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Tibor Fabiny
LITERATURE AND EMBLEMS
NEW ASPECTS IN SHAKESPEARE-STUDIES

"the enblem is the last attempt to grasp
spiritually the world in its totality in an

exegetical manner" 1
: (s8na)

This introductory paper will cover the following topics:
0. Preliminary Notes on the Project

1. Language - and Imagery
2. Picture -~ and Iconology
3. Meaning - and Hermeneutics

0. Preliminary Notes on the Projecf

The purpose of the present paper is, on fhe one hand, to
prpvidé an informative introduction to an undeservedly neglected
chapter of Renaissance Literature in English Studies pursued in
Hungafy qnd on the other hand, to outline a possible theoretical
frame oflreference of emblemresearch.

This volume is the outcome of a project carried on at the
English Department of the Univefsity of Szeged: ﬁshakespearé’a
I'magery and Contempofary Emblem-Booka. An Ieonographical-Icono-
logical Approach”, This approach is mainly, but not exclusively,

derived ffom studying Shakespeére}s imagery {C. Spurgeon, W.
Clemen, G.W. Knight, K. Muir etc]. Roland_Mushas Frye in a paper
6n relating verbal and visual art in Shakespeare discusses two

ways of utilizing contemporary iconogrhphical lo;e for the inter-
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pretation of Shakespeare. The first is breoadly iliterary
("identifying different and relevant vcocabulary of visuai
themes and subjects in ways comparable to the definition of
words and phrases.”z) and the other is strictly theatrical
because "Shakespeare could also create images by the enactment
of his plays on stage“a. The papers presented in this volume
fall into both categories.

As for the case~history of the pfdject, it is to be
emphasized that the idea was concelved in literary seminars
at the University of Szeged and the preblem has grown out
of "the reading of Shakespeare" rather than seeing his plays
performed on stage. Those who do not speak English as their
native language may have some difficulty in reading
Shakespeare in ehe original even with a relatively good
command of English., The disadvantages which such readers have,
are obvious: their comprehension lacks spontaneify and the
process eflreading is rather slow. However, there are some
latent advantages for the non-~native readers: namely, it is
unavoidable to pa&,sharp attention to the language, words and
figures-apart from the unfolding of the plot. The reader's
mind is thus_grasped by the vivid images and the particular-
ities of the figurative language. What may sound archaic or
appear as "dead metaphor" for the native-reader, might
suddenly come to life in the non-native mind while it
ponders the meaning of words and tries to decode them,

More than fifty years ago the.literary hisforian Lajos

Dézsi (1868-1932), Professor of the University of Szeged,



published an article on "Hungarian Influence on the Art of
Shakespeare'4. Najve or anachronistic as the title may aoﬁnd,
Dézsi was probably the only Hungarian scholar familiar with.
Henry Creen's book: Shakespéare and the Emblem-Writers {(1870].
Green’s uncritical enthusiasm has piled up a vast amount of
material and tried to establish correspondance between 1lé6th
century emblems and Shakespeare’s text. Sometimes, of course,
Shakespeare’s plays became only targets.for his source-hunting
and thus his discoveries were partly arbitréry; For all that,
his activity is deservedly appreciated as ploneering in this
field. It was also Henry Green who edited the facsimile reprint
of the first English emblem-book by Geoffrey Whitney (1586}.
Green attached to his edition some long "bibliographical
essayS"s, one of them entitled: "Shakespeare’s References to
Emblem—Books and to Whitney’s Emblems in Particular” {(pp.
'233-312). Green pointed out that Whitney took almést fifty
emblems from the Hungarian born Johannes Sambucus'’ Emblemata.
Probably that was the motivation behind Dézsi’s biased title
of "Hungarian Influence on the Art of Shakespeare™, which was,
nevertheless, an important article.

This orientation of research was alsc motivated by
Barbara K. Levalski’s work on the poetics of the metaphysicals:
Protestant Poeties and 17th century Religious Lyriec {Princeton,
1979} where the author explored the poetic nature of the Bible
proving how influential it was on 17th century poets. The
texture of the Bible, 1ts tropes and figu;es, typology as

a symbolic mode, had contributed to the forming of new,
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ancillary genres, such as meditaticn, emblematics etc.
Together with the Bible these genres determined metaphysical
poetry to a great extent, for they were both meditative and
emblematic in nature.

It was obvious to assume.that Shakespeare’s poetic
language may also have been influenced, if not by the religious
then certainly by the secular iconographic-emblematic back-
ground ﬁf the age. The book of R,A. Fraser: Skakespeare’s-
Poetics {1961) seemed to have proved that assumption;

Having learned from the philological discovéries of
Creen and Dézsi and having received methodological and intuitiv
impetus from Lewalski and Fraser, a team was formed consisting
of young teachers and some students to work on the project.6
This project was given a grant by the University of Szeged.

_ The work of the team was given encouragement by Professor
Clifford Davidson of Western Michigan University, who paid
a short visit to the University of Szeged in November 1982 and
Professor Peter‘Mi Daly of McGill University, Canada, who will .
also visit our University in the summer of 1984 and give a
series of lectures about further perspectives in emblematic
studies. Without the financial help of the University of
Szeged and without the regular supplies of material by the
oversea scholars our project would have remained on an amateur-

=level.
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l. Language = an& Imagery

Litefature and poetry are primarily the products of the
language, for literature arrives at "meaning"” by the special
use of words. Language is the literary medium. In our age,
when knowledge is mainly communicated via tﬁe natural
Sciences, it must Be re-—emphasized that the humanities also
convey knowledge, though of a differenp nature. Unlike the
fact-gathering, impersonal or objecti§e'and accumulative know-
ledge of the natural sciences the knowledge céﬁmunicated by
the humanities and poetry are basically "non-cumulative" for
they always struggle with the perennial "big-questions"™ which
are continually raised and perhaps never exhaustively answered.
Some members of the WVew Criticism were well aware of the
alternative knowledge in poetry, which, versus technical
industrialization and scientific departmentalizapion aims at
totality and penetrates into the essence of things by means
of "comprehension" contrary to "explanation".

Literary language corresponding to the humanities is not
a “logical discourse", a denotative-referential description,
but an emotional, associative or connotative language. We are
Personally addressed by this language: it is the language of
concern. As I.A. Richards once observed: unlike the statements
of the natural sciences literature or poetry is the language of
pseudostatements. By means of metaphors, symbols and myths,
ambiguities, paradoxes and enigmas our mind and imagination
are moved and stirred.

Northrop Frye, in his The Great Code.

