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without form. For the metaphysics of the Christian Middle Ages, the nothing is that out of which
created beings (summum ens) arise; the nothing is the counter concept to being proper (“WM"
109). Before undertaking an analysis of Hamler with respect to the modern experience of
metaphysics, of Being and the nothing, we will have to distinguish the metaphysics of modernity
more precisely from that of the Greeks and that of the Middle Ages. Let us remind ourselves,
then, of the distinctive features of the historical unfolding of the essence of truth.’

The essence of truth as experienced in the primordial Greek founding is alé&heia. Al&heia
is first thought by Anaximander, Parmenides, and Heraclitus; they are the primordial thinkers;
they are the thinkers of the beginning of essential Western history. The beginning is what is
always returned to in (or, rather, arises again to meet) the future; it is futural in that it “lies in
advance of what is to come.” This is what Nietzsche means when he asserts, in On the Uses and
Disadvantages of History for Life, that “[w]lhen the past speaks it always speaks as an oracle”
(1983, 94). It is a “gift to an epoch” (Heidegger 1992, 1). In this way, the beginning as what is
past “is nothing detached from us, lying far away. On the contrary, we are this past itself”
(Heidegger 1997, 7). In the same way, our engagement with the modern metaphysics of
representation in relation to Hamler is no idle affair or intellectual flight of fancy. Rather, it
touches on what is most essential about our existence today; the modern metaphysics of the subject
and of methodology, as founded by Descartes and Bacon, culminates in the Nietzschean
metaphysics of the absolute subject (of the Will to Power, of the essence of technology [das
Gestell]) and of absolute procedure (of the positing of what is as available for manipulation within
the “standing reserve” of technology).$

The primordial thinking of Being in the Greek word “aléheia” first directs us to an

awareness that concealment is an essential component of truth within the primordial Greek
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experience. The word also directs us to the fact that truth is the “suspension or cancellation” of
concealment: “The prefix ‘un- corresponds to the Greek @-, which grammar calls ‘e privativum.’
What kind of privatio, deprivation, and taking away is at stake in a privative word-formation
depends in each case on what it is that is exposed to the deprivation and impairment. ‘Un-
concealedness’ can mean concealedness is taken away, cancelled, evicted, or banned, where taking
away, cancelling, evicting, and banning are essentially distinct” (Heidegger 1992, 14). From this
it is “clear that we can never think ‘the true’ and ‘the false,’ ‘truth’ and ‘falsity,’ as separate from
each other in essence” (20); rather, we must understand that the essence of truth, for the early
Greeks, was tied to falsity. And since “unconcealedness gives the essence of truth its character,
then we must attempt to understand falsity as a concealment” (20).

This primordial experience of truth as the strife (polemos) of concealment and un-
concealment has been transformed throughout the history of Being. To think the essence of truth,
as historically sited in each epoch, we must think the counter-essence of truth. The Greeks use
pseudos to name the the counter-essence of truth. Just as the ‘false’ has many meanings for us--as
non-genuine (a “false Rembrandt”), as incorrect, and as erroneous (29)--so too does pseudos have
many senses. For instance, as we have already noted above, “[t]he meaning of pseudos in
‘pseudonym’ eludes us if we translate it as ‘false.” We have here a covering that at the same time
unveils something recondite and does so in a specifically recondite way, whereas a ‘false name,’
e.g., that of the impostor, is also not simply incorrect, but it covers up while making visible
something pertaining only to the facade and to the most unrecondite” (1992, 30). In this way, and
like lethe as concealing, pseudos names untruth as the covering which is essentially related to un-
covering or truth. Pseudos belongs to the counter-essence of truth-that is, it exists in the manner

of concealedness—inasmuch as it is a “dissembling” (1992, 32).
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The counter-word to truth as aléheia, which we usually translate as “false,” is a
dissembling concealing that is at the same time a showing and bringing into appearance. But what
does “false” mean for subsequent metaphysics? How is pseudos translated in the unfolding of the
history of Being? Our word “false” comes from the Latin falsum which originally means the
“bringing to a fall.” Although not related to the Greek counter-word to truth (pseudos), for some
reason “bringing to a fall” (falsum) is the essential counter-word to truth for the Romans. In the
Latin translation of Greek philosophical terms the “imperial” disposition gains a certain sway in
humanity’s relation to beings as a whole. This “imperial” disposition has constituted the ground
of all subsequent thinking and relating to beings. “The realm of essence decisive for the
development of the Latin falsum is the one of the imperium and of the ‘imperial.’ . . . Imperium
means ‘command’” (Heidegger 1992, 40). Understanding Being and truth in terms of the
command (imperium) is the “essence of domination,” of all mastering-knowing. All mastering-
knowing and domination of a region of beings rests on a “commanding-on-high” or a
commanding-overseeing (cf. Heidegger 1992, 41).

With the Roman transformation, falsum is essentially related to the true as verwm.
However, what does verum mean? “The stem ver is Indo-Germanic. . . . Ver means to be steady,
to keep steady, i.e., not to fall (no falsum), to remain above, to maintain oneself, to keep one’s
head up, to be the head, to command. Maintaining oneself, standing upright--the upright” (1992,
47). Thus, Heidegger points out that there are two things to keep in mind with respect to the Latin
name for the true, verum. Heidegger says, first of all, that “[v]erum, ver-, meant originally
enclosing, covering. The Latin verum belongs to the same realm of meaning as the Greek alethes,
the uncovered--precisely by signifying the exact opposite of alethes: the closed off.” Secondly,

Heidegger asserts that “because verum is counter to falsum, and because the essential domain of
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the imperium is decisive for verum and falsum and their opposites, the sense of ver-, namely
enclosure and cover, becomes basically that of covering for security against. Ver is now the
maintaining-oneself, the being-above; ver becomes the opposite of falling. Verum is the remaining
constant, the upright, that which is directed to what is superior because it is directing from above.
Verum is rectum (regere, “the regime”), the right, iustum” (1992, 48).

The sheltering-concealment of pseudos-lethe that is transformed by the Romans into the
securing-enclosing vantage-point of the imperium (that brings to a fall--falsum) becomes, in the
Middle Ages, a “securing” of salvation—thus preparing the ground for the modern determination
of truth as certitudo. The next step is from the securing-enclosing of the soul to the securing of
the “certain-subject” in terms of its rational judgements. This is the “step” taken by modern
metaphysics (cf. Heidegger 1992, 51-2).

Descartes, the founder of modern metaphysics, begins his meditation by applying himself
“to the general destruction of all [his] former opinions” (95). The “First Meditation,” then,
concems itself with the destruction of the foundation of all knowledge. Because he is destroying
the foundation of knowledge, truth, and Being, he does not have to concern himself with
individual propositions that would be derived from that foundation: “the destruction of the
foundation necessarily brings down with it the rest of the edifice” (Descartes 95). This foundation
will have to, in turn, be reconstructed on a new ground. Descartes finds a new Archimedean point
for the truth of beings in the “Second Meditation": “Archimedes, in order to take the terrestrial
globe from its place and move it to another, asked only for a point which was fixed and assured.
So also, I shall have the right to entertain high hopes, if I am fortunate enough to find only one
thing which is certain and indubitable” (102). This Archimedean point of security and certainty,

and with it the founding of modern metaphysics, stands in Descartes’ statement: Ego cogito, ergo
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sum, “I think, therefore I am.” Here, the Latin interpretation of truth as verum, the secured and
overseeing standpoint, has its locus of securedness shifted to the subject in its certain representing.
“All consciousness of things and of beings as a whole is referred back to the self-consciousness
of the human subject as the unshakable ground of all certainty” (Heidegger 1982, 86; cf. also
“AWP” 127-28). The essence of truth becomes this self-asserted certainty. We have seen that, for
the Greeks, human existence consists of a certain receptivity to that which presences in
unconcea!ment (al&@heia). The medieval metaphysics founded by the Latin translation of a-letheia
into verum-falsum, and prepared for by the Platonic-Aristotelian assertion of truth as homoidsis,
still echoes this receptivity inasmuch as the true and the fallen are taken to be that which are given
by God; they are not products of human representing. The salvation to be secured in medieval
metaphysics is grounded in revelation as interpreted and consolidated in Christian doctrine.” In
becoming the ground of Being and truth, the modern subject becomes the self-secured locus of
certainty as well as the measure and setting of beings. That is, beings arise in their Being and are
true inasmuch as they are grounded in the certain representing of the subject ("AWP” 131-32).%

Descartes’ formulation of the position that humanity is the measure of beings is to be
distinguished from Protagoras’ statement pertaining to man and measure: “man is the measure of
all things—alike of the being of things that are and of the not-being of things that are not” (Plato,
Theaetetus 152a). For Protagoras, thinking within the Greek experience of truth and Being as
aléheia, “the man of the basic relationship with beings is metron, ‘measure,’ in that he lets his
confinement to the restricted radius {restricted for each respective self) of the unconcealed become
the basic trait of his essence. That also implies the recognition of a concealment of beings”
(Heidegger 1982, 94). In other words, for Protagoras within the Greek experience of truth, Being

in its presencing in beings, arising as the restricted radius of a “world” or of beings as a whole,
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“measures” humanity. For Descartes, on the other hand, and the modern age in general, humanity
“measures” beings in their Being (cf. Heidegger 1982, 91-5 and “AWP" 143-7).
4.2 Modern Representation and the Projection of a Ground Plan: Bacon
We have seen that within the Cartesian metaphysics of the modern age humanity is the
measure and ground of beings in their truth. Beings can only arise as “true,” and in the modern
age this always means as “certain,” inasmuch as they are thought of, felt, or perceived by the
subject. The nature of perception here is understood in terms of a possessive presenting to and for
the self: “In important passages, Descartes substitutes for cogitare the word percipere (per-capio)--
to take possession of a thing, to seize something, in the sense of presenting-to-oneself by way of
presenting-before-oneself, representing” (Heidegger 1982, 104-5; cf. “NW" 87-88, “AWP" 128-
33).° This perceiving-representing sets up over against us, and thus sets forth into Being, the entity
as “ob-ject” [Gegen-stand] (1982, 107; cf. also “MSMM" 280). Entities, in their being perceived
or represented, arise as what is “pregiven” or as “available.” The modern articulation of cogitatio
and perceptio in terms of representation means that the beings so posited or represented for
humanity are “established and secured as that over which [the human undertaking the
representation] can always be master unequivocally, without any hesitation or doubt, in the radius
of his own power to enjoin” (Heidegger 1982, 105). In short, humanity measures beings within
the modern experience of Being. Humanity is the secured and certain ground of beings (subiectum)
in its cogitatio and perceptio. As a result, beings are true (certain), are in Being, in their arising
within the representational theatre of the modern subject’s positing by and for itself of these
beings. And this positing-presenting of beings within the modern metaphysical theatre of
representation corresponds to the modern experience of beings as a whole—-that is, of nature and

of history—-as that over which humanity wields “imperial” power.'°
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Generally, as Timothy H. Paterson points out, “attempts to understand the historical origins

of the modern concept of mastery of nature have devoted at least some attention to the thought of
Francis Bacon” (427).!! The modern experience of beings as a whole as that which is mastered
implicates a corresponding conception of the essential knowing of these beings. The experience
of knowing as an “imperial-mastery” over beings reaches a certain culminating phase in the
thought of Bacon. Knowing, as the encounter with the truth of beings, in the modern age, is
science. Insofar as entities are true, within the modern age, in their being certain and secured
representations, the mode of access to these beings is a knowing (modern mathematical science)
which grasps these entities within the framework in which they are already posited, and hence
already known. It is for this reason that modemn science gains its “precision” in the degree to which
it becomes “mathematical”: “The marhénata, the mathematical, is that ‘about’ things which we
really already know” (“MSMM"” 252).'2 But how can we refer to Bacon in the context of modern
“mathematical” science? It is well-known that Bacon did not hold much faith in mathematics. The
answer to this question lies in the fact that the “mathematical” nature of modern science lies not
in the particular application of geometrical or algebraic rules but in the general “application of a
determination of the thing which is not experientially derived from the thing and yet lies at the
base of every determination of the things, making them possible and making room for them”
(“MSMM" 265). This pre-understanding of things is the essence of the “mathematical project.”
Modern science, which today primarily means “research,” founds itself in the mathematical
projection, the projection of a “ground plan” [Grundriss] (cf. “AWP” 118-122 and “MSMM" 267-
9). The projection of a ground plan opens up a sphere in which and by which entities can arise
and be known. Knowing exists, then, as a securing-procedure which grasps and explicates the

entities that arise as pre-given and pre-understood within the sphere of the ground plan: “The
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projection sketches out in advance the manner in which the knowing procedure must bind itself
and adhere to the sphere opened up. This binding adherence is the rigor of research. Through the
projecting of the ground plan and the prescribing of rigor, procedure makes secure for itself its
sphere of objects within the realm of Being” ("AWP” 118).

In Bacon’s inductive reconstruction of the sciences, as particularly manifested in his The
Great Instauration, we see a foundational event in the modern scientific projection of a ground
plan onto every realm of that which is. The irony here is that Bacon feels that he is the first to
attempt to let beings arise as they are, rather than projecting a human fabrication, a method or an
art, upon existence. In fact, for Bacon, human knowledge has failed to lay a claim to “the subtlety
of nature, the hiding-places of truth,” up until the modern age because modes of interpretation
(“arts”) have halted at that which is concealed (lethe) with respect to the way in which things
present themselves within the parameters of that art: “And then whatever any art fails to attain,
they ever set it down upon the authority of that art itself as impossible of attainment; and how can
art be found guilty when it is judge in its own cause? So it is but a device for exempting ignorance
from ignominy” (Bacon, Grear Instauration 305). Because the human mind is fraught with “idols,
or phantoms” (317)," the making “faithful and secure” of knowledge rests, for Bacon, in “no other
means than the true and legitimate humiliation of the human spirit” (308). In this way, Bacon can
“humbly pray, that things human may not interfere with things divine” and “that knowledge being
now discharged of that venom which the serpent infused into it, and which makes the mind of man
to swell, we may not be wise above measure and sobriety, but cultivate truth in charity” (309).
Perhaps our guiding question, as we attempt to come to terms with Bacon’s “total reconstruction
of sciences, arts, and all human knowledge, raised upon the proper foundations” (299), should be

the following: does Baconian science, as it manifestly attests, allow beings to arise as they are in
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their own coming to presence and self-emerging (phusis)?

Bacon asserts that the only way in which we can encounter beings as they are is through
the method of eliminative induction. In this way, he feels he is going to the thing itself as it shows
itself--that is, as phainomenon (cf. Heidegger 1962a, 51 and 1997, 5-6): “Those however who
aspire not to guess and divine, but to discover and know, who propose not to devise mimic and
fabulous worlds of their own, but to examine and dissect the nature of this very world itself, must
go to facts themselves for everything” (Bacon, Grear Instauration 318). According to Bacon,
science undertaken on a reconstructed foundation is an “interpretation” of the self-showing of
nature. Similarly, according to Bacon, this “interpretation” attends to the self-showing of nature
rather than positing its own ruling measure; that is, humanity, “being the servant and interpreter
of Nature” (New Organon Book I, § I, 331), must “be content to wait upon nature instead of
vainly affecting to overrule her” (Grear Instauration 298-99). The interpretation which obeys and
serves nature is distinguished from what Bacon calls “Anticipations of Nature”: “The conclusions
of human reason as ordinarily applied in matters of nature, I call for the sake of distinction
Anticipations of Nature (as a thing rash or premature). That reason which is elicited from facts by
a just and methodical process, I call Interpretation of Nature” (New Organon Book I, § XXVI,
334).

However, if we are properly to think through the relation of Bacon to the essence of the
modern age, we must keep in mind that although the ostensible modality of this interpretation is
one of servitude to nature, the ultimate telos of this scientific interpretation of nature is a certain,
secured power over and commanding of nature: “For the end which this science of mine proposes
is the invention not of arguments but of arts, not of things in accordance with principles but of

principles themselves, not of probable reasons but of designations and directions for works. And
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as the intention is different, so accordingly is the effect, the effect of the one being to overcome
an opponent in argument, of the other to command nature in action” [my emphasis] (Great
Instauration 314). The ambiguity of this position—that is, the trick of seeming to serve nature but,
in fact, having as an end goal the of commanding of nature--is observed by Bacon himself:
“Nature to be commanded must by obeyed” (New Organor Book I, § III, 331; cf. also Great
Instauration 323). Bacon expresses a similar duplicitous front on this point elsewhere. On the one
hand, he asserts that the end of knowledge is not profit, fame or power: “Lastly, I would address
one general admonition to all, that they consider what are the true ends of knowledge, and that
they seek it not either for pleasure of the mind, or for contention, or for superiority to others, or
for profit, or fame, or power, or any of these inferior things, but for the benefit and use of life;
and that they perfect and govemn it in charity.” On the other hand, in the next paragraph, he asserts
that the goal of his reconstruction is “to lay the foundation, not of any sect or doctrine, but of
human utility and power” [my emphasis] (Great Instauration 310). Knowledge of entities, then,
is implicated in a particular wielding of power in relation to these entities; or, according to that
most infamous of Baconian adages, knowledge is power: “the roads to human power and to human
knowledge lie close together and are nearly the same” (New Organon Book II, § IV, 378). This
integration of knowledge into the procedures of power is related to Bacon’s blurring of the
distinctions between the two poles of his own philosophy. That is, Bacon distinguishes between
the “speculative” and “operative” aspects of his science: “the former involved an ‘inquisition into
causes,’ the latter, the ‘production of effects’” (Urbach 59). However, speculative knowledge, for
Bacon, always serves the goals of an operative power: “Nor indeed [does Bacon] ever allow
fhimself] to be drawn away from things themselves and the operative part” (New Organon Book

II, § XVI, 388). Thus, the knowing of beings, for Bacon, is always experienced as the
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“production of effects” “for the benefit and use of life,” for “human utility and power.”

The power over nature that is acquired and grounded in the reconstruction of the sciences
establishes the certainty and security of beings for humanity. In this way, for Bacon, an ostensible
humility with respect to beings and our knowing of them is always at the service of the ultimate
goal of all knowing: the certainty of beings as secured resources to be commanded and disposed
of according to the needs and projects of humanity. “Nor need any one be alarmed at such
suspension of judgement in one who maintains not simply that nothing can be known, but only
that nothing can be known except in a certain course and way; and yet establishes provisionally
certain degrees of assurance for use and relief until the mind shall arrive at a knowledge of causes
in which it can rest” (Grear Instauration 323). Bacon’s reconstruction of knowledge on a sure
ground, on an Archimedean point, constitutes a “remedy” for the failings of the human mind and
its endeavors (316-17). In this way, through progressive stages of certainty, we are able to
overcome the inductive skepticism toward the axiomatic proposition as what is pre-given.'
Bacon’s “plan is to proceed regularly and gradually from one axiom to another, so that the most
general are not reached till the last, but then when you do come to them, you find them to be not
empty notions but well defined, and such as nature would really recognize as her first principles,
and such as lie at the heart and marrow of things” (315). Simply turning to the phenomena in their
self-showing will not lead us to the gradual construction of axioms and of ultimate certainty and
power over nature. We must turn, rather, to things as they are allowed to arise within the structure
of the inductive methodology. For instance, there are many “who have committed themselves to
the waves of experience, and almost turned mechanics; yet these again have in their very
experiments pursued a kind of wandering inquiry without any regular system of operations” (306).

