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3.25 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Troilus and Cressida 
(1600-2) 

.,
cf • • •• • • • • • , 
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Fig.3.25: The Distribution of artistic terms in Troilus and Cressida. 

Table 3.25 
The 14 terms of Art & Imitation in 

The Tragedie of Troilus and Cressida 

TLN TLN 

125 paint her thus (1.1.91) 1379 Imagin'd wroth 
479 the Artist and vn-read (1.3.23) 1646 his painted wings (3.2.14) 
610 he imitation call's 1651 Th'imaginary relish 
645 And in the imitation 1679 let's see your picture 
1041 'Tis made Idolatrie (2.2.56) 2468 Arts and exercise (4.4.79) 
1045 sorne image of th' affected merit 2877 thou picture (5.1.6) 
1229 a guilt counterfeit (2.3.25) 3582 your painted cloathes (5.10.46) 

Pandarus' line "Come draw this curtain, & lets see your picture" 

(1679) is akin to Twelfe Night's "but we will draw the Curtain and 

shew you the picture". Troilus is a play about the deceitful nature 

of infatuation: that "idolatrie" which "makes the service greater 

than the God" (1042). Hence do most of the play's "images" (1045, 

1379,1651) and "pictures" (1679,2877) prove largely false and 

without substance. But actor Patroclus seems to know his Aristotle, 

since his 'pageantry' of Agamemnon and Nestor he "call's" (according 

ta Ulysses) "imitation" (610, 645). 
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3.26 Art & Imitation in The Tragedy of Coriolanus (1607-8) 

••• • • -. . • .,. • • 
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Fig.3.26: The Distribution of artistic terms in Coriolanus. 

Table 3.26
 
The 8 terms of Art & imitation in
 

The Tragedy of Coriolanus 

TLN TLN 

372 Picture-like ta hang (1.3.11) 1492 [1 will counter-)fet 
687 this painting (1.6.68) 2862 any man l can imagine (4.5.204) 
1325 which he painted (2.2.111) 3507 Ta imitate _ the Gads (5.3.150) 
1491 mast counterfetly (2.3.100) 3595 l paint him (5.4.26 ) 

Where Coriolanus might have "act[ed] the Woman in the Scene" (1310) 

he rather "paint[ s] with shunlesse destinie" (1325). AlI references 

to 'picture', 'paint' or 'painting' are ei ther made by Corio1anus 

(687) or are about him (372, 1325, 3595). 
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3.27 Art & Imitation in The Lamentable Tragedy of Titus 
Andronicus (1592-4) 

•• , • • ... •• ",. 
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Fig.3.27: The Distribution of artistic terms in Titus Andronicus. 

Table 3.27
 
The 9 terms of Art & Imitation in
 

The Lamentable Tragedy of Titus Andronicus 

TIN TIN 

868 that painted hope (2.3.126) 1791 the picture of my youth 
1245 seene thy picture (3.1.103) 2103 a11 the Art 1 haue (4.4.109) 
1407 1ike a stony Image 2157 This growing Image ( 5 . 1 .45 ) 
1534 fa1se shadowes (3.2.80 ) 2392 thy owne proportion (5.2.106) 
1781 painted signes (4.2.98) 

Terms are distributed throughout Titus' epitasis and catastrophe, 

Ieaving its catastasis (1800-2100) mostly bare. The very first 

artistic term (878) cornes haIfway through act 2, with the murder of 

Bassianus (which event does indeed Iaunch the epitasis). The second 

(1247) cornes as the mutilated Lavinia is brought to her father. And 

the third (1407) as the severed heads of his two sons are presented 

to him and Ti tus Iaughs. The fourth cornes in the 'fly scene' (3.2) 

and confirms that Titus has finaIIy gane mad, since he now "takes 

false shadowes, for true substances" (1534). 
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3.28 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Romeo and Juliet 
(1595-6) 

• • • • ,. • • • • • • • • •• • • 
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Fig.3.28: The Distribution of artistic terms in Romeo and Juliet. 

Table 3.28
 
The Il terms of Art & Imitation in
 

The Tragedie of Romeo and Juliet 

TLN TLN 

142 an artificiall night (1.1.133) 2170 counterfaits a Barke, (3.5.130) 
288 the Painter (1.2.41) 2229 Proportion'd as ones thought 
460 painted Bow of lath (1.4.5) 2359 thy yeares and art (4.1.64) 
1149 gave vs the counterfait (2.4.45) 2733 loues shadowes (5.1.11) 
1151 What counterfeit 3118 sa Tutor'd by my Art (5.3.248) 
1191 by Art as weIl as by Nature 

with the two "counterf[a]its" lat 1149 and 1151), Romeo must indeed 

counterfeit his true affection. And that he is not quite himself 

nor quite good at counterfeiting is perhaps what motivates 

Mercutio' line "now art thou Romeo: now art/ thou what thou art, by 

Art as weIl as by Nature" (1190-1). An actor is thereby berating 

another for not playing his part convincingly. 
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3.29 Art & Imitation in The Life of Tymon of Athens (1605-8) 

_... •• • • ••• • ... . 
1 
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Fig.3.29: The Distribution of artistic terms in Tymon of Athens. 

Table 3.29 
The 23 terms of Art & Imitation 

The Life of Tymon of Athens 
in 

TLN TLN 

38 A Picture, sir (1.1.26) 778 then's artificiall one (2.2.111) 
46 How bigge imagination 1586 painted _ Friends (4.2.36) 
52 Artificiall strife 1666 paint the ground Gu1es (4.3.60) 
112 mora1l Paintings 1726 the counterfet Matron 
193 A piece of painting 1763 Paint till a horse may myre 
195 Painting is we1come 1822 [a dogge) Whom l wou1d imitate 
196 painting is _ the natura1 man 1982 cornes a Poet and a Painter 
198 these pencill'd figures 2235 paint a man (5.1.30) 
238 1ik'st thou this picture 2296 draw'st a counterfet 
240 that painted it 2298 Thou counterfet'st most liuely 
241 that made the Painter 2302 Naturall in thine Art 
355 not dare To imitate them 

The artistic discourse of Tymon is far more deve10ped than i ts 

theatrical discourse. But then the play stages 'artists' as opposed 

to 'players' and like the anonymous Arden of Faversham (c.1592) one 

of its characters is a painter. Therefore is much of the talk in 1.1 

and 5.1 about art and painting. 

According to current scholarship (Evans 1997, Wells 1997), Thomas 

Middleton is believed to be the author of the following passages: 

1.1/324-336; 1.2/337-614; 2.2/656-712; 3.1-5/916-1418; 
3.6/1485-1502; 4.2/1545-99; 4.3/2108-2191 

If this is indeed the case, then only two artistic terms would be 

Middleton's (355, 1586) and none of the theatrical. Which means 

that, in terms of authorship at least, the graph albeit 

accidentally - indicates what belongs to Shakespeare. 
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3.30 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Julius Caesar (1599) 

1 
Tl.N 500 1000 1500 ~ooo ~5oo 273l 

Fig.3.30: The Distribution of artistic terms in Julius Caesar. 

The 7 
The 

Table 3.30 
terms of Art & imitation in 
Tragedie of Julius Caesar 

TLN TLN 

72 Disrobe the Images (1.1.64) 1271 The Skies are painted (3.1.63) 
76 let no Images [Be hung] 1893 Arts and Imitations (4.1.37) 
390 Caesars Images (1.2.286) 2190 in Art (4.3.194) 

Julius Caesar begins with the 'disrobing' of Caesar's 'images', 

whieh is perhaps telling given that the play itself is an 'image' of 

Caesar. 

As the graphie eonflation of terms shows, sixteen terms (or 85%) are 

contained within the first part of Julius Caesar, leaving only three 

for the second part. This graph, then, mostly supports the play' s 

formaI outline in showing Julius Caesar to be two plays in one. 
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3.31 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Macbeth (1606) 

• .". • • • . .... • • . ., . 
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Fig.3.31: The Distribution of artistic terms in The Tragedie of Macbeth. 

Table 3.31 
The 21 terms of Art & Imitation in 

The Tragedie of Macbeth 

TLN TLN 

28 
201 
246 
249 
292 
713 
714 
831 
833 
1330 
1331 

(1.4.11) 
(2.2.51 ) 

And choake their Art (1.2.9) 
Images of death (1.3.97) 
horrid Image 
horrible Imaginings 
There's no Art 
but as Pictures 
a painted Deui11 
Deaths counterfeit (2.3.76) 
The great Doomes Image 
painting of your feare(3.4.60) 
the Ayre-drawne-Dagger 

1383 
1384 
1439 
1457 
1458 
1645 
1656 
1973 
2345 
2466 

(4.3.143) 
(5.5.24 ) 
(5.8.26) 

Hence horrible shadow 
Vnrea11 mock'ry hence 
the glory of our Art (3.5.9) 
Artificiall Sprights 
strength of their illusion 
if your Art [Can te11](4.1.101) 
Come 1ike shadowes 
great assay of Art 
a wa1king Shadow 
Painted vpon a pole 

The graphie eonflation reveals a consistent shape to whieh both 

series of terms (the artistie and the theatrieal) seem to adhere. 

Bence do both discourses appear to support eaeh other: "to beare my 

part,/ and shew the glory of our Art" (1438-9), "a walking shadow, a 

poore Player" (2345), "live to be the shew, [-J Painted upon a pole" 

(2464-6). 
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3.32 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Hamlet (1600-1) 

• • .. 'fII:·4IlC.C ........ •• • • .-.. • ••
• 
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Fig.3.32: The Distribution of artistic terrns in The Tragedie of Hamlet. 

Table 3.32
 
The 33 terms of Art & Imitation in
 

The Tragedie of Hamlet 

TLN TLN 

98 Whose Image (1.1.81) 1871 5corne her owne Image (3.2.24) 
675 with imagination (1.4.87) 1882 they imitated Humanity 
1123 with 1esse Art (2.2.96 ) 1934 my Imaginations are as foule 
1124 1 vse no Art at all 2106 This Play is the Image 
1127 1 will vse no Art 2437 vpon this Picture (3.4.53) 
1148 l haue not Art to [reckon] 2438 The counterfeit presentment 
1304 the shadow [of a Dreame] 2764 Artlesse iea10usie (4.5.19) 
1306 A dreame _ is but a shadow 2823 we are Pictures 
1308 but a shadowes shadow 3044 teach you to imagine (4.7.35) 
1310 the Beggers Shadowes 3096 For Art and exercise 
1521 50 as a painted Tyrant Pyrrhus 3106 the painting of a sorrow 
1412 for his picture in Little 3376 my Imagination (5.1.187) 
1703 with plaist'ring Art (3.1.50) 3381 let her paint an inch thicke 
1705 my most painted word 3391 may not Imagination (5.1.203) 
1781 ta put them in imagination 3581 the image of my Cause (5.2.77) 
1798 l have heard of your [paintings] 3582 [1 see] The Portraiture of his 

What is striking about the above graphie conf1ation of artistic and 

theatrica1 terms is that their respective graphie contour or 

'shape' is exactly the same (inasmuch as we a110w that the 

'artistic' series is of thirty-three terms whi1e the theatrical is 

of a hundred). The series of artistic terms is ever sa slightly 

offset from that of theatrica1 terms. If the play begins with an 

artistic term - "Our 1ast King, Whose Image even but now... " (98) - it 

ends wi th a theatrical one, "Beare Hamlet like a soldier to the 

stage" (3896). Hamlet has the highest number of artistic terms of 

all the plays. And as wi th the theatrica1 terms, the character of 

Ham1et has the 1argest share of them (sixteen). Hence is conf1ating 

both series of terms somewhat vindicated in Hamlet himself who 

conf1ates them as well. 
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3.33 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of King Lear (1605/1610) 

• • • • .. • ..,- • • • ••• • - • • 
t 

TLN 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 33œ 

Fig.3.33: The Distribution of artistic terms in The Tragedie of King Lear. 