The Bible and Literature (1982) has elaborated an
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interesting theory on the three different phases of langgage.
Essentially it is not much different from the dichotomy of
sclentific-literary uses of the language but he provides
a more subtle and refined insight with his three-fold concept
that goes back to Vico’s three ages of mankind: the age of
gods, the age of heroes and the age of the people. The first
was for him the poetic, the second the heroic or noble and
the third the vulgar age. In terms of language Frye labels
them: 1. hieroglyphic or metaphoric phase, 2. hieratic phase,
3. demotic or descriptive phase, the latter beginning with
the scientific revolution of the 17th century. The concept
of the second phase seems to represent the transition
between what we referred to as poetic and scientific language.
~In the first, the hieroglyphiec phase of language,
beﬁore . Plato and the pre-biblical cultures, "sign-
~language" dominates. The subject and the object are linked
with a common energy. “All‘words in this phase are concrete"7
verbal abstractions and concepts like “mind","courage“,
“emotiqn", "soul” ‘were "solidly anchored in physical images
connected with bodily processes or with speéific objects“s.
For example "kairos™, the Greek abstract concept of time
originally denoted the notch of aﬁ arrow. Prose in this phase
is discontinous or epigrammatic and the culture is mainly
oracular. The statements or aphorisms are not to be argued
about but rather to be pondered. In the mythic universe of
the Pre-Socratic philosophy oral teachers and gurus were

Poets at the same time. With this we can assoclate Sir



1e.

se

13

Philir Sidney’s dpology for Poetry where the Renailssance poet
similerly mwaintaizs that poetfy precedes all learning, even

philosophy and history. The poet, Frye suggests, has always

-been connected with something ancient and primitive in socilety

and since the time of Orpheus and Hermes Trismegistus poetry
has been understood as the repository.of all wisdom, or as
Shelley later said, the poet is "the unacknowledged legislator
of the world". In each phase of the language poetry aims ét
recreating the first hieroglyphic or metaphorical phase.

We shall see that the emblem-tradition is deeﬁly rooted in
this‘phase.(concrete distinct images conveying a "meaning”)
and the Renaissance was permeated by an enthusiastic interest
for ancient hieroglyphics.

tut the question arises: why are the other two phases
differer: and how has the metaphorié poetic mode of language
been gladuallf_forced fo withdraw?

In the second, hieratic or allegorical phase we witness
the +.ictory of the "dialectical logos" over the "mythos".
Language becomes the property of an individual elite, words _
become "expressions"” of inner thoughts: analogy prevails,
language is already the verbal imitation of réality. Instead
of possessing wisdom we meet the attitude of observing it.
With Plat-:, the discontinuous aphoristic prose is réplaced by
the continuous, the typical genre is commentary, instead of
verbal magic we see the use of syllocgism. Althogh Frye does

not say this we can add that it was Friedrich Nietzsche in
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the 19th century who protested against Socrates and Plato for they
had, in the name of "logos", destroyed the life-giving poﬁer
of "mythos". Nietzsche bitterly considered Platoc as "the
greatest enemy of arts who has ever lived upon the earth".
Dialectical discourse and discursive reason killed the
spontaneity and energy of poetry.

The third, the descriptive-scientific phase 1is oniy
& culmination of the process of tﬁé previous phase,
Bacon, Locke, Descartes, etc., mark this "demotic mode".
Here subject and object are clearly separated or the subject
has even withdrawn into neutrality. This neutral man is
motivated to observe the objective world. The simple aim is
the discerning of "scientific truth" and the method is fact-
-gathering and iﬁductive. The central problem is the distinc-
tion between "illusion and reality”. Symbol, metaphor, mythology
are expelled as obscure, gloomy and mainly unreal because
they lack the Cartesian_ideals of "clear and distinct".
Frye notes that in the age of Homer tha word evoked things
and in the descripfive phase things evoke words. Distinguish-
ing, isolating and analysing are the key-words in this
"mind-centered" universe. Frye says that in the first phase
the "spirit" and in the second the "soul"” were the organizing
principles.

While discussing the importance of the poetic phase of
language or figurative language we must mention some figures

of speech that deviate from the standard significance of

language.
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The itmage is not only a mental picture, a description
of visible objects and scenes but we can also speak of |
auditory and other sensory images and the term Zmagery in
general is used to signify figurative language, espe;ially
the vehicles of metaphors and similes., For the ¥New Critics
imagery was understood as an essential component, a major clue
to poetic meaning and effect.

The metaphor in its various kinds is a statement of
identity while aymbol is applied to a word or set of words
that signify an object or event which signifies something
else.’ Ralph Berry in his Shake;pearean Metaphor (1978}
discusses the common origins of the metaphor and symbol and
finds that both of them are rooted in the perception of
association. "But the two seem to work in opposed directions.
A symbol generates associations, while the metaphor grasps
toward analogy. There is an element of-passivity about the
pPerception of the symbol, whereas the metaphor is an active
attempt to grapple with reality. Metaphors are, or should
be, striking. Symbols are, or should be, satisfying and
inevitable. Metaphors are irritable, appetent: they seek an
over-~elusive fruiton, a state of definition.lo

Austin Warren in The Theory of Literature {(1949)
describes myth as remarkably reminiscent of Frye’s first
phase: "the myth is the narrative story, as against dialec-
tical discourse, exposition; it is also the irrational or
intuitive as against the systematically philosophical: it

is the tragedy of Aeschylos against the dialectic of Socrates®
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And later he adds: "In some of its habitual oppositions, it

is contrapunted te 'history’, or to ’‘science’, or to

nll From this

"philosophy', or to 'allegory' or to ‘truth’.
it can be seen that some thirty years before Frye Austin
Warren stood for the same i@eas.

Pﬁilip Wheelwdght in his The Burning Fountain (1968}
draws an interesting distinétion between two kinds of
imagination: cregtive and interpretive..The former he calls
metaphoric which creates liveliness and freshness and the
latter archetypal or emblematic which grasps particular
ldea in relation to something universal and perduring. The
archetypal-emblematic mode of. imagination creates "depth™
in contrast to the "freshness" aspect of the metaphor.12

Wheehwight.illuminates the significance of such
archetypal or emblematié symbols as the "sun", the "wheel",
the "four elements” the primal and the Christian Jtriéd“.

He closes his chapter on emblems and archetypes by raising
the gquestion of how relevant they could have been to
Shakespeare, His cénclusion: "It is impossible to be sure
how much of the archetypal meaning Shakespeare and the
audieﬁce for whom he wrote were aware of, but I should think

a good deal”l3

2. Pictures - and iconology

2.1. "Ut pictura poesis”
In the previous section our concern was to illuminate

the nature of poetic language. We have seen that the
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different figures of_meaning: imagery, metaphor, myth
constitute what we call figurative language.

Figurative language may also be called "picture-
~language" and that thought has been suggested since the
time of Horace’s Ars Poetica. Horace’s dictum ut pietura
poesis 1e. "as is painting so is poetry" or reversed: "as
is poetry so is painting®. The classical thecry of art has
emphasized the ability of the poet to make the listener
see the object, and of the painter to make his viewer under-
stgnd meaning.