The necessity, for Bacon, of a ground plan of nature, and of the adherence to this plan in
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procedure and methodology, means that “[o]ur steps must be guided by a clue, and the whole way
from the very first perception of the senses must be laid out upon a sure plan” (307). Thus,
although Bacon constantly reminds us of the limits of human reason and knowledge, this does not
mean that the experience of truth has not become grounded in the certainty of the human subject
in its securing of beings within its sphere of knowing. Limited knowledge is always provisional,
and is part of the ground plan. Gradually, through the rigor of research, we will build our
knowledge from the particular to the more general and all-embracing truth; eventually, for Bacon,
we will be able to know the forms, general essences, or necessary conditions of things (cf. New
Organon, Book 11, § IV - V, 378-81). In short, Bacon proposes “to establish progressive stages
of certainty” (New Organon, “Preface” 327).

Bacon’s ground plan of nature, then, is posited in the progressive stages of certainty
constitutive of and constituted by the human subject. Rather than being a heeding of things as they
presence out of themselves, the ground plan means that nature is moulded, structured, and secured
according to the uses it is put to by human activity. The projected “third part” of Bacon’s Grear
Instauration was to embrace “the Phenomena of the Universe; that is to say, experience of every
kind, and such a natural history as may serve for a foundation to build philosophy upon” (318).
This embracing of phenomena, this natural history as the foundation of a new philosophy, is “to
be a history not only of nature free and at large (when she is left to her own course and does her
work her own way) . . . but much more of nature under constraint and vexed; that is to say, when
by art and the hand of man she is forced out of her natural state, and squeezed and moulded. . .
. Nay (to say the plain truth) I do in fact (low and vulgar as men may think it) count more upon
this part both for helps and safeguards than upon the other, seeing that the nature of things betrays

itself more readily under the vexations of art than in its natural freedom” (320). Nature, or
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phenomena in general, is experienced here as that which can be forced, through a certain human
moulding and measuring, to ‘betray itself,’ or show itself in a way that is not “natural,” that is
outside of its own limit and measure. Within Baconian science, beings are “drag[ged] into light”
(320) and are not granted the withdrawal and limits which make them what they are. If the
primordial experience of Being is that of phusis as a self-emerging--within the domain of a-
laheia, and thus, as a self-emerging out of a sheltering self-concealment--then the modern age,
marked by the positing of humanity (subiectum) as the ground and measure of beings, means a
transition from the experience of a being as what arises out of itself within the limits and self-
concealment proper to it to an experience of a being as what is posited, commanded, and
measured by the human subject and as what is available for human manipulation and moulding.

Insofar as the goal of Baconian science is a certain imperial power and command over
nature, it is not surprising that his vision of a society that has advanced toward this goal--the
Bensalem society in New Atlantis—is described partly in the form of a utopian travel narrative and
partly in the form of a discourse of colonial conquest. The new age of humanity that Bensalem
figures forth--where Bensalem is a New Atlantis or New Jerusalem--is not one in which we have
a Platonic or humanist concern with human virtue in accordance with nature; in fact, in Bacon’s
scientifico-technological utopia the perfection of the society--that which marks this as a new age
for humanity, a New Jerusalem or heavenly city on earth--is based on the scientific manipulation
of the physical world and not on moral or legal reform as it is in Plato’s The Republic and More’s
Utopia (Frye 207). Bensalem figures forth a new age for humanity which is akin to the discovery
of a New World (over which European humanity wields a politico-imperial control) and akin to
the corresponding scientific discovery of the laws of the natural world (over which humanity

wields an epistemologico-imperial power). For instance, the relation of the discovery of Bensalem
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to the politico-imperial intercourse of old and new worlds is made explicit insofar as the narrator
of the New Atlantis recalls informing his crew that they “are men cast on land, as Jonas was out
of the whale’s belly, . . . [they] are but between death and life, for [they] are beyond both the old
world and the new” (424). The question of the relation of life to death, as the “undiscovered
country,” and of the relation of the old to new (undiscovered) worlds raised in this passage
dovetails, throughout Bacon’s works, with the question of drawing out the subtlety of nature in
the discovery of her laws--which, because science is always operative, corresponds to practical
inventions. Toward the end of New Atlantis, the Father of Salomon’s House describes their
“ordinances and rites.” He describes a “long and fair” gallery in which is placed “the statuas of all
principal inventors”: “There we have the statua of your Columbus, that discovered the West
Indies; also the inventor of ships; your monk that was the inventor of ordnance and of gunpowder;
the inventor of music; the inventor of letters; the inventor of printing . . .” (456). In both the
geographico-political and the scientifico-technological discovery a certain power over what is dis-
covered, or “drag[ged] into light,” corresponds with the act of knowing that which is dis-covered;
it is for this reason that the two operations are conceived of as intimately related within the
thought of Bacon:

But as in former ages when men sailed only by observation of the stars, they could
indeed coast along the shores of the old continent or cross a few small and
mediterranean seas, but before the ocean could be traversed and the new world
discovered, the use of the mariner’s needle, as a more faithful and certain guide,
had to be found out; in like manner the discoveries which have been hitherto made
in the arts and sciences are such as might be made by practice, meditation,
observation, argumentation, for they lay near to the senses and immediately
beneath common notions; but before we can reach the remoter and more hidden
parts of nature, it is necessary that a more perfect use and application of the human

mind and intellect be introduced. (Grear Instauration 308)

The discovery of a New World—for example, that of Bensalem or of the Americas—-which, as we
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have seen corresponds to scientifico-technological discovery and invention, is compared with the
power of God to create out of the nothingness and chaos of the deep. New Atlantis opens with an
account of the voyage that eventually was to discover Bensalem: “So that finding ourselves in the
midst of the greatest wilderness of waters in the world without victual, we gave ourselves for lost
men, and prepared for death. Yet we did lift up our hearts and voices to God above, who showeth
his wonders in the deep, beseeching him of his mercy that as in the beginning he discovered the
face of the deep, and brought forth dry land, so he would now discover land to us, that we might
not perish” (419)."

To the extent that they participate in the imperial disposition of metaphysics, both Plato’s
Republic and More’s Utopia define the polis as an autarchic structure which secures itself through
the exclusion or suppression of an exterior. This “politics of exclusion” manifests itself in these
texts, in a rather obvious way, in the form of a military barrier set up in order to secure the border
of self and other, of inside and outside, of familiar and strange. One of the first stages in the
construction of a hypothetical society in The Republic—-after it is deemed that this society will have
a certain amount of luxury and, thus, will be threatened by external forces--is the determination
of the nature of the military class: the guardians. The guardian, like a watchdog, is to be
philosophic in that he or she is to love the known and familiar and to be violent toward the
unknown and strange: “It is annoyed when it sees a stranger, even though he has done it no harm:
but it welcomes anyone it knows, even though it has never had a kindness from him” (376a). This,
then, is an active differentiation of the “one” and the “other” insofar as it does not arise as a
reaction to a previously harmful or beneficial action. A similar active differentiation is expressed
in Hythloday’s description of the geography of Utopia. Because of the physicaily self-enclosed

nature of the island, “hardly any strangers enter the bay” without Utopian permission and
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guidance. As the gloss to the text—provided (perhaps) by Peter Giles and Erasmus--points out, this
means that the island is “naturally safe” (More 42). However, we can hardly say that this self-
enclosed disposition of the island is “natural” in the sense that it has arisen out of its own accord,
out of its own nature. Rather, the enclosure is the result of a brutal Baconian moulding of nature
on the part of Utopus. The founder of Utopia,

who conquered the country and gave it his name . . . and who brought its rude,
uncouth inhabitants to such a high level of culture and humanity that they now
excel in that regard almost every other people, also changed its geography. After
subduing the natives, at his first landing, he promptly cut a channel fifteen miles
wide where their land joined the continent, and thus caused the sea to flow around
the country . . . . [T]he project was finished quickly, and the neighboring peoples,
who at first had laughed at his folly, were struck with wonder and terror at his
success. [my emphasis] (43)
Insofar as Amaurot, the capital, “lies at the navel of the land” (44), and insofar as the land thus
arises as a “body-politic,” we are reminded that the politico-geographic self-enclosure of Utopia
and the politico-militaristic self-enclosure of Socrates’ imagined Republic are directly related to
the medical discourses which each of the writers employ in order to define health as an exclusion
of external-parasitical threats and as a corresponding self-enclosure of the body-proper. In order
to delimit the healthy body and the just polis, that which is unhealthy and unjust must be excluded
or brought to a fall: “This then is the kind of medical and judicial provision for which you will
legislate in your state. It will provide treatment for those of your citizens whose physical and
psychological constitution is good; as for the others, it will leave the unhealthy to die, and those
whose psychological constitution is incurable corrupt it will put to death” (The Republic 409e-
410a). Hythloday’s description of Utopian practices displays a similar impulse toward the securing
of health and justice through the exclusion of potential medical and moral infections: “Bondsmen

do the slaughtering and cleaning in these places [that is, outside the city]: citizens are not allowed
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to do such work. The Utopians feel that slaughtering our fellow creatures gradually destroys the
sense of compassion, the finest sentiment of which our human nature is capable. Besides, they
don’t allow anything dirty or filthy to be brought into the city lest the air become tainted by
putrefaction and thus infectious” (57).

Bacon’s New Atlantis, insofar as it also expresses the imperial determination of the essence
of truth (as verum/falsum), participates in this diagnosis of health and justice as a closing off of
the secure position of identity and as an exclusion of the fallen (the not-closed off). When the
narrator first encounters it, for instance, Bensalem is shrouded by a thick cloud: “And it came to
pass that the next day about evening, we saw within a kenning before us, towards the north, as
it were thick clouds, which did put us in some hope of land, knowing how that part of the South
Sea was utterly unknown, and might have islands or continents that hitherto were not come to
light” (419). The clouds that shroud the island do not mark a sheltering concealment (lethe) out
of which the island can arise in its openness (a-/é&heia); rather, the reserve and withdrawal of the
island from what is known, which the clouds signify, marks the island as the secured and closed
off position. The imperial determination of truth as the closed off (verwn), the secured, and
ultimately with the modern age, the certain (certitrudo) means that the truth of the state (the just
state) and the truth of the body (the healthy body) are rendered as autarchic vantage points which
overlook fallen exteriors.'® It should not surprise us, then, that the advanced Bensalemites should
be so reserved in their reception of foreigners--so reserved, in fact, that travelers, the external
threat, must be contained within the “House of Strangers.” The initial reaction of the officials
meeting the visitors to Bensalem is also indicative of this point: “My lord would have you know
that it is not of pride or greatness that he cometh not aboard your ship; but for that in your answer

you declare that you have many sick amongst you, he was warned by the Conservator of Health
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of the city that he should keep a distance” (422). As the governor of the House of Strangers points
out, this closed off and secretive disposition also explains why the Bensalemites know the outside
world so thoroughly—-which they overlook from their scientific vantage point—yet are seemingly
unknown by the rest of the world: “by means of our solitary situation and of the laws of secrecy
which we have for our travelers, and our rare admission of strangers, we know well most part of
the habitable world, and are ourselves unknown” (427).

4.3 On Secretive Discovery

Bensalem’s security rests upon a certain secretive surveillance of the outside world, a
seeing from an unseen vantage. Of course, this operation of seeing while unseen is a prevalent and
important catalyst of the action in Hamlet. This operation also marks the site of conjunction of “a
series of contemporary contexts in which the language of spying, discovery, or bringing before
the eye . . . appears across a broad range of discourses” (Parker 231). The discourses of “spying,
discovery, or bringing before the eye” manifest themselves in two contexts which are particularly
pertinent to our treatment of Hamlet in relation to modern metaphysics: first of all in “the function
of the delator or informer as secret accuser, part of the sixteenth-century development of a nascent
secret service and the apparatus of judicial discovery,” and in the “early modern European
fascination both with monster literature and with narratives of the ‘discovery’ of previously hidden
worlds” (Parker 231)." The “imperial” disposition of modern metaphysics--with its basis in the
representation (the “bringing before” [Vor-stellen] the eye) of the subject--corresponds with, as we
saw in the work of Bacon, the “imperial” operations of geographic “discovery” and with, as we
will see in Hamlet, the operations of spying, surveillance, and judicial discovery.

The imperial position is en-closed. “Close,” in early modern English usage, means secret

or private, as opposed to that which is on display or shown, as in Claudius’s “we have closely sent
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for Hamlet” [my emphasis] (IIL.i.29). “Close” also suggests that which is constricted or closed (cf.
Parker 232). The imperial position secures itself, as does Bensalem, by closing itself off, by
remaining private. The importance of the construction and preservation of an enclosed, private
realm arises in the early modern age as a manifestation of the turn to the subject and its self-
grounding as the hypokeimenon of existence.'® The securing of the private, as related to the
modern metaphysics of the subject, also corresponds to the “paranoid atmosphere of spying and
being spied upon” that plagued the court in the last decades of Elizabeth’s reign. Parker cites, as
one instance of the emerging importance of this aspect of spying and discovery in late sixteenth
century England, the fact that “Francis Walsingham--the secretary of state who so enlarged the
Elizabethan network of intelligence--was described in his obituary notice as ‘a most diligent
searcher of hidden secrets’” (Parker 233-34). Parker makes the case that “[t]hings done in secret
that depended on intelligence or report--crimes, like adultery and witchcraft, beyond the access
of ocular proof—are very much part of the atmosphere of espial and informing in the period before
Hamler, itself filled with attempts to uncover an ‘occulted guilt’ (IIL.ii.80)" (234).

This “espial,” or judicial discovery, is connected to the discourses of geographic discovery
in that “[t]ravelers and discoverers were informers to a European audience, bringing reports of
matters otherwise hidden and unseen--an ocular emphasis that frequently makes the activity of
reporting of the foreign or exotic one of informing in the sense of espial or spying out” [my
emphasis] (Parker 241). This informing or reporting, in turn, connects the operations of judicial
discovery and geographic discovery with the various modalities of poetico-rhetorical bringing
forth—that is, as an “imperial” naming or as a dis-closive naming as “founding saying” (see Chapter
2). The discourses of discovery are also connected to poetic and rhetorical operations insofar as

both, to ensure reliability, utilize enargeia, the creation of convincing, life-like pictures that are
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brought before the mind’s eye of the audience.' The discourse of discovery can also ensure its
own authenticity by appeal to the “authority of the eyewitness” (Parker 243), if visible proof is
unavailable. Africanus’s narrative, as translated by Pory (4 Geographical Historie of Africa
Wrirten in Arabicke and Italian by Iohn Leo A More [1600]), is illustrative: “These are the things
memorable and woorthie of knowledge seene and observed by me John Leo, throughout all
Africa, which countrey I have in all places travelled quite over: wherein whatsoever I sawe
woorthy the observation, I presently committed to writing: and those things which I sawe not, I
procured to be at large declared unto me by most credible and substantiall persons, which were
themselves eie-witnesses of the same” (cf. Parker 243).%

The relation of Hamlet to the various discourses of secretive discovery that we have
mentioned lies, according to Parker, in “the play’s persistent harping on opening something
closed, the attempts everywhere within it to ferret out secrets and disclose what is hid” (256). The
thematic of indirection and spying, while usually associated with Polonius, is prevalent in the
play. “Spying is everywhere in Hamlet” (Parker 257). The discourses of spying, of surveillance,
and of secret service, mark both the plot and the “obsessive language” (Parker 256) of the play.
The “vigilant eye,” which secures the state and sets up the world as objects for the subject,
manifests itself in Hamlet via this prevalent spying. The “vigilant eye” of the state and subject
replaces, in the early modern era, the Greek experience of the look of the things themselves in
their self-appearing and the medieval experience of God’s judgemental gaze. “Hamlet comes at
this crucial historical juncture, the point where an older language of divine or angelic intelligence,
or the eye of God, was being converted into the new lexicon of espial, and the ‘privy
intelligences’ provided by a progressively more organized network of informers and spies” (Parker

257). Thus, the prevalence of the thematic of spying and secretive discovery in Hamlet marks it,
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in many ways, as a foundational work of the modern metaphysics of representation.

First Polonius, then Rosencrantz and Guildenstern, spy on Hamlet at Claudius’s request.
The spying has as its objective the plucking out of Hamlet’s “mystery”—that is, the hidden causes
of Hamlet’s strange behavior, of his “antic disposition.” Polonius, similarly, sends Reynaldo to
inquire into the private details of Laertes’ life. Polonius, as he does with respect to his own son,
also wishes to discover the private matters of the heart that transpire between Ophelia and Hamlet.
Finally, the close of the play leaves us with the impression that Horatio will “report” (or, “inform”)
a particular audience, outside the theatrical spectacle, of the play’s events; “the narrative of
Horatio/oratio . . . [promises] to report Hamlet’s story faithfully to those who could not see or
ocularly witness it” (Parker 257). In fact, intelligence gathering and reporting are so prevalent in
the play that it seems to Hamlet as if existence as a whole, that is, “all occasions,” “inform” or
accuse him (IV.iv.32-66).

Maynard Mack, in a famous phrase, said that Hamlet dwells in an “interrogative” mode.
Parker, picking up this commonplace of Hamler criticism, shifts the emphasis somewhat. For her,
“[t]he impulse that stands behind such questioning as Hamlet’s address to the Ghost”-—a Ghost that
appears in a “questionable shape”—“(‘Say why is this? wherefore? what should we do?’) frequently
verges on what elsewhere in Shakespeare are called ‘interrogatories,”’ forms of interrogation in a
more aggressive sense” (257). The impulse to question in Hamlet, to the interrogative, if
understood as interrogation, implicates the play in the structures of knowing which mark the
modern metaphysical determination of beings: the Cartesian structures of the representational
bringing of that which is before the self as measure and the Baconian structures of the ground plan
in which nature is put “under constraint and . . . moulded. . . . under the vexations of art” (Great

Instauration 320).
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The operation of forcing the truths of nature into the light and of forcing the truths of
another’s conscience into the light, and out of a private and hidden sphere, belong to the same
metaphysico-imperial experience of truth. This is what links “The Mouse-trap” with the discourses
of spying, of surveillance, and of the dis-covery of that which had formerly been covered or
hidden. For Hamlet, the play will achieve the dis-covery of Claudius’s deepest secrets and of what
is most private. It will bring forth, before the eye of Hamlet as audience, the “occulted guilt” of
Claudius. The play, as “trap,” will “catch the conscience of the King":

I have heard
That guilty creatures sitting at a play,
Have by the very cunning of the scene
Been struck so to the soul that presently
They have proclamed their malefactions,
For murder, though it have no tongue, will speak
With most miraculous organ. (II.ii.545-51)

Within the discourses that we have explored cursorily so far in this chapter--that of the
modern metaphysics of representation, that of the scientific ground plan, and those of
geographical, judicial, and poetico-rhetorical discovery--a certain determination of theatre and the
“theatrical,” as that which “depends on the sense of something viewed or seen” (Parker 252), has
prevailed. That is to say, what we have called the “modern metaphysical theatre of representation”
is an understanding of Being as a theatre in which things arise as presented before the view of the
human subject. We shall see that this modern determination of the theatrical is not the only one
possible, and certainly not the primordial determination. The modern determination involves a
certain distance from the theatre that arises out of and as the look of the goddess (thea-horein).

