOCIOBUETO B
,CoHeT 53”. EmHOBpeMeHHO ¢ TOoBa IyMHTe ,,substance” u ,,shadow/s”
Cce OKa3BaT B LEHThpa Ha TIJaBO3aMaiBamlo MHOrozHauue. Taka
HampumMmep: Iymara ,substance” (ctux 1) akTuBUpa ImpeincraBara 3a
,»€CEHIINS/CHIIHOCT’, HO M JI0 HEHHATa OIO3UIIHS ,,MaTepUuajl/ChCcTaB”,
nojkpernena ot ¢pasara ,,whereof are you made” (oT KakBo cu
ChTBOpPEH). Tsa cbmo pe3oHupa ¢ ,tend” (cayryBam/rpmxa ce 3a),
»lend” (3aemam) u ,,bounty” (mexpoct/m3o0uine), KOETO aKTHBUPA
3HAYEHHETO ,,00raTcTBO/MMYyIIecTBO”. [lymara ,strange” (ctux 2)
BOAM 10 3HAa4CHHETO ,,HE TBOW/UYKIW , HO CBIIO H
»(haHTacTuuen/ayxao3eMcku”. TlonmucemusiTa Ha MBPBHUTE JIBa CTHUXA
M3BIIMYAT OLIe OT I'bpBaTa ynorpeda Ha ,,shadows” (cTuX 2) BcUUKUTE
My BB3MOXHHU 3HaueHus: a) ,CeHKu , ©O) ,,0TpaKEeHHS , B)
,pu3panu/pantomu”, I) ,»[TIOPTPETH”, 1)
,2AMUTanuu/panmuduranun’, €) ,,TeaTpaTHi aKTbOpH™’, U K) ,,CIIyTh .
ToBa HM3KITIOYUTENTHO CTPYNMBAHE HA BBH3MOKHH 3HAYCHHS OTKIFOUBA
MHOT03HaYHOCTTa HAa MOYTH BCHUUYKH TyMU OTTYK HaceTHe. CTuxose 3
1 4 MoraT Ja ce TBHJIKYBaT IO peavlla HAUYWHU: 1) BCEKH YOBEK MMa
caMO €JlHa CSIHKa / BBHIIHOCT / OTpakeHHE / TpU3pak / ciayra, a TH
MOJKEII Jla Aajenl Mo eHa/eMH OT CBOMTE HA BCEKU OT CIYTHTE CH /
MMUTAIMUTE CH / OTPAXKEHUATA CH; 11) BBIIPEKH Y€ BCSIKO CHIIECTBO
uMa camo enHa (opma / BBHITHOCT / OTpa)xXeHHe / JINIe, TH MOXKEI Jaa
ce MpeBBIUTBIIABAII B KOIOTO CH MHouckaml, U T.H. OT Ta3u rienHa
Touka 00pa3bT Ha AJOHHC (CTUX 5), OYEBHJHO H3MON3BaH 3a Ja
npenaze uaesTa 3a Hali-KpacUBHUS MBX, C€ pa3fBOsiBA U HAIOMHS 3a
eAHa cuTyanusi B moemara ,BeHepa u AJTOHHUC”, KbJETO sIOCaHa
OormHsATa BB3KJIMKBA: ,,0€37yIIEH MOPTPET, CTYIEH M OE3UyBCTBEH
KaMbK, 100pe HapuCyBaH U0, HO OTBBTPE OE3KU3HEH, CTATYs, KOATO
paaBa camo okoto”. ITo momoben Haunn oOpa3bT Ha Enena TposiHcka
(ctux 7), KOUTO CBHUIO € M3MOJ3BaH, 3a Ja MNpenaje uaesTa 3a Hai-
KpacuBaTa jKe€Ha, B TO3M KOHTEKCT HAllOMHS 3a €[Ha ClieHa B ,, [ poui u
Kpecuna”, kbJIeTO TPOSIHCKUSAT IPUHI] Bb3KIMKBA: ,,EneHa TpsOBa na e
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HauCTUHA KpacuBa, IIIOM C KPbBTA CH 51 pUCYBAaTE€ HAHOBO BCEKH JIEH .
Hymara ,,counterfeit” (ctux 5) KOSTO Ha MNPBB TMOTJIEN 3HAYU
,BepbanmHa kapTuHa / 00pa3”, B KOHTeKcTa Ha (paszara ,.e JjoIma
uMuTanms’”’ (CTUX 6) COYM KbM JAPYTU CBOM 3HAYCHHUS: ,,TIPECTOPEHOCT,
u3Mama, JerusupaHe” MW OTTaM KbM: ,TeaTpajlHa urpa’.
CnoBocbueranuero ,all art of beauty” (ctux 7) HamomHsa 3a
OBuIMEBHsT TpakTaT 3a M3KYCTBOTO Ha rpummpanero (Medicamina
faciei femineae) — mpeBenen Ha anrmmiicku karo ,,Art of Beauty”.
,Painted” (cTux 8) chIo MOXKe Ja 3HAYM ,,M3KYCTBEHO pa3KpaceH’. ,,
tires” (crux 8) o3HauaBa MPOCTO ,,APEXU”, HO CHIINO U ,,TeaTpaiHu
koctiomu”. ,,Show” u ,,appear” (ctuxose 10 u 11) ocBeH ,,mokazBam”
U ,M3TIeKIaM~ UMaT U TeaTPaJIHUTE 3HA4YCHHS ,urpas (Ha creHa) /
npencrassMm (mueca)” u ,, urpas (possi) / mpencrassm (repoi)”. ,,Part”
(ctux 13) uMa MOMBJIHUTETHOTO 3HAYEHHUE ,,TeaTpaliHa POJs’, KOETO
HATlOMHS 32 paHHOMOJICPHOTO 3HaueHue Ha ,,shape” (ctux 12) — cbimo
,IIEPCOHAXK, Tepo, mpeacTaBeH Ha cieHara”. Hakpas, nmomucemusra
Ha COHETa 3acsra u aymara ,like” (ctux 14), KOATO MHTYHTHBHO C€
TBHJKYBa KaTo MPEJIor, CBbp3Ball ,,you” U ,,none”’, HO ChIIEBPEMEHHO
MOXKe Ja ObJe cXBaHaTa W KaTO TJaroj, KOeTo OW MPOMEHHIIO
HaI'bJIHO CMHUCBHJIA Ha Isiara (pasa: ,,TU HE XapecBall HUKOro U
HUKOU — Te0 3apajy HEM3MEHHOTO TH ChpIE”, T.e. BCEKH T€ XapecBa
3apajy ,,BbHINHATA KpacoTa” (ctux 13).

CeMaHTH4HOTO pa3rbBaHe Ha ,,CoHeT 53” pa3kpuBa Ha IBPBO
MSICTO JIBYCMHCIJIEHOCTTAa Ha TOBEYETO E€JEeMEHTH, Hampumep: ,,In all
external grace you have some part” (YuactBaii TH BbB BCsSIKa BBHIITHA
KpacoTa) ChIIO MOXE Ja O3HadaBa: ,,MOXKell Ja W3Urpaeul BCsAKa
BBHIIHA Kpacora”. ,,And you in every blessed shape we know”
(OTkpuBamMe TE€ BBB BCSKa Hail-uygecHa ¢opma) MOXKe Ja ce
M3TBJIKYBAa KaTo: ,Bukpanu cme Te Kak Cce€ BBIUIBLIABAIL B Haii-
KpacuBHuTe mnepcoHaxu . [Ipormerra m eceHrta, KakTo W AJIOHHC H
Enena, ca camo wu3kycTBeHHM oOpa3u, CEHKHM Ha HeIaTa, KOUTO
npenacraBisaBaT. ToBa € SICHO MapKHpaHO B CEMAaHTUKATa Ha JTyMHTE:
,describe” (omucBam), ,,speak” (paskazBam), ,,painted” (HapucyBaH),
,set” (marmacsBam), W “‘imitate” (mompakaBam). B mmatoHmdeckus
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CMHCBHJ TC Ca JOPHU CCHKU Ha CCHKHU — KOCTO XBBPJIA JApyra CBCTIIMHA
BBpPXYy 3HadeHHeTo Ha ,,shadow” (ctux 4): ,,Bbpnpeku BBHIIHATA CH
KpacoTa, Ha BCSKa CSHKAa MOXENI Ja AaJell caMO €IHa OT CBOHTE
CEHKH .

Koraro wuurarensar € W3OpaBeH Tpel BCHYKH  TE3U
BB3MOKHOCTH 32 ThJIKYBaHE, Ch3HAHHETO My MEXaHUYHO CE cTapae Jia
T'M OpPraHHU3Mpa B KOXEPEHTHH CXEMU U clieHapuu. Hampumep, npaBu
BIIEYATIICHUE, Y€ MPEMPATKUTE KbM TeaThpa ca U3KIIOYUTEITHO MHOTO.
Te 3amouBar ¢ Bb3MOXKHOTO 3HaueHHUeE Ha ,,shadow” — akTbop (cTUX 2)
Y TpOJbJDKaBa ¢ ,,describe” — onmcam / mpech3gaBam u ,,counterfeit”
— npecTtpyBam ce / urpast (ctux 5), ,imitate” — umuTHpam (CTUX 6),
oOpaza Ha HOCEHE Ha TPUM M KOCTIOMHU (CTHXOBE 7 M 8), OTHOBO
,shadow” u ,,show” — mpencrasnenue / urpa (ctux 10), ,,appear” —
u3raexaaM / wWrpas mepcoHak Ha creHara (ctux 11), ,.shape” —
nepcoHax (ctux 12), u ,,part” — pons (ctux 13). PesynrarsT oT TOBa €
W3rpaXIaHETO Ha CXeMa B yMa Ha YHUTATeNs, KOSTO IPEICTaBs
aJipecata KaTo BEpCATUIICH PAHHOMOJEPEH aKThOp, KOWTO MOXKE Ja
W3WTpae €IHAKBO YOSAMTEIHO pOJsATa Ha Hal-KpacUBHUS MBXK W Haid-
KpacuBaTa >KeHa.

CrnenBaiiku UTPUTE HA AyMH, Ch3HAHHETO HA YWTATEIS MOXKE
Ja IOCTUTHE 10 aJTepHAaTHBHA LSUIOCTHA MHTEprHpeTarus Ha ,,COHeT
53”. Cnopen Hes MPOU3BEIAECHUETO U3CIEABA MPUPOATa Ha ajpecara,
OnmarojapeHue Ha KOSTO TOW MOKE KaTO aKThOp Ja C€ BHILTBTH BBHB
BCsIKa BBHIIIHA KpacoTa. [lapamokcamHo, obaye, HaKpas ce OKa3Ba, 4e
BCBIIIHOCT Ta3u Cy6CTaHL[I/I}I HE € HCIIO HCU3MCHHO, a4 HMCHHO
WJTI030pPHOTO BEIIECTBO Ha MpOMsSHATa, Ha KOETO HE MOXKE Ja ce
pasunuta. ToBa ThIKyBaHE BIHM3a B KOH(DIUKT C I0-OYEBUHATA,
IbPBOHAYAJIHA HWHTEPIPETAIUs, CHOpel KOSATO MPOU3BEICHUETO
M3ClIe/IBa ChBBPIIEHATA KpacoTa Ha ajJpecaTra, CPaBHSIBAUKU IO C
TPAAUIIMOHHN CHUMBOJIM, 3a Jla 3aKJIIOYH, Y€ TE€ Ca HEAJCKBAaTHU H
HCITBbJIHU OTpa)I(eHI/IH Ha CBIIUHCKOTO My C’bB’prHeHCTBO, KOpeH}IH_IO
c€ B HEU3MEHHOTO MYy ChpIE. 3a TOBEYETO IMPEJACTABUTEIN Ha
paI_[I/IOHaJII/ICTKOTO HU OGH.ICCTBO TE3U [BC I/IHTepHpeTaHI/II/I ca
OYEBHIHO HeChBMeCTUMH. CHIpsIMO HaIusg 0OMYaeH MUPOTJIE, YOBEK
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€ OTKPOBEH WJIM HE, ChPIIETO MY € BSIPHO WJIM HEBSIPHO, BIIOOCH € WK
He e. Korato ce w3mpaBuM mpea HENO MHOTO3HAYHO, KaTo
[exkcrmpoBust ,,Coner 537, HM ce HCKa Ja pa3zdepeM KOs OT
BB3MOKHHUTE HHTEPIpPETAllMd € MMEHHO BspHaTa. PaHHOMOjepHara
TUXOTOMUATA MEXIY ,,ChIIHOCT U ,,CEHKH HH JiaBa OCHOBAHHE Ja
MPEATNONOKUM, Y€  KOHIENTyaldu3alnusTa Ha  OOpa30BaHUTE
enn3abeTHHIM MOXe Ja He ¢ Omia TOJKOBa TSACHO CBBp3aHa C
OYEBHJIHOTO, MOX€E OM Te ca JOIMyCKaJlyd MOBEYE OT €Ha BBH3MOXKHA
MpejcTaBa 3a CBETa C HaJexJara TOBa Ja T'M OTBEIE /0 €/IHa IO-
TBJIO0KA, TTO-CII0KHA PEaTHOCT OTBB/ CETUBHOCTTA.

Bropara wacT Ha HacrosIara riiaBa M3cJielIBa Apyra BaKHA
[IlekcnupoBa ymoTpeba Ha AUXOTOMHSATA ,,CHITHOCT  — ,,CEHKH B
nuecara ,,Pudapn II”. Tam T mpobiemarusupa MOHSTHETO ,,MbKa”,
KOETO HEChbMHEHO CTOM B OCHOBaTa Ha TBopOara. J[lopu
YUTATETAT/3pUTENAT Aa € MPOMyCHAn Ja 3a0elekd akKIEeHTa BBPXY
MbkaTta Ha Xepuoruasata Ha [noctep (IIspBo aeiictBue, Criena 2),
Moybpu (IIspBo neiictBue, Cuena 3), bomunropoyk (IIspBo
neiicteue, Cuena 3), ['out (ITspBo geiictBue, Cuena 3 u Brtopo
nevicreue, Cuena 1) u ﬁopK (Bropo netictBue, Cuena 1), wiu na He €
YCIISUT J1a CBBP)KE HEBOJIUTE Ha BCUUKH TE3U MEPCOHAXKH 0 KAaKbBTO U
na Owuno HaywH, auanorsT Mexnay Kpamumata w bymm (Btopo
nevicteue, CrieHa 1) oOpblia CEpUO3HO BHUMAHHE BBPXY MOHSITHETO
,,MbKa” ¥ U3rpakJa CMHUCIIOBA CBHP3aHOCT MEXIY TE3U H CIICABAIINTE
My ONMCaHMs B MHecaTa.

QUEEN. Why | should KPAJIMIIATA. 3amo me HaBecTsBa

welcome such a guest as grief, /
Save bidding farewell to so
sweet a guest / As my sweet
Richard. Yet again methinks /
Some unborn sorrow, ripe in
fortune's womb, / Is coming
towards me, and my inward
soul / With nothing trembles. At
some thing it grieves / More

Ta3u MpayHa rOCTeHKa — MbKarta, /
Moxke ©Oum 3am0TO  HEOTAaBHA
U3MPOBOANX HaW-CKBIHSI CU TOCT — /
Moss Puuapn. Ho, Bce mak, Me
rnoxau, / Ye omie HepoaeHa Thra
Ha3psiBa B ChAOOBHara yrpoba, /
[TpubnmkaBa ce KbM MEH, a TyliaTa
mu / be3 moBoja ce Tpece. 3a HEmo
TS TbhryBa, Hemo moBede ot
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than with parting from my lord
the King. BUSHY. Each
substance of a grief hath twenty
shadows, / Which shows like
grief itself, but is not so; / For
Sorrow's eye, glazed with
blinding tears, / Divides one
thing entire to many objects, /
Like perspectives which, rightly
gaz'd upon, / Show nothing but
confusion, ey'd awry, [/
Distinguish form. So your sweet
Majesty, / Looking awry upon
your lord's departure, / Find
shapes of grief more than
himself to wail; / Which, look'd
on as it is, is nought but
shadows / Of what it is not.
Then, thrice-gracious Queen, /
More than your lord's departure
weep not. More is not seen; / Or
if it be, 'tis with false Sorrow's
eye, / Which for things true
weeps things imaginary.