In the Middle Ages Gregory the Great (6th century) and
in the Renaissance Savonarola and Giulio Romano asserted
that "paintings are the scriptures of the ignorant”.

Renaissance neoplatonismre-emphasized the importance
of pictures, images and symbols. As early as 1489 Pico
della Mirandolla in his Heptaplus submitted the idea "that
the picture is a form of revelation, an incarnation of the
word ... its emblematic mystery or complexity, by serving
as a kind of vision lures and thrusts the viewer to meditat-
ing on truths“.14

The i1dea of the pcet and the painter competing with
each other has also grasped Shakespeare’s imagination,

In the first scene of Timon of Athens the poet and the
palnter describe Fortune throned upon a "high and
pleasant hill" waving to her favourites to climb the steepy
mountain. But when she is in a change of mocod she "spurns

down her late beloved”.
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The painter’s conclusion at the end of the picturesque

dialogue:

"!Tis common:
A thousand moral paintings I can show
That shall demonstrate these quick blows of Fortune's
More pregnantly than words"
(T4 1,1, 90-3)

This is an explicit allusion to the vast amount of
iconographic mainly emblematic, representations of Fortune.
Elsewhere, Shakespeare the poet again paints the portrait of

whimsical T.ady Fortune. Fluellen says in #denvry V.

"Fortune is painted plind, with a muffler afore her
eyes, to signify to you that Fortune is plind,
and she is painted also with a wheel, to signify to you,
which is the moral of it, that she is turning and
inconstant, and mutability, and variation: and her

foot, lock
you, is fixed upon a spherical stone, which rolls, and
rolls and rolls: In good truth, the poet makes a most
excellent description of it! Fortune is an excellent

moral™
(Y, 3,6, 31-40)

The emblems of Alciati, La Perriere, Whitney etc. vividly

illustrate this "excellent moral”.

2.2, Hiereglupiios
Frye labkelled the iirst phase of language as poetic~
-metaphoric or hieroglyphic and he maintained that sign-
-writing preceded the articulate use of words, The Renaicssance
conception of hierogylyphics was based on misunderstanding: they
took the hieroulyphics for ideograms, each picture representing

a word.
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In the Renalssance the neoplatonists revived the interest
in Egyptian hieroglyphics which they considered to be the
repository of ancient hemetic and esoteric wisdom, Thelr
enthusiasm was motivated by the discovery of the 3rd cent.

AD Greek philosopher, Horapolle's dAieroglyphica 1n
1419, which they assumed to have been translated from Egyptian
into Greek. A Latin translation of Horapollo's work was made
in 1515. The neoplatonists: Plco della Miiandolla and Marsiglio
Ficino were convinced that it contained the true philosophy
revealing the real and absolute of the divine principles and
of the universe. These secret truths were hidden from the
common pecple and the secret wisdom preserved by the ancient
priests could only be decliphered by the initiated. Ficino
erote: "When the Egyptian priests wished to signify divine
nysteries they did not use the small characters of script,
ut the whole images of plants, trees or animals, for God
tas kncwledge of things not by way of multiple thought but like
‘he pure and firm shape of the thing itself®!’

Dieckmann (1957) observes two characteristics of Horapollo’s
dercglyphics 1/ several symbols can stand for one and the
ame idea, 2/ symbols have a necessary relationship, there
$ a type of correspondance edg. between stars and ﬁetals.
orrespondance exists hetween symbols and idea.16

The discovery of Horapoilo's Hieroglyphice initiated the
ide-spread fashion for similar hieroglyphics: Pr. Colonns's
Ppernerctomach? was published in 1499 and Piero Valeriano's

ieroglyph{ca in 1556. In England John Dee’s Monas Hieroglyphica
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was published in 1564. Dee helieved that in the common con-
templation of symbols (monas) he could understand the struc-
ture of the entire universe. Jakob Typotius’ Pe Hierographia
published posthumously in Prague in 1618, is an interesting
exception in this tradition bhecause he thinks that the
fountainhead of hieroglyphics is not Hermes Trismeglstus but
God himself. The things of the world are signs created by God
and God’s sign-language is the creation itself.l’?

Dieckmann speaks about the boom of hieroglyphic
literature between 1500 and 1700 and proves that the newly
discovered genre found a sensitive response particularly in
contemporary painting and literature. The popularity of
enigmatic representations can also be pointed out on EOIns,
coats of arms and printer’s marks. She explains the cause of
success with the unity of intellectual and aesthetic experienc
inherent in hieroglyphics. Soon we shall see that this twofolc
aspect is an important attribute of emblem~literature which
is representation and interpretation at the same time,

Dieckmann shows the impact of Horapollo on Renalssance
woodcut and drama. Diirer’s portrait of Maximilian I with the
symbolic animals and properties is perhaps the best example,
Klibansky-Panofsy-Saxl’s and Frances Yates’ memcrable analyses

0of Melancholia Il8

illuminate this tradicion.

Around 1600 drama also shows the attributes of hiero-
glyphics: we can see 1t in contemporary pageantry‘and masque,
Ben Jonson called the latter "court-hieroglyphics". The best
examples are hils The Masque of Blacknesse (1605) and The

Magque of Beauty (1608).
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When surveying the survival of hierogly;ulics Dieckmann

mentions the Rosicrucian pamphlets especialy, Michael Meier s

Atlanta Fugtena {1618) where the author consigeyg . Christ to

be the greatest hieroglyphic symbol, In the Meantime nature

came to be interpreted as hieroglyphic writtep by God’s hand
Dieckmann finds that the last figure in the tradition of

hieroglyphics is the German mystic philosopher Boehme. Though

‘he does not use this term, his lifework is NeVertheless

éndemically hierdglyphic. Boehme already centuries before
Frye speaks of the loss of the original,.unive;Sal‘highly
metaphoric language which perhaps'hdam spoke ang nature
breathed out.”

. The dissappearance of enigmatic symbolisp and hiero-
glyphics is explained by three factors. Dieckmap,, suggests
that the first is the emancipation of the natura) sciences
in the 17th century which destroyed symbolism as opooive and
"not ciear anddistinct". The second factor was the new
interest in history and an anti-mystical tendéncy' a biased

critical attitude against ancient Egyptian myth, And thirdly :
»

aesthetic attacks were not long delayed: PiCtOqul hiero~

- 9lyphics and emblems were condemned by Lord. Shaftespy,y in his

Characteristica as "false", "barbarous", "magica)w

“mystical",
19

"monkish", "Gothic" etc.