At this point, however, we must delineate the ways in which the modern metaphysical theatre of

representation manifests itself in Hamlet’s “Mouse-trap.”
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4.4 Theatre, Representation, and “The Mouse-trap”

As Clark Hulse points out, the publication of Stephen Orgel’s The Illusion of Power:
Political Theater in the English Renaissance (1975) “initiated a new wave of study of the political
dimensions of Renaissance literature” (316). This new analysis has as its focus the material and
symbolic configurations of power in which the Renaissance artist is situated or “embedded.” It
looks to the poetic work, for instance, as a particular confluence of the economy of discursive and
non-discursive forces operative within a local situation. As such a confluence of local forces, the
work can then be calculated in terms of the quality and quantity of “social energy"” it manifests (cf.
Greenblatt 1985, 1-20). This mode of analysis has, indeed, been quite productive. However,
within the context of our analysis of the metaphysics of representation, I want to take Orgel’s
work as a point of departure for thinking about the way in which the theatre of power arises out
of the essential metaphysical bearing of the modern age, and for thinking about the ways in which
“The Mouse-trap” in Shakespeare’s Hamler figures forth this theatre of power. Orgel’s work, “an
essay about theatre at court” (1), can help us to understand “The Mouse-trap” in Hamlet as an
instanciation of the Renaissance conception of court theatre and of the modern conception of the
theatre of representation.

As Robert Weimann points out, the question of representation (mimésis) is central in
Hamlet. “The play contains the most sustained theoretical statement on the subject that we have
in Shakespeare’s whole oeuvre” (1985, 279). “The Mouse-trap” figures forth the imperial
metaphysics of representation and its ground in the experience of truth as verum/falsum. The
essentially imperial structure of “The Mouse-trap” entails the bringing of Claudius before the
subjective theatre of Hamlet. Hamlet possesses a secure vantage point from which to view

Claudius and the truth of the latter’s conscience as it is revealed to the observer. From his
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secretive-self-enclosed position of feigned madness, Hamlet is able to observe Claudius as
Claudius observes the play. Hamlet, like the Bensalemites, sees but is himself unseen. Claudius,
in being open to a structured seeing, is thereby brought to a fall.” In order for Hamlet to secure
his own position, and thus that of truth as certainty, Claudius’s “occulted guilt” (III.ii.71) must
be brought to a stand within the viewing vantage of the subject; Claudius’s hidden intentions must
be brought into the open and, thus, brought to a fall. In bringing out Claudius’s conscience into
the open, and thereby bringing it to a fall, Hamlet is secured in his certainty of Claudius’s guilt.

Although we are concentrating on “The Mouse-trap,” we should also take notice that this
imperial motif of the relation of the enclosed (as true) to the open and fallen (as false) position is
prevalent throughout Hamlet. The play opens with a scene emphasizing the monitoring of a secure
perimeter. The sentinel calls out to the darkness asking it to reveal itself to his overlooking
vantage: “Stand and unfold yourself,” says Francisco in the process of watching the perimeter of
the secure state (I.i.2). The basic correspondence of the open (insecure or unfortified) with the
fallen, false, or “incorrect,” also manifests itself in Claudius’s protestations over Hamlet’s
extended grief: ““Tis unmanly grief./ It shows a will most incorrect to heaven,/ A heart unfortified
. . ." (1.ii.94-96). Finally, the imperial disposition as figured forth in the motif of the secure fort
is also applied to the truthfulness of “reason.” Hamlet, for instance, asserts that Danish
drunkenness, like a natural defect, “[o]ft break[s] down the pales and forts of reason” (I.iv.28).
Reason is sovereign; it is in the truthful and upright position. When one is brought to a fall, when
the fort of reason is brought down through a drawing into madness, one loses one’s “sovereignty
of reason” (I.iv.73). Ophelia, in dismay over the fall of Hamlet’s fort of reason, summarizes this
imperial motif of the confluence of truth and reason:

O, what a noble mind is here o’erthrown!
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The courtier’s, soldier’s, scholar’s, eye, tongue, sword,
Th’expectancy and rose of the fair state,
The glass of fashion and the mould of form,
Th’observed of all observers, quite quite down!
And I of ladies most deject and wretched,
That sucked the honey of his musiced vows,
Now see that noble and most sovereign reason
Like sweet bells jangled, out of time and harsh; (II1.i.146-154)
The gravity of Claudius’s crime, the rottenness and the foul falseness at the heart of the
state, lies in the fact that the secure position, the upright position of vantage, has been penetrated
and itself brought to a fall. The proper order has been inverted. Claudius poisoned the Old Hamlet
upon his “secure hour” (I.v.61) in his enclosed garden. Hamlet’s uncle, “[w]ith witchcraft of his
wits” (I.v.43), had infiltrated the enclosed garden; his poison is then able to penetrate the house
and city of the King’s body through the “porches” of his ears, gates, and alleys (I.v.63). In
securing his position as true, Claudius also tries to enclose his own position and draw out that of
Hamlet. Hamlet’s feigned madness is his way of shrouding his inner intentions and, thus, a way
of not falling under the sway of his uncle. As Robert Weimann points out, Hamlet’s “antic
disposition” allows him to elude the representational strategies of the court:
What, especially in the court scenes, the “antic disposition” involves is another
mode of release from representivity. Such release is at the center of a
nonrepresentational dramaturgy as manifested in the achieved strategy of
dissociating Hamlet from the courtly world of dramatic illusion and aristocratic
decorum, the strategy of distancing this privileged world through proverb, pun,
aside, “impertinancy,” and, most important, the use of the play metaphor. (1985,
284)

For this reason, the play does not present madness as an individual psychodrama but as a political

threat; Claudius, for instance, insists that “Madness in great ones must not unwatched go”

(1IL.i. 185).% Because he cannot find Hamlet out and bring him within his viewing-vantage-point,

Claudius compares Hamlet, in his madness, to a disease that corrupts the (ideally enclosed) body-
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politic:
But so much was our love,

We would not understand what was most fit,

But like the owner of a foul disease,

To keep it from divulging, let it feed

Even on the pith of life. Where is he gone? (IV.i.19-23)
The upsetting of the proper order of the state and of the bodies and the minds (the sovereign
reason) of several of the characters is figured forth as a general poisoning and infection of the
properly enclosed and sealed corpus; it is an ulcer that, unseen, corrupts from within.? This just
order is “rejustified”; that is, the play achieves its resolution in the last scene where the major
remaining characters are poisoned and Fortinbras enters “to claim [his] vantage” in the kingdom
(V.ii.369).

Nowhere, however, is the essential operation of the imperial disposition of the verum more
apparent than in Polonius’ advice to Reynaldo. Polonius suggests, much like Bacon in "Of
Simulation and Dissimulation,” that Reynaldo, in his spying mission on Laertes, veil his own
intention to the one with whom he is speaking. Reynaldo will thereby be able to draw the other’s
intention out into the open:

Your bait of falsehood takes this carp of truth,

And thus do we of wisdom and of reach,

With windlasses and with assays of bias,

By indirections find directions out; (II.i.62-5)
Because the true is that which is enclosed, hidden, occulted, secured, and reserved, Polonius
believes that in order to find the “truth” of Hamlet he must follow the advice he gave to Reynaldo.
In this way, Polonius can rightly be called “Claudius’s master of surveillance” (Jardine 1996, 149).

He will have to, while being himself in a reserved and secure position, draw the truth of Hamlet

out into the open: “I will find/ Where truth is hid, though it were hid indeed/ Within the centre”
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(I1.ii.156-8). In order to overview objectively Hamlet’s disposition, “[s]ince nature makes
[Gertrude] partial,” Polonius must “o’erhear/ The speech of vanrage” [my emphasis] (IIL.iii.32-
33).

Let his queen-mother all alone entreat him

To show his grief. Let her be round with him,

And I'll be placed, so please you, in the ear

Of all their conference. If she find him not,

To England send him: (III.i.178-84)

All of these secretive acts of bringing the other before the unseen eye of the subject
manifest “court theatre” as it is most broadly defined. Orgel differentiates between the public and
the court theatre in the following manner: in public theatre, the theatrical company and its
apparatus construct the audience and assign their positions; with court theatre, on the other hand,
the audience (the monarch) composes the theatre and assigns its role. That is, “private theatres are
the creation of their audiences, and are often designed not only for a particular group but for a
particular occasion” (6). This aspect of court theatre raises certain practical or political questions.
Within the context of the argument of this paper, however, we should consider the act of an
audience positing the position and modality of its theatre as a manifestation of the essential
experience of truth in the modern age; we should consider it as a manifestation, that is, of the
metaphysics of the sovereign subject as sypokeimenon and its self-grounded certainty. For Hamlet,
the crime is not a crime, it is not true, unless he can be certain of it. Certainty is to be self-
grounded. That is, he will be certain only if the evidence is brought before him in a pre-
conditioned manner. The words of the Ghost, the “portentous figure” (I.i.109), are not “relative”
enough grounds. For this reason, Marjorie Garber rightly calls Hamlet “the poet of doubt” (301),
as manifested in his love poem to Ophelia:

Doubt thou the stars are fire,
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Doubt that the sun doth move;

Doubt truth to be a liar;

But never doubt I love. (I1.ii.116-19)
Certainty arises out of the regulation of seeing; the subject secures certainty through the projection
of a grid through which phenomena must arise in order to be considered true. This projection of
a procedural grid is what Hamlet proposes with his idea of the play that will “catch the conscience
of the king” (IL.ii.562). With the rigorous procedure of the conscience-catching play, Hamlet will
be able to “observe” and probe (“tent”) Claudius as if he were an object within the field of a
scientific gaze (cf. ILii.551-562).%

In court theatre, the monarch is the centre of the action. The royal seat was often on stage
itself and the monarch directly involved in the action (Orgel 9-10). After 1605, with the dawn of
perspective settings—-used only in court theatre-—-the monarch becomes the centre of the action in
another way. The monarch and his or her royal seat become the structural centre of the scene by
occupying the position which embodies the central point of view. “In a theatre employing
perspective, there is only one focal point, one perfect place in the hall from which the illusion
achieves its fullest effect. At court performances this is where the king sat” (Orgel 10). In a
similar manner, Hamlet describes “The Mouse-trap” as a play presented to and for the King:
“There is a play to-night before the king” (II1.ii.66). In this way, Claudius, as imperial sovereign
and sovereign subject, is directly on the stage or puts himself on the stage inasmuch as his
positing, his point of view, means a putting of the self on the scene—that is, by structuring the
scene itself. Orgel makes this point clear with respect to that form of court theatre known as the
masque: “The climactic moment of the masque was nearly always the same: the fiction opened

outward to include the whole court, as masquers took partners from the audience. What the noble

spectator watched he ultimately became” (39).
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A certain modality of this perspectival theatre involves the institution of a proscenium (or
framed) stage. “To begin with, perspective settings require a proscenium, a frame at the front of
the stage—Montagu’s audience was separated from his actors in a way that the popular dramatist’s
was not. But a frame does more than separate the viewer from the scene. It also directs his
attention and provides a context for the action it contains” (Orgel 20). That which is presented
before the sovereign subject, as framed, becomes an object to be possessed and controlled. “The
frame . . . comes into being when paintings become commodities, objects to be bought and
collected. . . . So it is with a framed stage, the theatre created and possessed by its audience”
(Orgel 21). That which arises as an object gives itself over, opens itself, and thus brings itself to
a fall within the purview of the subject. “The Mouse-trap” as object, for instance, shows all,
according to Hamlet; it does not reserve itself and hold back in order to exist as something apart
from the viewer: “The players cannot keep counsel; they’ll tell all” (III.ii. 125-6). Because Hamiet
shelters his intentions in the words of madness--that is, his Cartesian “method” is madness:
“Though this be madness, yet there is method in’t” (II.ii.201)--he cannot be framed and brought
into the certain view of the court of Denmark. It is for this reason that Guildenstern asserts, “Good
my lord, put your discourse into some frame, and start not so wildly from my affair” [my
emphasis] (III.ii.281-2). Similarly, although Guildenstern cannot “command” the pipe “to any
utt’rance of harmony” (IIL.ii.329), he is a party to the attempts by Polonius and Claudius to draw
Hamlet out into the open and to thereby “pluck out the heart of [Hamlet’s] mystery” (III.ii.333).
As framed object, brought before the open view of the subject, a thing stands over against (Gegen-
stand) the subject, and its relation to the subject becomes its normative measure. That is, a thing
arises as what is posited and valued as good or bad within the structure of the cogiratio; “for there

is nothing either good or/ bad, but thinking makes it so” (II.ii.241-2). The earth itself is a “goodly
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frame” (I1.ii.284), and the fact that its measure and value has come to be posited by humanity
means that, for Hamlet, it is meaningless and valueless, “a sterile promontory.” For the world to
have value, for Hamlet, it must be “rejustified” and he must gain a certain control over it by means
of his presenting—-his theatre of representation. This theatre in which the subject controls and
posits what is present before it is a private theatre. Orgel points out that the masque as private
theatre manifests the power of the imagination (of the sovereign and of the sovereign subject) over
nature: “Imagination here is real power: to rule, to control and order the world, to change or
subdue other men, to create; and the source of the power is imagination, the ability to make
images, to project the workings of the mind outward in a physical, active form, to actualize ideas,
to conceive actions” (47).%

The Renaissance saw private theatre in general, and thus “The Mouse-trap” in particular,
“as models of the universe, as science, as assertions of power as demonstrations of the essential
divinity of the human mind” (Orgel 58). We have seen that “The Mouse-trap,” as a private theatre
of representation, celebrates the metaphysico-imperial power of “the human mind” and that it is
grounded in the following essential components of modermn metaphysics: 1) the imperial experience
of truth (verum/falsum) as the relation of that which is self-enclosed and that which is exposed to
view, 2) the Cartesian metaphysics of the subject and its self-grounded certainty, and 3) the
Baconian goal of knowing entities in order to gain a certain power over them.
4.5 Hamlet and the Limits of Representation

We have seen that in many ways Shakespeare’s play presents truth as the securing of an
autarchic structure, the securing of the enclosed vantage-point. Insofar as this is the case, we were
able to see that the characters within the play concern themselves with the enclosing of a perimeter

and the overlooking of a fallen exterior. This “imperial” understanding of truth--as the interplay
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of the enclosed (verum) and the fallen (falsum)--corresponds to Claudius’s construction of
Denmark as an imperially enclosed political structure and to the construction of of Hamlet as an
imperially enclosed psychic subject. What I want to show now is that this desire for the seamlessly
enclosed structure is that which, while pointed to, ends up being denied in the play. Shakespeare’s
play simultaneously points to or posits the modern metaphysico-imperial determination of truth
described above and deconstructs these imperial structures. On the one hand, in Hamler the
imperial sovereign and sovereign subject must bring before themselves--that is, represent (Vor-
stellen)—and thus bring to a fall, the other. This representational bringing before and bringing to
a fall secures the position of the identical. Thus, we were able to say that Hamlet, of all
Elizabethan-Jacobean works, most perspicuously figures forth the modern metaphysical theatre
of representation. On the other hand, Hamler also points to the limits of representation, and thus
the limits of the imperial, self-securing project.

Perhaps a passage in The Faerie Queene most succinctly exemplifies this operation of
evoking the metaphysico-imperial determination of truth while simultaneously pointing to its
limits. In Canto ix of Book I, Arthur describes his “lignage.” He informs Una and Redcrosse of
his upbringing or education at the hands of Timon and Merlin. Timon had warned Arthur “Those
creeping flames [of passion] by reason to subdew,/ Before their rage grew to so great unrest”
(I1.ix.9). Arthur’s psycho-imperial fort of reason was able to withstand many an onslaught:

Their God himselfe [Cupid], griev’d at my libertie,
Shot many a dart at me with fiers intent,
But I them warded all with wary government. (I.ix.10)
Arthur’s self-secured position is a psychologico-political enclosure; he withstands the assault of
the passions by means of his “wary government” of the body-politic. He thereby arises as a

manifestation of the metaphysico-imperial determination of truth as verwm/falsum. However,
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Arthur simultaneously points to the limited strength of this imperial “fort” of truth; he points to
the possibility of a receptive opening to an other—to the divine-like presencing of Gloriana. Arthur
points out that his attempt to secure the imperial position was futile:
But all in vaine: no fort can be so strong,
Ne fleshly brest can armed be so sound,
But will at last be wonne with battrie long,
Or unawares at disavantage found;
Nothing is sure, that growes on earthly ground:
And who most trustes in arme of fleshly might,
And boasts, in beauties chaine not to be bound,
Doth soonest fall in disaventrous fight,
And yeeldes his caytive neck to victours most despight. (I.ix.11)
One day, while “slombring soft” within the forest, Arthur seemed to see “a royall Mayd” (I.ix.13).
When Arthur awoke, the Queene of Faeries had withdrawn. The way in which Gloriana presences
within Book I of The Faerie Queene, a presencing which shatters the enclosed fort of reason of
Arthur as subject, is by means of the trace of her presence left in the “pressed gras” (I.ix.15).
Let us now turn to the ways in which this operation of the deconstruction of the seemingly
secure position occurs in Hamlet. Psychoanalytic criticism has most powerfully demonstrated the
ways in which Hamlet enacts the attempt to create and to secure an enclosed sovereign subject.
In fact, the play has been so thoroughly entangled in and associated with the founding texts of
psychoanalysis itself that one can barely think of Hamler outside of the parameters of the Oedipal
drama. I want to refer, briefly, to the Lacanian reading of this drama. The Lacanian reading is
that which most thoroughly points to the illusion that is the symbolic construction of the subject;
Lacanian analysis, then, “deconstructs” the subject and its relation to the “Symbolic Other” by
showing them to be fictions or simplifications of the fluid semiosis of the symbolic register

(Holland 243). Thus, by turning from the traps of indirection to the “anamorphic” trap of the gaze,

as diagnosed by Lacan, and the “bait” used in this trap, we will see the ways in which the play’s
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operations of representational and imperial securing deconstruct themselves.

Lacan reads Hamlet as a “tragedy of desire” (1977a, 11). The hero of this tragedy of desire
is Prince Hamlet: “The principal subject of the play is beyond all doubt Prince Hamlet. The play
is the drama of an individual subjectivity, and the hero is always present on stage, more than in
any other play” (1977a, 12). The play is the drama of the desire of the individual subject in its
self-creation or ego-formation. In order to accomplish this ego-formation, Hamlet as principal
subject must encounter and internalize an external image or “other” in which he sees an imaginary
image of selfhood. Selfhood arises out of this phantasm of identification that is taken as a
swallowed bait (leurre), out of this misrecognition. The self constitutes itself by means of this
image of the other that is mistaken as its own. The self so constructed distinguishes itself from
others and from objects. The imaginary security and autonomy of the subject gives the illusion of
an objective vantage over things in the world within its view. “The privilege of the subject seems
to be established here from that bipolar reflexive relation by which, as soon as I perceive, my
representations belong to me” (Lacan 1977c, 81). The imaginary wholeness of the subject, and
its specular mastery of things, is shattered as it enters the symbolic register of the Other through
the acceptance of the authority of the Name of the Father and of the prohibitions that accompany
the Father’s No (no/m/n] du pére). Hamlet, however, avoids the trap of subjectivity in both its
specular and post-specular moments. Hamlet does not take the bait of the phantasmic Other, nor
does Hamlet choose to live up to the Name of the Father. These two moments of the drama of
desire are treated in ways relevant to Shakespeare’s play in Lacan’s analysis of “anamorphosis”
(1977c, 79-90). Let us turn to this analysis, at this point, and determine its relation to a certain
Lacanian or poststructural reading of Hamlet.