IIpeaqn Ta3m cueHa HaydaBame,

pazgsanara ¢ Kpama.  BYIIN.
CpuiHocTTa Ha BCSKa MBbKAa HUMa
IBajzieceT CEeHKH, / Bcska oT KOMTO
U3IJIeKa KaTo MbKa, HO HE €.

Okoro Ha Twrara, 3acineneHo oOr
cpi3u, / Pasgens Hemo 110 Ha
MHO>KeCTBO 00ekTH, / Karo mpusma /
aHaMoppuyHa  PHUCYHKA,  KOSTO
rieqaHa HampaBo, / M3rmexna
Xao0TWYHa, HO aKo ce TJieAa KOco,

orctpanu, / PaskpuBa Qopmu.
3aroBa, Bame BemuuectBo, /
ITonexe KOCO rienare Ha

OTIHTYBAHETO Ha BAIlIMs CHIOPYT, /
Bmwxnate obpa3u Ha MBKata, OCBEH
paszmsutata Bu ¢ Hero. / Ho ako ru
MOTJICIHETE HAMpaBo, TOBA Ca CaMoO
cenku / be3 peamHa cBITHOCT.
3aroBa, Omaropomna Kpamuue, / He
ThIyBalTE€ 3a HEIO TMOBEYE OT
OTIIBTYBAHETO HA CBOSI  CHIPYT.
Humo npyro He ce Bmwxkna. / A u na
¥uMa HENIo JPYro, TO € CbTBOPEHO OT
oKoTO Ha Twrara, KOETO 3apaau
peanHuTe HECTOIHU OIlJIAKBa
M3MUCIICHH Hema’ 2,

€ CJI€A Karo H33€MBa

HMMYILECTBOTO HAa MbpTBUA ['OHT, 32 Aa PuHAHCHpa KaMIaHUATAa CU B
Wpnanaus, Puuapa oTneTyBa ¢ apMusTa CH HAaTaM, J0KAaTO B CBIIOTO
Bpeme bonnHropoyk, MoAKpeneH oT PPEeHCKUTE apuCTOKPaTH, KaKTO U
OT MHO>KECTBO AHIJIMHCKHU OJIATOPOJHUIM, € Ha IBT Jla aKOCTHpa Ha
ceBepHUs OpsAr Ha AHITIMS, 32 J1a CH BbpHE THUTJIATa U HMAaHETO,

42 R2 11.ii.7-27.
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3arpabeHo ot kpansi. Huto kpanunara, Huro bymm Bce ome 3a
Hay4YWJId Ta3W HOBHMHA, 3aTOBa MHTYWTHBHaTa MbKa Ha Kpajulara
M3TJIekKAa KaTo KIIACUYECKH MpHUMEpP 3a JpaMaTUYHa HUPOHHUs, KOSTO
npescka3Ba CbOUTHUS, KOUTO OIlle HE ca U3BECTHH Ha repoute. by,
OT JIpyra CTpaHa, C€ ONMUTBA Jla YCIOKOM KpajuilaTa KaTo M3I0JI3Ba
3aBUJHUTE PETOPUYECKH YMEHHS Ha €IuH J0o0pe oOpa3oBaH
enn3abeTHHCKU LapenBopen. Ha mpbB mornea, Toil ce onuTBa aa i
BHYIIM, Y€ CTPAaxOBETE, KOUTO M3IHUTBA, HAMAT PEATHO OCHOBAaHHUE,
ThU KaTO 3aMbIJIEH OT MbKa, pa3yMbT Y€CTO HAMHUPA CKPUT CMHUCHI B
HaITbJIHO CIIYYallHU CBOWTHS U sIBICHUSA. JIeTalIHMAT aHaau3 Ha
HEroBara perinka, odade, pa3KkpuBa, ue JyMUTE MU Cca JBYCMUCICHU H
MOTar J1a c€ U3THJIKYBAT U 10 APYT HAYUH.

bymu m3nonssa pa3nuyueTo Mexay ,,CbIIHOCT U ,,CEHKH , 3a
na o0sSCHU Ha Kpajiuliata, ye MbKara il ce OCHOBaBa caMO Ha CEHKH, a
HE Ha MCTUHCKA CBIIHOCT, T.€. PEATHO OCHOBaHME 3a TpeBora. Toit
pa3BuBa Ta3M ujes ype3 odpa3a Ha pa3IIaKaHUTE OYM Ha KpajuiaTa, B
KOUTO CBHJI3UTE UTPASIT POJIATA HA IPU3MHU U PA3MHOXKABAT MPUIHNHHUTE
3a Thra (ctuxoBe 16-17). B cmenBamusa ctux (18), obauve, bBymm
U3II0NI3BA JAyMarta ,,perspectives”, KOSITO BOJIH JI0 MOHE JBE 3HAYCHUS,
MPWIOKUMU B HACTOSAIIUS KOHTEKCT: a) MHOTOCTEHHO CTBHKJIO, KOETO
Ch3/aBa ONTHYECKATA WITO3US 32 MYJITUIUIMKAIUS HA HAOJIOIaBaHUS
00€KT — B CB3BYy4YHE C pojsita Ha chia3ure (ctuxoe 16-17), u 0)
aHamMoppUYHA PUCYHKA, KOSTO HA MPBHB IMOTJIE] MPUINYa Ha XaoC OT
HepazOupaeMu (OpPMH, HO aKO C€ IOTJIETHE OT OMPENeTeH BI'bI,
n3o0paszsiBa sicam (GopMu — B CB3ByuHe Cbhc crtuxoBe 18-20.
[IpemunaBaneTo OT eauH 00pa3 KbM JApPYyr B paMKUTE Ha edHa
€IMHCTBEHA TMOJIMCEMAaHTHYHA JyMa € MOTHUBUPAHO OT MPHIMKATa

MeXay pepepeHTuTe — W Mpu3MaTa U pHCYHKara IMpeICTaBsT
nedopMupaHa MpeacTaBa 3a PEATHOCTTa, HO BOJU JIO0 HM3BECTHO
pa3BUTHE — 3a pa3iIMKa OT IpuU3Mara, pHUCYHKaTra IPeJoCTaBs

BB3MOXHOCT J]a C€ TPEOA0NIEIT adepaluuTe U J1a C€ JOCTUTHE JI0 sICHA
n pazbupaema kaptuHa. Cnen ToBa bymm cwmoctaBs oOpasa Ha
pUCYHKAaTa C MbKaTa Ha KpaJdilata, KaTo TBBPAU, Y€ TS Ch3Upa
HEpEaTHH OCHOBAHMS 3a Thra, MOHEXKE IieJja KOCO Ha CHUTYallHsTa,
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BMeCcTO (pOHTANIHO. 3a Ja ce paskoaupa aHamMoppUYHATA PUCYHKA,
obaue, Ts1 TpssOBa J1a ce TieJila *MEHHO KOCO, a He (DPOHTATHO.

To3u nmormuecku mapagoKc Cbh3/laBa CMHUCIIOBO HAIPEKEHHE B
apryMeHTanusaTa Ha byium u nocrassi 1oJi CbMHEHHE OYEBHIHOCTTA HA
3HaueHunero . HacroliumBoro otpuiianue Ha Bymm (ctuxose 23-25)
ce IEKOHCTPYUpPA B MOJAJIHOCTTA Ha CTUX 26 U ce pa3MHBa B HESICHUS
CHHTAaKCUC Ha cTuX 27 Karo TMPOEKTUpa JBE BB3MOXKHHU
MHTEpIpETAlMK: a) U3MaMHUTE O4YM Ha Tbrara, KOUTO MO MOTpelIKa
OIJIaKBaT M3MHCICHH Hella; WiIu 0) Mpochi3eHuTe oyn Ha Thrara,
KOUTO KaTo MPHU3MH Pa3ieisT HEllo IJI0 Ha MHOXKECTBO OOCKTH, U
OIJIAKBAT PA3JIMYHU M3PAXXKEHUS Ha ellHa MO-IbJ00OKa peanHa OoJKa.
BropoTo ThiKkyBaHEe COYM KbM PAaHHOMOJEPHOTO TEOPETUYHO MOHATHE
,amplification” (yBenuuaBane, yroiemsiane), koero @pancuc beiikbH
(bopMmynMpa KaTo JeTalJieH aHaJu3 Ha HAKAaKbB OOEKT, MOCPEICTBOM
pa3fensHeTO My Ha YacTH W M3CIIEABaHE Ha BCSAKAa OT TE3M YacTu
nootaenHo . ToBa MOHATHE, OT CBOSI CTPAHa, XBBP/IS HOBA CBETIHHA
BBPXY 3HAYCHHETO Ha JUXOTOMHSTA ,,CHIIHOCT — ,,CEHKH (CTHUXOBE
14-15), u ro mobmmxaBa 10 TOBa, pa3riielaHO B KOHTEKCTa Ha ,,COHET
53”. Moxe Ou CBIIHOCTTa Ha MBKaTa € CI0KHO, a0CTPAKTHO MOHSTHE,
T.€. OHOBA, KOETO MOKEM J]a BUIUM, IUITHEM, YCETUM — OHOBA, KOETO
CME CBHUKHAJIM Ja Hapudame ,,MbKa~  ca caMO HEUHHUTE ,,CEHKU —
MaTepHallHU MPOSIBIECHUs, KOUTO, 00aue, ca CBbpP3aHU MOMEXIY CH U
3aeHO IpeaaBar mo-goope abcTpakTHaATa MMPeJICTaBa 3a ChIIHOCTTA Ha
MOHATHUETO.

Hacnarsanero Ha Te3u TEOPETUUHH PA3CHKIACHUS TIPEIOCTABAT
HOBa OTIpaBHA TOYKa 3a u3cieaBane Ha ,,Puyapn I[1”. Cakamn Bceku oT
OCHOBHHUTE TE€pOM Ha Jpamara €IWH clie]] ApYr CTaBaT >XEpTBa Ha
MbKaTa: Hal-Hampen XeproruHara Ha [JocTep, mocie Moyopw,
Bommnr6poyk, Tont, HMopk, Kpanumara. Bcska OT Te3u HeBomM e
MIPEACTABEHA 10 CXOJICH HA4MH — JB€ HECbBMECTUMU BEPCHUH Ha CBETA
ce MPOEKTUpAT IMOCPEICTBOM WIPU HA JAYMH M C€ IOCTaBAT B

“3 Bx. Hoskins, John. Directions for speech & style. Ed. Hoyt H. Hudson. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1935.
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KOH(l)JII/IKT. Heusmenno crasa SICHO, Y€ IO CAWH WM OPpYyr HAa4YUH
KpaJIsSIT € OTTOBOPEH 3a CTPa/laHusATa Ha BCEKU OT OCTAHAIUTE T'epPOH.
3a Ja ce YCIOXKHHU CHUTyalusATa oOIlle MOBeYe, OTTOBOPHOCTTA Ha
Puvapn II ce mpoTuBONOCTaBs Ha HEroBaTa TMTAHTCKa MBbKa, KOSITO
MOCTETICHHO 3aeMa IIeHThpa Ha TBOpOaTa W Kapa MbKara Ha
OCTaHAIMTE Jla M3TJIeKJAa KaTo HEeWHU CeHKHU. Ta3u MbKa HUMEHHO
OMMPCACIIA XapakKTCpa Ha Kpallsl W MY BAbXBa 3aBjlagsdgBallaTa
CIIOKHOCT, TUnnyHa 3a [llekcnupoBus mpoOTaroHUCT.

B 3axirouenHue, BHUMATENHHS aHaIW3 Ha KOHIICTITyaJlHATa
JTUXOTOMUSA MEXAY ,,ChIIHOCT U ,,CCHKH TIOKa3Ba, Y€ € BB3MOKHO
[llekciup U CHBPEMEHHUIIUTE MY Jla ca MPUTEKABAIN PA3TUYCH BUJI
MHUCJIEHE OT TOBa Ha CHBPEMEHHHS YOBEK. e cskam ca Owid To-
CKJIOHHM Jla TpueMaT HEPAlUOHATHOCTTA W  JIOTHYECKHUTE
MPOTHBOPEYHsI HA TOBBPXHOCTTA C HaJeXAara Ja IOCTUTHAT IO
HSKaKBa TPAHCIEEHTATHA CHITHOCT OTBBA. ChIIO TaKa, TUXOTOMHUSITA
MpeaocTaBsi aOCTPAKTEH CTPYKTYPEH MOJEN Ha ToBa Kak padoTH
YOBEIIKOTO Ch3HAHUE, M3MPABEHO Mpe] KOHPIUKTHU, HO JIOTHYECKH
PaBHOCTOIHU, TTapaJIeTHU Bb3MOKHOCTH 32 HHTEPIIPETAIUs KaTo TE3H,
akTuBHpaHu oT urpocnosuero Ha lllexcnup. Hakpas, Ts mokasBa kak
MOETUYECKaTa MHOTO3HAYHOCT YMHIIUICHO 3aKJII0YBa 3HAYEHHUETO B
HEpa3pelIuMi MapajiokCl U 3a/laBa BBIPOCA: JAIH TO3M MOJAEN HE
MpeCch3/laBa MO-A0CTOBEPHO JCHCTBUTEITHOTO CHCTOSHHE Ha HeENlaTta,
KOHTO HH 3200HKaIAT?
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TPETA I'NTABA: CTATYCBHT HA HOBEKA:
HEKCIITMPOBUTE UI'P HA AIYMHU U
IMPEACTABAHETO HA CJIOXKHU HPABCTBEHU
ITPOBJIEMH

[IspBaTa yacT Ha Ta3u IJ1aBa U3CIEABA KYATYPHUTE U3MEPEHUS
Ha PaHHOMOJIEPHOTO TEOPETHYECKO TOHSTHE ,state” (craryc win
OamaHCHpaHO JWANEKTUYECKO pasriekJaHe) B KOHTEKCTa Ha
Honbnnenue Il kxbM aHOHMMHAaTa aHIJIMHCKAa pPEHECAHCOBA MHeEca
,Cbp Tomac Mop”, 3a koeTo ce cMsTa, ye € Hanucano oT lekcoup.
Ts ce ctpemMu na mokaxke, 4e TOBa MOHATHE MOXKE Ja TMOCIYXH 3a
TEOpPEeTUYHO Mojenrpane Ha lllekcnupoBus MOXBAT 3a Mpe/ICTaBsIHE Ha
CJIOKHM TMOJUTUYECKU U HPABCTBEHH MPOOJIEMHU MOCPEACTBOM UTPU Ha
nymu. Bropara gact Ha Ta3u riiaBa aHanu3upa ynorpedara Ha ChIIOTO
noHsTHE B nuecara ,,XeHpu VIII” kato oTkpuBa, 4ye TO MpeacTaBisiBa
pamkKara, TIO KOSTO ca U3padOTeHW BCUYKHA CMHU300U Ha
Mpou3BeIeHNEeTO. BB BCEKHU OT TAX JIMYHOCTTA HA €/IMH OT OCHOBHUTE
repou € mpodiIeMaTH3upaHa MOCPEICTBOM MPOTUBOPEUNBU BH3MOKHH
CBETOBE, OCHOBABAIIM CE€ HAa UTPU HA TyMH.

