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RESUMO

O objetivo desta dissertacdo € examinar 0s prioEipbmposicionais empregados na
peca Rei Lear de William Shakespeare, de modo a relaciona-los @s mudancas
observadas nos periodos elizabetano e jaimescas Esterem-se principalmente a longa
transicdo do feudalismo para o capitalismo, a gjilesge coexisténcia de ambos os modos de
producao na Inglaterra dos comecos da era modereansequentemente, de representacdes
ideoldgicas tanto medievais como modernas. Uméctoadl tendéncia nos estudos literarios
e historicos da Inglaterra é a de descrever takist@mcia como sendo pacifica e
evolucionaria; contudo, estudos mais recentessapteam tal periodo de transicdo como
sendo muito conflituoso. Creio qirRei Learlida com esses conflitos ndo apenas através de
seu enredo, como principalmente por meio de suatesicdo. Para atingir o objetivo
proposto, utilizarei o procedimento dase readingpara as duas cenas iniciais (1.1 e 1.2), em
razdo de estas apresentarem o0s principais elemestogturais da peca. Em seguida,
apresentarei eventos historicos dos periodos Tei&buart de maneira sucinta, 0os quais serao
relacionados com os artificios estruturadores pteseem 1.1 e 1.2. O prOximo passo sera o
de examinar com menos detalhamento outras cenasanéds, visando identificar nestas
agueles aspectos estruturais analisados nos capénderiores, bem como relaciona-los com
os conflitos na Inglaterra dos comecos da era meded ultimo capitulo examinara a
composicao social do publico de Shakespeare, seéargncias draméticas e literarias, e a
forma comaRei Learlida com essas, com o propdsito de estabeleceicanstante quebra de
expectativas em termos estéticos. A base teddca @sta dissertacdo serdo os escritos de
Karl Marx, os quais considero relevantes para aiddigdo de fatores socio-econémicos nas
histérias inglesa e européia. Outros pensadoresistas, tais como Brecht e Jameson,
auxiliardo a estabelecer a conexdo desses comaaizagdo estética proposta &wai Lear
Ocasionalmente aplicarei outras teorias litera&c@ao complemento, tais como o continuum
formalista-estruturalista e a estética da recepia@oconclusdo, comentarei a cena final da
peca. Ao término do trabalho, espero validar a tdeeque a organizacdo estética
propositalmente instavel dRei Lear apresenta uma relacdo com a luta de classes na

Inglaterra dos primérdios da era moderna.

Palavras-chave: Literatura inglesa Rei Lear — Shakespeare — Marxismo — Periodos

elizabetano e jaimesco



ABSTRACT

This thesis aims at studying the compositional giples of William Shakespeare’s
play King Lear, in order to understand the way its structuringtes to the changes observed
in Elizabethan and Jacobean times. Such changeerromainly the long transition from
feudalism to capitalism, the subsequent coexistemearly modern England of both modes
of production and, consequently, of both medieval enodern ideological representations.
Although a traditional tendency of the Englishriiey and historical studies describes such
coexistence as peaceful and evolutionary, morentestadies depict those times of transition
as very conflictive. | believ&ing Leardeals with such conflicts not only by way of itgtp
but mainly in the manner it is structured. In ortiempursue my goal, | will present a close
reading of the two initial scenes (1.1 and 1.2pr, they present the main structural features of
the play. Subsequently, | will present a brief astoof historical events in both Tudor and
Stuart times and connect those to the structurewjcds presented in 1.1 and 1.2. | will then
examine some further relevant scenes in lesseil,detaorder to identify the structural
features analysed in the previous chapters asasdheir connection to the conflicts in early
modern England. The last chapter will examine tbeiad composition of Shakespeare’s
audience, their dramatic and literary prefereneesl, the manner in whicking Lear deals
with those in order to provide a constant break)giectations concerning its aesthetics. The
theoretical basis for this thesis will rely on tatings of Karl Marx, which | deem relevant
to elucidate socio-economic factors in the Englestd European history. Other Marxist
thinkers, such as Brecht and Jameson, will helgstablish the connection with the aesthetic
organization proposed iKing Lear. | will occasionally employ other literary thecsias a
complementing tool, such as the formalist-strudistracontinuum and the aesthetics of
reception. In the conclusion, | will comment on fiay’s final scene. At the end of the work |
hope to validate the thesis proposed, being it that intentionally unstable aesthetic
organization ofKing Lear relates to the developments of class struggleanty enodern

England.

Key-words: English Literature King Lear — Shakespeare — Marxism — Elizabethan and

Jacobean times



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE

INTRODUCTION

1 CONTEXTUALIZATIONS

1.1 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

1.2 ATHEATRE FOR AUDITORY PLAYGOERS

1.3 THE SOURCES OFKING LEAR

1.4 THE Q AND F VERSIONS OF KING LEAR:
TECHNICAL INFORMATION

1.5 THE POST-SHAKESPEARE KING LEAR

2 THEORY

2.1 WHICH MARXISM?

2.2 WHICH HISTORY?

2.3 ENGAGED LABOUR vs. ALIENATED LABOUR: SHAKESPE ARE
2.4 IDEOLOGY IN CLASSICAL MARXISM

2.5 BRECHT'S V-EFFEKT: SMASHING IDEOLOGY INTO PIECES
2.6 OTHER THEORETICAL SOURCES

2.6.1 THE FORMALIST-STRUCTURALIST CONTINUUM

2.6.2 THE AESTHETICS OF RECEPTION

2.6.3 THE THEATRE AND PERFORMANCE CRITICISM

10

17

32

32
38

39

45
51

63
63
68
70
74
79
85
85
78
89



3 I.1: AFORCE DISPELS 95

WORKS CONSULTED 138

The following chapters are available in printed fom, but not in the Internet:

4 1.2: AFORCE ASCENDS

5 KINGLEAR IS A TIME MACHINE

5.1 WAR: SCENE I.1 vs. SCENE |.2
5.2 FROMKING LEAR TO THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION 1640
5.3 FROM THE ENGLISH REVOLUTION 1640 TO KING LEAR
5.4 ANACHRONISMS IN KING LEAR:

DRAMA AS A TIME MACHINE

6 INSTABILITY AS A STRUCTURING PRINCIPLE

7 THE WAR OF THE THEATRES

CONCLUSION



PREFACE

The following speech was delivered on the occasfathe defence of this thesis, on
October 30, 2006,

Dear Professors members of the examining panelr peaple of the audience:
writing a thesis is not really an easy task. Ting,fand possibly the main difficulty about it,
is choosing the object of study. When | enteresl ghstgraduation program, | had already
decided to study Shakespeare, but my project ttemnalvouhe Merchant of Venica play |
didn't really feel enthusiastic about. On the othand, the one play by Shakespeare that |
loved the most waKing Lear, but | didn’t choose that one initially becauseedlly felt
intimidated by the idea of working with it. To gtavith, my connection t&ing Lear was
purely emotional and sensitive. This means thditlinot have initially any idea about the
sociohistorical circumstances concerning this wonkye than that, its aesthetic organization
Is so complex - a remarkable linguistic comphexas well as a plot full of events, which
seems to defy any logiKing Learseemed absolutely ungraspable to me.

This made me really wary of working witking Lear However, there came a
moment when | changed my mind and | thought it wagh daring. And so, | dropped my
original project in order to grapple witding Lear, the one play that | didn’t understand at
all, but which | loved even though. So this wasadly the month of May last year, and as |
said, | did not have the slightest idea how | waagroach the play.

Up to that moment | had not read any criticism dbip@and it also seemed impossible
to apply any sort of theoretical approach. Gemhesgeaking, | favour the Marxist approach
for literary criticism, and | was then enthusiastioout adapting the notions developed by
Lukacs in his essay ‘Narrate or Describe?’ fordrema criticism. Nevertheless, | was not
sure | could deal withing Lear that way, and so | decided to leave aside anyrdhieal

issues for a while in order to come back to thera later moment.
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So, for some months, | dedicated myself to the tdskading the text as many times
as possible at the same time that | was readirggtasisliterary criticism about the play. And
there was a difficulty concerning these assortedmentaries about the play: such pieces of
criticism differed greatly from each other; moran that, they actually contradicted each
other, and, to make things worse, each of them sddmbe right in its evaluation about the
play, at least concerning some aspects of it.

And there came a moment when it seemed to me dlchtas divergence of viewpoints
about the same artistic work was possibly causethéwery structuring oKing Lear. that
is, there is something in the formal organizatibthes play which causes us to have so many
and contradictory views about it. At that momenthought | finally had something to
investigate.

Now, if opinions and views about this play differegtly, there is one thing about
which just all critics agreeKing Learis a work that breaks the expectations of theeead
and the spectator regarding all characters andtgins featured in it.

The consequence of putting these two factors tegeshthat | was lead to believing
that - strange as it seems-, the main feature oKing Lear concerning its formal
organization is that it istructured around instability . Now, what do | mean by this? What
are the practical, concrete characteristics of #psecific play that isstructured around
instability? | would say there are three main effects comagithis.

The first one:this instability makes us change opinions aboet ¢haracters and
situations presented King Learjustall the time We feel we are unable to keep any fixed
opinion about those.

The second oneomes as a consequence: this play provides etyani different and
conflictive perspectives, as is to be perceivedhftbe critical fortune and the scenic history
of the play.

The third one King Learis characterized by a constant break of expectstio the
situations, the atmospheres and the characterssétess change constantly all along the
play, and in the most unpredictable way.

At that moment, | was not able to see yet how Mamxor any other theory could deal
with such aspects of the play, and, on the othadhhfelt that | really needed a theory to
work with. | had already read a number of Marxishkers, especially Brecht, but | could
not really seénow they could explain the workings of the play. demed as if these were
completely different things that did not bear amymection. | started then reading for the

first time Marx himself, and there was a text of m particular, called Contribution to the
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Critique of Political Economywhich mentions the transformations in the earlydern Age
concerning the way the individual relates to himifg and to society in general, as well as
the changes in the relation of the ruling classeBurope, and especially in England, to the
accumulation of goods, to money, and to landed gntags. And then it finally occurred to
me thatking Learwas written precisely in such times of change abginning of capitalism

- times of tremendous changes and terrible unoéds. It came to me that the structural
instability of King Learwas the aesthetic expression of the terror thdigmgen must have
felt in the times of the ascension of capitalisnsoaial order which, just like the play, is
unpredictable and structured around instability.

At last | was able to somehow relate the form ef phay to the historical moment in
which it was written. However, this was still veggneral and very intuitive - | needed to
do a close reading of the play, but, technicallgadng, I still did not know how to proceed
on a concrete analysis of the play at that momehtlittle later on, | was reading Kent
Cartwright’s Shakespearean Tragedy and Its Doubddnich deals with the manner the
Shakespeareamagedieregulates the response of the audience by meaasdghamics of
engagement and detachment. In the Introductiort@ght mentions a peculiar effect that
Shakespeare obtains in the composition of the ctearaf Macbeth. This is what he says,
“Our early impressions of Macbeth, for example, tcadict each other; witnesses from
battle report him as ferociously brave, while onteeing he acts fearful and rapt.”
Cartwright is not so much interested in contraditsi as much as he is in establishing a
scenic coherence which has to do with what he perseas the openness of the
Shakespearean tragic character. This does ndy temte to do with my understanding of
King Lear, but that passage of his book was an inspirabomie: people say about Macbeth
that he is ferocious and brave, and thus, we apaped to see a character like this; yet,
when he first enters, he seems a rather fearfulackex. Our expectations about Macbeth,
based on what we have heard about him, are not met.

While Cartwright tries to somehow establish a cehee out of this, this passage
recalled the effect that so many passagd&éng Learhad on me, where | had contradictory
impressions about the characters and situatiomsasInot really aware of this in the previous
times | had read the play, but this brief commentanother play by the same author made it
clear to me that this happens many time&iimg Lear, also if | was not aware of this fact
while reading. The way Cartwright writes about tatrementioned contradiction in
Macbethreminded me not only of things that | experienedtle readingKing Lear, but it

also recalled th&/-effekt a technique devised by the theatre director BeBieecht which
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assembles contradictions side by side in orderttlespectator has a critical perception of
the scene and, consequently, a keener politicateagas of what life is in a capitalistic
society. The similarity that this formal constiioctin King Lear bears to Brecht'¥/-effekt
showed a possibility of applying such notions te amalysis of the play.

This should be done very cautiously, though - cBts technique has got a
socialistic orientation to it, while Shakespearamsauthor famous, among other things, for
not having a clear political agenda. Also, theeti§ obtained by Brecht are very clear once
that you know what his working methodology is. Hekieless, the contradictions King
Lear did not work upon me in the same way as they da Brechtian play - | would say
that, instead of clearly perceiving such contradid, | rather felt them in a sensitive way.
That is, it was an unconscious operation whichspite of this, made me critical of the
characters in the play.

| finally had the key for proceeding a close regdafi King Lear. | would look for
contradictions in somewhat Brechtian lines, butthet same time, | had to be cautious
enough to perceive not only the similarities, butimy the differences between Brecht's
methodology and the compositional procedures enapldpr King Lear. Also, while a
Marxist approach seemed now very feasible, | dectat, while doing the close reading, |
would try to leave aside the Marxist theory and edwack to it only later, when the play had
already been analyzed.

And so, | did this close reading in Portugueseafgood number of scenes, as well as
a more general study of other scenes, and thissguwe covered all of the play, except for
the final scene, V.3. By doing this, | was ablep&rceive thaKing Lear is built around
certain formal principles which occur all along thlay, such as:

a) Constant and sudden interruptions of subjectssandtions by other ones;

b) Juxtaposition of actions and situations compyetififerent from each other, with no real
gradation between them,;

c) A wild mixture of dramatic and literary genresothonly we havdragediebut, among
other things, we have got elements which are moopgr to comedy, to the adventure
narrative and to the fairy-tale, among others. Aihdhis were not enouglKing Lear is
characterized by this constant break of expectatiooncerning not only one genre, but
several genres. We can take ttagedie the comedy, the adventure narrative, the failg;-ta

and none of these genres behaves as it is expectied
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To sum up, we can say that,King Lear, the author’'s method of creating scene and
character is one which assembles behavioural asttiedgs contradictions side by side, and
thus calls our attention to them, instead of colicgahem.

Many of these procedures are analogous to Bretheffeki and might even have
inspired it. However, | identified two specific mpositional procedures which make this
play very different from a Brechtian work, and whit have found only irKing Lear |
denominated those as thalse continuityand the‘not-too-conscious’ critical attitude
Unfortunately, | will not be able to explain themght at this moment, both because they are
too complex, and because it would require somerete@xamples from the play to present
them satisfactorily.

And, just as any reader, | always had a problemmftie first time | read this play
with situating it along the timeline. It is alwagtated that the action &ing Learis situated
in a pre-Christian Britain, in 800 B.C. Howevere Wave got characters, speeches and
situations that seem very much like the Middle Agesl we have also got other characters,
speeches and situations that seem closer to Slegite&p times, that is, the Renaissance.
The consequence is that many critics and theateetdrs refer to the setting of this play as
atemporal, but this was not a satisfactory ansaemie, either.

While doing the close reading, | had the feelingttking Lear feels like a time
machine, it transports us to-and-fro through th&wges. | arrived to the conclusion that this
was necessary precisely to show the class combifitveen the decaying feudal nobility and
the ascending bourgeoisie - that is, betweerrulieg class of the Middle Ages, and the
social class that would be the future ruling clfiesn a certain moment of the Modern Age
on. This conflict presented different aspects gltre centuries and it ended up changing
completely the organization of the state in Englaadd more than that, it changed the
English society itself in profound and irreversiklays.

WhatKing Leardoes in a way is synthesize a story that tookwes: the story of
the class struggle between the feudal nobility #éimel bourgeoisie. It is a symbolic
condensation of the history of England, and, bezafishis, Shakespeare needed to put side
by side elements from different historical agese tfamous anachronisms of the
Elizabethan/Jacobean theatre.

Such anachronisms present in Shakespeare’s playnaesthetic element that either
goes completely unnoticed by the post-Shakespeawers, or then, it tends to be taken for
granted - that is, we have got a large numbesriits who say that Shakespeare mixes

elements from different historical ages in his plagut, more often than nahey do not
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dedicate any reflection as to why he and the afln@matists contemporary to him do this. |
actually believe that my main contribution in thiesis - the main novelty, let's say - is
this study concerning the socio-aesthetic functibtihe anachronisms iing Lear. they are
the technical instrument that allows us to tramehis time machine.

| arrived to such conclusions without a previou®dyknowledge of the English
history. | had already read some books by Endiistorians about the historical period in
which Shakespeare lived, but things had not gatgnclearer to me because the facts of the
Tudor and Stuart ages tend to be presented bytitnaali historiography in a very
disconnected way. What | had was the close reaafirige play itself, some knowledge of
Marxist theory, and a knowledge of European hisiargeneral. | already knew that the
history of England differed from that of Francevat, in England, there was a section of the
aristocracy which was more enthusiastic for caigitaland established an alliance with the
bourgeoisie, while in France the nobility was mathadally opposed to the bourgeoisie. |
also knew that there was a characteristic in thgligm history from Henry VIII up to Queen
Victoria of constant changes in the alliances betwdifferent social classes, and of these
with, or against, the government. And so, my asialgf the symbolic representation of class
struggle in the play was based very much on a gertaropean model and not on a
specifically English one. It was in this manneatthwrote Chapters 3 and 4, which analyze
scenes .1 and 1.2 respectively. | had previoddgided that | should not read any more
books while writing the thesis but | always had wmwards pounding in the back of my mind:
Christopher Hill. This is the renowned Marxist Hsly historian who wrote so many books
on the so-called Puritan Revolution. And, due tg familiarity with Marxist theory, |
believe that, when one studies History for the paepof literary analysis, one should not
study only the period in which the analyzed fictisrset, or the times of the author, but also
what comes afterwards so as to put things in petisgee And so, in July this year, | started
examining the writings of Hill, and | perceived tHehad just come across a source of rich
and invaluable historical information.

| saw that | had to stop writing for a coupleweeks in order to read these books
which featured a plethora of historical facts abth& Tudor and Stuart ages which were
completely absent from the traditional historiogra@nd, even better than that, they were
treated according to a Marxist perspective.

And my main source of joy in the discovery of therks of Christopher Hill was that,
strange as it may sound, they just confirmed myitioin and the findings | arrived to by

means of the close reading of the play. And | wangtate this here and again: | did not
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arrive to an understanding ¢fing Lear because | had previously studied he history of
England. No; it was just the opposite did nothave a previous knowledge of the history
of England, but | arrived to it by means of a carefhalysis of the structuring of the play.
What Hill provided me was precise historical datgamized around a theory, but the main
arrangement of such facts could already be infefmach the dynamics of the structure of
King Lear. And, for this reason, | decided to present sieta to the reader only in Chapter
5, after the analysis of some scenes - thusrdhéer arrives to such facts exactly at the
same time that | arrived to them. It is the analgs$ the structure of the play which allowed
me to understand the history of England, and moogposite - and, if this was good for me,
| believed it would also be good for the reademdAhis is why the historical facts come
after the literary analysis and not prior to it.

| also had the intuition that the several dramatid literary genres iKing Lear
represented the aesthetic tastes of the diffemailsclasses that went to the theatre in those
times, and that this probably had some relatiothhéostage of the class struggle in Jacobean
England. And so, after having read Hill and siitiile writing the thesis, | had other four
words pounding in the back of my mind - thoseen®aygoing in Shakespeare’s London
This is the name of a book by Andrew Gurr which goypd friend José Carlos Volcato had
lent to me, but which | had not read until thenurds a historian of the Elizabethan theatre,
and | had already read two other works by him, aifiter this, | had decided that | could not
read anything else because there was no more dmg é€ven though | felt th&laygoing. .
should be the best book by Gurr. But afterwardmally read it. |1 was lucky enough to do
it after | had read Hill, and so these two souemformation matched each other perfectly
well.

So, | have just finished relating in brief lines mpgocess of elaborating this thesis.
The last thing | would like to say is that, conédegnShakespeare studies (and maybe literary
studies in general), we have got a dissociation.the last decades we have had a good
amount of leftwing essays which provide interestinfprmation about the society of
Shakespeare’s times, but do not help us in undetstg the artistic process in his plays -
that is, why Shakespeare is Shakespeare. | epaciwith this thesis, | might have helped
to bridge this gap.

ENDNOTES

(1) See Kent Cartwright'Shakespearean Tragedy and Its Douple35.



INTRODUCTION

King Lear: Dramatic Literature As A Time Machime a study of the compositional
principles of Shakespeareling Lear The analysis presented here relates the stmgtur
principles of this play to the main social confliot early modern England - the struggle
between the ascending capitalist mode of productind the decaying feudal mode of
production.

This is a play which, along its four centuries dfical fortune, has motivated a wide
array of opinions about all imaginable aspects: dtgracters, its artistic value, its
philosophical and political standpoint, even itadiility of being staged or not - and if we
come to think of the scenic history of the playngldhe twentieth century, with the different
perspectives provided by different theatre dires;tare are going to add some more diverging
points of view abouKing Lear In fact, | am a theatre director myself, andstts my
favourite play - and such a divergence of viewfoupon the same artistic work has been
certainly puzzling for me, but more than that, #shalways been very stimulating. It is
precisely the difficulty of offering an exhaustiweterpretation and position about it that
shows us the vitality oKing Lear. Moreover, by reading a considerable amount ef th
critical fortune as well as appraisal about différstagings of this play along the twentieth
century, | could not help wondering that many afsth seemed to offer consistent assessments
of King Lear, at the same time that they contradicted eaclr.othe

This peculiarity made me wonder that the reasonhs must be found in the very
structuring ofKing Lear - and so, | decided to do a survey on the fomsakcts of the play
in order to see if | could understand better thherpmenon. This was my starting point: |
never intended to arrive to “the definitive opini@bout this work, but | believed that such a
study would illuminate some aspects of hKwmg Lear works on us - either spectators or
readers - and how it is able to go through céggunaving both readers and spectators relate

to it in the most varied ways. (One could arguat tivhat | am saying is true for just all
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classics of literature. | agree with this, but #ast number of contradictory views in the span
of four centuries is seldom obtained by other playeven by literary works in general.)

However, there is one single aspect Kihg Lear upon which all critics agree,
whatever their philosophical standpoint is, and twbeethey like the play or not: this is a
work that breaks the expectations of the spectahar the reader regarding all characters
featured in it. This also seemed to me an impont@atter of investigation: one thing is to
say, “The end of the play absolutely surprised neshocked me” - we all agree about that;
we also agree that the play provides us a constmgation of instability which makes us
change opinions all the time, and never know whafoing to happen next. We can take this
for granted, or we can give up and attribute tbiséme wild inspirational factor that will
never be properly grasped by us. Another, quiteer@int thing is to investigate how the
author manages to do this in technical terms. nclealed that such a break of expectations
was not only an important factor - it was #teuctural axisof the play, and it was worth
investigating.

Strange as it seems, my belief was Wiagy Learis structured around instability. On
the one hand, this instability makes us changei@mnabout the characters and situations all
the time, and provides a variety of different andftictive perspectives, as is to be perceived
from the critical fortune and the scenic historytlodé play. On the other hand, it generates a
constant break of expectations. My focus, thers st to the analysis of how Shakespeare
generates this instability and constant break peetations in a technical manner.

However, | believe this cannot be done satisfagtdafione does not investigate the
social conditions and the historical movement thatonnected to this specific work. If I am
to do a satisfying technical analysis kkimg Lear, this has necessarily to gari passuwith
the study of Shakespeare’s times and the speafioBistorical conditions in whicKing
Lear was created. And there is one aspect about tlmhemt of History which is
fundamental for this study: the coexistence inyearodern England of concrete aspects of
life that belonged either to the Middle Ages otthe Renaissance, as well as the coexistence
of ideological representations which are propahase two different historical periods. Such
a coexistence was a conflictive one: a clash wégg place between the long-existing
feudal mode of production and the arising capitah®de of production - or, to put it in
simpler terms, that was a moment of bitter clasggle between the decaying feudal nobility
and the ascending bourgeoisie.

By studying Shakespeare’s historical moment, | &alad to study the theatre of early

modern England, and an aspect that called my aitemtas that, contrary to the prevailing
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image we have of the theatre of those times - Himabethan theatre as a venue where all
social classes in England gathered and sharedhbpes, wishes and fears (i.e., the artistic
expression of an organic community) -, the thealrtastes of that audience were also
divided along lines of class struggle, and that mhehfferent varieties of drama, different
kinds of performances, and different theatre vendes conflicting social classes
(Shakespeare’s Globe was more like the exceptianctimfirmed the rule).

Different social classes favoured different dramatid literary genres, and here enters
the peculiarity of the Globe being a theatre vetinat intended to appeal to all social classes.
Shakespeare was certainly familiar with all thesergs, and | examined the possibility that
one of the formal factors that provides a breakxgfectations ifKing Learis precisely a wild
mixture of assorted dramatic and even literary genfamong other technical factors, of
course). In other words, | thought it was profitabo consideKing Lear a hybrid work
instead of a homogeneous tragedy. And the sostoiital aspect to consider was that such a
mixture of genres was an elaboration on a symbeliel of the class struggle in early modern
England.

In order to do a work like this, it was certainigopitable to get in touch with the latest
developments in literary criticism and theory, whiexamine literary works as inscribed in
the wider contexts of culture or language. And, stihave a very specific concern with
ShakespeareKing Lear, which is examining it as work of art | completely agree with R.
A. Foakes when he states that “literature demamdsmnerely to be understood, but to be
appreciated as an experience, and as‘aWhen he said that, he was specifically concerned
with recovering a sense of the artistry in workslsasKing Learor Hamlet

| will be dealing then witlKing Learas art, not as culture or language. By this, | am
not denying the contexts of language and culturinese must be taken into account (and will
be). Also the manner in which we, readers, dedh Wterary works as an instance of
reception inscribed in specific historical and gapdical contexts must be taken into account
- and, of course, whichever elements that constibur identity. Taking these elements into
consideration was a conquest of the contemportasatly criticism, but we will not go very
far if we do not regard a work of art as a workadf and an artist as an artist. If we deny or
circumvent the artistic experience, we will be dagyShakespeare (or any other author) his
agency, his own capability of having performed ansforming action in his own
circumstances of space and time. And this woulgdeéoundly undialectic - besides the
pole of reception (readers and spectators), we algstconsider the pole of production (the

author), if we want to have a global comprehensibrthe literary work that is being
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examined. This does not mean that | will be ushegwords “art”, or “artist”, very often - in
fact, they will seldom appear, and | use the useiah “author” a lot more often. Still, the
word “art” will be present now and then, as somaitthat includes literature - that is, where
common usage would prefer the term “literature amtd, | often say just “art”, for |
understand literature as a branch of the artsttaads where my interest resides.

When | say “art” or “artist”, 1 am referring to s@nody who, even if deceased four
centuries ago (in the case of Shakespeare), deacklgpecific skills for his work and, more
than this, needed to make specific choices at aweryent in order to shapéng Learin the
manner he did. Had Shakespeare made differente$oive would have another work (and
maybe we would not be interested about it). Antlkt take this as a dialogue - as a reader,
| produce meaning, but | do it within specific cinostances, and these include the
compositional choices the author made. In theipease of Shakespeare, this is a dialogue
with a different historical age.

This dialogue will proceed in the following mannéwwvill examine scenes 1.1 and 1.2
by means of close reading; these two scenes praesgmical devices which will be present
in the rest of the play (even if in a transformeanmer) - such technical devices provide the
structuring principles oKing Lear. Afterwards, | will relate the structure of I.hdl.2 to the
historical movement of the English society, frora fudor era up to the event which came to
be usually called ‘the Puritan Revolution’. | wallso examine a structuring factor in this play
which has been overlooked: the anachronisms.ll ewamine how the structuring principles
above mentioned operate in other scenes of the (plag this time it will not be a close
reading, but a brief examination). Finally, | amirgy to present information about the
theatrical (and also reading) preferences of thHierdnt social classes in Shakespeare’s
London, and relate such data to the historicalrmédion and the aesthetic survey which was
previously done.

Precisely because we will engage in a dialogue waitbther historical age, | need to
explain some terminology which | employ in this glseconcerning the dramatic genres of
Shakespeare’s times. In Chapter 1 (1.4) we wil semore detail the issue of the first
editions of Shakespeare’s plays - meanwhile, |l iemind you that, until the eighteenth
century, these were published individually in a Brfamat called Quarto, and, seven years
after Shakespeare’s death, they were all publisbgether in a very large format called Folio.
In the specific case dfing Lear, this play was named differently in each formaugl & will
present these titles with their original spellintre Quarto presented it as theie Chronicle

Historie of the life and death of King Lear and thsee Daughters. With the unfortunate life
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of Edgar, sonne and heire to the Earle of Glostéed his sullen and assumed humor of Tom
of Bedlam In the Folio, it was published ase Tragedie of King LearSo, we havé&ing
Lear characterized as belonging to two different draengenres of early modern England in
these two different formats: in the Folio, it idled atragedie and in the Quarto, listorie

And here | must explain that you will come acrdsis tancient spelling whenever |
refer to such genres in this thesis. | chose ttewragedieinstead of “tragedy” in order to
historicize this Renaissance English genre. Tlasme for this is that the dramatic genre
known as ‘tragedy’ properly speaking was a fornafthat came into being in Greece in the
fifth century B.C. Not only it had different forrh@aharacteristics from the Elizabethan
tragedie but it was a manner of elaborating in a symbédian conflicts proper to that
specific society. It was an art form developedaiwvery specific society, in very specific
circumstances of space and time, just in the saareer that the kabuki theatre originated in
a specific historical moment of Japan, and the &ath theatre, in India. And, just as it
would not make sense to talk of an Argentinean $wadish kabuki, there is no such a thing
as an “English tragedy”. Also, the study of dramaeneral will not profit if we assign a
common denomination such as ‘tragedy’ to the wofkdramatists who are so different from
each other, as Sophocles, Shakespeare and Rat&vertheless, we need some definition for
what constitutes an Elizabeth&nagedie and | think the Brazilian critic Barbara Heliodor
provides a satisfying ondéragediesare plays whose protagonists belong to the arestyc
and, in the course of action, move from a statilkapipiness to one of unhappiness, until they
die in the end.

As for the Elizabethan dramatic genre knowrhigsorie, it has got peculiarities which
make it different, for instance, from whatever safrtistorical drama that was written in the
nineteenth or in the twentieth century. As Lenav€o Orlin says, this was an “Elizabethan
invention, used with reference to a dramatic suhjeatter rather than a dramatic mqakr
se'.® She goes on to inform that prose writing aboatttistory of England (in the form called
“chronicles”) constituted a popular reading whickliged shape a national identity. This
appreciated subject matter was then transposduetstage - thbistorie plays told the lives
of the kings of England, or of other historic figarand historic events. In the specific case of
Shakespeare, hlsstoriespresented to the audience examples of what welbe tonsidered
good and bad monarchs. Generally speaking, onesagrihat the dramatic form of such
plays was fluid: it could resemble that diragedie or emphasize the comic elements, or still,

and more often, alternate between, and presenkinaiof both (and still other elements) -
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of course, this mixture would vary according to Hpecific needs of the play, and the point
that it was trying to make about a specific evarfigure in the history of England.

Both tragedie and historie present protagonists from the ruling class -oider to
make clearer the main differences between theseltamatic genres, | will quote from Linda
Woodbridge, who presents a list of relevant diffiees. Among other things, this is what she
says about the differences between the two gehiresjt is common to find in history plays
no clear-cut set of heroes and villains, but amigucollections of partly good, partly bad
characters drawn in shades of grey . . . higttays paint on a broader, less focused canvas
crowded with characters vying for attention; [whileagedies focus on one or two prominent
central protagonists™”

It is not my purpose in this thesis to discuss historie plays. | reproduced the
passage above, however, due to some aspects Hrasibelarity toKing Lear. in spite of
presenting two distinct groups which could be, dugpeaking, called ‘heroes and villains’,
we certainly can see ‘shades of grey’ in most efdharacters. And a production of this play
would also have the stage “crowded with charactgisg for attention”, differently from
other Shakespearedaragedies This is to say that there are indeed elementsing Lear
which could cause it to be callechsstorie in Shakespeare’s times, even if | prefer its usual
designation as &ragedie Also, there are other cases of plays by Shakespsghich were
given different generic identifications when pubésl as a Quarto, or in the Folio.

The last thing | have to say about the manner Il §pe dramatic genres Shakespeare
wrote, is that, whenever | refer to ‘comedy’, tingl be spelled in the usual, contemporary
manner, otherwise from the other genres. This damésnean that | would get ahistorical
about it and disregard the differences in the matime Aristophanes, Moliere, Jerry Lewis
and Jerry Seinfeld provoke laughter. 1 think, hegre that the situation here is very different
from the problem with ‘tragedy’, and it allows meig so.

There is another aspect which | think is worth itjarg. Whenever | refer to a
specific passage in the play, | will do it accoglto the manner established in the English-
speaking countries. Since most readers of thsigheill possibly be Brazilian, | believe it is
worth explaining how this is done. Let us tak@asxample a speech of Lear which is in Act
2, scene 4, starting in line 118 and ending in i@6é. Following the common usage, | will
refer first to the number of the act, then to thenber of the scene, and finally, the lines - it
will look like this: 11.4.118-26.

And here | must provide another explanation whiels ko do with the Quarto and

Folio editions ofKing Lear (which will be called Q and F from now on, follow@rcommon
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usage). There are many and important differentdéise text featured in both, being the best-
known one the fact that Q features something hked hundred lines not present in F, and F,
for its turn, presents approximately a hundredslinet to be found in Q. And so, the vast
majority of editors and critics believed that tleason for this was that both Q and F were
imperfect transmissions of a complete original tiet featured all lines present in both, and
which was lost. The solution for this: for approately three centuries there has been an
editorial tradition of combining (or, as is usuadigid, ‘conflating’) the two texts into a single
one that presented all lines from both. As fordifeerences from one text to the other, each
editor would make his own decisions about the Isedttion to take regarding certain
problems (and, of course, there were solutions kvhecame traditional and were commonly
adopted by most editors of the assoKauy Leareditions).

Notwithstanding, there was a group of scholars presented a different view about
this question in the early eighties. Accordingtihem, the traditional editorial solution of
conflating the Q and F texts into a single one was a solution - instead, it generated
problems concerning the aesthetics and the compsie of King Lear® These critics
understand that the pattern of changes from Q tsh&ws that each of these texts is
aesthetically coherent in itself, that they ardaict different versions oKing Lear produced
in different moments, and, for this reason, theyrast ‘imperfect’ - each of them was meant
to be like it was in the respective moment thatats written (or rewritten) - Gary Taylor
believes that Q was written around 1605-6 and Esdfiom 1609-16. More than that, these
structural differences from Q to F are so deep thay affect the action itself - and,
consequently, they affect content. Some of thetmmggortant differences: Q presents many
moralizing commentaries, which were excised in Eheersion; there are many cases in
which speeches are transferred from one charaxztendther; the roles of Kent and Albany
are significantly diminished from Q to F, and thrustural consequence is that this enhances
the role of Edgaf.

Although this thesis is not about the questionQofind F, | found it relevant to
mention the topic here. We will later see someoerly editorial aspects of it in Chapter 1
(1.4) - because the working version for this iésF, and not a conflation.

| decided to use the F version instead of a canfiabnly after doing a long, detailed
and careful study of the Q version, the F versand the conflated editions by G. K. Hunter
and Kenneth Muir. My choice was established alftdid a thorough survey of Q and F
before reading the arguments of the ‘divisionistitics, because | did not want to be

previously influenced by those. After this longdy, which included reading the divisionist
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critics and comparing F to the conflated editioh®we mentioned, | was convinced that,
indeed, conflating Q and F was not the best salutioncerning either aesthetics or content,
and that we will appreciat€ing Learbetter if we take one of these two versions irasaie.
And, in this, | also agree with the majority of tlrisionists, who say that F is the version
that achieved the best artistic results. Thishis teason why this thesis examines the F
version. The specific edition that was used fas ttudy isKing Lear: A Parallel Text
Edition, edited by René Weis and published by Longmans €tition presents both Q and F
versions side by side, in a very neat and didaetig that allows the reader to perceive easily
the differences between the two versibns.

Although | agree with the divisionist critics in maand important aspects, | do not go
to the point of considering Q and F as two diffénglays, as some of them seem to do - in
this, | agree with R. A. Foakes that Q and F are wersions of thsameplay to be read in
separate, but nawvo plays® (And Foakes also prefers the F version.) Alkis is no reason
for anybody to dismiss with the conflated editioa has got at home (and my conflated
PenguinKing Lear, edited by G. K. Hunter, is one of those few otgebat | treasure) -
readingKing Learas a conflation is still a wonderful experiencé&nd | want to stress that
this thesis can also be followed by a reader whkaesase of a conflaté€ing Learedition.