2.3 Teonology

’

Similarly to Horapollo’s pioneering place i, hiero-

9lyphics, the same position is deserved by Cesare Ripa as the
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founder of iconology.

| D.J. Gordon quotes the recollection of the French art
historian, Emile Male how he deiscovered Ripa: "1 realized
that with Ripa in my hand I could explain most of the allegories
that adorn the palaces and churches of Rome“%P Gordon comments -
on this episode: "the scholar wandering through the hundreds
of churches, oratories, palaces of Rome, confronting those
plastic riddles, realizing that there is before him a whole
world speaking an unknown language, and suddenly in that musty
library, by no tedious process of decipherment, but at one
blow, indeed by chance, finding the one key to this language
of art, not simply in post-Tridentine Rome, But in all of
Western Europe, for, Male came to see, code and key were inter-
national“21

Ripa’s Iconologia, this huge encyclopedia of symbols and

mytholegy, a great Renaissance repository of allegorical in-
formation was first published in Roﬁe in 1593 and with illustra-
tions in 1603. Though the book was well-known in England, the
English version did not appear until 1709.

Bigpstocki writes: "With the publication of Ripa's work...
the humanist system of allegorical iconography was established:
classical gods and personifjcations, hieroglyphic'signs ahd
emblems, connecting words and images: this was the material
used by the artists of msnnerism and the baroque“22

After an extended pause our century is now witnessing

2 new and fresh revival of iconographical-iconological studies.

(I shall discuss the distinction between the two terms later.)
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An international school of art-history research ap-
peared insgcholarship in the 19208 with the presiding and
ploneering activity of the Hamburg'art—historian Aby Warburg.

As early as 1912 he presented a sensational astrological inter-

pretation of the frescoes at Ferrara. Not only did he solve

the secret imgge—puzzles but he also emphasized the importance
of his method which purposes “ﬁo throw‘light upoh the dark
spot, clears up at the same time greathinterconnected deve-
lopments.“za

During the Nazi period the Warburg Institute ﬁas.trans-
blanted to London under the directorship of Fritz Saxl. Here
the Institute soon became attached to London University,

Besides Warburg and Sax]l, Erwin Panofsky can be
considered as one of the pioneering scholarsin the field of
icqnology. He began his activity also in Hamburg where Ernst
Cassirer’s Kantian philosophy of symbolic forms served as
a kind of backround to his methodology.

In his famous Studies in Ieonology (1939) Panofsky
distinguishes three levels in the interpretation of a work of
art.:

The first is the “Pre-iconographical description”
where the primary and natural subject matter is the object
of interpretation. Here the contreolling principle of inter-
pretation is the history of at = (how objects and eventé
were expressed by form). The next level is that of "Icono-
graphical analysis" which is concerned with the world of

images, stories and allegories. The controlling principle
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here is the history of types (specific themes and concepts].
The third level is "Iconographical interpretation in a deeper

24
senge”" .

In his Meaning in the Visual Arte (1955) he clearly
distinguishes tconography and Zconology. The former “conperns
itself with the subject-matter of meaning of works of art...
its domain is the identification of 1ma9es, stories and -
allegories'zs. Ieonology on the other hand, "considers the
basic underlying.principles of the symbolical values"zs. While
the former is an analytical process, the latter 1s a synthetic
mental activity elucidating the deep-structure of a work of
art. The function of iconology is to unfold what Panofsky
calls the "intrigsic meaning” of a work of art. (I shall
return to the problem of meaning as a hermeneutical gquestion
in the last section of my paper.)

Anotﬁer Warburg-scholar, the art-historian E.H. Gombrich
in his Symbolic Images (1972) is concerned  with the elu-
siveness of meaning. In discussing iconography and iconology
he proposes that the iconclogist can decipher_the meaning
if he can get access to the intentions of the author as
manifested in the genre he chooses. For the iconologist
interpretation becomes a reconstruction of the Aufhor's
origipnal programme or "librettd",zT

On the historiography of iconography a detailed and
yet concise study is provided by Ian Biatostocki in the

28

Dictionary of the History of Ideas. His definition runs
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ag follows: "in modern usage lconography is a description
and/or interpretation of the content of works of art. "He
proposes to distinguish between "i{ntended tconography” and
"imterpretive teonography”. By the first he means "the attituvde
of the artist or contemporary observer toward function and
8 meaning of visual symbols and images". Interpretive iconoaraphy
S aims at "identification and description of the content of the
works of art". I understand that his fifst attitude conslders
iconography from the author’s perspective and the latter from

lle that of the audience or the critic.

tic Now the guestion arises, how we can relate jiconographical
and iconclogical research to Renaissance drama in general and
to Shakespeare in particular.
Cne approaéh has been outlined by John M. Stezdman who,
in his article on iconography and Renaissance drama (1970
hasvshown that‘ﬁiterary critics have turned to the icono-
ich graphers for support over the last guarter centuiy“zg.
To the problem of how literary historians cobtain support
Y : in interpreting literature from iconcgraphical methods the
author provides a four-fold answer,
1. Renalssance painters and poets had inherited the
same ethical and mythelogical traditions.
2. Renaissance poets and painters held basic aesthetic
Principles in common. They find that the cause of both arts
was "to teach and delight". Writers and painters used such
poetic concepts as “"imitation of action®, "verisimilitude®

or "decorum", conversely, pictorial terms were used in poetics

and rhetorics, such as "vividness", "ecphrasis", "enargia" etc.
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Horace’s dictum ut picturg poecsis was completed by Simoni@es'
saying that poetry 1s "speakihg picture" and painting is
"silent poetry".

3. Poetr& And painting not only treated the same
subjects but utilized the same technical devices, eq.
"exemplum", “personificatién“, "enigma“, "metaphor", "notatio”

allegory etc.

4, In these "synaestheétic” art-forms we can clearly see
the convergence in literature between written text, hiero-
glyphics and emblems, and also in drama: pageant, masque,
procession, dumb-show are similarly akin.

Steadmann concludes: "In the complex mythographical
tradition of the Renaissance it is almost impossible to draw
a sharp line between painting and poetry, iconography and
literature. Both of the sister-arts served as channels for
transmitting and elaborating the same concepts and symbols
and images“3o

William Heckscher {1971) is concerned with
Shakespeare’s relation to the visual arts. He shows that
though the only artist mentioned by name in Shakespeare is
Giulio Romano (The Winter’s Tale), nevertheless he assumes
that the implicit impact of painters can be detected in his
works. He approvingly quoteé Panofsky in saying that Titi&n

inspired Shakespeare with a new version of the Venus and

Adenis story”.
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Heckscher has two thesés which he then elabora?es:

1. Shakespeare had a way of alluding to very real works
of art in vaguely hinting references.

2. Shakespeare described in minute detail works of art
whiéh exlsted in his imagination.

To demonstr;te his theses Heckscher first examines a
work of art explicttly deseribed ie. "a piece of skilful
painting"” in the sceneabout the Fall of‘Troy in The '‘Rape of
Luerece. For Shakespeare painting 1ls a mirror which helps us
to learn the emotions which acted upon Lucrecef Heckscher
contrasts Shakespeare’s text with a 16th century French
miniature.