Jonbinnenus lIc u Il xbM aHOHMMHAaTa paHHOMOJEPHA NHECa
,»Cbp Tomac Mop” npuBIMYaT BHUMAHHETO Ha JIUTEPATYPOBEIUTE
owe B kpasg Ha XIX Bek. Paskpusa ce Bb3moxkHOCTTa JlonmbinHeHue Ilc
Jla € €UHCTBEHUT OCTaHaj [0 HAlllh JTHU MOETUYEH TEKCT, HAIWCaH
cooctBeHOpBUHO OT YuisMm lllekcrnup, a omsnaenue 111 na e cwino
aBreHTHueH IllekcniupoB ¢parMeHT, HO MpenucaH BegHara cien
Ch3/1aBaHETO MYy OT mpodecuoHaneH nucap. Ilmecata moctura o
Hamu JAHU 1oj  ¢opmara Ha pbronuc (Xapau  7368), KOHTO
MOHACTOSAIIIEM Cc€ ChXpaHsBa B bpuranckata Oubmmoreka. Ts
npeacTtaBs 26 pasMYHU MCTOPUU 3@ HW3JWTAHETO, BEIMYHETO H
MMaJICHUETO HA JIETEHJIAPHUs AHIJMUCKA NOJUTHUK. EnuH oT Haii-
BLKHHUTE €MU30M I[I0Ka3Ba yMejaTa HWHTEpBeHIUs Ha Mop, B
KayecTBOTO My Ha JloHmoHCkH mmepud, 1Mo BpeMe Ha MalCKUTE
OyntoBe mpe3 1517 romuHa, KoraTo TOW YycmsiBa Ja YKPOTH
HaJWUrHajaTa ce Thila C BEIUKOJIENIHAaTa cu ped. To3m enmson ce
paskasBa ot Jlombnuenue llc u BeposTHO € O6mn moBepeH Ha [llekcnup
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3apajau 3arjiaxara OT LIEH3ypupaHe M JpamMaTH4yHaTa My BaKHOCT. B
nuecarta, ycrnexa Ha Mop karto mepud goBexa 10 Obp30 pa3BUTHE HA
MoJIMTHYECKaTa My Kapuepa — TOM cTaBa puIlap, JIMYEH ChbBETHUK Ha
KpaJisi, 1 BbpXOBeH chaus Ha AHrnusa. lonbsanenue III npencrasisisa
MOHOJI0Ta Ha MOp, KOUTO TOM MpOU3HACS BEIHAra IIOM JOCTUIa €IUH
OT Hal-BUCOKUTE MOCTOBE B JIbp>KaBaTa:

MORE. ... the more thou hast, / MOP. ... konkoTo moBedye uMmar /
Either of honor, office, wealth, wecr, Bmacr, OGorarctBO WU
and calling, / Which might accite Tutim, / 1 OM J1a TH IperphILall
thee to embrace and hug them, / T™a ce wcka / gBax TOBeYe
The more doe thou in serpents' BHuMaBaii U TW cuuTail 3a 3mMuu: /
natures think them; / Fear their or kokuTe WM MIAPCHH CTpPaHH
gay skins with thought of their 3apagu mpaunus um xan / u Heka
sharp state; / And let this be thy TBoeTo Kpemo Obae Tyit: / 3a 1a cu
maxim, to be greate / Is when the BenuMk MOMHH — IIOM H3ThYE Ce
thread of hazard is once spun, / A uumkara CbI00BHAa, / KOHEIBT
bottom great wound up greatly Haii-MHOrO WHTH HAMOTaH Haii-
undone. TPYAHO ce paskbesa’.

PenakropwT-ochBpemenuten Ha ,,The Complete Oxford
Shakespeare” nszrnexma e Oui o3agadeH ot gymara ,,state” (ctux 18) u
3aToBa S € MONpPaBWJI Ha ,,stings” (OT KOXKUTE UM IIApeHH CTpaHU
3apaayd OCTpUTE UM 3b0M). Ymorpebara Ha ,State” B OpUTHHAIHATA
Bepcus, obave, efBa Jin € ciaydaiiHa. BuaHo e, 4e MocieHuTe MIeCT
CTHMXa Ce pUMyBaT JBa IO JiBa U ,state” 3aenHoO C ,,great” U3HACAT
puMaTa Ha TPETHs U YETBBPTUS OT TAX. Hemo moBede, W3riexaa
aBTOPBT M3IOJ3Ba MHOIO3HAYMETO Ha ,state”, 3a ma Mojenupa mo-
CIIOKEH 00pa3, M3rpajgeH OT HIKOJIKO BB3MOXXHU HWHTEPIPETAINH
eqHoBpemenHo. [IvpBo, ,state” 3Hauu ,,cCOOCTBEHOCT, MPUTEKAHUE
(oTTYK u ,,0cTpara COOCTBEHOCT  Ha 3MHHUTE, CMBPTOHOCHUST HM
aTpuOyT — OTpoBHHTE 3b0M). JI[pyro HEMOCpPEICTBEHO 3HAUEHHUE Ha
,state” e ,,(pru3nuecko WM TymeBHO ChbCTOSIHUE , OTTYK ,,MPaYyHHsI XaJ
Ha 3muute”. ChIIEBpEMEHHO, € TPYAHO Ja ce€ MpeHeOperHar

4 TM Addition 111.
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MOJINTUYECKUTE KOHOTAIIMM Ha JymaTta ,state”, 0cOOEHO B MOHOJOT,
KOWTO ce 3aHMMaBa M3KJIIOYUTENHO C MPOOJIEMUTE HA JbP:KaBHOCTTA
(stately power). Taka B mojuceMusTa Ha €IHA CIUHCTBEHA TyMa ca
CBBbpP3aHH PA3HOMNOCOYHM IMOHSATHS KAaTO OTPOBHUTE 3bOM W OMACHUSA
HpaB Ha 3MHHTE, OT €JHAa CTpPaHa, W IbPKABHOTO YIPaBJICHHE,
KpajckaTa BJacT, JOpPU JIMYHOCTTa Ha MOHapxa, OT Jpyra. AKO
MpOCEeIUM Ta3W WHTEPIpETaIvs HATaThK, 1€ YCTAaHOBUM, Y€ TS
IOCTaBs B M3ILJIO HOBAa CBETIMHA IMOHATHSA KaTto ,.honor”, ,office”,
,wealth” u ,calling” (gect, Bmact, 60rarcTBO M THUTIM) — BCHYKH
aTpuOyTH Ha BiacTTa ,,at the Countries head” (Hadeno Ha abprkaBara),
KOUTO ca MPSAKO CBBbp3aHu ¢ ,,the Countries head” (appxaBHUS ri1aBa,
T.e. MOHapxa). Jlopu Moke na mpodeTreM MOJyTriIacHa allto3usi KbM
HE3aBUAHOTO TOjokeHue (sharp state) M HacwiICTBEHaTa CMBPT Ha
MPOTarOHUCTa U HErOoBOTO  HCTOPHUYECKO  CHOTBETCTBHE B
JICICTBUTEITHUS CBSIT.

He moxem gna nokaxkeM HeOCHOpUMO, 4e yroTpebata Ha
nymara ,.state” B Jlonbinenue III kpue 3aBoanupaHa mpenpaTka KbM
WHTPUTHUTE HA MapCKus NBOp w/wim juuHoctta Ha Xenpu VIII, HO
TakaBa BBH3MOXXHOCT OYEBHMIHO ChHIIECTBYBA. 3a Jla Moxe, olaue,
BCEKH YHWTATEN/3pUTEN Ja MpeleHn 3a cede cu, TpsAOBa 1na 3Hae, 4e
»state” e cpio paHHOMOJEpeH peropuuecku TepMuH. Tomac YuncwH
00sICHsIBa 3HAUEHHUETO MY KaTO OCHOBHATa Te€3a Ha BCAKO ChXKICHHE, U
Pa3sKOBHHYETO, Ha KOETO BCEKHU OpaTop TpsOBa Ja HaOJIerHE, U KbM
KOETO BCEKH CIyIIATEN TPsOBa 1a OTIPABH ISUIOTO CH BHHMAHHE .
ToBa TeopeTH4HO 3HaYEHHE HA ,,State” MpoU3IHU3a OT paHHOMOJIEpHATA
MpaBHa TEOPHs, CIIOpe]l KOATO ABETe CTPAaHU Ha BCEKU MPaBEH Ka3yc
B3€TH 3a€AHO INPEJCTaBIsIBAT HETOBUS ,state” W rapaHTupar
GANAHCHPAHOTO My JUATCKTHIECKO PasriekKIaHe .

ITocneqHoTo U3MepeHue Ha ,,state” pa3kprBa HEOUaKBaHATa MY
aHAJIOTHsI CbC CTPYKTypaTa Ha IOJUCEMHATA: 3a Ja MOXKe

“ Wilson, Thomas. The Arte of Rhetorique. Ed. Peter E. Medine. University Park:
Penn State University, 1994, 125.
“ Ibid.
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YUTATETAT/3pUTENAT Aa pelld Jald TPeArnouuTa €IHa WIM Jpyra
UHTEpIpeTanusi, TOH Wi TS TpsOBa Ja MMa JOCTBHII 10 JABE HWIH
noBede OamaHcHpaHU BB3MOXKHOCTU. Hemo moBede, CHIIOCTaBSHKH
KOTHUTHBHATA cXeMa Ha ChJIeOHUS MPOoLeC C aHAIUTUYHATA TEOpUsl Ha
eHa peTopuyecKa CTpPyKTypa, ,state” oudepraBa HHTEpecHa
PaHHOMOJIEpHA NPEACTaBa 3a MEHTAJIHOTO IPOCTPAHCTBO, B KOETO
OCHOBHHM  JKMTEHCKM TIOHATHS, KAaro pPEaJHOCT, MCTUHA U
CIPaBEeJIMBOCT HETIPEKBCHATO €€ JOTOBAPST U MPEIOTOBAPAT.

Bropara yact Ha HacTosIaTa ri1aBa aHATU3UPa OTHOIIEHUETO
Ha MOHATHUETO ,,state” KbM muecaTa ,,XeHpu VIII” — tBopOa, kosTo nmpu
I'BPBUTE CHU MPEACTABICHUS HOCH HMETO ,.Bcuuko € BspHO” H
HECbMHEHO H3y4yaBa HMEHHO TMOHATHSATa 3a ,,ACTMHA U
,crnpasemmBoct”. Uurepecno e, e ,,Cop Tomac Mop” u ,,Xenpu
VIII” umar mocta oOmmM 4epTH: a) ACHCTBHETO HA JIBETE ITHECH CE
pa3BUBa B €MH U ChII] UCTOPUUECKU MEPHUOJI, KATO HAKOU OT T€POUTE
ca MOJIeJIMpaHu BbPXY €THU U CHIIM UCTOPUUYECKH JIUIYHOCTH; O) 1BETE
MHUECH Cca HAlKUCAHU B CHTPYJHMYECTBO Ha HSKOJKO aBTOpPAa, KaTo
yaactueTo Ha lllekcnup BBB BCsIKa OT TAX € YCTAHOBEHO C pa3judyHa
CTENEH Ha CUTYPHOCT; B) JIBETE€ NTUECU Ca U3CIEABAHU J0CTa MAJIKO OT
KPUTHUKATa, BEPOSTHO MOPaJAX HEYCTAHOBEHOTO aBTOPCTBO; T) ,,XCHPHU
VIII” e enuHcTBeHaTa mueca B KaHOHA, B KOSTO Jaymara ,state” ce
MOBTapsl TOJKOBA YECTO W pa3rphllla IBJIHUSA CHEKThD Ha CBOUTE
3HAYCHUS.

Omie mppBUTE 3pUTENHN O0TOENA3BAT, Ue ,,XeHpu VIII” e mocra
¢parmenTapna nueca — cnopex Cbp XeHpu YOTBH, TS € ,,HalpaBeHa
OT HSKOJIKO napqua”47, a criopen Camrobi Iluiinic — € ckanbleHa ot
,,KanKH”48. Ha npsB nornen, ,,Xenpu VIII” HauctuHa ce cbCTOU OT
nopeauna €enu3oAH, KOWTO IPECh3AaBaT pPA3NIMYHU MOMEHTH OT

“" Bx. Shakespeare, William. King Henry VIII. Ed. Gordon McMullen. Arden
Shakespeare, Third Series. London: A&C Black, 2000.
% Bi. Pepys, Samuel. Ed. Robert Latham, William Matthews, William A.
Armstrong. The Diary of Samuel Pepys. Berkley: University of California Press,
2000, 1 ssayapu 1664 r.
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LIapyBaHETO Ha Kpassl U Bpb3KaTa MEXKIY TAX Jlajed HE € OUEBUIHA.
[Tornegnara mpe3 mpu3Mara Ha TEOPETHMYHOTO 3HAYCHHE HA ,,state”,
obaue, parMeHTapHOCTTA Ha MUecaTa MU3IJIEeXkKAa HeclnyyaiiHa. Beska
OT T€3U CLIEHU (PYHKIIMOHUPA KaTo ChAEeOEH Mpolec, B KOWTO €AUH OT
ocHOBHUTE Trepou: Xepuora Ha bbkunram, Karepuna Aparoncka, AH
boneitn, Kapaunana Yoncu m Tomac Kpanumbp, ce usnpass mpen
Cb3HAHMUETO Ha yHuTarens/3putens. ,,CTaTychbT’ Ha BCEKH OT TSIX €
MIPEACTABEH KaTo JIBE WM MTOBEYE Bb3MOXKHU BEPCUU HA CHOTBETHATA
JUYHOCT, CKPENEHM IOCPEACTBOM UIpu Ha aymu. MHTepecHo e, 4e
€lHa OT T€3W BB3MOXHHU BEpCUU BHHAru € cBbp3aHa ¢ Xenpu VIII,
KOWTO B IIMecaTa HEU3MEHHO WIpae poJisiTa Ha CbAHUKA. 3BBH
nuecaTa, odade, YUTATENAT/3pUTENAT € MPOBOKUPAH J1a pa3ChikKaaBa
OTHOCHO MOTHBUTE, MOpajla U CIpaBeIIMBOCTTa My. Taka KpajsiT Ha
CBOM peld ChIIO C€ MpeBpbIIa B ,,[IOJACHAUM°, KaTO B TO3W CiIy4yai
HErOBUTE IPOTUBOPEUYMBU IIPOSBIEHUS B OTAEIHUTE MPOLECH
MIPOEKTUPAT Bb3MOXKHUTE U3MEPEHHUSI HA IMYHOCTTA MY.

Ome B camMOTO Hayajlo Ha MHecaTa YUTATEIAT/3PUTENSAT
Hay4yaBa 3a Bpaxmara Mexnay Enyapn Cradsepn, Xepuora Ha
BrkuaraM u Tomac Yoncu, Kapaumana ma Mopk. Tosa e Bpaxna
MEXy ITOTOMCTBEH apuCTOKpaT (a man of state), OparoBuen Ha Kpaus,
KOWTO Ipe3upa MeCapCKus CHH, YOJICH, U3IUTHAJI C€ N0 BHUCOK
IbpKaBeH mocT (state), momoOHO Ha Mop B eIHOMMEHHaTa MHeca.
JlykbT OuBa apecTyBaH 10 OOBUHEHHE B IbpKaBHA U3MsIHA, OCHJICH OT
Brnanetens (the state), u ex3exkyrupan. CUTyanuara € U3KIIOUYUTEITHO
BHHUMATEJIHO IIpeCh3/1aJieHa OCPEACTBOM ABycMHUcieH e3uk. Llenta e
Jla ce 3araTHe, 4e YOJICHM MMa MPbBCT B IsUIaTa UHTPUTa, HO Taka U He
CTaBa SICHO Janud bbBKMHraM HaWCTHHA € IUIaHUpal Ja 3aB3eMe
MIPECTOoJIa UK HE.