Table 3.33
 
The 15 terms of Art & Imitation in
 

The Tragedie of King Lear 

TLN TLN 

246 giib and oyiie Art (1.1.224) 2534 Nature's aboue Art (4.6.86) 
496 image and horror (1.2.175) 2573 sweeten my immagination 
744 Lears shadow (1.4.226) 2603 the great image of Authoritie 
1020 his picture (2.1.81) 2670 Art of knowne _. sorrowes 
1132 or a Painter (2.2.58) 2738 by wrong imaginations 
1365 The images of reuoit (2.4.90) 2921 shadowof this Tree (5.2.1) 
1726 Art of our Necessities(3.2.70) 3226 image of that horror (5.3.267) 
2020 my counterfetting (3.6.61) 

When Lear asks "Tell me who l am?" (743) the Fool answers "Lears 

shadow" (744), which is, of course, the truth since the play 

represents an image (or shadow) of Lear. And when Edgar would have 

his father rest - presumably at the foot of one of the stage pillars 

- he calls it "the shadow of this tree" (2921). 

The word ' art', which appears four times, cornes at structurally 

significant moments in the play. The first occurrence is Cordelia's 

and follows her fall from grace: "If for l want that glib and oylie 

Art/ To speake and purpose not" (246). The second is Lear's, at the 

exact centre of the play in the storm scene (3.2): "The Art of our 

Necessities is strange/ and can make vilde things precious" (1726

7). The third is again Lear's and just follows Gloster's leap at the 

play' s catastasis: "I am the king himsel f ... Nature' s above Art in 

that respect" (2531-4). The fourth and final 'art', is the disguised 

Edgar' s "A most poor man ... who by the art of knowne and feeling 

sorrowes am pregnant to good pitty" (2669-71), whereupon Oswald 

enters (2675) and Edgar's rise may begin in earnest. 
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3.34 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Othello (1603-4) 

. .... •• • • • • • • • 
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Fig.3.34: The Distribution of artistic terms in The Tragedie of Othello. 

The 
Table 3.34 

6 terms of Art & Imitation in 
The Tragedie of Othello. 

TLN TLN 

297 Arts inhibited (1.2.79) 1999 counterfet, farewe11 (3.3.356) 
879 you are Pictures (2.1.109) 2417 shadowing passion (4.1.40) 
1025 counterfeit Ad-[uantages] 3133 may be counterfeits (5.1.43) 

The use of artistic terms in Othello appears most1y incidenta1, 

though there may be an internaI logic to having the first and last 

spoken by two characters - Brabantio and Lodovico - who effective1y 

bookend the play. The midd1e four terms are shared between Iago 

(879, 1025) and athello (1999, 2417). 

3686 
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3.35 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Anthonie, and Cleopatra 
(1606-7) 

• • •• .... •• • • • • • , • • , 1 "... 
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Fig.3.35: The Distribution of artistic terms in Anthonie and Cleopatra. 

Table 3.35
 
The 7 terms of Art & Imitation in
 

Anthonie and Cleopatra. 

TLN TLN 

96 you shall paint (1.2.19) 2446 A mang1ed shadow (4.2.27) 
912 O're-picturing Ven[u]s (2.2.200) 3318 t'imagine [An Anthony] (5.2.98) 
999 be it Art or hap (2.3.33) 3320 Condemning shadowes quite 
1170 Though he be painted (2.5.116) 

Antony's line, "Haply you shall not see me more, or if, a mangled 

shadow" (2446) , perhaps implic i tly begins the passage from 

historical figure to theatrical part that Cleopatra will complete 

for him: Ut'imagine/ an Anthony were Natures piece, 'gainst Fancie,/ 

Condemning shadowes quite" (3318-20). 
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3.36 Art & Imitation in The Tragedie of Cymbeline (1609-10) 

....... .- ... . . ... ......
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Fig.3.36: The Distribution of artistic terms in Cymbeline. 

Table 3.36
 
The 14 terms of Art & Imitation in
 

The Tragedie of Cymbeline 

TLN TLN 

446 you imagine (1.4.131) 2629 not imagin'd, felt (4.2.307) 
932 such pictures (2.2.25) 2693 alter'd that good Picture 
1343 Made me a counterfeit (2.5.6) 3133 Poor shadowes (5.4.97) 
1604 the Art o'th' Court (3.3.46) 3218 Seene him 50 pictur'd 
1676 One, but painted thus (3.4.6) 3455 His Mistris picture (5.5.175 
1721 Whose mother was her painting 3485 Chamber-hanging, Pictures 
1803 singular in his Art 3650 those Arts they haue 
1863 with what imitation 

The first three references ta art mark, in effect, the beginning 

(446), midd1e (932) and end (1343) of Jachimo's poisoning and Iago

like false play which leads ta Posthumus' misdirected uOh Vengeance, 

Vengeance!" (1344) against Imogen. But the very next reference 

belongs ta Belarius: Uthe Art o'th' Court,1 As hard ta 1eave, as 

keepe" (1604-5), which is reminiscent of Duke Senior's upainted 

pompe [00'] of the envious Court" in As You Like It (609-10). Belarius 

is also the character that brings theatre into Cymbeline (1645). 

According ta Lionel Abel, then, he is the character who brings into 

this play the self-consciousness that renders tragedy impossible. In 

this case, the addition of theatre will provide the antidote for the 

ill-effects of (Jachimo's) art. 



SUMMARY 

Fig.3.3?: A comparative view of the numbers of artistic terms in the First 
Folio p1ays. 

Table 3.37 
The 491 terms of Art & Imitation in 

The First Folio 

Tempest 17 King John 13 Troilus 14 
Two Gentlemen 21 Richard II 14 Coriolanus B 
Merry Wives B lHenryIV 20 Titus 9 
Measure 14 2HenryIV 13 Romeo&Juliet Il 
Errors 4 Henry V 14 Tymon 23 
Much Adoe 12 1HenryVI 13 Julius Caesar 7 
Loves Labours 17 2HenryVI 6 Macbeth 21 
Dreame 20 3HenryVI 7 Hamlet 33 
Merchant 10 Richard III 12 King Lear 15 
As You Like it 16 Henry VIII 7 Othello 6 
Shrew 15 [ 119] Anthonie 7 
All's Well 14 Cymbeline: 14 
Twelfe Night 17 [ 16B] 
Winter' s Tale 19 

[204] 

Scholars such as Merchant (1955), Roston (1987), Greenwood (1988) 

and Fowler (2003) have compellingly shown that Shakespeare was 

neither ignorant nor impervious to the aesthetic mindset of his age. 

What the present survey perhaps showed, then, is that his knowledge 

of art and mimetic representation may have also informed his 
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dramaturgy. In the beginning, with Two Gentlemen and Shrew, 

Shakespeare see~s to have preferred the more suggestive terms of art 

and imitation over those of theatre. But as he grew more confident, 

his drama' s self-reflexivity also became more explicit. By Richard 

III, theatrical terms are generally more prevalent (and often more 

striking) than 'artistic' terms. 

Shakespeare himself may not have distinguished the two discourses as 

l do here. Both evidently sustained his interest in the theme of 

representation and illusion. Both are persistent throughout the 

Folio and are either clustered together (as in Two Gentlemen, 

Hamlet, or Troilus) , used contrapuntally (as in Richard II), or kept 

mostly separate (as in Merchant). In Loves Labour's the two 

discourses effectively cross over one another so that a play that 

began with 'art' ends in 'theatre'. In A Midsommer Nights Dreame, 

the rude mechanicals speak most of the play's theatrical terms 

(61/100) but do not utter a single one of its artistic terms (0/20). 

And if the distribution of theatrical terms in Cymbeline is indeed 

strategie, then so must it be for the 'art' of The Winters Tale; for 

the role of the 'theatrical' in Cymbeline appears to be exactly that 

of the 'artistic' in Winters Tale. 

Though we may certainly read too much 'into' Shakespeare (as 

undoubtedly l sometimes have), i t is hardly possible that all of 

these occurrences were entire1y 'unconscious' on his part. It is far 

more likely that Shakespeare did sometimes use his 'artistic' 

discourse (like his 'theatrical') to foreground the means of 

dramatic representation, so that his own skill and that of his 

players be appreciated for what they truly were: Art. Perhaps, then, 

Shakespeare's purported Mannerism was more home grown in nature and 

spiri t than Italianate: a pseudo-mannerism bent on revealing the 

truth of an 'art' whose best aesthetic expression was essentially 

insubstantial. It was all "Ayre ... thin Ayre" and left "not a racke 

behinde" (TMP. 4.1.150-6/1821-7). 
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CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY
 

OF SHAKESPEARE'S TERMS OF ART
 

Fig.3.38: A comparative view of the numbers of artistic terms per Folio play 
according to their probable chronology. 

Table 3.38 
The 491 terms of Art & Imitation of 

The First Folio according ta Chronology 

PLAY DATE # TERMS PLAY DATE # TERMS 

Two Gentlemen (1590-4) 21 Henry V (1598-9) 14 
Shrew 15 Julius Caesar (1599) 7 
2HenryVI (1591 ) 6 As You Like it (1599-1600) 16 
3HenryVI 7 Hamlet (1600-1) 33 
1Henry VI (1592) 13 Twelfe Night (1601-2) 17 
Titus (1592-4) 9 Troilus (1600-2) 14 
Richard III 12 All 's Well (1602-5) 14 
Errors 4 athello (1603-4) 6 
Loves Labours (1594-5) 17 Measure 14 
King John (1594-6) 13 Tymon (1605-8) 23 
Richard II (1595) 14 King Lear (1605/1610) 15 
Romeo&Juliet (1595-6) 11 Macbeth (1606) 21 
Dreame 20 Anthonie (1606-7 ) 7 
Merchant (1596-7) 10 Coriolanus (1607-8) 8 
IHenryIV 20 Cymbeline (1609-10) 14 
Merry Wives 8 winters Tale (1609-11 ) 19 
2HenryIV (1597-8) 13 Tempest (1611 ) 17 
Much Adoe (1598) 12 Henry VIII (1612-3) 7 



CHAPTER IV 

ENTER ONE WITH A RECORDER 

Elements of (Meta)Theatricality 
in RICHARD III and HAMLET 

It may be that Shakespeare's metatheatre was altogether tao strongly 

tied ta the particular rhetorical environment of his time ta be of 

true service ta us now. Yet if metatheatre is ta inform the current 

performance of his works, it is inasmuch as we can draw serviceable 

correspondences between his world and ours; it is inasmuch as we can 

understand what role Shakespeare's metatheatre might have played in 

its original context of performance. 

At the very outset of this project, l had written a number of 

preparatory studies that sought ta better define the range of 

Shakespeare's metatheatre. At the time, these had seemed overly 

speculative since much of the groundwork that the previous chapters 

represent had not yet been undertaken. But perhaps l have now earned 

the r ight ta speculate a little, sa that my beginning might also 

serve as my end. 

What follows, then, are two brief studies providing sorne further 

indication as ta how metatheatre may have informed a play's original 

performance by the Lord Chamberlain's Men. The first (' Arise 

Dissembler') concerns Richard III, a play that this survey has not 

sufficiently shawn ta be a probable turning point in Shakespeare' s 

theatrical self-reflexivity. The second (' That a Man Might Play') 

concerns Hamlet or the climax of Shakespeare' s metatheatre (after 

which it mostly turns inwards). Indeed, after Hamlet, no 'players' 

will ever reappear in Shakespeare's playworlds (until, that is, the 

magical ones issuing from Prospero's 'art'). 
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i. ARISE DISSEMBLER 
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Fig.4.1 Synthetic graph of metatheatre in Richard III 

The so-called 'history plays' of the period ought to be 
redesignated 'political plays'. They are no mere chronicles or 
reports upon the events of the reigns they portray but are 
dramatic essays on the institution of kingship and on the 
origins, nature, and transfer of power. 

Michael Hattaway, "Drama and Society", The Cambridge 
Companion to English Renaissance Drama, p.94. 

Richard III is the first king to be known 
as the patron of a troupe of players 

M.C. Bradbrook,
 
The Rise of the Common Player, p.27
 

In her 1972 book Theatricality, sociologist Elizabeth Burns 

succinctly described a fundamental paradigm-shift in theatrical 

performance initiated by the secular dramatists of the sixteenth

century. 
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Characters were no longer, as in the Morality plays, named as 
the vice or virtue which they personified but were presented as 
if they were real persons whose actions were prompted by 
intentions, recognizably typical of the socially real world, 
and were not exclusively symbolic. In this way impersonation, 
the portrayal of a person through imitation of behaviour 
derived from observation and experience of ordinary life, began 
to replace personification. The difference between the two 
modes lay in their frames of reference. (Burns 1972, p.163). 