Secondly, he speaks of "works of art obliquely ctted”
and quotes "Patiéntia“ twice alluded to in Shakespeare’s
dramas, (TW¥ 2,4, 108-114, Pe2r. 5,1, 13449). He juxtaposes the
vast amount of iconographic material known in Shakespeare’s
age, one of them (Heoefrnage, 1569) representing patience in
stocks —lwhich might be an interesting allusion to Kent in
King Lear. Further examples are demonstrated by Breughel and
Ripa. The author cbnclﬁdes that these are unmistakeble
references to specific works of art, "1

Ewbank {(1971) writes about the uses of iconography in
literature but at the same time she is fully aware of the
limitations of visual symbolism: "if we were to try to say how
this theatre poetry works, we could have to admit that it is
both by asserting the pregnancy of words and yet also by
Creating on stage an image more pregnant than words. A thousand

Moral paintings could not do that."32

(. u
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R.M. Frye (1980) in a recent article declares that the
"relating of the wvisual and verbal arts is one of the exciting
and productive efforts in cont mporary scholarship". In the
article he discusses the relationship between portraiture and
painting and characterization in literature. In the second
part he turns to iconography which he defines as "vocabulary

of visual images where we can discover semantic cores of

meaning."33

His discussion of the l6éth century innovation of
n:',4

lconography "that mannerist and baroque omnium gatherum
- le. the emblem has already been alluded to. I propose to
write on the identity of, and the critical thecories about

this genre in the following section.

2.4FEmblem
2.4.1. Modern Definitions of the Emblem

I shall start with a fairly old "modern" critic in order
to contrast his pioneering definition with some current and
more up-to-date views.

E.N.S. Thomson (1924) gave a brief definition of the
emblem: "a combination of motto, picture, and short poem, used
collectively to expound some moral or ethical truth“35
Sedrching for the predecessors of the emblem he finds that
"the earliest known use of picture for the enforcement of
moral truth... is the Tablet of Cebes. This painting was
designed to illustrate a moral treatise, written possibly by
that Cebes, a pupil of Socrates in the fourth century whom

36

Plato and Xenophon mention" Another work to prepare readers
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.ems was Sebastian Brandt’s Narrenechiff {1495}, in
The Ship of Foola (1509). Thirdly, of course, # rapollo’s
yphic was relevant. Further on medieval bestiaries, the

se Phyaiologus (2nd century AD), the Bibltfa Pauperum and

eculum Salvationtie.

Turning to the present criticism of the emblem I shall
pose two recent views about the identity of the emblem.
lski, the American and Daly., the Canédian scholar seem to
naware of each other’s fresh insights in the field o£\\

emcriticism, Both of them published their monographs on
subject in 1979. Daly even published two books in the same
. Barbara XK. Lewalski of Princeton arrived at
blematics by studying 17th century religious lyrics and the
tble as the store-house of poetic images and metaphors that
ad. been & source of information for the metaphysical
‘rotestant poetics. Peter M. Daly, Professor of Mcgill
University (Montreal) relates that he arrived at emblem-
-literature by writing a dissertation on a German baroque poctess.
baly's outstandiﬁg significance is that he has brought to the
notice of an English-speaking audlence the recent German |
contributions to the characterization of the emblem-éenre,
mainly in the works of A, Schdne (1964) and D.W. J&ns (1966}.
Lewalski {1979) defines the emblem as follows: "Emblems
~curious amalgams of picture, motto and poem -« are a minor liter-
ary kind which contributed significantly to the thecries
about, and particular formation of, poetic language and

symbolism in the 17th century religious lyric."37
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We should note that Lewalski considers emblems as "minor
literary kinds" while - as we shall see - Daly insists on
the emblem to be discussed as individual genre .

Daly (1979%a) trying to create an order in the vast
amount of material he is working with, differentiates between
two groups of emblem~critics. The first group considers the
emblem basically as an illustrated literary form, the essence
of which is the symbolic vdue of the object, scene and the
action, and this is a werbal phenomencon: the associatiocn of
the pictured motif and abstract concepts is a fumnetion of
language. "Those who regard the emblem primarily as a literary
form, ;ecognize the allegorical-symbolical potentialities
of language as the basis of the emblem. "Such critics, of
course, search and recognize "emblematic structures” in
literature.38 Schine and J&ns belong to this group and let me
add thaf s0 does Lewalski; and it is also the channel into
which I have so far attempted to direct my understanding of
the problem of literature and emblems,

The other group, however, considers emblems as a hybrid
and mixed form, a kind of "Gesamtkunstwerk". They speak of
emblems as a "synthetic art" which constitutes a branch of
the pictura-boesis tradition (Sulzer and Homann).

Daly’s merit is that on the basis of J8ns and Sch&ne he
defends the genre-status 2f the emblems against former
criticism which had considered 1t as enigmatic, arbitrary,
"degeﬁerate form of alleéory", "allegory'’s bastard children®,

"secondary cultural phenomenon", "irritated sort of learned
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to the description of devices or emblems. Unlike Samuel Caniel
he makes no difference between Tmpresa or emblem: "The Greek
call it emblema the Itglians impresa, and we,aDeuice. For
though the terms be divers the use and intent is but one..."
Their function is to "insinuate some secret, wittie morall...
elther to recreate (the beholder's} eye, or please his
phantasy, or examine his judgement,or occupie his braine, or
to manage his will either by hope or by dread"4l

Francis Bacon in his De Augmentis Seientiarum (1623;
Bk. ¥V, Ch.V.) provides the following definition: "Emblems
reduce intellectual conceptions to sensible images, and that
which is sensible more forcibly strikes the memory and is more
easily imprinted on it than that is 1ntellectual."42

In the 17th century Thomas Blount translated from French
Henry Estienne’'s The Arte of iaking Devices. This short work
of aboug 68 pages is divided into 23 chapters, such as: "0Of
Hieroglyphics®, "0f Symbols", "Of Aerigma", "0Of Emblems”,
"0f Parables and Apologues” etc. The author appreciates the
sacred science of the Egyptians and presupposes that their
Wisest priests might even have influenced the greatest of the
Hebrew ancestors (Moses, Abraham ete.). He holds that symbol,
‘aenigma, emblem, fable and parable - these genres all depend
upen the sacred science of hieroglyphics.

