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CoeEuM,s Joad, in the chaptar ' :‘he ianvation of
tiserature W rFayochology' of his § "
hag shawn how litsrature has been grafually coaverging oa
paychalagy in the medtern world. (I1)e "acknowledgenens of
paychology are so conventional in modern liwrature that
Joyoe's 'They were yung and easily freudensd’ is almost
stritlorward, and aade's ' me rational volce ie dumbj over
a Arave/ The household of impulse mourns ons dearly laoved'
(lo ddsaory af ilcmpl fraud) mors sppropriunts from a writer
than Sabakov's 'huge custard-golored balloom..., ianilnted by
siglenond lejoyeax, a local aercnaut (.ipeak emaxy) ". (II).
*one cogaltive value in the druma snd novels would seen to
be navcholegioal. 'The novelists oan teach you more about
human paturs than the psyohologiets' is g familiar kiod of

angertion. Homey recnmmends Nostosvasy, .hakespenre, ibsen,
aud Halses a8 inexhaunetible amireee”. (III)s "There remains
the gquestion of 'naychology' 1in the wWOrks thomoslves. Charas-
ters ia playe n:d novels are dged by us to be psychologi-
eally true. sitpations are prulised and plots anccepted bedauss
of shis same juality. Sometimes a paychological thewxy, held
vither consoliously or dixly Ny an author, seems to fi¢ a
figare or situatiou. Thus I1ily Campdell has argued that
Hamlet fits the type of 'stnguine man's suffering from
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aelanoholy adust' knowa to the Elisabethans from their
paychelogionl theorias. Ia like fashion Oscar Camphell has
tried t0 show that Jaquem, 2 AR 198 I4Ka Le 16 a ease of
*uanatural nelancholy vroduced by sdjustion of phlegm',
Walter shapldy cmld be shown to suffer from the diseasns of
linguistio nssnciationisn desorided in Locke. 3tendbal's
hero Julisn Sorel is desoribed in terme of the paycholagy
of Destutt & Traay, ant the &iiferent kinde of love rela-
tinnahip are abviowly classified acanrding %6 Steadhal's
own book Dg 1'amoup. Rodin Raskalatkov's nmotives and
feelinge are analysoed in g way whioh suggeats s nowledge
of elinionl paychology. Proust certuinly has u «hole pay~
chologionl theory of memory, importuat even for the organi-
zation of his wor<. Preuiian payohtmnalyeis ia used juive
annaciously W aowvelisss sush as voarmd ilken or Waldo
Prank,* (IV).

It i» nteresting %o note here haow paychelogy hae
heen Arowing were and more interesiing to writers in gomeral
and %0 playwrighte in particular. Alexander Ostrovsky, whe
died “ns he wms reviging Ms tmaslation of shakespeare's
Antony and Clsooatrm (V). "besan writing a treatise on the
art of noting bused on a study of phywiolegists sechsnov's
Sraln ieflagep, thus antiolpating stanislaveky's interest
in ~avliev'o copditioned reilexdee snd in current thoories of
the syboommcious*s (Y1)« The influences of the new currest
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af "Aepth psychology® 1s irresistible even in the sphere of
literature. Dister Wyes, ia his M ahly apprecisted weark

Depth Peycholagy: A Critical listosy, wrote: "“Depth peyoho-
logy ham® %a0mo a widespread novenemt which has tafluenced