In England, this secularisation (and accompanying sedentarisation) 

of theatre largely resulted from policies and decisions made by the 

Tudor regime itself. With his 1534 Act of Supremacy, King Henry VIII 

effectively replaced the Pope at the head of the English church and 

began to institute Anglicanism as state religion. In 1543, the king 

went so far as to ban outright "aIl books, ballads, rhymes and other 

fantasies" dealing with scripture (Bradbrook 1979, p.31). Though the 

Mysteries and processions of great towns, such as York, resisted 

this ban, they did not survive much beyond 1576 when Queen Elizabeth 

imposed insurmountable restrictions on their performance. 

When Shakespeare began his acting and playwri ting career, sometime 

in the late 1580s and early 1590s, i t is most likely that he was 

still facing an audience who had experienced religious drama. And 

sa, with his Tragedy of King Richard the Third (1592-3), it would 

appear that he intentionally wrote a play ·precisely in the 

tradition of the morality drama" (Spivack 1958, p.378). 

In The Third Part of Henry the Sixt (1591), the character of Richard 

had already described himself as something of an actor who - in 

order to ·catch the English Crowne" - was ready ta ·wet his Cheekes 

with artificiall Teares" and ·play the orator as weIl as Nestor" 

(3.2.179-88/1703-12). At the outset of Richard III, in his 'descant 

on Deformity' , the eponymous character goes even further and 

presents himself as being ·determined to proue a Villaine" 

(1.1.30/32). Not only is Richard the catalytic master-of-ceremony of 

the play, he is a personification of evil. 
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The demonizing of Richard by Tudor historians Edward Hall, Thomas 

More and Raphael Holinshed certainly provided Shakespeare wi th a 

clear-cut villain ("Subtle, False, and Treacherous", 1.1.37/39). By 

combining the 'historical' content wi th the old Morali ty genre, he 

could make his play doubly accessible to his audience. But in having 

a Historical Tragedy pass itself off as a Morality play, Shakespeare 

also seems to be revealing something about the nature of theatrical 

representation. Perhaps, then, i t is Shakespeare himself who "like 

the formal Vice, Iniqui ty, moralizes two meanings wi th one word" 

(3.1.82-3/1661-2). 

The most telling element of Shakespeare' s theatrical strategy is 

Richard himself: the player was called upon, not so much to perform 

the part of Richard, as to personify the Vice who impersonates him. 

Richard does nothing but 'dissemble' (a term that appears five times 

in the play) and literally 'acts' his way throughout. From the 

encounter with his brother Clarence who has fallen from favour 

"this deepe disgrace in Brotherhood / Touches me deeper than you can 

imagine" (1.1.111-12/117-8) - to his wooing of Lady Anne - "1 did 

kill ... But 'twas thy Beauty that prouoked me ... 'twas thy Heauenly 

face that set me on" (1.2.179-81/372-5) - to his melodramatic denial 

of bearing his enemies at court any ill will - "Cannot a plaine man 

liue, and thinke no harme, / But thus his simple truth must be 

abus'd (1.3.51-2/517-8) to his apparently heartfelt contrition 

"'Tis death to me to be at enmitie: / l hate it, and desire all good 

mens loue" (2.1.61-2/1185-6) scene after scene, Richard proves 

himself a consummate actor. He 'performs' the part of brother, of 

lover, of falsely accused and then contrite courtier, of protective 

uncle, all the while plotting the deaths of those who stand before 

him. 

Richard even adds Vice-like elements of mischief and chaos to the 

orderly, self-contained world of the play. At the top of 3.4, for 

instance, the Council meeting looks - for all the world - as if it 

begins on a deliberate miscue; as if Richard should have entered 

before he does "In happie time" (3.4.21/1989). The line "Who knows 
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the Lord Protectors mind herein?" (3.4.7/1973) and those following 

do seem rather comically extempore (or 'out of time'). And when 

Richard finally does make his entrance ("1 haue beene long a 

sleeper", 3.4.23/1992), Buckingham apparently mixes up his line 

referring to Hastings "Ile giue my Voice _. in gentle part" (1986-7), 

thereby reinforcing the theatrical setting itself. 

Had you not come vpon your Q my Lord,
 
William, Lord Hastings, had pronounc'd your part;
 
1 meane your Voice (3.4.26-8/1994-6)
 

"Had pronounc'd your part" must have gotten a withering sidelong 

glance from Richard to motivate Buckingham' s quick corrective "1 

meane your voice". And the rather superfluous surname "William" 

seems a little incongruous (not to say 'ambiguous' given that there 

probably were two players named 'william' onstage Slye and 

Shakespeare - along with Richard Burbage). 

The extent to which Richard and Buckingham 'act' their way to the 

top of the playworld, may also be indicated by an apparently 

authoria1 stage direction at the top of 3.5. Richard and Buckingham 

having taken into protective custody the rightful heirs to the 

throne and killed Hastings the Lord Chamberlain, must appear as 

defenders of the realm and not as the orchestrators of a coup 

d'état. Shakespeare therefore calls for them to enter "in rotten 

armour, marvellous ill-favoured" (3.5.1.s.d/2082-3). Though this 

phrase appears to be derived from one of Shakespeare's sources, 

Thomas More' s History of King Richard the Third (where Richard 

wears an "evill-favoured brigander" or body armour) the context in 

which the stage direction occurs also lends i tself to a somewha t 

more theatrical interpretation. 

As Ben Jonson' s quip over "three rusty swords" suggests (Every Man 

in His Humour, Prol.9), i t is very unI ikely that theatre companies 

had suits of armour made especially for them. They were most 

probably equipped with old, disused armour that the players repaired 

and beautified as best they could. Hence stage armoury was probably 
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rotten (because i t had been discarded in the first place) and ill

favoured (because it did not necessarily fit the players 

themselves). By stressing the condition of the armour Shakespeare 

remains faithful to his source, but he may be also indicating that 

Richard and Buckingham are putting an a shaw and thus appear as ill

suited for war as the players themselves. 

Perhaps Richard's entire ascension to the throne may then be 

perceived as something of a play-within-a-play. A theatrical conceit 

that may weIl have been sustained by the brief subsequent scene 

(3.6) wherein Shakespeare has a Scrivener enter ("with a paper in 

his hand n according to QI of 1594). 

Here is the Indictment of the good Lord Hastings, 
Which in a set Hand f airely is engross' d, ... 
And marke how weIl the sequell hangs together: 
Eleuen houres l haue spent ta write it ouer 
(3.6.1-5/2199-2203) 

Eleven hours is perhaps just the right amount of time for a 

professional scribe to fill na paper n the size of, say, a 

promptbook. A player like Shakespeare (who was certainly aware of 

the economics of stagecraft) may weIl have written his play with all 

available hands in mind including those of the baok-keeper who would 

have been perfectly equipped to play this brief scrivener' spart. 

Furthermore, the presence of obvious stage armour followed by the 

appearance of the book-keeper would have effectively set the stage 

for the play's most overtly theatrical scene (3.7). 

Though aIl other immediate claimants to the throne have been 

successfully eliminated, still the "Ci tizens are mumn and appear 

wary of Richard. "[T]hey spake not a word,/ But like dumbe Statues, 

or breathing Stones,/ Star'd each on other, and look'd deadly pale" 

(3.7.23-5/2237-9). Thus Richard must appear as reluctant to accept 

the crown, as the people (and the peers) are reluctant to yield it. 

He and Buckingham will therefore perform a waaing scene of sorts 

wherein Richard must "Play the Maids part" and "be not easily wonne" 
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(3.7.49-50/2263-4) by Buckingham's solicitations. Once the Lord 

mayor and ci tizens are assembled together to wi tness Buckingham' s 

fervent entreaties, Richard finally deigns to appear before them. 

Shakespeare has him entering "aloft, betweene tv/O Bishops" (2313) 

"Two Props of Vertue, for a Christian Prince" (3.7.95/2316) 

thereby stressing, not only Richard' s 'godliness', but that he has 

taken his chaste "maid's part" sufficiently to heart to provide his 

wooer Buckingham with a proper balcony scene setting. 

Of course, the audience has from the very beginning of the play been 

made privy to Richard' s transparent stratagems. And though he may 

take great pains to dress the part, it is improbable that the Lord 

mayor and the ci tizens themselves are fooled by Richard' s 

appearances. Richard gets what he wants simply because there is no 

one left who can stand against him (no one, that is, save the exiled 

Richmond) . Even this balcony scene seems superfluous since, 

regardless of i ts outcome, "the people are mum" and the crown is 

effectively there for Richard's taking. 

What then may be at the heart of this second wooing scene (the first 

having been that of Lady Anne in 1.2) is the actual confrontation 

between Richard and Buckingham, the two 'actors' of the play. It is 

a rhetorical battle in which Richard once again proves the more 

daring performer (hadn't he gone so far as to provide Lady Anne with 

the very means to kill him?). Richard provides more compelling 

arguments against his taking the crown than Buckingham can muster in 

favour of it: 

l cannot tell, if to depart in silence, 
Or bitterly to speake in your reproofe 
Best fitteth my Degree, or your Condition 
(3.7.141-3/2362-4). 

"1 am vnfit for State, and Maiestie" concludes Richard "1 cannot, 

nor l will not yeeld to you" (3.7.205-07/2426-8). Though Buckingham 

as thus been publicly rebuffed - "Come Citizens, [zounds] we will 

entreat no more" (3.7.218/2440) Richard is still entirely at 
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liberty to change his mind: "Call them againe, l am not made of 

Stones" (3.7.223/2444). But by proving himself the better "actor", 

Richard has humiliated his pleading wooer Buckingham. He thus begins 

to rid himself of his cumbersome zanni. 

Yet Richard' s primary trait being that of the over-reaching social 

climber, his coronation also hastens his own doom. Richard has no 

more rungs for him to climb-up the social ladder and no more parts 

that he can play. As for the part of King, Richard evidently cannot 

play it, which provokes a veritable existential crisis. 

What? do l feare my Selfe? There's none else by,
 
Richard loues Richard, that is, l am 1.
 
Is there a Murtherer heere? No; Yes, l am:
 
Then flye; What from my Selfe? Great reason: why?
 
Lest l Revenge. What? my Selfe vpon my Selfe?
 
Alacke, l loue my Selfe. Wherefore? For any good
 
That l my Selfe, haue done vnto my Selfe?
 
o no. Alas, l rather hate my Selfe
 
For hatefull Deeds committed by my Selfe.
 
l am a vlllaine: yet l Lye, l am not. (5.3.183-92/3644-53)
 

The incoherent Richard has evidently lost all motivation. He may 

therefore be easily over-taken (and literally beaten off the stage) 

by someone - Richmond - who can 'play the part' of King better than 

he. The Tragical History of King Richard the Third, as Antony 

Hammond points out, is constructed as a ritual of expiation (Hammond 

1981). The 'guilt' of Richard's final soliloquy is communal. The 

Elizabethan world-view could not allow for such over-reaching of 

one' s position in society (which is perhaps why the character of 

Richard was - and still remains - so immensely popular). His rise 

both historical and theatrical was as seductive as it was 

improbable. It could only have been made possible through either the 

placidity or the tacit support of the people, his audience. It is in 

this rapport with an audience that state and stage meet. Perhaps 

Richard III, then, represents that exorcism of state through which 

the secular renaissance stage could also exorcise away the old 

medieval genre. 
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ii. THAT A MAN MIGHT PLAY 
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Fig.4.2 Synthetic graph of metatheatre in Hamlet 

l don't know how many books on Hamlet there are that set out ta 
elucidate its mysteries. l prefer the ones that pay attention 
but stop short of explanation. 

John Cage 
(James Joyce, Marcel Duchamp, Erik Satie: an Alphabet) 

Theatre is certainly a predominant theme of Hamlet. Apart from its 

two 'insets' (the diegematic "rugged Pyhrrus" followed by the 

dramatic "Murder of Gonzago"), there are more direct textual 

references ta theatre in Hamlet than in any other Shakespeare play 

(with the possible exception of A Midsommer Nights Dreame which 

contains as many). Hamlet himself makes about half of these 

references. For much of acts 2 and 3, the audience can hardly forget 

its being in a theatre, since it is constantly reminded of it. Yet, 

apart from the avenging son feigning madness, the irruption of 
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theatre in the narrative of Hamlet does not appear in any of the 

p1ay's (known) sources. Apparently, this is Shakespeare's invention. 