Writing of.emblems Estienne differentiates three principle
kinds: 1/ of manners, 2/ of nature, 3/ of history. "The chief
aim of the emblem is, to instruct us, If the picture is mystic

or obscure, the words clearly inform us."43
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We can appreciate Estienne’s localizing the genesis of
blem-literature in the'hierbglyphic—metaphoric phase of
,nguagef True, contemporary emblems often deteriorated into
ypular vulgarity in their moral didacticism but nevertheless
ne "true" or “original‘ emblems were determined by the
acred sciences. I tend to think that when Shakespesre

wotentially turns to the books of the emblem-writers he dces
10t consider them as simple sources or répositoriés of his
imagery but via the emblem he immerses himself in the sams

phase of the language: the "proto-language” of. poetry.

2.4.3, Lewaleki’e Classific%tﬁon of Emblem-Books
Though Lewalski's perspective is the 17th century
religious lyric she is therefore mainly concerned
with religious emblem-books. Nevertheless, it seems relevant ta
quofe her, for she sets up categories useful for tha
classification of the most importan£{§mblem—books. After
Rosemary Freeman’s English Emblem~Books (1948)44 this ig the
most concise attempt at grouping the emblem-bocks mainly =n
the basis of their subject-matter,
These categories are as féllows:
1. General collections of discrete emblems of diverse
objects
~ Geoffrey Whitney’s 4 Choice of Emblems {1586} is the flrst
and mbst important compilation. The volume contains, the
most representative emblems of the age. Whitney Qistinquishsé

between: 1/ natural, 2/ historical, 3/ moral emblems.

l
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Altogether 248 plates are involved in the volume, out of
these 23 were Whitney’s own, 86 from Alciati, 32 from
Paradin, 48 from Sambucus, 20 from Hadraian Junius, 16 from
Gabriel Faerno, and 23 were related to ideas common in all
these books. As Thomson remarks, it was a "book for all
classes of people. A wide awake child could learn a godd
deal of its pages, and for mature readers, it was history,
1itérature and sermon combined."45 _
- Henry Peacham’s Minerva Brittania (1612) openly declares
its heroic and moral purpose: "to feed at once both the
minde ;and the eye."
- George Wither: 4 Collection of Emblems (1635)
The author toock over plates without verses from the German
emblem-book of Gabriel Rollenhagen.

2. Discrete emblems and literal renderings of biblical
metaphors. Lewalski mentions only foreign emblem~books in this
category.

3. Discrete_plates around a central theme with a constant
element.
~ Francis Quarles’ Hieroglyphikes of the Life of Man (1638)

The different "ages" of human life are represented by
a candle which will be lit by God’s hands. |

4. Secular love-emblems of Eros and Anteros transfered int
Christian imagery which illustrate the stage< of the pilgrimage
of spiritual life,

The Dutch Otto van Veen's Amoris Divini Emblemata {1615} and

Hermann Hugo's Pig Desideria (London, 1686} fall into this



20

35

category and their English rendering:
;_Francis Quarles’ Emblemee {1635)

5. The "Schola Cordis" or the "School of the Heart" tradi-
tion, where the human heart is the permanent element in the
pictures, represeﬂted as undergoing progressive purgation from
s8in via illumination to union. The Dutch Jesuit Benedict van
Haeften’s Schola Cordie (1629) and the German Lutheran baniel
Cramer’s Emblemata Sacra (1624) influenééd the English

= Christopher Harvey’s Schola Cordie (1647)

Though these latter emblem-books take us far into the
17th century, Lewalski’s classification clearly demonstrates
the gradual development from aiscrete,-disconﬁnuousembléms
to ﬁhe appearahce of the organizing narrative elements. These
continuous didactic stories, however; completely lack the
original:enigmatic hieroglyphic hermetic nature‘of the early
16th century emblems, they seem to have abandoned their
fresh originality by the end of the 17th century and they

simply became illustrations of the religious doctrime.

2.4.4, DaZy’a‘Emeem-Thqary
Daly distinguishes three approaches of emblem-descrip-
tion.
l. The historical-chronologigal method
This method a/ analyzes the content and the origins of
the pictura, b/ observes the origins and the content of the
tnacriptio (motto, lemma), and ¢/ studies the relation between

the pictura and the acriptura.
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Since there is no necessary likeness between the image and the
meaning, it 1s emphasized that there is a tension betwaenlthese
elements. J&ns’ work can be included in this method.

2. The selective-comparative method

This method searches for the common characteristic
features of the different emblems and “it is basad on an overview
of the developing emblem tradition" and "the individual emblems
are analyzed in order to give a generic description from the
essential features that they have in common... no limits are
set upon analysis itself. Form, content, semantics, ontology
and function may, in fact must, all be examined"46
According to Daly this is Schéne’s approach.

3. The formal method

This methoé confines itself purely to questions of form
and to the functional relationships of words and picture
within the tfipartite emblem. The formalist in his definition
of the genre tends to exclude all aspects of content, theme and
Weltan@ﬁauung, gince he considers them non-—defining.47 In fact,
this is Daly’s own approach which he outlines in the last
chapter of his>Emeem Theory (197%a}. His utmost concern is
the most accurate descriptions of all emblems. He lays down
the foundations and principles of his great international
team-project in his The European Emblem Towards an Index
Emblematicus (1980)

But the guestion arises: how can we‘benefit from the
different orientations cf emblem-criticism? Since the ultimate

aims of our project and research are not the emblems themselves
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but Shakespeare'’s emblematic language and stage, our purely
literary motivations use emblems not as an end but as méans.
That makes us "go back"” to Schéne’s selective-comparative
method and to a certain extent to J&ns’ historical-chrono-
logical approach, but this 18 highly appreciated
and thoroughly diséussed by Daly in his criticism,

Both Dietrich Walter J&ns and Albert Schine began to
work on the emblems in the early sixties and both of them
were motivated by medieval typological thought and the tradi-
tion of biblieal exegesis.48

Both of them started to analyze emblems in terms of the
tripartite distincfive forms: motto (inscriptio or lemmal),
pietura and subsqriptio. Jbns differentiates between the art-
ferm (Kunstform) and mode of thought (Denkform} of the emblems
while Schine assumes a unity but with a twofold function. He
maintains that the emblem is the genre where représentation and
tnterpretation coincide involving both description and explana-
tion. |

J¥ns emphasizes the hidden enigmatic relationship, the
so-called "tension" between the epigram and the picturé.

Schne dwells on "the potential facticity" and "the prior-

ity of the idea in emblematic picture”. He finds that the basis
of this emblematie mode of thought is deeply rooted in (1)
Renaissance hieroglyphics, (2) in medieval exegesis, typology
and allegory, {(3) in Neoplatonic theory. Both Jdns and Schdne
agree "in regarding medieval typological and exegetical tradi-

tion as the essential root of the emblem"49.
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Schne writes that the emblematic picture hides a kind
of "higher meaning” and it can be traced back "to the typo-
logical.exegesis and the allegorical procedures of medieval
theology which understood everything created as a sign, an
indication of the Creator.So Appealing to the patristic-
-scholastic tradition of the four-fold meaning (4 senses)
Schtine emphasizes the sensus tropologicu% which refers "to
the significance of things and facts fof'the individual and
his destiny, for his path to salvation and his conduct in the
world. In this sense the emblematic mode still conceives of
all that exists at the same timé embodying significance.“sl
Jbns understands that the emblem is not primarily art {ars)
but knowledge (cognitioc).