Now and then you will find endnotes that mentiofffedlences between Q and F
(especially in Chapter 3). This matter is not carfor the purposes of this thesis, and this is
why it is in an endnote, and not in the main tex?n the other hand, | agree with the
divisionists that, by blending Q and F, the comdias tend to blur some aspects which might
not be perceived or understood in a clear wayich £ases of contradictions between Q and F
are the main reason for these endnotes.

From all these differences, there is one whichkketeo be the most important, and
which affects profoundly the political and philosigal outlook of the two versions: in Q,
the final speech is uttered by Albany; in F, thpeech is Edgar's (and this is how the
conflated editions present it in most of the caséa)e have to take into consideration that,
whenKing Learwas first written and performed, England was rubgdJames |, a Scottish
king who intended to join the two countries in thiand of Britain - England and Scotland -
in one single kingdom (the third British countryal®’s, was already part of England by that
time). Many characters in the play are not caligdheir proper names, but by the names of
the territories they control. | am saying this dnége Albany is an ancient name by which the
English would call the northern part of the Britigte (including Scotland) - and thus,
Albany would be perceived by Shakespeare’s audiasceepresenting Scotland. In the Q
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version, it is not Edgar, but Albany, who utters tast speech. The effect, as Gary Taylor
says, would be that of presenting the Scot as tleevath the last word, the one that unifies
the split kingdom. It would be easy to establistoanection between the Q Albany and King
James (as Gary Taylor says) - thus, James | wmifgerceived as a healthy unifying factor:
the anti-Lear™

This happens in the Q version (and this is theieerashich was presented in King
James’ court in 1606). Now even if the factor abowentioned could please the then-king of
England, we should avoid a mechanicist thinking thauld strive to attribute to this play a
fixed political label, such as “pro-government”, “@ppositionist”. | believe that a political
literary criticism can do better than ask if ariey work is ‘rightwing’ or ‘leftwing’. There
are many other factors, both aesthetic and sotiddeasame time, which were probably not
noticed by James I, and that must be taken intsideration. It is these factors which |
consider fundamental for the impact that this wexkrts on us.

We also have to take into account that this plagemwent a profound revision later
on. In this revision, many lines were excised aml,a consequence, Albany, who was a
moralizer in Q (and also close to being a herojabee a collateral and more dubious
character. And, more important than this, it i$ lhe who has the final say in F (and in the
conflations), but Edgar. And, by means of the gsialthat will be proceeded in the following
chapters, we will see that this change bears aiapsmgnificance, both political and
philosophical.

Since | mentioned Edgar, | would like to say thatill pay considerable attention to
this character in the last chapters of this thesifie reason for this is that | believe the
structural weight that Edgar has in the play, heenboverlooked, generally speaking. On the
other hand, | will not be dealing with the Fool that is, | will have to talk about him
whenever he appears in a scene that is studied thdréhe Fool himself will not be studied.
The main reason for this is that the Fool doesapmear in scenes 1.1 and .2 - these are
precisely the two scenes that will be deeply amataiighly examined, since they lay the
structural basis dking Lear(as | said, | will also talk about other scened, this will be in a
briefer manner). This means that a study of tharacter would be disconnected from the
other matters that will be examined here. Thems@ceason is that | do not perceive the Fool
as a character properly speaking, but rather aseticpfunction - he is not involved in the
dramatic action of the play, he does not have angtfon concerning the development of the

plot.
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About the working methods employed in this thesisyould like to explain four
things. The first one is about my choice of scelelse examined, either by means of close
reading, or in a briefer manner - there is a ¢y in the criticism oKing Learto focus
upon these scenes which bear a stronger emotimpaict: the initial scene, the Dover CIiff
“leap” followed by the encounter of the blinded Gdester with Lear dressed with wild
flowers, and the final scene. Of these, | willypoekamine the initial scene. The reason for
this is that | am examining the structure of thaypihstead of focusing on its mere effects.
However beautiful the Dover CIiff and the final ses might be, they cause us an impact
because they are set within a specific structlileey would not be so powerful, emotionally
speaking, if they were not preceded by elementsiwleiad us to appreciate them the way we
do; they would not mean much for somebody who r@adaw these scenes on their own,
disconnected from a specific structural basis. nE/& chose to examine other scenes instead
of Dover Cliff and V.3, | believe that these lasbtones might also be better understood if we
get to know abouKing Lears structuring principles as they operate in otim@ments of the
play.

The second relevant thing to clarify is that, alihlo Chapter 1 is dedicated to
historical and critical contextualization, and Ctea® is dedicated to explaining the theory
that is used here, there is a large quantity dbhcal facts and theory that | purposely left out
of these initial chapters, and which | present glasth the analysis of the play. In Chapter 2
I will provide a theoretical explanation for thdmt | am going to provide now a practical
reason for doing this. As a writer, | am alwaysefa of writing in a manner that | know |
would like to read (if | were in the reception pol&he acid test for me are two questions that
| always pose myself after writing a text: Can sigaunderstand what is written there? Is
this text boring or interesting for myself?

And one thing that displeases me very much as @ere#s being fed with tons of
information (whether historical, theoretical, oro#imer) which I am not able to connect to
anything else. | believe that, in a work of litgrariticism, the right moment to introduce
theory or historical information, is when the arsadyof thecorpusrequires so, and not before.
If the information is presented in this exact momdme reader will be interested in it, and
thus, understand it. Otherwise, it might be coyprteluctive. So, historical information and
theory will go intertwined with the literary analys | only left for the initial chapters
information which | could not see how to fit prolyeinto the literary analysis dfing Lear.

The third aspect regards how | introduce new infdram for the reader in the literary

analysis (basically, new ideas or new concepts)e @anner of doing this is by starting from
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perceptions and ideas that are commonly sharedframdthis, proceed to new concepts. |
prefer to do otherwise, and not take anything faanted. That is, | prefer to suddenly
introduce a different perception, provoke a sepgabf estrangement, and only after the
“shock”, explain how | arrived to that concept oergeption. This second manner of
presenting new content is less common than thiedns, but | believe that, in many cases, it
will be more effective.

The fourth thing to say is that, instead of doingyachronic analysis of the first two
scenes (which would be more usual), | will worktwicenes 1.1 and 1.2 by means of a
diachronic, sequential analysis. The main reasothat, due to our being separated by
centuries from Shakespeare’s circumstances, weibppdsave lost some of the aesthetic
objectives Shakespeare might have had when conp&sng Lear My approach will be
presenting excerpts from the text, and then anadythie formal organization of the scene, so
as to highlight the manner in which social contenexpressed there. This will be done step
by step - the further we go into the text, thaenable we will be to make use of a theoretical
approach (in this case, Marxism and, in certainm@as, its best variation to analyze
dramatic literature: Brecht's concept of Meeffek].

It is important to show the development of the aitans and characters step by step
(and consequently, the ideological circumstanceStatkespeare’s aesthetic choices for this
work). Doing this was the manner that | found fmt forcing my conclusions upon the
reader. Instead, | hope to make you understangdaimy of view by breathing along with the
play - thatis, | believe the aesthetic movenwdrihe play will lead the reader to the political
conclusions | arrived to. To sum up, we shoulddreget the interpretive key from the
literary work itself, and not as some soriegpriori.

However, there is a peculiarity about the struagiof King Lear. this is a play in
which characters and situations interrupt eachrotbestantly, generating thus completely
unexpected shifts. And skijng Learis a play characterized by constant interrupteorgther
characteristic is that the elements of this infated situation or scene will come back in some
further moment, but in a very transformed way. Asidce | will proceed a diachronic
analysis, such interruptions will bear the follogiirconsequence: our analysis will be
interrupted in certain moments (especially in Chaf}), and we will stop what we are doing
and start with the new event, so as to follow inoaganic manner the shift provided by
Shakespeare.

There are two reasons for this, and the first egnthat the drama is a sequential art

which is written not to be read, but to be watcbedthe stage. (It can be read afterwards,
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when published, but this is not the circumstanceeoéption which the author was thinking of
when writing.) The original circumstances of reg@p of such a work are different, for
example, from the circumstances of reception ah\eeh Whenever | am reading a novel, and
| am puzzled by a passage which | do not quite rgtaled, | can always come back to it and
compare it to another passage (or keep in that, egeread it, say, three times). Not so with
the drama. If | did not understand what | have geen performed on the stage, | cannot
come back - I will have to proceed along with iy, and maybe in a further moment | will
be able to connect what | see fifteen minutes latér that other moment.

It was for such circumstances that ShakespeareeWing Lear. And | believe that, if
we are to understand some procedures of the autivaitl not help us to explain a puzzling
passage by mentioning some further moment; thisotshow it works in the theatre. Of
course we will try to obtain as many answers at shane can provide us in that moment -
but not more than that. Whenever a puzzling infgron comes, we will stop, keep our
guestions in mind, and try to obtain an answemniotlaer moment.

The second reason for this procedure is an epistgical one. It is precisely these
“disagreeable” interruptions that will provide usokvledge. Whatever conclusions we arrive
to, they will not seem gratuitous and forced upsn-uthey will come “from the play itself”.

Understanding a specific literary work can alsabeanner of understanding a certain
society, or a certain historical period, in a marot@er than studying its empiric social facts.
And, of course, the most important thing about witugl the way in which Shakespeare dealt
with the social conflicts of his times is not stayiin early modern England, but trying to see
what insights it can give us when we compare tlla¢rosociety to our own, including not
only the similarities, but mainly, the differences.

Finally, 1 will inform you of the contents of thithesis. Chapter 1 explains the
historical terminology that will be applied in thigork, and provides information about the
sources Shakespeare used for compasing Lear, some technical points about the editorial
tradition of conflating Q and F as well as abow ploint of view of the divisionist critics; and,
finally, some facts about the critical fortunekihg Lear, as well as the developments of its
scenic history which | consider most relevant far study (and also, some brief information
about the remarkable auditory quality of Shakesgsaudience).

Chapter 2 will explain some of the theoretical pyptes employed in the making of
this thesis. It deals mainly with Marxism, whichthe theoretical basis for this work, and it

also presents information about other theoriesaiidal approaches which | employed as a
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complementary tool: Brecht¢-effekf the formalist-structuralist continuum, the aestseof
reception, and performance criticism.

Chapter 3 analyzes scene I.1, and examines théwwayich it relates to non-dramatic
narrative genres such as the fairy-tale and theratdve narrative; it also establishes a relation
of this play to the aesthetic principles of the i@an dramatist and theatre director Bertolt
Brecht. Chapter 4 analyzes scene 1.2 and relatés the structure of comedy; it also
introduces some structuring devices which Shakesmbevised specifically fdfing Lear.

As for Chapter 5, it compares I.1 to .2 and, afds, it compares the structuring
principles present in both scenes to the histongalement in Tudor and Stuart England
which led to the Revolution of 1640. It also aaly the structural role that a device from the
Elizabethan theatre - the anachronisms - pilaygenerating the aesthetic impact which
King Lear exerts on us, and also in allowing Shakespeamgdence a critical perception
about its own historical moment.

Chapter 6 sums up the structuring principles thettewntroduced in Chapters 3 and 4
(the principles that bear analogy to Brecht's treedtut mainly, the ones that were especially
devised by Shakespeare for this play), and exanaesthese apply to other sceneKaig
Lear. It also elaborates on the question of the metirgenres irKing Lear, especially the
manner in which this causes a break of expectatmméie spectator and the reader.

Chapter 7 provides historical information about theatre venues in early modern
London, the dramatic genres in Shakespeare’s tiares the manner in which the opposing
social classes in England related to the theatrd,ta the dramatic and literary genres in
Shakespeare’s times. It connects such facts tddtelopments in the English history and, in
the end, a relation is established between thmnmdtion and the notion dfing Learas a
play that presents in a symbolic manner the devedops of class struggle in early modern
England, by means of incorporating intagediedifferent genres that were favoured by the
opposing classes.

You must have noticed that | opted to start by dhalysis of the play, and only
present the main historical facts in the later tbip5 and 7. This is done for didactic
purposes, but there is also a theoretical basishierprocedure which will be explained in
Chapter 2 (2.1 and 2.2).

Finally, in theConclusion | will, of course, elaborate on the content c# fhrevious
chapters, at the same time that | analyze someciaspkthe final scene. | know that this is
not an orthodox procedure, but | believe it is agaaic one. By breathing along wikiing

Lear, an unorthodox play, this thesis needed to preaentinorthodox format. Thus, the
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thesis finishes when the play finishes - andtlse,conclusion needed to go together with
scene V.3.

| expect that, with this thesis, we get to be metske to understand the compositional
procedures that Shakespeare useliny Lear, by relating his aesthetic choices to the main
conflicts in his own society. | would also feelryglad if this work stimulates other students
from post-graduation courses to analyze literaryk&dn a manner that combines delving into
the work’s structure to understand its aesthetthat (is, “breathing” along with it, and
knowing what makes a specific literary work differefrom other works), and try to

understand the society of the author, and its casflby means of this artistic work.

ENDNOTES

(1) In R. A. FoakesHamlet Versus Leap. 7.

(2) See Béarbara Heliodora’s ‘IntroducaMacbeth, p. 183, in the Brazilian 1995
Nova Fronteira edition ¢famletandMacbeth As with any generalization, one
will find many exceptions among the Elizalzettand Jacobedragedies
which differ from this definition to some deg - however, | still think this was
the best explanation. Also, Barbara Heliodefars to “important
protagonists”,and | changed this to “protagmwho] belong to the
aristocracy”, because this is actually wirapbrtant’ means in the text.

(3) See Lena Cowen Orlin’s essay ‘IntroductionJtwmkespearian Genres]’, p.
169, inShakespeare: An Oxford Gujdedited by Stanley Wells and Lena
Cowen Orlin.

(4) In Linda Woodbridge’s essay ‘Tragedies’, p. 2b/Shakespeare: An Oxford
Guide edited by Stanley Wells and Lena Cowen Orlin.

(5) On this matter, see the voluffilee Division of the Kingdomedited by Gary
Taylor and Michael Warren.
(6) The dates of the two versions are not a consémsatter among these critics,
but Gary Taylor presents consistent evidettmrit Q dating from 1605-6, and
F from 1609-10. For this reason, | go alorithuim in this matter. (See Gary
Taylor's essayKing Lear. The Date and Authorship of the Folio VersionTine
Division of the Kingdomnis
(7) On this specific matter, see Michael Warrerssay ‘The Diminution of Kent’ in
the volumé he Division of the Kingdoms
(8) René Weis, the editor of the volume used fi study King Lear: A Parallel
Text Edition, prefers the Q version, and he presents theedaushis in his
‘Introduction’. This offers an interesting adarpoint to the prevailing view (as in
The Division of the Kingdomsvhich favours F as a superior artistic
achievement.

(9) See R. A. Foakeslamlet Versus Leapp. 96-7.

(10) See Michael Warren’s essay ‘The Diminutiorkeft’ as well as Gary Taylor's
essay ‘Monopolies, Show Trials, Disaster, bivasion:King Learand
Censorship’, iThe Division of the KingdomsConcerning the relation of the
characters to historical questions of Brit#is is interesting information,

“. . to [Shakespeare’s] audience, the naméseatwo Dukes [Albany and
Cornwall] would have strongly suggested twdis ‘kingdomes’ with which



they were thoroughly familiar. Albany, the eldme for all of Britain north of the
Humber, was eventually identified, more logsealith Scotland; it was one of
the three territories into which the legendBrytus had divided the island.
Cornwall was a separate kingdom until theltexantury; from the fourteenth
century the Duke of Cornwall was also alwdysPrince of Wales, thereby
uniting the two western territories under aobleman. (This in turn would have
immediately suggested that the ‘third, morelept’ which Lear intended for
Cordelia was England).” (In Gary Taylor andchel Warren's ‘Preface’, p. vi, |
in The Division of the Kingdoms For some conjectures on the reasons for the
last speech having been assigned to Alba, see p. 451, endnote 162, in
the above-mentioned essay by Taylor.
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1 CONTEXTUALIZATIONS

In this chapter, | will provide some historical kgoound which 1 think will be useful
when analyzinging Learin the following chapters. As | explained in timéroduction, not
all historical data relevant for our study will lpeesented here: whenever | feel that some
specific historical information will be more usefahd better understood if placed together
with the aesthetic analysis of the play, | will do. Thus, what follows here is strictly
information that does not fit into the following agpters and, for this reason, is presented
aprioristically. We will start by some facts otthistory of early modern England, especially
concerning the historical terminology employed glahis thesis - and, by ‘historical
terminology’, | mean not only explicitly sociopatil history, but also the history of the
theatre, either as drama or as performance. Wepnkeed then to brief and specific
information on the theatre of Shakespeare’s timesre specifically, its remarkably auditory
quality. From this, | will proceed to some infortioa on the sources Shakespeare employed
for writing King Lear. After that, we will see some technical inforneaticoncerning the
Quarto and Folio editions dfing Lear And, since this thesis studies the F versiothef
play for the reasons presented in the Introductiwe, will see briefly the centuries-long
tradition of conflating the twding Lear texts, and from there we will go to the questions
raised by the divisionist critics. Finally, we iglee very briefly the reception &fing Lear
from the Restoration on - 1 will focus mainly dme critical fortune, but | will also provide
information about moments in the scenic historyhef play when | consider these relevant to

our study.

1.1 HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

If we try to recall the historical information thae already have about England in the
Renaissance, all of us have the general notiorttleaheatre was an important, popular social
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event in England in the last decades of the sixteeantury as well as in the first decades of
the seventeenth century, and that Shakespearekswi@re created in those times. We know
that, even if this author wasimus inter paresthere were many other talented dramatists -
both the social importance of the theatrical evant the artistic quality of the drama written
then provide us a notion that the English theatrihase times was a vibrant one. We know
that, by then, England was ruled by absolutist mdrsg and we associate Shakespeare’s
artistic production to the most well-known of thpadich is Elizabeth | - and the phrase that
comes up to our minds to sum up the data abotlei&lizabethan theatreHowever, many

of us know that a significant part of Shakespeade@mma was written not in the times of
Elizabeth, the last monarch of the Tudor dynasty,ib those of James |, the Scottish king
who succeeded her in 1603, and who planted thesgeedhat would be known, one century
later, as the United Kingdom - and who inaugutatee rule of the Stuart dynasty in
England. Fewer of us remember that James | digb#b, and so the next Stuart monarch
was his son Charles | - but we all know thatftre¢ bourgeois revolution in Europe started
in England in 1640, that it lasted for twenty yeansl that, exactly amid the process, in 1649,
King Charles | was decapitated. We recall thas fholitical movement displayed a strong
association with religion, and so, the long revoldry period is usually known as the
Puritan Revolution. We are also aware that thesgspmen were not fond of the theatre, and
so, all theatre venues in England were closed 4218nd by this deed an artistic era came to
an end. We have some general knowledge that ttodutenary process finished in 1660,
when the Stuarts were reempowered in the event kramnthe Restoration - and, finally, we
know that with the Stuarts also the theatre canok& b@ England, but it did so in the manner
of a mediocre copy of the French theatre, and sat was prior to the Revolution - the
drama of Shakespeare remained on page and on bitagie theatre of his times was lost
forever, either in its social importance or ingfgecific scenic qualities.

When we think either of Shakespeare or of the theat his times, or still of the
history of England in the sixteenth and seventeeatituries, those are the elements that first
come to the mind of most of us - some very gdnerawledge whose assorted elements are
somewhat difficult to interrelate in order to make a comprehensible narrative. Especially
for somebody with no background in the history afjiand, the facts above mentioned might
give the impression of not being much more thaieagh disconnected information.

This is a problem for the literary critic who tride understand the aesthetic
composition of a specific work by situating it lstally: engaging in such a task requires

much more than assembling empirical data fromithed the fictional work came into being;
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it demands from the critic that he somehow reltttesaesthetic organization provided by the
author of the fictional work to the conflicts ofettsociety this author lived in. And in the
specific case oKing Lear, this requires some knowledge not only of the s§mé James |
(when both its Q and F versions were composed)alsat of the previous centuries. More
than that, in the specific casekihg Learit is important to know what happened in England
centuries after the play was first performed. Tiisot only because the story of Lear can be
associated to the real-life dethronement and behgaxf Charles | four decades later, but
mainly because the play seems to bear a connetttigertain tendencies in the life of the
English society which, even if not conspicuousha times of James I, were already there to
be perceived by a keen observer such as Shakespasre

The biggest challenge when one intends to studly kistorical events is to associate
them in a manner that makes sense, and, as | sdltkiparagraph above, this is a rather
difficult task concerning the history of Englan®ne factor which makes it difficult for a
foreigner to understand the English history is tteaévolution is very peculiar. Like the other
European countries, it progressively left the féudade of production behind in order to
adopt the capitalistic one; also like so many aem countries, England went through
absolutism during the Renaissance, and centutiesiteadopted a form of government more
consonant to the paradigm of liberal democracy.t, Bs | just said, the English historical
process is very peculiar in spite of sharing imguattsimilarities with the continental
countries, and this might confound a foreign obsenAnd thinking especially of the manner
History is studied in Latin America, it is importato observe that, when we think of the
European historical processes which | have justtioeed, our tendency is to take the history
of France as an explanatory model. And the bigdéfgrence of the English process to the
French one is that France had an aristocracy nmtoically opposed to the bourgeoisie, while
in England there was a sort of split in the rankghe nobility. There was indeed one part of
the English aristocracy which was as staunchly epgao the bourgeoisie as their French
counterparts; on the other hand, there were swgnif parts of the English nobility which
were able to adopt the capitalistic ways and estalain alliance with the bourgeoisie. This is
the main difference of the English transition fréeudalism to capitalism to the continental
ones, especially in France, and one has to kesprtimind to understand many events in the
history of that country.

There are two other factors which can make it diffi for a foreign observer to
understand the English history, and both have twitlothe idiosyncrasies of what used to be

the dominant trend in the English historiographyiluquite recently. The first peculiarity of
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the old English history books is that they tengtesent the facts in a rather disconnected way
(somewhat like | did in the second paragraph of tmapter). Facts are effectively presented
in a sequential order, but it seems there is a tdckome element which could bind them
together. | do not have an explanation for thig, lotend to believe this has to do with the
famous English qualities of empiricism and pragsmatt a very healthy distrust of whatever
form of dogmatism as well as a wariness conceragpristical assumptions which cannot
be satisfactorily proved, have enabled that coutdrgchieve progress in so many different
areas of life. Nevertheless, there are still arelagnowledge in which such an attitude
constitutes more of a drawback than of an advanimg® historical research is one of them.
By not presenting a clear theory which is ablei¢cthe historical facts together at the same
time that it tries to make sense out of them, thditional English historiography ended up
being instrumental for an ideology that strivedptesent the history of England as one of
ever-lasting social consensus, when in fact it gamess episodes of brutal class struggle just
like the history of any other country. (On theatlhand, the continental historiography is
built around a variety of theoretical models - tiee it be positivist historiography, Marxist,
or another one yet - which allows a better undadstey for the foreign observer.)

The other element in the traditional English histgraphy which makes the
comprehension of English history somewhat diffi¢attforeigners is the use of very peculiar
socio-historical terminology which applies only tngland, instead of using another
terminology which has got better international enay. This goes hand in hand with the
above mentioned empiricism and the subsequent &atation of perception that it causes.
The consequence is that, instead of using termgyolehich was widely accepted in Europe
(and consequently around the globe), both Englistoiiography and literary criticism would
use designations which had no equivalent in otleemtries. For instance, the historical
periods were named after the English kings whodrihethose times and, as a consequence,
those labels were also used for the artistic prooluign the same period - thus, an English
author which would be labeled ‘Romantic’ in the tioent was called ‘Victorian’ in England,
and the one which in the continent would be labé&beadernist’ was called ‘Edwardian’ in
Britain. This tendency is presently waning, and terminology which is more employed
internationally is finding more and more currennylingland. All this is to explain that, in
order to allow an easier comprehension of the fatish connecKing Learto situations of
class struggle in England, | will use the genemadjzand widely-understood terminology of

‘aristocracy’ and ‘bourgeoisie’, and thus, | wilbihuse the very specific English class
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terminology of ‘gentlemen’, ‘gentry’, ‘yeomen’, ofcitizenry’ (in fact, |1 will open an
exception and use the term ‘citizen’ in Chaptenm @ way that is self-explanatory).

The consulted works of the English historian Clopster Hill were of great help in
allowing me to work in this manner. Being a MatxHill fulfills several prerequisites which
| deem are important for this thesis: he makesofisetheory which connects the facts of the
English history in a way that is easily understdodelaat the same time that it is not
subservient to the ideology of the ruling classpéctially in Chapter 5, but also in Chapter 7
for some extent, | will rely mainly on this biblicgphy to understand the facts in both Tudor
and Stuart times which bear a connection to th#hats structuring oKing Lear. According
to Hill, such facts converge to the Revolution 6@ - and here | must explain that | will
not deal with this revolution in detail, since @gpened many decades after Shakespeare had
written King Lear, but | will be obliged to mention it because |egwith Hill that this is the
focal point for a more accurate perception of tisédnical facts presented.

And here | am going to call your attention to tlatfthat, when referring to this
revolution, Hill does not employ the widely curréatminology of ‘Puritan Revolution’, but
instead, he calls it the ‘Revolution of 1640, dndill follow him in this choice. Whenever
we attribute names to things, this shows both @ucgption of them and what we want them
to be. The expression ‘Puritan Revolution’ is netitral: it came into being long after that
historical event, and it emphasizes the religicggeat in it to the detriment of the element of
class struggle. By saying this, | am not denyihglathe Puritan predominance in that
revolution. It happens that | go along with Hilhen he says that religion went along with
politics in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuaed especially during the preceding years
of the Revolution (and during the Revolution itself course). That is, Christian religion was
a code understood by everybody in the English sgcend so, divergent political currents
and ideas found a way of expression in the ralgidiscourse. (In theoretical terms, Hill's
option of not employing the phragairitan Revolutionbut instead, th&evolution of 1640
has got its roots in Marx’s views on this samedrisal phenomenort.)

As | said in the Introduction, | will present in &@bter 7 some historical facts
concerning the theatre of Shakespeare’s times wbger relation to the situation of class
struggle and the transformation the English socreg going through in those same times,
and my main source there will be the works of Amd@urr mentioned in Works Consulted.
Gurr himself is not a Marxist but his account oé thocial facts concerning the theatre of
Shakespeare’s times matches very well Hill's presten of the more general movement the

English society was going through. And so, | bediét is time to explain some historical
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terminology which will be employed along this thesa terminology that is also used by the
literary criticism that studies Shakespeare.

Such terms - Elizabethan Jacobean Tudor, Stuar{ Renaissanceearly modern
England - frequently overlap each other, and it is tbatext in which they are employed
that determines the choice of one or the other, &b as ‘Elizabethan’ refers to things that
happened during the rule of Elizabeth I, ‘Jacobeaférs to things proper to the times of
James |. By rule of thumb, one generally assogidte term ‘Elizabethan’ to some vibrant,
optimistic patriotism, while ‘Jacobean’ is assoethtto an atmosphere of decadence and
oppressive disenchantment. Of course the examistbrical facts presents much more
nuance than the widespread perception | have jwsttioned, but it is important to be
acquainted with such perceptions since they hafeened literary criticism for quite a long
time. The formal conventions of both drama andh&c@erformance kept just the same
during the two periods, but literary criticism ditrtes differences to the drama produced
under the two monarchs with reference to the stdbjexamined by the plays as well as to
their mood - and concerning this, again speakireygeneral way, ‘Elizabethan drama’ was
associated to a cheerful patriotism, while ‘Jacaob#drama’ would be one of a bitter, mordant
guality. (Again, there are the exceptions justasahy rule, but this is the association that the
phrases ‘Elizabethan drama’ and ‘Jacobean dramaldagsually bring to mind.)

Sometimes | will be using other terms, such as 6fudnd “Stuart’. | use the term
‘Tudor’ when | refer to something that was chargaste not only of Elizabeth, but of the
Tudor dynasty as a whole (especially Henry VIII amd daughter Elizabeth). Now, of
course, | will use the term ‘Stuart’ when | refer domething that was characteristic of the
subsequent dynasty, and not only of James I. Asmd hmust make it clear that, when | use
the term ‘Stuart’, | am referring only to the ahgat monarchs that preceded the Revolution,
which are James | and his son Charles I. The Staame back with the Restoration, but then
England was becoming more and more of a constitatimonarchy, and, just as the country
was never more to be the same as it was prioregdriévolution, the same thing happened
with the Stuarts.

Also, we have historical aspects concerning théeegp@s a whole - as well as the
drama, the theatre venues and the theatrical peafoces -, which are common to the periods
of both Elizabeth | and James | (and sometimesthsepects extend even further in time). In
these cases the terminology | employ will vary adow to the context: you will see that |
use very frequently the term ‘Elizabethan/Jacoheaaiso, there are cases in which | deal

with facts which - although common to the timesoth Elizabeth and James - always bear
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the adjective ‘Elizabethan’, and | will follow thisonvention (for example, the open
amphitheatres of early modern England are usuallgd “the Elizabethan theatre”, and their
stages, “the Elizabethan stage” - even if theyevegjually used in the times of James | and
Charles 1); there are other cases in which | isentore comprehensive term ‘Renaissance’;
and very often | will employ the phrase ‘early modgas in ‘early modern England’, for
instance), since Shakespeare wrote in the begiarohdhe Modern Age. Nevertheless, |
employ the phrase ‘early modern’ in a more resugcimanner than the usual: generally
speaking, ‘early modern’ includes the sixteentieséeenth and eighteenth centuries, while |
use it to refer to a shorter span of time - frd510 to 1660, when aspects of the medieval
life were still very present in England.

Finally, there is the matter of the two types @dtre venues in early modern England,
which are the “public” and “private” theatres (thagll be examined in Chapter 7). As
Andrew Gurr points out, traditional books on thetbiy of the theatre kept (and keep) using
this terminology which dates from the Elizabethanbbean times. The problem is that such
terms are not only inaccurate, but they also retlee class prejudice of those times. Instead

of those, Gurr uses the terms “open amphitheatred”“hall playhouses”, which 1 think are

more accurate and, for this reason, | will also leypthose.

1.2 A THEATRE FOR AUDITORY PLAYGOERS

There are many good books which provide plentynédrmation about the theatre in
Shakespeare’s times, and so, there is no neewéhate again these aspects. Nevertheless, |
want to call your attention to one single featurkiohh bears a significant weight in my
analysis of the compositional procedure&ofg Lear, and this is the aural quality of both the
Elizabethan/Jacobean public and the theatricabpednces devised for them.

We have to recall that, even if literacy had beeaking fast and steady progress in
early modern England - thus generating more andemvid readers -, this was still a
relatively new phenomenon. As a whole, the eardyglenn Englishmen were firmly engaged
in auditory activities, which played a constant aedy important part in their lives. Let us
keep in mind that, while reading is an individuakiaty, auditory activities have got an
intrinsic collective quality to them. These Enphsen were raised with rhymes; being
religious people, they went to the local church rehthey would listen to sermons; singing

was a frequent collective activity; when walking the street, they would stop in order to
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listen to preachers that would deliver long sermonfisat is, they were people who were used
to listening for a long time, and for this reasdreyt developed sophisticated auditory
strategies.

The theatre of the Elizabethan and Jacobean tiimegs part, did not have the luxury
of visual resources which was to be achieved cestuater. This does not mean that the
theatre companies of those times were carelessenung elements of visual interest, but
those had very little weight in the whole of thefpemance and did not go much beyond the
physical action of the actofs.What really counted and made a difference wasathtory
part - the audience of those times had a tragadvhich was able to pick up immediately
the emotional effects provided by the rhythms of #peech; the narrative effect which
derived from the alternation between blank versg @ose; the double and triple meanings
which Shakespeare loved to provide to his wordsichSplaygoers were able to pick up
everything; more than that, they were eager to pigkeverything; and, among all talented
dramatists of those times, it was Shakespeare wived to take the best advantage he could
from the auditory capabilities of those audiencesfor a talented dramatist will have his

writing capabilities enhanced to the best, if thera talented audience to engage with him.

1.3 THE SOURCES OFKING LEAR

It was for such an audience that Shakespeare a@uli€ing Lear. When writing his
plays, Shakespeare could make use of more thalsamee, and this is particularly true for
King Lear, where Shakespeare made use of at least nineediffeources. Let us start by
saying that Shakespeare’s spelling of the namen@fold monarch with an “a” (Lear) is
peculiar to him, for the name of the legendary kmgpelled with an “i” (Leir) in all of the
author’s sources. For this reason, it will be fLethenever | write about the legend, and not
about the protagonist of the play.

For obtaining the elements of the story of Leir &l daughters, Shakespeare made
use of four sources. The first one, Holinshe&dfsonicles of England, Scotland and Ireland
(written in prose, published circa 1577) was a véighly-esteemed history book in
Shakespeare’s times, and Shakespeare used itoasca $or a large number of his plays (all
histories plus King Lear, Macbethand Cymbeling. It must be said that the boundaries
between fictional and historical narrative were neally clear-cut in those times: what

people really wanted was a good story, whethezatly happened or not; and, if a fictional
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story were considered edifying or suitable for axyranarrative purpose, it would be “real”
enough. (And, of course, history books were ero¢lfor propaganda purposes - and so, for
instance, the Tudor propaganda demonized King Richi, and the history books and
Shakespeare went along. Nevertheless, more reesearch on the concrete facts about
Richard 11l tells us that, in fact, he was a reayod king - but then, he was on the other
side.) Thus, history books would embellish theaistoof the lives of really-existing kings
with events that never happened but were wortingelnd reading, and they would present
alongside with real history also that which waseplegend, and this is the case of Leir -
there has never been any King Leir, but it was weetling the story of this monarch who
would have lived around 800 B.C.

The second source for the story of Leir was Johggids’ Mirror for Magistrates
(published circa 1559), written in verse, which ded stories concerning good and bad
examples from the lives of several rulers. TWeror was a good example of a medieval
vestige in the Modern Age: all its narratives hadid with the medieval concept of tidheel
of Fortune According to a purely medieval view, the positigg of this Wheel concerning
one’s life would seal one’s fate, or provide hinoddortune instead. Nevertheless, Higgins
did not write in the Middle Ages: in early modeEmgland, the concept of the Wheel of
Fortune was adapted so that it would also compiktiea notion of an adequate moral
behaviour to it. This change allowed men to beamwesponsible for their own lives, even if
not in a contemporary sense - a proper moral wtnidad a chance of avoiding a terrible
fate.

The third source was a more properly artistic ofedmund Spenser’'s renowned
romance The Faerie Queen€published circa 1590), whose several episodes Leir’'s
included - are written in verse. As for the fibusource, more than artistic, it is dramatic:
the play of anonymous authorship callEge True Chronicle Historie of King Leir, and His
Three Daughters, Gonorill, Ragan, and Cordelighich might have been written in 1590 or
even earlier, and was published as a Quarto in Ip@fhably shortly before Shakespeare
started writing his Q version #fing Lear). All these four sources feature or at least meant
besides Leir and Cordelia, Goneril, Regan, Alba®yrnwall and the King of Franée.(Just
like Leir, the three daughters have their namediespetherwise. As for the feudal lords of
the territories named Albany and Cornwall, theimea change according to the designation
that the authors of each version assign to theeotise territories they control). To these
characters,;The True Chronicle Historie of King Lemdds Perillus, which is structurally

equivalent tking Lears Kent.
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In all these four versions, King Leir informs hisups of dividing the country in three
parts, and sets a “contest of filial love” for tisee daughters, in order to see which one gets
the best part; Cordelia, for noble reasons, dagsaocept to flatter her father; Leir then
divides the country in two parts that are to beegyoed by Goneril and Regan, and her
respective husbands; Cordelia is sent to exilédy#owith her now-husband King of France;
Leir, by losing his powers, gets oppressed by Gbaad Regan; seeing no alternative, he
goes to France, where Cordelia listens to his gaeand soothes him (this is an aspect in
which the sources differ from Shakespeare’s plthere, Lear does not go to France — it is
Cordelia who goes to England, where she meets &edrcomforts him); the armies of
France, commanded by Cordelia, attack the force&aieril and Regan (in Holinshed’s
Chronicles the King of France commands the armies togetlitbr@ordelia) .