We have already analyzed some of the ways in which Hamlet is centred on the specular
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and on the specular mastery constitutive of modern metaphysics. Specular self-grounding is, in
fact, the way in which we understood the modern metaphysics of the Cartesian Cogito; this notion
of specular self-construction is also the way in which Lacan relates philosophical representation
to the problematic of consciousness: “I saw myself seeing myself, young Parque says somewhere.
. . . We are dealing with the philosopher, who apprehends something that is one of the essential
correlates of consciousness in its relation to representation, and which is designated as I see myself
seeing myself. What evidence can we really attach to this formula? How is it that it remains, in
fact, correlative with that fundamental mode to which we referred in the Cartesian cogito, by
which the subject apprehends himself as thought?” (1977c, 80). Lacan also points out that “[i]t is
not for nothing that it was at the very period when the Cartesian meditation inaugurated in all its
purity the function of the subject that the dimension of optics that I shall distinguish here by
calling ‘geometral’ or ‘flat’ (as opposed to perspective) optics was developed” (1977c, 85).
Perspectival laws correspond to the institution of the Cartesian subject in their mapping of space
as that which is set over against the subject in its imaginary wholeness (cf. Lacan 1977¢c, 86).
Lacan refers, at this point, to Hans Holbein’s The Ambassadors. The painting presents two
“stiffened” figures. “Between them is a series of objects that represent in the painting of the period
the symbols of vanitas” (88). The painting presents these images in such a way that they can be
plainly (mis-) recognized. One figure, in particular, catches Lacan’s attention: “that figure, which
the author [Baltrusaitis, author of Anamorphoses] compares to a cuttlebone and which for me
suggests rather that loaf composed of two books which Dali was once pleased to place on the head
of an old woman, . . . or, again, Dali’s soft watches, whose signification is obviously less phallic
than that of the object depicted in a flying position in the foreground of this picture. . . . Holbein

has the cheek to show me my own soft watch” (88, 90).
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The perspectival image can easily be identified and identified with; it is “my own soft
watch.” Yet this imaginary identification with the phallic presence of the phantasmic image is
shattered by the “anamorphic” structure of the same image. Anamorphosis entails “the distortion,
on another surface, of the image that I would have obtained on the first” (87). It designates the
reversal of the perspectival procedure and of the perspectival mechanism, the lucinda, invented
by Diirer. The image and its distortion, for Lacan, embody the phallic signifier in its two modes
of presence: “How is it that nobody has ever thought of connecting this with . . . the effect of an
erection? Imagine a tattoo traced on the sexual organ ad hoc in the state of repose and assuming
its, if I may say so, developed form in another state” (87-88). The distortion of the phallic image,
the anamorphic-phallic ghost, arises through a change in one’s focus or perspective on the image.
With the side glance or the repetition of the look the presumed phallic presence gives way to the
horror of annihilation that shocks the viewer. Phallic presence and identity give way to the phallic
ghost and the absence of ground for the phallic signifier: “Begin by walking out of the room in
which no doubt it has long held your attention. It is then that, turning round as you leave--as the
author of the Anamorphoses describes it—you apprehend in this form . . . What? A skull” (88).%
Ophelia is “a piece of bait” (Lacan 1977a, 11). Perhaps she could be called an anamorphic

lure. Lacan asserts that the etymology of Ophelia is “O phallos” (1977a, 20). Ophelia is the bait
as phallus (in repose) in presenting herself as a phantasm for Hamlet’s lost wholeness--that is, with
his mother. The bait of the phallic signifier, when taken, catches the subject in the endless
substitutes for presence within the signifying chain (cf. 1977b, 303). Ophelia, then, embodies the
role, according to Lacan, of the objet petit a. She is the small “other” as fetishized object of desire
which eventually triggers the entrance of the subject into the realm of the large “Other,” of the

symbolic, or of the Law of the Father. In categorizing Hamlet as a drama of the psycho-subject,
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and in seeing that drama as solely the drama of Prince Hamlet as subject, the possibilities for
interpretation that the play offers are narrowed considerably--namely to the realm of the modern
metaphysics of the subject and to the psycho-politics of the masculine subject. With Hamlet
considered to be the principal subject of the play, character analysis in the history of Hamletr
criticism has invariably revolved around him. The little that has been said about Ophelia, and
Lacan is no different in this regard, defines her as the object of desire of Hamlet: “She is linked
forever, for centuries, to the figure of Hamlet” (Lacan 1977a, 20).” Ophelia loses her autonomy
as subject within this categorization; she is only an object which helps, through her baiting, to
form the mature masculine subject. However, this traditional conception of the Oedipal drama
obviously breaks down in the play. Hamlet does not take the bait of subjectivity, signification, and
desire; we could say that the play does not take the bait either.

In the scene in which Ophelia is offered as a literal bait by which the spying members of
the court (Polonius, Gertrude, and Claudius) will be able to catch the intentions of Hamlet (IIL.i),
Hamlet out-baits, or out-feigns, the other dissimulators. His feigned madness in the scene leads
the other characters to mis-recognize the cause of his distress. Polonius, having over-heard the
dialogue between Hamlet and Ophelia, concludes in the following manner:
But yet do I believe
The origin and commencement of his grief
Sprung from neglected love. (II1.i.172-74)
Hamlet rejects Ophelia, in rejecting the bait of an imaginary identification. Rather than the image
of an ideal earth and ideal paternal imago, the earth is a sterile promontory for Hamlet. This
marks the importance of the denigration of human marriage and reproduction in Act III Scene 1.
Hamlet rejects Ophelia, as a potential wife, along with marriage in general. Hamlet says that “we

will have no moe marriage” (II1.i.143). Ophelia is also rejected insofar as she is a potential
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“breeder of sinners”:

Get thee to a nunnery. Why wouldst thou be a breeder of sinners? I am myself
indifferent honest, but yet I could accuse me of such things that it were better my
mother had not borne me: I am very proud, revengeful, ambitious, with more
offences at my beck than I have thoughts to put them in, imagination to give them
shape, or time to act them in. What should such fellows as I do crawling between
earth and heaven? We are arrant knaves all; believe none of us. . . . Get thee to a
nunnery, farewell. Or if thou wilt needs marry, marry a fool, for wise men know
well enough what monsters you make of them. (IIL.i.119-127, 134-36)

If we are to accompany Polonius in the role of court spy and master of covert intelligence,
with the mission of discovering Hamlet’s mystery, we may be asking ourselves, as the scene
unfolds, what brings on this tirade against marriage and breeding? One perspective on this
problem sees the tirade as part of a general despising of female sexuality. Ophelia, like Gertrude,
is rejected as a contaminated maternal body, as a sexualized female body that the pre-Oedipal
subject had wished to possess solely for himself: “Ophelia becomes dangerous to Hamlet insofar
as she becomes identified in his mind with the contaminating maternal body, the mother who has
borne him” (Adelman 258). Hamlet’s madness, then, could be interpreted, in the manner of
Polonius, as a matter of love--more particularly, as part of the masculine subject’s oscillation
between the idealization and the denigration of female sexuality, an oscillation succinctly described
in Shakespeare’s Sonnets:

Past reason hunted, and no sooner had,

Past reason hated as a swallowed bait

On purpose laid to make the taker mad: (Sonnet 129)
Hamlet's disillusionment with the prospect of a pre-Oedipal possession of the pure maternal body
facilitates his acceptance of the paternal law and entrance into his social role. According to this
reading, in rejecting Ophelia as literal bait in the trap set to catch his intentions, Hamlet actually

takes the bait of subjectivity and desire as the movement (glissement) (Lacan 1977b, 303) of
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signifying replacements. I would assert, however, if we are to take this Lacanian-psychoanalytic
point of departure, that Hamlet’s problem is not so much the threat of feminine sexuality here as
that of the anamorphic trap. Hamlet’s anxiety is inspired by the distorted image, and the abyssmal
ground of subjectivity that this distorted image reveals.

I have heard of your paintings well enough. God hath given you one face, and you

make yourselves another. You jig and amble, and you lisp; you nickname God's

creatures, and make your wantonness your ignorance. (II.i.139-42)
Hamlet is not struck with horror at the female equation in the nature of reproduction (breeding).
He is not struck with the lack that is embodied, according to Lacan, in the female sexual organs.
Rather, he is struck with the nihilation upon which the subjects so engendered, the products of this
reproduction, are based. He is struck with the fact that these subjects, “arrant knaves all,” cannot
be believed. That is, the position, the stability, and the identity the subject seems to possess are
fictions. Hamlet, according to his own parameters a “wise” man and no “fool” (III.i.135), has seen
into the anamorphic trick of subjectivity; he has seen the anamorphic skull that can be mistaken
for the phallic presence of secure subjectivity. He has seen the phallic ghost that marks the trace
or absence of any ground or identity behind the desiring subject. In this way, the bait of an O
phallos in repose can make “monsters” (II1.i.136) of the seeming subject.

_ The first moment of the anamorphic trap for the gaze is that of the misrecognized phallus
in repose. Hamlet, as we have said, does not take the bait of this trap; he does not see Ophelia as
the ontological unity symbolized by the O phallos; Hamlet does not misrecognize Ophelia as his
own “soft watch.” The next moment of the anamorphic trap is that of the entrance into the field
of the Other and the acceptance of the relay of substitutes for real presence, the acceptance of the
mask of subjectivity and the nihilating “skull” behind it. Hamlet also eludes this part of the trap

set by the technologies of subjectivity. Because Hamlet did not take the bait of the O phallos, he
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is not grounded, as social subject, upon the phallic-zero signifier. Hamlet does not accept the
Father’s Law and the the signifier of lack (the phallus as lack, the zero-phallus, the 0 phallos) that
accompanies it. “Where does Hamlet’s ghost emerge from, if not from the place from which he
denounces his brother for surprising him and cutting him off in the full flower of his sins? And
far from providing Hamlet with the prohibitions of the Law that would allow his desire to survive,
this too ideal father is constantly being doubted” (Lacan 1977c, 34-35). Hamlet doubts the ghost--
according to Lacan, a veiled phallus—which embodies the Law of the Father, the Law of the Dead
Father of memory and culture & la Freud’s Totem and Taboo. What is Hamlet doubting in
doubting the ghost? The ghost, which “com’st in such a questionable shape” (I.iv.43), has a
questionable form; it is ana-morphic. In questioning the ghost, then, he questions the phallic,
anamorphic ghost.

Entry into the symbolico-social realm means the adherence to the paternal imago. But
Hamlet must choose between two father figures: King Claudius and King Hamlet. Perhaps the
most famous psychoanalytic interpretation of the play, Laurence Olivier’s film Hamler (1949), in
fact, frames the play for the viewer along these parameters of the problematic of the choice
between two fathers: the voice-over prologue announces at the beginning of the film that this is
a play about “a man who could not make up his mind.” This choice between two fathers is also
the psychoanalytic significance of the comparison of the pictorial images of the two fathers in the
infamous “closet scene”:

Look here upon this picture and on this,

The counterfeit presentment of two brothers.
See what a grace was seated on this brow:
Hyperion’s curls, the front of Jove himself,
An eye like Mars, to threaten and command,

A station like the herald Mercury
New lighted on a heaven-kissing hill--
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A combination and a form indeed

Where every god did seem to set his seal

To give the world assurance of a man.

This was your husband. Look you now what follows.
Here is your husband, like a mildewed ear

Blasting his wholesome brother. Have you eyes?
Could you on this fair mountain leave to feed,

And batten on this moor? (IIl.iv.54-68)

Here the representation, the “counterfeit presentment,” of each figure enacts the attempt, by means
of the metaphors that position each presentation, to secure the identity of each, and thus of the
Oedipal subject. However, this attempt to clearly delineate between the proper father and the
fallen breaks down and does not afford an avenue for the construction of the representational
subject. The differentiation between the two fathers is problematic even at the start of the play.
Hamlet cannot tolerate Gertrude’s lack of memory of the first father. This lack of memory
threatens the delineation and identification of this father and of the subject with this father.
Gertrude’s failure to differentiate has put an intolerable strain on Hamlet by
making him the only repository of his father’s image, the only agent of
differentiation in a court that seems all too willing to accept the new king in place
of the old. Her failure of memory . . . in effect defines Hamlet’s task in relation
to his father as a task of memory: as she forgets, he inherits the burden of
differentiating, of idealizing and making static the past; hence the ghost’s insistence
on remembering (1.5.33, 91) and the degree to which Hamlet registers his failure
to avenge his father as a failure of memory (4.4.40). (Adelman 257)
The identification of Hamlet as emerging psychic subject, then, requires a clearly delineated
paternal image with which he can identify. The attempts to secure this paternal identity, like all
attempts to secure identity in the play, are doomed to failure. Adelman sums up this problematic
quite succinctly:
The triangulated choice between two fathers that is characteristic of these plays [/
and 2 Henry IV, and Julius Caesar] is at the center of Hamlet; here, as in the
earlier plays, assuming masculine identity means taking on the qualities of the

father’s name--becoming a Henry, a Brutus, or a Hamlet--by killing off a false
father. Moreover, the whole weight of the play now manifestly creates one father
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true and the other false. Nonetheless, the choice is immeasurably more difficult for
Hamlet than for his predecessors; for despite their manifest differences, the fathers
in Hamlet keep threatening to collapse into one another, annihilating in their

collapse the son’s easy assumption of his father’s identity. (256)
Garber, like Adelman, points to the centrality of memory in the play: “Hamlet is indeed a play
obsessively concerned with remembering and forgetting” (310).” The task of memory imparted
by the dead father is that of the father’s taboo: Thou shalt not kill thy father. This puts Hamlet,
the bearer of paternal memory, in the ambiguous position of having to kill the father (Claudius)—-
and therein break the taboo of the dead father of culture—in order to obey the commandment of
the dead father (King Hamlet). For this reason, as Garber points out, only by forgetting the father
can Hamlet undertake the revenge: “the Name-of-the-Father is the dead father. This father--the
Ghost--isn’t dead enough. The injunction to ‘Remember me’ suggests that he is not quite dead.
Hamlet must renounce him, must internalize the Law by forgetting, not by remembering” (301,

cf. 310-22).

“The Mouse-trap,” as we have seen, is Hamlet’s attempt to secure the truth of Claudius.
In this way, it is part of the subject-Hamlet’s on-going attempt to secure the identity of the
paternal image. This on-going attempt to secure the truth of the father, and thus of the self, is
undercut at every stage by Hamlet’s awareness, on another level, of the nothingness on which it
is based. Hamlet’s forgetting of the father’s law is one manifestation of this primacy of nihilation.
“The Mouse-trap” is a perspicuous example of this failure of the operation of self-securing. The
Murther of Gonzago is a “trap” insofar as it is an anamorphic trap for the gaze. But again this
“trap” does not “catch” the identity of Hamlet’s father. It does not prove the fallen nature of one

paternal figure and ensure the truth of the other. In the soliloquy which first reveals Hamlet’s

professed intention behind the presentation of the play of The Murther of Gonzago, we encounter
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the parameters of anamorphic representation in encapsulated form:
I have heard

That guilty creatures sitting at a play

Have by the very cunning of the scene

Been struck so to the soul that presently

They have proclaimed their malefactions;

For murder, though it have no tongue, will speak

With most miraculous organ. I’ll have these players

Play something like the murder of my father

Before mine uncle. (II.ii.545-553)
This proclamation of the aims of representation, and its modalities, must be read in conjunction
with the instructions Hamlet gives the Players two scenes later:

Be not too tame neither, but let your own discretion be your tutor. Suit the action

to the word, the word to the action, with this special observance, that you o’erstep

not the modesty of nature; for anything so o’erdone is from the purpose of playing,

whose end both at the first, and now, was and is, to hold as ‘twere the mirror up

to nature, to show virtue her own feature, scorn her own image, and the very age

and body of the time his form and pressure. (IIL.ii.14-20)
In both passages, the “purpose” (zelos) of representation is the moulding and educating of the
viewing subject: the representation strikes the viewer to the soul; the representation gives the
viewer an image of virtue and or vice with which he or she can identify and live up to. This is the
“mirror” held up to nature that is representation. The play represents by showing us our mirror and
thus drawing out our inner truths. Yet these images of virtue and vice in the mirror of
representation are not photographic copies of the real. They are distorted images which are (mis)
recognized by the viewing subject. The play, for instance, which will “catch the conscience of the
king,” need only be “something like the murder” of King Hamlet. The court performance of the
murder does not correspond to the “real” murder insofar as the murderer, Lucianus, is nephew to
the king rather than brother. Having Lucianus, as nephew and thus structurally equivalent to

Hamlet, kill the Player King implicates the son in the murder of the father. This need not become
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a barrier to the formation of Hamlet as representational subject insofar as it could be an instance
of the subject projecting itself onto the scene-a projection that aids the identification of self and
paternal imago.

However, this projection and identification does not occur in “The Mouse-trap” scene. In
fact, it seems that, rather than catch the conscience of the king, Hamlet had set out to catch the
conscience of the queen. Hamlet sets out to show the King his own mirror, his own image--and
thereby secure a paternal imago for Hamlet as subject—-but, in fact, the mirror seems to be placed
more squarely in front of Gertrude. As Adelman points out, in ““The Murder of Gonzago,’
Hamlet’s version of his father’s tale, the murderer’s role is clearly given less emphasis than the
Queen’s: Lucianus gets a scant six lines, while her protestations of undying love motivate all the
preceding dialogue of the playlet. Moreover, while the actual murderer remains a pasteboard
villain, the Queen’s protestations locate psychic blame for the murder squarely in her. ‘None wed
the second but who kill the first,” she tells us (3.2.175)" (268).% The bringing out into the open,
the attempt to “unkennel,” that is to occur in “The Mouse-trap” scene seems to be the bringing out
into the open, and into the subject’s view, of the mother, of the female body, and of her guiit.
This is why “The Mouse-trap” scene is not followed by the swift execution of justice against
Claudius in the next—although it is contemplated in III.iii—rather, Hamlet’s next moment of action
entails the accusations levelled against Gertrude that accompany his prying his way into her private
sphere, her closet, in Act III scene IV.*

The bringing before the self of the truths of the mother and of female sexuality that occurs
in “The Mouse-trap” scene is connected to our discussion earlier of the discovery of new worlds.
There is a link “between the anatomist’s opening and exposing to the eye the secrets or ‘privities’

of women and the ‘discovery’ or bringing to light of what were from a Eurocentric perspective
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previously hidden worlds” (Parker 240). For instance, John Pory’s English translation of A
Geographical Historie of Africa Written in Arabicke and Italian by Iohn Leo a More (1600)
participates in the operation of unfolding and exposing to the eye. Its preliminary material
included “a map of Africa folded and closed upon itself, which when opened up, brings before the
reader’s gaze the land of monsters, of Amazons, of prodigious sexuality and of peoples who
expose those parts that should be hid” (Parker 240-41). The Geographical Historie, then,
according to its author Leo Africanus, opens “the secrets and particularities of this African part
of the world . . . now plainely discovered and laide open to the view of all beholders." Richard
Hakluyt participates in this confluence of the discourses of biological and geographical discovery
“when he urges English voyagers to Virginia (simultaneously named after Elizabeth the Virgin
Queen and suggestive of yet unopened virgin territory) to strive ‘with Argus eies to see’ what this
virgin territory might be made to ‘yield,’ a visual language of espial” (Parker 241).