But what is the purpose of theatre in Hamlet? Judd O. Hubert 

suggests a possibility that may be worth exploring: 

The tragedy [of Hamlet] recounts the hidden struggle between an 
imaginary dramatist, compelled to move his plot along, and a 
star performer, dissatisfied with his assignment, who 
reluctantly consents to participate in the action, but only on 
his own terms. (Hubert 1991, p.88) 

The story of the melancholy prince may have been common knowledge by 

the time Shakespeare wrote his own version. In 1589, Thomas Nashe 

wrote of "whole Hamlets, l should say Handfulls of tragical 

speeches" (Furness, p.5). And in June of 1594, Phillip Henslowe 

records a performance of Hamlet (the so-called Ur-Hamlet perhaps by 

Thomas Kyd) at the Rose theatre (Foakes 1961) . So perhaps 

Shakespeare's own Hamlet depended on his audience's familiarity with 

his protagonist's propensity to soliloquize as weIl as his purported 

madness. But then how mad was Hamlet supposed to be? 

In both Saxo Grammaticus' 12 th century Historica Danica as weIl as in 

Belleforest' Histoires Tragiques (1570), prince Ambleth feigns 

imbecility in order to avoid his une le Fengon's suspicion. His 

madness is a stratagem. But Shakespeare also distinguishes when 

Hamlet acts 'insane' from when he does not. Hamlet's "Anticke 

disposition" (1.5.172/868) almost always manifests itself as prose. 

When Hamlet is alone or in private consultation wi th Horatio he 

usually reverts back to verse. On only two occasions do Hamlet and 

Horatio converse in prose the first is in 5.1, just before 

Hamlet' s exchange with the grave-digging clown; the second is in 

5.2, following the interview with Osricke - but, in both cases, 

Shakespeare is perhaps indicating that these are public and not 

private encounters between the two friends. In the crucial closet 

scene with Gertrude (3.4), Hamlet speaks in verse since he purposes 

to rally his mother to his (and the ghost's) cause. But when, at 
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Ophelia's grave (5.1), Hamlet inadvertently slips into verse he 

appears to be making a mistake since he thereby reveals to Claudius 

that his madness has been nothing but an act (which is perhaps what 

prompts Hamlet' s line "but l am very sorry good Horatio, / That ta 

Laertes l forgot myselfe", 5.2.75-6/3579-80). It therefore seems as 

if Hamlet's madness was also intended to be strategie and that, as 

far as the actor is concerned, his character is sane. 

But given the particular circumstances of Shakespeare's play 

wherein Claudius does not initially appear to either feel threatened 

by or pose a threat to his thirty-year old university student nephew 

- what is the purpase of Hamlet's behaviour? If, as Harold Jenkins 

suggests, Hamlet's 'Anticke disposition' "justifies itself 

psychologically as a cover for feeling genuinely distraught" 

(Jenkins 1981, p.148) then couldn't the plight of the actor himself 

highlight that of the character? Couldn' t one of the sub-plots of 

the play be the actual acting of Hamlet? 

When Hamlet first appears onstage ln 1.2, he mostly distinguishes 

himself by refusing to 'play his part' in the royal wedding. The 

eponymous character stands aside and as far away form the centre of 

the action as he can, while Claudius deals with the play's two other 

sons, young Fortinbras and Laertes. When the king finally does 

address Hamlet, it almost seems an afterthought: "But now my Cosin 

Hamlet, and my Sonne?" - Hamlet quickly interjects "A little more 

than kin, and lesse than kinde" before Claudius completes his 

statement - "How is it that the clouds still hang on you?" (1.2.64

6/244-6). Hamlet's very first line, then, is extra-dramatic. It is a 

sharp 'aside' that must be swiftly delivered in order to be, both, 

effective and amusing. But it also indicates that Hamlet is standing 

somewhere close by the audience. His next line effectively answers 

Claudius' question, "Not so my Lord, l am too much i'th'Sun" 

(1.2.67/247), which plays "son" off "sun" and so maintains the 

equivocal "kin [g ]ship" context of his earlier aside. But perhaps 

Hamlet' s line also provides a further indication as to his actual 

position on the Globe' s stage (which was oriented North-Easterly). 
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Provided it was a nice day out, if Hamlet stood downstage he could 

have indeed been standing "i' th' Sun". Thus Hamlet may have replied 

to the king's metaphorical question with a literal truth. 

Hamlet's subsequent conversation with his mother seems to reinforce 

rather than alleviate his resolute under-acting. When Gertrude 

attempts to coax her son out of his melancholy "Thou know' st 'tis 

common, all that liues must dye,/ Passing through Nature, ta 

Eternity", Hamlet replies "I, Madam, it is common" (1.2.72-4/252-4). 

Again, Hamlet's line works on two levels: on one, the character of 

Hamlet ostensibly agrees wi th his mother; on the other, i t is the 

actor who ironically indicates if he is still downstage and 

"i'th'Sun" that he is indeed standing right by the "commoners" in 

the audience (those 'under-standers' who could only afford the penny 

f or the pi t) . 

GERTRUDE: If it be [common];
 
Why seemes it so particular with thee.
 

HAMLET: Seemes Madam? Nay, it is: I know not Seemes. 
(1.2.74-6/256-7) 

While, on one level, Hamlet denies merely exhibiting the appearances 

of grief, on another he rejects "all Formes, Moods, shewes of 

Griefe" (1.2.82/263) of dramatic representation: "For they are 

actions that a man might play; / But I haue that wi thin which 

passeth show" (1.2.84-5/265-6). If Hamlet denies resorting to what 

an actor does onstage, what is the player then to do? How can one 

play that "which passeth show"? 

Perhaps the plea at the beginning of Hamlet's first soliloquy - "0 

that this too too solid Flesh, would melt, /Thaw and resolue itselfe 

into a Dew" (1.2.129-30/313-4) is not only Hamlet's first 

meditation on the subject of "Selfe-slaughter" (316), it is also the 

plea of an actor frankly asking himself 'how can I play this part?' 

After aIl, the subject is sublimation and the soliloquy itself a 

veritable aria that introduces and intermingles the themes of 

suicide, revulsion and disappointment in terms and turns of phrases 
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very near those we will encounter later in the play. It is as if the 

actor were reviewing his uvnprofitable" part in this "vnweeded 

Garden" of a play (1.2.133-5/317-9). 

Once Hamlet has met his father's ghost, for instance, the first 

soliloquy's "Heauen and Earth,/ Must l remember?" (1.2.142-3/326-7] 

reappears again (albeit lengthened) to become: 

Oh all you host of Heauen! Oh Earth; what els? 
And shall l couple Hell? Oh fie: hold my heart; 
And you my sinnewes, grow not instant Old; 
But beare me stiffely vp: Remember thee? 
l, thou poore Ghost, while memory holds a seate 
In this distracted Globe: Remember thee? 
Yea, from the Table of my Memory,
 
Ile wipe away all triuiall fond Records,
 
All sawes of Bookes, all formes, all presures past, 
That youth and obseruation coppied there; 
And thy Commandment all alone shall liue 
Within the Booke and Volume of my Braine, 
(1.5.92-103/777-88 ita1ics mine) 

Hamlet thereby answers his original query, "must l remember?" , 

resolutely in the affirmative. But the question now becomes - in the
 

context of Othis distracted Globe" - how Hamlet intends ta remember?
 

My Tables, my Tables; meet it is l set it downe,
 
That one may smile, and smile and be a Villaine;
 
At least l'm sure it may be so in Denmarke;
 
SA vnckle there you are: now ta my ward;
 
It is; Adue, Adue, Remember me: l haue sworn't. (1.5.107-12/792-6)
 

Hamlet chooses ta remember his father's words by writing them down
 

(UMy tables") and most editors, following Nicholas Rowe's 1709
 

initiative, even add the stage direction "[ He] Wri tes". But on what 

would Hamlet have written down "Adue, Adue, Remember me"? An actor 

would not have been very likely to carry a student' s wax "tablet" 

onstage . But he may have carried on his 'roll' (i. e. the score for 

his individual part in the play). As he "wipe[s] away all triuiall 

fond Records, all presures pasto and adopts his 'Anticke 

disposition' isn't Hamlet re-writing his own part (just as 
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Shakespeare had presumab1y re-written the Ur-Hamlet into the present 

play)? 

For his next entrance, the Folio's stage direction calls for Hamlet 

to be "reading on a Booke" (2.2.167s.d/1203). Now it is as if Hamlet 

has shunned his part to become book-keeper. As book-keeper he 

certainly would know all the 'parts' of the play and - should he 

choose to be mischievous - could re-cast Polonius as a "Fishmonger" 

(1211). Later still - with his insertion "of sorne dosen or sixteene 

lines" to the "murther of Gonzago" Hamlet will turn dramatist 

(2.2.537-41/1578-81). 

with the arrival of the players at Elsinore, (meta)theatre takes 

over the play. But it is not quite as Hamlet himself had planed. He 

may coach and tell the players exactly how he wants them to act 

(even as he himself does what he forbids them) , still "the Players 

cannot keepe counsell, they'l tell all" (3.2.141-2/2009). 

Dumb-shows were a fairly archaic device by the time Hamlet was 
wr i tten, but not so archaic that Hamlet should not have 
foreseen the players using one. The mistake in prematurely 
revealing the mousetrap through the dumb-show is partly due to 
Hamlet's lack of foresight, and his failure to allow for the 
players' stupidity is a component in the savagery with which 
he greets them when they come out to start the play itself. 
(Gurr 1992, pp.2-4) 

The mousetrap is the 'Arrow' Hamlet has shot "o're the house n 

(5.2.243/3695). And if Claudius' reaction to the play-within-the

play has convinced Hamlet of his guilt, it may not have been quite 

sufficient to convince the audience (which still requires Claudius' 

confession of 3.3). The mousetrap, however, has certainly confirmed 

the King' s own suspicions. Hamlet will be stirred into action but 

with disastrous effect. Hence his theatrical 'Arrow' will have 

mostly missed its mark and proven indeed to hurt Hamlet's "brother 

[Q2]" and nmother [F]" (3696). 
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It was the player's "rugged Pyrrhus" speech (a Marlovian pastiche on 

the death of a famous father at the hands of a vengeful son) that 

first recalled Hamlet to his "blunted purpose" (3.4.111/1491). But 

this "dreame of Passion" had also led him to meditate further on the 

purpose of acting itself: "What 0 s Hecuba to him, or he to Hecuba/ 

That he should weepe for her? (2.2.545-54/1599-1600). 'Well', the 

audience might ask, 'what 's the ghost of ald Hamlet to the actor 

Richard Burbage, or Richard Burbage to the ghost, that he should 

feel and 'act' for him?' Indeed, why "fight for a plot ... Which is 

not tomb enough and continent / To hide the slain" (4.4.63-5/Q2). 

The answer is that Hamlet and Burbage both have a part to playon 

the Globe's "sterile Promontory" (2.2.299/1345). 

Hamlet may shun his role of avenging son and re-cast himself 

either as dramatist or allowed fool (perhaps modelled on Yorick) 

the play, Hamlet, awaits for him still. His character' s destiny is 

preordained: it is written. But Hamlet appears to know this well 

enough: "If it be now, 'tis not to come: if it bee not to come, it 

will bee now: if it be not now; yet it will come" (5.2.220-2/3669

71). He knows the play's "vnnaturall acts" as weil as its "forc'd 

cause" and can thus anticipate more "purposes mistooke/ Faine on the 

Inuentors heads" (5.2381-5/3876-80). Hamlet can therefore "defie 

[Horatio' s] Augury" because the "speciall Providence" he awaits is 

Shakespeare's alone (5.2.219-20/3668-9). He waits after Shakespeare 

just as Shakespeare waits after his recalcitrant "sparrow". As 

"rugged Pyrrhus" foretold (2.2.482-7), Hamlet can even "pause" 

(1526) and "[do] nothing" (1522); he does not even require to be 

"redeliuer[ed]" by asrick to King and court (5.2.179/3643). Rather, 

it is they who will come to him (3674). In the end, Hamlet - who as 

been "in continuall practice" (5.2.211/3660) - will indeed avenge 

his father's death (albeit by accident) and finally be born "as a 

Soldier to the Stage" (5.2.396/3896). 
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CODA: 

ENTER SHAKESPEARE IN HIS NIGHT GOWNE 

[Shakespeare' s] name is printed, as the custom was in those 
times, amongst those of the other players, before sorne old 
plays, but without any particular account of what sort of parts 
he us'd ta play; and tho' l have inquir'd, l could never meet 
with any further account of him this way, than that the top of 
his performance was the Ghost in his own Hamlet. 