As for the end of the story, all four sources ge #ame as well, but in this part,
Shakespeare’s play differs greatly from them, faytprovide a happy ending: the armies of
France defeat the English forces; Leir is restaoethe throne; Leir dies a good death after
having lived happily in his final years; Cordeisanow the Queen of England. The not-too-
happy part is that Cordelia dies an ugly death amidbe legend, but this goes as an epilogue
that comes long after the whole story happenednetione while she was ruling England, the
now-adult sons of the defeated Goneril and Regémalged Cordelia and put her to prison.
Depressed with this situation, she commits suieidéd hangs herself in jail. (According to
Holinshed, this happened five years after Leir died

| would like to stress that, in all these narragiveeir’'s disgrace is that of being a
dethroned king and a father who suffers from filiagratitude. In none of the narratives
above mentioned is there any mention to his becgmither a madman or a vagrant, both of
which are innovations by Shakespeare.

As for the subplot of Gloucester, Edmund and Ed§hskespeare took his inspiration
from a fifth source, and this was Sir Philip Sidiseircadia (written around 1580, and
published between 1590-93), a pastoral romancetenriin prose, which was a much-
esteemed reading in those timéscadiapresents as one of its episodes the story ofitige k
of Paphlagonia who had two sons, Leonatus, who legisimate and good-natured, and
Plexirtus, an illegitimate son who was evil, curgnend deceiving. The narrative starts with
two princes from the kingdom of Galacia, Pyrocled Mucedorus, who seek cover from a
storm, and then they hear a conversation near.theney see that it is a blind aged man who
is being guided by his young son. The blind oldhnagks his son to leave him to die: he

wants to leap to death (exactly as Gloucester doeShakespeare’s play), but the son,
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Leonatus, does not want to leave him, and triettvince him not to commit suicide. The
two princes who were listening to the conversatome to talk to father and son, and so they
listen to their stories about the reason for thes@nt situation: Plexirtus, the bastard son, was
greedy and envious about his half-brother, and sodéceived his father, the king of
Paphlagonia, into sending Leonatus to death. Ting érdered some servants of his to take
Leonatus to the forest and kill him, but the setsapared the life of the legitimate son and
let him go. Leonatus then became a “private soldice somebody else’s.

Because the king of Paphlagonia loved so much Ilggitimate son Plexirtus, he
would do just everything for him, and that is ekagthat he did: not only he did all favours
and punishments Plexirtus asked for, but he alstrilblited all offices and places of
importance to his sons’s favourites - and by smgl he had left himself nothing but the
name of a King. He ended up being stripped opaler, and shortly after he was literally
thrown out of his seat by Plexirtus, who put ot father’s eyes. After that, Plexirtus opted
to let his father wander in misery, because thenwdeh would suffer more like that than if he
were just killed. Plexirtus then became a tyranhe murdered liberty by filling his country
of foreign soldiers and disarming his own countrgnse that nobody would stand for the ex-
king. Nobody dared show the ex-king the slightgsdrity, such as offering to guide him
around. In this, Leonatus came back and offerdektbis fathers’ guide, for he had forgiven
everything due to the love he felt for the old man.

At this point the ex-king finishes telling his sgaio the two princes, and asks them to
help him leap to death, for this is the only thingvhich Leonatus will oppose him. Right at
this moment arrives the now-king of Paphlagoniaxifigs, followed by a party of forty
horsemen, only to murder his half-brother. Plesythowever, did not count with the
bravery, prowess and fighting skills of Leonatusjdddorus and Pyrocles, who, just the three
of them, kill an enormous number of Plexirtus’ méwotwithstanding, the three fighting men
are still in danger. In this, comes to the helghaf two good princes an army of a hundred
horsemen led by the king of the neighbouring cquoatiPontus. Meanwhile, another army of
fifty horsemen comes to the help of the evil Pliesr This last group is composed of men,
not just of great bravery, but who are very goodrtexl; nevertheless, or even because of
this, all of these fifty newly-arrived fighters veedeceived by the cunning Plexirtus.

In the end, the forces led by Leonatus, MucedonasRyrocles win the battle. Justice
is made, and the ex-King of Paphlagonia makes Ltesrthe new King. In the ceremony of
coronation of Leonatus, the old father himself seéscrown upon the legitimate son’s head,

and, “with many tears (both of joy and sorrow)"sstorth “to the whole people his own fault
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and his son’s virtue”. After kissing Leonatus, tee-king dies, “his heart broken with
unkindness and affliction, stretched so far beybisdimits with the excess of comfort”. As
an epilogue, the now defeated Plexirtus devisesva tnick in order to raise his now-bad
living standards: in a surprising move, he appé&arfsont of his brother the King, “with a
rope about his neck, barefooted”, to offer himgelfhis half-brother's judgment. What
Leonatus first sees is the murderer of his fathed he wants revenge. Plexirtus is cunning,
though. He does not justify what he does; instéadbemoans and bemoans how evil and
lowly he is, and by doing this, he obtains pregisehat he was looking for - his brother’s
pity; and then, his pardon; and finally, his favaurLife now smiles again for Plexirtus. As
for those men who, deceived by Plexirtus, foughthion, they are not so lucky: all of them
are tortured and die horrible deaths.

As it is proper to the romance literature, thisra@we, which is full of events, is
presented in a detached manner. This means thdbwet have emotional climaxes, and the
terrible epilogue is presented in a rather casw@l. wAnd, needless to say, the names are all
changed, but we have plenty of elements which aeel in the subplot of Gloucester, Edgar
and Edmund: the father of a good-natured legigsin and an evil and ever-intriguing
bastard, as well as the fooling of the old man isydwn son; the blinding of the father who
gave everything (here, by his own son, whil&ing Lear, the illegitimate son is responsible,
but is not actively engaged in the torture of ththér); the old man being conducted by his
good son and expressing his wish to die (and heresdn is not in disguise, and, of course,
we do not have the grotesque situation of ShakesigeRover Cliff scene); the father dying
of grief and joy at the same time.

From all the characters mentioned in the source® upw, Plexirtus is the one who
more fully resembles the features of a charactemfiShakespeare’s play (in this case,
Edmund), instead of being just equivalent in stritadtterms, as all the other mentioned ones
are. |took much longer (and went to much moraifeb deal with this last source, because,
in my opinion, this is the one among all these magratives which offers more elements that
seem to have been used in the shaping of the Bplals Shakespeare extracted phrases and
sentences from all the sources he useHing Lear, but, concerning the narrative itself, |
have the impression that the Leir sources are rgiher in comparison to SidneyArcadia
And by this, | do not mean the profusion of eventthis last one - | am actually speaking of
the motives of justice and pardon, which are justel in the Leir sources (with the exception
of the King Leir play, which develops the motive of pardon mordyftithan the other Leir

sources — even if in a stiff, awkward manner) big more present in the story of the
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Paphlagonian king. However, the profusion of eyantalso an element to be taken into
account, for it informs all of Shakespeare’s playd not only the subplot of the “Gloucester
family” (as we can see in Chapters 3, 6 and 7).

Actually, even if Sidney'dArcadia is the source for the “Gloucester family” subplot
concerning its main events, it is worth noticingttive have other elements in there which are
actually used, not in Gloucester’s subplot, butéar's main plot. One of them is the above-
mentioned profusion of events, which is more prdpesin adventure narrative in the manner
of the romances - it is the main plot of Leartttesembles an adventure narrative and is
crowded with characters, and not that of Edgar, &@tihrand Gloucester which, in this sense,
is rather simple in comparison As for the misemy @overty the Paphlagonian king endures
after being stripped of his powers, Shakespeaepsesentation of Lear is also more akin to
Sidney’sArcadiathan to the Leir narratives (again in this aspias, theKing Leir play that
comes closer to Shakespeare’s work). Another aspewtice is that Gloucester dies of joy
and grief, just as the Paphlagonian king, but @als® happens to Lear - in this last case, this
is not just mentioned (as with Gloucester), butcretely represented in the dramatic action.

Up to here, | have mentioned elements in the naeraf the Paphlagonian king which
were transferred to Lear’'s main plot. However, Kispeare also performs the opposite
operation of borrowing an element from the Leirrafives to the subplot of the “Gloucester
family”: in scene XXIV of theKing Leir play, Cordella and the Gallian King (i.e., the &in
of France) go disguised as ‘country folk’ so asée very closely how their subjects live. In
this, they come across Leir and Perillus. Leirsdoet recognize his daughter in disguise, and
so he tells the “country woman” what he did to Gthad and how he repents of having done
that. This scene is presented in a detached mannerore epic than properly dramatic, as
befits achronicle historie -, for King Leir does not aim at generating any pathos (and even
Sidney’s narrative of the Paphlagonian king comeser to doing that). In this detached
manner, we see not only Leir regretting what he bdid also Cordella in disguise saying in
apart,“Alack, that ever | should live to see / My nokd¢hier in this misery.” And these are
elements that Shakespeare borrows not for the rean plot, but for the Gloucester and
Edgar subplot.

| have mentioned before the profusion of charactad events which is present in
Lear’'s main plot - this generates a specific aph@re, and | would like you to keep this in
mind when we examine scene |.1 in Chapter 3, asdl @when we discuss the dramatic and
literary genres that formed the horizon of expéatet of Shakespeare’s audience in Chapter
7.
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| also want to stress an important structural ah@t Shakespeare’s concerning his
use of Sidney as a source: the subplot of GloaceStigar and Edmund gets its basic events
from Sidney’sArcadia, but the “Gloucester family” is stripped of theyab status present in
the source’s equivalents, and this will have vempartant consequences, as we are going to
see in Chapters 4 and 5.

As for the other sources Shakespeare usedKiog Lear, there is also Samuel
Harsnett’sA Declaration of Egregious Popish Imposturddarsnett was the Anglican Bishop
of London around the time the Q version was writtelis Declarationis an attack against the
practice of exorcism, and, in fact, the purposetlo§ pamphlet is more political than
theological: Harsnett aims at the Catholic Chulphassociating Catholicism to ignorance
and superstition. Shakespeare borrowed from éxsriot for political-theological reasons,
but because of its colourful language. Wordingedasn theDeclaratioris peculiarly
sounding phrases is used most especially in Poon faming the devils, and in Lear’'s
imprecations against women. Another source Shaleespused for borrowing vocabulary is
Florio’s translation of Montaigne. The seven soardehave mentioned up to now are
examined by Kenneth Muir in hi€2Arden edition oKing Lear® In addition to these, G. K.
Hunter mentions two other sources in his 1972 NengRin edition of the play, and these are
the Homily Against Disobedience and Wilful Rebellias well as th&Sospel of St. Mark
both of which provide vocabulary and images foruskester’'s apocalyptical speech in 1.2.95-

108. (There will be more comment on the use oHbmily, in Chapter 4.)

.4 THE QAND F VERSIONS OF KING LEAR: TECHNICAL INFORMATION

After examining the sources, we will go now to dmewt question concerning
Shakespeare on page, and that is more specife@ihe technical information about what is a
Quarto and what is a Folio edition. The Englishyplrom the period 1574-1642 were not
written to be read, let alone to be published askbo- such texts were aimed solely for the
purpose of theatrical performance. However, a goadber of these plays would be
published individually in the format known &arto, which was a cheap one to acquire.
This does not mean that drama had literary prestigleat time, for it did not. In spite of this,
there were playgoers who were willing to acquire téxt of a play they particularly enjoyed,

and so, it was common that the theatre venuesmado offered such cheap editions of plays.
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The costlyFolio format was destined for publications of high pogsti.e., considered
serious (théBible on top of the list; history books such as Holirdse€hronicles or works of
heraldry like Ralph Brooke'€atalogue and Succession of Nobifiylowed). By contrasting
physically Quarto and Folio, one can have a morei@e idea. Folios were called like that
because the format would result from a sheet foldetalf once. The size of the book
depended on the size of the initial sheet, but eweth one folding, the resulting
volumes were very large books, from 11 to 16 inda#ls and from 8 to 11 inches in width.
The stationer who printed it would very often sejust as a collection of loose sheets - i.e.,
unbound and with no cover - in order to maka ftheaper” sale (even like that it would
cost around 15 shillings, which was a small fortéorethat time). If the customer wanted to
buy it already bound, it could cost up to one poudistomers would usually buy the Folios
as loose sheets and try to do a cheaper bindisgna other place.

This format was not for drama, which would be soldhe cheaper Quarto editions.
To make a Quarto, a sheet of paper would be foldezk, forming four leaves (and thus, its
name). They were usually 7 inches wide and 9 imdoag, and were usually sold for
sixpence. Generally speaking, this would not affect thenuméists in London, for they took
their plays as mere entertainment. Those playwsigiho wished to obtain literary prestige
would look for another vehicle - poetry -, andrthigy to get this published (and Shakespeare
was one of those). In 1616 (the year Shakespeaad, canother London dramatist, Ben
Jonson - who was the most prestigious playwriglttis times together with the Bard - did
the unthinkable: he published some plays of h®)gawith poems and masques, in the Folio
format. (And in this, one should add that Jonsas wery talented at promoting himself, and
that he was the one and only dramatist of the gesilbo had the project of acquiring literary
prestige with his plays, and leaving those for goist.)

It is possible that the Jonson Folio inspired Skpkare’'s fellow actors in his
company, the King’'s Men, to pay a tribute for themory of their deceased colleague.
Whatever the motivation was, two actors from theg’d Men, John Heminges and Henry
Condell, undertook the task of editing the Firslid;ovhich came to light in 1623, containing
all of Shakespeare’s plays but tio.

Some of the plays in the Folio were in print foe first time. Most of them, however,
had previous Quarto editions, and we can groupetirethree categories: plays that are just
the same in the Quarto and Folio editions; plays pnesent alterations which are not really
significant; and, finally, the plays that, accomglito Stanley Wells, present important

differences in the ‘good’ Quarto and Folio textsddhese arélamlet Othellg Troilus and
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Cressida and, most of thenKing Lear™ (According to T. W. Craik, ‘good’ Quartos were
published from a manuscript copy supplied by thth@uhimself or by the company who
owned the text, and ‘bad’ Quartos were publishethfmanuscript copies “compiled by some
process involving memorization of the text as penfed in the playhousé®. Some of
Shakespeare’s plays were first published as a ‘Qa@rto before being published as a ‘good’
Quarto, beingHamletthe best known example of these. For the reasoentioned, ‘bad’
Quartos are considered inaccurate versions, antheg,are not considered when editing a
play by Shakespeare.)

T. W. Craik says that the texts from which thedddQuartos’ were published were
either manuscript copies supplied by the authaend so, rough drafts of the text were called
‘foul papers’ -, or then, the source was whatteen termed ‘promptbooks’. Laurie Maguire
defines those as “an annotated version of the dstleoiginal manuscript (prepared by the
company’s scrivener and bookholdetj” Concerning the specific casekihg Lears Quarto
edition, Gary Taylor believes that the charactessof theKing Lear 1608 Quarto make it
less likely that it was published from a promptboaid so, he believes it was published from
the ‘foul papers’. As for the 1623 Folio editiohtbe play, Taylor believes that it comes from
the promptbook of a revised version of the pfay.

As we saw in the IntroductiorKing Lear is a very specific case concerning the
variations of Q and F - its situation is veryfeiént from that oHamletor Othello. Here, it
is not only a matter of a big number of textuafatiénces between Quarto and Folio (and
King Learis the text which features the biggest numberftérnces of them all), and it goes
even beyond the aesthetic level - as the divistasitics point out, such differences promote
important alterations in the structural weighttud tharacters; and consequently, in the action
itself. What we have here, then, are two authtvgatexts - King Lears Quarto and Folio
versions must be seen as independent texts whighthair artistic value for themselves, and
not as parts of a lost whole, which need to be detag - as they were perceived to be, up to
the mid-eighties.

There were no editing problems concerning the Q anérsions in the seventeenth
century, because in those times Shakespeare’s plages only published in the Quarto and
Folio formats. Thus, a reader that bought a Quadition of King Lear would read one
version, while another one that bought Shakespgdfelio would read the other version.
Nevertheless, problems started in the eighteenttung when the publishing houses and
editors started publishing the Bard’s plays in ofleemats: when publishinging Learin a
new format, which version should be chosen fomiine edition, the Quarto or the Folio?
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This was no easy question for two reasons: theerdifices between the Q and F
versions ofKing Lear were enormous and posed difficult questions; dad, dhese editors
knew an awful lot about literature and books, bott about the reality and practices of the
theatre life. For instance, they could not farfetta playwright wrote a play for his company
and, when they wanted to revive it five years latex had second thoughts about it and
decided to change a lot of things. The consequesasethat there was no such a thing as the
“true” King Learout of two choices, because both versions had inelered staged - and the
reality of the theatre is what is actually stagaag what the audience actually sees. And if
we come to think of a specific spectator who hadcihved a staging oKing Lear by the
King’s Men around 1606, and who enjoyed it so mtlat he went to watch another staging
by the same company around 1610, he would acthallg watched two different versions. If
he remembered somehow that there were importafgreiiices, he would prefer either the
first version he had watched, or the second onlgoth versions were authoritative; it would
be up to the spectator to decide if, by promotimgnany changes, Shakespeare had improved
the play or made it worse.

As | said, the reality of the theatre was unknownhiese eighteenth-century editors.
They could perceive that the writing style of the@dfsion seemed an improvement over that
of Q, especially concerning the choice of vocahukand the use of the blank verse: this
would lead them to believe that F was indeed th&t bersion, the one that the author
approved of. However, F lacked something like @éhnendred lines which were to be found
only in Q. And when these editors came back tedhaes in Q to see what the problem
could be, they could see no problem at all - whiéing was indeed fine, it was actually
beautiful. They could not conceive that, what see@rheautiful for reading, would perhaps
not work so well on the stage, and that a man efthieatre (as Shakespeare was) has got no
qualms about eliminating those passages which, Yewmeasant for reading, constitute bad
spectacle when on stage; or that might constitatel gpectacle if considered in separate, but
do not work on the whole - if such ‘good’ passagee kept, they will make the theatrical
performance of the whole play more dragging, margnly, or less comprehensible. They
could also see that Q, for its turn, lacked sonmethike a hundred lines which were only to
be found in F.

Let alone the troubling question of speeches treevassigned to a certain character
in one version, and to another character in therotharsion. There were many cases like that
- and they thought somebody must have committedistake when printing one of the

versions. It did not occur to the editors thathswhanges could have happened due to
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practical considerations concerning the acting bgigias of one actor of the company or the
other. What more, they could not fancy that maghekespeare had changed his mind in the
space of four or five years concerning the artigéittie of certain aesthetic choices; or that,
there could be political and philosophical consitiens which made him change his mind
about certain parts of the play - that is, eea certain change did not have important
aesthetic consequences, it could be very significancerning the political and philosophical
outlook of the play (and the transfer of the last$ in the final scene from Albany to Edgar is
the most striking example - it certainly confersry different meanings to Q and F
respectively).

Also, such editors were removed at least one cgfitoim Shakespeare’s times, or 150
years, or even two centuries, depending on whidtorede are talking about. This means
that they could have a general idea about whatbé&aro England must have been like, but
they were not aware of important social and pdlltigeculiarities which, just like now, can
change very much within the space of four or fieang. In 1605, James | had been ruling for
two years; in 1610, he had already been rulings®ren years. Significant changes can
happen in five years, either in governmental pcasti or in the practice of censorship, or on
the outlook the people could have about the countrtheir hopes and fears. And so,
Shakespeare could indeed have changed his mind abdain aspects of the play within
such a space of time.

(As | said in the Introduction, the focus of thiesis is not on the difference between
Q and F; whenever | consider a certain aspect ahalt differences worth mentioning, | will
do it in the endnotes)

In face of so many and important differences betwibe two texts, and unaware of
practical questions concerning the theatre, theteenth-century editors, generally speaking,
faced the following situation: due to stylisticnsiderations, they understood that the F
version was the best one. So the majority of tipeesumed that F would constitute a better
basis for a new edition. Nevertheless, F missattllads of lines of fine literary quality
present in Q. Also, there were a couple of momeshisn the choices in Q seemed artistically
better than the ones in F. That is, F seemedrbeti®ost aspects, but it still missed many
things present in Q which they thought were wodhding. What to do? The conclusion
most of them arrived to was that, even if F seethedest version, both versions lacked good
things that were present in the other one; tho#) ersions were “imperfect”. they must
have derived from a lost original which has beempanfectly transmitted in two different

manners. And since they did not have this idaad thperfect” version in front of them, they
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believed that the ideal solution would be to caefline Q and F versions into a single one
which would feature all existing lines in both. dwhenever there were differences such as
stylistic ones, or speeches which were attributedifferent characters, they would usually

opt for the F solution, but occasionally they coctidbose Q for a more specific matter.

The consequence: an editorial tradition startetthéneighteenth century of conflating
Q and F, so as to obtain a “perfect whole”. Frbenton, editors strived to combine the two
versions in order to be as close as possible to#ié&Jr-text they believed was the matrix of
both Q and F. This belief became so firmly essdit@d for the centuries to come that, with a
possible couple of exceptions, no one even thoafliis question: it was taken for granted
that the conflated edition which was read at schamolvhich one bought in the bookshop, was
the King Lear'

In the mid- and late seventies, however, differgetiolars in the United States and
England were doing research on the distinctiornef@ and F texts, and all of them arrived to
the conclusion that both were independent and atdahve texts - and even though they did
not know of each other’s work at the time, theseach pointed to the same direction. In
1983, this group of scholars published a collecobressays about the theme entitled ‘The
Division of the Kingdoms: Shakespeare’s Two VersiahKing Lear, which proved to be
groundbreaking. This collection, together with estimportant publications that were
happening at the same time about this theme (dithéne same authors who took part in that
collection, or others), were responsible for chaggihe perception abouing Lears
editorial tradition, bringing it under a criticaght, at the same time that they promoted the
interest in reading the Q and F versions separdiiytheir own sake. In 1986, another very
important step in this direction was taken when @dord Shakespeare series, edited by
Stanley Wells and Gary Taylor (one of the most ingort and authoritative Shakespeare
series), publishe&King Lears Q and F versions in separate volumes, i.e.ndependent
editions of different works. From then on, and aaid in the Introduction, the predominant
position among scholars and critics has been onevafuating Q and F as independent
authoritative texts that must be read for their ®@ake (and in most cases, F is favoured as the
best of the two versions, although we also havesrand theatre directors who stand for the
superiority of Q)}’ In spite of this having become a predominanttfmsin Shakespearean
scholarship, | believe it will not be hegemonic esnflationism was for almost three
centuries, due to three reasons. The first otleais in spite of what academia regards as the
best, it is unlikely that an editorial traditionathhas lasted for three centuries (up to the

moment) will simply disappear; the second reasothat we still have scholars who defend
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the cause of conflation, even if this is a minopgsition in the present days. Finally, the
logic inherent to divisionist criticism does notoaV for a clear hegemony: if there is more
than one authoritative text féting Lear, one might prefer Q even if most in academia stand
for F; also, one could find reasons to defend #hegrtain conflation constitutes a third valid

variety of the text.

1.5 THE POST-SHAKESPEARE KING LEAR

After this brief information concerning the questiof editingKing Lears Q and F
versions separately or as a conflation, we cangawdn order to have some idea about the
“career” ofKing Lear after Shakespeare’s times. Following the Restumati 1660, theatres
reopened in England, and they did so in lines thifiered greatly from the theatre of
Shakespeare’s times. There were positive aspectthis change, for actresses were
introduced on stage (this was a new feature, siraen’s roles were played by boys in the
pre-Revolution theatre), but, on the whole, sucinges came for the worse. Scenic devices
were installed so as to illustrate visually theyplaght’s ideas - and with this, the audience
was not required anymore to make use of its imaginan order to create together with the
actors ambiences which, in the Elizabethan theatees only verbally suggested (and due to
this development, the life of the Restoration drasst&was made easier in the creative sense,
and they did not have to strive so much in theaypiriting as their forerunners did). Much
more important than this, this new theatre wasiedtonly to a wealthy public. This was in
fact the final development of a tendency which aldady been strong in the last years of the
pre-Revolution Stuarts (as Andrew Gurr points aud e are going to see in Chapter®).
As for the architecture of the new theatres, ienmgsled in nothing what was termed the
‘Elizabethan stage’: from the Restoration on, theatre venues adopted the theatrical
architecture of Italy (which was the model of thedtres in France, where the future king
Charles Il spent his exile years) with its prosoaemiarches that separated the audience from
the scené?

Shakespeare’s plays were, thus, revived in newakacid scenic conditions, which
meant that, also when the new companies keptartigetoriginal texts, those stagings and the
reception they got from their respective audierdiffered greatly from the pre-Revolution

times. Very often, the texts of Shakespeare sedf@rofound adaptations in order to suit the
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aesthetic tastes of the Restoration audien&asg Learis perhaps the most famous case of
those. There were even attempts to present itvaitadaptations, but those did not succeed.

In 1681, however, the actor Nahum Tate wrote a fesrieeavy-handed adaptation that
made the play more suitable for the tastes of #we times. In doing this, he rewrote entire
scenes and promoted many profound alterations. Mymbose changes, we have Cordelia
and Edgar as a romantic pair, Lear killing the so&lof Edmund who were trying to murder
Cordelia and thus saving her, Lear being restopoeglotver and promptly handing it over to
Edgar and Cordelia, and the perspective of goodLelt living with the now-royal couple
Edgar and Cordelia happily ever aftér.

This adaptation of Tate is very important in thetbmy of the theatrical reception of
King Lear, for this was th&ing Learthat the English audiences saw in the theatre 681
up to 1838 (of course this was not the case on paghat the reading public was being
offered was Shakespeare’s text, even if in a ctedlanode). The reason why Shakespeare’s
text was “restored” to the stage in the 1830s wassiply the fact that Romantic criticism
held this work in very high regard, esteeming iaiway that was not previously dofle.

Generally speaking, the Romantic critics pl&@eg Learas a grandiose, ungraspable,
sublime work. While such criticism is one of theshimportant developments in the critical
fortune of the play, one could also complain thas$ too vague and too based on adjectives.
But then again, we must recall that, before theeathof the Russian formalism, literary
criticism was more impressionistic than technidal. these critics (many of them outstanding
poets, such as Coleridge, Shelley and Keats), loatedeserves special attention is Charles
Lamb, who wrote circa 1810 that “the Lear of Shakase [as opposed to Tate’'s adaptation,
which he despised] cannot be acted”, and that‘#ssentially impossible to be represented
on a stage”. According to him, this was a workd¢ad, for “while we read it, we see not
Lear, but we are Lea? Lamb was commenting the feeble results of theirsgggpf the Tate
version he had seen. The situation somewhat cdambgen the Romantics elevated the status
of King Lear and, as a consequence, the English companiesdstadtaging Shakespeare’s
own text.

The later development of science and technologyyelrer, allowed the stage
machinery to provide plenty of stage effects fa Yfictorian audiences, which enjoyKthg
Lear very much as a thunderous melodrama full of heriemd which provided plenty of
opportunities for Romantic-style acting, full ofweeping gestures, terrifying scenes, and

violent soliloquies, loudly delivered”, as Jan Kstt vividly puts it
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In 1904, A.C. Bradley published his famous lectuvasShakespearetsagedies and
his comments oiKing Lear are possibly the most famous piece of criticisrauhlihe play,
together with the later critique of Jan Kot. This is considered the apex of
Romantic/Victorian criticism about the play, and,FRakes says, it synthesizes the main lines
of the nineteenth-century criticisf. In spite of being a clearly Romantic critique,which
he present&ing Learas an immense, stupefying work of art which i®éocompared to the
Divine Comedy to the statues in the Medici Chapel and to theaigst symphonies of
Beethoverf? Bradley also presents some classical-minded céstis, saying that the play
presents many failures in its dramatic structured de also poses realistic-minded
restrictions, by saying that many events in thg [dak verisimilitude. According to Bradley,
what the play lacks in dramatic structuring andismanilitude, it compensates in its poetic

qualities. In his very peculiar style, he says,

It is therefore Shakespeare’s greatest work, hstinbt what Hazlitt called it,
the best of his plays; and its comparative unpajyl@in relation to plays
such aHamletor Othellq is due, not only to the extreme painfulness ef th
catastrophe, but in part to its dramatic defects .a failure which is natural
because the appeal is made not so much to drapeteption as to a rarer
and more strictly poetic kind of imagination. Rbis reason, too, even the
best attempts at exposition iding Learare disappointing; they remind us of
attempts to reduce to prose the impalpable sgifihe Tempest

| said “in his peculiar style”, because, at thenedime that he talks of the play’s poetic
gualities, Bradley is somewhat repeating the sdnmgtLamb said one century earliging
Lear is wonderful, but absolutely impossible on staghi¢h is not exactly a high appraisal
for a play).

Bradley sees the play as a story of redemptiod, @nsaying this, we can consider
that his lectures oKing Lear are not only the climax of Romantic criticism, also the
beginning of the second (in chronological orderpamant tendency of the critique King
Lear, and this is the one that got to be called ‘Clanstcriticism’. The critics who are
considered to make part of this tendencylseg Learexactly as Bradley termed it, a ‘story
of redemption’ — and | must add that, when one &&isistian (or redemptionist) criticism’,
this covers a wide range of works which go from @rendiscrete philosophical standpoint
such as Bradley’'s to essays which present somenvbeg explicit religious views. (One of
the best-known pieces of criticism in this trendKisnneth Muir’'s ‘Introduction’ to the ™

Arden edition oiKing Lear)
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One thing that both Romantic and Christian csticishare is that they interpret the
play as one that deals with individual and essksititnemes. R. A. Foakes puts it very well
when he says, “Most of such accounts of the plegttit as one of cosmic scope, concerned
with universals, with Man abstracted from the petincerns of ordinary life — as if the play
could only be understood by analogies with ChnistaGreek myths . . 2

So, critics would usually see the play in redeorpst terms, or then, as a study of
parental relationship. Times changed very muchyewver, and the end of the fifties saw a
new perception of the world. This, of course, vdoalfect the criticism of the play. Maynard
Mack, who is possibly the most talented of the i€tan critics’, was able to perceive that
King Learnow had to be viewed in a different way, and sevhate in 1965,

After two world wars and Auschwitz, our sensibilisysignificantly more in

touch than our grandparents’ was with the play'gg@ violence, its

sadism, madness, and processional of deaths, ldsbi@nds of levity and

horror, selfishness and selflessness, and the singtiits closing scene. We
have not the Victorians' difficulty, today, in deming behind its

foregrouggd story of a family quarrel intimationsrobrtality on a far greater
scale . .=

The world changed very much, and the optimism a$ agethe sensation of stability
enjoyed by nineteenth-century bourgeois Europe byathen only a distant memory. This
changed political ambience provided that the gsiticofKing Learsuffered a radical change.
The most famous piece of criticism in this new medes to come not from the English-
speaking countries, but from Poland. ProfessorKiath of Warsaw had seen his country
destroyed by the Nazis; also, his country wasothe of the Auschwitz and Treblinka death
camps. Professor Jan Kott wanted something diffefer Poland; he had even been a
member of the Polish Communist Party. The prohiknafter the Communist Party came to
power, it also persecuted innocents. People wbatday each other, allies became mortal
enemies overnight, and if someone knocked on yoar oh the middle of the night, you were
afraid: it could mean a death sentence. Profdéstirdid not see the change he hoped for.

This ‘new’ Poland was a country of the unexpectbd prime-minister could be sent
to jail overnight, and at the same time somebodyccbe released from jail and become the
new prime-minister. Professor Kott taught Dramahet University, and he enjoyed very
much Shakespeare. By reading Shakespeare’s pllagsalso by reading about the history of
early modern England, he got to the conclusion tiatBard was very familiar with a world

where a knock on the door in the middle of the highuld mean death. He understood that
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there were striking similarities between Shakesgearorld and his own, and in the most
part not for the good. Kott developed a view oty as a nightmare, an ever-repeating

absurd. This is how he puts it,

We began our considerations with a metaphor ofgifed staircase of
history . . . There are no good and bad kitigsre are only kings on
different steps of the same stairs. The namebeokings may change, but
it is always a Henry who pushed a Richard dowrtherother way around.
Shakespeare’s Histories adeamatis persona®f the Grand Mechanism.
But what is this Grand Mechanism which starts djiregeat the foot of the

throne and to which the whole kingdom is subjectédfhechanism whose
cog-wheels are both great lords and hired assassingechanism which

forces people to violence, cruelty and treasonjclvbonstantly claims new
victims? A mechanism according to whose laws tizelto power is at the
same time the way to death? This Grand Mechargdor iShakespeare the
order of history, in which the King is God’s Ancnt™

Around 1960, Kott wrote an essay calleding Lear, or Endgame’, in which he
associates Shakespeare’s play to the works of Sdeakett. In his view, modern post-War
dramatists such as Durrenmatt, lonesco, but mpsicesdly Beckett, write plays built around
a poetics of the grotesque. These works, accotdihgn, deal with the same basic questions
the Greek tragedy dealt with (human fate, the mmpnof existence, freedom and
inevitability). This non-comic grotesque sharethvine Greek tragedy the dramatic situation
in which the protagonist has to make a choice betw®vo opposing values - and, still
according to Kott, both varieties of drama sharecammon the fact that this choice is
imposed on the protagonist; he finds himself inhsac situation against his will. The
difference between the tragic and the grotesqtiesis in the grotesque, “both alternatives of
the choice imposed are absurd, irrelevant or com@iag . . . Every move is bad, but [the
hero] cannot throw down his cards. To throw dowa ¢ards would also be a bad move.”
While tragedy is a game whose rules are establisii¢de gods, the grotesque is the aesthetic
expression of the Grand Mechanism as formulate&diy: an absurd, men-eating machine
which was not devised by the gods, but by men tkeérs. It is an inescapable mechanism,
even if created by fellow men, and the best théeggue protagonist can do, is ridicule both
this Grand Mechanism and men’s tragicomic beliet thhe Mechanism might somehow be
fair and wise. No hope is left, only an unfunngwehing.

Kott seesKing Learas a play that shares with Beckett's works thraesaiew about
the human condition. And here it is important tates that his critique has got important

aesthetic implications. Kott says that the reastry so many productions dfing Lear
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failed, is that they relied on illusionist trickdhigh made the scene all the more ridiculous. In
order to achieve its proper aesthetic impact ogesta staging afing Learmust be explicitly
theatrical, i.e., non-illusionist, in the manner Béckett's plays, and, of course, of the
Elizabethan/Jacobean theatfeKott’s formulation of the grotesque acting ort@pped stage
for King Lear, as well as the theatre of Samuel Beckett, inftedrthe English theatre director
Peter Brook in his staging &fing Learin 1962, which is certainly the most famous stggh
the play (and is by far one of the most famous iafidential stagings of any Shakespeare
play in the twentieth-century).

Early sixties. Exit Auschwitz and Hiroshima, en¥éetnam and the Cuban missile
crisis. King Learstarted being perceived as a clearly politicaypldPeter Brook says that he
wanted to relate Lear more specifically to the rofleéStalin, but, in a more general way, he
also wanted the audience to establish a connetdiail aging rulers who, in his belief, were
leading to world to a war. The violence and fesuch times increased the importance of
King Lear - R. A. Foakes says that due to the political social climate of such timesjng
Lear displacedHamletas the centre of the Shakespearean canon from dig80 Also the
tastes concerning the theatre were changing arthwse times. It is not that the light
entertainment theatre has stopped existing, bue thas a growing demand for aesthetics that
provided either emotional shock or political awass or both at the same time - and many
dramatists, theatre directors and theatre groups steiving to do exactly that. This means
that Brook and Kott were not isolated - at thensaime, other critics and directors in
England and the United States were exposing a jpiwoeof King Learas a work of despair.
But it was Brook and Kott who were clearly the speads of what is considered the third (in
chronological order) important tendency in theicistn of King Lear. that which has been
termed the ‘absurdist (or existentialist) criticisnto sum up, one can say that, also if there is
important criticism that does not fall into any tifese categories, one can divide the
twentieth-century criticism ofKing Lear into two main groups: the Christian (or
redemptionist) criticism, which se&sng Learas a work about the ultimate redemption, and
the absurdist (or existentialist) criticism, whidees it as a work about the ultimate
senselessness and despair. We can also say ith#sthtendency has been the most well-
known and influential one in the last decatfeqBeing a theatre director, | believe that the
most efficient way to test the influence of dramiasm is by examining the degree and
durability of its influence upon theatrical prodiects. And, concerning this, one can recall
that, decades after Kott wrote his text iGimg Lear, England kept seeing productions that

strived to be the-one-effectively-Beckettiimg Learin-Kott's-lines. Among the best-
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known ones are the staging by David Hare, featufinthony Hopkins as Lear in 1986, and
Peter Hall's staging in 1997.)