Thus, while it is the truth of Claudius that is the putative aim of Hamlet’s representations,
it is actually Gertrude, as a geographico-biological “undiscovered country,” whose truth is put
under the speculum. Yet even this truth, as it is disclosed--by way of confirming the uncertainty
principle which is the only ruling principle of the play as a whole--slips away from the observer.
Gertrude’s identity, truth, or guilt are left undecided in the play--at least in the Second Quarto and
First Folio.* This inconclusive examination of Gertrude undertaken by the viewing subject is
compared by Parker to the discovery of the “monstrous”:

Ambivalence, then, about opening up to ‘shew’ this secret part produces what
might be called the anatomical text’s pornographic doubleness, its simultaneous
opening up and denying to the eye. In this sense, exposures of a female lap or
‘privitie’ are part of the more general hunger in the period for pornographic or
quasi-pornographic display, not just in gynecological description or anatomical

illustration but in the extraordinary popularity of a ‘monster’ literature—the word
itself . . . forging a link between showing or demonstrating and the monstrous
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previously unknown or hidden from vision. (238)

Thus, we might say that the failure to catch the paternal image within the representations of “The
Mouse-trap,” and the failure to de-monstrate the truth of the maternal body, seals the foreclosure
of subjective structures undertaken by Hamlet. Hamlet encounters the images of social identity
held before him like a mirror—for instance, the images of fidelity in love (in the quick to forget
her vows Gertrude), of proper ruling (in the Machiavellian Claudius), of political duty (in the
indirections of Polonius and the sycophancy of Osric), and of friendship (in the double agency of
Rosencrantz and Guildenstern)--in each phantasmatic image, in each distortion, Hamlet perceives
the horrible truth. Hamlet perceives the fundamental lack of reality that is the ground of these
distorted images; this perception is only possible through the liminal position of madness. One can
only see through the fantasy by way of a sideways glance as it were. Insofar as this is the case,
Lacan’s description of The Ambassadors holds for Hamler as well: “In Holbein’s picture I showed
you at once . . . the singular object floating in the foreground, which is there to be looked at, in
order to catch, I would almost say, fo catch in its trap, the observer, that is to say us. . . . [T]he
secret of this picture is given at the moment when, moving slightly away, little by little, to the
left, then turning around, we see what the magical floating object signifies. It reflects our own
nothingness, in the figure of the death’s head” (1977c, 92). We can also say of Hamler that “at the
very heart of the period in which the subject emerged and geometral optics was an object of
research, Holbein makes visible for us here something that is simply the subject as annihilated”
(1977c, 88). Garber succinctly addresses this confluence of Hamlet, The Ambassadors, and the

critique of the modern metaphysical subject:
Holbein’s portrait shows ‘the subject as annihilated’--which is the subject of

Hamlet, a play situated on the cusp of the emergence of what has come to be
known as the modern subject. For there is a way in which Hamle: performs the
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same operation as Holbein’s painting upon the gaze and the trope of vanitas. Its
final tableau of the death’s head in the graveyard scene is another critique of the
subject. What then is being caught in the trap Hamlet sets for the King, the King
who is a thing of nothing? Is it Claudius who is caught in the “Mouse-trap,” or
Hamlet as the signifier of the modem subject, already marked by negation, already
dressed in black? (303-304)*

Hamlet presents the attempts of the representational, Cartesian subject to secure and
delineate its identity, to see itself and the truth of the situation in the image before it. This image,
and thus the subject’s image of itself, is always distorted in the play. The subject’s delineated
image distorts itself and identities end up blurring together within the play: Hamlet is King
Hamlet, is Lucianus, is Claudius, is Fortinbras, is Laertes, just as, especially from a post-Stoppard
perspective, Rosencrantz is Guildenstern.*® Michael Bristol has demonstrated that the mingling of
funeral and mirth, referred to at the beginning of the play, signals a destruction of the barriers
between social identities: “The funeral for Hamlet’s father is combined with a wedding feast, and
this odd mingling of grief and of festive laughter is typical of the play as a whole” (350). This
social mingling marks Hamlet, for Bristol, as “a play that typifies Shakespeare’s use of Carnival
as the basis of his dramatic art” (350). As Calderwood suggests, this mingling of identities is part
of a wider break down of the borders between entities as a whole:

The running together of funeral and marriage signals a breakdown of the borders
between other entities. Hamlet the grieving son of the dead king discovers that he
is not merely ‘cousin Hamlet’ to the new king but ‘my son’ as well, which is rather
more kinship that he cares for: ‘A little more than kin, and less than kind’
(1.2.65). Claudius is now his ‘uncle-father’ and Gertrude his ‘aunt-mother’
(2.2.376), a hyphenization of relations that leads to the total undifferentiation of
Hamlet’s reference to Claudius as ‘My mother’ (4.3.55). This destruction and
merger of identities leaves Hamlet longing in his first soliloquy for a corresponding
dissolution of self, for a deliquescence of this corporeal being in a union with
nothingness: ‘O, that this too too sullied flesh would melt,/Thaw, and resolve itself
into a dew’ (1.2.129-130). (63)

This dissolution of identities, of selves, of bodies, and hierarchical relations is also signalled in
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the grave-diggers scene:
Against the perspective of death and burial all claims to hierarchical superiority are
nullified, all the ‘serious’ claims of economic, political, or moral systems become
the objects of laughter. The doomsday image of the grave is from this perspective
not something grim and gloomy but, on the contrary, the occasion for ‘drink’ and
merriment. The grave-diggers’ jokes reflect an alternate hierarchy of ontological
categories in which death and change are sovereign and permanent, while such
symbolic edifices as church, state, and society are killed, buried, dissolved back
into the earth by the patient and persistent labor of the grave-digger. (Bristol 360).
In light of our analysis of the play thus far, these instances of dissolved identities and violated
boundaries could be seen as supporting the claim that the experience of truth in the play is one in
which the secure enclosure of a perimeter is sought in order to define the identities of self, object,
or other. This enclosed perimeter, however, is never secure in the play. This failure to secure the
perimeter induces, as Adelman points out in relation to Hamlet’s fear of the contaminating
maternal body, a “boundary panic” in the play (273).*

By making the enclosed position always self-destructive, perhaps Hamlet calls into question
the modern experience of truth. Perhaps the play marks a crisis of identity for the modern subject,
or, as Salkeld phases it, a “crisis of sovereignty” (89). The play points to the Cartesian subject and
its self-grounded identity but eventually turns away from and loses sight of it (cf. Salkeld 96).
Parker points out, similarly, that the showing, and thus the securing of what is shown, in the play
is problematized by the infamous Being/appearance dichotomy highlighted throughout it: “The
sense that the secret or occulted will come finally to light is countered, however, within the play
by a powerful contrary sense of opacity, of inability to penetrate to the show beyond the show,
of mysteries that cannot be uncovered or made visible to the eye” (258; cf. 367n70). The play,

then, is part of a general “crisis of representation” in the period (Parker 259). Hamlet “never offers

any perspicacious or unambiguous sense of a revelation beyond forgery, not even in the player’s
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oblique show of a hidden scene its commissioner seeks to bring unambiguously to light” (259).
We have seen the ways in which the metaphysics of the subject deconstructs itself in the
play—this is the case within a Lacanian reading and within a more general poststructural reading
of the play. However, just as we saw in the limitations presented by a Derridean reading of
Spenser, if we set out to see the play as telling the truths of subjectivity, any other possibilities
will be occulted. Thus, insofar as Harnlet arises out of a metaphysical experience of truth, we can
deconstruct this understanding, and show how this understanding deconstructs itself. But the
deconstruction must remain, and this aspect of the play must remain, within the limits of a
metaphysical determination of truth. In order to attend to the non-metaphysical possibilities uttered
in the play, we must change our focus.
Thea-ora and Lethe

Too much of nothing
can make a man ill at ease. (Bob Dylan)

We have seen that Hamler figures forth the modern metaphysical theatre of representation,
while, at the same time, pointing to the limits of the representational--that is, the metaphysico-
imperial--determination of truth. In this way, Hamlet entails the negative portion of a “critique”
of representation. I want to explore, in this section, the positive aspect of this critique; I want to
explore the “undiscovered country” that is the unsaid, non-metaphysical possibilities uttered in the
play. That is to say, rather than the representational determination of truth, and its limits, the play
also presents, as a positive alternative, the primordial experience of truth as alé&heia. To do this
I will show the ways in which the play and some of its major thematics arise out of an encounter
with concealment (lethe).

The change of focus required in order to attend to the unsaid possibilities uttered in Hamlet
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entails a shift in the way seeing itself, or focussing and the changing of focus, is determined. Up
until this point in our analysis of Hamlet we have encountered the “specular” within the play
according to its determination as “theatrical.” Correspondingly we have determined the “theatrical”
along the lines of the “modern metaphysical theatre of representation” wherein the grounding
subject (subiectum) “stages” the theatre of existence as a series of shows or presentations of entities
held up for its view and control. This modern metaphysical determination of Being as theatrical
shows posited by and for the subject is to be distinguished from the early Greek determination of
seeing and of theatre. We have said that the modern metaphysical determination of truth sees
entities arise in their truth insofar as they are posited as objects over and against (Gegen-stand)
the thinking subject. In contrast to this modern determination, “neither medieval nor Greek
thinking represents that which presences as object.”* What is “real” in the modern age has, as the
manner of presence belonging to it, the character of “objectness” (Gegenstdndigkeir) (“SR” 163).
What is the manner of presencing proper to things as experienced within the early Greek
determination?

We have said that Being, in its pre-metaphysical determination, is a presencing that
corresponds to the Greek experience of alé&heia as an unconcealing, an appearing out of
concealment. We have also said that this experience of al&heia is essentially related to that of
phusis, so that the happening of aléheia is a self-appearing or self-emerging along the lines of the
essence of phusis.* For this reason we can say that “[t]he unconcealed is what has entered into the
tranquility of pure self-appearance and of the ‘look’” (Heidegger 1992, 132). What does it mean
to say that beings arise as “the unconcealed” in their entering “the tranquility of . . . the ‘look’"?
What is this “look”? The nature of this looking points us to the distinction between the modes of

seeing and presencing which belong to the modern and the Greek experience of Being. The
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Greeks, like the moderns, conceived of knowledge as a looking. However, for the Greeks, the
“look” that takes place in the arising of something within the sphere of the unconcealed is the look
of the outward appearance, or outward look, of Being shining in beings (as phainomenon, eidos);
it is not the look of the self-grounded subject onto the world it represents. The concept of the
“look” as it arises in the modern concepts of “theatre” and of “theory” has its roots in this early
Greek sense of the “look” as thea: “Thea . . . is the outward look, the aspect in which something
shows itself, the outward appearance in which it offers itself” (“SR” 163). The outward look in
which things show themselves (theqd) is centrally related to the early Greek experience of the
essence of truth as alétheia and to the determination of knowing as a “seeing”: “Because the
essence of truth holds sway as al&@heia, the open and lighted determines what appears therein and
makes it comply with the essential form of the look that looks into the light. In correspondence
to this appearing look, the disclosing perception and grasp of beings, i.e., knowledge, is
conceived as a looking and a seeing” (Heidegger 1992, 147). Thea is the “look of Being, which
looks into beings.” Our word “theory” comes from the coupling of this thea with a seeing that is
understood as the grasping of the appearing, horao: “The grasping look in the sense of seeing is
in Greek horao. To see the encountering look, in Greek thean-horan, is theorao--theorein,
thedria. The word ‘theory’ means, conceived simply, the perceptual relation of man to Being, a
relation man does not produce, but rather a relation into which Being itself first posits man” (1992,
147). Thus, as we have already seen, Being—or, in this case, Being as the look or appearing of
beings--not man, is the measure (metron). For Plato, the self-appearing of the outward look is
eidos.’” We grasp the eidos through the comportment of thedria (cf. Heidegger 1997, 84-90).
“Thus,” Heidegger points out, “it follows that theorein is thean horan, to look attentively on the

outward appearance wherein what presences becomes visible and, through such sight--seeing--to
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linger with it’ (“SR” 163). Put another way, theoros “means the one who looks upon something
as it shows itself, who sees what is given to see. The rheoros is the one who goes to the festival,
the one who is present as a spectator at the great dramas and festivals—whence our word ‘theater’”
(Heidegger 1997, 44).

This conception of thea and of thedria is the foundation of the modern experience of the
subjective theatre and of scientific theory, where the seeing of beings has become a controlling
and over-seeing surveillance. Certainly these metaphysical interpretations of seeing are harboured,
although not realized, within the early Greek experience. What, however, was more fundamental
for the Greek experience was the relation between the look of zhea and the presencing of Being
as aléabheia. Thea, for the Greeks, also means goddess; and it is as a goddess that alé&heia, “the
unconcealment from out of which and in which that which presences, presences, appears to the
early thinker Parmenides” (“SR” 164). Heidegger, along these lines, points out that “alé&heia is
the looking of Being into the open that is lighted by it itself as it itself, the open for the
unconcealedness of all appearance” (1992, 162).* Thus, along with the aspects of the “look” which
lead to the “theoretical” interpretation of thea, there also resides another possibilitiy of meaning:
where thea is the look of Being or of the divine. It is not by accident that “in theo- resides the
stem theion, theos; theorein thus means: to look upon the divine” (Heidegger 1997, 44).
Heidegger also points out that the roots of the word rheorein can be understood in other than
“theoretical” ways: “When differently stressed, the two root words thea and orao can read thea
and ara” (“SR” 164). Thea, as we have said is the goddess--most pertinently, as we have said, in
this context, the goddess Truth. In conjunction with this divine presencing, the “Greek word ora
signifies the respect we have, the honor and esteem we bestow. If now we think the word thedria

in the context of the words just cited, then thedria is the reverent paying heed to the
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unconcealment of what presences” (“SR” 164). We can sum up, at this point, by saying that
theorein, as thea-ora, is a beholding with reverence of divine presencing; this beholding is the
hold and claim that the divine (or Being) has on humanity, not the other way around. Theorein,
in this old, “and that means the early but by no means the obsolete, sense is the beholding that
watches over truth” (“SR” 164-65).* Thus we will attend to the ways in which, in Hamlet, the
specular is experienced along the lines of this thea-dra, or the reverence of the beholding of the
wonder of Being. Along with this attention to the fundamental comportment of thea-dra, we will
also attend to the encounter of human existence with Jethe in the play.

In the self-appearing of the divine (thea) in al@heia, as “alé-theia” (Heidegger 1992, 163),
there is an essential relation to lezhe. We discussed earlier the nature of pseudos as the counter-
essence of aléheia. Pseudos designates the “false” in the sense of that which arises within the
realm of the unconcealed in a “distorted” manner. The false, the distorted or dissembled, are
“unconcealed”and belong to the unconcealed just as the “true” in the sense of the non-distorted.
Thus, “[w]e can now see . . . that mere unconcealedness, in which even something ‘false’ may
stand, does not exhaust the essence of aléheia” (Heidegger 1992, 132). A more primordial
moment of aléheia manifests itself in its relation to lethe. Lethe marks the primordial counter-
essence of truth.

In light of this, Heidegger suggests that, in order to attend properly to a certain range of
meaning within the word, we should translate alétheia as “dis-closure” (Entbergung) rather than
“un-veiling” (Unverborgenheit?). “Dis-closure” is not the mere opposing or lifting of closure.
Rather, “[w]e must think dis-closure exactly the way we think of dis-charging (igniting) or dis-
playing (unfolding). Discharging means to release the charge; displaying means to let play out the

folds of the manifold in their multiplicity” (1992, 133). In other words, while we automatically
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think of truth and Being within oppositional structures--that is, Being is the negation of nothing
and truth the negation of falsity—within the primordial essence of truth as alé-theia there is an
interplay of revealing and concealing; there is a sheltering-concealment, of necessity, within the
open of dis-closure:

Our first tendency is to understand disclosure or disconcealing in opposition to
concealing, just as disentangling is opposed to entangling. Disclosure, however,
does not simply result in something disclosed as unclosed. Instead, the dis-closure
[Ent-bergen] is at the same time an en-closure [Ent-bergen], just like dis-
semination which is not opposed to the seed, or like in-flaming [Entflammen],
which does not eliminate the flame [Flamme] but brings it into its essence. Dis-
closure [Entbergung] is equally for the sake of an en-closure as a sheltering
[Bergung] of the unconcealed in the unconcealedness of presence, i.e., in Being
(1992, 133).
This oppositional structure--the determination of the counter-essence of truth and Being as a lack
or negation of Being--arises within the metaphysical determination of the Being of beings
corresponding to the forgetting of Being. “Being, the never autochthonous, is the groundless. This
seems to be a lack, though only if calculated in terms of beings, and it appears as an abyss in
which we founder without support in our relentless pursuit of beings. In fact we surely fall into
the abyss, we find no ground, as long as we know and seek a ground only in the form of a being
and hence never carry out the leap into Being or leave the familiar landscape of the oblivion of
Being” (Heidegger 1992, 150).%’ We have seen this metaphysical approach to the Being of beings
as it is manifested in the projection of the scientific ground plan, in the modern metaphysics of
the subject, and in the demonstration that, within its own metaphysical logic, this subject is based
on a lack--that is, as manifested in psychoanalytic-deconstruction. Rather than disclosure being
the “lack” of closure, or vice versa, dis-closure is the bringing of closure (lethe) to its essence.

Only in the open of dis-closing Being is there sheltering concealment. We shall see this as

manifested in Hamlet in a couple of guises. We will begin by attending to the interplay of the
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essence of speech and silence in the play, and end with the interplay of forgetting and memory.
The Greek experience of aléheia, of dis-closure, delineated here—as the look of Being into
the open lighted by it—as we have noted, has been transformed throughout the metaphysical
tradition. Within modern metaphysics the look of Being becomes the metaphysical theatre of
representation (for the subject) and the modemn scientific theoretical gaze. We have already seen
the ways in which Hamler participates in the foundations of these modern experiences of the
specular. We will now turn to the ways in which the play speaks this alternate possibility of
determining the “look” of Being; this is another possibility that has been relayed, in a covert
manner, throughout the tradition and expressed in “great” works.*!
4.6 On Silence and Madness

We will explore, in this sub-section, some modalities of the presencing of things out of
sheltering concealment: silence, madness, and revenge. All point to an experience of the theatre
of existence that is primordial. Rather than the modern metaphysical theatre of representation,
these figure forth the theatre of the look of the goddess (thea-ora).