bosh medicins and the mental sciences, the politiocal and
enaial sciences and even LSeImiars 8ol £iAa sk 7o attempt
to deny this influence woald be an emnohroatsm®. (1tslive
aine) (Vil)e. dunyg truly suid 3 "Considered in this 1ight,
nrt, like any other human nctivity doriving {ron peychio
mntives, 18 a proper suhjeat £ar psycholagy”. (VIIl).
i'sycholegy of iitermtare iw, ! srefore, a Xghly
stimliating and ambisat atudy. "By *psychology of literature’
we mean the psyohologioal study nf the =riter, as type aud
ng imiividual, o the study of the coreative prwees, @ the
atudy nof the peychologicanl types nand laws presens withia
wvorks of literature, of, {ioally, e offests of literature
woon 1t reader (audience pmychology)®. (1K), within the
eategzrry "paycholegical study of the writer, as %t pe and as
tndividual® we may iaciude the ewvaluation of the writer's
wnowladge of husan nature, because a psysholagioal study of
the writer is not complete without she study of Ris xaowledge
of huasn nature / his cogaitive aspess /. The scope ef this
diasgrtation, therefore, falls within the asw~fangled Fey-
chology nf Iiterature. The aim of this pressnt work is o
amcartain the breadth of shnkespeare's nowledge of Numan
nature aad to evuluats it from the paychological viewpoing.
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It is certataly s daring feat to @o righglohs om
ihakespeare, beoause "Shakeapsare's sorde, images, Mynes
and rhythne have besn coustsds all his alluwsions have heea
investigaged, his sources proved, his snbiguities explained,
nis inoohersaces justified) all ihakespears's legendazy or
nistorical figurss have besn sompared with their origisale;
e text hag bom taken to pievtes, the prose mis‘id. the
poetey scanned - in ghort, Shakespeare has Desn sortured,
sorn asundey in every direction and grogad dowi, 20 much
naaphrased , sorutinised, “sifted, measured by x-rsy aad
seismograph, that thore is n0% a arllabls er particle, ant

a subtlaty of gtyle orF thought that has not desn deteoted
and reported. Under this mass of comnaustaries and glossas,

learned or ohildish, Shakespsare would have been duried had
thare not besn more 1ife in hAim than in all those whoe have
hounted him like a pask of hounde®. (L). Bub, aevertheless,
Jakespeare rewsins a Wystery even to~day. Thus sang Matthew
Armold s *Othare adide onr guestion. Thog ays fres,/ We ask
and ask: Thou snilest snd art e$illy/ Ous-topping knewledge”.
Really, the inexbhawmtible Shakespeare is aot done up. Amd,
Gels Kntght dosa not surprise us when he says in his essay
‘Tolatoy's Attack On Shakespesrs’ (1934) thas "The proper
study of shakesneaye's work is oaly begianing®. (<I).
Howswver, without losiag ourwelves ia the coatrovaerey
ovar the deginning of the propsr study of shakespeare, we San
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certainly vmch that aut lesst the ornpe? peychological study
of ohakespenre is only begianing. Mmakespeare is aot merely
an artist, he is more than that. Compariag the poet with
Raoine, Svi Aurobindo wyote s "It atght be said of Jhakes-
pears that he was not predomiuantly an artist sat rather a
areat oreater, aven thopgh s has an art of his own, eSpe-
cially sn art of dramatic architecture snd copious ornament;

Mt his work in far from beting aluaye perfetts. in iAacine,
on the othaer hmnd, there is an unfuiling perfestions incine