Daly concludes that "one of the signal contributions
of Schéne and JOns to emblem-theory 1s the revaluation of the
mode of thought that derives from medieval patterﬁ of think-

ting"sz.

They agree that the "emblematic sense" is "an illustra-
te form of literary allegory" where the twofold function of
representation and interpretation results in the "illumination
of the teaching through picture and the text,“53
Besides medieval symbolism the Renaissﬁnce hieroglyphic
mode of thought (including the mode of animal-, and plant-
sYmbolism)54 manifests itself in those emblems where a strange
inorganic combination of individual motifs can be observed.
They are "assembled to represent a general notion"ss.
On the whole in summing up his train of thoﬁght Daly

finally evaluates the importance of Sch&ne and J8ns as follows:
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"the "art-form" of the emblem may be used for
variety of contents, serve a varlety of purposes,
and embody a variety of modes of thought, however
it reaches its highest development in the inter-

pretation of reality when working within typological

patterns of thought.“56

The principles of the Daly’s emblem-theory are applied

in his other book: Literature in the Light of the Emblem (1979b)

The above allusions to “typolqgical patterns of thought"
"sensus tropologicus" or "exegesis” alreédy signal and anti-
cipate that our ultimate concern is rather the deciphering o?
the "meaning"” in literary works of art in general and in
Shakespeare in particular than evaluating artistic technigues,
This approach is not primarily motivated by the traditional
"value~judgement criticism" but it is an attempt at "digging”
inte the deepest bottom in search for "meaning", which is
knowledge. I consider it to be a "new" cognitive approach in
Shakespeare-criticism., Motivated by the New Critics we start
with scrutinizing the text, but the text itself unfolds a

"deeper structure" {a "skeleton") which is more than the texture

ltself, something to do with the author’s perhaps

L unconscious intention or "mind". This "mind" is not only anchored

in the context of the age but in the context of "simultaneous
existence which we may call tradition.

This apprcoach 1s hermeneutical.,
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3, Meaning = and Hermeneutics

In Part 1, I began my train of thought by suggesting
that literature is language and 1t addresses the reader
personally, as a language of concern. In Part 2, I arrived
at the conclusion that the different types of figurative
language convey "meaning”, a kind of knowledge that can be
exegetically explored. The emblem is perhaps the best example
of what T. S Eliot called "unified sensibility" - the unity
of amesthetic and intellectual perception. Emblem, as we have
seen was both representation and interpretétidn: both art and
cognition.

Ail these principles h#ve guided us to the recogniticn
that the interpretation of the emblematic nature of Shakespeare’s
language is mainly a hermeneutical-exegetical approach.

The main assumption of the German philosopher Hans
Georg Gadamer is that the 19th century historical or "philo-
logical™ approach to literary texts was essentially scientific
in terms of the natural sciences and presupposed the neutrality
of the reader or interpreter thus fully neglecting the reader’s
OwWwn concern or involvemenf However, literature and the arts
constitute not dead documents but living monuments, they address
the reader as "language", it is a personal discourse and the
reader is also involved in the communication. "Language 1is
the fundamental mode of operation of our being~in-the-world
and the all-embracing form of the constitution of the world"57

The humanities treat the text as a "living

person" and Gadamer calls it: Pradition. "Literature is
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rather a function of spiritual conservation and tradition,
and therefore carries into'eﬁery present its hidden history“sa.

I have not yet come across any interpretations of Gadamer
which recognize the striking similarity between his thoughts
and T.S. Eliot’s famous ideas on tradition. Eliot in his
Tradition and the Individual Talent (1919) speaks about a
historical sense which "involves a percepticn, not only of the
pastness of the past but of its presence; This historical sense
involvesboth timeless and temporal and it emph&sizes the
simultaneous existence of the whole of the literature of
Europe. Therefore "no poet, no artist of any art, has a complete
meaning alone. His significance is... his relation to the
dead poets ané ari_:.ists“.59

According to both Eliot and Gadamer tradition is the
personal and simultaneous power permanantly irradiating its
vitalized "message". But Eliot relates "meaning" to the past
tradition while Gadamer’s focus is on the reader or inter=-
preter who can grasp this message only if he is involved in it, .
Understanding is not a process of cognition but participation,
and application (ars applicandi) determines understanding (ars
intelligendi).

Gadamer’s theory of "authentic understanding” is firmly
rooted in the existentialist philosophy and theology of
Heidegger and Bultmann., Some of his critics maintain that his
theory is mainly an extension and codification of the hermeneut-

ical theories of Heidegger and Bultmann.
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But the problem arises: if there 1is no stable meaning
and if it is the interpreter cor reader who determines this
meaning, how can we find the principle which makes our inter-
pretation valid? Readers and interpreters differ not only
in the course of the succeeding ages but at the same time and
place as well. There can be various readings and interpreta-
tions of the same work of art or text. If so, misreadings or
misunderstandings will easily be justified. How can we arrive
at a static identity of meaning behind the diversity of indi-
vidual evaluations and readings? Or shall we go as far as to
maintain that "meaning”™ as such simply does not exist? Is
there no objective meaning behind the individual readings of
Shakespeare? Does this way of thinking not lead us into the
delicate grounds of relativism?

These questions have been raised by Gadamer'’s most
relevant critic, the American F.D. Hirsch Jr. Hirsch’s The
Validity of Interpretation(}967) kegins with the defence of
the author’s intention against the “heavy and largely victoriou:
assault of those who maintained the autonomy of the text
saying ég. that "It does not matter what an author means -
only what his text says". In Hirsch’s opinion this literary and
philogophical relativism {(¥ew Critieism, Eliot, Pound etc. and t
New Hermeneutics of Gadamer and Bultmann) have destroyed the
principles of validity. Value-oriented criticism and personal-
-experience-oriented philosophy could only tackle the gues-
tions: "howdo I find it beautiful” and "Why it is true for me”..

Thus hermeneutics became the field of rather subjective and
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relative, perspectivist approaches seeking only significance
and.giving up to'find meaning. "The objective of hermeneutics;
says Hirsch, M s not to find the ’significance’ of a passage
for us today but to make clear its verbal meaning."so

Finally, let us examine, Hirsch’s famous distinction
Between meaning and gignificance. "Meaning is which is repre-
sented" significance, on the other hand names the relationship
between that meaning and a pérson or a conception, or a situa-
tion, or indeed anything imaginable“sl.