Silence, it can be argued, is so prevalent in the play that it becomes the ground out of
which the play itself emerges.” As Calderwood points out, “[s]ilence is the matrix from which the
play issues, the inexpressible country from which the Ghost comes like a whispered word to make
us realize that beneath the chatter and clamor of the court there was, all along, a more meaningful
zone of silence and secrecy” (1983, 74). In some senses, silence, in Hamlet, manifests the
metaphysical enterprise of securing the upright position. In some ways silence is a mode of the
“shutting up” of oneself, or securing of oneself, in order to bring the other out into the open.
Hamlet’s madness, as Wolfgang Clemen asserts, is a form of silence that cloaks his “real”

intentions: “Hamlet needs images of his ‘antic disposition.” He would betray himself if he used
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open, direct language. Hence he must speak ambiguously and cloak his real meaning under
quibbles and puns, images and parables” (110). This is also the function of the “silence” of the
“spy” in the several scenes which employ one or more characters in the role of the over-hearer or
over-seer. One is silent in order to over-see and over-hear while being oneself un-seen and un-
heard. Let us take as exemplary the way in which Polonius silences himself before withdrawing
behind the arras in the “closet scene”:

‘A will come straight. Look you lay home to him.

Tell him his pranks have been too broad to bear with,

And that your grace hath screen’d and stood between

Much heat and him. I’ll silence me even here. [my emphasis] (IIL.iv.1-4)

In another sense, however, one that speaks out of the primodial essence of alé-theia,
silence is the sheltering-arché of speech. Silence is the beginning and end of speech. Only
humanity, as the ones bestowed with language or speech, as zéon logon echon, can be silent. We
do not say that the tree can “silence” itself. Speech gives to silence its proper essence. Similarly,
silence is the beginning and end of speech, its sheltering-arché-telos. Silence separates speech
from the chatter of monotonous noise. Disclosure, then, occurs in the word (logos) inasmuch as
beings arise in the realm of unconcealment in the shelter of silence.

In the last words of Hamlet, as he lays dying, we encounter silence as a thematic in
relation to the proper ends of the unfolding of one’s life and to the proper ends of the dramatic
plot.

O, I die, Horatio!
The potent poison quite o’er-crows my spirit.
I cannot live to hear the news from England,
But I do prophesy th’ election lights
On Fortinbras. He has my dying voice.

So tell him, with th’ occurrents, more and less,
Which have solicited--the rest is silence. (V.ii.331-337)
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Hamlet’s life ends; “the rest is silence.” This “rest” points to the concealedness of death. His life
is a certain apportionment of dis-closure, a dis-closure in the word; thus, Hamlet’s life reaches
its end—in the sense of its zelos or essential definition--with silence. Also, this “rest” is that which
remains unsaid within this most loquacious play. The events not presented, but perhaps inferred,
those conjectured, the words not said but implied, all of this is the “rest” and all of this remains
a silence sheltering and structuring that which is said. Finally, the “rest” referred to here could be
a rest in the sense of “repose.” For instance, Hamlet ends the first encounter with the Ghost with
an appeal: “Rest, rest, perturbéd spirit!” (I.v.181). Death, then, is the telos of life in the sense that
it is the defining remainder (“rest”) of life, but it is also, as this appeal to the Ghost points out, a
silent “repose” (“rest”). The Ghost is rest-less, without repose, because of the injustice of the state
at present. Only with a certain restitution can the Ghost rest in peace as the felos of a justified life.
Thus, the “rest” as “silence” points to the three-fold unity of lethe (concealment-withdrawal): 1)
as the “unsaid” of language or of the play, as the withdrawal integral to language; 2) as death, the
concealing-withdrawal essential to the unfolding of life itself; and 3) as the “rest” or repose
integral to the movement (kinésis) of existence.
All words and action in the play, we have said, arise out of a certain silence. Words have
a certain power in the Danish court. Words are “daggers” that enter the ears, akin to the strange
poison that operates on the “porches” of King Hamlet’s ears. Words and actions, when suited each
to the other (cf. III.ii. 15-22), persuade and move the soul in a remarkable way. Horatio, as orator,
in many ways stands for this power of the word and action, and of the word to move to action.
For this reason, the question arises as to why Horatio falls increasingly silent as the play
progresses (cf. Calderwood 1983, 117-22)? Using our point of departure in silence as the ground

of the play, we could answer this question by pointing to this as yet another example of the
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constitutive power of silence. That is, the silence that allows the oration (Horatio) is foregrounded
throughout the play to such an extent that (H)oratio is himself silenced. We should keep this
power of silence with respect to words and actions in mind, too, when we ponder the fact that
Hamlet’s inability to act is thought of in terms of an inability to speak. Hamlet contrasts his
inaction to the “actions” of the player:

What would he do
Had he the motive and the cue for passion
That I have? He would drown the stage with tears,
And cleave the general ear with horrid speech, (IL.ii.516-19)
The player differs from Hamlet, then, not in “doing"-in our general sense of that term--anything
different but in his ability to “cleave the general ear with horrid speech.” Hamlet, on the other
hand, like “John-a-dreams, unpregnant of [his] cause, / . . . can say nothing” (II.ii.525-6).

We should note, too, that even speech is a silence of sorts--that is, when it is a speaking
out of the realm of madness. Gertrude, for instance, says that Ophelia’s “speech is nothing.” Again
this speech as nothing, this silence, moves the hearer; it has a certain power:

Her speech is nothing,

Yet the unshaped use of it doth move

The hearers to collection; they aim at it,

And botch the words up fit to their own thoughts,

Which, as her winks and nods and gestures yield them,

Indeed would make one think there might be thought,

Though nothing sure, yet much unhappily. (IV.v.7-13)
The words of madness, akin to a silence, move the listener. One aims at a meaning based on the
familiar, the sane, the world of beings as they are. But this falls short; it is “nothing sure.” In this
way, we are drawn out, in wonder, to the leap into Being as the abyss of possibilities. In this way,

madness is a “sacred space” out of which the meaningful relations of the familiar world are

founded.®® This is the sense of the “ecstatic folly” that we saw in relation to the folly described by
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Erasmus and the modes of madness (furor) described in Plato’s Phaedrus (cf. Chapter 3).

The mode of madness that presents itself in Hamler is that of melancholy. According to
Elizabethan thinking, Hamlet, being a man, is melancholic in such a way that his imaginative
genius is emphasized. Ophelia’s is a madness that “the Elizabethans would have diagnosed as
female love-melancholy, or erotomania” (Showalter 225). Within Pythagorean and even older
mythological thought, the health of the human body depended on the harmonious balance of four
humours (chymoi: juice or flavour). “Bodily states, mental imagery and characteristic forms of
behaviour which had been regarded as symptomatic of illness, and thus of humoral imbalance,
were progressively associated together as general dispositions or character types. Humours, thus,
came to denote either pathological states or constitutional aptitudes” (Feréuson 6). The
melancholic humour was “cold and dry.” Vegetative growth, the self-emergence (phusis) of plants,
and procreation were essentially tied to warmth and moisture. Thus, the melancholic individual,
“excessively taciturn, withdrawn and lethargic” (Ferguson 7), was tied to a certain concealment
or withdrawal of that which self-emerges and appears. The melancholic, from an early point in
Western thinking, is tied to lethe. With Plato, this connection with lethe is expanded and tied to
the inspiration (enthousiasmoi) of the divine--an inspiration that arises out of the domain of lethe.
Plato thought of melancholy as the mood related to ekstasis. “We receive the greatest benefit
through frenzy,” and the melancholic is the most attuned to receive this “divine gift” (Phaedrus
244d). Pseudo-Aristotle combined the earlier medical theories with Plato’s notion of melancholic
frenzy (ekstasis). Problemata XXX.1 founds a historically repeated sentiment as to the nature of
melancholy: “Why is it that all men who have become outstanding in philosophy, statesmanship,
poetry or the arts are melancholic?” This is the context in which the Renaissance experienced

melancholy. It is a context that is still at work when Heidegger says, with conscious reference to
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Aristotle, that all creative action resides in the fundamental mood (Grundstimmung) of
melancholy. Creative achievement, he says, is a free-forming activity whose freedom is found
only where there is a burden to be shouldered. The burden weighs heavily on humanity’s overall
mood, so that a historical humanity comes to be in the mood of melancholy (Schwermur)—whether
or not humanity is aware of it (1995, 182-183).%

Pseudo-Aristotle includes “Empedocles, Plato, Socrates, and many other well-known men”
among melancholics. Melancholy is the attunement, the madness, proper to philosophizing.
Philosophy is the essentially ec-static questioning undertaken by a historical humanity. We have
seen the ways in which this manifests itseif in Plato, Erasmus, More’s Hythloday, and Spenser’s
Immerit. Ec-static questioning is a confrontation with the nothing as integral to Being; it is
undertaken as a divine madness (mania), possession (enthousiasmos) or frenzy (ekstasis).
Following in the tradition of Pseudo-Aristotle, Renaissance thinking associated melancholy with
all of these “ec-static” aspects of humanity: mania, enthousiasmos, ekstasis (cf. Screech 1983, 32).

This encounter with Being and the nothing in essential ek-sistence occurs in the historically
sited attunement of humanity. For instance, in the modern age, the confrontation with the nothing
(lethe-concealment)-rather than its oblivion in our day to day affairs, our in-sistence-arises in the
fundamental attunement of “anxiety.” In the modern age, “[a]nxiety reveals the nothing” (“WM"
103). In anxiety, beings slip away, yet they also show themselves in their utter strangeness; they
show themselves as what escapes representational schemata and calculative planning. This
revealing of the nothing takes away beings and gives them back in the strangeness of Being which
stimulates wonder (cf. Poggeler 74). In the Renaissance the historically sited fundamental
attunement which disclosed the abyss that is the essential ground of human existence was

melancholy (cf. Radloff 1993a, 357). In melancholy, things withdraw and this withdrawal
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confronts the melancholic with an immobilizing wonder, with a transfixing, pensive apprehension
of the groundlessness of all action. Hamlet’s oft discussed delay, then, arises, on the one hand,
as a metaphysical procedure of ascertaining the certainty of the murder and of the other characters’
guilt or innocence. On the other hand, this “delay” arises as a wonder in the face of the strange
ground of existence: the beings with which he deals (the Danish court, the other characters) are
no longer calculable and securable for him. He has encountered, in the fundamental attunement
of “melancholy,” the nothing out of which beings arise and upon which his own existence is based.

It is for this reason, that even speech is a silence of sorts for Hamlet. Speech which does
not confront this groundlessness of all human endeavour arises, for Hamlet, as mere “words,
words, words.” Hamlet upbraids himself, for instance, for not transcending the pre-existing order
completely enough, for not undertaking a revenge-which is a strange surpassing of the law in
order to institute a lawfulness. Without the strength, as yet, to transcend the existing order in the
form of revenge, Hamlet is fallen in the world of beings as pre-determined. He also has a fallen
relation to language. He is relegated to the iteration of the already said; he does not undertake an
essential, revengeful saying which founds the order of the Danish polis anew. This is the way in
which language, in its inauthentic mode, for Hamlet, consists of mere “words.” This is also what
lies behind his denigration of the fact that he “Must like a whore unpack [his] heart with words”
(I1.ii.542).

As a poetic furor, as the mood of creative achievement, and as an encounter with the
nothing (lethe), melancholy marks the disposition of Renaissance European humanity as receptive
to the self-emerging and concealing of Being. It is a receptivity to the divine (daimonios) in its
presencing. This is what Socrates is pointing to when he makes the distinction between the

prophetic art as “heaven sent” and this art as a product of human activity (Phaedrus 244a). The
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arché of madness, of all prophetic insight into Being undertaken by humanity, is the self-emerging
(phusis), lighting-look of inspiring grace, of the divine (daimonios); it does not reside in human
“skill” or know-how (rechné). But what is this daimonios?

A literal translation, found in the modern dictionary, is “divine” or “marvelous.” The
divine, in Greek thinking, is the the “marvelous” or the “uncanny” as it presences itself in the
ordinary. But what is the “uncanny”? The uncanny is the moment of Being coming into focus for
the ones who are attuned and attentive; it arises where “the extraordinary announces itself, the
excessive that strays ‘beyond’ the ordinary, that which is not to be explained by explanations on
the basis of beings” (Heidegger 1992, 101). The divine moment, the moment of the look of the
goddess (Thea) Truth, is a moment in which familiar schemata fail and the unknown is
encountered. The strange, the marvelous, the uncanny strikes us with an immobilizing wonder.
Melancholic-madness is the gift of the attunement to the presencing of the strange. The god
(daimdn), then, is an appearing of the extraordinary in the realm of the ordinary; it is an appearing
that is a founding moment; it is the event (Er-eignis) of truth--the shattering of familiar
meaningful relations and the founding of meaning anew, out of the realm of the abyss of
meaninglessness. This is the importance of the Ghost as daimon (demon) who “defamiliarizes” the
world of Hamlet and the Danish court.

4.7 Lethe and Memory

The Ghost speaks out of the realm of lerhe as concealing-oblivion. It is “forbid / To tell
the secrets of [its] prison house” (I.v.13-14). The Ghost, in this way, is a concealed revealing out
of the realm of lethe. The Ghost’s prison house does not expose itself to the everyday analysis of
beings here and there. Rather, it withdraws and presents itself as this withdrawing concealment.

The Ghost points to this Lethe field by name a little later in the same scene:
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And duller shouldst thou be than the fat weed

That roots itself in ease on Lethe wharf,

Wouldst thou not stir in this. . . . (I.v.32-34)
According to the Ghost, the tale told out of this realm of oblivion would stir all but the most dull.
But as we know, and as centuries of criticism have wrestled with, Hamlet, in a sense, is not stirred
to action. Is this due to the fact that the Ghost’s words lack the rhetorical force to stir one to action
(energeia)? If we are to take the Ghost’s words just cited as true, the answer to this question is
no. A traditional response to this problem, and perhaps one not far afield, is that Hamlet is not
stirred because he is, in fact, duller “than the fat weed / That roots itself in ease on Lethe wharf.”
Of course, Hamlet’s dullness is a sign of his melancholic disposition. According to Timothy
Bright in A Treatise of Melancholy (1586), “melancholy causeth dullness of conceit” (111). This
dullness, as manifested in Hamlet as “A dull and muddy-mettled rascal” (IL.ii.524), this cold, dry,
and thick nature of the melancholic humour, means that psychic impressions (inscriptions) are
retained and not easily passed over. The melancholic broods over what the average person passes
over in blissful oblivion.

Hamlet, as melancholic, is marked by an excessive memory and an excessive forgetting
of the Ghost and its call. After the Ghost ends its tale, it commands Hamlet to remember:
“Remember me” (I.v.91). Hamlet replies to this commandment with the assertion that he will, in
an excessive manner, remember only the Ghost:

Remember thee?
Yea, from the table of my memory
I'll wipe away all trivial fond records,
All saws of books, all forms, all pressures past
That youth and observation copied there,
And thy commandment all alone shall live

Within the book and volume of my brain,
Unmixed with baser matter. . . . (I.v.97-104)
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Yet, as we have noted, Hamlet, the dull weed of Lethe wharf, forgets the Ghost’s commandment,
in a way, to revenge and to remember. In the “closet scene” the Ghost must return to give him a
reminder of his purpose:

Do not forget. This visitation
Is but to whet thy almost blunted purpose. (IIL.iv.111-112)

This oscillating interplay of memory and forgetting, of revealing and concealing, marks
the “between” nature of Hamlet: he is one strung between a dullness which ties him to the field
of Lethe (forgetting) and a dullness of humour that determines his disposition as one of excessive
memory. Hamlet straddles the abyss between the call of the demon (daimdn) and the everyday
engagement with the world and its politics. Hamlet both steps outside of the laws and just order
of the polis and refounds its order in setting the world and time aright; he is, like Antigone, one
who stands above beings as they are and into the nothing (hupsipolis). This is also the dual nature
of revenge. Francis Bacon, in his essay entitled “Of Revenge,” refers to revenge as “a kind of wild
justice.” He says the first wrong “doth but offend the law, but the revenge of that wrong putteth
the law out of office” (55). Hamlet, in order to revenge, must not simply bend the existing rules
of the social order; rather, he must step outside of the existing and familiar order of things; he
must put “the law out of office” in order to found order anew.

We have had occasion elsewhere to comment on the prevalence of memory and forgetting
in the play, and I am not the first to notice this prevalence (cf. Garber 310). Adelman, for
instance, asserts that the task of memory that Hamlet undertakes, in the face of Gertrude’s
forgetting of the ghost-father, is a matter of the differentiation (and, thus, securing) of collapsed
father figures (cf. 257, 261). I have said that while this reading applies to the play as a text

concemed with the modern psychic-subject, it does not speak for the play in its entirety. I agree
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that forgetting is crucial to Hamlet’s task, and to the play. However, this centrality of lethe is the
condition of memory in the broader sense than just that of the individual. It is a politico-historical
and ultimately existential memory. It is a forgetting (lethe) and an un-forgetting that form a
horizon for a historical people and allow them to define themselves out of a past. Lethe is the
forgetting proper to this historical horizon, to this relation to tradition and one’s “fore-fathers.”
A historical humanity, and Hamlet or the Danish court as perspicuous cases of this, stands on the
ground of the past as unfamiliar (uncanny). A historical humanity arises, as do Hamlet and the
re-founded Denmark, only out of this strange concealing ground. Lerhe is an “existential” ground
in the sense that it is the concealment-oblivion proper to the presencing of all things, and not the
absent-minded “forgetting” of an individual psyche: “But it would be erroneous to claim . . . that
unconcealedness corresponds to not-forgetting and that the alethes, the unconcealed, is precisely
what is not-forgotten. It is so, by all means, but only under the presupposition that we think of
forgetting in terms of aléheia and not substitute for the essence of lethe the ‘forgetting’ which is
later understood as inadvertence, a kind of psychic-subjective comportment” (Heidegger 1992,
131-32). The question of memory, then, of the memory of that which speaks out of the of the
realm of the dead, of lethe, as does the Ghost as daimdn, should be understood within the tradition
of memory-truth as anamnesis/aletheia: unforgetting/disclosure. The question of memory in the
play, in an essential sense, arises out of the presencing of lethe, of the Ghost as out of Lethe, and
of the presencing of the uncanny in the ordinary.

Just as lethe defines one in relation to a past that shapes, so too does lethe guide one in a
futural sense: that is, as one’s ownmost possibility, death. Death, and the specter of the nothing
(nihil) or of the meaninglessness it entails, haunts the play. It is the skull that lies behind the

“painted” facade of beauty, truth, duration, and meaningful words. Words, for Hamlet, marital
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vows for example, are dead letters that lack the breath of intention, spirit, or truth. Hamlet also
confronts the possibility that the body is a dead letter, a quintessence of dust.* Death, in a way,
according to Calderwood, is the root of all of the other negations—what we have thought of in
terms of lethe—in the play (1983, 97). The grave can arise for the modern critic as a figuring of
absence, a veiled phallus, or as a carnivalesque undecidability that dissolves social distinctions (cf.
Bristol 350, 359-62). However, more primordially, the grave, as the sign of death, marks a
certain defining and focussing of things within their proper limits. For instance, a certain grave-
digging marks the whole of Hamlet’s life. When asked how long he has been a “grave-maker,”

the “clown” replies by measuring the duration of his profession according to that of Hamlet's life:

Clown: Of all the days i’ th’ year, I came to’t that day that our last King Hamlet
overcame Fortinbras.