ie the cmplete poetic artist. But 1 comparisoms are to b
made, shakeapeare's must surely be pronouncsed to be the
greatar postry, zrenter in the wistnens of ite rangs, ia
ite abundant orectivenses, in ite dromatic height and power,
in the richness of his {nsoiration, in his world-viev, in
the peaks tno which he rises and the deptha which he plumbs
oven though he minks to Llatness wiich Aacine would
nave adbhorred®s (£LiI). In his 'Warl8-view' mwmw. s
Waltansoiauung ~- Shakespeare Lusludes, and rightly so,
the mm and pereeives them with the eyes of o
payohologist. His ohesrvasion is exssnsive ae wll as iaten~
sive. It is almost perfert. Johnson, in Me profnge 39
Shaksspegre, wrote: Shakeapesare is above all writers, at
least above all modern «riters, the poet af naturei the poet
that holds up to his readers a faithful airrer of mamners
and of life. His characters are not modified Wy the customs
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nf oarticular places, uwnpractised by the rest of the wrld)
by the veculiarities of atudies or professiaons, wilch ocan
opamte but upon onnll aumbere; or hy the asoideats nf
tranatent fashtons or temporary npininns i3 they are the
Zeauine nrogeny of comnmon humanity, such as® the world will
Alwaye suonly, and sheerv:tinn will aluays Lind. His parems
a0t and spenk by the influwonoe of thoss genemml vassions
nud nrinciples by whioh all are agitated, aud the whole
saten of 1ife is continued in notion. Li the writings of
Mhar onats a character 18 too oftea an individuals in those
of shikgesupg 1t ie cormonly a epesies®. usut how much and
shen how o2rrectly shaltespeare knows of “those Jsnvral
m:o0ions and principles by which all minds are agitated,
ant the whole aystem of 1life im omtinued ia notion”, omdy
it fow writore Mmve yat set L0 guthor and weigh, aad they,
t00y imnorfuectlys. wnin, in hie ‘iotes on don Jonsmm',
Coleridge wrote : "Byt combine all, e wit, sudbtlety, and
fanoy, with profundity, imagination, nnd mornl and physioal
sunsceptibility of the nloasurable, e nnd let the objeot
n{ the notion be Map unlvereal; «ad ve shall RIVE wew Oy
eash pronheoy & nayvy rather, we ave — n Jhakeapvare 1"
(Alil)e {1talice mine).

Nov:y, ahould we be contented with “JTenuyson’e thanke
glving hat we kaow @0 1ittle of Shakeepeare™? (4ilV). and ®o
wanbashedly ory out with Charles Dickens “ihank ¢0d"? (L¥).
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I atoyls we be diessunded £rm our endesvur 0 know shakes-
poare’s aind by the sinlater attitude of Sir Politick of
den Jonson’a vYolpone (IX, &) aud seyt

“That 14le, anti ue, stale, grey-~headed project

Of xnowing men’w minds and MAUNOTSe see” 7

dne "and though «e may be content te Jie without knowing

hia / shakespeare’s_7 fucome or even the surmane of Mre wWele,
+@o oannot a0 spelly resign the wish to £ind the man in his
sritings, and to Im some ldea of the Meposition, the
likes md 1islikos, the charmoter aad the attitude towards
Yifa, of the

" ‘e charmatare', said Pope, 'ars 30 nuch Hature
heraslf thit '1is a a0t of gnjury to onll them bWy 80 dis-
tant a nane as copleg of ner'i and ‘nvery single charmoter
in Shnkespours 1a as mweh au individual as thowe in 1ife
itaelf; it is as impossible to £find any two alike' *(AVili).
Agaln, Smirev sayes about Shukespeare's inowledge of human
unturs 3 “A great rqalist, he reveals the essence of human
chumoters nud relationshipa, the causes and effoots of
man’s aotinne, ant leaves his awdience to draw thoir own
conciuninne®e (AVIIL,;e A again, " *‘The churpoters oreated
by S?umeapmr- ars not, as in Moltere, the typea of this or

that paselon, this or that vice, but living beings, £1lled
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tn averflowing »ith magy passions and waaqy voloes) ciroum-
stances aould thair varied and many aided characters before
the eyes of the auilence’, wrote “ushkii, peinting for the
firat time the way 1ia which smkespoare's charactere deve~
109 in the courss of action”. (XIi). In Mot Zushkin was