Nicholas Rowe, 'Sorne Account of the Life of Mr. William 
Shakespeare', The Works of Mr. William Shakespeare 
(1709), I, vi. 

Tradition, according ta Nicholas Rowe, would have it that 

Shakespeare performed the part of the Ghost in Hamlet. But for a 

seasoned player and company sharer like Shakespeare how could this 

relatively minor (albeit essential) part be 'the top of his 

performance'? 

As far as l know, there are only two contemporary allusions ta 

Shakespeare's acting. The first is John Davies of Hereford' Scourge 

of Folly (1610) wherein Shakespeare is mentioned as having "plaid 

sorne Kingly parts in sport" (Schœunbaum 1975, P.148). The second is 

found in Ben Jonson's Discoveries (1641): 

Many times he [Shakespeare] fell into those things could not 
escape laughter: As when he said in the persan of Caesar, one 
speaking ta him; Caesar thou dost me wrong. He replied: Caesar 
did never wrong, but with just cause: and such like; which were 
ridiculous. 1 

Al though one might argue that Jonson' s intended meaning was "[ as 

when Shakespeare had Ceasar say], one speaking ta him the 

formulation (even for the time) is rather ambiguous. For if Jonson 

is indeed referring ta what Shakespeare actually 'said' ( "one 

speaking ta him") then he may very well have performed the part of 

1 Ben Jonson, 'Discoveries', Works (1641), II, 98. 
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Caesar in Julius Caesar. This is of interest because the character 

of Polonius in Hamlet also enacted the part. 

HAMLET: Now my lord, you plaid once i'th' Vniuersity, you 
say? 

POLONIUS: That l did my Lord, and was accounted a good Actor. 

HAMLET: And what did you enact?
 
POLONIUS: l did enact Julius Caesar, l was kill'd i'th'
 
Capital: Brutus killed me. (3.2.98-104/1953-9)
 

Regarding this jocular correspondence between Hamlet and Julius 

Caesar, almost every commentator seems ta agree with Andrew Gurr. 

The regular playgoers at the Globe who recognized Polonius as 
the man who had played Caesar in Shakespeare's play of the year 
before [1599], and who recognized Hamlet as the man who had 
played Brutus, would laugh at this theatrical in-joke. But two 
scenes later, when Hamlet kills Polonius, they would think of 
it again, in a different light. 
(Evans 1997, p. 3282) 

Richard Burbage, having famously performed the part of Hamlet, would 

probably have performed that of Brutus. And if our reading of Ben 

Jonson is correct and Shakespeare did perform the part of Caesar, 

then (following Gurr' s lead) he may also have performed that of 

Polonius. But how can we then conciliate Shakespeare doubling the 

Ghost and Polonius when both characters appear in 3.4, wherein the 

Ghost enters immediately after Polonius has been slain? Perhaps a Q12 

stage direction offers a possible solution to this casting 

conundrum. 

Most readers of Hamlet would agree that when the Ghost first enters 

in 1.1 he is dressed in full armour. Horatio recognizes "Such was 

the very Armour he had on / When th' Ambi tious Norwey combated" 

(1.1.60-1176-7) and the Ghost is later described as being armed 

"From top to toe _ from head to foot" and that "he wore is Beauer 

up" (1.2.28-30). For his second appearance (in 1.4-5), the Ghost is 

The first or so-called 'bad' quarto of Hamlet (1603), whose copy was 
probably based on rnernorial reconstruction. 
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likewise "in compleat steele" (1.4.52/637). But for the Ghost's 

third appearance in 3.4, Ql provides the rather surprising stage 

direction 'Enter the Ghost in his night gowne,3 (3.4.101.s.d./2482). 

Though this scene does occur in the queen' s closet (as opposed ta 

the battlements of Elsinore), why would the Ghost exhibit such 

consideration as to be in his night gowne? Unless, of course, this 

stage direction (most likely derived from a performer' s memorial 

reconstruction of the play) concerned not so much the Ghost's 

apparel as what the player actually wore (perhaps out of necessity). 

Let us suppose, then, that Shakespeare did indeed play the part of 

Polonius and that he also doubled as the Ghost. Intending ta 

eavesdrop on Hamlet's interview with Gertrude, Polonius hides behind 

the arras (3.4.7/2380). Hamlet, thrusting his sword through the 

arras, kills Polonius who exclaims "0, l am slain" (3.4.25/2405). 

Then Hamlet may very well have looked behind the arras and revealed 

the body of polonius4 
• But, for an author and a playing company adept 

at substitution, a costumed stagehand could very well have done the 

trick. This easy substitution would have left the actor Shakespeare 

free to exclaim "0 l am slain" while preparing for his entrance as 

the Ghost. But Polonius' hiding behind the arras occurring at TLN 

2380, his death at 2405 and the Ghost's appearance at 2482 would 

have left little time for Shakespeare to slip into armour, so that 

perhaps the Q1 night gowne was used to cover Polonius' costume. But 

then Shakespeare's entrance as the Ghost would have been sa 

completely unexpected and magical as to make the wearing of armour 

almost superfluous. 

Hence Shakespeare's role in Hamlet may have been somewhat archetypal 

if he played the murdered fathers. Indeed, the significant 

correspondence between Polonius and Old Hamlet may not have escaped 

ei ther the audience or young Hamlet himself, since the vengeful 

JThe character of Caesar a1so enters 'in his night gown' at the top of 2.2 
of Julius Caesar. 

The stage direction itself was added by Edward Capell in 1768. 4 
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Laertes will now view Hamlet precisely as Hamlet views Claudius: 

"For by the image of my Cause, l see/ the Portraiture of his" 

(5.2.77-8/3581-2). Perhaps then the reason why Shakespeare's Ghost 

endured for sa long in popular memory as the 'top of his 

performance' was precisely because the Ghost's appearance in 3.4 was 

such a 'coup de théâtre'. 



CONCLUSION 

"WELL, THE BEGINNING THAT IS DEAD AND BURIED" 

(The Forest for the Trees) 

My purpose at the outset of this study had been to get a better 

sense of just how self-reflexive Shakespeare's theatre was. l sought 

to find this out mostly quanti tatively by establishing how much 

Shakespeare resorted either scenically or textually to the 

theatre in the theatre. Hence was this work essentially composed of 

three readings of Shakespeare's First Folio. 

The first performative reading (Chapter 1) superimposed occurrences 

of play-within-the-play and disguise to the technical structure of 

each Folio play. It showed the variety and amount of such devices, 

as weIl as their structural significance. The second reading 

(Chapter 2) collated most of Shakespeare's textual references to the 

theatre and showed their precise location and persistence in the 

Folio, as weIl as their import to the plays wherein they appear. The 

third and final reading (chapter 3) gathered most of Shakespeare's 

references to art, imitation, and painting and superimposed them 

ante the previous chapter's survey of theatrical references. It thus 

showed a more complete view of the 'lexical field' of mimetic 

representation in Shakespeare's dramatic works. As for Chapter 4, it 

provided - if only for Richard III and Hamlet - sorne measure of 

'connective tissue' mostly lacking from this survey. 

So how transparent or self-reflexive was Shakespeare' s 

(meta)theatre? By today's standards, at least, the answer surely is 

Uvery transparent" (Table 5.1). But, then, how self-reflexive was it 

according to the standards of his own day? Was Shakespeare, as 

Barton writes, uconcerned with the play metaphor to a degree unusual 

even among his contemporaries u (Barton 1962, p.89)? Or was 

metatheatre itself, as Boas suggests a udistinctive feature of 

Elizabethan dramatic historyu (Boas 1927, p.134)? Was Shakespeare's 

theatre more metatheatrical than that of his peers? 
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Table 5.1 
Metatheatre in the Plays 

of William Shakespeare 

DEVI CES VOCABULARY 
Insets Disg. Theatre Art 

Two Gentlemen (1590-4)* ....•....... 0 1 12 21 

Shrew (1590-4) •.••.•.•••........... 1 6 23 15 

2H6 (1591) ....•.....•••.•.••••..••• 0 o 14 6 

3H6(1591) ••.••.•.•••••.•••••••.••• 0 1 16 7 

lH6 (1592)* ...............•••.•..•. 0 o 13 20 

Titus Andronicus (1592-4) ....•...•• 0 3 12 9 

R3 (1592-93) .•...............•...•. 1 o 27 12 

Errors (1592-4)* .............•..•.. 0
 14 4 

LLL (1594-5) •........•.•••••••...• · 2 8 28 17
 

King John (1594-6)* ......•••.•...•. 0 o 8 13 

R2(1595) .••••..•••••••.••••••••••• 0 o 10 14 

Romeo & Juliet (1595-6) 1 o 11 11 

Dreame (1595-6) .•................•. 1 1 100 20
 

Merchant (1596-7) ...•........•...•. 1
 
lH4 (1596-7) .............•••••...•. 1
 
Merry Wives (1596-7) ..........•...• 1
 
2H4 (1597-8) .........•....•.••••.•• 0
 

2
2
2
2 

18 10 
11 20 
10 8 
15 13 

Much Adoe (1598) .............•....• 2 o 16 12
 

HS (1598-99) .........•...........•. 0 1 26 14
 

Julius Caesar (1599) .•.......•..... 0 o 12
 7 

AYL (1599-1600) ..............•...•. 2
 2 35 16 

Hamlet (1600-1) ..................•. 2 o 100 33 

Twelfe Night (1601-2)* ...........•. 1 3 16 17 

Troilus (1600-2) .•...••......••..•• 1 o 25 14 
14 14All's Well (1602-5)* .........•...•. 1
 4 

Othello (1603-4) .................•. 1 o
 
Measure (1603-4)* ..•...•••••••••.•. 1 1
 

Tymon (1605-8)* ..............•...•. 1 o
 
King Lear (1605/10) ..•.......•...•. 1 2
 

Macbeth (1606)* ...............•.•.. 1 o
 

17 
10 
6 
12 
14 

6 
14 
23 
15 
21 

Anthonie (1606-07)* ...••..•.•...••• 0 o 31
 
Coriolanus (1607-8) * ..••.........•. 1 1 19
 

7
8 

Cymbeline (1609-10)* .....•..•....•. 1 6 18 14 

win ter 's Tale (1609-11) * 2 
Tempest (1611)* ...•.••............. 1
 

4
1 

20 19 
22 17 

HB (1612-3)* .....••••••..........•. 2 o 20 7 

[30 l ( 56] [762] [491] 

* First Folio provides sole authoritative text. 

Table 5.2 
Metatheatre in the Plays of 

Christopher Marlowe 

DEVICES VOCABULARY 
Insets Disg. Theatre Art 

Dido, Queen of Carthage (c.1585) •• 0 2 6 7 

Tamburlaine, part l (c.1586) .....• 0 0 4 2 

Tamburlaine, part II (c.1587) ••..• 0 0 6 6 

Doctor Faustus (c.1589) ...•......• 1 0 5 14 

The Jew of Mal ta (c.1589) ........• 0 1 9 2 

Edward The Second (c.1592) .......• 0 0 16 3 

The Massacre at Paris (c.1593) •..• 0 0 7 1 

[ 1] [ 3] [53 ) [35) 
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Shakespeare certainly looks to have been far more metatheatrical 

than his great predecessor Christopher Marlowe (Table 5.2) whose 

only play-within-the-play is Doctor Faustus' 'inset-morality' of the 

Seven Deadly sins. But Marlowe' s rather low level of metatheatre 

should perhaps come as no surprise to us given that Boas, the author 

of Christopher Marlowe: A biographical and Critical Study (Oxford, 

1940), did not include any reference to the dramatist in his seminal 

article on the play-within-the-play. Marlowe's textual references ta 

mimetic representation are very few. The 'art' in Faustus is mostly 

that of the necromancer. Whereas the 'theatre' in Edward II (c.1592) 

may have itself been influenced by the precedent set by 

Shakespeare's own Henry VI cycle (1591-2). 