By identifying three successive main trends in¢hgcism of King Lear, it does not
mean that discussion about the play has stopp#teabsurdist critics. Important criticism
keeps being written, but, as it is very charadiers the last decades, there is no such a thing
as a clearly discernible current of criticism, amnner of critics and artists which we can
clearly identify as a body that holds a certaircpption of the play as something common to
all its members. The nearest that we have gabrtweghing like this are the divisionist critics,
which have been shortly discussed above - tlieiatgon, nevertheless, is clearly different
from the three previous cases. Those were aesthi@tosophical tendencies in many cases
held by people who did not know each other, while divisionist critics are more like a
group who, in most cases, collaborates and wogdather. The ‘divisionists’ have also got to
them two important aspects which make them diffefem the three mentioned tendencies:
on the one hand, they work upon a solid techniadisd of textual analysis, while the
Romantics, the ‘redemptionists’ and the ‘absurdiate basically impressionistic critiés;
the other difference is that these three tendenmiesent a clear philosophical orientation,
while this is not the case with the ‘divisionis{giis does not mean that they have not one, but
rather, that it is neither clearly discernible necessarily shared by all its members).

We still have important critics dfing Learwho are either impressionistic or that do
not present a clear theoretical basis. Predomyindiewever, the critics in the last decades
examine the play under the light of a specific thieavhether it be feminism, Lacanian
psychoanalysis, deconstructionism, new historicism cultural materialism (and it is
important to state that, concerning the last tweothtical tendenciesking Lear has been
discussed by critics who are among the main reptasees of each of them: Stephen
Greenblatt for the new historicism, and Jonathatiifdore for cultural materialism). As |
said above, we cannot find a properly unifying edemin such theoretically-oriented
criticism, but there are main tendencies and carscerhich can be perceived, however big
the differences in such works are. One of thesguient concerns is what Foakes calls “the
notion of ambivalence or absence of closureKiing Lear, an instability in our evaluations of
the play*® Such criticism ranges from a perception thatplag is so rich that it allows us to
reach different conclusions about it, to a notiéraporia in the manner of deconstructionist
criticism.

The other frequent concern is a rescue of the plaigtoricity, so that the critic tries to

elaborate on the historical context in whiéing Lear was created, something which
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consequently leads to an elaboration of the plegigent - and this historical context is the
decline of the feudal aristocracy and the ascensidhe bourgeoisi&” Such an elaboration
of the content oKing Leartries to establish its roots not only in the tinéghe critic, but
also - and perhaps mainly - in the times of théhaut That is, instead of understanding
Shakespeare by making him our contemporary, asdéas, we study the reasons why he is
not our contemporary (and, precisely because of tfferdhce between his times and ours,
we might understand ours a little better).

A further development is what | would call, rougtdyeaking, a combination of the
two concerns above mentioned - rescuing the ricgto of the transitional period in which
Shakespeare created his work, and the ambivalédndesure which prevents establishing a
coherent ‘meaning’ to the play. Such combinatidntteese two concerns examines the
tensions irKing Lear under the light of this text being a site of dimtihg ideologies® As
with the other developments in the paragraphs gbBuakes points to the fact that such
critical works reach different conclusiofts. In fact, this thesis will be working along these
lines, with the specific characteristic of applyitigse reading as a working methodology, and
Marxism as its theoretical basis. Thus, we camged to the next chapter in order to clarify

some aspects concerning the theory applied.

ENDNOTES

(1) | believe this might also be a vestige of the malistic feeling of previous
ages when there was a concrete concern abbbemg invaded by the
Continent.

(2) Marx starts hig'he Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoldnndiscussing the
need of the bourgeoisie of borrowing symbaold discourses from the past in
order to employ them for their own revolutiohe starts by mentioning the
French Revolution, “But unheroic though bowrigesociety is, it nevertheless
needed heroism, sacrifice, terror, civil vard national wars to bring it into
being. And in the austere classical traditiofithhe Roman Republic the
bourgeois gladiators found the ideals andathéorms, the self-deceptions,
that they needed to conceal from themsehebdlurgeois-limited content of
their struggles and to keep their passiorherhigh plane of great historic
tragedy.” After that, Marx goes to the Englizturgeois Revolution of 1640,

“Similarly, at another stage of developmengteatury earlier, Cromwell and the



English people had borrowed from the Old Trestiat the speech, emotions,
and illusions for their bourgeois revolutidhen the real goal had been
achieved and the bourgeois transformationngfiEh society had been
accomplished, Locke supplanted Habakkuk.” di@tions are from Karl Marx’s
The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis NapoleQinapter 1, available in the Internet; see
Works Consulted.)

(3) Alexander Leggatt writes on this matter, “Our knegde of the visual taste of
the time suggests that it was not a bareestathe sense of being austere
and undecorated, though we can only specalaiat the nature and extent of
the decoration; but it was neutral in thatds the same stage not only for
every scene but for every production, ocaedlg augmented by scenic
elements (a bed, a tree, a throne) but makingtatement in itself.” (See
Alexander Leggatt'Shakespeare in Performance: King Lear5).

(4) Spenser, ifThe Faerie Queenealls the King of France ‘Aganip of Celtica’.
However, this is the same King of France, aoidsome other character.
(Holinshed calls him Aganippus as well, betléts it very clear from the
beginning that he is the monarch of Francghat a twenty-first century
reader does not get in doubt that he ismgbout the same man
Shakespeare is.)

(5) Philip Sidney’s narrative about the king @fpRlagonia can be found in the
‘Appendices’, pp. 229-35, of th&' Arden edition oKing Lear, edited by
Kenneth Muir.

(6) Besides Muir's commentaries about these irlttieoduction’, the 2* Arden
edition oKing Learreproduces these seven sources in the ‘Appendices’
either in excerpts or in their entirety.

(7) See G. K. Hunter’s ‘Introduction’, pp. 39-#0the 1972 New Penguin edition
ofKing Lear.

(8) The information in this paragraph was obtaifrech the combination of two
sources: Laurie Maguire's essay ‘ShakespPablished’, p. 585 (in
Shakespeare: An Oxford Guijdslited by Stanley Wells and Lena Cowen
Orlin), and the official site of the Royat&kespeare Company (see
Works Consulted for it.)

(9) I am thankful to José Carlos Volcato for prangdme information about the

measures of the Quarto and Folio formats.

(10) The two plays which were not included BexiclesandThe Two Noble
Kinsmergboth of which were integrated into the Shakesmeaoanon later).

Of course, if one is to cousaiir Thomas Morga collaborative work in which
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he wrote three pages, or the [@Gatdeniq or still Edward Ill, about which
strong evidence has been presented redeatlyshakespeare had a hand in
its making, it will be five plays not inclad. (As forEdward llI, there has been
discussion whether Shakespeare wrote ofdwacenes or a significant part
of it. However, there has been growing acaid acceptance that the Bard
took part in this collaborative work andedo this, it is making its way into
the Shakespearean canon, having alreadyiheleded in the Cambridge

and Riverside Shakespeare series).

(11) See Stanley Wells’ ‘Introduction’, p.2, e Division of the Kingdoms

(12) See T. W. Craik’s ‘Introduction’, pp. 20-1, e 3 Arden edition oKing
Henry V

(13) The most precious assets belonging to thelbdithan/Jacobean theatre
companies were the costumes and, more tiwese tthe texts which they
bought from the playwrights, and which citngtd their stable repertoire -
and so, these should never be lost or st¢Bae Gabriel Egan’s essay
‘Theatre in London’, p. 21, Bhakespeare: An Oxford Guiyidhus,
it was necessary for such companies to hawe&holders for these
manuscript copies.

(14) The information in this paragraph was collddtem: T. W. Craik’s
‘Introduction’, p. 20, to the@Arden edition of Shakespear&ing Henry \/
Laurie Maguire’s essay ‘Shakespeare Pulidlisipe 584 (inShakespeare: An
Oxford Guideedited by Stanley Wells and Lena Cowen Orlin{] &ary
Taylor's essay ‘Monopolies, Show Trials, &iter, and InvasiofKing Lear
and Censorship’, pp. 105-6,Tihe Division of the Kingdoms

(15) To those interested, such study is developghsively in the volum&he
Division of the Kingdomsdited by Gary Taylor and Michael Warren.

(16) Actually, there was a couple of voices claigniiar the independence of the Q
and F texts, but they were isolated. Thetmotable of them is Harley
Granville Barker, the English theatre diogatho revolutionized the staging of
Shakespeare in the first decades of thetigtbrcentury. Not only he believed
that Q and F should be seen as two diffassts, but he also claimed for the
superiority of the F version (this was irRTR The critic E. A. J. Honigmann
also pointed to the direction of an indepm e of the two texts in 1965.
However, such movements did not bring apgreussion. (See Stanley
Wells’ ‘Introduction’, pp. 3, 14, ifhe Division of the KingdomSee also

R. A. FoakeBlamlet Versus Leap. 71-2.) To this, one could add the fact that,

when Peter Brook directed his staginiioig Learin 1962, some of the cuts



he did in the conflated text were preciselthe Q parts.

(17) In the present situation, besides the Oxfertes publishinding Lears Q
and F versions in separate editions, welzs®e the case of the Cambridge
Shakespeare series, which, instead of gub@isa conflateding Lear, has
opted for publishing the pure F versionpatbe Pelican series has published
both Q and F versions in one single volui®é course we have very
important series, such as the Arden and i#erames, which, even if referring
to the discoveries of the divisionist ciim, still opt for publishing a conflated
edition due to editorial tradition and te texpectation of the majority of the
reading public in this sense (and, of coumsast Shakespeare series publish
conflations regardless of how they see thestion of ‘divisionism’).

(18) See Andrew Gurr'Blaygoing in Shakespeare’s Londqp. 182-8. See also
McGowan and Melnitz'$he Living Stagep. 219.

(19) See MacGowan and Melnitz, pp. 219-20.

(20) See R. A. Foakeslamlet Versus Leap. 45. For a very detailed list of those
changes, see Maynard Mack’s ‘Actors and Beds!, pp. 56-8, in
Shakespeare: King Lear: Macmillan Casebook Segdged by Frank
Kermode.

(21) According to R. A. Foakes, it was the Romaatitics “who first claimed for
the play the special status it now has'Hamlet Versus Leap. 45).

(22) It is worth reading Charles Lamb’s commentsiclv can be found in
Shakespeare: King Lear: Macmillan Casebook Seadged by Frank
Kermode, pp. 44-5.

(23) See Jan Kott'Shakespeare Our Contemporapy 101.

(24) Although | make use of several sources foracgount of the critical fortune of
King Lear, R. A. FoakesHamlet Versus Leaespecially Chapter 3) is the
main basis for it, since it provides a clead concise organization of such
assorted information. This does not meahltehare all Foakes’ conclusions
concerning the matters presented, or thabwyaccount is a paraphrase of
his work (there are differences in certapexts of organization and
conclusions, although I follow his preseiotain the main lines).

(25) See Foake#lamlet Versus Leap. 49.

(26) See Bradley'Shakespearean Tragedy. 244.

(27) Idem, p. 248.

(28) FoakesHamlet Versus Leap. 50.

(29) See Maynard Mack’s ‘Actors and Redactorsgf.in Shakespeare: King

Lear: Macmillan Casebook Serieslited by Frank Kermode.
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(30) In Jan Kott'sShakespeare Our Contemporapp. 31-2.

(31) Idem, p. 107.

(32) Kott says about this, “Producers have founaritially impossible to cope with
the plot oKing Lear. When realistically treated, Lear and Gloster were
ridiculous to appear tragic heroes. If tRpasition was treated as a fairy tale
or legend, the cruelty of Shakespeare’s tert became unreal. Yet the
cruelty of Lear was to the Elizabethans rstemporary reality, and has
remained real since. But it is a philosopharuelty. Neither the romantic, nor
the naturalistic theatre was able to sha slort of cruelty; only the new
theatre can. In this new theatre there areaw characters, and the tragic
element has been superseded by the groteBogigrotesque is more cruel
than tragedy.” (Ibid., pp. 102-3.)

(33) This is actually the main subject of Foakdamlet Versus Leabut one
can see it in a very summarized way alréadlg page 1.

(34) G. K. Hunter writes about this, “The modermpplarity of the play among
readers has its obvious counterpart intibattical movement which stresses
the theatre’s social role to shock and ésstr If the later nineteenth century
stressed the pathetic side of the play agidighted the healing role of
Cordelia, the twentieth century’s speciaitabution has been to stress the
inhumanity and impersonality of the processaich crush Lear.” (See G.K.
Hunter’s ‘Introduction’ to the 1972 New Pemngedition of King Lear, p. 52.)

(35) There are exceptions to the rule: for instanegemptionist critics who apply
the methods of the New Criticism, such abd®bHeilman. However, most of
the criticism orKing Learup to the seventies was not theoretically or
methodically oriented.

(36) In FoakesHamlet Versus Leapp. 63-5.

(37) Idem, pp. 65-7.

(38) Ibid, pp. 67-8.

(39) Ibid, p. 68.
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2 THEORY

2.1 WHICH MARXISM?

By following a very usual division for the contend$ a thesis along its different
chapters, | provided a historical and critical estiialization ofKing Learin Chapter 1. So,
following the same usual division, this Chaptes 2hie one destined to explain the theoretical
basis for my work. Thus, somebody who is readimg ¢thapter could expect that, among the
several theories (literary as well as other ondsichvare in currency, | will pick from the
shelf the one theory that suits my work better |@&xpit thoroughly here in this chapter, and,
in the following ones, demonstrate the rightnesmpftheoretical choice by applying it to the
literary work | decided to examine. And so, ak tfurther analysis of ShakespearKisg
Lear will come as a consequence of both the histofaak in Chapter 1 as well as from the
theory explained here. In fact, | will meet sonidhese possible expectations, but this will
not really be the case with most of the other ones.

Let us start then by the one expectation to beotiginly fulfilled: 1 will now say the
name of the theory which | apply in this thesisand this theory is callelarxism One can
then have the expectation of coming across witlh seeminology as ‘modes of production’,
‘the development of class struggle along Historgieology’, and other such familiar wording
- and this will indeed happen. The other expemtato be raised when | mention the word
‘Marxism’ is that | will first explain the socio-enomic functioning of the English society in
Shakespeare’s times, and then | will present tethatc options of ShakespeareKimg Lear
as a consequence of the first one.

In fact, this will not happen. It is true that theis a variety of Marxism which,
unfortunately, has been widely predominant aloregtitrentieth century, and which splits the
life of men in society into two halves - one ofialihdetermines what happens in the other -,
and those are thefrastructureand thesuperstructure The first one is the socio-economic

organization of a given society, and the second iaokides all developments of society
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which are not strictly economic: art, religion, laisiophy, the legal system, political structures
and the State itself. When one thinks of Marxiemwill probably associate it to this kind of
dual thinking which, splitting the life of men intiwwvo halves, will have as a necessary
consequence the attribution of more importancen® of these two ‘halves of life’ to the
detriment of the other - and, as the terminolmgplies, this thinking believes that the really
important goings happen in the socio-economic spfies., the infrastructure), and the super-
structure is just an evidence, a cover for the petedacts that determine it.

Such thinking is frequently to be found in Engeisitings’, and it is characteristic of
the later Soviet-style Marxism. Such institutiohérxism caused terrible consequences in
the twentieth century - and even in countries tere not ruled according to such thinking,
it succeeded so well in obtaining the hegemony iandiét thinking, that it came to be
perceived asthe Marxism’, even if there have been many other mg&liof Marx which just
do not go in this way. This has also had conserpgem the area of literary criticism, with
certain critics examining literary works as a meomsequence and confirmation of the so-
called ‘socio-economic infrastructure’.

What happens is that such thinking is not preseall & the works of Marx, who has
even written, “The difficulty we are confrontedthwiis not, however, that of understanding
how Greek art and epic poetry are associated veittain forms of social development. The
difficulty is that they still give us aesthetic prure . . .*

And Marx is right in that. Even prior to the edisbment of Marxism as an
institutional philosophy, and also before the ereapg of the first literary theory (which was
the Russian formalism), nineteenth-century literagicism would frequently study literature
as a consequence of the concrete life in certaiiogse of History (of course, such empiric
criticism was not associated to a thinking of nefa consequences such as Soviet-style
Marxism). Certainly, the difficulty in literary tticism is not in understanding that literary
works have to do with the society in which they &veonceived, and their times - this is self-
evident. The difficulty is in understanding théeet that these literary works exert on us, and
this is all the more difficult when they are soatdted in time as Shakespeare’s plays are.

Speaking about myself, 1 was troubled of how | douhderstand the workings of
King Lear, and relate this play to the conflicts of the tame which it was written, without
doing it in a mechanical way. And the truth is, asve got in Latin America a tradition of
lively Marxist thinking which points to this diraoh. When we come to think more
specifically of Brazil, we have, for instance, therks of Roberto Schwarz - and this is a

critic who, when studying the works of authors sashMachado de Assis, does not go into
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the most obvious direction of understanding thethests organization of such literature
merely as a “consequence of the infrastructurestdad, Schwarz understands such fictional
works as a manifestation of the reality, whichssvalid as an object of study as the historical
facts which happened in the same times; a literamk is a manifestation in another level of
the social circumstances of its times. This fisabwork is not subordinate to the empiric,
concrete social facts that happen previously oukaneously to its making; it is actually in
the same level of these ones as a manner of uaddnsg) a given society. The consequence
is that, instead of doing the usual, which is fustlerstand society in order to understand the
literary work in a later moment, one might justthe opposite way - by first understanding
the formal organization of a certain fictional wpne can have a better insight about the
circumstances of a given society than if he werdatliy to the History books. And the best
example of such Marxist criticism that comes to mind is Antonio Candido’s essay
‘Dialética da Malandragem’, in which he first anedg the aesthetic procedures employed by
the Brazilian author Manuel Anténio de Almeida iis hovelMemdrias de um Sargento de
Milicias, and in a second moment examines what informaitimh formal procedures provide
about the Brazilian society in the early ninetearghtury. This essay helped me set as a goal
that 1 would first try to understand the aesthgiocedures irKing Lear, and from these
findings | would try to understand the English stgiof Shakespeare’s timés.

As of this, we have the notion that the schoohaofught which has been called ‘vulgar
Marxism’ divides matters into those which concene socio-economic infrastructure (i.e.,
those which are deemed “really important” by thisdkof Marxism) and the others which
concern the super-structure (that is, “all the’restincluding literature), and that this will not
benefit the study of literature. | also said teath a notion is not really present in Marx
(which is what many of us erroneously think).

We can translate the terms ‘infrastructure’ andpésstructure’ into more general
concepts, and so we can see more clearly the paliam between them. Instead of
‘infrastructure’ and ‘superstructure’, we could sdgr instance, ‘matter’ and ‘ideas’, or
‘material’ and ‘ideal’. In fact, we have examplafsschools of thought which are based upon
an opposition of these two poles as well as upbaliaf that one of these must prevail, so that
we can have the truth. Following this reasoning,could say that we have those who believe
that the truth, the comprehension of the factsushan life lies in the realm of ideas, and that
the ideas are the one factor which determinesigas | - this school of thinking is called
‘idealism’; we also have those who think that key for a comprehension of the human life

is in the concrete facts, it is the concrete mdttat determines human life - and this second
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school of thinking is called ‘materialism’. Botlortns of thinking are based upon an
opposition between subject and object, in which oh¢hese poles must prevail upon the
other. Whether one is a materialist or an ideaktistwill view subjectivity and objectivity,
spirituality and materiality as poles of an epistenelation of subordination in which one of
these must necessarily have the precedence ovethlitbe We could then say that ‘vulgar
Marxism’ is clearly situated in the materialistibiriking: it believes that ideas are a
consequence of the concrete matter.

What Marx says about the opposition between méiariaand idealism is quite

different, though. Let us hear a famous staterakhis about this topic,

The question whether objective truth can be attethto human thinking is
not a question of theory but is a practical questidan must prove the
truth — i.e. the reality and power, the this-sidesh of his thinking in
practice. The dispute over the reality or non-tgatif thinking that is
isolated from practice is a puredgholasticquestiort.

By saying this, Marx means that a perception oflityedhat is based upon a
precedence of one of these two elements - mattdrideas - upon the other will be
necessarily warped. The building of knowledgensetive practical task which requires the
presence of both factors - otherwise, it will betpossible. A perception that is based upon
the precedence of idea over matter, or vice-véssadistortion - it is dalse consciousness’
of reality, and it will not lead much farther. (Whever | make use of the term ‘false
consciousness’ in this thesis, | do not mean theemadespread notion which connects this
term to the situation of the exploited classes wlonot aware of their own needs due to the
phenomenon of ideology. Instead, | employ thisntéo refer to the distorted perception
which opposes idea to matter, or vice-versa.)

Such a distortion was widespread in the times ofxVand it still is in ours. Man
develops an instrumental knowledge which enables thi achieve increasing control upon
nature, and yet, life seems to be getting worseany aspects. A common perception in the
recent centuries (that is, the era of capitalisnthat the environment is completely alien to
us, at its best, and hostile, at its worst. Wael tenfeel that matter and idea, subjectivity and
objectivity, are opposed - indeed, we live in dige of ‘false consciousness'.

Either materialism or idealism will not be satidtay; the answers they provide for
our questions are incomplete, for they are justpgms of this ‘false consciousness’. Thus,
according to Marx, it is only the concrete actienwhich consists of an interaction between

idea and matter, or vice-versa - which creatésah&nowledge. This joining of matter and
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idea is not static, it must be in constant movementman is the only species that, when
confronted with problems in his environment, tieschange it in a manner that suits better
his needs. Man is the one being that transformsehvironment and, by doing this, he
transforms himself. This concrete action that iesifmatter and idea into a transforming
whole has been given different names by Marx aedvhbrxists: action, labour, praxis - they
all refer to the same thing.

| said in the beginning of this chapter that a vesynmon way of organizing a thesis
on Literature is starting it with a chapter thabydes historical background about the times
of the author and the text, and then, in the n&spter, explain the theory which will be
employed, and only after that, analyze the litenanrk that constitutes the corpus of the
thesis. If | could, | would avoid completely suehprocedure, for | agree when Marx
postulates that real knowledge is active, it imgfarming, and thus, it unifies all the
constituent parts of knowledge into a single whaolethe elements (both idea and material
circumstances) that existed before the transforrastgpn, the result of the action, the action
itself in process, and the agent of the transfaommatvhich ends up transformed himself.

This means that the historical circumstances ofk&j@eare and dfing Lear, the
theory | make use of, the analysiskaohg Lear, all go hand in hand - if | pick up and try to
isolate one of these elements from the others|lisge that it becomes meaningless; and
thus, none of these elements precedes in factttie® ones. Whatever attempt in terms of a
strict separation of these would be equivalenh&dissection of a living organism; it would
generate nothing but ‘dalse consciousness’ If | explained all theory in Chapter 2 in an
attempt to dedicate the following chapters to steggglication of it, | would incur into the
practice of idealism: that is, | would attributeetMarxist theory (an idea) a generating
power, it would be the matrix of the subsequentyama - and in fact, it cannot be so. | can
only discover things abolding Learand about Shakespeare by dealing g Lear, and
not with Marx or the Marxists. Whatever theorytthapply will prove its worth only in the
concrete task of coming to grips with the literavgrk. More than that, it is not only the
theory that will putKing Learto the test; it is alsKing Learthat will test the given theory.
And a theory that does not resiShg Lear (or any other text of choice) must be dismissed
with.

As a consequence of this thinking, | did my begiresent the employed theory - not
only Marx himself, but also other Marxist thinkessch as Brecht and Fredric Jameson -
alongside with the literary analysis; | believatta separation of these would be meaningless.

Nevertheless, there is some applied theory whogéaeation does not fit organically the
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following chapters; it would slow down their pacea considerable manner, and for this
reason | am presenting some of the theory in thépter. The same applies to the historical
facts - if | put all of them in Chapter 1, it wdube a manner of saying that such
“infrastructure” determines what goes in the chegptiedicated to the analysis. Most of such
historical facts will be presented together with #nmalysis - however, not all of them would
fit organically there, and so, these ones weregntesl in the previous chapter. In fact, |
arrived to the vast majority of such historical Wwhedge by means of careful analysis of the
play, and not the other way around. It was thisosit-word-by-word close reading that gave
me plenty of insights concerning the possibilityceitain sociohistorical facts, which were

later confirmed by the reading of the theory of Mamself and, later on, of historiography

concerning early modern England.

2.2 WHICH HISTORY?

| started this chapter talking about the problematotion of infrastructure and

superstructure, and now | am talking about HistoHistory is a central element in Marxist
theory, but there is not something such as a singtesensual perception about it, which
satisfies all Marxists. And thus, | would like itdroduce now the one conception of History
that is employed in this thesis - this one is n¢$n the works of Fredric Jameson, one of the
Marxist theorists | recur to in this work. In fatite conception of History | am going to write
about is not Jameson’s, but actually Althusser’snevertheless, it is Jameson who adapted
this concept for the purpose of applying it torbiey analysis.

Jameson employs the traditional terminology adda of production’, but he follows
Althusser in doing it in a manner different frone ttiaditional: while we have a predominant
kind of Marxism that understands the phrase ‘motigroduction’ as a synonym for the
socio-economic basis (the ‘infrastructure’) whicduses all the rest to happen (including art
in general), Jameson employs it in a structural mean According to this view, ‘mode of
production’ does not designate the so-called ‘ugdey infrastructure’, but instead, it
designates a whole structure. The characteristitsis structure called ‘mode of production’
are to be perceived in its different branches: dbkural, the ideological, the juridical, the
political and the economic branch. None of thesethes precedes the other: the cultural
branch is just as important for understanding &mjisociety as the economic and the political

branches - all of them are a manner of ‘readihig society organized around a predominant
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mode of production. And so, this structure calleade of production’ is a synchronic system
of social relations which are expressed in differanguages” or “texts” (the above-
mentioned branches)And by this way we arrive to a notion of Hist@y an “absent cause”:
we cannot perceive History directly, we can onlyitdoy means of theffectsit exerts in the
different branches of the above-mentioned structuNevertheless, Jameson is careful to
explain that, when Althusser somewhat says thatoHiscannot be perceived directly, and
thus, we can only have access to it by reading & &ext, he is not formulating a reasoning
that History is a fiction - he is not saying tifistory is a “non-existing referent”, as it could
be understood.

On the contrary: Historgloesexist. History is the movement along time in whic
different modes of production succeed each othanégns of the dynamics of class struggle.
We cannot perceive or apprehend such a thing directhis is impossible, not because
History is some pre-existing immaterial essence,itfes not. History includes both matter
and idea, since there cannot be transformatiorumanm life without each of these elements.
We cannot apprehend History, not because it doegxist or because it is immaterial, but
because it iEnormous

History is impossible to be grasped by itself, andwe need texts that can express it
in a narrative manner. These can be fictionalstgextduced in a given society, for instance;
or instead, we can have a non-fictional narratibeua the succession of events in the
economy of a certain society in a given periodstlf, we can have another non-fictional
narrative about the succession of laws in this sgiven society in the same period. All of
these are fine ways of trying to understand Histoyyts remaining effects, and the fictional
narrative will be as important and concrete asntwe-fictional ones: it is impossible for a
fiction to be outside of History. The author ofsthictional work might not be concerned
about registering the historical moment, but hi wiil be part of that moment in History,
and this will be felt as a remaining effect in fition he produces - such a fiction could
only be generated in the circumstances of timespade in which it was conceived.

However, such narratives are formulated in verfeds#int “languages”. It is true that
Marxism is transdisciplinary from its birth, butetie still is the need to establish a relation
between such different instances in order to hheepbssibility of adapting the discoveries
concerning one branch to the other one. We needediation between these different
“languages”, and so, | will present Jameson’s a&im for mediation: mediationis a specific
code or language that is established with the m&paf analyzing at the same time two

completely different structural branches of reality this code will be able to articulate two
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completely different kinds of objects, or “texts'This does not mean that such different
branches of reality, or “texts”, will be unifiedtcmone and the same thing. This is just a
methodological procedure that allows a specifidymis - by means of this procedure, such
different levels of human life will establish aaBbn while at the same time they keep their
peculiarities, their different identitiés.

Mediation is necessary in order to establish aneotion between different areas of
life, and yet, according to Jameson, such a nedgpisal of the historical stage of late
capitalism. Our knowledge is split, not just betwealifferent theoretical areas, but mainly
between theory and practice, between idea and iexger due to the above-mentioned
phenomenon of false consciousness. Such a carticadcan only be overcome in a practical
way, by means of the praxis which integrates isheatter and activity with the purpose of
transforming a given situation. And this has towdth our discussion about History because,
all in all, according to Marx, philosophers will nbe able to solve such a contradiction
between matter and idea if they stay outside oftdrdys and try to reach a better
comprehension just in a purely theoretical mannkris only by taking an active part in
History that man can expect to achieve this feetifgholeness.

Now, of course, this does not mean that we arsideiof History if we do not wish to
take an active part in it - this is somethingt thist cannot happen. We will take part in
History also if in a passive way, but this does se¢m to be a really good situation for self-
fulfillment. What connects us to History is actigraxis, or still, a third synonym for it:

labour.

2.3 ENGAGED LABOUR vs. ALIENATED LABOUR: SHAKESPEA RE

Labour. It seems such a common word, that onddctiunk this cannot be the
solution for such a complicated epistemic confast the one we have been dealing with.
Nevertheless, labour is really the key for achigvan integrated perception that does not
separate the existence into subjectivity and olvjiggt at the same time that it puts one in
connection with History. Let me make this cleardvlany of us might have a devalued
perception of labour, and yet, this should notdoe\We admire the works of art of Rembrandt
and Michelangelo, we admire scientists like Eimst®&arie Curie or Alexander Fleming; we
admire educators such as Emilia Ferreiro and Haglioe; and this list could go on for a long

time. We are talking of labour. Now one could wrgthat what we admire are the
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outstanding deeds and results of these people.ill say that this is not so: present-day
computers and machinery can do amazing thingssalhdwe do not admire them. But we
admire at least some of the people | have justiomed. And we do it for one reason: those
were concrete men and women who faced certain etmdnistorical circumstances, and all
of them had ideas which were not really easy toexeh And yet, they strived, they worked
hard, they confronted at the same time the mdityr dealt with and their own ideas. Things
were not easy for them, they had to adapt to ced#iuations, they had to drop some ideas
that seemed ineffective in order to try new onés.the end, they achieved results - the
matter they dealt with was transformed in the ehdir own ideas were transformed in the
end. These people also transformed themselveg #henprocess, at the same time that they
transformed the world. This happened not becatikeek, or of isolated ideas - it happened
because of theilabour. We admire them because, by reading their stmielife or by
coming across the results of their work, we becamare of the things man and woman are
capable of doing to change their world for better.

One might argue that he indeed admires the labbsuch people, but he does not
admire his own labour, nor his wife’s, nor his doiss nor his neighbour’s - in fact, if one is
to look around, he might not find too many peoplese work he admires. One might say
that some people are geniuses, or that they haee@mous sum of money to deal with, and
maybe these ones can do admirable things. Anchag@ame of the people | mentioned in the
paragraph above might have had very favourable iwgréonditions, but others did not.

Somehow we know that there is an element in theuaof these people that makes
their work different from that of most of us, but most cases this is not sponsorship or a
good bank account. The big difference is that tiweye involved right from the beginning
with what they were doing, they wished to achiegdain objective results as well, and they
were ready to face the difficulties and frustrasionherent to their tasks. To sum up, they
were veryengagedn their labour. And if we think a little more,enare going to see that it is
not only famous workers as the ones | mentioned@bimat might get our admiration. Let us
think of a more everyday situation: whenever weéclwaomebody who is involved with his
work - whether it is a carpenter, a mechanicyse or a teacher - we derive pleasure from
seeing this person at work. This is because swedplp, for one reason or another, are
engaged in their labour - and, also if they wdk become famous like the other ones, they
also change the world and change themselves indleryday activities. When we see such

people working or when we think of the famous exkspwe perceive that man is his labour.
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The human being is always in the making, and thmulam saying that “life is what we make
of it” acquires a fresh meaning.

Nevertheless, this engaged work is an uncommoatgitu - unfortunately. The most
common for workers in general is being involvedilienated labour This is an expression
that Marx coined, and it means a situation in wisomeone cannot establish an identity with
the activity he is performing or with the results tos work. Every worker - whether
working for himself or for someone else, whetherlikes his work or not - puts literally
much of himself in his labour: the product thatulés from his labour is at the same time the
embodiment of his labour - if he has made a vHseyvase embodies the hours of work
necessary to generate it. Now we have to remethbgrin a capitalist economy, the worker
will neither keep the vase he has made nor git@ someone he likes. The vase - the very
embodiment of his hours of labour - belongs ®dhpitalist. The object is separate from the
subject.

Moreover, the worker's own labour is a commodiseit to be sold in the market.
This situation does not get so clear for the workez to the high degree of abstraction in the
capitalistic economy - it is not just a couplenairkers that go through this situation, but the
biggest part of society. In the end, our lives@ermined in most situations not by workers
who know what they do, but by this alienated labehich was once part of ourselves, but is
not anymore. What is more, our own labour doeshabbng to us, and, by becoming an
object separate of us, it can in fact become our ememy. We feel that the objects around
us have come alive and, on the other hand, weMeeliet we are helpless, incapable of doing
significant things. This is the root of the andi$is of subject and object - the epistemic
conflict we have been dealing with in the last geaahs is a symptom of our times.

| do not mean at all that the exploitation of tiaddur of others is an invention of
capitalism. On the contrary, this has existed ewsre human societies started dividing into
classes. What is proper to capitalism, thoughheshigh degree of abstraction that such a
situation has reached. In the times of feudali®minstance, the tenant who was obliged to
give his produce to the landlord knew very wellttktze product of his work was being
transferred to the hands of someone else’'s - surclexploitive relation was clearly
personified. In the times of capitalism, absti@attnas progressively increased to such a level
in which the worker might not have the clear piettinat he is being exploited, or who is
exploiting him - economic relations within thepdalistic society are not clearly personified,

but they are instead fetishized, not into the sw&taf figural idols, but into the numerical
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abstraction called money. And so, one has theatiengthat the objects have come to life and
are suffocating him, when, in fact, objects aré aigects with no will of their own.

In fact, there is a category of workers who usudthgs not experience this epistemic
conflict - | am thinking of the artists. Ideagrking material, the process of work: all these
elements are indissoluble parts of a work thatnigatstanding example of engaged labour.
Artists do what they do because they have to; whey are at work, they feel they are
working for themselves, and there is nothing maomneartant in the world than their labour.
Artists usually endure difficult material condit®nthey might even starve - but they will not
stop working. And this is the reason for the a@dtmn and envy that the artists cause in so
many people, also when their material difficultee® a well known fact: in a world of
alienated labour, these specific workers reminthasthings can be different.

Think of Shakespeare for a while. Not everybodg head his works, but he is a
household word all around the world that stands ssgnonym for excellence, and there are all
the time discussions about why, and how, and irclwhonditions he worked - this happens
with him more often than with anybody else (evemnado da Vinci). Fewer of us know
about the concrete working conditions of Shakespdaut those of us who do, know that he
wrote his drama in a time when the theatre wascéinity destined to big audiences - the
bigger the audience of the King’s Men, the more eyotney made. It is true that they would
also make Court presentations (and that certaidgnna gorgeous sum of money), but this
happened only a couple of times a year, and sg, gtik had the whole year to earn their
living. Thus, they needed big audiences. And wydignever Shakespeare wrote for the
public, he strived to provide his drama the higletsstic standard possible. This means that
he was in the double condition of writing to supplg material needs, and at the same time,
in order to achieve a high artistic quality, he didlot of things that were completely
unnecessary for the purpose of earning his liviNgvertheless, it is precisely these
“unnecessary things” that make us admire his work.

Now and then there are discussions about “who yrealtote the works of
Shakespeare”, because some people believe thatveukk could not have been written by a
man who needed to deliver a significant numberdaypin order to put the bread on the table
- a nobleman with more spare time must have dbn®f course the plays were written by
him, but this is not the point - what | want @llg/our attention to, is to the fact that there is
always discussion about how such a common man, fated the concrete circumstance,
already present in early capitalism, of having ¢l a product in the market (his plays) in

order to make a living, could write such outstagdatays which provide characters known by
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almost everyone at the same time that they segoke standard for writing in the English
literature. (And if it seems as if | am havingitaof Bardolatry, | am sorry, but what | said is
just true.)