EI[I/IHCTBeHaTa JINYHOCT, KOATO OTKpPHUTO Hu3pasgaBa
HEJIOBEpHUETO CH B YOIICH, € KpanuiaTa, KarepuHa Aparoncka, Kosito
CKOpO cJlel ToBa CTaBa OOBHWHSIEM B TpoIec 3a pa3Bold. Ts ce
3alMTaBa JOCTOMHO, 00BMHsABA KapawHama B 3aroBop cpemry Hes |
HallyCKa 3ajlaTa, KaTo 3asBsBa, Y€ 1€ MpHU3HAe EJAUHCTBEHO
oTchxkaaHeTo Ha [lamara mo Bbepoca. CmenocTra Ha Kpaluiiata mpaBu
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BIIEYATJIEHUE Ha Kpajsi U TOW caM NpEJCTaBsl HEWHUs craryc (state).
OT enHa cTpaHa, TS € BEJIUKOJENHA CBIOPYra € HU3KIIOUUTEIHU
KayecTBa: OJIaropo/ICTBO, M3MCKAHOCT, CMHPEHOCT, Mujochpaue. OT
Apyra, KpajliaT € MPUHYACH Ja S U30CTaBH B MMETO Ha KpaJCTBOTO,
3aI0TO TS HE € ycIsia Ja ro Japu ¢ MOMYe, KOETO Ja HacleIu
npectona. B Ta3u yact Ha pedra cH KpajsT TBbpJE YECTO CIIOMEHaBa
aymaTta CchBeCcT (conscience), KOETO HEM3MEHHO MpUBIHYA
BHUMAaHUETO Ha YWTATeNsd/3puTeisi KbM Hed. ToBa IBK, OT CBOA
CTpaHa, MPHUIIOMHS JIBE€ MMO-PaHHW KOMHYHHU yNoTpeOu Ha ,,ChbBECT ,
KbJIETO 3HAUEHUETO Ha JymMaTa € HaCOYEHO KbM CEKCyalTHUTE aleTUTH
Ha MOHapxa. Taka upe3 urpa Ha TyMH KbM MOJUTUIECKU U JTOTHUECKH
m3abpkaHata ped Ha XeHpu VIII e mnpukadeHa Bb3MOKHA
MHTEpHpeTalys, CHopes KosTo pa3BoabT My c Karepuna He e
MOTHBHpAH OT AbPXKaBHUUYECKH ChoOpakeHHs (matters of state), a ot
M00OBHA CTpPACT.

Temara 3a cbBeCTTa ce pa3BHUBa B CIEIBAIIMS €MU30/l, B KOUTO
AH boreiin pasroBaps ¢ eHa Bb3pacTHa MPHUIBOPHA JaMa 3a pa3Boja
Ha Kpans. Ta3u cleHa € M3KIIOYUTEIIHO UHTEPECHA MO ABE MPUYUHHU.
[TspBO, opManHO TS HE € CBBpP3aHA ChC CHACOCH MpOIEC, HO Ha
MpaKTUKa CJIeJIBa ChIlaTa CTPYKTypa KaTo OCTaHAIMTE: Bb3pacTHaTa
JaMa MHCHHYaTUBHO OOBHHSBA OBJeIIaTa Kpalvila B TUTICAa HA MOPAJI,
nokato AH ce OpaHu, KaTo ISUI0, HE 0COOeHO yOeauTenHo. Btopo,
IUANIOTBT € WM3THhKaH OT CJOXKHU UTPU Ha TymMH M 0€3 ChMHCHHE
NpeacTaBisiBa Hal-xapakrepHata 3a lllexkcnup dwact oT mnuecara.
Crnopen Bb3pacTHaTa Jama, Hai-IIEHHUTE MPUI0OMBKY HA BCSKA JKEHA
ca HellHaTa CEKCYaJIHOCT W IUIOJOBUTOCT, Taka 4Ye ako McKa Ja ce
W3JIMTHE B OOIIECTBOTO U JIa TOJTYYH BJacT (state), Tst He Ou TpsiOBao
Ja ce CBEHHM Ja ru usnon3Ba. JKeHckara cbBECT, TBBPIU T, €
pasTernmMBa M pasNUKaTa MeEXAYy KpanWiara W - YJIHYHUIATa
(oMoHUMHHTE ,,queen” U ,,quean”) HE € TOJIKOBA TOJIsIMA, KOJIKOTO
U3TIIeKIA.

Voiicu, obaue, M3rICKIa MHOAICHSIBA BB3ICHCTBHETO Ha AH
boneiin Bppxy cbBecTTa Ha Kpansd. Korato onmuTsT My Ja OTJIOXKH
pa3Bosa Ha XEHpH, C IeJl Ja MpeIoTBpaTH cBaTOaTa My ¢ AH U Ja
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ypemu Opak chC cecTpara Ha (PPEHCKUS Kpall, € pa3KpHUT, CAMHST TOMI
OuBa ChJCH 3a IbpKaBHA U3MsHA. [0 TO3M MOMEHT B mHecaTta Y OJICH
Cb3JlaBa BIICUHATJICHUC HA U3MNCUYCH WHTPUIAHT, aMGI/IL[I/IOSCH 3HOI[Cﬁ )41
OE3KOMITPOMHUCEH CpeOPOTO0EIl, HO CIIeT U3MAJaHETO MYy B HEMHUJIOCT,
nojriyduaBa BB3MOXHOCTTA Oda MPOU3HECC CIAHUH OT Haﬁ-B’bHHyBaLL[HTe
MOHOJIO3H. B Hero Toii omtakBa OutreTo Ha yoBeka (the state of man),
MOABJIACTHO Ha MMOCTOSIHHA MPOMSHA W 3aBbpHIBAIIO C MaACHUC. TOBa,
3aeIHO ¢ 00pasza Ha MBAPUS M U3BHUCEH y4ueH, oOpucyBaH oT [ 'pudur
CJICO CMBpPTTAa MYy, MIPCACTABAT Yoicu B KOPCHHO pa3jindHa CBCTJIMHA.

[locnmeguusT  cpaebeH  Tpolec €  Haco4yeH  Ccpelry
npoTtectaHTckust apxuenuckon Ha KentspObpu Tomac Kpanmep.
CruBbH 'apauHep U Apyru 4jeHOBE Ha JIMYHUS ChBET Ha Kpajs IO
ooBuHsBaT B epec. Kpanmep obaue e yBepeH B cCOOCTBeHaTa cu
YeCTHOCT M BspBa, Y€ CIPaBEUIMBOCTTa II€ BB3THPXKECTBYBaA. ,,He
3Haell JIM KAaKBO € MOJIOXKEHHETo TU (your state) — KakBO MHCIAT
xopara 3a Te0?” mruTa KpajsaT, IpPean Ja C€ HaMeCH PEIIMTEIIHO U J1a Ce
MOTPHXKH apxuenuckonsT Ha KeHThpObpH 1a Ob/ie onpaBaaH.

Bceku oT Te3u enuzoaun pa3kpusa ,,[IOACHAUMUSA KAaTO CIOXKHA
U pa3HOMOCOYHA JIMYHOCT, KOSTO HE MOMJIEKHU HA JIECHA MpPELeHKa:
bbkuHram € eIHOBPEMEHHO JIOSUIEH LapeABOpel] M MOTEHIHAJICH
npexaarein; Karepuna e cpBbpIieHa Kpajivlia, HO U HENpPUBIIEKaTEIHA
chIpyra; AH € NMPUHIUITHA J1aMa, KOSATO HE JKejae Ja Oble MpOoCTo
MOOOBHHIIA HA Kpalis, HO M YIHYHHUIIA, KOSTO MPOJaBa ILIHTTA CH 32
BJIACT, YOJICH € IIOJUTHK-3JI0ACH, HO M JOCTOCH 3a BBL3XUIICHHE
mucnuten; Kpanmep e ydeH Teonor, HO M HauBHa >kepTBa. Hermro
MOBeYe, CTaBa SCHO, Y€ HMa CEPHO3HO HECHOTBETCTBUE MEXKIY
CJIOKHATa YOBEIIKa MNPUPOJAa W E€JHOCTPAHUMBHUTE KATErOpUU Ha
MPaBOTO U MoOpajia. 3aTOBa, BbB BCEKU €UMH OT CIy4auTe Ka3yChT €
pelieH crnopej CbBecTTa Ha Kpayis. ToBa Ha CBOM pell pa3KkpuBa
MHOKECTBOTO HM3MEpEeHUsi Ha JuyHocTTa Ha Xenpu VII -
€IHOBPEMEHHO JIOBEPUYMB W KOBApeH, ONaropojeH M MOXOTJIUB,
0€3)KaJIOCTeH W ChCTPAJATEICH — M TIOCTaBs YUTATENsI/3pUTENs B
TpyzaHara nosunusaTa Ha Tomac Mop, masuTens Ha KpaJicKaTa ChBECT.
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YETBHPTA TJIABA: ®ATAJIHATA KIJIEOIIATPA U
MHOI'OJIMKMAT XAMJIET: HIEKCIIMPOBUTE HWI'PU
HA JAYMHU U CB3AABAHETO HA  CJIOXHU
XAPAKTEPHU

[TppBaTa yacT Ha Ta3W IjaBa M3CleABa M3BeCTHaTa Mmeragopa
Ha Camroen J[>KOHCBHH, KOATO HM3Mo3Ba oOpa3a Ha Kieonatpa, 3a na
pasKpHUTHKyBa mpuBbp3aHoctTta Ha lllekcriup xbpM kamamOypute. Ts
[0OKa3Ba MPUHOCA HA UIPOCIOBHETO 3a KOHCTPYMPAHETO HA CJIOKHHU
xapakTepu karo To3u Ha Kneonatpa B ,,AHToHMI M Kieomarpa”.
Bropata wacTt aHamm3upa wurpure Ha JyMH, B OCHOBaTa Ha
TPAaJULIMOHHO CYMTaHUs 3a Hail-cioxkeH lllekcnupoB Xxapakrep -
Xamier.

Cnomenature B IIppBa rnaBa Bb3paxkeHus Ha CaMiobl
JlxoHcbH oTHOcHO lllekcnupoBUTE UrpH HA TyMH 3aBBPIIBAT CbhC
cieqHaTa BB3AcHcTBamara Mertadopa: ,,KanamMOyphT 3a  HEro
[[excrup] e daramnara KneonaTga, 3apajy KOSATO TOW 3aryom cBeTa
¥ Gemie JOBONEH 1a ro 3aryon”™. 3a ma oGSCHH CTAaHOBHINETO CH,
JIKOHCBHH M3MOJ3Ba MOCIEIHUS €130 OT )KUBOTa HA Mapk AHTOHMIA
— HapaTuB, N00pe TMO3HAT HAa HEOKJIACHYECKUTE MY ChBPEMEHHUIN
KakTo B opuruHana Ha [myrapx, Taka u ot [llekcnupoBara nueca.

Cmucenst e gceH: lllekcniup e cpaBHeH ¢ Mapk AHTOHUH (Ha
[Tryrapx), BEIMKHUS OpaTop W MOTCHIMAJICH BIAAETEN Ha IIEIHS CBST.
CpIIo Karo IbpXKaBHHMKA, MOETHT € MOTBJ Ja MOCTUTHE BCHYKO B
CBeTa Ha rmoe3usara u apamara. ChIo KaTo Ibp)KaBHUKA 00a4e MOeThT
HE yCIIsiBa B TOBA CH HauMHAHME 3apajyl IIyIaBO YBJICYCHHE 1O elHa
OYEBHIHO JKCHCTBEHA peTopHyecka Gpurypa, kosro karo Kieonarpa ro
OTKJIOHSIBA OT ITBTS Ha CllaBaTa M I'o JOBEXIa /0 COOCTBEHOTO MY
paspyuieHue.

Pezonancwt ¢ lllekcriupoBara Bepcusi Ha UCTOpHsATa, obadye,
BOAM [O HEOYAaKBaHHM, BEPOATHO HEKEIAHM, YCIOKHEHHA. Jlokaro

“ Johnson, Samuel. Preface and Notes to the Edition of Shakespeare’s Plays.
London: J. and R. Tonson and others, 1765, 844.
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[Tnyrapx nabmnsra Ha ucropuara Ha Mapk AHtoHMii, a Kneomarpa e
IIPOCTO MpEACTaBeHa KaTo IpUYMHATa 3a HETOBOTO IaJCHUE,
[lexcrup Monennga Kneomarpa kaTo eauH OT Hali-CIIO)KHHUTE CH
JKEHCKH XapaKTepH™° ¥ TIOCTENEHHO 5 OCTABs B IGHTHPA Ha TBOPOATa.

Ot HauanoTo Ha muecara oyakBamMe AHTOHMM Ja ce pa3Bue
KaTo mopenHusi cioxeH lllekcnmupoB Tparuyecku repou, pa3KbCBaH
MEXy IpOTUBOpEUYNBHU cwiiH, a Kieonarpa 1a U3MbIHU poJisiTa CH HA
YHUILIOXKUTETHA CHUJIa, IO MOYMHA Ha JyXa Ha cTapus XamJeT, TPUTe
BelUIM B ,,MakOet” mimu unTpuranta ro. C pa3BUTHETO HA CIOKETa
obaye, erumerckara Kpajulla 3amoyBa Ja MPUBIMYA BCE IMOBEYE U
MOBEYE BHUMAHUETO HA YHTATENISI/3pUTENS BEPXY ce0e CH — TS C€ I[YIH
U CE CIIOBOM3NIMSIBA, TOKATO AHTOHMI ce OmpaBJaBa U ce BrIbOsBa B
cebe cu. I'epomueckara ¢urypa Ha AHTOHMII B IUecara ce CpHUBa
HaI'bJIHO B YETBBPTO JEHCTBUE, KOraToO TOM HE YCHSBa Ja CIIOXHU
JOCTOMHO Kpall Ha JXUBOTA CH KAakTO TMojao0aBa Ha eaUH 3aryOoui
BCUYKO PUMCKHU Te€Hepall U Biajaeren oT HeroBus panr. Kieonarpa, 3a
CMETKa Ha TOBa, HE CaMO I'0 HA/DKUBSIBA C LSO JACHCTBUE, HO U UMa
BB3MOXHOCT Ja TMPEeMHUCIH, IUIAaHHpa U U3BBPUIM  CBOETO
CaMOyOMIICTBO TO BB3MOKHO HAW-BB3BUIICHUS U JpaMaTHYHO-
e(heKTeH HauYMH.

B eana oT mocieqHUTE CLIEHM HA MHecaTa LsiaTa CI0KHOCT Ha
XapakTepa Ha eTUIeTCKaTa Kpajulla, HeiHaTa HPaBCTBEHA, MOJIOBA H
KaHpOBAa aMOMBAJICHTHOCT, C€ TPEYyIBa Mpe3 MHOTO3HAYHOCTTA Ha
eIHa €IWHCTBEHA ayMa — nymara € ,,die”, a MOMEHTHT MpeIIecTBa
puryanHoto camoyouiictBo Ha Kieomatpa. KpacuBusT Tparusbpm Ha
CIleHaTa Cc€ HapyllaBa OT IMOsBaTa Ha €IWH KOMHYEH CEJSIK, YHUSITO
3a/la4a e Ja JOHece OTPOBHUTE 3MUH, MOpbYaHu oT Kpanunara:

CLEOPATRA. Hast thou the KJIEOITATPA. Hocwu m
pretty worm of Nilus there / That xpacuBusT Hwicku  3MHIAYOK,
kills and pains not? KOiTO yOuBa 6e3 6oka?

CLOWN. Truly, I have him. But CEJISIK. Hauctuna ro HoOCs, HO

%0 Bradley, A. C. Shakespearean Tragedy: Lectures on Hamlet Othello, King Lear,
and Macbeth. London: Macmillan and Co, 1919, 208.
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I would not be the party that
should desire you to touch him,
for his biting is immortal; those
that do die of it do seldom or
never recover.