so myoh influenced Wy .M ikespeare that he called him “our
£athoy shakeapearet { ({). dnrky also fre uently urged upom
young “TMtars %o follow Shakesneare, for his art and usder
ataniinge 7o him shexasponrs was "ths world's great play-~
wiight®s (£X1)e Indewd, 80 much of antuwre is thore ia
Jhakeaneures that “ashnkeepeare's sarlisst oritics aocted with
regret that, in his worke, thore was more of aature thaa of
art®, (s4li)e sven the caustic wietssche praised shakespears
Ior hie charaoterizntion of Brutus as 'f some othuf sharac-
tore 1 ".ee 1t 10 Agniost thie backgronnd that we must
underntand Nietssche's graas adwmiratina for shakespeare's
porzenit of srutus : 'Iadenenionce of the soul ... that ie
nt stnke hare § K0 anorifice oan then e 00 great 3 even
one's denreat friend one mast be willing to sacrifice for
1%, though e be the most glorious human deing, enbellish-
mant of the world, zeaius without peePess” (XXIIL)» William
Haslitt, 1a his sesay 'O Posthums Fame —w- Whether Shnkes—
sgiye Was Influenosd By a Leve of It?', sauid not for nothing
hat "ees e [ ihakeepeare_/ revelled in the world of
asbservatim aud famoy®. and, again, in his ’reface to



shakospenre wos inspirating indeed 1 hz is not #0 mph an
imitator as an instrument of natures and it is uot 80 jJjust

1o say that he speaus £rom her, as that she speaks thr ugh
him”e in the opinien of 5llardyce Jilooll "shadespesye in
Aantlotinz this centrn)l figure has seized upon human usli-
ties of wide diffusion”. (ALIV). Carlyle, ia his O Hexe

Aud Jepo-sorehig, wrote 1 “Gosthe slone, since the deys of
ihakeapeare reminds me of it. Of him €00 you say that he

S8X the 0bJaot} you may say what he himself says of Jhakes-
paare 3 'ilis charnoters nre like watohas #ith 41al-plates
nf trangparent aryatal}] they show you the hoyr like others,
and the fnwrd moeohaniem nlso i{e a1l vieible®. (XXVj. And
ourvently, E.P. Papanoutsos in his article 'The liniverwe
of Litempy creation' in
Critioisn, has wristen very aptly: "Consider, ior imstance,
how ihakeepeare, Balseo, Dostoevesky, and Yroust overwhelm
u® with the fertility, scope and ereative force of their
imagination. They dring to0 1ight a whols man mteuo.
another world we know™. (XXVI). Hat, coantrarily, in the
opinion of Henri Fluchere ihakespsare's charucterization
19 nmerely traditiomml : "But 1t 1s squa’ly undentabls that,

21lowing for his own peculinr genius, he conforms with the
ncoepted conventione of charmotor-Adrawing as with other
conventions, In this mattur the Elixabothans obeyed the



atrict, traditianal rules which often maxe the characiers
unsuited 0 the teat that nodern pesy chology would apply So
them"s (LA¥II). Which ovinion @hould we cliag to?

Hovawwer, a vary faw scholars have 8o far attempted
10 asoertain shazeapeare's knowledge of hummn aature.
‘Writing towards the close of the sightesnth century, the
eoditar deorge tesvens odsarved that 3 &nll that we kanow
of shakespeare is that he was born at Stratford~on-avea)
married and hatl ochildren thorel went to T.oondon, .hore he
commende’ as adtor, nnd wrotes nlays and posusj) revurned
%9 stmtford, made his will and Aled*. (LAVIilj. and sinoe
theu we have doas alaost aothing o ascertain shakespenre’s
knowledge of humax anturs. .cholars, as yet, have only
wagessed the pret's dramatargy, analysed his charactere,
and tried 9 understand the poet's knowledge of husan
baings {ram the gennrel impression that s wor<s create
unon the miad, Thede are nralserorthy endeavmure, oo dnubt,
and, surely, »9o have received Mh shakespeare sducntion
from these learned researohes, But, I am construined to
say shat nons of thewe scholarly woriks reveanlstd a solenti-
£1¢ aoproach 10 the undevetanding of shakespenre’'s knowledge
of human nature. It 19 becsuse of this that no two scholars
oxantly azres with enoh other respeoting ths extent aand
axactitude of the poet's knowledige of human nature. Thus,
18 against the praiss showsred by Johnsog and Coleridge upom