We do not have such discussions about the ancie@kGrtists, for instance, because
we know that the society they lived in was struetbiaround a completely different mode of
production - we do not dedicate much thinkinghte material circumstances in which such
artists produced their works, exactly because therete conditions of their lives seem so
remote to us. This is not the case with Shakespeathe capitalism of his age was radically
different from ours, but even though, there are ynamreas of contact, and this allows us to
compare ourselves to him - that is, our workingdstions to his - in a way that we would
not do with Aeschylus, for instance. Or, we coeledn think of dramatists who came later,
such as Racine. There is no such a discussiort Abopand this is due to a social factor that
makes all the difference. The Elizabethan/Jacoliezaitre companies were dependent on the
power of the State (which was controlled by theilitgband whatever opportunity there was
of working directly for the Court was seen as arsewf great profit; still, the main income
of such companies came from the market: they rkadgeat number of spectators who paid
tickets, and this was for the whole year. This waisthe case with Racine - one might even
prefer his drama to Shakespeare’s, but we knowhikatas a courtly art, and so, his working
conditions were very different from the Englishmedist’'s. Racine worked in a later moment
of History as that of Shakespeare’s, but his caeonerking conditions are more alien to us
than the Bard’s. And so, what we discuss is htvak8speare could write his plays, or if it
was not someone else’s - but we do not do this aeschylus or Racine.

Much of our present fascination with Shakespearesote our perception that there
was a man who worked in circumstances which beanessimilarity to our working
conditions - the circumstances of selling thedpiet of one’s labour in the market - and still

achieving the results he did.

2.4 |IDEOLOGY IN CLASSICAL MARXISM

Man is a being that symbolizes. Representatianignportant capability that allows
our perception to raise from a concrete level toaae abstract one. The problem is that we
live in a historical situation where our labour which is the core of our being - becomes

separate from us in such a manner that we do rest get aware of what is happening. And
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this is so because almost all the facts in ourtence are mediated by money, and money is
an abstract representation of human labour. Neeleds, we are not aware of this, and we
provide money (which, according to Marx, is nothmore than human labour represented in
numbers) an autonomy, a personality, and intentdits own.

And so | will resort to the concept afeology This term can mean many different
things to thinkers of different philosophical oriations, but | will make use of the definition
of this word by classical Marxism. David Hawkesyides a good definition for ideology in
the lines | am working with, “ldeology consists am inability to recognize the mediating
function of representation, in assuming that iamsautonomous sphere, and thus mistaking
the appearance for the thing-in-itself” This situation of taking representation as being
reality itself is not a development proper to calgm - it is probably as old as man’s
capability of symbolizing and establishing repre¢agans.

We can also make use of the psychological notiah @n individual tends to project
himself onto the world, and thus, see the world asflection of himself - if one does not
develop a deeper and wider awareness of realitytehds to see the world as merely
reflecting his own needs and tendencies. For thipgse of elaborating on what ideology is,
we can transfer this notion to the collective sphef the social classes. Somewhat in the
manner of individuals, social classes also tendefwesent reality according to their own
needs and tendencies, that is, they project thentdwiew onto the world. They end up
believing that their perception of the world copesds to reality. And, by seeing a
correspondence between their beliefs and “the Wdvidhich is not the concrete world, but
the world as they represent it), the members o gocial class understand that their
worldview is “universal”, “neutral”, “objective”, Wwen in fact it is not more than the reflection
of their own class’s wishes and fears. When amady¥larx’s classic study on ideologyhe
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoledfawkes says that “the petty bourgeoisie has fdrme

a false concept of itself as a universal clads’et us see what else Hawkes has to say,

. when the particular is falsely subsumed withthe general,
representation is forced to assume a determinimg wdhich does not
naturally belongto it . . . Because of thimoept's falsity [i.e., the petty
bourgeoisie as a universal class], the normaliogiship of representation
to reality is distorted, and people can only se® rigpresentation, which
they therefore mistake for reality. We find ourgslvonce more in Plato’s
cave . . .Marx regards the delusion that representation igarial and
substantive as ideologicdltalics mine.] A representation is a product of
the human brain, and humanity is under a consanptation to idolize
these representations, and treat them as thoughwire reaf?
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As Hawkes reminds us, ideological representatianush more than a mere distorted
reflection of the world, for it generates very miakconsequences,

Although these ‘imaginary’ representations are tieal’, and in fact
conceal ‘real’, material interests and motivedtalics mine], they
nevertheless really exert a determining influenoettee way people think
and behave. This is an example of how representatan actively

determine material conditions, rather than emergingof them as a mere

‘reflection’. 1

We will not really understand the concept of idgglan classical Marxism, if we
think only in terms of an isolated social class.isltrue that a social class will devise self-
justifying representations also in a situation vehiérdoes not have to convince the members
of any other social class. This is not the mogtdrtant use of ideology, though. Let us recall
that a social class exists only because theretheg olasses in the same society. (Otherwise,
we would have a society with no division into ckss | know this sounds tautological, but
we cannot analyze a social clgss se we can only understand its doings by confronting
with the other classes in the same society.)

However strong a ruling class is, it cannot exerttml over the other classes only by
means of sheer force. It must convince the othesdhat its manner of doing thingsthe
right one and no other way is better than this one. Thliig class will do even better if it
convinces the others that its ways are the “onh@sj or, at least, the “natural” ones. In order
to do this, the beneficiaries of such ideology mamdtaccordingly to such representations -
first of all, they must convince themselves of theality” of this representation, if they are to
convince the others.

Life in society is not determined by the gods, stdetermined by concrete men,
especially the members of the ruling class. Néwedess, they must make the others believe
that the organization in their society is “naturalThey must conceal from the other classes
the following fact: that things happen the wayytlde because the ruling class is to benefit
from such an order of things. As | said, the ahmust believe that such an organization
cannot be changed because it is “natural”. Thighis main function of ideological
representation: to make the other classes ‘natatrahe perception of that which is not
natural at all.

Such representations will not convince the membétde other classes forever. We
might have factors of several orders - cultueglonomic, political - that make life in a
given society change so much that a certain idéecdbgepresentation, which was powerful
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some years ago because it was widely believedesdasing believed, and thus, loses its
function of social control. | am going to give akample that will be easily understood by
Brazilian readers, and probably, by Latin Amerieaud Western ones in general. Let us think
of an ideological figure that has lasted for londjeannia, since the establishment of the first
patriarchal societies. | am talking of equatinghéa to God: according to such a
representation, God is like a father to all of asd a father is a small god within his
household. Such an ideological figure is not tgpmf one single mode of production, but of
several (if we think of Engels’ scheme of the sgs@n of modes of production along
History) - it certainly was not present in theciamt matriarchal societies, but we have seen
variations of it throughout History, until very eatly. When political organization of society
required it so, the equation became something ittt only father-God; it became father-
God-chief-of-government: the king was both a fatred a god to his subjects, God was the
King of all men, and, sure, thpater familiaswas a little king at home.

The father-God-chief-of-government is a figure thatanaged to survive the
establishment of capitalistic societies - untilitg recently, this figure became even
expanded: boss-father-chief-of-government-God. exéeless, recent developments in the
Western societies in general, and in the Latin Acaer ones in particular, have challenged
the survival of this figure. Changes in many aspet societal life, mainly in the economy,
have demanded that women make part of the workfiore@der and wider numbers. This
does not mean a situation of equality - remnahthe ancient patriarchal society are strong:
women are paid lower wages, and are still submiteedocial and familial situations of
submission men do not have to go through. Eveuadhpif we think of the specific case of
the developed regions of Brazil, we cannot denywwanen enjoy a different status as that of
forty years ago, and that, because of this, therdigpf boss-father-chief-of-government-God
is shrinking and tends to disappear. And thisoimething very concrete: if a boss wants to
impose his ways, he will have to look for a wayestthan that of saying he is like a father to
his employees (which is something that would hasenbeffective some years ago). This is
due to profound changes in society; we have plysslached a point of no return concerning
the use of this ideological figure for purposegefsuasion and control, and | would not rule
out the possibility of it disappearing altogethethe Western societies in the future.

It is not only because of the change of the rolev@nen that the ideological figure of
the father-God is disappearing. This has alsd@db with the fact that capitalism is a mode
of production that heads to higher and higher abstm. As we are going to see in Chapter

5, there is no such a thing in History as one mafderoduction substituting for the previous
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one at once. Both modes of production will coekisa conflictive way for some time, until
one of them prevails. For this reason, capitalisad to coexist with feudalism for a long
time. In the times of feudalism, life was much moconcrete, and so, ideological
representation needed to be more concrete, igeiali.  Since the organization of life under
capitalism is getting ever more abstract, thera tendency that, at least concerning certain
levels and needs, representation will also be asingly more abstract. Such a degree of
abstraction does not leave much room for the figdithe father-God.

Let us connect this topic #ing Learand early modern England. We have to recall
that Shakespeare lived in a time of enormous clenged this connects directly to the
question of the use of ideological representationtiie purposes of the ruling class. The
ruling class of Shakespeare’s England was stilhtitality, but, within the time span of a few
decades, this class would have to change ways aled England together with the
bourgeoisie. Actually, within just half a centwf/the writing of the F version dfing Lear,
England had changed completely. And that wasthestbeginning; after the revolutionary
process that started in 1640 and ended in 166(Enigish bourgeoisie would increase both
its economic power and its political grip in moevblutionary” ways. (I am saying this only
concerning institutional politics. If we think d¢iie Industrial Revolution that came later on,
we must regard it as an even more radical revaiutso if it did not have direct institutional
effects.)

And the point is this: in Shakespeare’s timeshad the coexistence of the feudal
mode of production and the capitalist mode of pobidn. | believe this was a more radical
situation than the changes we are facing now.el{ebe that, at this moment, we are facing a
big change in capitalism, and not yet, the begigraha change of one mode of production
for another.)

We have to bear in mind that the feudal nobiliagd lone representational system for
its ideology, while the bourgeoisie was still loogi for one. Certainly, the ideological
representation of the feudal nobility was still @egnic in Shakespeare’s times.
Nevertheless, the bourgeoisie was getting strorogigim to start looking for new codes of
representation that would suit better its own psgso While such representational codes
were not formed, the bourgeoisie could at leastdrget hold of the then-existing codes for
its own purposes. In one level of life in societyis is very clear: religion. In such times,
when there was not a notion of a civil society aigad around lay institutions such as
political parties, religion provided a common cdae means of which the assorted social

groups could hope to articulate their wishes, hogres fears. Different from the present
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Western societies, religion was not a matter ofgte concern - it was public matter. And
so, these different social groups would articutar discourse in religious terminology, but
there was also a strong sociopolitical aspect.té ifThis is why Christopher Hill, when
referring to the future Revolution of 1640, does adopt the more common terminology of
‘Puritan Revolution’. In those times, but also dref in Shakespeare’s times, religious
denominations also expressed the political concefrspecific social groups. All along the
sixteenth and seventeenth century, religious dematioins would imply specific political
views, and this was so not only for the Puritang,ddso for the Anglicans and the Catholics,
for instance.

This is easier to grasp in religion, but art, amate specifically the theatre, would also
constitute a field where ideological representaioauld be reinforced, tested or confronted.

It was in such a context that Shakespeare viKotg Lear.

2.5 BRECHT'S V-EFFEKT: SMASHING IDEOLOGY INTO PIECES

Since ideology is representation, and not concned¢ter, it can (and will) also be
present in art. Nevertheless, as we have just, $eeng ‘fictional’ does not mean that the
ideological constructs are harmless and exert fectsfin the concrete life of the human
beings. As Hawkes says, such constructs, by infimg the thinking and behaviour of
people, will end up determining material conditionsand they do so by ‘naturalizing’ our
perception of the social facts: we take as ‘natugiéliations that are in fadtistorical, i.e.,
situations that came into existence in a specifgtoncal moment with the purpose of
protecting the material interests of the rulingsslaf a given society against the action of the
opposing classes.

In the twentieth century, there was an artist wtas concerned with the problem of
art transmitting the ideology of the ruling classrfietimes willingly, but in most cases, not)
and inducing the public to a passive attitude Iatien to the conditions of life in society. |
am talking of the German theatre director and dtetBertolt Brecht. When analyzir{jng
Lear, | will now and then refer to Brecht's practicedatheory, due to the fact that | will
investigate some compositional techniques that &mdare makes use of, which make us not
take for granted some ideological constructs piteseim the play (and which could possibly
have had, in many cases, analogous effects onutiierece of his times). After having said

this, | want to make clear that Brecht is a us#iebretical reference concerning this matter,



80

but | am not equating Shakespeare to the Germanatist. Brecht had a clear political

agenda for the plays he wrote, and this was céytaiot the case with Shakespeare. Also,
there are some compositional devices employed lakedpeare which might remind us of
Brecht’'s techniques, but | will also examine inaillebther artifices which precisely make

Shakespeare very different from Brecht. To sumBrpcht is a useful theoretical reference
for the purposes of this thesis, but he is notrarpater to measure the Bard.

Brecht devised a theatre whose purpose was prg¢sséalenaturalize’ our perception
of social facts in the capitalistic societies, whare presented as “natural”, when in fact they
are historical. (And, of course, Brecht's theatished to entertain while doing this, and not
lecturing the audience on socialist doctrine, anesbad leftwing theatre does.) He believed
that our perception of the social reality around igsconditioned by ever-repeating
representations which make us used to think anéuvselim a certain way, and that such
representations are also present in art and, npe@fally, in the theatre. He also believed
that, when theatrical performances repeated sumresentations, they were not doing this in a
conscious manner in most cases - such represgrstatere being repeated because these
artists were themselves used to present thingsamtain way, when these could be presented
in another way (and by doing this, they were caadihg the audience to accept the reality
around them, and in many cases these artists weng dhis unwillingly, unconsciously).
Brecht instead wanted a theatre that developedieatperception about reality, instead of an
art that lead the public to accept life “as it id1e also perceived that it was not a matter of
replacing one representation by another, “more nesgjve” one. What was needed was a
change in the manner that the audience perceivedthbatrical representation; and
consequently, the ideological representation it wasd to; and finally, the surrounding
reality. Brecht's aim was not a critical perceptia a purely intellectual manner - as a good
Marxist, he believed in praxis, and he wanted tangfe reality itself. This change in the
perception of the audience implied technical changeahe aesthetic organization of both the
theatrical performance and the written drama, amd Byecht studied the non-empathic
construction of comedy, the oriental theatre, amdain manifestations of popular aft.He
also studied the non-illusionist techniques of Hleabethan drama and staging for this
purpose, and he was so influenced by those, thatlapted two plays of the period: in the
twenties he adapted Christopher Marloweéslward I, and circa 1949 he adapted
Shakespeare8oriolanus

Brecht also studied theory that could help him H@& purposes. In the 1910s and

1920s there was a specific literary theory whiclldeiith the manner that art (or, more
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specifically, literature) offered a different peptien of reality. This theory was the Russian
formalism, and the author that influenced Brechtenspecifically in this sense was Viktor
Shklovsky. One of Shklovsky’s most important cqutseis that of ‘defamiliarization’ or
‘estrangement’ (in Russianstraneni¢. Shklovsky believes that the routine, the detsanf
our everyday existence require that we ‘automatme’ perception of reality. And against
this, we have the purpose of art, which is pregiselprovide a different perception of things
that we take for granted in our everyday life -ithwart, our perception shifts from an
automatic perception to an ‘artistic’, i.e., undsoae, and by this, we acquire a more ‘real’
perception of the object than the one we were tsedAnd here we can recall the saying of
the expressionist painter Paul Klee, according liccky art does not reproduce what we see -
it makes us se€?) Shklovsky studied more specifically the technidevices which made the
effect of ‘estrangement’ possible in literatured dre developed a concept that was very dear
to the twentieth-century modernist art in geneaall to Brecht, more specifically: according
to Shklovsky, art must ‘lay bare’ its own structgj so that the public perceives it as the
artistic construction it actually is, and not mgrat the illusionist reproduction of something
else.

Another concept of the Russian formalists which wasely used by Brecht is that of
the difference between ‘story’ and ‘plot’. Thisffdrence had already been established by
Aristotle, but the Russian formalists put a strang specific emphasis on the ‘plot’. We can
say that the ‘story’ are the events present iwlitje the ‘plot’ is the specific arrangement of
these events for narrative purposes: accordintpgomanner such events are disposed, the
narrative will generate different effects upon teader - and so, two different fictional works
might present exactly the same events, but thdeissieffect generated by one will be quite
different from the other, precisely because ofdhferences in the ‘plot’, the organization of
the events. A narrative is not just what it tellst also, and mainljyowit tells - and so, we
get to the famous formalist saying that “form iswemt”. For instance, if the author who is
writing a fictional work changes the usual arrangatof the events, so that the plot deviates
from what a reader would normally expect, he wdldalling the attention of the reader to the
structure of the work itself, and not only to therg.'®

This is a principle which Brecht applied for higé#tre (concerning both the drama he
wrote and the theatrical performances he directeHpwever, there is a very important
difference between Brecht's ‘dialectic theatre’ ahé theories of the Russian formalists:
when these theorists say that ‘form is contengytare being very literal about it, which is

not the case of the German director. For the Roskirmalists, there is no such a thing as
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‘content’: the ‘story’, the ideas, the theme, thstorical context of the writer are not relevant
elements - the only thing that really countshe formal arrangement of the fiction, the
technical devices that the author makes use ofdardo compose his fictional work; the rest
is deemed irrelevant.

Brecht, for his turn, has a different understandafigform is content”. He differs
from the Russian theorists in that he believes thlahat the author has to say is really
important, it is not a mere excuse to show his ehityt in the formal organization of a
fictional work. Nevertheless, the formal organiaatof such fiction will strongly influence
the effect that it exerts on the public, and thetent itself will be affected by the manner in
which the author makes use of the technical devieess dealing with. Brecht also wrote
non-dramatic literature, but his life and focus e theatre, and when he thought of content,
this meant mainly political content. In Brecht'sléctic theatre, the concepts of the Russian
formalists are applied to call the attention of dpectator to the artificiality of the theatrical
scene, but this is not a goal in itself - in th@ectic theatre, the director’'s main purposeis t
denaturalize the perception of the spectator, dk asethe expectations that he has for the
scene, in order to also denaturalize his percemtidifie under capitalism. An aesthetic shock
must be generated, but this is not a goal in itsethe frustration of the audience’s
expectations concerning the narrative, for instarmoeist generate an awareness in the
spectator that the situations presented on stagearnatural’; the events represented could
have had a different outcome, if the charactersdhagden other possibilities of action.

To do this, the performance in the dialectic theatmust generate contradictions
between the assorted scenic elements, so thatrtituse of the theatrical scene is ‘laid bare’,
and the spectator does not identify with what hes s; stage. (A famous Brecht saying is, “I
laugh of those who cry, | cry because of those Velugh.”) Let us see some examples of
scenic contradictions in Brecht’s lineg) Just like the Russian formalists propose, thet*plo
(the formal arrangement of the events) is more namd than the story; thus, the dramatic
action can - evemust - Dbe interrupted precisely in the climactic monse so that the
staging can introduce critical comments concerithegaction that was being presenteu),
The physical action of the actor can often go meyiin the opposite way of the speech that
he is saying;c) The soundtrack must not enhance the emotionaknomf the scene, as is
usual; instead, it must provoke emotional detactin{lor instance, a sentimental scene
should have some cheerful music as its soundtratkJihe scenes must be preceded by titles
that are ironical about the content to be presemethat generate an expectation which is to

be broken soon.
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An important aspect concerning Brecht's conceptéra political theatre is that it
does not exclude the possibility of spectatoriapathy with a character (up to a certain
degree). By ‘empathy’, | mean the emotional idegtion between spectator and character -
let us recall that a more traditional theatricgbrayach will precisely establish as many points
of contact between spectator and character ashp@sand this will happen during the whole
spectacle. This is certainly not Brecht's goalhe wants the spectator precisely to criticize
the actions of the character. However, the spactainnot keep critical distance all the time,
otherwise he will not be interested in the speetaclhus, there must be a balance between
empathy and critical distance. The scene provetesigh empathy for the spectator to be
interested in what will happen to the character what he will do -, but it will also feature
breaks that generate aesthetic shocks, in ordethtbaudience does not get overwhelmed by
the character’'s emotions, and is able to “laugth@se who cry”, as Brecht would say - and
by this, Brecht did not mean that he wanted hidemg® to be sadistic; they should perceive
that, if the character had chosen another coursetain instead of the one he did, he would
not end up crying.

In order that the estrangement generated by tbatribal scene carries a political
content, the action presented must be necess$astlyricized - that is, the spectator perceives
that the course of action chosen by the charactstage is not ‘natural’ and ‘inevitable’; it is
not ‘essential’ or ‘typical of all men’. It happeihis way due to certain circumstances; if the
historical circumstances were different, the chiarawould have chosen a different course of
action. More important than that, the spectatosthperceive that the character could have
chosen a different course of action in the presig@tion that he is facing, if he had a better
awareness of the historical moméht. There are basically two manners by which the
dramatist or the theatre director can historicizgw@ation:

a) When presenting past events, the theatrical satumetess them within the context of
the society in which they happened, relating thosine main conflicts of those times

- at the same time, the scene will relate suctohesl facts to the spectator’s present,

so that he reflects either on the similarity ortloa difference of the present moment in

relation to the past;
b) When showing present events, the scene must maleaitthat the present moment is
not the culmination of the historical process (asifvist historiography would put it).

Our present moment will also be regarded in acalitmanner in the future. The

theatrical scene must allow the spectator, thugpuioin historical perspective the

present moment in which he lives.
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| would like now to talk about the terminology tHaeémploy in this thesis when |
refer to Brecht’'s concepts. Since the Russian &ists were an important inspiration for
him, Brecht took Shklovsky's termstranenie(the Russian word for ‘estrangement’) and
translated it into Germarvérfremdung Thus, he called the effect that he wanted tv@ke
on the spectatoVerfremdungseffekir, to shortenV-effekt as it ended up being usually
called. As | said, Brecht's term means precis@gtrangement’, but it differs from the
Russianostraneniebecause of its explicitly political aspect. Indhsh, it is called eithe¥-
effekt(as in German) or ‘alienation effect’. Being aaBitian, | do not feel at ease with the
word ‘alienation’ - as a false cognate, it mightall for Latin Americans precisely the
opposite of what Brecht intended. For this readowill call it V-effekt as it is to be
sometimes found also in English.

So, | will make use of the teri-effektwhen examining certain formal devices in
King Learwhich remind me of Brecht’'s theatre (regarding éispect of a politically critical
perception of the events presented in the sceAs)l said, though, Shakespeare might have
been an important source of inspiration for Breblt, the English dramatist does not have a
political agenda for his drama. Very frequentlye teffect Shakespeare provokes on the
spectator or the reader is one of a critical pdreepbut not necessarily a political one. In
such situations, | will make use of the term ‘esggament’, which is devoid of political
connotation.

Sometimes, | will also make use of the term ‘detaent’, as used by Kent Cartwright.
In his bookShakespearean Tragedy and Its Double: The Rhytlimsidience Respons®
Cartwright analyzes the relation of the audienc&hakespeareBagediesas one in which
the spectator of these plays is not just emotigreaigaged, but he will also have moments of
aesthetic distance. Cartwright employs the woetddhment’ in a relation of dichotomy to
the term ‘engagement’, and he explains the dynawiidbe alternation between these two

poles in the theatrical performance of a Shakespetnagedieas it follows,

| view “engagement” as the audience’s surrendesaif-awareness
through empathy, sympathy, or identification; dataent as the audience’s
sense of its autonomy, experienced as doubt, ai@iyanediated emotion

. A tragedy’s overall movement in spectatodistance - generally,
from engagement through detachment to a heightealkeehcing of the two
- confers upon spectators an empowering sensparine@ss and possibility
(wonder) in the tragic mometfit.
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It is possible to make an analogy between theiteriogy employed by Cartwright of
‘engagement/detachment’, and Brecht's ‘empathyéalitdistance’. In spite of this, they do
not mean exactly the same thing. In the case diM@ght’'s ‘detachment’, this term means a
cooling of the emotional temperature of the spectap that he can evaluate what is
happening in the scene, but not necessarily @id, or put in a political perspective, as
Brecht'sV-effekt (I do not mean that Cartwright’s ‘detachmenthicat overlap with those
functions, but this is not the focus of his studgnd so, | will add a third term tg-effektand
‘estrangement’, and this is ‘detachment’, meaningament in the scene when our empathy
with a character cedes to doubt and evaluation talvbiat this character is up to in that

moment - but with no political resonance to it.

2.6 OTHER THEORETICAL SOURCES

2.6.1 THE FORMALIST-STRUCTURALIST CONTINUUM

The theoretical approach employed for analyzing Enhversion ofKing Lear is
basically a Marxist one, but | decided to make ab@ther approaches used for literary
criticism, whenever | felt that these would compérhand enrich the analysis of the play.
(Let us recall that Marxism itself is not a “puridieory. In fact, Marx formulated his theory
based on a very eclectic blend: the philosophidedel, the nascent economic studies, the
writings of what he called ‘Utopian socialists’,cathe materialistic thinking of Feuerbach -
and it is possible that | have forgotten other sesi) The study of a literary work,
concerning the effects that it causes (or mighseawon its readers, has to take into account
the technical devices employed by the author, so ttine critic tries to grasp the aesthetic
effect that the author tried to achieve when wgitithe play. Nevertheless, trying to
understand the aesthetic procedures of the authaot enough; one must also take into
account the public that gets in touch with the plalpw, King Learis a work that was written
four centuries ago - and so, | believe that tligccshould not think only of the present-day
public, but, whenever it is possible, he shouldterknow about the public fdfing Learin
Shakespeare’s times; the reception was certaiggy \different from now, and the
comprehension of such circumstances would helpndenmstand some of the procedures the
author made use of at the time of writing the playnother factor to be taken into

consideration when one thinks of the public (pastpoesent) forKing Lear is that
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Shakespeare did not write his plays to be publisked book, i.e., to be read. Plays are
written to be performed (but, of course, they clso &e read). This means that, when writing
aboutKing Lear, | cannot think obneabstract public, but of three instances of receptithe
audience of Shakespeare’s times; the audiencé® @resent times; the readers of the present
times. In terms of social environment, this medwh Jacobean England and the
contemporary, globalized world. In terms of analgzthe possibilities of reception, this
means that Shakespeare on page must go hand imftarBhakespeare on stade.

Two poles: production and reception. As for tihedpiction, i.e., the aesthetic effects
that stem from specific procedures in the makinghefplay, | will make use, whenever it is
necessary, of general notions from the formalistestiralist continuum. | say ‘formalist-
structuralist continuum’ instead of splitting ittantwo different groups of literary theory,
because | perceive structuralism more as a deveopof the Russian formalism than as a
departure from it. | will not resort to a specifireorist of either of these two schools, but
there are some general notions that helped meaiposdting my analysis dfing Lear.
Shklovsky’s notions of ‘estrangement’ and ‘layingy® the structure’ are there, either through
the mediation of Brecht, or in a somewhat moreallinreanner: because Shakespeare’s plays
do not have a clear political orientation, not gu@oment of ‘estrangement’ King Learcan
be analyzed as if it were analogous to Brectiteffekt(although several moments are).

The notion developed by Tynianov of an evolutiortha literary genres and forms, by
understanding that literary texts are productefentire literary system, was also helpful for
me when | was trying to relat€ing Learto the dramaturgic production in Elizabethan and
Jacobean England (as in Chapter 7) as well asrtedraimatic literary genres that were read
by many in Shakespeare’s audience (as in Chaptensd37). In this case, however, its
usefulness for my study was much more generaltti@ooncepts of Shklovsky.

From structuralism | took some very general notiggrevided by narratology
concerning narrative rules which, for their turengrate specific expectations both for the
audience and the readers. When an author suchakespeare provides unexpected turns to
his scenes, he is breaking specific narrative rthias the readers and the audience share in
common. If such rules did not mean anythikg)g Lear would not result so surprising for
us. | also owe to structuralism the idea of oppgpshe narrative structure &ing Learin a
synchronic relation to the history of early mod&mygland (more specifically, concerning the
development of the class struggle in such times)dasin Chapter 5* In both of these cases,
| am not resorting to any specific theorist, bugtéad, | am influenced by general notions.

The only case in which | could really mention aah& of structuralism in relation to my
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thesis happens in a very mediated form, and isath@taude Lévi-Strauss. The notion that he
presents in hisStructural Anthropologyof the use of aesthetic structuring to solve in a
symbolic manner a conflict that is present in aegisociety (and which cannot be solved by
practical means in that moment) was appropriateth®yesthetic theories of Marxist thinkers

so different form each other as Ernst Fischer aretliic Jameson, both of whom have

influenced this thesis.

2.6.2 THE AESTHETICS OF RECEPTION

The author of a literary work has certain intensi@bout it, and he will make use of
specific formal procedures in order to achieve dbsthetic effects that he wishes, but this
work will not be complete without the reader -isithe, after all, that will provide meaning to
the literary work. And, of course, the meaningd tih@ reader will provide will depend on the
social environment in which he lives, his historicanditions, his life experience, and the
information he has had access to prior to his @bntath the fictional work - and by
information | mean very much the fiction that hes lgot in touch with, and which will make
him used to certain narrative conventions and, egmently, will generate certain
expectations concerning the future fiction thatiéread.

The literary theory that deals specifically withceuconcerns is called ‘aesthetics of
reception’, and was proposed by Hans Robert Jaussiss coined the term ‘horizon of
expectations’, and by this he meant two things it@rtwine. The first meaning for ‘horizon
of expectations’ is the set of expectations thatrader presents when he picks a book from
the shelf and starts reading. (Of course we camster this concept to other, non-literary
possibilities of receiving fictional narratives.n®has got a set of expectations also when he
buys a ticket in the cinema or the theatre vennd,stiarts watching the movie or the play, or
when he sits on the couch to watch a detectiveesesn the TV.) As | said, there are
personal, individual factors that stem from onds é€xperience, which will influence one’s
expectations about such a fiction; there are alstakfactors, such as the social class, or the
nationality, or the religion of the reader/viewand there are, of course, historical factors: one
will probably not receive a work of fiction in treame way if he reads it now, or within
twenty years.

‘Horizon of expectations’ also carries another nieguto it. When someone picks a
book from the shelf and starts reading it, we causire that this will not be the first time that

he gets in touch with a fictional work. He hasdremher fictional works before, he has
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watched films or plays, and so on. Now, it doesmatter how much the author of a fiction
strives, there is no such a thing as an absolwgtinal fictional work. In one way or
another, it will always present some degree of lanity to fictional works that were
previously produced. This does not mean that maigy is impossible - it certainly is
feasible; but originality starts from elementstthee already known from the reader, and
then, when the reader thinks he is reading songthéis somewhat acquainted with, the
author of the original work will subvert the expaabn of the reader, and introduce the
unknown. Let us forget for a moment the ‘culindiigtion - that is, the fiction that presents
no aesthetic surprises at all. Let us think of #nerks that present original traces in
comparison to what has been previously done. Saointeem will present originality to a
lesser extent, others will be original in so maspexts that they might provoke a shock.
Nevertheless, even these will have to present orayinal’ elements, for the reader must
recognize what he is reading if he is to be shock@usan Bennett puts this in a nice way,
“Avant-garde texts are thus never completely ‘new'if they were they would be
incomprehensible . 2§ Such a reader will have expectations, for ingtaabout the course
of events in a certain moment of a novel. He leasl works that presented similarities to this
one he is presently reading. And so, in all mosemgarding whatever situation presented,
there are two possibilities: either the outcomk lm@ the same as in other fictional works the
reader has been exposed to, or it will not. (Thiesé sentences in this paragraph will
probably remind you of things we have already dised when we were examining some
aspects of the Russian formalism. And this ishythance - we have these two poles of
production and reception, and one depends comypleteihe other.)

As a consequence of all this, our reader has ajrestiablished a criterion for
acknowledging if a fictional work has got quality mot. When he is reading this new novel
(for instance), he will be comparing it to othewvats that he has read - some readers like to
be surprised, while others not, and so, it is whjikhat a fictional work will be unanimously
liked or disliked.

Up to now, | was talking of the horizon of expeiias on a very individual level,
which is that of the aesthetic taste of each realés also have to take into consideration that
there are established social criteria for judgirigesary work, and these change according to
the changes in society. Some works will be comsmleshocking or tasteless in a moment,
and decades later they will be very appreciatedlevdther works which are appreciated now

will be considered bad or irrelevant within somange
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And here we get to what | consider the most imparéspect of Jauss’s theory, which
Is its concern with historicity. Literary works doot have fixed meanings, and also
concerning their aesthetic value they will be regdr differently, according to the
peculiarities of the historical moment. The impote of recovering the horizon of
expectations concerning a certain work in a cerpgnod does not imply (in case we are
successful in knowing what such horizon was) Wwatget in touch with the “right opinion”,
and that we will have to adhere to such a view.a¥Mtmeans is that past and present will put
each other into perspective.

At this moment, | want to recall what | said a fpages before: the basal theory for
this thesis is Marxism, but other theories (thesoham referring to in this part of the chapter)
are necessary to complement it. | am saying th@aibse, right now, | will do the reverse
operation, and examine two aspects of the aessheticeception under the light of Marxism:
the first one is the concern that the aestheticead#ption has in regard to historicity. From a
Marxist perspective, | believe that, more than @atjue between the past and the present,
what is necessary is to enhance the differencegeleetthe past and the present. When | say
this, 1 do not mean either that the past must “wiahd thus, we end up mourning the
“glorious” past), or that the present must “winh¢aso, we arrive to a positivist interpretation
of History in which the present is the apex of pesg). We need to establish the differences
in a critical manner, precisely to understand Histas a process. By understanding the
peculiarities of the past, we might understandgbeuliarities of the present. | believe that,
when this happens, it is always an active and ipediaictor in our concrete lives.

The second aspect concerning the aesthetics gitrea®is-a-visMarxism is that, if
we want to somehow recover aspects of the recepfigiing Learin Jacobean England, we
must have in mind that this play was presentedhimm Globe (among other venues), a
playhouse that strived to appeal to all socialsdasn London (or almost). The consequence
is that, concerning such theatrical events, thellenat be such a thing aghe (consensual)
Jacobean horizon of expectations” - differentiaoclasses would vievKing Lear (for

example) with different eyes, and we must takeititis account®
2.6.3 THE THEATRE AND PERFORMANCE CRITICISM
Jauss’s aesthetics of reception deals with themgamublic - and at this moment we

have to take into consideration thahg Learis a play, that is, a text the&nbe read, but was

produced strictly for performance purposes. Andos® must also, and very much, think of
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the theatre audiences when examining the posgbildoncerning the reception pole. (You
must have noticed that | wrotalSo think of the audience”, and noorily think of the
audience”. After all, the historical conditions @&fansmission for the plays of the
Shakespearean canon on a global scale have geharataation in which the plays of the
English dramatist have probably been more readwsdohed - and this also if we add to the
theatrical performance other possibilities of prdtn, such as the cinema and the
television.)

When thinking of the theatrical performancekihg Lear or any other Shakespeare
play, we must also bear in mind the peculiar situabf the director and the actor. Both are
situated at the same time in the poles of prodncaad reception. Just like the non-
specialized reader and the literary critic, bottectior and actor read the text of Shakespeare
and interpret it - that is, they provide meaniogit, since the text does not “speak” or
“mean” on its own. And, at the same time, theydpice meaning also by producing a ‘new
text’ - for the theatrical performance is a newttitself, an unprinted one, which stems from
the written drama, but at the same time, as W. Brthién states, it is necessarily another
text?* (Even if a staging of a play by Shakespearet@niron being orthodox and performing
the play “as it is”, it still will be the interpration of the director and the actors, which reflect
their own situation and concerns, and which isonisally situated: if the same ensemble
produceing Learin 1996 and again in 2006, it will be two diffetdfing Lears - also if
the text is rigorously the same, and if they aterihon doing in 2006 “the same thing” they
did in 1996. In ten years, the world will have sbad, the audience will have changed, the
theatrical ensemble will have changed, and thwesr King Lear will have changed too, also
if against their own will.)

As a consequence, the work of a literary critic vilanalyzing a play by Shakespeare
will profit more if he also has in mind the reality the work on the stage. Since drama is
written for the concrete purpose of being perfornthdre are aspects in a play which will be
illuminated if we think of the concrete circumstaaoof the work on stage - the aesthetic
choices that the theatrical ensemble makes wheearsimg and staging a play, and the
reaction of the audience to such a performancéhelempiric element of the theatrical labour
Is in the mind of the literary critic, it will prably add to his analysis. Let us think of the
writings of theatre directors such as Stanislaaskl Peter Brook, and we will recall the fresh
insights they were able to have working with tregtors on specific written drama, insights
which could not be reached by a literary criticidrat approached drama as if it were only to

be properly understood in its printed fofmThis does not mean that the literary critic who i
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analyzing drama must be a man of the theatre. \Whatust do anyway, whether he is more
familiar with the labour of the theatre and thegimstances of the audience or not, is keep in
mind the following notion: the aim of the writtelnama is to be enacted on the stage, not to
be read in printed form - the literary criticishat does not take this extraliterary reality into
account is an analysis that has failed in recoggithe reality of its object.