CLEOPATRA. Remember'st
thou any that have died on't?
CLOWN. Very many, men and
women too. | heard of one of
them no longer than yesterday: a
very  honest woman, but
something given to lie, as a
woman should not do but in the
way of honesty; how she died of
the biting of it, what pain she
felt- truly she makes a very good
report o' th' worm. But he that
will believe all that they say shall
never be saved by half that they
do. But this is most falliable, the
worm's an odd worm.
CLEOPATRA. Get thee hence;
farewell.

CLOWN. | wish you all joy of
the worm.

CLEOPATRA. Farewell.
CLOWN. You must think this,
look you, that the worm will do
his kind.

CLEOPATRA. Ay, ay; farewell.
CLOWN. Look you, the worm is
not to be trusted but in the
keeping of wise people; for
indeed there is no goodness in the
worm.

HE BU CHBETBAM Jia TO IHUIATE,
3alI0TO  yXalBaHETo My €
0Ee3CMBPTOHOCHO; OHE3H, KOHUTO
OCMBPTH PSAKO WM HUKOTa HE ce
OTIPABAIT.

KJIEOITATPA. TlomHum au xopa
HaMEPUJIU TaKa CMbpTTa cu?
CEJISIK. MHoOro MBXe, W JKSHH
chiio. Yyx 3a eHa BUepa Jaxe —
MHOT'0 BsipHa ke€Ha. E, manko cu
nocipreaiie, Jje, HUILO, Y€ €
BipHa. Ho kak camo HaBupu
Kpakara, KaTo s yxama, Kak s
OoJrertie, ToIsIMa XBajiba My yaapu
Ha 4epses mnocie. Ho 4yosek
TpsiOBa a BHUMaBa, Jla HE BspBa
HA BCSKAa JyMa, KOSATO 4Yye.
3ani0TO TOBA HEMIO € IOTrPEIIHO,
YepBesT € HEOOMKHOBEH YEpBEH.
KJIEOITATPA.  OruBaii  cu,
coorom.

CEJIIK. JKenas BU ga ocTaHeTe
YIOBJIETBOPEHA OT YEpPBEH.
KJIEOITATPA. Cborom.

CEJISK. TpsbBa na cre curypHa,
ye d4YepBesd 1€ CH CBBPUIA
paborara.

KJIEOITATPA. [1a, na. C6orom.
CEJIZIK. BuumaBaiite o0Oaue,
MOHEKE Ha YepBes He MOXKe Jia ce
pa3uuMra, OCBEH aKo He€ IO
HarjexjaaT Jo0pu Xopa, B uepBes
HSMA ¥ Kam4uiia Jo0poTa.
KJIEOITATPA. He ce TpeBoOxH,
1€ CE MOTPUKUM.
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CLEOPATRA. Take thou no
care; it shall be heeded.

CLOWN. Very good. Give it
nothing, | pray you, for it is not
worth the feeding.

CLEOPATRA. Will it eat me?
CLOWN. You must not think I
am so simple but | know the devil
himself will not eat a woman. |
know that a woman is a dish for
the gods, if the devil dress her
not. But truly, these same
whoreson devils do the gods
great harm in their women, for in
every ten that they make the
devils mar five.

CLEOPATRA. Well, get thee
gone; farewell.

CLOWN. Yes, forsooth. | wish
you joy o' th" worm.

CEJISIK. Hob6pe. He my naBaiite
HUIIO TTOHEXKE HE CH 3acily’kaBa
XPaHEHETO.

KJIEOITATPA. [amu 1mie xamHe
McH?

CEJISIK. He TpsbBa ma wme
cMsTaTe 3a TaKbB TIyMakK — Ta
JIOPH a3 3Hasl, Y€ CAMHUSAT JIIBOJ HE
O W3] KeHa. 3Hasl, 4e JKeHaTa €
Omrogo0 3a OOroBeTe, OCBEH aKo
ISBOJIBT HE s mpeconu. McTuHa e
obaye, Ye Te3W KomeIgalH
ISBOJIUTE, 3a Ja  Jpa3HsAT
Ooromere, pa3BaJSIT MET HAa BCEKU
JIECET JKEHH, KOUTO TE Ca Ch3IalIH.
KJIEOITATPA. Jlo6pe. Orubaii
cu. Coorom.

CEJIAK. Nla, coorom. XKemass Bu
Ja OCTaHETe YJOBIETBOPEHA OT
qepBeﬂ51.

Hrpara Ha nymMu B Ta3u KpaTKa pa3MsHA Ha PEINIMKU MEXKIY

Kneonarpa u Censika ce ocHOBaBa Ha IOJIMCEMHUsATA Ha aymara ,,die” B
PaHHOMOJEpPHUS aHTIIMHACKH e3uK (cTuxoBe 248-249): a) ymupam, u 0)
U3KMBSIBAM CeKcyalieH oprazbM. Kieomarpa oueBHIHO H3IOJ3Ba
ayMara ¢ IbpBOTO U 3HaueHWe, HO CelsKbT IIMHUYHO S U3KPUBSBA
KbM JpYroTO, 3alpallaiiki Jauajora B alTepHATHBHA KOTHUTHBHA
cxema. ,,KpacuBust 3mMuitdok” (ctux 243) ce cBbp3Ba ¢ (hanmueckara
My (dopma; ,,cMBbpT 0e3 60Kka” (cTux 244) Boau 10 BTOPOTO 3HAUYCHHE
Ha ,die”. MananponusmsT immortal” (ctux 247) cBBp3Ba
aHTOHUMUTE ,,mortal” (cMbBpTeH) W ,,immortal” (6e3cMBPTEH), HO
HSAKBJIE MEXKIY TSIX C€ MpOKpagBa 3BYyUYEHETO Ha (DOHETHUUECKH
nogoOHara aqyma ,,immoral” (Hemopainen). ,,Lie” (ctux 252) — , abxa”,

51 A&C V.ii.243-278.
52



HO CBIIO H ,JieXa’” — HOCH 3HadeHneTo u3non3Bano B Coner 138 ,lie
with other men” (cmu ¢ apyru MBxe). Jpyrusar mananponuzbm
,falliable” (ctux 257) cnuBa B egHa ayma ,.infallible” (6e3morperen)
u ,fallible” (Bomem no mamenme). HacTroiumBOTO TMOBTOpEHHE Ha
aymara ,,joy” (yaoBieTBopeHue, pajgoct) (ctuxoBe 258 u 278) coun
KBM ,,jouissance” (opra3zsMm). ,,Hsima u kamuuma go6pora” (ctux 264)
MOX€E Jla O3HayaBa W ,Jmnca Ha mopan’. ,Nothing” (ctux 271)
aktuBupa TpaaunuonHus lllekcrnupoB kamamMOyp ¢ paHHOMOJEpHATa
KaproHHa Jyma 3a ,,BarMHa’, KOWTO OCMMCISA IO Jpyr Ha4yMH
ynotpebute Ha ,,feed” (xpans) (ctux 271) u ,,eat” (am) (ctuxose 272 u
274). 3naveHusiTa Ha ,,dress” (0OmuuaMm, rapHHpam, IpecupaM KOH)
(ctux 275) u ,,mar” (pa3Bajsim, pasriie3BaM) (277) ChIO Ce MPETUIUTAT
B NIOBEYE OT €UH KOHTEKCT: a) Jia Ce MPHUTOTBU U TapHUpa Oioo, a
MOCJIe J1a Ce pa3Baliv, KaTo ce MPUOaBsAT HECHBMECTHMH ChCTaBKH, U 0)
na ce o0y4yM M Jpecupa KOH M CIIeJl TOBA Ja Ce pasrie3d — OT TO3HU
KOHTEKCT MHTEpHpeTanusaTa JeCHO IMpecKkada B CEeKCyajaHaTa paMka,
KBJETO JKE€Ha, KOATO CE € OCTaBUJIa J1a ObJe sI37eHa OT JIBOJIA, € JKEeHa
C pa3BaJieHU J00pOAETENH U LETOMBbAPUE.

Ta3u mouytn abcypaHAa KOTHUTHBHA CXEMa HE € CaMOLIETHO U
M30JIMPaHoO SBJIICHHE, TS CE BIMCBA YCIICIIHO B €IUH MO-TOJISIM CETMEHT
or oOpa3a Ha Kreomarpa, BHUMATEIIHO M3TPaJCH 4Ype3 TEKCTa Ha
1siaTa mueca. To3W CerMEHT pa3BUBa TPAIUIIMOHHOTO CXBaIllaHE 3a
Kneomarpa karo erumerckata ONyIHUIIA, KOATO IUICHSIBA HWHAYe
CWIHMS AHTOHMI W TO OOBEXIa OO0 Herosara ruoei. Yecro tasu
cTtpana Ha Kreomarpa ce pa3kpuBa HMMEHHO 4Ype3 Wrpa Ha TyMH,
HarpuMep koraro EHoGap0O xkomenTupa, ye € Bmwknan Kieomarpa na
,ymupa” nBaaecer mbtu noapen (1.ii.140-144), unu korato camara
Kneonarpa BMeTBa, 4e HUIIO B €UH €BHYX HE MOXKE JIa S 3aJI0BOJIH

(1.v.9)

BaxkHo € nma ce oTOenexu, ye 00OXBaThT Ha TO3H CEITMEHT OT
oOpa3a Ha eruneTcKaTa Kpajuila ce pa3mpoCTHpa OTBBI MOHIATHUETO 32
¢/IHa OOMKHOBEHA pa3BpaTHHIIA M 00XBAIA I[sU1a TaepUsi OT THITHIHH
KEHCKU HEIOCTAThIU, ChIVIACHO pa3OMpaHusITa Ha PAHHOMOJIEPHOTO
obmectBo. OcBeH cnagoctpactue Kieonarpa 1eMOHCTpUpa CyeTHOCT,

53



PCBHUBOCT, MaHHUITYJIaTUBHOCT, CXHUAHOCT, HCIpCACKasycMa

€MOLIMOHAJIHOCT, HEKOHTPOJIUPYEM THAB, OTMBCTUTEIIHOCT,
HECTa0MJIHOCT Y HEBSIPHOCT, W Hakpas — OIOPTIOHU3BM U
[IpEeAaTeIICTBO.

HesaBrcuMo OT KOMHYHUS CH MPUBKYC aHATM3WpaHATa CIICHA,
BCE TMakK, e HaMHpa B KOHTEKCTa Ha €IHO BHUMATEIHO IJIAHUPAHO U
BEJIMYECTBEHO CaMOYOWIICTBO, Taka Y€ HEMOCPEICTBEHOTO 3HAYCHHE
Ha ,,die” ce Hamara ¥ BOAM BHHMAHHETO Ha 3PUTENS/IUTATENS] KbM
TparnyHaTa KOTHUTHUBHA CXeMa, B KosiTo Kiieomarpa reponyHo oTHEMA
KMBOTa cu. Helo moseue, B NpeIXOJHATE YETUPH ACUCTBUS AHTOHUI
€ TPUHYZICH J]a ThPCU BCE MO-BHYIIUTEIHHA U MO-TPAMaHU CJIOBA, 32
7a u3passiBa JIFOOOBTa CHM KbM BEYHO NMPOBOKATHBHATA W HEBspBAIlla
Kneonarpa, Ho cinex cmbpTTra My MMeHHO Ha Kpamunara e gagena
peTopuueckaTa MoIIl J1a W3KakKe YyBCTBATa CH U Jia TH Xunepoonusupa
710 TUT@HTCKU Pa3MepH.

Taka mnomucemusita Ha ,die” HagHUKBA 3a] MOKA3HOTO
BCJIMKOJICIIMEC HA Kneonana U IIOKa3Ba U3KJIIKOUYUTCIIHATA I[’bJIGO‘-II/IHa 148
CIIOKHOCT B HEWHHs oOpa3. Ts cCbIo mocTtura emHa JeIrKaTHa
XHUOpUAM3AHsST MEXIy TParuyHOTO M KOMHUYHOTO B HEWHHsS 00pa3s.
Henocrarpuure Ha xeHnara Kneonarpa i npujgaBaT moBeye peaanzbm
U IICUCIIAT CUMIIaTuATa U JHO6OBTa Ha I-II/ITa.Te.HSI/ 3pI/ITeJI5I, 3a Ja MOXKE
TParuvHUAT W Kpail Aa To/s pa3ThpcH oie nmopede. Tyk cTaBa n1yma 3a
€/IHa U3KJIFOYUTETHA KEeHa — €IHOBPEMEHHO Kpalluila ¥ pa3BpaTHHIIA,
m000BHHMIIA, MalKa, OO€Il, TIOJUTHK, MpeaaTeN, Tepold — eaHa KeHa,
KOATO C’bH_IeCTByBa caMoO B MHOFOMepHOTO KOTHUTHUBHO HpOCTpaHCTBO,
Taka XapaKTepHO 3a TBopuecTBoTO Ha [llekcrup.

JletalulHUAT aHaMU3 Ha CTPyKTypara Ha oOpa3a Ha
ETUIIETCKATa KpaJlnla XBBPJIA DPA3IMYHA CBETIMHA BBPXY MIUPOKO
u3BectHata Kputuka Ha Camiobn J[KOHCBH KbM KalaMOypuTe.
[IlexcrimpoBUTE UTPH HA JyMH HaWCTHHA NpuinyaT Ha Kieomarpa, HO
HE 3al10TO pa3pyllaBaT CMHUCHJIA HA HETOBUTE TEKCTOBE, a 3alll0TO UM
momaraT Ja IpenaBaT €JHOBPEMEHHO MHOECTBO KOIHWTHBHH
CTPYKTYpPH M Ja T'M CbY€TaBaT B HOBU, HEOYAKBAHW 3HAYCHUS.
[lexcnupoBure uUrpu Ha JAyMM HaucTMHa ca (QaranHu 3a
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MO3UTUBUCTKUSI CTPEMEX KbM SICHU HENPOTHUBOPEUYMBHU THIKYBaHUS,
HO TpaBiIT BBH3MOXKHO TMPECH3/IaBaHETO Ha Oe3mpereeHTHaTa
CJIO)KHOCT Ha YOBEWIKOTO chilecTBo. lllexcnupoBure urpu Ha aymu
HaWCTUHA BOJAT N0 3ary0ara Ha CBETa, MO-TOYHO HAa €IHOCBETCKUS
MHUpOTJIE[,, HO 32 CMETKa Ha TOBa IEUYEIAT MHOMXECTBO BB3MOKHU
CBETOBE.

Bropara wact Ha HacToslaTa IJIaBa H3y4yaBa pOJISITA Ha
WUTPOCIOBUETO B M3TPAXJAAHETO HA XapakTepa Ha XamileT — IIUPOKO
IIpU3HAT 3a eTajoH Ha lllekcnupoBOTO yMEHME Jja Ch3/1aBa CIOXHHU U
BBTPEIIHO MPOTUBOPEYUBU (UKIMOHAIHU JHUYHOCTU. OCHOBHHST
apryMeHT TyK €, 4€ 3a Ja IIOCTUTHE MpOoCIOByTaTa ,, KU3HEHA
peanuctuyHoCcT” Ha repos, lllekcnmup wu3mosi3Ba CBETOTBOpYECKaTa
CHUJia Ha UTPUTE Ha TyMH, OCOOEHO B ,,uyJJaTUTE PO, KOUTO XamJeT
peliaBa Ja urpae, cliefl KaTo ce cpella ¢ npuspaka Ha Oaima cu.
NMeHHO 4Ype3 TiIX TOM cbhbyeTaBa B €IOUH IIEPCOHAX MHOKECTBO
HUJEHTUYHOCTH, BCSIKA OT KOUTO CE€ KOHTEKCTyaJIn3upa BbB Bb3MOKHA
BEpCHsI Ha CBETA Ha MPOU3BEACHUETO.