Ham: How long is that since?

Clown: Cannot you tell that? Every fool can tell that. It was that very day that
young Hamlet was born-—-he that is mad, and sent into England. (V.i.122-
26)

Why is this portion of the dialogue here, in the climactic fifth act? Merely to give us some more
information about the relative dates of the life of Hamlet? Perhaps. But more importantly, this
passage connects the life of Hamlet, in its essential unfolding, to the presencing of death, to the
presence of graves. As Harold Jenkins points out in the Arden edition of Harnlet, “{w]hat matters
is that when Hamlet came into the world a man began to dig graves and has now been at it for a
lifetime. . . . As Hamlet’s talk with the grave-digger thus links the grave-digger’s occupation with
the terms of Hamlet’s life, will it not seem to us that the hero has come face to face with his own
destiny?” (554). Hamlet, in this respect, brings to the fore the essential relation of humanity to
death. Only mortals can die; only what is living can be said to die. The death of the living thing

is not its negation; death does not exist as an opposition to life. Rather, the living thing comes into



374
its own, into its essence, insofar as it can die. Death is the limit proper to mortal existence. Life
unfolds as a being-towards this defining end, as a being-towards-relos (entelecheia). Hamlet
presents, most profoundly, this sheltering and defining aspect of death, of lethe, of the nothing.

This lethe or nothing, we have seen, holds sway in the play in various modalities: as
silence, as madness, as that which presences in the Ghost, as what is encountered in the mood of
melancholy and in being-towards-death. It is out of this Jethe that all meaning, existence or
presence arise in the play. The lethe as encountered marks the way in which the play departs from
the structures of metaphysico-imperial representation. The essential relation of lethe to Being and
truth also means we must encounter the questions raised in the play in a new light. We must keep
in mind, for instance, that meaningful existence is not opposed to the meaninglessness that Hamlet
encounters in existence--nihilism, in fact, as the withdrawal, concealment, or lethe of Being, is
the way in which Being itself presences. Authentic meaning, of being-in-the-world or being-with-
others, of community, relies on a questioning and holding of oneself out over the abyss of non-
meaning as Hamlet does. We must also keep this in mind with respect to the biggest question in
the play: “To be, or not to be.” Again, this is not an either/or dualism that accords with the
metaphysical logic of non-contradiction. Rather, the speech marks how the nothing (the “not to
be”) hovers over existence (the “to be”). It marks how

the dread of something after death,
The undiscovered country, from whose bourn
No traveller returns, puzzles the will,
And makes us rather bear those ills we have
Than fly to others that we know not of? (II1.1.78-82)
There is an unknown, a certain dream-like “to be,” in the nothingness of the “sleep of death.” And

in hovering over and defining existence, the nothing resides in the “to be.”

The encounter with the nothing (lethe), in all of these guises (silence, madness, forgetting,
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and death) is the encounter with the essential strangeness and mystery of existence. “Only because
the nothing is manifest in the ground of Dasein can the total strangeness of beings overwhelm us.
Only when the strangeness of beings oppresses us does it arouse and evoke wonder. Only on the

ground of wonder-the revelation of the nothing-does the ‘why?’ loom before us” (“WM" 111).
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Notes to Chapter 4

1. On the construction of subjectivity in the Renaissance in relation to the theatre, and from a
psychoanalytic perspective, see Freedman 7-46; on this topic in specific relation to Hamlet, see
Barker 29-40, Lacan 1977a, 11-52, and Garber 303, 319.

2. Although I will concentrate on Heidegger’s analysis of Descartes’ thought as the founding
statement of modern metaphysics, the position that the Cartesian Cogiro marks the inception of
the philosophical discourse of modernity is a widely held one. The rise of human thinking with
respect to the philosophical determination of truth marks, for many, modernity as the
“epistemologically centred philosophy” that follows Descartes (Rorty 357). As Bemstein
summarizes, “[b]riefly stated, the history of modern philosophy is the history of the rise and fail
of the ‘mind’ and the prized philosophical discipline—‘epistemology’” (27). Similarly, Timothy
Reiss asserts that the “discourse of modernism” finds its “exemplary formal statement” in the
“cogito-ergo-sum” (31). On this point, see, also, Mark C. Taylor xxi-xxii, Porter 3-4, and Smith
49-57.

3. On this point, see Being and Time (1962a, §44) and “ET.”

4. As Bemhard Radloff has pointed out in an unpublished lecture, the encounter with the mystery
of Being or the lethe of aléheia corresponds to the essential experience of human existence in
Being-towards-Death. Death is not the negation or opposing of human, mortal existence; rather,
death is that which makes us what we are. Death is, not in a theoretical sense of causes in linear
time, the arché out of which mortals arise; it is also the telos of mortals, the fulfilment and
coming to be of what they are.

5. A more detailed discussion of the Greek and medieval moments of this unfolding is undertaken
in Chapter 2.

6. On this point, see Heidegger 1982, 85-138, 1987, 178-80, “AWP,” “NW," and “QCT."

7. On this point, the Christian experience of truth as related to the securing of salvation, see
Heidegger 1973, 19-26, 1982, 87-89, “NW" 89-90, “AWP" 122, and 1992, 51.

8. On this self-grounding of knowledge and truth, see, also, “MSMM.."” 272.

9. The German word for “representation,” Vor-stellen, is foregrounded in Heidegger’s reading
at this point in that it literally means ‘to posit or position’ (stellen) ‘before’ (vor).

10. On the notion of the “Theatre of Representation” as that which privileges identity and forgets
difference, and on this theatre of representation as opposed to the “Theatre of Repetition” as a
theatre of movement or physis, see Deleuze 1994, 5-11; on this topic in relation to Hamlet, see
Deleuze 1994, 91-2. For a good commentary on Deleuze’s notion of philosophy as theatre, see
IITP."

11. The list of commentators who interpret, as Paterson and I do, the goal of Bacon’s science as
being a total mastery or power over nature, or the beings which arise within the object-sphere laid
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out by the scientific ground-plan, would be too voluminous fully to list here. However, for some
of the more recent and cogent examples of this position, see the following: Hulse 318, 322,
Faulkner 4, 7, Whitney 1, Weinberger 9, and Van Lecuwen 2).

12. On ta mathemata as what is already known, see also “AWP” 118.

13. On the limits of human knowledge due to the mind’s innate failings and due to the restraints
imposed by the adherence to a tradition, see The Advancement of Learning 198-271 and The New
Organon 326-92.

14. On the axiomatic proposition as part of the mathematical projection inasmuch as it is taken
as what is pre-given, see “MSMM" 268.

15. In this Baconian passage, one encounters that which is dis-covered in a mood of wonder and
awe. On the topic of the disposition of “wonder” that beholds the discoverer in relation to the New
World, where the New World arises as a “marvelous possession,” see Greenblatt 1991.

16. For further examples in Bacon’s work of a determination of truth as the secure vantage point,
see “Of Truth.” One of the formulations of truth in that essay is a citing, interestingly, of the
Roman Lucretius: “It is a pleasure to stand upon the shore, and to see ships tossed upon the sea;
a pleasure to stand in the window of a castle, and to see a battle and the adventures thereof
below; but no pleasure is comparable to the standing upon the vantage ground of Truth (a hill not
to be commanded, and where the air is always clear and serene), and to see the errors, and
wanderings, and mists, and tempests, in the vale below” (48). Similarly, on the importance and
value of secrecy and reserve in relation to that which is open and thus inferior or fallen, see “Of
Simulation and Dissimulation” (58-60). For an astute analysis of these two essays in relation to
the imperial essence of truth, see Radloff 1996, 145-63.

17. Parker also points out that “[t]he business of detection and informing, of espial and bringing
‘privie secretes’ before the eye, was part of the obsession in early modern England with things
done ‘privilie’ or in secret, in the confessional, the ‘secret chamber’ of the heart, or the ‘closet’
of a monarch” (234). On the closet as a “private” realm, and on the implications of this for the
“closet scene” in Hamlet, see Jardine 1996, 150-57. With respect to Act III, Scene iv of Hamlet,
Jardine asserts that “[t]he erosion of privacy which has already been effected by the constant
surveillance which has characterised Claudius and Polonius’s management of the state of Denmark
here reaches its logical conclusion: the state invades the Queen’s inner sanctum, and in the ensuing
confusion it is defiled by a botched and mistaken act of violence” (151). For discussions of the
“private” in similar contexts, see Reiss 1982, 189-90, Barker, Montrose 1991, Greenblatt 1980,
and Kermode 1979. For general discussions of spying and the secret service in the English
Renaissance, see Plowden and Archer.

18. Parker lists the usages of “private” and “privy” in Hamler in the process of arguing for the
centrality of this concept-trope to the play:
from Horatio’s asking if the Ghost is ‘privy to thy country’s fate’ (I.i.133) to
Polonius’s observation that Hamlet has given Ophelia ‘private time’ (I.ii.92) and
his command that she ‘lock herself from his resort’ (II.ii.143). Hamlet swears his
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friends to secrecy, after the revelations of the Ghost: ‘Never make known what you have seen
tonight’ (I.v.143). The sense of secrecy is also suggested by the play’s repeated references to
sealed documents, in ‘Upon his will I seal’d my hard consent’ (I.ii.60), in the ‘letters seal’d’
(II1.iv.202) bome by the spies Rosencrantz and Guildenstern to England; in Claudius’s ‘every
thing is seal’d and done’ (IV.iii.56); and in Hamlet’s decision to ‘unseal’ (V.ii.17) this sealed
‘commission’ (V.ii.18). (366n66)

19. On the importance of “enargeia” in discourses of geographic discovery, see Parker 242; on
“enargia” (energeia) in Sidney’s Defence of Poesie, see Chapter 2.

20. Two other examples of travel narratives which appeal to the eyewitness, examples which
directly bear on the readings of Elizabethan literature that I have undertaken here, are More’s
Utopia and Montaigne’s “Of Cannibals.” For a good reading of this aspect of Montaigne’s essay,
see De Certeau’s “Montaigne’s ‘Of Cannibals’: The Savage ‘I'” (1986, 67-79).

21. For the image of the Christian story of the Fall in Hamlet, see 1.v.36, and for the image of
Cain’s murder of a brother, see III.iii.36-8.

22. Hamlet also uses indirect language--language that reserves itself, holds itself back, puns and
metaphors, for instance--in order to conceal his intentions and secure his position. On this point
see Calderwood 1983, 73.

23. On the metaphor of the disease of the body-politic, see Salkeld 91.

24. The Mouse-trap is Hamlet’s privileged mode of representing the crime, by bringing
Claudius’s guilty conscience into the open, but the murder of the old King arises (is represented)
throughout the play: “The act of rupture or contradiction, the killing of the old King, is dispersed
throughout the text, in the ghost’s testimony, in the dumb show and Claudius’s prayer, to form
the truth which on which [sic] the revenge narrative depends” (Salkeld 90). We should note that
a similar representational securing of certainty occurs in Thomas Kyd’s The Spanish Tragedy. The
whole play is a scene presented for the ghost of Don Andrea and the spirit of Revenge. Within the
broader theatre presented before Don Andrea and the spirit of revenge, two letters (IILii and
III.vii), two dumb shows and a play within a play represent the murder of Horatio and its
consequent resolution in revenge. Finally, as do the characters in Hamlet, Balthazar and Lorenzo
observe their enemies from an enclosed position: in secret (IL.ii) and in disguise (II.iv). We should
also take note that a representational method--the “scientific-method” of the chastity test invented
by Antonius Mizaldus (IV.i.46)—is utilized as a mode of securing the certainty of a crime in
Thomas Middleton and William Rowley’s The Changeling. Beatrice puts the chastity of Diaphanta
“Upon an easy trial” (IV.i.97). Beatrice, in turn, is put on trial because Alsemero “cannot be too
sure” (IV.ii.125). As with Hamlet’s “antic disposition” in relation to the strategies of Claudius,
the attempts to secure certainty in The Changeling can also be avoided through cunning and
feigning. Beatrice, when faced with the test involving the “glass inscribed there with the letter M”
(IV.ii.114), makes the following evaluation:
I’'m put now to my cunning; th’effects I know,
If I can now but feign’em handsomely. (IV.ii.136-37)
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25. On the relation of Bacon, masque, and imperial power, see Orgel 55.
26. On “anamorphic” art in the Renaissance, see, also, Ong and Plottel.

27. On the history of Ophelia interpretation, see Showalter. For an interesting reading of Ophelia
as a victim of the masculine power structures presented in the play, see Leverentz.

28. For a listing of the many references to these concepts in the play, see Garber 310-12.

29. On Hamlet’s forgetting of the actual murder of his father and corresponding emphasis on
Gertrude’s guilt, see also West 228.

30. On Gertrude as brought into the open of the “gaze” of the subject, see Parker 234-38; on the
encounter with the “mother” (mater) as the encounter with the matter of existence as nothing, see
Parker 253-5. On the closet and its relation to sexual privacy in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, see Jardine 1996, 150-51. On the distinctions between the quartos in connection with
the question of Gertrude’s guilt, see O’Brien.

31. The First Quarto, as Wofford points out, “precludes the hovering doubt and even disgust at
his mother that is so characteristic of the Hamlet we know"” (17). Wofford goes on to suggest that
there is political room to question “the principles that have caused editors to reject the Gertrude
of the First Quarto and to select always the more ambiguous figure of the later printed versions”
(17). For a listing of the ways in which Gertrude is an enigmatic (or, undecidable) character--in
the Second Quarto and First Folio--see Adelman 258-59.

32. Adelman also asserts that Hamlet enacts the unravelling of the (Oedipal) subject (281n4).

33. On the blurring of fixed identities as marked by the prevalence in the play of images of
mediation, “conveyance,” translation, messengers, and go-betweens, see Parker 149-84 and
Calderwood 113-87; on the private secretary as go-between, see Parker 260; on women as go-
betweens, see Parker 262-65.

34. Adelman’s analysis of this “boundary panic” with respect to Hamlet is informative:
withdrawing himself from the sullying maternal body of the world, Hamlet retreats
into what he imagines as an inviolable core of selfhood that cannot be known or
played upon (1.2.85; 3.2.355-63), constructing an absolute barrier between inner
and outer as though there were no possibility of uncontaminating communication
between them; unable to risk crossing this boundary in any creative way, through
any significant action in the world, he fantasizes crossing it through magical
thinking--imagining the revenge that could come “with wings as swift / As
meditation” (1.5.29-30) or through the power of his horrid speech (2.2.557). (273)

35. Heidegger, “Science and Reflection” in 1977a, 155-82; hereafter cited as “SR.” The quote is
from page 163.

36. Phusis, insofar as it “signifies a coming forth, an emergence, . . . is an equiprimordial word
for what is named by al&heia” (Heidegger 1992, 139). On the relation of phusis and al&heia, see
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also Heidegger 1992, 163 and 1976, 269: “Being is the self-concealing revealing, phusis in the
original sense. Self-revealing is the coming-forth into unhiddenness, and that means: preserving
unhiddenness as such in its becoming-present. Unhiddenness is called a-l&heia. Truth, as we
translate this word, is of the origin, that is, in its Being it is not a characteristic of human knowing
and asserting. . . . Rather, truth as self-revealing belongs to Being itself. Phusis is alé&heia,
unconcealment, and therefore kruptesthai philei [loves to hide itself].”

37. On the connection of eidos and thea, and for a good summary of what we have said so far
about thea, see Heidegger 1997, 44: “The word theorein was already known prior to Aristotle.
But Aristotle himself coined the term theoretikos. The word theorein, theodria, comes from
theoros, which is composed of thea, ‘look,’ ‘sight,” and horao, ‘to see.’ Thea, ‘sight,” which
allows the look of something to be seen, is similar in meaning to eidos.”

38. Heidegger emphasizes that “alé&heia is thea, goddess” (162) in order to emphasize that it is
not a “concept.”

39. At this point, I would like to gesture toward, with the hopes of being able to follow up this
gesture more thoroughly elsewhere, the connection between two historico-conceptual analogues:
1) the modem theoretical-controlling gaze as an aspect of the mood of “wonder” with which the
New World, or the newly discovered, is encountered (cf. Greenblatt 1991); and 2) early Greek
theoria as the comportment of Dasein in its confrontation with a matter of “wonder”
(thaumazesthai) (Heidegger 1997, 86-87): “The astonishing, the wondrous, is constituted in
relation to an onlooking insofar as the understanding at one’s disposal does not suffice for this
encountered state of affairs. The understanding is shocked by what shows itself’ (87).

40. Heidegger points out the non-oppositional interplay of concealment and unconcealing with

respect to phusis as a name for Being:
“Being loves to hide itself.” What does that mean? It has been suggested, and still is
suggested, that this fragment means that Being is difficult to get at and requires great
efforts to be brought out of its hiding place and, as it were, purged of its self-hiding. But
it is the opposite that is needed. Self-hiding belongs to the pre-dilection of Being, that is,
it belongs to that wherein Being has secured its way of becoming present. And the way
Being becomes present is to unconceal itself, to emerge, to come out into the unhidden--
phusis. Only that which in its very Being unconceals and must unconceal itself, can love
to conceal itself. Only what is unconcealing can be concealing. (1976, 269)

41. For a cursory tracing of this tradition, see Chapter 2.

42. For a good list of the many references to or evocations of silence, see Calderwood 1983, 73-
77.

43. Madness in Shakespeare’s plays in general has also been categorized as having a “scapegoat”
function within the parameters of “magical thinking” (cf. Liebler and Woodbridge). Foucault also
defines, to some extent, madness as a scapegoat of sorts in the early modern era; however, he also
isolates this “sacred” function of madness as a founding of the open of Being, along the lines of
the primordial essence of alé&heia we have described--a founding of the open whose power has
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fallen into oblivion. Thus, Foucault’s classic work on the topic is an “archacology of that silence”
(1988b, xi).

44. On this tradition of the thinking of melancholy, the classic study is Klibansky, Panofsky, and
Saxl; see, also, Screech 1983. Pertinent Renaissance texts on melancholy include Timothy Bright’s
A Treatise of Melancholy, Robert Burton’s The Anatomy of Melancholy, and Milton’s I/
Penseroso.

45. This is related to what we might call the “tragic” essence of existence: that we ek-sist in being
held out over the nothing. For this reason, the audience admires the tragic hero because of his
noble ek-sistence, not because of his or her adherence or transgression of any pre-existing moral
codes (cf. Gelven 1979).