After saying this, | want to explain some termirgplothat might be found in one
moment or the other in this thesis. When analyzhmgaction of a specific character, we
might talk about his ‘aim’ or ‘goal’; when analygjra certain speech, we might wonder what
the ‘intention’ of such utterance is. | will seldcemploy such terminology - instead, | will
use a term coined by the Russian theatre directors@ntin Stanislavski. This term is
‘objective’, and it can mean both the aim and tiiention of a specific character.

The last thing to say is that, since the 1970s,liteeary criticism of Shakespeare’s
plays has seen the growth of what has been terpgtbrmance criticism’. This is an area of
literary criticism that bridges the gap betweert tharary criticism which does not take into
account the reality of the stage, and the thedtrédies (whose object, as the name says, is
non-literary). One could say that performanceiaisin about Shakespeare’s drama deals
mainly with two topics: the analysis of a writtext regarding its possibilities of performance
on the stage; or, establishing a relation betwegpeaific staging of a Shakespeare play to the
text itself (or still, comparing different stagingéthe same play) - all in all, this is literary
criticism that features an interface in relatiorihte theatre studie$.

It is time then to start a new chapter and go ttzr phase. From the next page on,

we are going to analyze the F versiorKofg Lear.

ENDNOTES

(1) Even if this economicist reasoning is to be foumthie works of Engels, this
does not happen in such a consistent mannatrtls institutional Marxism of
the twentieth century - there are momeamtshich the thinking of Engels is
truly dialectic.

(2) This can be found in Marxmtroduction to: A Contribution to the Critique Bblitical
Economywhich is available in the Internet. (See Works€ldted for website.)

(3) Antonio Candido’s essay ‘Dialética da Malandragean be found in the volume
O Discurso e a Cidaddt is very well complemented by an essay whiclhé&ttm
Schwarz has written about it, called ‘Pressupo8abjo Engano, dbialética da
Malandrageriy which is to be found in the volun@ue Horas Saa?

(4) In Karl Marx’sTheses on Feuerbacivhich is available in the Internet. (See
Works Consulted for website.)
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(5) Such notions about History and mediationtarge found in the Chapter 1 of
Fredric JamesonT®he Political Unconscious

(6) Idem, Chapter 1.

(7) In my opinion, the best Marxist thinkers #tese ones which cannot be
described satisfactorily as ‘thinkers’ drebrists’ because they are in fact
doers men of praxis. Let us think of Brecht: many ththlat he developed a
theory, and afterwards he applied it towmsks — in fact, it was just the
opposite. Being a man of the theatre, h deth the practical reality of his
profession: he would come to grips with it and concrete problems, and,
at the same time, he reflected on theolgjeastions. In his praxis, he
arrived to practical solutions, and, onlieathat, he would theorize and write
about his notions of the epic drama, artdy lan, of the dialectic theatre. And,
because his labour in the theatre lasteddoades, new problems would
always arrive, and with them new solutiaswell as reformulating what he
theorized before - and changes would beyrtienes very radical. For this
reason, what Brecht thought in the thirtfesjnstance, was not the same
thing that he thought in the fifties. Byghi do not mean that he was not
concerned with theory - he was, and vergimbut, as he was involved in
effective praxis, he theorizeadandwith his practice. | could also
mention the example of the educator Paubir&;rwhich can be compared
to Brecht in this sense of praxis. And | wenmention another outstanding
Latin American example of the praxis whintegrates practice and Marxist
theory: | am thinking of the Argentineandtre director and acting teacher
Raul Serrano. His bodlesis Sobre Stanislavskithe best account that |
have ever read on the ‘method of physicabas’ devised by the Russian
theatre director Constantin Stanislavskiigilast years. In this book, Radl
Serrano develops his own elaboration abtatiSavski’'s method of physical
actions at the same time that he elabomtédarx’s concern about
integrating theory and practice. Reading btok helped me understand
better, not “only” Stanislavski’'s last woaik well as the epistemic problems
related to acting, but it also helped mearstAnd Marx better.

(8) In David Hawkesldeology p. 98.

(9) Idem, p. 95.

(20) Ibid., pp. 94-5.

(12) Ibid., p. 94.

(12) See Fredric JamesoiTke Political Unconscioypp. 88-9.

(13) For brief information on this, see my esdagi‘Contra Mae O Dia Em
Que Machado Encontrou-se Com Brecht'. Forenat@mtailed information,
see the chapter ‘O Efeito de Distanciame@t@onceito’ in Gerd Bornheim'’s

Brecht: A Estética do Teatr@ornheim’s book is a precious, thorough source
of information and reflection on Brecht’s Wwor

(14) See Viktor Shklovsky's essay ‘A Arte Como Rrditnento’ in
Teoria da Literatura: Formalistas Russ¢edited by Dionisio de Oliveira
Toledo) . See also Raman SeldérReader’s Guide to Contemporary
Literary Theoryp. 33, as well as my essay above mentioned.

(15) See Selder, pp. 35-6.

(16) In order to make this point clear for the radrecht picks examples
precisely fronKing Learin his essay ‘O Teatro Experimental’, pp. 1356, i

Teatro Dialético: Ensaiogedited by Luis Carlos Maciel).

(17) In a reverse manner, this is the reason wdtpse to employ in 2.3 the term
‘alienated labour’ for the phenomenon stddig Marx, instead of ‘estranged
labour’, which is how this is usually calledEnglish..

(18) Kent Cartwright’s approach in Héhakespearean Tragedy and Its Double
not political (even though he provides mangortant data about historical
circumstances regardilgng Lear), and his study on spectatorial distance
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regarding Shakespear&ragediess not focused on a Brechtian concern for
the spectator’s political awareness, buCadwright puts it on p. ix, on “an
Artaudian concern for the effect of perfonoa upon an audience”. This is a
book whose reading | recommend very mugbe@ally its Chapter 4 about
King Lear. Although Cartwright’s close reading deals witk @ version (which
bears many important differences in relatmthe F version which is the
corpusof this thesis) and his conclusions differ mamyes from mine, his
approach provided many insights which werpdrtant for the close reading

| did of F.

(19) In Cartwright'sShakespearean Tragedy and Its Doupfe ix-x.

(20) It will probably be noticed that, when talkinfthe possibilities of reception of
King Learin the present times, | am referring to a veryagah “globalized”
public, instead of mentioning something mepecific, such as a Latin
American - or, even more specific, Brazili- public. This happens
because, when thinking of the specific réoepof King Learin Brazil, one
does not have a very long story to tell.efEnwere very few stagings of this
play in the history of the Brazilian theatedKing Leardoes not get to be a
household name, either among the culturétipaf Brazil that reads drama
or goes to the theatre, or among the auifstise theatre (I can think of at
least eight plays by Shakespeare which etteroknown in Brazil thaKing
Lear)

(21) And, as | said before in this chapter, | aise this idea very much to the
synchronic relation that Antonio Candidcabdishes in his
essay ‘Dialética da Malandragem’ betweenrsthégcture of the novel
Memorias de Um Sargento de Miliciasd the class dynamics of the Rio de
Janeiro society in the early nineteenthugnt that work combines Marxism
and structuralism.

(22) In Susan BennettBheatre Audiences: A Theory of Production and
Receptionp. 49.

(23) The King’'s Men performeling Learfor the Court of James | in the Christmas
of 1606. (Due to the year, we can be suaeitlwas the Q version.) What |
want to call your attention to, is thattfe theatre, the audience effectively
makes the spectacle. This has to do notwitlythe behaviour of the
audience (for instance, if it receives teef@rmance in a more enthusiastic
way or not), but also with the manner theyywthe performance due to their
socialhorizon of expectations. In the Court of Jamé&rg Learwas
certainly received in a situation of a mathot class view, with no dissonances
amid the spectators in this regard. This eextainly not the situation in the
Globe: in the open amphitheatres suches&thbe, different classes would
have different reactions to the scenes ptedgas we are going to see in
Chapter 7), and it was probably not difféneith King Lear. It comes to my
mind that Brecht, for his turn, did not lofak an approving consensus in his
spectacles - on the opposite, he wishedigely that spectators of different
classes reacted in different ways to higgsland he saw such a conflict
approvingly. It is very probable that, wHemnthought of this, he took the open
amphitheatres of the Elizabethan Age as @efno

(24) | agree with W. B. Worthen when he says thattheatrical performance is a
text in itself (ifShakespeare and the Authority of Performaespecially in
Chapter 1). Another notion developed by hirthis work, and which is
inspired by the post-structuralist Bartheshat of equating the theatrical
performance, the literary critic and thedea in that each of them, by
interpreting a written play, are all cregtimew texts. This is a very
interesting idea that gives food for thoudnit one that | do not agree with. In
this, | agree with Fredric Jameson, who $eybelieves that a text has got a
finite number of interpretive possibilitigSee JamesonBhe Political
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Unconscioup. 31-2.) | am a firm believer in our possililgf appropriating
and making the old texts new by means @drof interpretation inscribed

into the historical moment, but | still castey the intentions of the author an
essential element, otherwise we would beidgrthis author any possibility of
agency. In most cases, we cannot know fiar shat the intention of the
author was, and this is especially trueSbakespeare. However, | go with
Brecht and the Russian formalists in thatftrm speaks for the author. The
consequence is that understanding the fer@mneans of “communicating

with this dead author” — if we want to belyrdialectical, we must be aware not
only of the present moment, but also ofgghst, and this means that,
regardless of how wide the interpretive pgokes of a text are, we still do not
have infinite possibilities of interpretatioAnd this is not an attitude of respect
for the dead, this is respect for ourselves.

(25) W. B. Worthen says about this, “The sensepbdibrmance is merely a
reiteration of writing is a commonly helddenstanding of stage drama.” (See
hisShakespeare and the Force of Modern Performapcgb).

(26) W.B. Worthen, in hiShakespeare and the Authority of Performance
discusses the question of a performanceSfakespeare text having an
independent authority of its own which i sobordinate to the written text, as
opposed to the prevailing view in performaodticism, according to which,
theatrical performances illuminate the texdiscovering concrete possibilities
in it which have not been experimented yeChapter 4 he presents a
discussion about several points of view eoning performance criticism, and
his own view of the subject is informed mspstructuralist theory, especially
the writings of Barthes from 1970 on.



3 1.1: A FORCE DISPELS

Let us start the analysis of the play by examirthmgvery beginning of Act |, Scene
1, where we find two noblemen enjoying a conveosati

[Enter Kent, Gloucester and Edmund]

Kent - | thought the King had more affected the DokeAlbany than
Cornwall.

Gloucester - It did always seem so to us, but now in thésiin of the
kingdom, it appears not which of the dukes he samest, for qualities are
so weighed that curiosity in neither can make ohaiteither’'s moiety.

At once, in a quite simple exchange we have thegmtation of the scene’s situation -
the kingdom is to be divided but no one is sureualtloe criteria used for doing so, or the
outcome of the King’'s decision. It is a curioustféhat, when talking about the coming
division of the kingdom, Gloucester mentions indile Lear’s two eldest daughters, Goneril
and Regan (by referring to their respective husbaAtbany and Cornwall), but leaves aside
the youngest one, Cordelia. Rather than being @ eabad memory or disdain, one should
remember that Cordelia is not exactly the best iciatel for Lear's succession. According to
the rules of the English medieval nobility concagthis matter (which have gone on through
the Renaissancé)sons had the precedence over daughters, and \ubem were not male
heirs, the eldest daughter would precede the yaguage. Another obstacle for any royal
aspirations which somebody in Cordelia’s situatioight have is that she is not married, and
thus, will generate no successors. Probably fosghreasons Gloucester does not refer to her

when talking about the division of the kingdom.
Let us proceed to 1.1.7-32,

Kent - Is not this your son, my lord?

Gloucester - His breeding, sir, hath been at my chargeavérso often
blushed to acknowledge him that now | am brazed to’

Kent - | cannot conceive you.
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Gloucester - Sir, this young fellow’s mother could, whereashe grew
round-wombed and had indeed, sir, a son for hedleraere she had a
husband for her bed. Do you smell a fault?

Kent - | cannot wish the fault undone, the issué béing so proper.
Gloucester - But | have a son, sir, by order of law, sorearyelder than
this, who yet is no dearer in my account. Thoughkhave came something
saucily to the world before he was sent for, yes Wis mother fair; there
was good sport at his making, and the whoreson brisicknowledged. Do
you know this noble gentleman, Edmund?

Edmund - No, my lord.

Gloucester - My lord of Kent. Remember him hereafter ashonyourable
friend.

Edmund - My services to your lordship.

Kent - | mustlove you, and sue to know you better.

Edmund - Sir, | shall study deserving.

Gloucester - He hath been out nine years, and away he stggin. The
King is coming.

Spicy dialogues are not the exclusive provinceludkespeare. They were a common
feature in the Elizabethan and Jacobean dramathbuéexcerpt above shows a number of
aspects which are worth noticing. The first ofnthis that, even though Gloucester says he
loves his two sons - the legitimate and the bdstae - just the same waiB(t | have a
son, sir, by order of law, some year elder thas,tiuho yet is no dearer in my accouitfie
refers to Edmund and his mother in such a scomfnner that it gets to be shocking. In the
same spirit, he describes the young man’s conaeptiosordid details. So we have
Gloucester declaring his equal love for his twddren at the same time that he is cracking
disdainful jokes about the younger one. It is Wwasking how such a dialogue would affect a
contemporary theatre audience (that is, middlescteple who enjoy going to the theatre).
This is not so difficult to answer: we tend tofmitically correct about the matter of having
and raising children. Whether they are conceivétimthe bonds of marriage or not, we all
agree children must be raised with love, and wealctreat such matters jokingly - this is
too serious a subject! Thus, when we watch or @ladicester's jokes about Edmund, it is
not a sure bet that we will laugh along with hirAnd even if we laugh, this will probably
cause us a feeling of uneasiness. Let us now thirhakespeare’s original audience: how
would they have reacted to this? We do not knowstoe, although there are good studies
about this subject which could provide a hint alibutt is not the case to try an answer right
now; however, | believe it would be useful to kekis question in mind, for it might help us
in a later moment.

At this moment, | believe | owe an explanationhode readers who do not work with
the theatre, and this is about a working princifde theatre directors and actors: the
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indications in the stage directions of who enterd awho exits the scene are fundamental
information - if there is no stage direction swashEXxit (or ‘Exeunt’) Edmunf this means
that he remains in the scene. We see that, righeabeginning of the scene, Edmund enters
together with Gloucester and Kent. Since thermigdication that Edmund leaves the scene,
we assume this is an indication of the author thet character will be present during the
whole 1.1, even if silert.

Let us go back to the dialogue above. Howevertsttos initial exchange raises other
questions: although Edmund is present in the sa#rike time, his father talks about him as
if he were not there at all, until the moment headuces one to the other. And not just that:
we have here an inversion of the rules of etigueth\ccording to those, the less important
person should be introduced to the more importaet cSo we have on one side this young
man who also happens to be a bastard (and hig fathet really neutral about the fact), and
on the other a nobleman, an earl who also hapmehs blder than Edmund. Thus, the usual
thing to happen would be presenting Edmund to K&l@vertheless, it happens just the
opposite way.

The last aspect | would like to call your attentitmn are the last lines of Kent and

Edmund in this excerpt,

Edmund - My services to your lordship.
Kent - | mustlove you, and sue to know you better.
Edmund - Sir, | shall study deserving.

As we know, none of this is going to happen inpley. In our specific case, we have
already read or watche€ing Lear, but if we come to think of people who are not iiean
with the play yet, and are getting in touch wittioit the first time, this exchange may cause
expectations which will not be fulfilled.

Those very first lines of the play feature threpeass which generate a feeling of
estrangement either on the spectator or the reaBesides, if one is to take Edmund and
Kent's last lines too seriously, there will be @dit of expectations. It is not by chance that
the beginning of the play features so many aspeicesstrangement as well as a break of
expectations both for the spectator and the reatlgr.to this moment, Shakespeare has not
touched the central subject of the play, but heah@ady presented structural elements which
will be present throughotding Lear.

Since | am talking of structural elements, | shooddter start dealing with this aspect

in a more explicit way. In a very curious mannég tharacters start the scene by referring to
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the division of the kingdom in six brief lines, atften the conversation suddenly shifts to
Edmund and his bastardy for a quite longer timeefitwy-four lines). As a consequence, the
matter of the division of the kingdom is resumetion line 31, with Lear’s entrance. What

is peculiar to the structure of this scene is te that, right after introducing the situation,
there is a change to a quite more mundane topicthas keeps so for a rather long time, until
the scene gets back to its main subject. Thisiie ggncommon. Why should the beginning
be built this way?

The first reason to occur is a quite obvious oieéng Learis a play built around a
double plot - one concerning Lear’'s family, ame@ ther concerning Gloucester’'s. The
conversation around Lear’s succession is interdufte about twenty-four lines which deal
with the conception of Edmund, and only after that have the situation which was just
mentioned in the conversation. This could be peezkias an artifice which links the two
storylines from the very beginning, for the stofyGloucester’s family actually starts in the
next scene, 1.2, and will intertwine with Lear'sist only in 11.1.

The problem with this reasoning is, | do not thaither the reader or the spectator will
be able to establish such connections the firse tiva reads or watches the play. From the
very moment the play starts, events succeed edan wértiginously. The focus in this part
of the play changes so quickly - from the sudoesso Edmund, and then back to the
division of the kingdom - that the reader and ¢ipectator will hardly have a chance to
establish any connections between them. Actu@lpucester and Kent's first exchange
about the succession is so brief that, by the timeeKing enters, it is very likely that a 21
century audience will have Edmund’s bastardy moesgnt than the matter of the succession
- in other words, from the point of view of theader or the spectator who gets in touch with
this work for the first time, it is Lear’s entrantteat actually sets this theme, and not the initial
dialogue of the two noblemen.

This is a quite unusual way to convene these tferdnt themes. What would a
more conventional manner be like, then? If theygbresented a more usual plot structure,
we would probably have first one scene wholly datid to the division of the kingdom, and
then a second scene dedicated to the conflict leetwige brothers Edgar and Edmund; this
second scene would be introduced by a charactetdbla part in 1.1 - possibly Gloucester.
Since a more usual construction would not predentritertwining of the Edmund theme into
1.1, the first scene would be totally dedicatedthe division of the kingdom, and so, the
dialogue on the younger son’s bastardy would bleeeiexcised or transferred to the next

scene, since it doesn’t bear any clear relationthipear's succession. According to this
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more conventional construction, Gloucester’s speedme 6 (“ . . curiosity in neither can
make choice of either’'s moiefyivould be immediately followed by the one in liB2 (‘The
King is coming.), and the rest of the scene would follow as it waginally proposed.
However, this is not what happens with this scen#/hy do we have this peculiar
construction?

| believe Shakespeare wished to interrupt the disdoon the division of the kingdom
for reasons other than establishing a double pinte this could be done in many other ways
which would be easier to follow, ways which couldyide clearer hints to the spectator or
the reader (and he does this in other plays). Whatauthor possibly wished by this
interruption, was not to give any hints, but instéa provide a feeling of puzzlement and
uncertainty. In a word, the reader and the specteiio are not familiar with the play will not
be quite sure about what comes next - and tbims the very beginning. However, even the
spectator or the reader who already knows the \pithfeel some sort of displacement due to
this “strange intermission”. Subjects and situaioterrupt each other continuously, and this
is to be seen in the rest of the play. In strarger more aggressive ways, the play is built in
such a way that the audience’s expectations willcbetinuously frustrated in an ever-
evolving spiral of estrangement. This will happest just by interruptions such as the one
above, but also by the absolutely unexpected owtamfsituations all throughout the play.

Let us then analyze the following moment, whichthe division of the kingdom,
properly speaking. This starts around 1.1.32 wiita entrance of Lear and his entourage

(Cornwall, Albany, Goneril, Regan, Cordelia, antatants),

Lear - Attend the lords of France and Burgundy, Gloucester
Gloucester - | shall, my lord. [Exit]

Lear - Meantime we shall express our darker purpbs@ive me the map
there. Know that we have divided / In three dagilom, and ‘tis our fast
intent / To shake all cares and business fromam&, / Conferring them
on younger strengths, while we / Unburdened ctawhkrd death. Our son
of Cornwall, / And you, our no less loving sonAtifany, / We have this
hour a constant will to publish / Our daughtersvveral dowers, that future
strife / May be presented now . . .

Before going on with Lear’s first speech, let uamne for a brief while the central
situation that goes exposed in these lines. Fon@time it was commonplace in the ranks of
Shakespearean criticism to ascribe Lear’s decistmterning the division of the kingdom to
some degenerate, feeble state of mind, due tocugdes as old age, folly, etc. (Indeed, Lear

will become a madman later on, but this has nopbaed yet.) | believe it is not really
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productive to psychologize Lear’s decision in swchway, since historical studies have
demonstrated that, in the feudal times, when tia&® no such a thing as the nation-state, it
was a quite common practice for aged kings to @idiaeir kingdom while they were still
alive in order to avoid internecine wars. Thusai® action is orientated by a rationale, even
if it is a feudal one: the kingdom as some somrofate property to be inherited according to
the laws of succession - a rationale that cdytatould not be defended anymore in the
beginning of the seventeenth century, when Shakesperoteking Lear?

At this moment, it might be appropriate to recateé&ht’'s notions of historicity and
estrangement, according to which historical faots situations might cause us a sensation of
estrangement, due to the manner they differ frosmr fhresent equivalents. At the same time,
it is exactly this difference from our present dher times which makes a certain situation
historical, and not eternal or essential. So, the estrangieme experience as readers or
spectators in front of the situation above is natised by Lear's senility, but, just the
opposite, by theormalcyof such a deed in the feudal times. Of courses, diffiect (which
reminds me so much of Brechtkseffek} will be more powerful if this situation shown tine
theatrical scene, while keeping a clear differetacthe audience’s situation, also bears some
sort of relationship to the present times — théenmb’s reality — in any senée.

One more brief observation concerns a stylistieespf Shakespeare’s writing, which
occurs inKing Learas well as in other plays: | am talking about @lternation of prose and
verse in the author’s plays. | would like to gadur attention to the fact that the first dialogue
of 1.1, featuring Gloucester, Kent and Edmund,niorose, and Lear’s entrance provides a
shift in the writing style which turns then to versA current explanation for this — which |
believe is quite accurate — is that in the ElizRhrtand Jacobean drama the noblemen and
other people of higher rank speak in blank verdachvconfers them an elevate tone, while
the servants and other people from lower rank spepkose. This would have to do with the
fact that, until quite recently, literature wouldepent people from the subaltern classes only
in comedies and other literary genres which blerdedour and earthier subjects. It is quite
clear that, being a king, Lear speaks in verseu&dster and Kent are noblemen, though.
Why should they start the play speaking in prose?

| believe this happens due to an ingenious devicghakespeare’s, which guides the
expectations of the spectator and the reader. Hvéne two mentioned characters are
noblemen, the fact that the play starts in prosansauditory clue meant to prepare the
Jacobean audience for a down-to-earth subject, ithad less important one (at least,

according to the ruling class’s point of view). dAtiis is really what happens, since they start
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saying something about the division of the kingdbmt shift immediately, and for a
reasonably long time, to Edmund’s bastardy. NowemvLear enters and speaks in verse, the
Jacobean audience had another auditory clue thauibject would turn to something elevate,
that is, decorous and considered important byuheg class.

One last thing to add about it: | started talkalgput estrangement and the break of
the audience’s expectations, and then, in thes@daagraphs, | switched to something which
is not just different from these concepts, but eseems to go against them. Now | am
talking about a convention, i.e., about workingaading to the audience’s expectations, and
not against them. What actually happens is thaetiwill be no break of expectations if these
are not first raised. If one perceives right frtme beginning that the scene does not have
anything to do with the aesthetic rules he is usetie will not engage with the play’s action.
Thus, the author first presents the expected cdioren; and only after the audience is
engaged, he will start breaking expectationsKihg Lear, this game reaches a sophisticated
level, and this right from the beginning, as weéaeen in the artifice of the scene starting
with a subject and then immediately interruptingoily to resume it some twenty-four lines
later.

Let us see the rest of Lear’s initial speech, drehtwhat goes on between the King

and the people he is addressing at this momenthisthree daughters (in 1.1.44-81),

Lear - ... The princes France and / Burgundy, fe& rivals in our
youngest daughter’s love, / Long in our court havade their amorous
sojourn, / And here are to be answered. Tell mme daughters, / Since
now we will divest us both of rule, / Interesttefritory, cares of state, /
Which of you shall we say doth love us most, /t Weaour largest bounty
may extend / Where nature doth with merit chakéhgGoneril, / Our
eldest born, speak first.

Goneril - Sir, | love you more than words can wield thatter, / Dearer
than eyesight, space, and liberty, / Beyond whatlee valued rich or rare;
/ No less than life, with grace, health, beautyndur; / As much as child
e'er loved, or father found; / A love that makeesdbh poor and speech
unable. / Beyond all manner of so much | love you.

Cordelia - (Aside.) What shall Cordelia speak? Love and be silent.
Lear - Of all these bounds, even from this line tig,th With shadowy
forests and with champaigns riched, / With pleateoivers and wide-
skirted meads, / We make thee lady. To thineAflvahy’s issues / Be this
perpetual. What says our second daughter, / Ouwaraft Regan, wife of
Cornwall?

Regan - | am made of that same mettle as my sistAnd prize me at her
worth. In my true heart / | find she names my \d&gd of love; / Only she
comes too short: that | profess / Myself an entamall other joys / Which
the most precious square of sense professes, ffidchtlam alone felicitate
/ In your dear highness’ love.
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Cordelia - (Aside.) Then poor Cordelia. / And yet not so, since | anes
my love’'s / More ponderous than my tongue.

Lear - To thee and thine hereditary ever / Remais dmple third of our
fair kingdom; / No less in space, validity, ancegdure / Than that
conferred on Goneril. . .

There are many aspects worth being noticed inghgsage. The first one has to do
with style: also when he addresses his daughtess, hever does it in a personal way. He is
always rhetorical, for he is the King, and he does address just one person - when he
speaks, he is to be listened by all his subjeds. for the rich and flowery manner his
daughters Goneril and Regan speak, it was veryl dgughe literary critics of the last two
centuries or so to take it as a sign of their addrhypocrisy, since they speak in a quite
different way in the other scenes that follow. cttuld actually be so, but this is just one
among many other possibilities of interpreting siyde they are using in their speeches to the
King. It is natural that the reader will attribubee or another motivation to a character’'s
actions and speeches - especially when he isnggddama - , but one would find it useful
to remember Walter Benjamin’s lesson about theofetl narrative: the storyteller will do
well enough if he does not define the intentionibeéta character’s action, but instead, leaves
its motivational possibilities quite open, so thdifferent readers in different times and
societies will have the possibility of ascribindfeient motivations. Benjamin believes that
narratives which do not attributme definite psychological motivation to an actionfpemed
by a character stand a better chance of survieaigathe time, and | agree with hin® |
believeKing Learis one of such cases, and so, hypocrisy is justpassibility among others
for Regan and Goneril's stylish speeches (anthat) a rather poor one). This play allows us
not to close the possibilities for the characterd aituations in it, and one of the keys for
achieving this quality is its constant changestges

| believe the reason their speeches are built wlag lies not in any psychological
motivation, but instead, in the situation and atphese in that part of the scene. (This does
not mean at all that the characters act devoichgfpsychological motivation. However, we
would better focus on the form, since it allows mamterpretational possibilities for the
characters’ actions, which is one of the reasorss thxt has been captivating the public’s
attention both on page and on stage, and intrigiifog such a long time.)

This scene of Lear and his children, with all itargliose promises and language, and
presenting the situation of a father-king who dsthbs a competition between the three
daughters-princesses, reminds us of the fairy-takes | said in Chapter 1 (1.2), in the early

modern times the English public was still predortehailliterate, and thus raised in an aural
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popular culture, which caused them to be complefalyiliar to those folk narratives.
Goneril and Regan find themselves in such a sdoatihere, in a quite literal way, “form is
content”. Thus, they could not formulate theietinces in a different manner - at least not
without contradicting the spectator or reader’sizwr of expectations. And, as | just said
above and will demonstrate in the following pad&isakespeare’s method in the construction
of this play is one of first raising the audiencegpectations according to their familiarity
with the theatrical and narrative genres the plajodues with, and after this is done,
contradicting these same expectations.

The last formal observation about the passage atmveerns Cordelia. Even if we do
not take into consideration her situation, heragiand her objectives, there is a formal
device in her initial lines which differentiatesrifeom her sisters right at the first moment:
she speaks in the third person. This little axifpractically denotes that, despite the fact that
she is the youngest daughter - and the only sioigge- , she attributes herself a good amount
of importance, possibly because she somehow knbedssher father’'s favourite. (In her
second speech she shifts to the first person irerotd obtain the audience’s empathy;
however, these lines also start in the third pejsorThe form already guides the audience’s
horizon of expectations; a spectator or reader iwimot familiar with the play - and, for this
reason, does not know that Goneril and Regan aeillains - will know that Cordelia is
supposed to be the heroine due to these two fatis:talks about inner content as opposed to
mundane outwardly demonstrations (in a rather @Ganisvay), and, mainly, she talks like a
very important person, maybe a would-be queen. d(Ar course, there is the aspect of
Cordelia being the third, i.e., the last one toagpe Thus, accordingly to the narrative
conventions, the audience will expect that thedasighter to speak will differentiate from the
two former ones.)

Such a formal device allows Shakespeare to be suste in the construction of this
scene - and of the play as a whole - than ati@ented author would be. We have a
construction which unfolds little by little who the hero and who is the villain, and so, a
staging of the play does not need to present Goaedi Regan right away as scolds. Their
evil aspect might evolve in a gradation, and thitusll probably provide a more interesting
spectacle if these two characters are introduceddrbeginning as quite normal women who
might even have a cause of theirs. Such subtlstyapplies to Cordelia. It is quite usual in
the history ofKing Lears stagings to present the youngest daughter ierpidealized light,
as some all-pathos, Christ-like silent suffére¥What one usually forgets is that Cordelia is

actually a strong and determined character: shka dares to confront Lear in this scene and,
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later in the play, she becomes the commander ofthach invasion. If this is taken into
account when composing the actress’s interpretatonther possibility for the asides is to
utter them in a more confident, King’s-favouriteadater way. In Cordelia’s asides it is also
possible to perceive the arrogance and concebrokesne who believes herself to be superior
to Goneril and Regan - someone who is so suréaltegr values her better than her sisters,
that she does not need to make the slightest affoorder to please him, as Goneril and
Regan strive so hard to.

So, Cordelia is a person of elevate feelings, drtleasame time she is arrogant. As
for Goneril and Regan, there are hints of theimicerity, while at the same time they can be
shown as people who have a real problem - theylaughters who have a hard time trying
to get from their father at least some of the dib@nhe dedicates to their insolent younger
sister.

This information can do a lot more than only pravgiibtlety and nuance. Due to the
way he disposes such information in the scene, &psare allows the spectator the
possibility of evaluating the characters in a menigcal light. Thus, a staging could provide
that Cordelia’s asides are presented in such aaway show the older sisters’ vileness and, at
the same time, how conceited Cordelia is. Actuydllys more detached examining of the
situation around the characters can go much farthenight enable us to have a glimpse on
the social conditions which generate the conflietispnted before us. Of course we, either as
readers or as spectators, do not formulate a swgoall discourse to explain what is
happening there - one of the main characteristicart is that its articulation of symbols
operate on a sensitive-intuitive level. Still, alsn this level we are able to grasp some
aspects which are more political, and will try ama&y or another to articulate them with our
knowledge of the world. | am stating this in redatto Cordelia, since her blending of
arrogance and dignified acts definitely conveysiadooformation. We feel she is indeed
noble - and let us keep this word in mind.

As Poulantzas has elaborated on Engels’ schente afdvelopment of societies along
History, each society bears some remnant focusdiseopreceding ones, that is, these ones
leave traced. | am saying this because of the word aboveble Let us open the
Penguin/Longman pocket English dictionary and takok at two of the more common
definitions that come to our mind:

- having or showing a magnanimous character or hagals;

- a person of noble rank or birth
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The critical methodology employed in this thesissabtely does not rely on
philological or etymological studies. Nevertheleasdictionary is an excellent resource not
only to know the current meanings a certain word ltave, but also - and this has to do with
the Marxist approach | am employing - to exantime ideological aspects it might convey.
These two current definitions for the wandble point to the fact that, in spite of the clear
hegemony the bourgeoisie has established in thitgabsiic Western societies, the nobility
was somehow still able to hold its grip on the wayanted to be representethagnanimous,
dignified, imposing, showing high idedtl of them are dictionary definitions).

For this reason, Cordelia’s blending of arroganue @ignity is not really an accident.
Just like Lear and Kent - who are still going ® fnore closely studied -, she is behaving
exactly like a noble is expected to do, if shéoide found deserving of her rank. As for
Goneril and Regan, they are not typical memberthefnobility, but we will come back to
this subject in a later moment.

Let us return to the scene in the exact moment evhievas interrupted. Lear has just
finished addressing Goneril and Regan, and now sonteat the King expected to be the

apex of his show, when he addresses Cordelia {+118),

Lear - ... Now our joy, / Although our last and¢ to whose young
love / The vines of France and milk of Burgund$tfive to be interested:
what can you say to draw / A third more opuleattlyour sisters? Speak.
Cordelia - Nothing, my lord.

Lear - Nothing?

Cordelia - Nothing.

Lear - Nothing will come of nothing; speak again.

Cordelia - Unhappy that | am, | cannot heave / My heart mip mouth. |
love your Majesty / According to my bond, no mueless.

Lear - How, how, Cordelia? Mend your speech a littld.est you may
mar your fortunes.

Cordelia - Good my lord, / You have begot me, bred me, loved /
Return those duties back as are right fit; / Olgew, love you, and most
honour you. / Why have my sisters husbands, yf $hg / They love you
all? Happily when | shall wed / That lord whosend must take my plight
shall carry / Half my love with him, half my caaad duty. / Sure | shall
never marry like my sisters.

Lear - But goes thy heart with this?

Cordelia - Aye, my good lord.

Lear - So young and so untender?

Cordelia - So young, my lord, and true.

Lear - Let it be so. Thy truth then be thy dowerFér by the sacred
radiance of the sun, / The mysteries of Hecat, thednight, / By all the
operation of the orbs, / From whom we do exist eagse to be, / Here |
disclaim all my paternal care, / Propinquity antbperty of blood, / And
as a stranger to my heart and me / Hold thee ftbim for ever. The
barbarous Scythian, / Or he that makes his geimranesses / To gorge
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his appetite, shall to my bosom / Be as well ri®ghed, pitied and
relieved / As thou, my sometime daughter.

We can easily observe that, when talking to Coadeliear switches the usual
rhetorical tone to a more personal one. Let us trgwo understand what is going on in a
more technical way, by examining the way Lear ubespronouns ‘thou’ and ‘you’ when
dealing with his daughters. David Crystal has presgbthis matter in a very clear way, and so

| am going to quote him,

Social and attitudinal differences between peopesa important that they
affect some of the language’s most frequently ufchs, notably the
pronounsthou andyou In Old English,thou was singular angou was
plural. But during the thirteenth centuggu began to be used as a polite
form of the singular - probably because peopl@embthe French manner
of talking, wherevous was used in that way. English then became like
French, which hatu andvousboth possible for singulars. The usual thing
was foryou to be used by inferiors to superiors - such laklen to
parents, or servants to masters; Hmlito be used in return. But people
would also usethou when they wanted special intimacy, such as when
addressing God; anbouwas also normal when the lower classes talked to
each other. The upper classes ugadlito each other, as a rule, even when
they were closely related.

So when someone changes fraimou to you (or vice versa) in a
conversation, it must mean something. The chandiecoenvey a different
emotion or mood. The new meaning could be virtualyything -
affection, anger, distance, sarcasm, playfulnebs.saythou to someone
could be an insult . . . The way characters switoin one pronoun to the
other therefore acts as a barometer of their emglvattitudes and
relationships.

We find an important illustration in the openingse ofKing Lear, where
the king sets about dividing his kingdom amongdasighters. We would
expect Lear to usihouto them, and they to ugeuin return, which is how
the interaction begins . . . But when Lear tumbis favourite daughter, he
usesyou . .. Plainly, ifthouis for ‘ordinary’ daughtersyouis being used
here as a special marker of affection. But whend€lax does not reply in
the way he was expecting, Lear abruptly changek lfgthou) ... Now
thethrtl)ou forms are not being used as a marker of fathdfction, but of
anger.