Omie ¢ nosBABaHETO Ha XaMJIET HA CLIEHATa CTaBa SICHO, Y€ 3a
Ja cielBaMe €HUTMAaTUYHUS MYy M3Ka3, e TpsOBa Ja cMe HAasCHO C
xapakrepa u wmuciaeHero wmy. Koraro Knaouii ro Hapwuua:
LIUICMEHHHKO, Xamier, cuae Moii™> (my Cosin Hamlet, and my
sonne), MPUHLBT OTroBaps TOPYUBO: ,, Taka CpOJEH M TOJKOBA
Hecponen!” KmaBmmii HactosiBa: ,,3amio ToJ ThMEH OOJIaK Bce ce
kpuem?” IlpuHusT My oTBpblua: ,Hampotus, rocnogapro, a3
caprgaceam” (I am too much in the sonne)®. HrpocnoBmero Ha
Xamier, B Ta3W JIaKOHWYHA TMpecTpeiKka, NpeaocTaBs Ha
YUTATENs/3pUTeNs 3aAbI00UYEeHa MpEeACcTaBa 3a YyBCTBATa HA JBaMmara
MBbK€ eIMH KbM JpyT. Kiapauii € undo Ha XamiieT, HO CJIeJ] KaTo Ce €
okeHHJ 3a ['epTpyna, My e Bede u BTOpH Oamra. XamyieT HIMa U300p
nany Aa Oblie CpPOJCH 3a HEro WM He, HO JbPXKH J1a € SICHO, Y€ HE ce

2 Xawmzer” e uereH u uutupad Ha Obarapcku e3uk ot: Uexcrnmp, Yuswm.
Xamiet”, [Ipesomau: Anekcannsp Lllyp6anos, [Ipocsera — Codust, 2006 r.
% Ham Q2 1.ii.64-67.
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oIpeJieNis KaTO HEeroB CHMH, HUTO CMsTa, Ye MMa Hello oouio ¢ Hero. B
TOBa, pa3dupa ce, ce u3pas3siBa U OCHOBHUAT MPOOJIEM Ha TO3U €Tall OT
pa3BuTHeTO Ha muecara. KiaBmuii O4eBHAHO THIKYyBa OTrOBOpa Ha
Xamyer kato HeyutuB (less than kind), HO TO oTmaBa Ha Bce ome
HeCTUXHajaTa My CKpbO. IIpuHIBT My OTroBapsi ¢ HOB KanamOyp
(sonne), KONTO pabOTH Ha HAKOJKO HHMBA: a) aBTOMAaTHYECKH BIIM3a B
omo3unus ¢ o0pa3 3a THMHHUS 00Nak, wW3mom3BaH OT Kramawmid,
u3passiBaiiku, ue XaMJeT He € TOTOB Ha KaKbBTO M OUJI0 KOMIIPOMMC B
OTHOIICHUATA CH C HEro; 0) OMOHUMHO W TPABOMHCHO COYU KbM
KnaBnueBoto oOpbiieHne ,,cHHE MOW~, TIOKa3BalKyW HEMpPHI3bHTA HA
XaMJeT KbM CHUTyallusTa W IMOKPOBHTEICKOTO MY OTHOIICHHUE; B)
Mpe/cKa3Ba IMpecTopeHara JyJocT Ha MpHHIA, Ccled cpemiara ¢
npu3paka Ha Oaia my.

NmenHo mpecTopeHaTa JIyqocT Ha XaMJeT JETUTUMUPA TPeEL
3pUTENUTE CKJIOHHOCTTa MYy Ja MPOEKTHUpa Pa3IUYHU [apajesIHU
aCIeKTH Ha JIMYHOCTTA CU IOCPEICTBOM WMIPU Ha IymMu. B kpas Ha
IBpBO AciicTBUe XamileT 3akieBa Xopauuo u Mapuen, nopu aa ce
sIBABa B Haii-,,4yJaTH pOJW’, 1a HE JlaBaT 3HAK, Y€ 3HAAT HEUlo 3a
Ka3aHOTO OT IMpu3paka WIM HAMEPEHUETO Ha MpPHUHIIA Ja OTKpUE

HMCTHUHATA 32 CMBPTTA Ha Oara e,

[IepBata cuena c¢ XamileT ciel TOBa U3SBICHHUE SICHO
JNEMOHCTpHUpa 3HA4YeHHEeTO Ha (paszarta ,Hali-uymatu ponu’”. [lpum
cpemara cu ¢ Ilomonuit Toi m3urpaBa oOpa3a Ha AymieBHO OoJieH,
KaTo 3acUIIBa JIOCaJHMS, CTap IJIyIel C Ha IPbB NOrJe] HECBbP3aHU
6e3cmuciuny. [lo-npenu3eH aHanu3 Ha JyMUTE HA MPUHIIA pa3KpUBAT
urpocioue. Jopu Ilonmonmii orbens3Ba, 4e B TIX HMa HAKAKbHB
CMHCBHJI, HO YCHsSBa Ja OTKpUE CaMO OHOBA, KOETO MY CE€ HMCKa Ja
otkpue. [lpuBumierusita 3a W3BIMYAHE HA MO-IBJIOOKHS 3aMHUCHI €
3amazeHa 3a uyurarensd/3putens. OueBUAHO, cCreHarta paboTH Ha
HSKOJKO HHMBa: a) XamileT ce MpecTpyBa Ha JyJ, 3a Ja MpHUKpHE
ApOCTTa CHU OT Ka3aHOTO OT MpHu3paka; O0) TOW ce NpUCMHMBA Ha
[TonoHnuii, 3a110TO € pa3KpuJl HErOBUS IUIAH J1a M3MOJ3Ba IbLIEPS CH,

% Ham 1.v.167-177.
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3a Jla TO LINMHOHMPA; U CHIIO TaKa B) IyMHUTE My C€ BIIHMCBAT B TOBA
W3MEpEeHUE Ha XapakTepa My, KOETO M3CJeBa OTHOIICHHETO MY KbM
KEHUTE B TIMecaTa, NpPEJCTABISABAMKU TUPEKTHA BpPB3KA MEKIY
ponTaHusATa cpemnry Oe3CcpaMHeTo Ha Maika My, clabocTra Ha
’KEHCKaTa npupoa n3001o u ykopure kbM Odernust mo-KbCHO.

sdynaroctra” Ha XamJieT OTHOBO C€ MpOsBsBa, KOraro B
Encunop mnpucturar PosenkpaHu u I'MIAeHCTEpH — HETrOBH
CBhCTyAECHTH, NTpuBUKaHu ot KnaBauii, 3a ga ro ciensr. Tyk ,,ponsara”
HE € Ha JyImeBHO OOJIeH, a Ha TUNHUYCH METaHXOJIHYEH MIIaJIexK-
UJealIuCT, KOUTO Ce B3eMa HAI'bJIHO HACEPHUO3HO U MMa CKJIOHHOCT Aa
¢unocopcTBa U ga cpau apyrure. B munero Ha PoseHkpaHn u
l'unaeHcrepH NpUHIBT HAMUpPa MO-UHTETUTCHTHU OMOHEHTH, Taka 4e
pasroBOpPhT C TIX C€ MPEBphIIa B OCTPOyMHA OWUTKA C JAyMH.
CrnoxkHata urpa Ha JAyMH, C KOSITO Ta3u OHWTKa ce XapaKTepu3upa,
MPOEKTUpa JBa OCHOBHU BB3MOXHHU cBsiTa. OT eHa cTpaHa, XamiieT
HacTosBa, ue J[aHus e 3aTBOp, T.€. a) KPaJICKOTO ceMeUcTBO Ha [laHus
€ CeMeCTBO Ha OMBIIIH, HACTOSINU U OBACUIN IpecThITHUIM: Knasamii
€ OTPOBMJI KpaJl XaMJIeT, KOUTO KaKTO HaydyaBaMe, ChII0 € OTTOBOPEH
3a cMbpTTa mMoHEe Ha crapus PoptuHOpac;, ['epTpyma e cranama
CbYYaCTHHK B TMPECTHIUICHUETO WM TIOHE € U3BbpIINIA
npearo00AeCTBO COPSAMO MBPTBUS CH CBIPYT; XamileT 3Hae, 4e
TpsiOBa J1a OTMBCTH 32 YOMKUCTBOTO Ha Oara cu, KOETO HEMUHYEMO II1e
ro HampaBu yOuern, ¥ 0) KpaJsiT W Kpajulara MoA03upar HEUlo H
3aToBa Ce CTpaxyBaT OT NMPUHIA, KATO HE caMO HE MY pa3pellaBar jaa
HaIlyCHE JIBOpela, HO U Haemar xopa ja ro ciaendr. Ot npyra crpana,
Pozenkpann u ['mngeHcTepH ce OMUTBAT Ja HAlIOoXaT ImpejcTaBaTa, e
MOBEJEHUETO Ha XamjleT c€ JIbKM EIUHCTBEHO Ha Heromara
amMOuIMs, T.e. Ha cTpaxa My, ye Knapnuii me ro o0e3Hacieny, u Ha
KEJTAHUETO MY J1a U3MECTHU YMUO CH OT MPECTOJIa U caM Jia C€ Bb3Kauu
Ha Hero. ToBa BEpOSTHO € XHUIOTE3aTa, KOATO BUTEHOEPICKUTE
CTYJIEHTHU Ca U3MPATeHH J1a MPOBEPST, HO XaMJIET HE YCIIsiBa HUTO J1a 5
MOTBBPIH, HUTO 1A sl OTpeye.

Cnen pa3zoudapoBaius pa3sroBop ¢ Pozenkpann u I'mnneHcreps,
MPUHIBT C HECKPUTA PaJloCT HaydaBa, ue B EjlcuHOp e mpucTurHaiza
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TeaTpanHa Tpyna. ToBa My mmomara Ja HampaBH IUIaH Kak Jia MOCTaBU
Ha m3nutanue Knasauit u na ce ciobue ¢ HeOCIOPUMO JI0KA3aTEICTBO
3a MCTUHHOCTTa Ha OOBHMHEHMsTAa Ha mpu3paka Ha Oama cu. Toii
pemiaBa J1a u30epe mieca, KOsTO akKTbOPUTE Jla U3UTPAAT, U Ja 100aBu
KbM Hesl yJIH4YaBally AeTaliiu, 3a J1a s MPEBbPHE B UICTHHCKH KallaH 3a
ChBECTTa Ha Kpans. B KoHTekcta Ha Te3W CHOWTHS, XamieT
JEMOHCTpHpa 3a0€IeKUTETHA TIO3HAHUS 10 OTHOIICHHE Ha TOBa Kak
paboTu TeaThpa M KakBa TpsAOBa na Obae npamaruyHarta urpa. Korato
nyecara B MecaTa 3arouBa, TOM BJIM3a B MOpEAHATa CH ,,poJii” — TO3U
meT Ha ,kinoyHa” (your only jig-maker). IlocpeacTBoM NUHUYHUTE CH
merd, HacoueHW KbM Kiapnuii, [lomonwit m Odenusi, KOUTO IO
3aBOAJIMpAaH HA4YMH OTpa3sBaT JEHCTBHETO, MPHUHIIBT C€ HACTAHSIBA B
CHEIM(PUIHOTO MeTaTeaTpadHO MPOCTPAHCTBO HA  TOJCIOKETA,
XapakTepHo 3a enu3zabernHckaTta apama. Okas3Ba ce, 4e KOraTto TOBa
MO3UIIMOHUPAHE Ce KOMOWHHpa C J00pe MpeMepeHa Wrpa Ha IyMH,
XamyeT MOX€ Ja Bb3JCHCTBAa €JHAKBO YCIEIIHO KAKTO Ha
(GUKIMOHANHUTE 3puUTeNd Ha ,,MumienoBkara”’, Taka M Ha
JEHCTBUTEITHUTE 3pUTEIN HA OCHOBHATA Jpama.

3a mocieneH mIpT XamileT HaJsiBa MPECTOPEHO ,,uyAara’ poiis
BelHara cien ciaydaiHoTo yowiictBo Ha Ilomonwmit. Tyk Toil ce
NpeJCTaBsd KaTro XJAJHOKpBBEH yOuen u HUHUK. Korarto kpajist ro
pasnuTBa, 3a J1a YCTAaHOBU KbJIE € TSUIOTO Ha IapeiBOpela, MPUHIBT
KaTo 4€ JM HE MU3IMTBA HHUKAKBU yrpuseHus. Hemo mnoseude, TOU
3alo4Ba MpPAYHO Jla Ce LIETyBa U PE3yJITaThT OT TOBA € CIOXHA Urpa
Ha nymu. Ha npbB moryies; HeCBbp3aHUTE My NPUKA3KU CE€ 3aBbPTAT
OKOJIO HSKOJKO o00pa3a, KOMUTO € H3MOJI3BaJl IO-paHO B IIMecaTa.
UYepBeute SICHO IOKa3BaT OCE3a€MOTO IPHUCHCTBUE HA CMBpPTTa U
IpeJBeIlaBa CleHaTa ¢ rpobapuTe, HO ChUIEBPEMEHHO COYaT U KbM
uaesTa 3a 3apaxJalus ce JKMBOT B MbpTBara Kydka H
6peMeHHOCTTa55, 3aTBapsIiKA IUKBJIA Ha TeJecHOTo Outhe. Pubara
HATIOMHS 3a ,,CBOJHHKA OT puOHHs masap” (fishmonger)®, kpaero e

% Ham 11.ii.179-183.
% Ham 11.ii.171.
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YCTaHOBEHA aHAJIOTMYHATa Bph3KaTa MEXIy NyMHTE ,,pu0a” U 6T
(fish/flesh). Kpansar e equn ot Hai-IeHTpaIHUTE 00pa3u B Mmuecara u
MopaXkJa peaula BaKHU BbIpocH. KakBo IpaBu OT €AMH YOBEK Kpad,
a oT Japyr y3sypmarop? MMa 1M HaucTHMHA KpaJiT JABE Tella —
¢uznvecko u nonuTuyecko? He e a1 MOMUTHYECKOTO TSIIO CaMoO IUIOA
Ha YOBeIIKaTa aMOuWIus, T.e. csiHKa Ha csHka? [IpocskbT CchIIo ce
NosiBsIBA BHB BTOPH JACWCTBHE, KOTaTo XamiieT caM ce 00sBsiBa 3a
OemHsIK, a WaesTa 3a TeJeCHa CabOCT B TPETO JEUCTBHE, KOTaTo
TBBPIH, Y€ C€ XpaHU caMo ¢ OOCIIaHus — XpaHa, ¢ KOATO He Morar Ja
ce yrosar meriau. Ha moBbpxHOCTTA Te3u oOpa3u ce KOMOWMHHpPAT B
CIOppPEATIUCTUYCH CLEHApUi: MPUHLIBT € NPOCAKbT-pudap, KOMUTO
M3MO0JI3Ba 4YepBes-TIbX, [lonoHMit, 3a na XBaHe Kpais-puba, KOWTO
BCBHIIHOCT HE € HCTUHCKM KpaJl, a OOMKHOBEH 4epBeH, yOumi
MCTUHCKUS KpaJjl, U3KOHCYMHUpaJl lIapcKkaTa My TUTJIa U opu Opaka My
C KpaluuaTa, ¥ KOWTO MPUHIIBT IIe TPsOBa /a u3sije 3a 1a MOXe caM
na ce nobepe o Tpona. Ilox moBbpxHOCTTA, 00aye, T€ MPEACTABIABAT
no0pe mpemepeHa MJIEOJOrMYecKa IMOATOTOBKA 3a yOMIICTBOTO Ha
Knaouii. OT emHa crTpaHa, NOJUTHYECKOTO TsUIO Ha Kpajis He
npencrasisaBa HUIO (the king is a thing ... of nothing), Ho nopu u na
Mpe/ICTaBiIsBalle Helllo, ChC CUTYPHOCT LIEIIE J1a UMa CHEeHalIeH BUJ
MOJTUTUYECKH YepBEH, MMO00HU Ha Te3H, Beuepsu ¢ [lononuii, Kouto
Jla To U3KOHcymHpar ¢ Haciana. Ot apyra, GU3NYECKOTO TSUIO € KaTo
BCSAKO IPYrO U MOKE J1a CE 030BE€ JJOPU B UepBaTa Ha MPOCAK U TakKa Aa
CTaHe YacT ¥ OT HEroBOTO Ts10. Taka 4pe3 UrpuTe Ha AyMHU NPUHIBT
MpeBphINa W3IUTHATATA MHUCTU(DHUIIMPAHOCT HA MOHapXa B Mapye
pasnaramia ce IUTbT, CIY3€CTO TsJO Ha 4YepBei, BOHAILIUTE
BBTPEIIHOCTH HA pruda U ChABPKAHUETO HA XPAHOCMIJIATEITHUS TPAKT
Ha CKUTHHK.