Yet if the following selection of English Renaissance plays (mostly 

drawn from Bevington's 2002 anthology) is any indication (Table 

5.3), then Shakespeare' s interest in metatheatre appears to have 

been only marginally above average. 

Table 5.3 
Metatheatre in a Selection of English Renaissance Plays
 

Written in Shakespeare's Lifetime (1564-1616)
 

DEVICES VOCABULARY 
Insets Disg. Theatre Art 

Spanish Tragedy, Kyd (c.1585) 3 o 66 7 
Endymion, Lily (c.1589) 1 o 17 23 
Bacon & Bungay, Greene (c.1590) 3 5 18 28 
Arden of Farvesham, Anon (c.1592) •. 0 o 11 34 
Everyman His Humour, Jonson (1598). 0 3 13 10 
Shoemaker's Holiday, Dekker(1599) .. 0 o 5 1 
Se jan us , Jonson (1603) 
Malcontent, Marston/Webster(1604) .. 

1 
0 

o 
1 

35 
40 

25 
17 

Tragedy of Mariam, Cary (c.1605) .. 0 o 6 6 
Volpone, Jonson (1606) 3 6 45 11 
Revenger's Trag, Middleton (1607) .. 1 1 45 11 
Epicoene, Jonson (1609) ...•........ 2 4 52
 9 
The Alchemist, Jonson (1610) 4 7 32 26 
The Woman's Prize, Fletcher(1611) .. 0 o 14 6 
Roaring Girl, Middle./Dek. (1611) .. 0 32 23 
The White Devil, Webster (1612) ..•. 2 3 37 39
 
Duchess of Malfi, webster (1613) ... 2 o 31 29
 
Bartholomew Fair, Jonson (1614) ..•. 5 98 5 1 

6 
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Thomas Kyd's Spanish Tragedy almost certainly influenced 

Shakespeare's Hamlet. And The Winter's Tale is based on a romance by 

Robert Greene (the author of Friar Bacon and Friar Bungay). But many 

of the plays listed above probably bear the mark of Shakespeare' s 

own influence. After all, he was sharer and 'house playwright' of 

the principal theatrical company of his day and likely had a say in 

the composition of its repertoire. Prospective playwrights must 

therefore have had him in mind when submitting material for 

consideration. Middleton' s Revenger' s Tragedy probably owes much ta 

Hamlet (rather than the other way around), while Fletcher' s The 

Woman' s Prize is a sequel ta Taming of the Shrew. Bath of these 

plays were performed by the King' s Men, as were Marston' s 

Malcontent, Webster' s Duchess of Malfi, and Jonson' s Every Man in 

his Humour, Sejanus, Volpone and The Alchemist. 

Indeed, Jonson and Webster look to have been rather more overtly 

metatheatrical than Shakespeare ever was. Both of them make far more 

textual references to theatrical practice and Jonson's use of 

disguise overtops Shakespeare's in quantity as well as invention. In 

Epicoene, the revelation that the eponymous 'silent women' is 

actually a boy, perspectively recasts the play in an entirely new 

light. And in The Alchemist, the final transformation of Face 

(a.k.a. Lungs, a.k.a. the Captain) into Jeremy the but1er is almost 

as surprising. In both cases, the true identity of a familiar 

character is proven false and the audience thereby shown to have 

itself been gulled. Such 'gullings' are so much a part of Jonson's 

ci tizen comedies that i t is often difficul t to determine just how 

many possible 'insets' there could be. As for the puppet-play of 

Bartholomew Fair, i t is certainly one of metatheatre' s high-points 

and can rival with any of Shakespeare's plays-within-the-play. 

Furthermore, its staging of a rhetorical battle between puppet

player and puritan (which the puppet wins!) is a strong indicator of 

the kind of 'moral defence' metatheatre could indeed provide. 
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Though painting remains Ua mysterie u only for Shakespeare (and his 

clown Pompey), Webster does seem to refer to 'art' and mimetic 

representation rather more than he. And with regards the significant 

paraI leI between painting and theatre (or one type of 'shadow' and 

another), Middleton and Dekker's The Roaring Girl (1611) provides us 

with yet another telling conflation as the character of Sir 

Alexander describes his home: 

Nay when you look into my galleries (_) 
You're highly pleased to see what's set down there: 
Stories of men and women mixed together (_) 
Within one square a thousand heads are laid 
So close that aIl of heads the room seems made; 
As many faces there, filled with blithe looks 
Show like the promising titles of new books 
writ merrily, the readers being their own eyes, 
Which seem to move and to give plaudities; 
And here and there, whilst with obsequious ears 
Thronged heaps do listen, a cut-purse thrusts and leers 
with hawks eyes for his prey - l need not show him ( ... ) 

Then, Sir, below, 
The very floor, as t'were, waves to and fro, 
And, like a floating island, seems to move 
Upon a sea bound in with shores above. (1.2.14-32) 

Thus are the paintings in Alexander' s galleries transformed into a 

depiction of the theatre itself, complete with its own tiers of 

galleries and floating (Tempest like) island of a stage. 

It might therefore be fairly safe to assume - together with Boas 

that metatheatre (whether scenic or textual, implicit or explicit) 

was indeed a distinctive trait of the Elizabethan theatre as a 

whole. But Barton might also be right. If Shakespeare's influence on 

us today is any indication of what it was in his own time and place 

then his concern - as player, dramatist, and producer - with the 

play-metaphor might very weIl have been a contributing factor to 

making it such a distinctive feature. 
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If the present work does add anything new to the field of 

metatheatre, it is perhaps in determining just how much Shakespeare 

himself did resort to it and (due to the graphie contextualization 

of i ts occurrences) of what structural import metatheatre and the 

play-metaphor may have been to his dramaturgy. Yet my main 

contribution (if it may be called that) remains in my providing a 

view of Shakespeare, as it were, from 30,000 feet: true formal 

outlines of his dramatic works based on the substantive textual data 

that the First Folio affords. Though metatheatre remains a staple of 

my practice as dramaturge and director, here has it mostly served as 

an illustration of what such graphie analyses may perhaps 

contribute. 

In the introduction, l intimated that the formal paradigm of this 

catalogue raisonné or photo-reportage of Shakespeare' s metatheatre 

was an internet website. Such a website (http://www.zarov.org) will 

indeed be the final resting place of this, otherwise, fairly 

unwieldy work. Yet l do feel it necessary to complete its 'print' 

version with something a website could not do. Hence does the final 

Ifigure' (fig.5.l) conflate the graphie analyses of my survey's 

three chapters so as to present the thirty-six Folio plays 

chronologically, in their (presumed) order of composition and 

performance. The result, which l believe to be the aptest conclusion 

to this essentially graphie endeavour, is a forty-foot graph 

representing almost 'at a glance' the history of Shakespeare's 

dramaturgy and metatheatre. As it happens, fort y feet was about the 

frontage of the Globe's stage, the very 'world' ante which this work 

would open a window. 

Montréal, 
Décembre 2007. 

À Bri/Gil (les) 



ÉPILOGUE 

COMMENT DESSINER SHAKESPEARE 

Mode d'emploi 

Le monde entier est un théâtre, - et tous, hommes et femmes, 
n'en sont que les acteurs. - Tous ont leurs entrées et leurs 
sorties, - et chacun y joue successivement différents rôles 

- Comme il vous plaira (2.7.139-42/TLN 1118-21) 

Pour Shakespeare et ses camarades comédiens, le texte d'une pièce de 

théâtre était essentiellement une partition de jeu leur dictant les 

répliques ainsi que la suite d'événements à interpréter sur scène. 

si, de nos jours, on a tendance à lire et à imaginer ses pièces dans 

leur contexte fictif Hamlet à Elseneure, La Nui t des rois en 

Illyrie, ou Le Conte d'hiver en Sicile puis Bohème-sur-mer 

Shakespeare, quant à lui, dut tout d'abord se les imaginer sur son 

"indigne tréteau": la scène du Theatre, ou celle du Globe, ou du 

Blackfriars. Aussi est-il assez probable que le tout premier regard 

posé sur un texte dramatique de Shakespeare celui des acteurs de 

sa troupe, The Lord Chamberlain's et plus tard The King's Men - ait 

été de nature beaucoup plus technique que littéraire puisque 

forcément axé sur la performativité du texte plutôt que sa 

littérarité. Shakespeare en composant son oeuvre - et ses camarades 

en la lisant devaient bien entrevoir (au moins intuitivement) la 

structure et la logistique de ce qu'ils auraient à défendre de plein 

jour et tout entouré d'une foule de spectateurs aussi agités 

qu'exigeants. D'ailleurs, le principal aide mémoire dont disposaient 

ces acteurs élisabéthains, le "plot" (ou "platt"), rend bien compte 

de ce regard plus performatif que littéraire. Simple feuille volante 

affichée en coulisse lors des répétitions et représentations d'une 

pièce, le "plot" résumait l'action dramatique en dressant la liste, 

acte par acte, de toutes les entrées en scène. Nous inspirant de cet 

outil synoptique élisabéthain nos propres coupes formelles (Chapitre 

1 et dépliant) ont également pour fonction de réduire les textes 

dramatiques de Shakespeare à leur plus simple expression 
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performative. Chacun de ces graphiques est effectivement un plot 

représentant les ENTRÉES et les SORTIES des personnages d'une pièce 

selon l'axe tracé par le nombre de ses vers ou, plutôt, de ses 

lignes typographiques. C'est donc la grande forme performative des 

pièces de Shakespeare que nos analyses graphiques tâchent d'extraire 

de l'édition princeps, le Premier Folio de 1623. 

Ouvrage posthume intitulé Mr. William Shakespeares Comedies, 

Histories, & Tragedies, le Folio de 1623 est la toute première 

édition de l'oeuvre dramatique complète (ou presque) de Shakespeare. 

Si dix-huit des trente-six pièces qu'il contient avaient déjà été 

publiées du vivant de leur auteur (1564-1616), la plupart de ces 

éditions antérieures au Folio ne semblent avoir bénéficié d'aucune 

supervision particulière, ni de Shakespeare lui-même, ni de sa 

troupe. D'ailleurs, gardant jalousement ses textes, la troupe de 

Shakespeare ne cédait jamais aux éditeurs que des brouillons ou des 

transcriptions de ceux-ci. Rarement les imprimeurs n'eurent accès 

aux versions définitives des précieux Ulivres du souffleur u Mais le• 

Folio semble avoir largement surmonté ces obstacles, car en 

l'absence de feu Shakespeare deux de ses plus proches 

collaborateurs, les comédiens John Heminge et Henry Condell, y ont 

manifestement joué un rôle assez important pour en signer les 

dédicaces. Le Premier Folio est donc la seule édition d'époque qui 

fasse vraiment figure d'autorité. 

La réédition photographique du Folio sur laquelle se fonde notre 

travail est celle du Norton Facsimile of the First Folio of 

Shakespeare (1968, 2nd ed. 1996) qui tâche de reproduire - à partir 

de la soixantaine d'exemplaires du Folio au Folger Shakespeare 

Library de Washington - une version quasi parfaite du livre. Mais 

notre sélection du Norton Facsimile est également due à son usage du 

THROUGH-LINE-NUMBERING (ou TLN), cette méthode particulière de 

recenser et de numéroter le texte du Folio. En effet, l'éditeur du 

Norton Facsimile, Charlton Hinman, au lieu de référer sa version du 

Folio à telle ou telle édition moderne des œuvres complètes de 

Shakespeare - comme le voulait l'usage - opta plutôt pour compter 
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dans l'ordre normal de lecture les lignes typographiques de chaque 

pièce, de l' Actus primus scena prima jusqu'au Finis. Formant ainsi 

une suite ininterrompue de coordonnées numériques, le TLN trace pour 

chacune des pièces du Folio un axe imaginaire qui s'apparente 

analogiquement à celui de sa durée de performance. Que d'inscrire 

sur cet axe les entrés & sorties des personnages, selon l'ordre de 

leur apparition sur scène, nous paraissait susceptible de révéler 

non seulement la distribution des rôles mais également certaines 

interrelations formelles dont Shakespeare lui-même (étant comédien) 

devait être des plus sensibles. Notre projet s'avère donc un hommage 

autant à Shakespeare qu'à Hinman dont le TLN rendait possible cette 

analyse graphique du Folio. 