This explanation about the use of the ‘thou’ anau’yforms in this part of the scene
explains the first change in the way Lear treatsd€la. According to this thinking, when
Lear says;But goes thy heart with this?’we have a change. However, we are still opegatin
on an individual level, and the scene actually gaesbeyond that. To understand what |
mean, let us examine Lear’s last speech in therpikabove. For clarity’s sake, | am going to

quote it again, this time separately,



107

Lear - Let it be so. Thy truth then be thy dowerFor by the sacred

radiance of the sun, / The mysteries of Hecat, thednight, / By all the

operation of the orbs, / From whom we do exist eagse to be, / Here |
disclaim all my paternal care, / Propinquity antbperty of blood, / And

as a stranger to my heart and me / Hold thee ftbim for ever. The

barbarous Scythian, / Or he that makes his geimranesses / To gorge
his appetite, shall to my bosom / Be as well ri®ghed, pitied and

relieved / As thou, my sometime daughter.

This speech of Lear is crucial to the scene. énpiteceding moments he demonstrated
for quite a long time the great affection he hasGordelia. Now, this thunderous expletive
comes just too unexpectedly. As a consequence;am®t help feeling shocked.

Let us see what effect the construction of thisisamight operate on the spectator or
the reader. It is true that Lear seems tyranniicgit from the beginning, but even though,
when one is reading the dialogue he has with Ciardehe cannot help feeling some sort of
compassion for that all-loving father who is miatedl by his conceited, apparently spoiled
youngest daughter. And all of a sudden, the siinathanges completely, and Lear becomes
an unjust, fear-inspiring Titan, reminding us oé tbannibalistic Saturn in Goya’s series of
Black Paintings. And we, who three seconds agoewaiticizing Cordelia’s attitude,
suddenly feel all too sorry for her, and are noiraizing Lear’s “exaggerated” reaction.

Here we have the first example of the effect Shadase achieves in this play, of
changing from one moment to the other - andallghe time -, our judgment and feelings
towards the characters and situations. As a goatbeu of critics has put it for such a long
time, we are dragged into a maelstrom of stronglent emotions, and we never know what is
going to happen next. The consequence is that valuaion of the situations presented is
unstable, and this causes us, as R. A. Foakesohaslksand importantly expressed it, to live
in an eternal present when reading the play.

The juxtaposition of so contradictory actions aitdations, with no real gradation
between them, causes yet another effect: wergmat of the characters and, in this case,
especially of Lear. We end up not believing a haddpercent in what he says, either in one
situation or the other, since they contradict eaitter. This does not mean that we are not
emotionally engaged - we never get neutral tdeiathe characters and situations.
Nevertheless, these abrupt changes are so stit@aiged tend to evaluate what happens in the
play in a more critical light - we are aware th#tthrough the play we are treading some
quite unstable soil, and must take the characli@eess with a grain of salt. According to Kent
Cartwright's fine terminology for this dynamics ¢thalternation ofengagementand

detachment we engagein the action, and thus experience the pathosthdsame time, we
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aredetachedthat is, we, from outside the scene, observeematliate - just like scientists
before a puzzling phenomenon.

Thus, Lear’s sudden change in the excerpt aboveldmot be treated as some mere
capriciousness of the King. Instead, this showsractiring principle for this work, which
Shakespeare keeps throughout the whole play, évenhanges so much that we happen to
think there is no structuring at all. Consequentlg will do better if we leave the easy realm
of psychologization, and instead, observe that th@mpositional resource is not
psychologizing at all. In many of Shakespeare’aypl and in this one in particular,
characters who go from one state to the other ddae to undergo a many-phase gradation.
They are allowed to - even must - change all etidden. Such shading - which came to
be a requirement of later psychological realismnis ot useful here. The aestheticKaig
Lear asks for abrupt changes, which actually enablestbey to proceed more speedily,
without stopping at moments of lesser interestkela fairy-tale or any other narrative of
popular origin, the F version #&fing Learfeatures only the essential elements of a st8uy,
the spectator or the reader does not have to déalinelevant details. He will also not be
bugged with explanatory accretions - and thid ailow him to arrive by himself to
whatever conclusion%.2** As a consequence, he will be more capable ofemtrating on
the story’s most important elements. This doeshawe to do only with his aesthetic fruition,
and | will have to explain this in better detail.

The most remarkable achievement of this compositiaievice is its capability of
widening the audience’s scope in such a way thatwill also have a political perception
about the story being told. It generates an efééatetachment in such a way that we move
from the personal-familial and mythical scopes twider one which concerns the questions
of state. It reminds us that what we are watclsng collective drama, precisely because the
scene presents in a sequence a familial situaéiod,then a situation concerning the state.
The familial-mythical scope catches our attentind eauses our empathy in a way that would
probably not be possible, had the author presehtedatters of state in a purer way (as in so
many of thehistorieg. This more collective scope is the real focuKofg Lear As flies
attracted to sugar, we get interested in the pleytd these melodramatic stories that taste of
familial-mythical matter. However - and in a neaful way -, after our attention is caught,
Shakespeare is able to direct our attention tedleestal drama. (I must make it clear that this
last paragraph refers to the manner | believe dmteenporary public relates to the play. In
the Elizabethan and Jacobean times there was separation of family and state matters.

Thus, Shakespeare’s audience actually experiehose s being parts of a whole, just as the
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author did when he composed his works. The st@paration of private and public matters is
a much later development in the western societigsis a feature of our lives, and since we
act and think according to such a frame, whichiffer@nt from the one of Shakespeare’s
times, our perception of the author’s works wi@be different.)

We are now moving closer to BrechWseffekt As we saw in Chapter 2 (2.5), the
effektis a concept similar to that of estrangement hat ts, presenting an unfamiliar look
upon the situations and characters -, and it &@lsars some analogy to Cartwright’s
detachment, but there is a political slant tobly detaching ourselves from what happens in
the scene, we also have the possibility of perngivhat the facts presented necessarily
happen within definite historical circumstancesd aconsequently, we can apply this
perception toour own life in our present society. Strangely enough, Shakespeare’s
anachronisms, especially King Lear - a play set in the eighth century B.C., feaigra
clash between medieval-feudal forces and Renaisdamargeois ones - are of great help in
providing this political critical perception.

What thisV-effektdoes is, it takes us from the personal-familialfoee to a wider
political surrounding - irKing Lear, that one concerning the matters of state ande&ci
organization, and more specifically, concerning Ilasis upon which the power of the king
rests. Let us see more specifically how this happe this scene.

First, we need to look at Lear’s first lines, amd $n which way their content differs
from what is uttered by his daughters. We will pére that all three daughters’ lines sound
absolutely fairy-tale-like. (This is no put-downalt. There is a magic to the three women’s
lines which is rarely to be seen, and takes us batke long-forgotten times when we were
nannied by such stories.) The content of Leaitsaifines, however, is a blend of such fairy-
tale stuff with a more evidently political one. ko talks about matters of state: his coming
retirement, a division that intends to prevent fatstrife, and defining who will marry his
youngest daughtéP. Being Cordelia unmarried and the youngest daugshe is not really a
great candidate for inheriting even a third parthef King’s power - Goneril and Regan, for
their turn, are already and respectively marriethtodukes of Albany and Cornwall, and, for
this reason, are indeed more powerful at the momietite imminent division. Nevertheless,
Cordelia has as candidates for her hand, not twelgltke of Burgundy, but also a king - and
the King of France himself, at that! This shows$ aoly Lear’s favouritism even before he
addresses Cordelia (needless to say, an unarrangetge would be inconceivable in that
context); it also shows that she is bound for bengrthe most powerful heir. And, of course,

this might later on bring her sisters some quiteagieeable - and very political -
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consequences. So, there is a cause to Goneril agdnRthat goes beyond the already-
mentioned family problems.

As readers or spectators, we are not likely to igghediately aware that we are
witnessing a political confrontation. One of tleasons for this is that Lear’s initial speech,
even being explicitly political, has got many oétmagical fairy-tale elements to it. And the
daughters’ lines which follow it, as well as Leansxt lines, are sheer “fairy-tale-ical’. The
consequence is that the social content does nobwgeght explicit - it will reach the
spectator in a less direct way, and | believeithts the play’'s advantage. The way it is built,
King Lear makes it possible for the spectator and the re&mlexlaborate it first on the
intuitive-sensitive level, and later on, on theaaal level.

Since a lot of not-explicitly-political dialogue lfows Lear’s initial lines, we might
first have the feeling that this scene is not prif and instead, it rather concerns the familial
or mythical scope. But we are brought back totmsli and this time in a very explicit way,
when we read or listen to Lear’s imprecation byehd of this short passage (in 1.1.106-11).
Of course that is not just the harangue of an afagher. In fact, it is some plain matter of
state: the favourite heir of the King, the daughtbo the King possibly wanted to become
the most powerful one, is being expelled from threglom, and thus, power will concentrate
on the hands of the two other daughters. This eeisipolitics and is inescapable to the
audience.

To sum up: the contradictory actions and situati@s well as the constant changes of
style (an element that will be further studied),ken@ur empathy with any of the characters
problematic. It is not that we do not feel empathie do, and sometimes in a very plaintive
way, but this empathy is not able to last - tame character towards which this feeling is
directed, will act in the next moment in such a wlagt demands our critical judgment. This
prevents us from establishing a permanent aligneeany character (or, at least, to most of
them). In a way or another, we are always critigjzhem.

In the last two paragraphs, | tried to show in ehteécal way the most important
artistic achievement of the estrangemkirig Lear achieves, which is in certain moments
analogous to Brecht'¥-effekt by making us detach from the characters -eadtof being
always connected to them -, this structuring efsbhene establishes the possibility of passing
from the familial-mythical realm to the politicahe. King Learreminds us all the time that
we are witnessing the drama of an entire society,rent just of a group of persons.

The passage we have just examined concentratesvamyaclear way a movement

which is to be seen throughout all the play; a moset that takes us from the familial-
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mythical scope to the sociopolitical one, whichmug point of view, is the main focus King
Lear. (As a Brazilian reader, | feel this seems tdaHgeproblem with Shakespear&istories
they lack such a movement. Since they concernvierg explicit way the lives of the kings
of England - that is, medieval politics in a puvay -, and usually do not offer other
elements of interest besides that, they tend tongaeetty unattractive and dull to a non-
English public, especially the Brazilian one. e other hand, thigagedies even if they
also deal with politics, offer plenty of personajimcal elements which catch our attention.
It is probably for this reason that outside of Emgl they are far more popular than the
histories)

One last word about this passage before goingduittio 1.1: we have just seen that,
according to the structure of the excerpt we havalyaed, all three daughters’ speeches
sound fairy-tale like. It is actually Lear who prdes the spectator the historical-political
overtones. In spite of this, there is more tortepeeches and behaviour than just individual
content. We should not limit ourselves to easychelogical-moralizing conclusions (for
instance, Goneril and Regan’s falsenesssusCordelia’s pureness; or, the oppression of
Goneril and Regan due to Lear’s favouritism). ladtewe will do better if we study the
political implications in the three daughters’ ditnce of behaviour. This will be done later
on, for now we must abandon the three sisters fahie, and look at other characters -
Kent, for instance.

We are now going to delve with the scene’s next erwhen Kent tries to intercede
for Cordelia (1.1.119-85). For purposes both ottmeology and aesthetic fruition, | will first
reproduce the whole passage, and right after weandllyze the bits of dialogue that are more
relevant for this study. So, first, the passage1B8-85),

Kent - Good, my liege.

Lear - Peace, Kent! / Come not between the dragahtas wrath. / |
loved her most, and thought to set my rest / Qnkivel nursery. (To
Cordelia.) Hence, and avoid my / sight! / So be my grayepeace as
here | give / Her father’s heart from her. Calldhce. Who stirs? / Call
Burgundy. Cornwall and Albany, / With my two dategs’ dowers digest
the third. / Let pride, which she calls plainnesgrry her. / | do invest
you jointly with my power, / Pre-eminence, andtladl large effects / That
troop with majesty. Ourself by monthly courseWith reservation of an
hundred knights / By you to be sustained, shallatsode / Make with you
by due turn. Only we shall retain / The name alhdh’addition to a king:

/ The sway, revenue, execution of the rest, bvgel sons, be yours; which
to confirm, / This coronet part between you.

Kent - Royal Lear,/ Whom | have ever honoured akimy, / Loved as
my father, as my master followed, / As my greatopathought on in my
prayers.
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Lear - The bow is bent and drawn; make from thetshaf

Kent - Let it fall rather, though the fork invadeThe region of my heart.
Be Kent unmannerly / When Lear is mad. What vistutdou do, old
man? / Think’st thou that duty shall have dreadpeak / When power to
flattery bows? To plainness honour’s bound / Wimexjesty falls to folly.
Reserve thy state, / And in thy best considerattoeck / This hideous
rashness. Answer my life my judgment: / Thy yesindaughter does not
love thee least, / Nor are those empty-heartedsehow sounds / Reverb
no hollowness.

Lear - Kent, on thy life, no more!

Kent - My life | never held but as a pawn / To wagginst thine
enemies; ne're fear to lose it, / Thy safety peirotive.

Lear - Out of my sight!

Kent - See better, Lear, and let me still remainte True blank of thine
eye.

Lear - Now by Apollo -

Kent - Now by Apollo, King, thou swear’st thy godsain.

Lear - O vassall Miscreant!

Albany and Cornwall - Dear sir, forbear.

Kent - Kill thy physician, and thy fee bestow / Upbe foul disease.
Revoke thy gift / Or whilst | can vent clamournfrony throat, / I'll tell
thee thou dost evil.

Lear - Hear me, recreant; on thine allegiance hea! ni That thou hast
sought to make us break our vows, / Which we ceger yet, and with
strained pride / To come betwixt our sentencesaungower, / Which nor
our nature nor our place can bear, / Our potencgdm good, take thy
reward: / Five days we do allot thee for provisibnTo shield thee from
disasters of the world, / And on the sixth to ttiy hated back / Upon our
kingdom. If on the tenth day following / Thy Istweid trunk be found in
our dominions, / The moment is thy death. AwRBy!Jupiter, / This shall
not be revoked.

Kent - Fare thee well, King. Sith thus thou wilt @ap, / Freedom lives
hence, and banishment is here.(To Cordelia) The gods to their dear
shelter take thee, maid, / That justly think&std hast most rightly said. /
(To Goneril and ReganAnd your large speeches may your deeds approve,
/ That good effects may spring from words of lév&hus Kent, O princes,
bids you all adieu; / He’ll shape his old coursea country new. (Exit.)

And now, for the details. Enter Kent,

Kent - Good, my liege.

Kent's very first line is an example of Shakesp&ataent for conveying information
right within the action in a precise and agile wa)hen the earl pleads on Cordelia’s behalf,

we already get to know from these three wordséieionship to Lear, who reacts,

Lear - Peace, Kent! / Come not between the dragahhas wrath. / |
loved her most, and thought to set my rest / Onkirved nursery. (To
Cordelia.) Hence, and avoid my / sight! / So be my grayepeace as
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here | give / Her father’'s heart from her. Callafce. Who stirs? / Call

Burgundy. Cornwall and Albany, / With my two dategs’ dowers digest

the third. / Let pride, which she calls plainnessrry her. / | do invest

you jointly with my power, / Pre-eminence, andtlad large effects / That
troop with majesty. Ourself by monthly courseWith reservation of an

hundred knights / By you to be sustained, shallatmode / Make with you

by due turn. Only we shall retain / The name alhd¢h’addition to a king:

/ The sway, revenue, execution of the rest, bvgel sons, be yours; which
to confirm, / This coronet part between you.

Lots of action in those few lines! Lear switchesn his usual rhetorical royal style to
a very personal tone (in a couple of sentences)bank: he retorts Kent; then bemoans, as if
for himself (that is, not in royal style); showatisCordelia (it even looks she is being expelled
like some stray dog); one more time bemoans, lngtttme invested of his King persona
(i.e., in a rhetorical way); demands from whoeftbis means, the public, everybody) to get
France and Burgundy to the room; and finally, detas intentions to Cornwall and Albany,
who are his real heirs (Goneril and Regan being @mrthey are not supposed to hold any
power other than symbolical). Now that is somezgizg dynamics: within a few seconds,
we leap from one moment to another completely diffie  We are never allowed whatever
little time to get used to a new piece of inforroati it is useless trying to guess where an
action will lead to, because it will be immediatslybstituted by something new.

This constant interruption of the action (even tifwill be resumed in a further
moment) is another device that generates detachmérgm not talking here of such a
detachment that enables the spectator to haveiticaiy critical perception of the facts -
such as in Brecht'¥-effekt -, but one of a more restricted scope. Thiansemotional
detachment (such as the one described by Kent Ggintjvwhich operates according to the
following dynamics: whenever we think we are gejtused to a situation and believe we can
make predictions about what is going to happen;nextenever we are taken by a certain
emotion, which we believe is going to last, som&jhtomes which interrupts the action and
gives the scene an unexpected turn - and weeasasprs or readers are then obliged to start
wholly anew.

Such constant interruptions lead in some momengétextreme fragmentation of the
action which, alongside with the multiplicity of ipts of view existing in the play, is probably
responsible for the perception that the Romantitciem had ofKing Lear; that of an
ungraspable work of art, immersed in such a faictgly which would oblige us only to

admire the play, for we would never be able to priypanalyze it.
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We have seen that Lear has directed a speech wwibdny and Cornwall (in fact,
towards the world, according to his characteristiperial style) in which he says that, in spite
of his abdication from the throne, hghall retain / The name and all th’addition to iad’ .

And, at this moment, Kent again interposes,

Kent - Royal Lear,/ Whom | have ever honoured akimy, / Loved as
my father, as my master followed, / As my gre#&topathought on in my
prayers.

The first thing to notice is that, as opposed wfhist exchange with Gloucester, Kent
now speaks in blank verse. This has to do with ékgencies of the scene. Even if a
nobleman is always supposed to be a nobleman, Kér#t dialogue (on Edmund’s bastardy)
did not follow the aristocratic rules of decoruraet &lone talking about an ‘elevate’ subject.
According to these same rules, lowly matters reqgairlowly form - that is, plain and
common prose in the beginning of the scene. Thimighe case here - we have important,
indeed noblematters going on!

This fact makes it opportune to state here a compoal quality, not only of
Shakespeare, but of the Elizabethan and Jacobesnadas a whole. As | said earlier,
psychological realism was not a preoccupation ohquaywrights, and thus, there was not an
exigency that a character be coherent through@utvtiole play. The formal unit considered
was the scene - each scene was to be treatedvhel@ play; not as just some part of a
bigger mechanism, and thus, limited to generatirgpecific effect on the whole. If each
scene was to have a life of its own, that is, Wais to be treated as an independent small play,
considerations of style (for instance) would conyachange, according to the exigencies of
the scené® (And this was one element of the Elizabethantteeahich inspired Brecht's
work.) The peculiarity oKing Learis that these changes of style happen not just cene
to scene, but within the same scene, and at a soa®etlizzying speed.

As for another stylistic consideration about Kerir'es, let us keep in mind the little
excerpt above, and add to it the next lines thaareegoing to see (1.1.141-152),

Lear - The bow is bent and drawn; make from thetshaf

Kent - Let it fall rather, though the fork invadeThe region of my heart.
Be Kent unmannerly / When Lear is mad. What vistutdou do, old
man? / Think’st thou that duty shall have dreadpeak / When power to
flattery bows? To plainness honour’s bound / Wimexesty falls to folly.
Reserve thy state, / And in thy best consideratleck / This hideous
rashness. Answer my life my judgment: / Thy yesindaughter does not
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love thee least, / Nor are those empty-heartedsehow sounds / Reverb
no hollowness.

Let us see, theriRoyal Lear, / Whom | have ever honoured as mgkinLoved as
my father, as my master followed, / As my gre&opathought on in my prayers'lf we try
to identify the style that pervades Kent's lines are getting to that heroic one of the
chivalric romances, and this is not accidental.thiese first lines, we have more than Kent's
allegiance to Lear. We are dealing with sometlalsg than just the personal trait of a vassal
who loves his King - we have an outright assusgokesman for the values of feudalism,
maybe the most accomplished one in this play. Adlltry to show, Kent is actually more
of a function than of a character properly speaking

| am not denying one might find a personal aspethése lines, such as a man who is
brave, good-hearted, sincere, disinterestedoble indeed. Especially whdfing Leargets
a theatrical production, both actor and directorstmwiork on these personal aspects of the
character, in order that he has an organic liflhhénscene. Nevertheless, | still maintain that
Kent - however likable he might be due to hisdjgess - bears more of a discursive-
ideological function in this work than that of aachcter properly speaking.

| will pick three more sentences of Kent's speeobva in order to base this idéaet
it fall rather, though the fork invade / The regiof my heart. Be Kent unmannerly / When
Lear is mad, plus, “To plainness honour's bound / When majesty fadisfolly”, plus,
“Answer my life my judgment: / Thy youngest daagkibes not love thee least, / Nor are
those empty-hearted whose low sounds / Reverlolimmmess” One could feel tempted to
say there is some irreverence in these lines. s&aladares to face his King, and tell him the
error he is incurring into. To make matters woksent even applies the ‘thou’ treatment to
his Lord and King! And not just that, he calls hinplainly and bluntly — ‘old man’,"What
would’st thou do, old man? / Think’st thou thatydshall have dread to speak / When power
to flattery bows?”

What is actually happening, though, is somethinigegother, but we will need to see
the rest of this dialogue in order to understansl (fhl.152-85),

Lear - Kent, on thy life, no more!

Kent - My life | never held but as a pawn / To wagginst thine
enemies; ne're fear to lose it, / Thy safety peirotive.

Lear - Out of my sight!

Kent - See better, Lear, and let me still remainte True blank of thine
eye.

Lear - Now by Apollo -
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Kent - Now by Apollo, King, thou swear’st thy godsain.

Lear - O vassal! Miscreant!

Albany and Cornwall - Dear sir, forbear®’

Kent - Kill thy physician, and thy fee bestow / Upbe foul disease.
Revoke thy gift / Or whilst | can vent clamournfrony throat, / I'll tell
thee thou dost evil.

Lear - Hear me, recreant; on thine allegiance hea! ni That thou hast
sought to make us break our vows, / Which we cheger yet, and with
strained pride / To come betwixt our sentencesamgpower, / Which nor
our nature nor our place can bear, / Our potencgdm good, take thy
reward: / Five days we do allot thee for provisibnTo shield thee from
disasters of the world, / And on the sixth to tty hated back / Upon our
kingdom. If on the tenth day following / Thy Istweid trunk be found in
our dominions, / The moment is thy death. AwBy!Jupiter, / This shall
not be revoked.

Kent - Fare thee well, King. Sith thus thou wilt @ap, / Freedom lives
hence, and banishment is here.(To Cordelia) The gods to their dear
shelter take thee, maid, / That justly think&std hast most rightly said. /
(To Goneril and ReganAnd your large speeches may your deeds approve,
/ That good effects may spring from words of lev&hus Kent, O princes,
bids you all adieu; / He’ll shape his old coursea country new. (Exit.)

We see that irreverence is not really the caseeiftake into account lines 1.1.152-4,
“My life I never held but as a pawn / To wage agsithine enemies; ne're fear to lose it, /
Thy safety being motive.” Thus, lack of respect for Lear does not seefretan attribute of
Kent. And here we arrive at the conclusion thatfhnction in the play is that of a staunch
defender of the ideological principles of feudalismainst any deviations that might be
proposed by anybody - Lear included. Kent is laga_ear not only due to personal bonds,
but mainly because this character is a true balief¢he feudal values,'See better, Lear,
and let me still remain / The true blank of theye.”

If the King himself will deviate from such valudsent — as the ideological guardian
he actually is — will restate them at any ratectBualues precede the King, whoever he is and
however beloved he i8Be Kent unmannerly / When Lear is miatiTo plainness honour’s
bound / When majesty falls to folly’In the case of a conflict between Lear and medie
ideology, Kent will definitely stick to the last en

The easiest way to perceive this defence of theédienobility’s values is the way Kent
expresses his adherence to this class’s code afunonAlso to be noticed is this remnant
trace of the ancient Heroic Age: a man’s condaougl be given literal expression through
his actions. That is, there should be a thorougttimoity between what is said and what is
done, with no space allowed for whatever dissorarmreulterior motives. As for some
utterances where Kent expresses this value (féanoe: “Thy youngest daughter does not

love thee least, / Nor are those empty-heartedse/how sounds / Reverb no hollowness”
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“What would’st thou do, old man? / Think’st thdwat duty shall have dread to speak / When
power to flattery bows?’ or when he addresses Goneril and Regahnd your large
speeches may your deeds approve . , @hd others), the best we should do is not just
moralize and ascribe it to Kent’'s seemingly goodgdy nature. Instead, we should try to
understand the social and political movement aasedtiwith it.

By this, | do not mean Kent is not good-hearteck i$] and this is what usually causes
us some sort of relief every moment he entersntil e starts getting boring, for that never-
changing goodness ends up being incredibly prdaetand thus, monotonous. The point is:
if our feelings towards Kent move from some initedmiration up to a sense that his
repetitiveness gets to be somewhat ridiculous, dues not occur due to some shoddy
characterization work that so happened, becausepethe Bard was not really inspired the
day he conceived this specific character. By thisvement which gets more and more
predictable, we - the theatre audience, or taders - have a glimpse of the English feudal
nobility’s lack of capability for changing accordito the new social circumstances that were
entering the scene in the transition from the Meddbes to the Renaissance. These feudal
lords would always present the same stock respdogie new facts which were happening
around them. For this reason, they would end upgba&bsolete.

So many unpredictable things happen to so manyacteas along the play (and
especially in the end), but good ol Kent keepsaslsvthe same. Even the lines he utters
along the play show this characteristic: theylmey and interesting in the first two scenes
he appears but, exactly as the character himsedfrredhanges, also his lines sound “trite and
wooden”, as a theatre critic once has so nicelyitput is as if we were witnessing the effect
of a ‘time machine’. Kent sounds as if he wereugitt into the scene from an earlier age as
that of the other characters, and this impressaguite accurate. His speech sounds indeed
more archaic and less spontaneous than that obey other characters, and this has to be so.

His “chivalry dialect” is the verbal expression @fpart of the English nobility that
could not adapt to the new times of the emergepitalssm, as opposed to another faction of
the same class which - at least in England s alde to forge alliances with the thriving
bourgeoisie. (In a few moments we are going toiseeore detail who could be the aesthetic
equivalent irking Learfor this more modern and flexible group within teglish nobility.)

So Kent is doomed to disappear into obsolesceniehws actually the way he ends
in the play. He prepares all along the play fotaigus comeback, but can do nothing better
in the last scene than be the pathos-soaked reeraiidscome glorious times (at least for a

definite social class) which are never to be batle will not even be allowed to die in the
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scene. Due to his class’s lack of importance inpllag’s final moments, when the world has
all changed, he will have to pass away quietly amdof the stage.

So, after Kent exits, we have Lear facing the twiboss for Cordelia’s hand, France
and Burgundy. | am going to present their intradocmoments in two bits, for | think this
should favour a contrastive approach for the twaratters. Let us then first see the dialogue
between Lear and the duke of Burgundy (1.1.187)206

Lear - My lord of Burgundy. . . What in the leadwill you require in
present dower with her, / Or cease your quesbwé?

Burgundy - Most royal Majesty, / | crave no more than hathuryo
highness offered, / Nor will you tender less.

Lear - Right noble Burgundy, / When she was dearstael did hold her
so; / But now her price is fallen. Sir, there skensls. / If aught within that
little seeming substance, / Or all of it, with odispleasure pieced / And
nothing more, may fitly like your grace, / She'srtéh and she is yours.
Burgundy - | know no answer.

Lear - Will you with those infirmities she owes, /nftiended, new-
adopted to our hate, / Dowered with our curse, atrdngered with our
oath, / Take her or leave her?

Burgundy - Pardon me, royal sir; / Election makes not up ucls
conditions.
Lear - Then leave her, sir; for, by the power thad®a me, / | tell you all
her wealth

Now for the dialogue with the King of France (1.06221),

Lear - ... (To France) For you, great King, / | would not from your
love make such a stray / To match you where |; biageefore beseech you
/ T’avert your liking a more worthier way / Than a wretch whom nature
is ashamed / Almost t'acknowledge hers.

France - This is most strange / That she whom evembwt was your

object / The argument of your praise, balm of yage, / The best, the
dearest, should in this trice of time / Commithingg so monstrous to
dismantle / So many folds of favour. Sure hexnaf / Must be of such
unnatural degree / That monsters it, or your feceiched affection / Fall

into taint; which to believe of her / Must be atHathat reason without

miracle / Should never plant in me.

When Lear deals with these two suitors, he is ookihg for the best offer he can get
for Cordelia. Instead, he is doing what a fellowirlg in post-industrial capitalism like me
would call an “anti-advertisement” of his youngdatighter, devaluating Cordelia the most he
can. Starting the study of this moment by the nodstious aspect seems a good procedure.
Let us then go to the obvious: the differenceonfet between France and Burgundy can be

grasped immediately. The King of France speaksnrost idealized manner, which would be
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quite proper either to the folk fairy-tale or tetmedieval romance. He is all concerned about
inherent merit and worthWhatever he has to say, whatever his previoushceived ideas
are, they will not change due to “minor” considemas such as richness, territory or political
power.

Burgundy, by contrast, is carefully evaluating, iseanalyzing the situation in its
concrete aspects. He has established concrets igoeglation to marrying Cordelia and is
determined to obtain them - otherwise, he will matrry her. That id)e is negotiating Of
course this fact does not turn Burgundy into aes@ntative of the bourgeoisie. After all,
properties were definitely the main interest of tledal lords. Those, as well as money, were
not invented by capitalism, and existed long befthie socio-economic system came into
being - the accumulation of goods has been tbesfof practically all ruling classes in the
different phases of History. What is new to thpitadistic organization of society is its focus
on the multiplication and mainly circulation of #eesame goods - that is, an ever-growing
productivity and exchange.

This means that Burgundy’s behaviour of carefulhalgzing and evaluating the
suitability of marrying Cordelia to his economica®is not something impossible to happen
to a nobleman. Just as Kent, Cordelia and Franmesent the ideological discourse of the
feudal nobility in its purest form, it might be appriate to state again the obvious: ideology
does not represent the ruling class as it is, but perceives itself - as it would like to be
seen and represented. Thus, these last threectdrarare represented according to the
prescription of medieval literary rules for depngfithe ruling class, while Burgundy is not,
even if he also is a feudal lord.

The consequence is that, while Burgundy’s negotiatheed not be necessarily called
capitalistic, he still is shown in a different lighs that of his class counterparts. He is not
embellished through the lenses of medieval ideqlagy thus is shown as behaving in a very
pragmatic way. And since he is not shown in theesaealized manner as, for instance, the
King of France is, we will miss the grandeur ofsthater character. Amid the likes of Kent,
Cordelia and France, Burgundy will seem meagepmgarison.

At this point it is important to state one more gitthatKing Learwas first presented
for a Jacobean audience. What they would seeawe sturing this scene was two types of
nobility: one that was more similar to what thegres used to, and another which was
presented as it “should be”. And here | must &alittle bit about this “should-be nobility” in
connection to the phenomenon of ideology. Firstalhf when relating the evolution of

representation and of aesthetic forms to the cleimgihe organization of a given society, we
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should better avoid getting too mechanical aboutMany of these forms and representations
subsist a long time after the disappearance o$dlo@-economic manner of organization they
were connected to (let us recall the example off#iker-God-king figure mentioned in
Chapter 2 [2.4]).

The case of the Elizabethan and Jacobean periaust imerely one of a long-lasting
remnant of a previous age. Regardless of how gtitsneffects might have been felt at that
time, capitalism in England was still being buiit the Modern Age might have formally
started more than one century befreg Learwas written, but life in England still presented
many aspects of the late Middle Ages - what we th@n was a long-time cohabitation of
both medieval and Renaissance aspects concernegdhple’s concrete life. Such a
situation was not restricted to the concrete factoir everyday life - there was also a
cohabitation of representations, and this in tleatite as well.

An important tendency in the English literary andtdrical studies talks about a
peaceful coexistence in those times of both theaReance and the Middle AgEspf
capitalism and feudalism - nevertheless, whaipeapd there was actually a bitter clash
between two incompatible systems of economic omgdinn and of thinking. In the later
history of England, such a situation was misundexst due to a tradition in that country of
de-emphasizing all manifestations of class struggié occurred along the English history, so
as to present it in a rather consensual mannewhich, of course, is fictional. Even if the
English have shown along their history a remarkatadpability of accommodating such
conflicts, this “consensual” England remains fietand is a relatively recent construction. In
early modern England there was an increasing awasenf the fact that different social
classes and groups had necessarily conflictingastg, and thus, politics was still perceived
as a battlefield. This perception is to be seethenworks of the Elizabethan and Jacobean
playwrights, Shakespeare among them - Kand Learis an excellent example of that.

A feudal lord concerned about merit and worth, andther one focused on concrete
interests - that is, a nobleman “as it shoulti bed another one who goes about his
business. The King of France is not ready to yaidnch in his beliefs, while Burgundy is
very explicit about his quest for material benefit8urgundy, in other words, seems a little
bit more like “real life”. Of course, this is nain artistic advantage in itself. Since art
approaches life in a symbolic language, it shoutd he concerned with providing a
naturalistic mimesis of what the public sees andsli - sometimes a symbolic or formal
organization can represent the conflicts of a giseaiety in such a powerful way, which a

more realistic one would just not be able to dall, nrimesis is an important resource of art,
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one which Shakespeare mastered very well, and wkiaised here to the advantage of
showing two approaches to power in a contrastivg. iBurgundy’s one is clearer to an

audience of our times. | said above that his asti@nd speeches would not be impossible in
the medieval times; nevertheless, they seem maméemporary, since we live in an age

where everybody negotiates all the time, and nst fhe politicians. It just seems so . . .

“capitalistic”, indeed.

There is no doubt that the juxtaposition of thege tharacters places Burgundy in an
unfavourable light. Besides France’s beautifulegbes; besides the fact that we, either as
spectators or as readers, will probably side up Whié one character that seems to act out of a
good heart, and not with the other one that is rddwesome petty self-interest; besides the
fact that we all crave for unconditional love (feca:“Love’s not love / When it is mingled
with regards that stands / Aloof from th’entireiqt® ; or still, “Gods, gods! ‘Tis strange
that from their cold’st neglect / My love shoulddte to inflamed respect. / Thy dowerless
daughter, King, thrown to my chance, / Is queemusyfof ours, and our fair France},
besides the fact that France is an accomplishedsfachan who knows exactly what to say
when he wants to get a gifWill you have he? / She is herself a dowr);” besides all these
factors, there is a very simple formal device tingicates to us, the audience, which is the
side we should cheer for (France’s, of course)s T&imost banal device is having the
audience first hear the duke of Burgundy, and afflgr that, the King of France. Even if this
is not a law, the last one to speak usually leagethe strongest impression. If this is true
also for a banal exchange of points of view, itllWwg much truer when, after hearing some
business considerations which do not take Cordedigelf in the least regard, we listen to
some fine poetry that reminds us of the conventadr@nour courtois

Thus, we - the spectators and readers - willstend for Burgundy. Even if this
seems normal according to a modern audience’sdront expectations, there is something
curious to be noticed about it. Shakespeare wasgkois himself, he was a talented
businessman (not just in the theatre, but in sé¥edds of activity), and still, in this excerpt
he leads us not to identify with the one charaittat is actually closer to him (and us).

The structure of the scene makes us favour chasaldte France and Cordelia, who
present the discourse of a ruling class to whidthae Shakespeare nor the majority of his
audience belonged to. And, unlike the Romantic® wiere nostalgic of something they
never experienced and just fantasized about, thigldl past was not remote for the
playwright and his contemporaries. It was quiterg, it left many traces still to be perceived

in the years to come, and mainly - and this istwhwvould like to call your attention to -,
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the social class to which Shakespeare belongedastw collide frontally with the feudal
nobility within three decades. And in spite ofsththe scene makes us closer to characters
that belong to a social class which did not shaeesame interests with the author (and the
majority of the Globe’s audience). Let us kee tiiestion in mind, let us not come to easy
answers at this moment, let us observe some fuagpcts of the play before coming to grips
with this matter.

Let us see now a point that concerns not onlygtag, but drama in general: there is
no such a thing as a character in itself; we cdp analyze a character in his relationship to
the other ones in the play. It is the characteui of actions and reactions in relation to the
other ones - what he tries to achieve from theerotharacters, and what these ones try to
achieve from him -, which gives us the whole pietabout him. Thus, each and every scene
must be analyzed in relational terms, consideffggitteraction of the characters. So it is not
only what France and Burgundy say and do that kstt@ls the difference between them, but
also the way Lear relates to each one. The mdmaddresses one and other helps setting a
clear distinction between the two characters, elem, spectators and readers, are not aware
of this technical aspect. More than that, it gdeavides elements for a political evaluation of
Lear and the play in general.