B kpailHa cMeTka, ,uyJaTUTe posd~ — IPEACTaBIsABAT
U3KIIIOYUTEITHO UHTEpeceH ()EHOMEH OT IJIeIHA TOYKA Ha U3rpaxkJaHe
Ha Xxapakrepa Ha XamuleT. B cBera Ha mumecara, T€ ca OYEBUIHO
n3habpuKyBaHu 00pasu, T.e. YHUTATEIAT/3PUTEIST € HAIMBIIHO HAsICHO,
4ye NPUHLBT ce npectpyBa. ChIIEBPEMEHHO, UTPUTE HA AYMH, XUTPO
BIUIETEHU BBB BCEKU OT TX, Ch3JaBaT NMPOJyKa MEXAy (alluBus
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o0pa3 OT urpaemusi ro MPHUHIl U MO TO3M HAuuH (UHO MOJAEIHpaT
XapakTepa Ha mocienHus. Hemo moBede, Te BUHArM OTpa3siBatr
HEHTpaJlHAaTa MJEHTUYHOCT Ha XamJeT, KOSTO ce pa3KpuBa B
MOHOJIO3UTE M OCHOBHHTE TEMH M JAWIEMH Ha IPOU3BEACHHUETO.
MmeHHO Taka ce Ch37aBa €JHA IIOCIOBHYHO CJIOXKHA TeaTpajHa
JMYHOCT, KOSITO ChbPKa B ce0€ CH METaHXOIWYHUS, N3MbYUCH ITPHHII,
HO CBINO M [JyHIEBHO OO0JHUS, pa3OyHTyBalus Cce€ CTY/ACHT,
BIBXHOBEHUS TeaTpall, M XJIaJHOKPBBHUS yOuel — eqHa (GUKIHOHATHA
JIMYHOCT, KOSITO € B ChCTOSTHUE J1a Ipeaaie Oe3kpaiiHaTa CII0KHOCT Ha
YOBEIIKATa JyIa.
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3AKJIIOYEHHUE: TTOCJIEJOBATEJIHOCT B JIVAIOCTTA

KakTto aHanu3uTe MO-rope HaBSIPHO II0KAa3BaT, AKO B3EMEM
HAaCEepUO3HO BCHUYKHM NapajieIHU BB3MOXKHOCTU 3a HWHTEpHpETalus,
akTuBupanu ot lllekcnupoBuTe UrpH HA AYMH, MOXKEM J1a JOCTUTHEM
KOTHUTHBHO CBCTOSHUE, KOETO [I0CTa Ja Hamoao0siBa JIyIOCT.
HecpMHEHO mie cturHeM 10 H3BOJA, Y€ CBETBT M €3UKBT Ca
nBoiictBenn (enomenu. OT egHa cTpaHa, PAMOHATHHIT YM C€
CTpEMHM Ja OpraHu3vpa 3HAHUETO CH 3a OKOJHHUS CBAT IO Haii-
WKOHOMHYHHUST M (QYHKIWOHAICH HauyuH. EaWHHATAa MUCIOBHA
CTPYKTypa JaBa Ta3d BB3MOXHOCT K 3aTOBa CBETHT, KOWTO
pallMOHATHUAT YM CH TpPEACTaBs, € Karo IJI0 JIOTUYECKH
HEMPOTUBOPEUMB, JIMHEAPEH M Hepapxuyecku mnoapeacH. Ot apyra
CTpaHa, CTaBa BCE MO-ACHO, Y€ aKo Jaymara ,,pallMOHaJIeH” Cce U3BaJu
OT ypPaBHEHHWETO, JECUCTBUTEIHMAT CBIAT € IUIETEHHWIAa OT
B3aMMHOCBBP3aHU CIIO)KHU CUCTEeMH. BcHUko — OT TOBa Kak paboTu
YOBELIKOTO TSUIO (BKIIIOYMTENHO YOBEUIKUAT MO3BK), 10 TOBA KakK ce
OTHacsMe KbM 3a00MKaisIaTta HU cpefa — JAOCTUTa Ch3HAHHMETO HU
nox ¢opMara Ha MHOTOMEPHHM KacKald OT B3aUMHO CBbP3aHU
KOHTUHTCHTHU CBOUTHS, KOUTO CE€ HaMUpaT BHB BpeMeBa W
MPOCTPAHCTBEHA CYNEpHo3uuust U  (QopMHpaT HEIMHEapHU U
HellepapXUuHU CTPYKTYpH. Te3u CTpyKTypu ce TpaHchOpMHUpaT B
palMOHAIHU CTPYKTYPH E€IUHCTBEHO, KOraTO C€ ONWUTBaMe Ja TH
npoymeeM. [lo mogoOeH HaYWH, OT €IHA CTpaHa, PAMOHAIHUAT yM
M3M0J3Ba €3MKa KaTro CHUCTEMa, 3a J1a OpPraHu3Hpa, ChbXpaHsIBa H
npeaaBa 3HaHueTo. OT npyra, MIOM €3UKBT HAIyCHE MPEEIUTEe Ha
WHJMBHUIYAIHOTO CBh3HAHME W CTAHE 4YacT OT JECWCTBUTEIIHUS CBAT
(mox ¢opmaTa Ha TEKCT WM TUCKYpC), TOH BeaHara mpuaoOuBa
MHOTOMEpPHOCT M C€ OTBaps 3a HEOrpaHW4YeHa KOHTEKCTyalu3allus,
WHTEpIpETaIs U PEUHTEPIIPETAIHS.

Ako obaue mocieaBame npumepa Ha [lonoHwmii U ce onurame
Aa TNOTbPCHUM MOCJICAOBATCIIHOCT B Ta3dW JyAOCT, M€ OTKPHUEM
OopraHuyecKkaTta Bpb3Ka MEXIy HauuHa, no koiito llexcnup n3mnomn3sa
HUI'pUTC Ha JYyMU U OAJIOCTHATA JUAJIOTHYHOCT U MHOT'O3HAYHOCT, TaKa
XapaKTepHU 32 TBOPUECTBOTO My. YecTo anTepHaTMBHHUTE 3HAYCHUS,
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aKTHBHUPAHU OT ITOJIMCEMUSTA HA TyMUTE, CE€ Pa3BHBAT B MHOTOMEPHHU
Tpomu, o0pa3u, Tepou W CrOKeTH. M3cienBaHeTO Ha TE3W CIIOXKHU
CTpYKTypHu, 0e3 Te Ja ce cBemaT 10 HEMPOTHUBOPEUUBH, JUHEAPHH
WU3MEPEHUs, TMPEICTaBIsBA  CEPHO3HO  NPEAU3BUKATEICTBO 32
JUTEepaTypHaTa KPUTHKA.

Teopetnynata pamka, nomecteHa B IIbpBa TIIaBa oOT
HacToOfAIaTa JWCEepTalus, TWpeqIara MOAENT 3a U3CIeIBaHEe Ha
MoeTHYecKaTa TOJMCEMHUs, OCHOBaBall C€ Ha TEOPHHTE Ha
BB3MOXHHUTE CBETOBE. PamkaTa ce CTpeMH Ja MPUTOJU CTPYKTYPHHS
MOJIXOA — CIWHCTBCHUAT HAYMH J1a OCMHCIMM Hemara — KbM
JeCTBUTENHATA 3aIUIETEHOCT Ha HeMHeapHuTe cuctemu. ChIO Taka,
Karo  OTrpaHMYaBa W  CBIOCTAaBI  MapajellHd  BBH3MOKHU
WHTEPIIPETAINH, T.€. KATO COPTUPA MHTEICKTYyaTHUTE MPEIKUBIBAHUS
Ha YUTATEJIsI/3pHUTEINs, paMKaTa XBbPJIs CBETIMHA BBPXY a0CTPAKTHOTO
MEHTQJIHO TMPOCTPAHCTBO MEXIY TAX — aKO CH TPEACTaBUM, 4e
BB3MOKHU HMHTEPIPETAIlMH CHIICCTBYBAT MapaJieTHO €IHa Ha Jpyra,
ToBa TpsiOBa ma ObOe B HIKAKBO OOIIO MPOCTpaHCTBO. ToBa
MPOCTPAHCTBO € BAKHO, 3allIOTO UMEHHO TaM YOBEIIKOTO Ch3HAHUE
MOCTOSIHHO TpecKaya MEXJIy MHOXECTBO BB3MOXKHH CHCTOSHHUS Ha
HellaTa, UMEHHO TaM C€ CJIy4Ba OH3HM BHJl BB3MPHUSITHE, KOWTO
MPEeMHUHABA OTBBJ JIMHEAPHUTE CTPYKTYpU U HEpapXHUHUTE — OH3HM BUJI
BB3IPHUATHE, Ype3 KOWTO MPOTHBOPCUYMBU HJIEH CE€ ChUeTaBaT B
CIIO)KHHM TIOHATHS, OT PAa3HOPOJIHU TJIEAHU TOUYKH c€ QopMupar
CIIO)KHM HPAaBCTBEHU TMPOOJIIEMH W OT pA3JIUYHA H3MEpPEHHs Ha
YOBEIIKATa JIMYHOCT C€ Ch3JaBaT CIOKHU (DUKIIMOHATHU MEPCOHANKH.
Tpute wm3cienBaHUs Ha KOHKPETHH CIIy4ad, OT KOUTO CE€ CHCTOH
aHAIMTUYHATA YacT Ha JUCEpTalUATa, JEMOHCTpUpAT pOJsITa Ha
[IexcnupoBHUTE UTPH HA TyMHU CIIOPE]] TE3H TPH HAIPABICHUSI.

[IspBOTO WM3CnNEenBane, ,,CbmiHOCT U ceHku: lllekcnupoBute
UTpU Ha JyMH M TPEJIAaBaHETO Ha CIOKHU MOHATHUS , MOKa3Ba, 4e
BaXEH aCHEKT OT PAHHOMOJEPHMS KOHLENTYaIU3alMOHEH IPOIEC Ce
ChIbpKa B IUIATOHMYECKATa JAUXOTOMHUS MEXIY ,,ChIIHOCT U
,»CEHKN . OT ejHa CTpaHa, UMaMe BipaTa B ChLIECTBYBAHETO Ha YHMCTa
eceHIsa (CBIIHOCT) B OCHOBAaTa Ha BCSIKO TIOHATHE, KOATO €
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HEMO3HaBaeMa upe3 ceTuBara, T.€. EMIUPUYHO Henokazyema. Ot
Ipyra, UMaMme TpeJcTaBaTa 3a BCHYKM MaTEpUaTHU U COLHUAIHU
(heHOMEHHM KaTO aKIMJEHIMHM (CEHKH), KaTo BCSKa OT TIX pa3KpuBa
MaidbK ()parMeHT OT CKpUTaTa ChUIHOCT. TO3M MMEHHO PEHECAHCOB
BU/JI €CEHIIMAIM3bM BOJH JI0 NMPEANOYUTAHUE KbM MHOTO00pPa3HETO —
KOJKOTO TIOBEYE CEHKH BHUAMM, TOJKOBAa TMO-TOJISIMA 4YacT OT
CBIIHOCTTa 1MIe oOxBaHeM. Taka oOmuCaHUS EMUCTEMOJIOTHYCH
MEXaHM3bM pa3KpuMBa HOBAa CTpPaHa HAa CTPYKTYPHHS IOTEHIMAT Ha
UTPOCIIOBHETO. AKO Ba)XHO TMIOHSATHE OBJe TMPEACTaBeHO dpe3
MHOT03Ha4eH €3UK, KOWTO TBOPU MHOKECTBO MapajieIHu KOTHUTUBHU
CIICHApWHU, TOBA MOXeE Ja ObJe M3THIKYBAaHO KAaTO CTPEMEX Ja ce
MOKakaT €IHOBPEMEHHO IOBEYE OT aKIMACHLUUTE Ha BbIpOCHATa
CJIOKHA CBhIIHOCT. Ta3u Te3a € MoAKpeneHa OT aHAJIU3 Ha CIOXKHOTO
MOHSATHE ,,MbKa~ B muecara ,,Puuapn II”, koilTo oTkpuBa, 4e TO ce
MOBTaps PPaKTaIHO B LSJIOTO MPOU3BeIeHNEe. BCHUKM OCHOBHH Tepou
M0 €JHO WM JPYro BpeMe HU3MUTBAT MbKa KaTO TOBa BHHATU €
MPEACTaBEHO IOCPEACTBOM MHOXECTBO TMapalieTHu  CIEHapHH,
CKperneHH ¢ urpu Ha aymu. CbII0 Taka, BCHUKU TE3U H3PaKEHUsS Ha
MbKaTa ce€ OTHACAT KbM €llHa ILIEHTpalHa MHOTOIUIACTOBA Teroda —
Ta3u Ha camusi Puuapn II, mpobnemarusupaiiku s 10 TakaBa CTEIEH, Y€
TS U37U3a OT MPEJEIUTe HAa UCTOPUTA U CE MPEBpbHIIA B MPOYyUYBAHE
Ha YOBeIlIKaTa MpUpoja.

Broporo uscnensane, ,,CtarychT Ha 4oBeka: lllexcnmpoBure
UIPU Ha AYMH U IPEJICTABSIHETO HA CJIOKHU HPABCTBEHU IpoOIeMu’”,
[I0OKa3Ba, Y€ PaHHOMOJEPHOTO IOHATHE ,,cTaTyc (state) Moxke na
XBBbpJIM CBETIMHA BBPXY Yymorpebara Ha UIPOCIOBUE IIPHU
U3pa3sBaHETO Ha CJIOXKHU MopaJHu Bbopocu npu lexcnump.
TepmunbT € monaaHan B enu3a0eTHHCKaTa peTopuyecka Teopus OT
TOraBallHaTa  IIpaBHa  HayKa, KBAETO  O3Ha4yaBa  HAIbJIHO
OaJlaHCHUpPAaHOTO U3CIeIBAaHE HA BCHYKH ,33a° W ,,IPOTUB’ TIpHU
CcbaeOHUs crmop, Tpeau Ja Cce B3eMe CIPaBEUIMBO pEIlEHHE.
OCHOBHUAT apryMeHT TyK €, 4e UIPUTEe Ha AyMH MoraTr Ja Obaar
BHUMATEIHO 3aJI0)KEHH B €IWH TEKCT II0 TaKbB HA4YMH, Y€ Ja
aKTUBHpPAT IPOTHUBOIOJIOXKHU MHTEPIPETATUBHY CLICHAPUU U Y€ Ta3H
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cTparerus ce uznoizBa ot lllekcnup mpu mpeacTraBsiHE HA CIOXHU
HpaBCTBeHH mpobiemu. Ta3u Te3a € MOAKperneHa OT W3CleABaHe Ha
nuecara ,,.XeHpu VIII”, koero mokas3Ba, ye Ts € MOJYMHEHA HaA
M3KJIIOUUTEIHO TOCJIEI0BATEICH CTPYKTYpPEH MPHUHIIMII — BCEKU €IUH
OT OCHOBHHUTE I'€pOH I10 €HO WK JPYro BpeMe OuBa chieH. Brrpeku
4ye B MHecaTa BCUYKU MOJyuyaBaT HAKAKBU MPUCHIN, apryMEHTaIMsITa
,»32" U ,,IPOTUB” BUHATAa UM € NPEACTaBEHA YpPe3 NMPOTUBOIIOCTABEHU
napajesHd Te3H, KOpPEeHSIU ce B urpu Ha Aymu. I[lo To3u HauumH
YUTATEINAT/3pUTEIAT Ce CTUMYJHMpa Ja MpeleHdu 3a cede cu Jaimu e
BB3THPAKECTBYBaJIa CIpaBeJIMBOCTTAa. Hemo moBeue, Tbhil KaTo
ChAMSATA BbB BCHUUKU CIIy4yau € CaMHUAT Kpall U NPUCHAUTE, KOUTO
Hajara ca AUaMeTpalHO pa3IMYHH, HA YWTATEIsA/3pUTeNs ce Haara,
Ha CBOH pej, 1a ObJie HErOB ChIHHUK.