L'EXEMPLE DU METATHEATRE 

Pourquoi restons-nous spectateurs, comme s'il s'agissait d'une 
tragédie, jouée pour le plaisir par des acteurs déclamant? 
- Henry VI (Je partie) 2.3.27-8 TLN 1087-8 

Depuis que l'américain Lionel Abel inventa le terme métathéâtre 

(Metatheatre : A New view Of Dramatic Form, 1964) pour désigner ce 

qui lui semblait un élément distinctif de la dramaturgie moderne, la 

plupart des chercheurs et des praticiens s'accordent pour dire que 

nla métathéâtralité règne" sur l'œuvre dramatique de Shakespeare 

(Gurr et Ichikawa, Staging in Shakespeare's Theatre, 2000, p.13). En 

effet, les pièces-dans-la-pièce, les déguisements, ou des répliques 

comme celle de Fabien dans La Nuit des Rois - nsi ceci était joué 

sur un théâtre aujourd'hui, je le condamnerais comme une impossible 

nfiction (3.4.127/TLN 1649) sont assez généralement perçus comme 

caractéristiques de la dramaturgie shakespearienne. Pourtant, malgré 

les études fort notables d'Anne [Righter] Barton (Shakespeare and 

the Idea of the Play, 1962) et de James Calderwood (Shakespearean 

Metadrama, 1971), il n'existe pas vraiment d'équivalent 

shakespearien au Théâtre dans le théâtre sur la scène française du 

XVIIe siècle (1996) de Georges Forestier. Jamais, dirait-on, le 

théâtre-dans-le-théâtre de Shakespeare ne fut-il adéquatement 

répertorié. Afin de répondre à ce qui nous semblait une lacune, nos 



212 

graphiques indiquent donc toute occurrence scénique ou textuelle du 

métathéâtre de Shakespeare. Faisant ainsi d'une pierre deux coups, 

nous donnons un peu plus de relief à nos graphiques tout en 

suggérant comment pour bien situer leur objet d'étude des 

analyses thématiques ou lexicales pourraient également bénéficier de 

cette vue à vol d'oiseau sur l'œuvre de Shakespeare. 
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LEGENDE 

Dramatis personnre 

Chaque graphique (Chapitre 1 et dépliant) dresse la liste des 

PERSONNAGES sur l'axe vertical des ordonnées (axe Y), de haut en 

bas, selon l'ordre de leur entrée en scène. Une croix (t) indique 

lorsqu'un personnage est décédé. 

Entrées & sorties 

Les entrées et sorties apparaissent sur l'axe horizontal des 

abscisses (axe X) où le TLN de Hinman représente, analogiquement, le 

temps ou la durée. 

Actes : 

Nos graphiques indiquent les ACTES mais non les SCÈNES. Car si un 

ACTE peut être un élément structural important, il demeure souvent 

invisible lors d'une représentation. Alors qu'un changement de SCÈNE 

à l'Anglaise est aussi visuellement évident, ici, qu'il ne l'est 

durant une performance la scène se vide. Lorsque l'ACTE indiqué 

est celui du Folio, sa ligne est continue. Si l'ACTE n'apparaît pas 

au Folio mais provient d'une autre source (Quarto ou Octavo 

d'époque, ou édition moderne), cette ligne est en pointillé. 

METATHEATRE 

Pièces-dans-la-pièce et Déguisements 

Les graphiques du chapitre 1 représentent les PIÈCES-DANS-LA-PIÈCE 

dans des CADRES VERTICAUX. Quant aux DÉGUISEMENTS, ils apparaissent 

en tant que CADRES HORIZONTAUX autours des personnages concernés. 

Nous inspirant des travaux de Frederick Boas sur la piéce-dans-la

pièce ("The Play within The Play", The Shakespeare Association, 

1927) et de Georges Forestier sur le déguisement (Esthétique de 

l'identité, 1988), on distingue ici cinq types de pièce-dans-la

pièce (Pièce-dans-la-pièce, Scène impromptu, Masque ou Mascarade, 

Imposture, Rêverie) et deux types de déguisements (Déguisement 

conscient, Déguisement inconscient), tous colorés selon leur espèce 

particulière. 
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CHAMPS LEXICAUX DU THEATRE & DE L'ART 

Tout le monde sait bien que Shakespeare fut mis très tôt en 
présence de la métaphore maîtresse du theatrum mundi et qu'il 
en fit un usage abondant afin de mieux éclairer ses 
personnages. Des passages fameux tels Le monde entier est un 
théâtre de Jacques ou Nos divertissements sont finis de 
Prospero sont familiers mais bien moins fréquents dans l'œuvre 
de Shakespeare que l'apparition soudaine de termes comme acte, 
jeu, rôle, contrefaçon, ombre, scène, pageant ou théâtre qui 
jettent subitement sur le monde de la piéce l'éclairage de 
l'art." 

James Calderwood, Shakespearean Metadrama (1971), p.S. 

Les graphiques du chapitre 2 indiquent la localisation exacte 

(toujours selon le TLN d'Hinman) de tout terme qui, à l'époque, 

était assez explicitement associé à la pratique du théâtre. Ces 

termes apparaissent en tant que points rouges sur l'axe des 

abscisses. Tandis que les termes associés à l'art mimétique - et qui 

semblent commenter la représentation théâtrale d'une façon plus 

implicite (ou "de biais") le chapitre 3 les représente plutôt 

comme des points bleus. Tous les termes répertoriés appartiennent 

aux répliques et jamais aux didascalies. Les deux séries de termes 

offrent une vue d'ensemble sur le champ lexical de la représentation 

mimétique dans chaque pièce de Shakespeare. Les principaux termes 

répertoriés sont les suivants 

Théâtre Art 

ACT / ACTING / ACTOR ART / ARTIST 
CUE COUNTERFEIT 
DISSEMBLE IMAGE/IMAGINATION 
ENACT IMITATION 
INTERLUDE LIMN 
PAGEANT PAINT / PAINTER / 
PART PAINTING 
PERFORM PERSPECTIVE 
PLAY / PLAYER PICTURE 
PROLOGUE / EPILOGUE / SHADOW 

CATASTROPHE
 
PROMPT
 
SCENE
 
SHOW
 
STAGE
 
THEATRE
 
TRAGEDY / COMEDY
 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

ABEL, Lionel. Metatheatre; a new view of dramatic form. New 
York: Hill and Wang, 1963. 

Tragedy and Metatheatre: Essays on Dramatic Form. New York: 
Holmes & Meier, 2003. 

ABRAMS, M.H. and Geoffrey G. Harpham. A Glossary of Literary Terms. 
8th ed. Boston: Thomson, 2005 

ALBERTI, Leon Batista. On painting. Trans. John R. Spencer. New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 1966. 

BALDWIN, Thomas W. Shakspere's Five-Act Structure: Shakspere's Early 
Plays on the background of Renaissance Theories of Five-Act 
Structure from 1470. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1947. 

william Shakspere' s Small Latine and lesse Greek. Urbana: 
University of Illinois Press, 1944. 

BARTLETT, John. A Complete Concordance or Verbal Index to Words, 
Phrases, and Passages in the Dramatic Works of Shakespeare. London: 
Macmillan, 1972. 

BARTON [RIGHTER], Anne. Shakespeare and the Idea of the Play. 
London: Chatto & Windus, 1962. 

Essays, Mainly Shakespearean. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1994. 

BATES, Catherine. Play in a Godless World: The Theory and Practice 
of Play in Shakespeare, Nietzsche and Freud. London: Open Gate 
Press, 1999. 

BECKERMAN, Bernard. Shakespeare at the Globe, 1599-1609. New 
York: Macmillan, 1962. 

BEVINGTON, David, ed. English Renaissance Drama. New York: W.W. 
Norton, 2002. 

BILLINGTON, Sandra. "Was Timon of Athens Performed Before 1604" in 
Notes & Queries. Sept 1998. 351-53. 

BLUNT, Anthony. "An Echo of the Paragone in Shakespeare" in Journal 
of the Warburg Institute, Vol. II - No. 3. January 1939. 260-62. 

BOAS, Frederick S. "The Play within the Play". A Series of Papers on 
Shakespeare and the Theatre. London: The Shakespeare Association, 
1927. 134-56. 



216 

BONGIORNO, Andrew, ed. Castel vetro on the art of poetry: slightly 
abridged translation of Lodovico Castelvetro 's Poetica d'Aristotele 
vulgarizzata e sposta. Binghamton (N. Y. ): Medieval & Renaissance 
Texts & Studies, 1984. 

BRADBROOK, Muriel Clara. Elizabethan stage condi tions: a study of 
their place in the interpretation of Shakespeare's plays. 
London: Cambridge University Press. 1932. 

The Rise of the Common Player: a study of actor and society in 
Shakespeare's England. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979. 

BRAUNMULLER, A.R., and Michael Hattaway, eds. The Cambridge 
Companion to English Renaissance Drama. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1990. 

BRECHT, Bertolt. The Messingkauf Dialogues. Trans. John Willett. 
London: Methuen, 1965. 

BROWN, Arthur. 1960. "The Play within a Play: An Elizabethan 
Dramatic Deviee". Essays and Studies. Ed. M. St. Clare Byrne. 
London: John Murray, 1960. 36-48. 

BULLOUGH, Geoffrey, ed. Narrative and Dramatic Sources of 
Shakespeare. London: Routledge & Kegan, 1966. 

BURNS, Elizabeth. Theatricality: a study of convention in the 
theatre and in social life. New York: Harper & Row, 1973. 

CALDERWOOD, James. 1971. Shakespearean Metadrama. Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press, 1971. 

Metadrama in Shakespeare' s Henriad: Richard 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979. 

II to Henry V. 

CHAMBERS, Edmund. K. 
Clarendon Press, 1923. 

The Elizabethan stage (4 vols.). Oxford: 

William Shakespeare: a study of Facts and Problems (2 vols.). 
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1930. 

DA VINCI, Leonardo. Paragone: a comparison of the arts. Trans. Irma 
A. Richter. London: Oxford University Press, 1949. 

DE GRAZIA, Margreta, and Stanley Wells, eds. The Cambridge companion 
to Shakespeare. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001. 

DESSEN, Alan C. and Leslie Thomson. A Dictionary of Stage Directions 
in English Drama, 1580-1642. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1999. 

DESSEN, Alan C. Recovering Shakespeare's Theatrical vocabulary. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995. 



217 

Elizabethan Stage Conventions and Modern Interpreters. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984. 

---. Elizabethan Drama & the Viewer's Eye. Chapel Hill: univerity of 
North Carolina Press, 1977. 

DIMSEY, Sheila F. 1928. Giacopo Castelvetroll . Modern Language 
Review, vol. XXIII (Oct. 1928). 424-431. 

DOMBROWA, Regina. Strukturen In Shakespeares King Henry VI. 
Amsterdam: verlag B.R. Grüner, 1985. 

ELLIS-FERMOR, Una. "Timon of Athens: an Unfinished Play". Review of 
English Studies, XVIII. 1942. 270-83. 

2ndEVANS, Gwynne Blakemore, Gen. ed. The Riverside Shakespeare. ed. 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1997. 

FARMER, Alan B. and Zachary Lesser. "The popularity of Playbooks 
Revisi ted" in Shakespeare Quarterly - Volume 56, Number 1. Spring 
2005. 1-32. 

FENTON, Doris. The Extra-Dramatic Moment in Elizabethan Plays Before 
1616. Philadelphia University of pennsylvania, 1930. 

FOAKES, Reginald A., and R.T. Rickert, eds. Philip Henslowe's Diary. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1961. 

FOAKES, Reginald A., ed. King Lear. The Arden Shakespeare. walton
on-Thames: Thomas Nelson & Sons. 1997. 

FORESTIER, Georges. Le Théâtre dans le théâtre sur la scène 
française du XVIre siècle. Genève: Droz, 1996. 

---. Esthétique de l'identité dans le théâtre français (1550-1680): 
le déguisement et ses avatars. Genève: Droz, 1988. 