It is worth noticing that Lear addresses each efdtitors, France and Burgundy, in
the manner peculiar to each character. If we coaok bo the two bits of dialogue above, we
see that Lear also makes use of the negotial wbaracteristic of Burgundy: he talks of his
daughter’s fallen price, he tells Burgundy all nexalth (that is, none) - in fact, he talks like
an honest merchant who makes it clear for his custahat all he has got to offer for the
moment, is a devalued commodity. In contrast, whenaddresses France, Lear is all-
emotional. He does not talk about price, but alnoertit and worth.

Up to this moment, one could say that this faanltalking about shows nothing more
than the author’'s good dramatic skills. Good plagits know that a character needs to
adapt the strategies he uses to achieve his olgscticcording to the way circumstances
change around him. Lear probably knows who hdealing with, either because he has
already been with the two suitors beforehand, @abse he has got good information about
them. Thus, if he wants to punish Cordelia all ¥y, he needs to dishearten each of the
suitors in their own terms - he is looking foe thest reasoning he could use for each one to
give up Cordelia.

However, there is more to it. If we keep the whedene [.1 in mind, we know that

Lear does not have to make an effort to reach lefartone - he is at home with that, he is
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being authentic (we know this from the rest of #uene and the play, where he acts in
accordance to the feudal tenets). They are bothaewvadkings who share the same mindset.
Still, however unyielding Lear might be, he shoWatthe can somewhat adapt to Burgundy’s
way, which is definitely not his own. And thisimportant - Lear at least tries to mimetize
Burgundy’s negotial manners, something that neifrance nor Cordelia could even think of
doing (let alone Kent).

Lear is making an effort to do things in anotherywa negotial one. In that, he
differentiates from his counterparts who cannotceore at all of another manner of
managing the kingdom'’s interests. Thus, Lear sshdskwaves all around not just because
he is an egotist tyrant who is blind to his daughtsuffering (and he is), but also because he
is trying a mixed approach in his final days as@arch. As we are going to see, though,
this new approach is not useful for Lear. It worddquire some ability for longtime planning
and a strategic view of the kingdom’s matters nd aone of those is for him, for they were
not regarded as qualities in his times. (Of couis&e go for the historical record, we will
see that, in fact, the more talented medieval kideyseloped some sophisticated planning and
dealt with politics, even if politics was somethiogmpletely different in the Middle Ages.
However, | am talking here of a more generalizedpypar perception of kings which
prevailed not only in Shakespeare’s times, butunawn. And according to it, Renaissance
kings would be more like politicians - gossipydarunning -, while feudal kings would be
more authentic. These last ones did not lose ioehwith empty talk: according to such a
representation, they lived by the sword, and aatewrding to their hearts.)

Lear is a feudal king at heart: attending his #mg’'s matters in a modern,
Renaissance style is beyond his scope. We are doisge the consequences of this in a
while. Let us proceed with the scene (1.1.222-60),

Cordelia - | yet beseech your Majesty, / If for | want thib gnd oily art
/ To speak and purpose not, since what | wellnaité I'll do’'t before |
speak - that you make known / It is no vicidos, Imurder, or foulness, /
No unchaste action or dishonoured step / That lighrived me of your
grace and favour, / But even for want of thatddrich | am richer: / A
still-soliciting eye, and such a tongue / Thatnh glad | have not, though
not to have it / Hath lost me in your liking.

Lear - Better thou / Hadst not been born than noté pleased me
better.
France - ... My lord of Burgundy, / What say youhe lady? Love’s

not love / When it is mingled with regards thaansts / Aloof from
th’entire point. Will you have h@r/ She is herself a dowry.

Burgundy - Royal King, / Give but that portion which youfgmioposed,
/ And here | take Cordelia by the hand, / Duch@#®Burgundy.
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Lear - Nothing; | have sworn, | am firm.

Burgundy - | am sorry, then, you have so lost a father / Tyt must
lose a husband.

Cordelia - Peace be with Burgundy. / Since that respect artdries are
his love, / | shall not be his wife.

France - Fairest Cordelia, that art most rich being ppé Most choice
forsaken, and most loved despised, / Thee andrtings here | seize upon.
/ Be it lawful | take up what's cast away. / Godeds! ‘Tis strange that
from their cold’st neglect / My love should kindteinflamed respect. /
Thy dowerless daughter, King, thrown to my chancés queen of us, of
ours, and our fair France. / Not all the dukesnait'rish Burgundy / Can
buy this unprized precious maid of me. / Bid tHanewell, Cordelia,
though unkind; / Thou losest here, a better whefind.

Cordelia’s speech being placed right after Franiseaother element which helps the
audience have France in better regard than Burguitdglso enables us to see that justice is
on her side. This observation might seem redundbantt is not. We have already seen that,
despite her outstanding qualities, the King's yastglaughter should not be seen as an angel
or as a suffering Christ-like character. She tsi@ty arrogant, due to her awareness that she
not only belongs to England’s ruling class, bubdlsat she is the King’s favourite daughter.
Let us recall Cartwright's observation about they\8hakespeare makes use of an alternation
between engagement and detachment in this plajhagtowe empathize with some of the
characters, but at the same time are not overpov®resheer emotion and can have a critical
appreciation of what is going on.

In Cordelia’s speech we have this aristocratic sldsspise for that portion of the
English nobility which foresaw a better future iording alliances with the emerging
bourgeoisie - that is, a nobility which triedaoquire new habits and approaches in order to
tackle with the challenges of the future. (One dayppose that neither Burgundy nor France
are English. However, Shakespeare is not concenitdthe precision of geographical or
historical details, but with the symbolic represgion of the conflicts in his times’ England.
Consequently, he uses the characters mentionezlinges such as Holinshed and Spenser to
represent his own society.) We have another detradios that Cordelia isoble in the
fullest sense of the word: she does not believpr@tending things in order to achieve her
objectives. Instead, she wants to be appreciayedeb inherentr{oblg value, which just
ought to be perceived by everybody - and if samdgbdoes not perceive those inherent
qualities of hers, it is just because he is unworth

Coupled with this, though, we have a very humagiZegature: we see that Cordelia
understands she has fallen in disgrace - shgimgtto plead in behalf of herself, while at the
same time she is struggling not to lose her dignitiiis causes our empathy towards her, and,
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if she did not have such a beautiful speech riffier &rance’s, we would probably perceive
her as just some stuck-up little princess. Thisnémizing feature is exactly what

differentiates her from a character like Kent. ik@lCordelia, the earl does not show any
traces of frailty, nor whatever contradictory adpétat would make him seem more
tridimensional. (Even though, as | said, this maméateral composition of Kent works to the

benefit of the play as a whole.)

(Here we have one of the elements that make scesedh an outstanding example of
concision of the dramatic action. A few lines agard&lia was the King's favourite, now she
has fallen in disgrace *“a wretch whom nature is ashamed’in Lear’'s words. Within the
space of one hundred and thirty lines - and, enttieatre, within a few minutes -, we are
able to grasp the whole trajectory of this chamaeted understand her disgrace.)

This is followed by Lear’s speecliBgtter thou / Hadst not been born than not t'have
pleased me bette); which makes it very clear we are not facing sogneved poor old
father, but a tyrant who knows very well how topdey his power. And here Shakespeare’s
construction one more time reminds us very mucla ééature of Brecht's/-effektl have
mentioned before, according to which we have aattar changing all the time within the
same scene, in a very contradictory way which dumsleave room for any sort of lineal
development. A couple of minutes ago we witnedsat’s genuine suffering as a father, but
we cannot get empathic with him because we seadkeminute that he is wont to use his
power in the most ruthless way - if Lear is towhis subjects who calls the shots in there,
he will do it even at the expenses of his favoutiéeighter. On the other hand, even if we
know he is a tyrant, we will not align with the tahear’ party, because we have previously
seen his suffering due to Cordelia’s behaviourabse of what we are going to see further in
the play (when we get to scene I1l.2, we cannop leehpathizing with the poor old man who
faces the storm), and mainly, because we cannoatiiap with his opponents’ methods.

And still, we are not likely to wish his restoratidco power, since we have already
seen what sort of monarch he was. By sharply emh@rsuch contradictions of this character
as well as of the other ones, the author doeslioot as to “buy” their view of things. We do
not align to any of them, and this allows us toéhawvider view of the whole situation. Our
focus is directed to the condition of being a katgsuch times of brutal class struggle and
violent change, with all the social implicationdated to it (including being ruled by such
monarchs).

Shakespeare’s audience possibly did not have a plewre of their own historical

moment, but in one way or another they must haveepeed theirs was an age of transition.
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Being historically and geographically detached frorat context, we know such transition
was characterized by a clash between the remafomegs of the feudal nobility - where the
monarchy rooted -, and the Renaissance ones (betemerging bourgeoisie and the section
of the English nobility allied to it, which were yiag the way for a full-fledged capitalism).
Thus, Shakespeare’s times are not clear-cut oliks:any other age, they have both features
of the past and of the future. The differencén&t tn those times the contradictions abounded
and did not point up to a clear future.

| would like to call your attention to another shotterance by Lear which also shows
the contradictions of this character. Such comttemhs do not have only an individual
dimension - being Lear the fictional represeptatof a king, both the author and his
Jacobean audience would in one way or anothererg¢has king to the institution of the
English monarchy and the contradictions it was ngci This utterance happens after
Burgundy suggests to Lear to give Cordelia hedtpart of the realm, so that he can marry

her,

Lear - Nothing; | have sworn, | am firm.

Here we have Lear as a truly medieval king. Hehinltave tried before to address
Burgundy in the duke’s own terms, but that wag anl effort to deal with somebody who is
different from him. However, even if Lear is radike Cordelia, France and Kent, there is a
feature which differentiates him from these othkaracters. When he previously tried to
reach out to Burgundy, he was actually trying toonporate other elements, other manners of
action, to his last days of governing. He is adfdist at heart, he is thoroughly convinced of
that ideology, but he perceives it might be usefuhcorporate this ‘something’ which people
like Burgundy have got, and which Lear probablyreandefine. This ‘something’ which
Lear feels around but cannot explain is the emgrgourgeois way of life and proceeding.
The aristocratic way of thinking in its purest form feudalistic ideology - is not able to
provide any answers and solutions for the new probl that are arising, problems whose
solution require a very practical approach to thiagd an almost economic evaluation of the
relation cost-benefit inherent to each course tibac This new way of thinking and acting is
so alien to France, Cordelia and Kent that theyhnaaeven notice its presence around. Lear
can, but he is not willing to change his stripex] aven if he did, he does not understand very

well what this new thing is. Even if he sincerélied to be a Renaissance-like king, he
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would be prone to failure, since he does not urndedsthe rules of the new game as well as
Goneril and Regan do, for instance.

Now, when Burgundy tries one more time to barghear will stick to a strict code of
conduct, according to which one’s honour must lgamed above other considerations -
Lear is now back to playing in his own turf. Th®lplem is, his own turf is not the best one
in such an age of changes - he will probablyseat things very clearly. Thus, the disasters
that follow are not due to some supernatural commeof terrible facts; they happen because
Lear is not able to fully understand this momentrahsition, and consequently, of making
the right choices for the times that are comingadhe

Cordelia’s departure is an indication for us torakge the next moment (1.1.266-81),

France - (To Cordelia.)Bid farewell to your sisters.

Cordelia - The jewels of our father, with washed eyes / Qmdeaves
you. | know what you are, / And, like a sisten, most loath to call / Your
faults as they are named. Love well our fathef.d your professed bosoms
I commit him;/ But yet, alas, stood | within his grace, / | woplefer him
to a better place. . .

Regan - Prescribe not us our duty.

Goneril - Let your study / Be to content your lord, who hatteived you
[ At fortune’s alms. You have obedience scantekhd well are worth the
want that you have wanted.

Cordelia - Time shall unfold what plighted cunning hides; /dMwovers
faults at last with shame derides. / Well may gmsper.

France - Come, my fair Cordelia.

[Exeunt France and Cordelia.]

There is a considerable dose of self-assurednesevam aggressiveness in Cordelia’s
farewell speech, which shows us that we cannotrdebar as a frail, helpless victim. The
structure of this speech is interesting, becauseatiernates contents which are apparently
more delicate, with others that are more aggresSiiie starts her utterance in a rather gentle
way, “The jewels of our father, with washed eyes / @tiedleaves you.” (However, there
seems to be some quite ironic tone to tf@svels of our father’) Then comes Cordelia’s
first blow, “I know what you are, / And, like a sister, am mlosith to call / Your faults as
they are named.” She starts playing ‘nicey-nice’ agaiibove well our father. / To your
professed bosoms | commit him({We must keep in mind, however, that this “nige” is
behaving like a “little queenie”, and whatever shters sounds like an imperial command.

This attitude is so natural for her, that, everrafteing rejected, she has not given up issuing



128

orders to her sisters.) Then comes the nextautter,'But yet, alas, stood | within his grace,
/ 1'would prefer him to a better place.” Now this is some really aggressive line!

If we place Regan’s first linéRrescribe not us our dutyy'in a positional context, we
are going to notice that what she says is not isacig evil or disproportionate. The
consequence is that Goneril and Regan will not apdlooking like predecessors to
Cinderella’s evil sisters, as they have so ofteenb#epicted. Even if their course of action is
despicable, there is a certain logic and reasat) &5 we are going to see. It is true that the
structure of this storyline reminds us very muchtlod fairy-tales, and this is one of the
reasons foKing Learbeing so attractive. It is also true that, eviethere are nuances to the
characters, Shakespeare clearly presents two ogpgsoups that, yes, could be roughly
called “good” and “evil”. Nevertheleskjng Leardoes not have to be viewed as melodrama:
the plot is dangerously close to this genre, batRblio treatment for characters like Goneril
and Regan is one of the elements which prevenptaisfrom being characterized as such.

The manner the two excerpts above deal with ouizborof expectations is worth
being noticed. The passage with Lear and Burgemdig with the exit of these two, and just
before that, with France sayingFairest Cordelia, that art most rich being poor, /.. /
Thou losest here, a better where to find.” And in the last time she talks to her sisters,
Cordelia says just before her exit;Time shall unfold what plighted cunning hides; haV
covers faults at last with shame derides. / Wely iyou prosper’ After that, she exits, and
we are left with her two sisters. The effect ofsinés that, while we watch Goneril and Regan
plotting immediately after Cordelia departed withose words, we strongly expect the
following things to happen:

a) The older sisters will do more eviand our expectation is really mgt)

b) The wronged princess will come back, this timéhva strong help from France, and a
terrible struggle will take plac¢one more time our expectation is met)

c) This time, around the end of the play, Cordelith vave the upper hand. With the help of
the good King of France, she will defeat the foroksvil and reestablish order, this time in a
more justly way(and in this case our expectation is not met gt all

Our familiarity with the conventions of such genessthe fairy-tale and the adventure
narrative - genres the play deals with - wédhgrate the expectations above mentioned. |
have said before that the play generates such &tjpes all the time - and all the time we
are surprised when things do not happen as wevedligey were going to. Sometimes these
expectations are broken immediately, as in thertveigg of the play, when, after a couple of

lines about the division of the kingdom, Gloucested Kent suddenly start talking about a
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base subject such as Edmund’s bastardy - andstloisce again interrupted by Lear’s too
sudden entrance. Other times, it takes very lamgah expectation to break, as in here. In
this last case, Shakespeare plants the seeds trasedrative conventions, and we will go all
through the play waiting for something to happenand feel very surprised when this does
not occur. (The conventions of genre are more mapd in order to build expectations than
knowing the legend of Leir. Being so detached metiand space, we are not likely to know
this story; and yet, we build all the three exptotes above mentioned, because of our
familiarity with the narrative schemes of the faigyes and the adventure narratives.) And
even when we are familiar with the play, and aezligg it for the umpteenth time, we always
feel awed and awkward at such breaks. This happecsuse the author is able to make us
engage due to his mastery of such narrative coimrent So, either one way or the other, the
break of expectations is the play’s most distiretistructural feature. Other plays by
Shakespeare might also feature such breaks, buatkenot central to the structure as here. |
would even say that such break of expectationhescentral structuring element éfing
Lear.

Now that Cordelia has exited, let us see whatwersisters are up to (1.1.282-304),

Goneril - Sister, it is not little | have to say of what mosarly appertains
to us both. | think our father will hence tonight.

Regan - That's most certain, and with you; next month wish

Goneril - You see how full of changes his age is. The oasernvwe have
made of it hath not been little. He always loved sister most, and with
what poor judgment he hath now cast her off apptargrossly.

Regan - ‘Tis the infirmity of his age; yet he hath ever Blenderly known
himself.

Goneril - The best and soundest of his time hath been bit thsn must
we look from his age to receive not alone the irfgmtions of long-
engraffed condition, but therewithal the unruly waydness that infirm
and choleric years bring with them.

Regan - Such unconstant starts are we like to have from dénthis of

Kent’'s banishment.

Goneril - There is further compliment of leave-taking betweésmce and

him. Pray you, let us sit togethetf our father carry authority with such
disposition as he bears, this last surrender ofwilsbut offend us.

Regan - We shall further think of it.

Goneril - We must do something, and i'th’heat[Exeunt]

Characters like Goneril and Regan have got nuatiocéeir respective lines of action,
which do not justify what they do, but prevent i seeing two “monsters of the deép’l
said in the Introduction that this study does redldvith the differences between the Quarto

and Folio versions, but | must open an exceptiage had bring to you a difference from Q to
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F that is relevant to the study of the two oldstess. In fact, in Q Goneril and Regan (there
called Gonoril and Ragan) are more Cinderella'tessslike, while their characterization in F
is more tridimensiona’ In the latter, we have real women (and not meoéds) which have
got reasonably concrete fears concerning theirefathactions. They have got believable
worries, and consequently, they have got a cawss i their acts are indeed evil. Besides,
there is a new feature to Goneril, not really pnése Q, which is going to show up latter in
the play: here we have got a woman whose sexwadsnare not being met. (Goneril’s
husband - Albany - is also a cuckold in Q, thare her adulterous behaviour seems to be
just another facet of her evilness, while here vightrhave a relatively ‘normal’ woman - as
normal as a murderous villainess can be - whmisppy in her marriage.) This nuancing
of the older sisters is one of the aspects whickemmae go along with the majority of the
contemporary Shakespearean criticism, and prefer(-

There are other elements which confer dramatic hteig Goneril and Regan and
prevent them from looking like cartoon charactefide older sisters perceive that, even if
Lear has just favoured them in the division of kilgdom, they might have “such unconstant
starts” from him - as Regan puts it. She seansetright in assuming that, if he behaved
like that with such favourites as Cordelia and Kehey might also have got it coming to
them in the near future. What calls our attentsdren they refer to such whimsical acts by
Lear is the fact that, despite the clear displayth&fir rivalry towards Cordelia, they are
absolutely conscious that what their father didhéo was unjustified“He always loved our
sister most, and with what poor judgment he hatl nast her off appears too gross)yThis
is a very important detail. On the one hand, likene other before-mentioned aspects, it
humanizes the depiction of the two older siste@n the other hand, this is what best
characterizes Goneril and Regan as evil people, naidplain normal women”, as other
aspects from the passage above could lead usrtk. thhey are absolutely conscious that
Lear behaved in an unjustified way towards Cordatid Kent, and has thus assigned them a
terrible future. And this nuance which makes therhaman - and not “monsters of the
deep” -, is also what shows us their wickednélsy saw injustice taking place; they clearly
perceived it could have happened to them; theydcoave tried to prevent it; and yet, they
decided to let the opponents of their materialregts be expelled from the kingdom.

We could say that the older sisters show aspectsoomhalcy and of justifiable
behaviour before a situation of possible oppressamd at the same time they display an
absolute lack of compassion and a premeditatei@dtit Both aspects, positive and negative,

illuminate each other, and, more importantigntradicteach other.
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Contradiction. | believe it is accurate to say Shakespeareedest the aesthetic
conquests of psychological realism by creating attars as tridimensional as possible (N.B.:
| am not saying that the author practiced any ebpsychological realism, or that his works
should be examined according to such parameters.wab absolutely not realistic in the
stricter sense of the word. In spite of that, va@ dardly name any other writer who has
created so many multifaceted characters.) Theseral facets of the charactersKmg
Lear, however, are not harmoniously or complementaciynbined. The compositional
strategy for creating both scene and charactehignplay is one of assembling behavioural
and aesthetic contradictions side by side, antgaalsof concealing them, actually calling our
attention to them. What goes on with Goneril amdjd& is somewhat equivalent to what we
have experienced with Lear and Cordelia in the iptess passages. This happens all
throughout the play, and is one of the reasons avigyfeels uneasy with this work, at least in
the first time he gets in touch with it: either wadore it in a Romantic manner, as an
expression of the ungraspable, or we think thatdwer creative it might be, there are several
- and serious - compositional problems to itwerdo both, in the manner of Bradley).

Goneril and Regan have definitely got anotherwatétas that of Lear, Kent, Cordelia
and France- and it is important to stress that this is not 8eaély a matter of being good or
bad. They might belong to the ruling class oftfietional society, but we also feel that, like
Burgundy, in some way they do not belong exactlthad group. That is, they do not seem as
noble. Rather than being unbending as the other oneg atieeextremely flexible - they can
walk the walk and especially talk the talk whenythee required to, even if it is not what they
feel. Also, in the appropriate conditions theylvaé explicit about their material interests,
and not conceal them behind an idealized-ideolbdigade, as the members of the previous
group do. (This does not mean they are sincetleey are not. | am calling your attention
here to a compositional device. We have got thens where they confess their material
interests, even if not too directly. Such a thmeyer happens to the characters of the other
group - even when they are left alone, they méNer talk about such petty matters.) Third,
we see from the dialogue that they do not take i& airtue to burst into rash action. They
observealmostmethodicallythe object of their interest (in this case, Le#rgyevaluateit,
and, that being done, thgyan their course of action. Fourth, and as a consezpief the
first three, they have got a wider repertoire dfcacand strategies to achieve their objectives
than the other group do&s.

If all this sounds rathdsourgeoisor Renaissance-likeor, even bettecapitalistic as

opposed to the other groupople or medievalor feudalistig, this is meant to be so. Now of
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course neither of the older sisters is bourgeais, Ilelieve Shakespeare is little by little
introducing in the play a way of acting, thinkiramd representing the world which is opposed
to that one of the outright medieval group of Lé&nt and the like. That other group set the
initial tone of the scene, and we, as spectatoreaers, take that tone to be #t@tus quoof

the play’s fictional society. The opposing new waythinking is first introduced ifKing
Lear by Burgundy, in a very slight way. We do not faeds a disruption, but we see for the
first time a way of thinking and acting that difeirom the other characters. It is important to
stress that the kind of conflict between France Bachundy has got a different nature to it
than the conflicts between Lear and Cordelia, arland Kent. These last two ones do not
oppose two different worldviews. Instead, when KenCordelia argue with Lear, they are
actually disputing who best represents a worldvigney all share in common. As for
Burgundy’s worldview, we can see it is really alienthat environment - France does not
even seem to understand what Burgundy is talkimogitab

So, after Burgundy, we have this short moment w@emeril and Regan are left
alone, and this other way of thinking makes itselinewhat more present in the play, but it is
still on the fringes. As the play proceeds, thisrldview makes itself progressively more
present.

An impressive feature oKing Lears structure is its accuracy in presenting the
movement of History in an aesthetic manner: treeassion of different social systems does
not happen through a mere substitution of oneHerather. Instead, we have the collapse of
a social system due to its own internal contraolitsti Certainly the social classes that oppose
this system will do their best to accelerate tlecpss, and thus, we need two conditions to be
present so that a new social order succeeds adimmgcene: a) The existing system must
have been corroded by its own inner contradictisnghat it does not have enough stamina to
last much longer;b) The social classes that oppose this system neustty strong and
organized - thatis, prepared to take over whemtoment happens. The action and attitude
of the bourgeoisie in the early Modern Age is adyegample of that. Even if they were not
completely content with the governing power, thegrevcertainly not willing to counter it,
and be jailed or killed for that. They had to ptag game of the ruling class, and try their best
to win that game by subverting its rules to theimobenefit, which is what was happening
with the absolutist monarchies throughout Europe.doing that, the bourgeoisie showed
more flexibility and better capability of changinigeir course of action than the feudal
nobility, with its rigid sticking to obsolete cod#sat would not provide a feasible answer for

the present moment.
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How is this presented in the play? We do not lheee, right from the beginning, an
outright conflict between these two different sbgeoups (that is;'medieval nobility” x
“Renaissance nobility plus bourgeoisie” Actually, the conflict starts between Lear dnsl
two most cherished people, Cordelia and Kent. @bfegan and their respective husbands
(as well as Edmund, whom we are going to studyénntext chapter) are on the sidelines, just
watching and not actively taking part in it. Aridst organization of the plot is very similar to
the historical process: in History there was nestarth a thing as the bourgeoisie declaring an
open war to feudalism from the very beginning. éask, this system collapsed due to its own
contradictions. Just like in the play, the bourgepistarted waiting on the sides, until there
came the moment when it seized the opportunityve the feudal nobility its final blow.

The last thing to say about this dialogue of Gdresrdl Regan refers to its form - itis
written in prose. There are countless switcheKiig Lear from blank verse to prose, and
vice-versa. | am not going to deal with all ofiiesince there is no space in this thesis for
that, and also because not all these changes aeedgplained sociologically. However, this
is the exception to confirm the rule (like the imitdialogue), and | would like to risk a
sociological hypothesis for that. One could feghpted to attribute this change to Goneril
and Regan’s deceiving strategies: they speak weifsent of Lear because this is required to
please him and be favoured by him; afterwardsy s$meak in prose because nobody is
watching them, and so they can show their trueuwslo This is not altogether wrong, but |
believe there is a lot more to it. | take the stvifoom blank verse to prose to be a more
consciously political indication. Prose is ratp&beian language; of course, the two sisters
did not cease being noble, but this would be arthags way of quickly indicating to a
Jacobean audience - an audience pretty muchtasteatrical aural conventions - that
their acting and thinking in this moment do notdmgj to a properly courtly world. In other
words, it would indicate in an aural and subtle whag intermission of something that is not
proper to that orde?

| said previously that Shakespeare presents Buggumd clearly unfavourable light,
and we definitely cannot cheer for Goneril and Regaven if we understand their reasons.
Let us keep in mind that it is puzzling how thehaut a member of the bourgeoisie, leads the
spectator to develop more empathy for the ‘feudb#racters (even if the estrangement and
detachment devices make us critical also of theaeacters). It is not the case of trying to get
an answer right now, just of keeping this questiomind, and going along with the play. By

understanding better its structure, we might threiveato a conclusion later on.
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Speaking of structure, along this chapter | triedobint out that many of the most
important compositional features King Lear are concentrated in scene I.1. Now that we
have finished analyzing the different moments @ gtene, it is the proper time to discuss
one more aspect of the play that is strongly presehl, and which is especially responsible
for the impression we get froKing Lear. in those few pages there is a tremendous paiusi
of data which makes it difficult to understand inthaely what is going on. It is not that we
are not able to understand - we do, but we direvith the impression that, whenever we are
getting acquainted with some information or a cbi@m the situation changes into something
completely different from what we were seeing @diag some minutes ago. Another factor
that contributes to this difficulty is that the pla and particularly this scene - abounds with
important and weighty characters.

It is true that Shakespeare’s plays always preseweral characters, and that the
author generally cares enough about all of themgssto raise our interest also to the lesser
ones. Nevertheless, his plays usually presenitelbdefined groups: the central characters,
and the others which gravitate around them. Tle¢hpla of important characters king
Lear is an exception to this rule. Coupled with theremous quantity of ever-changing
events, this characteristic is responsible forpnception - even if only on a subconscious
level - that we are not witnessing the story sfragle characterinstead, what we witness is
the story of a whole collectivity The political and aesthetic implications of tkmllective
dimension are to be seen in the next chaptersordar to do that, we must now deal with

another group of characters.

ENDNOTES

(1) This matter was regulated by the Salic Law, a bafdyaditional law which
governed the Salian Franks and was codifigdarearly sixth century. It
underwent several changes, and was broughtg# in England by the
Norman conquerors from 1066 on. An interestlatail about the Salic Law is
that it made clear that an individual had igbtrto protection if he was not part
of a family.
(2) On this subject, it is worth reading Miriam Gilderéssay ‘Performance
Criticism’ (inShakespeare: An Oxford Gu)ddmong other things, she
examines Deborah Warner’'s 1990 staging ofiversion oKing Learwith
the National Theatre (pp. 550-3), and esplgcial aspect of Q's IV.7, which
is Kent being in scene even if silent, andithgortance that this detail has in Warner’s
construction of meaning in this scene anchenplay as a whole (especially on p. 551).
(3) On this specific matter, see Brecht's essay ‘UmsaaNbécnica de
Representacao’ (translated by Klaus Schell}7g, in the volum@eatro
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Dialético: Ensaios

(4) Actually, the Q and F versions differ about thapi®sents this in a way which
seems more like sheer voluntarism, since deas not explain the reasons
for his action. In the F version Lear expahis decision, thus providing his
action a clearer political content, and thisonsequently kept in all the
conflated editions.

(5) See Walter Benjamin’s essay ‘O Narrador: Obsenafibdre a Obra de
Nikolai Leskow.’ In: Textos Escolhidos: Walter Benjamin, Max Horkheimer,

Theodor W. Adorno, Jirgen Habermas.

(6) The Polish critic Andrzej Zurowski puts this in @ry nice way, “In
Shakespeare, everything is told, but nothénigld to the end. Shakespeare is
always asking us to give him birth.” (Seeshakespeare Still Our
Contemporary?. 171, edited by John Elsom.)

(7) A quite recurrent situation in such fairy-taleshat of a father who has got three
daughters which undergo a challenge commat of them, and, of course,
achieve different results. The customagctice of the times these fairy-tales
were generated - which was probably gtélvailing in Shakespeare’s time -,
was that of attributing the precedence ysuch competitions to the eldest
child. The fairy-tales usually subvert thiactice and present the youngest
daughter as the worthiest, and thus, thaevin

(8) It must be said that the Q version enhances tipsdassion of Cordelia as a
sufferer due to the presence in there of idedlaccounts of her exile. These
were excised in the F version, which presantwore determined and warrior-
like Cordelia - a facet which is not absen®, but is not so clear, either.
Since the conflated editions keep all of dettis (and thus, the above-
mentioned excised passages), a reader mightehmore Christ-like
impression of Cordelia. This might explain wbgrdelia-the-
sufferer is such a frequent sight on stage.

(9) See JamesonThe Political UnconscioysChapter 1, p. 95.

(10) See David Crystal’s essay ‘The Language ok&speare’, pp.

73-4, inShakespeare: An Oxford Guide

(11) See Chapter 7 in Foakétamlet Versus Leaespecially pp. 182-3 and
203.

(12) The German critic Peter von Becker puts & thay, “[The
French director Arianne Mnouchkine] wantedrake Shakespeare less
comfortable and more strange again, andisg but the fundamental fury,
terror and emotion, which proceed from Skakare’s dramatic use of
‘suddenness’. Suddenly, somebody chang&satat suddenly somebody
decides to throw aside his wife, because fiidden jealousy or something
like that; and the whole world turns sudgénto a tragedy or a comedy. This
is one reason why Shakespeare is the gtemsenatist, the abrupt changes
of direction in his dramaturgy.” (SkeShakespeare Still Our Contemporary?
p. 90, edited by John Elsom.)

(13) This observation applies only to the F versidnch is being used as the basis
for this thesis. As we saw in the Introdoctiexplanatory and moralizing
accretions abound in Q, and are consequkelyin the several conflated
editions, which, for this reason among atheonstitute a more blurred
material for the reader.

(14) Brecht makes use of this same moment in Leaf’s rage - to explain his
concepts of historicity and theeffekt(in his essay ‘O Teatro Experimental’,
translated by Roberto Franco de Almeidd,aatro Dialético: Ensaiq9p.
135-8). The conclusions he draws from tleneare different from the ones |
present here - even if mine are also gcBr's lines -, and | believe one
complements the other. He says that theme such a thing as an eternal
essence of “Man”, and thus, of “Choler”. Bys, Brecht means that the scene



should be represented in a way so as tdeftfad spectator to perceive that
Lear’s choler is not a mandatory reactidhis-connected to a specific man
who lives in specific historical circumstasc Thus, the representation should
allow the spectator to perceive in a critroanner that Lear’s choleric reaction

is not “natural” and “essential”, and thather reactions would also be possible.

(15) The intention of preventing future strife, wiiis present in the F version (in
1.1.43-4), is absent in Q. This is an aspéduth confers more historical
concreteness to F.

(16) See Peter Thomson's essay, ‘Conventions gfPiang’, p. 47, in
Shakespeare: An Oxford Guide

(17) This single line of Albany and Cornwall is alié accretion which achieves a
brilliant effect in terms of both nuance arajectory of the characters. The
spectator cannot tell Albany from Cornwédl, the villainous Cornwall shows
himself performing a good deed right at thisment. Since there is no
contradiction between the dukes, it willupeto the audience to make out
much further in the play what this charadderally into. (The equivalent
opposite to this would be the developmerilbhiny. He seems a villain - or,
at least, a despicable upstart - in tlag'plfirst scenes, and reveals himself

to be a “good” character only in the lastmemts. As for my opinion about him,

I happen to agree with those critics whoarsthnd that Albany in the F
version is a dubious character, not muchenmoan a turncoat. For a
commentary on different perceptions abolafly among the divisionist critics
- none of them too flattering, anyway - see Garyldigs essayKing Lear.
The Date and Authorship of the Folio Versign 425, inThe Division of the
Kingdomg

(18) One well-known example of a work written ading to such a tendency is G.
M. Trevelyan’€nglish Social Historymentioned in Works Consulted.

(19) This is a phrase present in a speech of Alliray (1V.2.48), which was

excised in the F version. It does not refezctly to Goneril and Regan, but to a

state of final chaos in which men would pogyeach other. Nevertheless, one
can find this expression and other equivtales adjectives commonly used
for Goneril and Regan. Coleridge, for insg@rrefers to “the monster Goneril”.
(See his comment on p. 40Shakespeare: King Lear: Macmillan Casebook
Seriesedited by Frank Kermode.)

(20) It is worth reminding that divisionist criticsuch as Randall McLeod, believe
that the conflations give birth to a shapelereature - for example, due to
the mixture of Q and F, we cannot reallyeatiéntiate Goneril from Regan.
(See Randall McLeod’s ess&on. No more, the text is foolish’ ifihe
Division of the Kingdonijs

(21) There is no significant change in this passageerning both Q and F
versions. The only exception, and an ingudrone, is Goneril’'s second
line in her penultimate utterantBray you, let us sit together”. This is how it
reads in F, which provides the basis fas thesis, and so was it kept here. In
Q, however, it readsPray, let’s hit together” This is not just a stylistic
alteration, for the content changes completRandall McLeod, for instance,
favours F concerning this change. He sagfs by havind'sit together”, F
provides more nuance for Goneril — at thismant she is a woman “off

balance, thinking on her feet in an attetogjrasp an unprecedented situation . .”.

(See Randall McLeod’s ess&on.No More, The Text is Foolish’, pp. 169-
70, inThe Division of the KingdomsAlthough | go along with McLeod in his
preference for F over either Q or the cdidig | have a couple of moments
in which | prefer the Q solutions, and tisi®ne of them. McLeod says tlait
together”is more coherent with the F treatment for Gorard Regan, where
they cease being shrews, and become somelglsat to normal women -
they are going to discuss the subject amdoge solution. As for me, | believe
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we should not look for a realistic cohereimcking Lear, since behavioural
and aesthetic contradictions abound in sustanner that | take this to be the
play’s specific compositional method. Addiag to this spirit, | think it is not
the best solution to depict Goneril and Regmtwo ladies who are going to
sit over a cup of tea and discuss. Thhistogether” reads better. If the play’s
structure is based on contradictions, itsgoetter with its aesthetic procedure
to have the two women commenting the rasbrze of their father in a
horrified way, and right after that, deciglito attack.
| also agree with divisionist critics suchMcLeod and Gary Taylor that F is
superior to the conflations, since theelddtmixture of both versions renders
the text too long, less straight to the pamd somewhat dragging. In spite of
this, | believe that both G.K. Hunter’s dteihneth Muir’s conflated editions
arrived to the best solution for this problerhese editions also adopt F as the
stylistic basis for their work (as conflatgogenerally do), but in this case they
understood it was better to adopt @is together”. So, they combined the
aggressiveness of QRray, let’s hit together”’and the musicality of F'¥Pray
you, let us sit togetherand arrived then tt&Pray you, let us hit together”

(22) See Peter Thomson’s ‘Conventions of Playwgitip. 47, inShakespeare: An
Oxford Guide.
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