Tperoto uzcnensaune, ,,Oarannara Kineonarpa u MHOTOJIMKUSIT
Xamuter: IllekcnupoBUTE UTPU HA OYMHU U CH3ABAHETO HA CIIOKHHU
XapakTepu’’, mpepasriexaa ekcrpaBarantHara Mmetagopa Ha Camroen
JIKOHCBH C L€ J1a MOKaXKe, Ye T Ipejylara MHTEpECHA IJIeHa TOUKa
KbM yrnoTpedaTa Ha WMIpOCIOBHE MPH KOHCTPYUPAHETO Ha CII0KHU
xapaktepu ot lllexcnup. KoMiuekcHocTTa Ha erunerckara Kpajauia
0e3CropHO ce ABDKM Ha MHOTOJMKOCTTa Ha XapakTepa H: B eAHH
MOMEHT TSI C€ IbPKU KOMHMYHO, B JIpYyI — TpParu4yHO, BEIHBXK CE
MposiBsiBA Karo OOWMKHOBEHA YIMYHUIA, APYr MbT KaTo LIapCTBEHa
oco0a, KaTro 3as/UIMBa >XE€Ha, WM KaTo BEYHO JI00AIIa ChIpYyTra.
@yHKIMATA HA UTPUTE HA JYMH € J1a ChIIME BCUYKH TE€3U PAa3HOPOJIHHU
CTEpEOTUNIM B €AHA ApaMaTH4Ha JHM4YHOCT. Taka, 3a 1a Bb3IpHUEME
Kneonarpa, unrarensar e npuHyAeH, MOJ00HO Ha AHTOHHH, Ja ce
OTKa)k€ OT €HOCBETCKUS MUPOIJIE U /1a TO 3aMEHU C MHOTOCBETCKH.
Tazn rnenHa Toyka € IOAKPENEHAa C aHAIM3 Ha HUIPOCIOBHUETO,
CBBpP3aHO C ,,YyAaTUTE poiu~ Ha XamieT B €IHOMMEHHATa IHeca.
JIaTCKUAT TPUHLl TOCJIEAOBATEIHO HWrpae oOpa3uTe Ha IyHIEBHO
OoneH, pa3OyHTyBaH CTYIEHT, 3alajieH TeaTpaj, XJaJHOKPBHBEH
youeu. Urpurte Ha 1yMu, 3aJ10)KE€HU B U3II'BJIHEHUETO HA T€3U POJIH, TH
NpaBAT Pa3HOOOpPA3HU OTPAXKEHHUS Ha MENAHXOIMYHHS, MOATHCHAT
MPUHII, KOTOTO Ha0JI01aBaMe B MOHOJIO3UTE U OCTAHAIMTE CLEHHU.
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B 3axknrodeHue, HacTosllaTa JAUCEpPTAaLdd IIpeajara HOB
METOAOJOTUYECKH MOAXOJ KbM  H3KIIOUNTEIHUS CEMUOTHYEH
norenuuan Ha IlllexcrimpoBure urpu Ha nymu. B ocHoBaTta cu, TO3H
moaXxod € CTpyKTypeH. To# mpejyara Ha YHATATENs/3PUTEIS
BB3MOKHOCT Ja OOpaBH C MapajeHd MHTEPIPETAluu U J1a U3CIeaBa
KOTHUTHUBHHMS TpapuK, MPOTHYAIL MEXAY TIX. AHAIMTUYHATA YacT Ce
CTpEMH Ja IMpOoCIeNM TACHaTa Bpb3Ka MEXAY CEMaHTHKaTa Ha
€3MKOBOTO HHMBO Ha TEKCTa M IUIOCTHHUS XYyIOKECTBEH e(eKkT Ha
npousBeneHuero. CpIIo Taka, T aHaIU3Upa PAHHOMOJEPHH
TEOPETUYHH IMOHATHS, 34 Ja CE€ ONWUTA Ja BHUKHE B OIPEICICHU
aclieKTH OT HayMHAa HAa MUCJIEHE Ha eNU3a0eTHIUTE U SKOOMHIIUTE.
Tpure crpykrypuu ¢yHkuuun Ha lllekcnupoBuTe Urpu Ha JyMH,
NPEJCTaBEeHU B TUCEPTALUATA, ca MOAOPAHU KAaTO Hal-OYEBHIHUTE —
HECHbMHEHO, M0-HAaTaThIIHO M3y4YaBaHE B ChIIaTa MOCOKAa OU OTKPHIIO
MHOro apyru. Hampumep, UIpociloBHETO HIpae BakHa pOJs BbB
Bpb3KaTa MEXKIy TeaThbp U MeTaTearbp, CyOEKTUBHOCT U OOEKTUBHOCT
B [IMECUTE, MBXKKHUS U )KEHCKHUSI 110JI HAa XapaKTEPUTE.
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[NPUHOCHU MOMEHTH

1. Iucepranumsta mpoabpKaBa TPAIUIIMOHHATA JUCKYCUS HAa MOSTHYECKATA
nmomcemuss (Ywrsm EmmnceHr mw Monm  Maxyn) ©W AmamorHyHaTa
IBOMCTBEHOCT Ha uaeute u xapakrepute (Ilarpuma [apksp u Mepu Kpeitn)
B mpomsBeAeHusATa Ha Ywuinam lllekcrnmp, kaTto pompuHAcs C HOB
JIOKa3aTeJICTBEH MaTePHall KbM BCSIKO OT TE3U KPUTUYCCKU HAIIPABIICHUSI.

2. [ucepranmsara mpejajiara HOBa TEOPETUYHO-METOJOJIOTHYECKA paMKa 3a
W3CIe/IBAHE HA TPUHIMIIA Ha JIEHCTBHE HA TMOETUYECKATa IOJHUCEMUS,
MOJIeTTUpaHa BBPXY pa3jMyHU TEOPUU HAa BH3MOXKHUTE CBETOBE U
MEHTaJHUTE TpocTpaHcTBa. [logXombT € CTPYKTYpeH, HO H3I0N3Ba
MHOTOCBETCKM MHUPOIJIE]] Ha MSCTOTO Ha MO-TPAAUIIMOHHHS €IHOCBETCKU
TakbB, M Taka NPEBPbBIIAa KPUTUKUTE HAa TOCTCTPYKTypalu3Ma B CBOE
MIPEIUMCTRO.

3. UscnenpaHeTo IeMOHCTpHpa MpsKaTa Bpbh3Ka MEXAY CEMaHTHKaTa Ha
MOETUYECKUS €3UK U U3TPAKIAHETO HA CIOXKHU MOHATHS, MOPAIHU MO3ULUU
Y XapaKTepy KaKTo B IMOe3UsATa, Taka U B npamute Ha lllekcrmp.

4. Bceku OT KOHKPETHUTE aHAJIHM3H, IOMECTEHW B TJaBH BTOpA, TPETa U
YeTBBPTA, TPEICTABISABA HOB MPOYUT HA CHOTBETHOTO TPOW3BEICHUE.
ITpumepn 3a ToBa ca IeKOHCTpykuusta Ha ,,CoHer 53” (crpanuuu 58-65),
npepasnexaanero Ha ,,Puuapn |I” mpe3 mpusmarta Ha MOHATHETO ,,MbKa”
(ctpanuim 66-99), 3ammrara Ha OopurHHaIHMS TekcT Ha Ilpmmoxkernne |11
kbM aHOHMMHata mmeca ,Cvp Tomac Mop” (crpanumm 100-107),
MOCOYBAHETO HA CXeMaTa Ha ChACOHHMS MpoLec Karo 00eAUHSBAIL MOTHB 32
uHade ¢Qparmentapuata TtBopbOa ,Xenpu VII” (crpanumm 107-130),
JIOKAJM3UPaHETO Ha CIOXHOCTTa Ha oOpasa Ha Kieomarpa uMeHHO B

n300pa3sBaHeTO Ha HeWHWs 1o B ,,AHTOHUI 1 Kneonatpa” (ctpanuim 132-
146).

5. AHanu3uTe B INIaBM BTOPA U TPETa 00PBIIAT BHUMAHHUE BbPXY HU3JIE€3H OT
yrnotpeba TEOPETHYHH PAHHOMOJEPHN M3MEPEHHUs HA JUXOTOMHUATA MEXKIY
,»substance” u ,,shadows”, u noustuero ,,state”.

66



CIIMCBK HA ITYBJIIMKALIMUTE 110 TEMATA HA

JAUNCEPTALUATA
* Jlatn stayapu 2010 1., BapHa
* 3armaBue ,.Kireonatpa: IllekcrimpoBara Tparmdecka >keHa”
* E3ux Bbearapcku
* N3nanue Enextponno cnucanue LiterNet ISSN: 1312-2282 —
http://liternet.bg/e-zine
* Jlatn mapt 2010 ., BapHa
* 3arnaBue ,,Pa3INYHU IPEICTaBH 32 €31Ka: CPABHUTEITHO M3CIIEIBAHE
Ha pekonuca Ha Jlonbaderus IC u 11D xbm
peHecancoBata nmecara ,,Copp Tomac Mop™ u
MozaepHu3upanarta it Bepcus B The Complete Oxford
Shakespeare”
* E3uk bbarapcku
* N3nanue Enextponno cnmcanue LiterNet ISSN: 1312-2282 —
http://liternet.bg/e-zine
* Jlata noempu 2008, Codus
* 3arnaBue “Different Ideas about Language: A Comparative Study of
Additions Il and 111 to the Anonymous Early Modern Play
Sir Thomas More and Its Modernized Version in The
Complete Oxford Shakespeare”
* E3uk AHnrnuiicku
. 80-92
Crpanuiu
* U3nanne COOpHHK C TOKJIaU OT YeTBbpTaTa KOHGEPEHIIUA Ha
MJIaIUTE YYCHU U TOKTOpaHTUTe OT dakynrera 1o
KJ1acu4ecku U HoBHU ¢unonorun, 2007 r., Y HUBEPCUTETCKO
n3npatenctso ,,Ce. Knmument Oxpuzacku” , ISBN 978-954-
07-2754-7
» Jlatu ITpuera
* 3arnmaBue ,ll1aroHOBaTa JIeKOBMUTa OTPOBa, 3EHOHOBHST HETIOBIKEH
nosieT, lllekcnupoBuTe CHUTMATUYHY JIHKH U JyXa Ha
kotkara Ha lllprogunrep”
* E3uk bbarapcku

67



e 3manne

e Jlatn
* 3aryiaBue
* E3ux
e U3nanne

* Jlatn
* 3ariiaBue

e E3uk
e 3manne

COOpHHUK C TOKIaAM OT IIecTtaTta KoH(EePEHITUS Ha MITaTUTE
YUY€HH U TOKTOpaHTHTe OT PaKkynTera Mo KIacH4ecku U
HoBHU ¢unonorun, 2009 r., YHUBEPCUTETCKO H31ATEICTBO
,,CB. KimumenT Oxpuackn”

[Ipuera

Cleopatra: Shakespeare’s Tragic Woman

AHTIIHHACKH

COopHUK ¢ MOoKIaau OT EBpornelickus J€TeH YHUBEPCUTET B
JIun, @panmus, roau 2009 1., YHUBEPCUTETCKO
u3narenctso ,,Ce. Knmument Oxpuncku”

ITpuera

,,PAaHHOMOZIEpHATa JUXOTOMHUS MEXIY CyOCTaHILIMS U CEHKH
W TIOETUYECKHSI CHHTE3 Ha TIPOTUBOIIOJIOKHH HOHSITHS B
HlexcriupoBute urpu Ha xymu (The Early Modern
Dichotomy of Substance and Shadows and the Poetic Unity
of Opposing Notions in Shakespeare’s Wordplay)”
AHnrnuiicku

COOpHHUK C TOKIAIN OT MEKIyHAPOIHA KOHGEPESHITHSI Ha
EBporneiickara acounanus 3a [IlekcnupoBu uscienBanus,
HoeMBpH 2009 r., YHUBEPCUTETCKO U31aTeNCTBO, [1n3a,
Uranus

68



PE3IOME HA AHTJIMHCKU E3UK (ABSTRACT)

The dissertation proposes a possible-world approach to
Shakespeare’s wordplay to investigate its structural role in the make-
up of more complex structures like important concepts, moral issues,
and characters. The study is organised into four chapters. Chapter one,
“Shakespeare’s wordplay and possible worlds,” opens with a
chronological overview of the critical consideration of Shakespeare’s
playful use of language. Taking into account the formidable amount of
Shakespeare criticism that has been produced to date, it would be both
impractical and impracticable to discuss all the theoretical work that
bears relation to the topic — therefore only the major developments are
examined in closer detail. The chapter goes on to present the logico-
philosophical context of the related concepts of possible worlds,
fictional worlds, discourse worlds, text worlds, and mental spaces and
their implementation in literary theory. Then, it outlines the special
kind of possible-world approach that is adopted in the dissertation and
explains what motivates its use. Finally, it illustrates concisely the
approach by applying it to the imagery of Shakespeare’s Sonnet 49.
The remaining three chapters contain three case studies dealing with
the role of wordplay in conveying complex notions, presenting
complex moral issues, and constructing complex fictional
personalities, respectively. Each of them is twofold in structure: on the
one hand, it addresses the particular effect created by wordplay
through a related contemporary concept in order to pin it down in its
own intellectual context; on the other, it probes deeper in it by means
of close analysis of its realization in a Shakespeare play. Chapter two,
“Substance and shadows: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the conveyance
of complex notions,” works over the Platonic dichotomy between
“substance” and “shadows,” popular with Shakespeare and his
contemporaries, to throw new light on early modern conceptualisation.
It applies the possible-world approach to Sonnet 53 and The Tragedy
of King Richard the Second, showing that the stylistic function of
wordplay in them parallels the cognitive pattern observed in the dyadic
concept and provides a mechanism of conveying complex notions.
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Chapter three, “The state of man: Shakespeare’s wordplay and the
presentation of complex moral issues,” takes up the early modern
rhetorical sense of “state,” borrowed from the contemporary legal
theory, which makes the attainment of any valid judgment conditional
to a meticulously balanced consideration of both sides of a case. It
applies the possible-world approach to Addition Il to the anonymous
play Sir Thomas More and The Famous History of the Life of King
Henry the Eight to demonstrate how wordplay helps to present
opposing politically and morally charged scenarios in complete
ideological equilibrium, so that the complex moral issues at hand are
passed on to the audience problematic and unresolved. Chapter four,
“The fatal Cleopatra and a multiple Hamlet: Shakespeare’s wordplay
and the construction of complex personalities,” reconsiders Samuel
Johnson’s use of the image of Cleopatra in criticising Shakespeare’s
tendency to play with words by showing the crucial importance of
wordplay for the development of Cleopatra’s character. Then it applies
the possible-world approach to Hamlet’s puzzling *“antic disposition”
to illustrate the instrumental function of wordplay in the construction
of Shakespeare’s complex fictional personalities.
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