46. On Hamlet as one who confronts death, beyond the clothing of immortality, see Calderwood
1987, 77-87.
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CONCLUSION:

ON THE ENCOUNTER WITH THE STRANGE

I would like, at this point, to touch briefly on a set of themes which have weaved their way
implicitly throughout the preceding chapters: the encounter with the strange, the uncanny, the
foreign, the wonderful, the marvelous, or the amazing. I would like to make a simple distinction
in regards to this set of themes, a distinction between two modes of encountering the “strange.”
On the one hand, I have tried to show that there is a represenational mode of undertaking this
encounter. In this mode, the strange, the mystery of Being, is forgotten; it is occulted and replaced
by beings in their existence as that which is “already known.” This metaphysical oblivion of the
mystery of Being does not arise as an oblivion, as a withdrawal, within the representational
encounter; rather, the strange is encountered as a being, a foreign body or text, which arises
within the translation or representation. The “other” arises within the mediating “go-between”
which presents it. The “other” arises in this presentation inasmuch as it accords with what is
already known about the “other”as a being. On the other hand, I have tried to point to the
possibility of encountering the withdrawal of the mystery as a withdrawal, to the possibility of an
encounter with the uncanny which makes the encounter itself essentially uncanny, extra-ordinary
(cf. Heidegger 1959, 12-13). Rather than the “trans-lation” of a foreign being within the
framework of that which is already known, rather than an imperial, possessive naming, in the
second mode of the encounter with the strange there occurs a naming which operates within the
primordial domain of the metaphor (metapherein: to carry over): it is a figuring or bringing forth,

into the form of the “unfamiliar” (xenikos) name (Poetics 1458a20-25), of the strange, in the
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sense of the mystery of Being itself, for the first time; it is a figuring forth which “carries over”
a historical humanity into the essential, abyssmal realm of the uncanny, the unhomely (das
Unheimliche).! Allow me briefly to outline some examples of these two modes of encounter.

The first, metaphysical mode of encounter has a rich history. De Certeau refers to it as a
“heterological” tradition, a tradition of “discourse on the other” apparently authorized by that
other-by the discourse’s accordance with the other as already-known. Book IV of Herodotus’
Histories is a foundational text, for de Certeau, in this tradition. It relies on the “report,” the
mediation, and the positioning of this mediation, in order to take into account the “marvels”
(thama) of foreign practices. In one sense, Herodotus’ own text adopts “the function of mediator,
or knowledge (histor, he who knows), between the Greek logos and its barbarian other” (De
Certeau 1986, 68). In another sense, within the “history” that the book recounts, there is a “play
on mediators™: “the mediators are the witnesses, interpreters, legends, and documents-the sayings
of others about the other-that Herodotus manipulates and modalizes, by means of a subtle,
permanent practice of distancing, so as to distinguish from these sources his own ‘testimony,’ that
interspace where the fiction is erected of a discourse, addressed to the Greeks, which treats both
the Greek and the Barbarian, both one and the other” (68). For instance, Herodotus must
distinguish between the myriad accounts and legends of the origins of the Scythians. He
distinguishes certain accounts, which he feels forced to “re-count,” by prefacing them with the
following typical tag: “I merely repeat the tradition, and do not myself believe it” (Herodotus
272). In contrast to these qualified accounts, there is the “most likely” version (Herodotus 274).
The proliferation of accounts and perspectives, according to de Certeau, is that which is strange
and must be secured through Herodotus’ narrative. The free floating stories and legends that

Herodotus encounters are like the nomadic Scythians themselves: difficult to track, find, defeat,
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and master.
The Scythians, however, though in most respects I do not admire them, have
managed one thing, and that the most important in human affairs . . . I mean their
own preservation. For such is their manner of life that no one who invades their
country can escape destruction, and if they wish to avoid engaging with an enemy,
that enemy cannot by any possibility come to grips with them. A people without
fortified towns, living, as the Scythians do, in waggons which they take with them
wherever they go, accustomed, one and all, to fight on horseback with bows and
arrows, and dependent for their food not upon agriculture but upon their cattle:
how can such a people fail to defeat the attempt of an invader not only to subdue
them, but even to make contact with them? (Herodotus 286)
This concern over the plurality and nomadism of the Scythians, and, by extension, truth itself, is
echoed, in Herodotus’ narrative, by Coes. Coes obtains an interview with Darius who is preparing
to invade Scythian territory. Coes suggests a conservative strategy which plans ahead for a route
of retreat, by leaving their makeshift bridge intact: “I have never been afraid of direct defeat by
the Scythians in battle; the danger, to my mind, is rather that we should fail to find them, and that
endless and indeterminate marching in the attempt to do so would get us into difficulty”
(Herodotus 303).

The differing accounts of the nature of the Scythians threaten the security of the historian’s
narrative; certain accounts must be isolated, pinned down, given a home. So, too, the violent and
strange practices of the Scythians, for instance, their strange rituals of sacrifice (cf. Herodotus
289-92), call into question the validity of Greek notions of what is proper and natural. In terms
of the representational (mediating) encounter with the strange, the Greek polis, understood
metaphysically as an autarchic structure, must define and secure itself through and against this
foreign, nomadic threat. This, precisely, according to de Certeau, is the type of metaphysical
mediation which Book IV of Herodotus’ Histories performs: “It combines a representation of the

other (which places in opposition the Scythian nomad and the Athenian city-dweller, or the

barbarian no-place and the Greek oikoumené) and the fabrication and accreditation of the text as
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witness of the other” (De Certeau 1986, 68).>

We have seen various manifestations of this heterological tradition initiated by Herodotus,
of this trans-lation and mediation of the other. According to Greenblatt, for instance, the European
conquest of the “New World” manifested itself as a certain “linguistic colonialism.” Rather than
understand this conquest as enabled by the representational technology of writing, rather than
follow the technological determinism of Todorov, Greenblatt asserts that a certain translation and
mediation (representation itself) was a crucial element of this conquest: “There is a demonstrable
linguistic element to the Spanish triumph. . . . Montezuma had no one who was even remotely
the equivalent of Cortés’s loyal bilingual informants and go-betweens, Geronimo de Aguilar and
the indispensable Dofia Marina” [my emphasis] (1991, 12).? In the second chapter, I had the
opportunity to point to this issue of “linguistic colonialism,” this mediation of the New World,
in a brief discussion of Columbus, Vespucci, and Montaigne in connection with Sidney’s
conception of poetry. We could say, too, as we saw in the “Introduction,” that More’s Uropia
performs this representational function with respect to the New World as other, that Utopia is
“between America and England” (Marin 285), that Hythloday, in turn, mediates Utopia for More
and Giles, and, finally, that More is the go-between which situates and presents Hythloday to the
reader.

In this heterological tradition, the strange is brought within pre-determined, already known
limits; it is normalized. It loses its violence and strangeness. The “wonder” of the New World,
as it arises within representational schemata, becomes a banal “oddity” of which the European is
able to take possession; the New World, or the possibility of the strange in general, becomes a
“marvelous possession. ”*

The second mode of encounter with the strange has an equally rich, yet less obvious,
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tradition; it is the unfamiliar, “unsaid” tradition that I have tried to highlight throughout this
work. Parmenides, for instance, discusses the travel into the realm of the strange, “far from the
tread of men” (Barnes 131), to the abode of the goddess (and the look: thea) Truth (al&heia).
This is the strange path taken by the philosopher ruler as described by Plato in the allegory of the
cave-a philosophic path taken, in some ways, by More’s Hythloday and Spenser’s Immeritd.* For
Aristotle, as for Plato, wonder was the disposition (pathos) of philosophy, or, at least its prelude
(cf. Bishop 34, 17-41). Wonder or amazement (o thaumaston) is also crucial within Aristotle’s
thinking on poetry. It arises in the encounter with that which, although in accord with the ruling
measure of probability (eikos), is contrary to expectation (doxa). Plots involving reversal
(peripeteia) and recognition (anagnorisis) are the ones which most fully bring forth this
disposition.® In this way, “amazement” and “astonishment” (ekpléxis) are tied to the events which
inspire the dispositions of pity and terror (cf. Poetics 1452al-11, 1453b37-54a9, 1455al7, and
1456a21). In this connection to pity and terror, amazement and astonishment play a crucial role
in the essential unfolding of the tragic experience to its proper end: the accomplishment “by means
of pity and terror [of] the catharsis of such emotions” (1449b27).” The work of tragic poetry
fulfils itself in its end (telos); it achieves and fulfils its function (ergon), its end, in arousing pity
and terror-by means of the amazing encounter with the uncanny, the probable but unexpected and
unknown-and achieving the catharsis of these emotions. Catharsis is not a purgation of emotions;
rather, it is the bringing of the audience into a proper measure with respect to their disposition.
It is the habituation of one to the emotion in question, a habituation which brings one’s character
to its proper fulfilment.® Here, the encounter with the strange, that which escapes doxa, occurs
in the manner of a poetic bringing forth of the strange into the form of the work and of a bringing

forth into fulfilment of the essential strangeness of humanity itself.
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According to the essential thinking of the Middle Ages, the strange, uncanny, or marvelous
(daimonion), as the divine, shows itself, “through a glass darkly,” in the familiar works of nature.
So, too, according to certain Renaissance humanists, the uncanny as divine shows itself in the
poetic word as veil. Sidney, in his Defence of Poesie, taps into this tradition and thinks of poetry
as a figuring forth of a strange, golden world-not, primarily, as a representation of the pre-
existing works of nature or of an idea. Similarly, Spenser, in Book I of The Faerie Queene, thinks
of the work of art as arising out of the “amazing” self-emergence (phusis-Grace-enthousiasmos)
of the divine-not as a product of the representational human’s or “workman’s wit.” Finally,
Shakespeare’s Hamlet figures forth the strange (daimonion), the holding sway of concealment
(lethé), in the forms of silence, forgetting, the ghost, and the “undiscovered country” of death.
In encountering the foreign-as Scythian nomad (Herodotus), as “New World” (Columbus,
Vespucci, More, Montaigne), as past (More), as the still concealed or unknown secrets of nature
(Bacon), or as the essential uncanny itself (to deinon, daimonion)-we encounter ourselves. On the
one hand, we can “find” ourselves in a metaphysical manner; we can encounter ourselves in the
manner of the modem subject which finds itself everywhere inasmuch as all things arise as objects
within the theatre of its psychic impressions; we can encounter ourselves in the sense that one
defines oneself by means of the opposition with the exterior-and, thus, always finds oneself in the
other. On the other hand, in attending to the self-emerging-concealing site that is the mystery of
Being, we can encounter the essential “foreigness™ of our nature; our “uncanny” essence. This
is the essential meaning of the choral ode in Sophocles’ Antigone: “Many the wonders but nothing
walks stranger than man” (332).° Why is humanity the strangest (ta deinotaton)? We have
translated 1o deinon as “the strange”; however, we may more properly understand this essentially

strange nature of humanity if we keep in mind its translation into German, by Heidegger (1959,
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150-53), as “das Unheimlich”: the uncanny or the unhomely. What, then, makes humanity strange
in the sense of uncanny or unhomely?

In the uncanny site that is a historical humanity, the overpowering order of things (diké)
and the earth itself, “the greatest of gods,” is brought into a certain measure: “he wears her away/
as the ploughs go up and down from year to year/ and his mules turn up the soil” (Antigone 338-
41). The overpowering order of things (diké) is, with a certain violence and receptivity, brought
to a stand in zechné. This uncanny encounter of diké and techné is the founding of the essential
site of a historical humanity, the polis; it is the founding of a site for Being itself. In the polis,
beings first arise as what they are; a certain determination occurs and they are given their weight
and bearing. The temple rock, for instance, first becomes known as rock within the founding site.
Things, in this way, are brought to word, to language, and founded in the work of the polis.
Humanity can know beings in a certain way within the historically specific founding that is the
polis. That is, the temple rock is “known,” it arises in its truth, in a different manner within
different foundings: for the Greeks, the rock may have arisen as true in terms of its connection
to the sacred earth of the temple and in terms of the skill of the mason who carved it; on the other
hand, for the modern scientist, the rock may arise as true in terms of the calculations of its mass
or atomic composition. A historical humanity, in this way, has a particular foothold with respect
to beings; Being sends itself in this historically specific site: the site of the work of the polis. The
polisis a work (ergon) that founds unconcealment; it sets truth to work as does the work of art:
“Unconcealment occurs only when it is achieved by work: the work of the word in poetry, the
work of stone in temple and statue, the work of the word in thought, the work of the polis as the
historical place in which all this is grounded and preserved . . . ‘work’ is to be taken here in the

Greek sense of ergon™ (Heidegger 1959, 191).
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Essential humanity, according to Heidegger in Being and Time, in having a foothold
amongst beings within a historically specific presencing of Being, exists as the simultaneous
articulation of two existential poles: (1) an authentic understanding of possibilities (ek-sistence,
transcendence) and (2) a fallenness into beings as pre-determined, as already-known. In a lecture
course on Hélderlin, Hélderlin’s Hymn “The Ister, ” Heidegger discusses the strange belonging-
together of these two existential structures that occurs in essential human existence in terms of the
choral ode in Antigone, especially in terms of the polis. Humanity is the belonging-together of two
aspects of the polis: 1) hupsipolis (towering above the site) and 2) apolis (forfeiting the site). To
tower above the site is to transcend (ek-sist) the pre-existing definitions, determinations, and
understandings of beings. Art, philosophy, and leadership-all essential creations-are rooted in this
existential structure. Creators tower above the site because they are “without city and place,
lonely, strange, and alien, without issue amid the [being] as a whole, at the same time without
statute and limit, without structure and order, because they themselves as creators must first create
all this” (Heidegger 1959, 152-53). To forfeit the site is to “fall” into the already accepted paths
of thinking; it is to “speak” only in the manner of the iteration of the already-said. Being arises
within the site of a historical humanity as the strange belonging of a transcendence of the site and
of a falling into it unquestioningly.

The encounter with the foreign has the possibility of opening one to the unsettled nature
of our own existence. It opens us to the awareness that we are, as humans, as yet undefined, that
we are held over an abyss of possibilities, that our essential ground is the Ab-grund. Philosophy
and art have within them the power to institute (found) this encounter with the strange, with our
unhomely essence; they have the power to found a new determination of things as known and a

new ek-sistent questioning of that determination.
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In this work, I have tried to prepare at least the ground for the possibility of encountering
the strange, concealed essence (the “unsaid”) of Elizabethan literature-to prepare the ground for
an authentic and questioning relation to the Elizabethans, rather than the fallen acceptance of their
works as objects which we already know. I have tried to prepare the ground for a “step back” in
the tradition and beyond the pre-existing determinations of the past. Of course, this work does not
hope to achieve an overcoming of metaphysics itself. It is not as though upon re-reading
Heidegger, or upon reading this interpretation of Elizabethan literature, we will suddenly achieve
a “turning” in the unfolding of Being. Rather, I have tried to point to a concealed possibility in
the language of the tradition. In doing so, I have also pointed to the limits of the Derridean
perspective on the “step back.”'°
Inasmuch as each Elizabethan text is within the metaphysical tradition, we can
“deconstruct” its representational determinations of truth and art. However, if that is all for which
we are listening, and that is all that is permitted to arise within our interpretive schemata, then that
is all that the Elizabethan work will be able to say to us. Inasmuch as Sidney’s Defence of Poesie
posits an imperial-naming function for the poetic word, we could say that his text presents a
metaphysico-representational conception of poetry. However, by attending to the unsaid of the
tradition, we were also able to delineate an echo of the pre-metaphysical determinations of poiésis
and mimésis in his work. And insofar as Spenser’s The Faerie Queene participates in a Platonic-
metaphysical opposition of the good and the evil, or the true and the fallen, we were able to
deconstruct the metaphysical premises of his “pharmacy.” However, we were also able to detect
another, “ecstatic,” Plato in the Phaedrus and in the “platonism™ of The Faerie Queene. Finally,
we were able to delineate aspects of Shakespeare’s Hamlet which dove-tail with the modern

metaphysics of the representational subject. Insofar as this was the case, we were able
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psychoanalytically to deconstruct this subject, and show how it deconstructs itself in the play. We
then moved beyond modern subject-thinking itself in order to reveal an aspect of the play
previously occulted: where Being arises as a self-presencing, as a look, and in relation to a
sheltering concealment. In all three works, these metaphysical structures were, in fact, present;
yet, something else is uttered in each work, if only faintly. To apprehend truly the problematic
of representation for Elizabethan literature, then, to apprehend it as a “question,” is to attend to
this faint echo of the non-metaphysical experience of Being as well as the predominant,
metaphysical one.

In the end, a work such as this can only prepare the soil for such a heedful apprehending
of the Elizabethan work. As Walt Whitman said, for there to be great poets, there needs to be a
great audience. The creative founding of the work of art occurs only within a site, only where it
is preserved and its naming word heeded. Do we, today, have the potential to be an audience for
what is named in Elizabethan literature? Can we heed what is spoken? In the modern era, is there
a homestead for one who would preserve and cultivate this word? Where does the preserver find

a hold, a tenure, on this soil?
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Notes to the Conclusion

1. On this distinction between the “imperial” analogic-metaphor and the primordial metaphor, see
Chapter 2.

2. On nomads as necessary, as a Derridean “supplement” (417), with respect to the “State
apparatus,” see Deleuze and Guattari 1987, 315-423; for another analysis of Herodotus’ treatment
of the Scythians, another analysis which takes the “wonder” of the foreign as its cue, see Greenblatt
1991, 119-51.

3. On the linguistic element of the Spanish conquest, on the necessity of the “go-between,” see
Greenblatt 1991, 52-151 and Mignolo.

4. On the ambiguities of the “wonder” of the New World, see Greenblatt 1991, 14-25. I have
followed, in a certain respect, Greenblatt’s isolation of the representational encounter with (and
appropriation of) the strange; however, I believe that his analysis is limited in that he does not hold
out the possibility for a non-representational encounter-he merely isolates a less violent
representational encounter, where “wonder remains available for decency as well as domination” (cf.
1991, 24-25).

5. For a thorough reading of Parmenides’ poem on the goddess Truth, see Heidegger 1992. On
Parmenides’ poem in relation to Plato’s Phaedrus, see Chapter 3 of this work. On the journey into the
strange undertaken by Plato’s philosopher ruler in relation to More and Spenser, see Chapter 3.

6. On reversals as that which inspire “amazement,” see also Rhetoric I 11.1371b10.
7. Amazement is also central to epic; see 1460al11-18.

8. On habituation with respect to catharsis, in terms of forming the proper response (emotion) at
the proper time, see Nichomachean Ethics III 7. 1115b11-20. On catharsis in relation to education,
see Politics VIII 5.1340a14-25, 7.134224-16.

9. For Heidegger's extensive reading of this ode, which I can only refer to briefly here, see 1959, 146-
65 and 1996, 51-122.

10. For Derrida, there is no “outside” of metaphysics and representation. Every revolutonary
rethinking (“rupture”) is a reconfiguration of the existing metaphysical concepts and signs; itis a
“redoubling” (1978, 278): “There is no sense in doing without the concepts of metaphysics in order
to shake metaphysics. We have no language-no syntax and no lexicon-which is foreign to this
history; we can pronounce not a single destructive proposition which has not already had to slip into
the form, the logic, and the implicit postulations of precisely what it seeks to contest. . . . Since these
concepts are not elements or atoms, and since they are taken from a syntax and a system, every
particular borrowing brings along with it the whole of metaphysics” (1978, 280-81). On this point,
see, to, Derrida 1990: “And yet, whatever the strength and the obscurity of this dominant current,
the authority of representation constrains us, imposing itself on our thought through a whole dense,
enigmatic, and heavily stratified history. It programs us and precedes us and wamns us too severely for
us to make a mere object of it” (114).
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