FOWLER, Alistair. Renaissance Realism: Narrative Images in 
Literature and Art. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003. 

FRYE, Northrop. "The Structure and Spirit of comedy". Stratford 
Papers on Shakespeare 1964. B. w. Jackson, ed. Toronto: W.J. Gage, 
1965. 1-9. 

FURNESS, Horace Howard, ed. Hamlet: The New Variorum Edition of 1877 
(vol.II). New York: Dover, 2000. 

GREENBLATT, Stephen, Gen. ed. The Norton Shakespeare: Based on the 
Oxford Edition. New York: W.W. Norton, 1997. 

GREENWOOD, John. Shifting perspectives and the Stylish Style: 
Mannerism in Shakespeare and his Jacobean Contemporaries. Toronto: 
University of Toronto Press, 1988. 



218 

GREG, Wal ter Wilson. The Shakespeare First Folio: i ts 
bibliographical and textual history. Oxford: The Clarendon 
Press, 1955. 

Dramatic documents from the Elizabethan playhouses (2 vols). 
Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1931. 

GUILFOYLE, Cherrell. Shakespeare' s Play wi thin Play: Medieval 
Imagery and Scenic Form in Hamlet, Othello, and King Lear. 
Kalamazoo: Western Michigan University, 1990. 

GURR, Andrew and Mariko Ichikawa. Staging in Shakespeare's Theatres. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000. 

3rdGURR, Andrew. The Shakespearean Stage 1574-1642. ed. Cambridge: 
Cambridge university Press, 1992. 

HAMMOND, Antony, ed. King Richard III. The Arden Shakespeare. 
London: Methuen, 1981. 

HARBAGE, Alfred, ed. The Complete Pelican Shakespeare. New York: 
Viking, 1977. 

Shakespeare' s Audience. New York: Columbia University Press, 
1941. 

HARLEY, James. Xenakis: His Life in Music. New York: Routledge, 
2004. 

HERFORD, Charles Harold. 'Shakespeare and The Arts' in Bulletin of 
The John Rylands Library, Vol. VI.3, 1927. 273-85. 

HERRICK, Marvin T. The Poetics of Aristotle in England. New Haven: 
Yale University Press, 1930. 

HINMAN, Charlton, and Peter Blayney, eds. The Norton Facsimile: The 
2ndFirst Folio of Shakespeare. ed. New York: W.W. Norton, 1996. 

The printing and proof-Reading of Shakespeare' s First Folio. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1963. 

HODGE, C. Walter. Enter the Whole Army: a pictorial study of 
Shakespearean staging. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999. 

HOLLAND, Peter, and Stephen Orgel, eds. From Script to Stage in 
Early Modern England. Houndsmills: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004. 

HONIGMANN, Ernst A.J. The Stability of Shakespeare's Text. 
London: E. Arnold, 1965. 

HOWARD, Jean E. Shakespeare's Art of Orchestration: Stage Technique 
and Audience Response. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1984. 



219 

HUBERT, Judd D. Metatheater: the example of Shakespeare. 
Lincoln: University of Nebraska, 1991. 

JAHN, Manfred. A Guide to the Theory of Literary Genres. 2003. 
English Department, University of Cologne, 27 August 2006. 
http://www.uni-koeln.de/-ame02/pppd.htm 

JENKINS, Harold, ed. Hamlet. The Arden Shakespeare. London: Methuen, 
1982. 

JEX-BLAKE, K. and E. Sellers, eds. The Elder Pliny's Chapters on the 
History of Art. Trans. Jex-Blake. Chicago: Argonaut, 1968. 

KIERNAN, Pauline. Shakespeare' s Theory of Drama. Trowbridge: 
cambridge University Press, 1996. 

KLEIN, Robert. La Forme et l'intelligible. Paris: Gallimard, 1970. 

KNIGHTS, Lionel Charles. An Approach to 'Hamlet'. London: Chatto & 

Windus, 1964. 

LEE, Rensselaer W. Ut Pictura Poesis: The Humanistic Theory of 
Painting. New York: W.W. Norton, 1967. 

LEVIN, Richard Louis. The Multiple Plot in English Renaissance 
Drama. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971. 

LIEVSAY, John L. The Englishman' s Italian Books, 1550-1700. 
Philadelphia: University of pennsylvania, 1969. 

LOMAZZO, Paolo Giovanni. Idea Del Tempio Della Pittura. Trans. 
Robert Klein. Florence: Istituto Nazionale di Studi sul 
Rinascimento, 1974. 

MARIN, Louis. De la représentation. Paris: Gallimard/Seuil, 1994. 

MACCURDY, Edward, ed. Les Carnets de Leonard De vinci. Trans. Louis 
Servicien. Collection Tel. Paris: Gallimard, 1987. 

MARLOWE, Christopher. The Complete Plays. J.B. Steane, ed. 
Hammondsworth: Penguin Books, 1969. 

MASON VAUGHAN, Virginia, and Alden T. Vaughan, eds. The Tempest. The 
Arden Shakespeare. Walton-on-Thames: Thomas Nelson & Sons, 1999. 

MATCHETT, William H. "Sorne Dramatic Techniques in King Lear", 
Shakespeare: The Theatrical Dimension. Philip C. McGuire and David 
A. Samuelson, eds. New York: AMS Press, 1979. 

MEAGHER, John C. Shakespeare's Shakespeare: How the Plays Were Made. 
New York: Continuum, 1997. 



220 

Pursuing Shakespeare's Dramaturgy: Some Contexts, Resources and 
Strategies in His Playmaking. Madison: Fairleigh Dickinson 
University Press, 2003. 

MENDELSOHN, Leatrice. paragoni: Benedetto Varchi' s ((Due Lezzioni" 
and Cinquecento Art Theory. Ann Arbor (Michigan): UMI Research 
Press, 1982. 

MERCHANT, William Moelwyn. -Timon and the Conceit of Art" in 
Shakespeare Quarterly, Vol. VI.3, 1955. 249-57. 

MONTROSE, Louis. The Purpose of Playing: Shakespeare and the 
Cultural Poli tics of Elizabethan Theatre. Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Press, 1996 

MUIR, Kenneth. Shakespeare: Contrasts and Controversies. Norman: 
University of Oklahoma Press, 1985. 

MURRAY, Linda. The Late Renaissance and Mannerism. London: Thames & 
Hudson, 1967. 

MUSHAT FRYE, Roland. -Ways of Seeing in Shakespearean Drama and 
Elizabethan painting" in Shakespeare Quarterly, Vol. 31, 1980. 323
42. 

NELSON, Robert James. Play within a play; the dramatist's conception 
of his art: Shakespeare to Anouilh. New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1958. 

NICHOLSON, Brinsley, and Charles H. Herford, eds. Ben Jonson (2 
vols). Mermaid series. London: Ernest Benn, 1961. 

OLIVER, Harold James, ed. Timon of Athens. The Arden Shakespeare. 
London: Methuen, 1959. 

PANOFSKY, Erwin. Le Codex Huygens et la théorie de l'art de Léonard 
de Vinci. Trans. Daniel Arasse. Paris: Flammarion, 1996. 

PATTERSON, R.F., ed. Ben Jonson's Conversation with william Drummond 
2ndof Hawthorden. ed. New Jersey: Haskell House, 1974. 

POLLARD, Alfred William. A short-title catalogue of books printed in 
England, Scotland, & Ireland and of English books printed abroad 

2nd1475-1640. ed. London: Bibliographical Society, 1976. 

REINHEIMER, David A. A Poetics of the Inset Play. 2000 
Cape Girardeau: Southeast Missouri State University. 23 January 2004 
http://cstl-cla.semo.edu/reinheimer/presentations/scrcOl.htm 

RICHTER, Irma, ed. Leonardo Da Vinci. Paragone: A Comparison of the 
Arts. Trans. Irma Richter. London: Oxford University Press, 1949. 



221 

ROSTON, Murray. Renaissance Perspective in Literature and the Visual 
Arts. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987. 

ROWSE, Alfred Leslie. William Shakespeare: a Biography. New York: 
Harper & Row, 1963. 

SCHMELING, Manfred. Métathéâtre et intertexte: aspect du théâtre 
dans le théâtre. Paris: Lettres Modernes, 1982. 

SCHOENBAUM, Samuel. A Compact Documentary Life. New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1977. 

William Shakespeare: a Documentary Life. Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1975. 

---. Shakespeare's Lives. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971. 

SELDEN, Raman, ed. The Cambridge History of Literary Criticism 
Volume 8: From Formalism to Poststructuralism. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1995. 

SHAKESPEARE, William. The Complete Works (CD-ROM) . Portland: 
Creative Multimedia, 1992. 

---. The First Folio and Early Quartos of William Shakespeare. David
 
Seaman, Gen. ed. 2005. university of Virginia Electronic Text
 
Center. 27 August 2006.
 
http://etext.virginia.edu/shakespeare/folio/
 

SHAPIRO, Michael. HRole-Playing Reflexivity, and Metadrama in Recent 
Shakespearean Criticism'. Renaissance Drama 12, 1981, 145-61. 

SMIDT, Kristian, ed. The Tragedy of King Richard the Third: Parallel 
Texts of the First Quarto and the First Folio with Variants of the 
Early Quartos. Oslo: Universitetforlaget Humanities Press, 1969. 

SPEVACK, Marvin. A complete and systematic concordance to the works 
of Shakespeare. Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1968-80. 

SPIVACK, Bernard. Shakespeare and the Allegory of Evil: the History 
of a Metaphor in Relation to his Major Villains. New York, Columbia 
University Press, 1964. 

STOICHITA, victor I. L'Instauration du tableau: métapeinture à 
l'aube des temps modernes. Paris: Klincksieck, 1993. 

The Self-Aware Image: An Insight Into Early Modern Meta
Painting. Trans. Anne-Marie Glasheen. New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 1997. 

STYAN, John L. Shakespeare's Stagecraft. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1967. 



222 

Treasures in Full: Shakespeare in Quartos. 2004. The British 
Library. 27 August 2006 
http://www.bl.uk/treasures/shakespeare/homepage.html/ 

TUFTE, Edward R. The Visual Display of Quantitative Information. 
Cheshire: Graphies Press, 1983. 

Visual and Statistical Thinking: Di spiays of Evidence for 
Making Decisions. Cheshire (CT): Graphies Press, 1997. 

VAN LAN, Thomas F. Role-Playing in Shakespeare. Toronto: University 
of Toronto, 1978. 

VASARI, Giorgio . Vasari' s Lives of the Painters (4 vols). Trans. 
A.B. Hinds. Every Man's Library. London: J.M. Dent, 1900. 

Lives of the Artists. Trans. George Bull. London: penguin 
Classics, 1965. 

VENDLER, Helen. The Art of Shakespeare's Sonnets. Cambridge (Mass.): 
Harvard University Press, 1997. 

WEIDLE, Roland. "Rule as Role:" Erving Goffman' s Theatrical Grammar 
and the Emergence of the Politician King in Shakespeare's 
Tetralogies. EESE 10. 2002. Universitat Erfurt. 27 July 2006. 
http://www.uni-erfurt.de/eestudies/eese/artic22/weidle/l0 2002.html 

WEIMANN, Robert. Author's Pen and Actor's Voice: Playing and Writing 
in Shakespeare's Theatre. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2000. 

WELLS, Stanley, and Gary Taylor. william Shakespeare: a Textual 
Companion. New York: W.W. Norton, 1997. 

WELLS, Stanley. Shakespeare: a life in drama. New York: Norton, 
1995. 

Re-editing Shakespeare for the modern reader : based on 
lectures given at the Folger Shakespeare Library, Washington OC. New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1984. 

WILSON, Jean. The Archaeology of Shakespeare: the material legacy of 
Shakespeare's theatre. Stroud: Alan Sutton, 1995. 

WILSON, Richard. Shakespeare in French Theory: King of Shadows. New 
York: Routledge, 2007. 

WORTHEN, William B. Shakespeare and the Authority of Performance. 
Cambridge: Cambridge university Press, 1997. 

YATES, Franees. John Florio: The Life of an Italian in Shakespeare's 
England. London: Cambridge University Press, 1934. 



223 

T. S. Eliot drawing a diagram ofa play in his office at the InstituteofAdvanced Study,� 
Princeton, 1948� 