Gadamer maintains-that we can never reconstruct tlie
author'’s original meaning and thus hermeneutics should be
concerned wxclusively with the reader's experience and participa-
tion. Hirsch on the other hand neglects the subjective process
of understanding and for him hermeneutics, strietly speaking,
is fthe modest, and in the old*fashionéd sense, philological
effort to find out what the author meant", and this is the
only "prouper foundation of criticism“sz.

In his other boock, The Aims of Interpreiation (1979)
Hirsch elaborates his sharp criticism on the "dogmatic
relativists" and "cognitive atheists” and ﬁe defends the
"stable determinacy of meaning", for "without the stable
determinacy of meaning there can be no knowledge in interpreta-
tion, nor any knowledge in the many humanistic disciplines
based upon textual interpretation".63 The structuring principle
of this book on "meaning" and "significance" corresponds to

the distinction between "knowledge” and "evaluation’”. Meaning

or knowledge can be gained by appealing to the author’s inten-
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¢ions., But how to find the author’s intentions? Hirsch argues
shut 4t can be grasped in the category of the genre or the
“orvogramme” of the writer. Cognitlon thus plays an important

rola: it even prece s valuve~judgement. Hirsch acknowledges

thn importance of evaluative criticism but he 1s firmly

copvinged that "without eedentia humanistic evaluation is
. 64 : ;

sapiy end polntless, ™ !

How to find a way out of the labyrinth of the Gadamer- i

=’irgch controvarsy, why is it relevant and how is it related !
H

our iconnlogical-emblematic appreoach of Shakespeare?

Pirst of all we cannci but appreciate Gadamer’s signifi-

Encs An pErmaneutic

hacry: hiz idea of the tradition
rezsing the reader as "language" and the reader’'s response
via participation in the “harmensutical circle” suggest the
smportance of understanding 75 authentic knowledge.

Hirsch is right in elucidating how easily hermeneutical

iLirory grounded on the reader’s experience may degenerate intg

Ay
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ngzreous relativism misunderstandings and misreadings will
tecome legitimate. Instead of the vague existential idea of

"ruthentice” knowledye, Hirsch clearly demands "correct!

Emblem~Jliterature also constitutes what we called

Moy R 1 . 3 . ki A
fradition” or a2 spacial Ylanguage” that was made to address

reader, We must keep in mind the original twofeld functicn
©Z the emblem: representaticn and interpretation. It both
=lights (delecctare) and teaches (prodesse) the reader. In

“asponding to the delighting-representive function the reader



is motivated by the aesthetic expsrvience. Howevar . whear

surrendering ourselves we listen to the author’sz re
intention, genre or programme. Gomhrich’s {henry oF raov
is also anchored in the hermeneutical genre-thacry of niisoi

But even if we acknowledags the hermentical natoys oF

the emblem that "it is the last attempt to grasp spirituc..,
€

the world in its totality in an exegetical manner® - ino i
not an illegitimate approach to Shakespeare?
Since the present paper is a theoraiical wisi

have not been concerned with applving methodologiosi prionin. o

to practical examples. Some of the papers nrese
volume will illustrate these principles.
However, ip is not impossible to hint at tha haivernuvd
significance of Shakesbeare both in tersy 2% Gananel
Hirsch.
On the one hand, when we simply utter the nams o)

"Shakespeare™ we assoclate not only a huge amount of div< i

pastness is presenf, his dramas transcend the barriers
and place by having a simultaneous existence. BShaksspesroin is
both a Living Monument (Bradbrook) and Our Ccntempowavy
This is the "authentic® understanding of Shakespeave, .00
his significance.

This recognition, however, should not entail & neresic.

abandoning of the "stable determinacy ¢f meaning” ¢ the auuho:
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But how do we reconstruct the orlginal meaning? Are
we naive in supposing we can find the "intention of the author"?
There is some truth in the fact that it would be absurd tc hunt

for external evidence or docunents that potentially contain
P ¥

|
|
I

references by the authov revealing his own intentions. OF couvss,

this is not a path to follow.
However, as suggested above, ths meaninge &s the intention
of the author can be graszped in the geoare he choze fon hig

"programme" .,

A recent Shakespeare-critic, Sterchen Kastan {13872) arcuss i
E S

that "Shakespeare’s dramas are not merely litervary

LV

tions but ethical categerizs" and f[or Shakespeare

val genre stands for a zompletae though hypothetical model
g P g ¥

DNEs & Wiy Ol

[
; y . wo7
shapes and is shaped by humarhind.”

of the world... genre bec

Besides the programms 0f the gznre, irntention or Fnow-
ledge is also revealed in Shakespeare’s postic language,

that someone’s speech, imagsyy and

{1}

W

Caroline Spurgeon sugygast
the figures he uses are much more informative than an autchbilc—

graphy. Imagery is a kind of revelaticn of the author’s mind.

I have come to see that "meaning” can, even if not

exhaustively, be explcred from a c<lose-readiny and exegstical

analysis of the text. In the prelipmir~:~ irtrodvction o this
paper I alluded to the fact that asz ror-native spenkars of
|
|
English we had difficulty in understanding ths maaniag -f tho

t

text. But the painstaking labour of "decsding Shakespeare’s

)

plays"has resulted in gaining "knowledge" =ven beyond the
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verbal level. Thus this close-reading is both an aesthetic and
an intellectual experience. The meaning of the text, as Hirsch
suggests, has more to do with the author’s intention than with
the reader’'s. The author’s intention is the reflection of his
own mind. But what do we mean by Shakespeare’s mind? Is it only
his "own"? T.S. Eliot would probably give a negative answer.
Shakespeare’s mind carries, and is carried by, tradition,
Besides adding that Shakespeare was not only a talented
: craftsman as a playwright we can perhaps invite the romantics’
3 distinction between "talent” and "genius". In the words of
a 19th century American critic: "Talent is that which is in
man's power; genius that in whose power man is."68
Shakespeare was from the very beginning considered as
a "genius", even if an untutored one. He had been touched by
the enargia of poetry and sc he was an inspired poet.
If we want to "reconstruct" the meaning of his text we
must naturally raise the gquestion: whose "intention " are we
searching for? The poet is more than William Shakespéére the man.

The inspired poet is even more: he is possessed by the intensive

spirit of poetry. Who, or what then is the author? The author
is more than Shakespeare himself: it is language, poetry and

tradition. The first phase of language, the hieroglyphic-

e e 4

; -metaphoric stage is revealed in his dramas. And here we are
back again at Eliot. The genius, the great poet is "only"
a medium, a catalyst because he exists only when he surrenders
his personality by escaping from himself in perfect humility
and concentration. Thus he willl arrive at the border of existence,

saying: "The rest is silence”.
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