shakesnears fne his knowledge of Mmyma mature, that we have
oboorved above, UMW, Kaigns wrote s “fho shakespearean world
Anen not exaatly reflest trhe appearances of human or satural
11 fe, The events in ﬁia world are often strange to the point
nf impnanidility. Whoover know the sun g9 out? What man
uns over agted ss 418 king Lear, wnt woman os llermions?
ohakespenre has been praisad to szcess foy 'charavterisation’.
the term im vague. If hovever ue tuke 1% in ite most usual
and popular ssnse, as photograghic verisimilitude o life,
depending on clear Aifferontiation of sach perecu ia the
play or novel, we find ‘charscterization’ not mly aot the
Jhnkespenrean essends, but actually the moet penetruble spot
to ndvarge ocriticien that may be discovered in his techai-
que". {(XXIX)

Again, A1fferent sohnlars obsaerved aifferont aspests
of the humn being parcelved dy Jhakaespoares Thus, L.
sarsridge, for sxample, in his jhukespenrg's Uawdy (XAi),
saw naly sox in the poet's «nris, EolMim the instance of
artridge, one might count Lmrteen kleses within some
thirty three lines of Lrhilus and vresnids (IVev), and sey
that uhakespenras hel an atavistic teadendy of his oral stage
of aexuality | It would ds unwise to magnify the sex in
vhuteapeure. 40 one oan ¥ abaoclutely alimnated from the go
of hiw age. The conlimence of sex and histrionios can de
Seon sven in the Gresk drana. It ran through the 41ddle Agos
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following an undulating path and persists even to~dsy 3 “Gex
apl the theater ocame together for thu fires time in ancient
Greste where, if the soript called for 1%, mstore aotually
20puinted On Stagl == N0 ?icoacinn they were also knowm to
ki1l slaves to add renlism to murder scenes. The Roman
circuses addad bmtality teo theatrical sex Wy staging scencs
nf bHeetiality in sﬁhich confemed wmen, daubed with the
menstrual fuid nf cows, -ars ravaged aud killoed bW Wmllse.

"By the early Niddle Ases, religion, in the Lorm of
morality playe which deploted scenes Lrnm the iible, bad hit
the boaprde, although, in the “stews™ or brothels of sankside
nn the aouth bank of the Thamee in London, thers nover seems
$0 have been a shortage of sax shows for those who vwanted
nnt cmlid afford thame It wns at Bankeide that the (lobe
Theatre, imnortalized as the scene of young ¥illiam Sheices~
neare's grentost triumpha, wns built during the Tudor period.
But deapite royal patronage for such men as Shakewpears and
Ben Jomson, the 014 aura of theatrical permissiversse stil)
olungs and “wandering players" .... forerunners of the wore
modarn reportory oNmMpanies —~— were clawsed with hawkere
and prostitutes and aub jeot to tho same petty restriotions”
(£XXTI)., O, 3hakespenre onn be exonerated of the oharge of
axcess »f nox an witueased by ‘arsridge.

Sigmund freud found Oedipus ommplox, at least ia
linmlat, 1f aot ia all hts works, But we are ot interested
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in isolated aspegte of the e We want $9 know him and know
nim wholly __. i@ sex, his Oedipus couslex, his love, his
1aetinot, his £endship, hie jealouay, his aadness, his
grief and joy and even his gleep and drean. In Other ~ords,
@ are intereated in the three-dimensioual Llesh-and-blood
numan be:nge And, for the ideutical reason, our asgessaent
of chakespealw's knowledge of hunan nature will aot be 0oB-
plote until we gather his views of the man in all s aspecte.
Uafortunately, thie has not besn done as yet.

Of what prafit will this study de to us? It will
#¥ive us a olear picturse of the Llisabdethan people, It will
also oontridute t0 the modarn's knowledge of man, however

mach i1gnorent the Ellizabethans might have been of the
mnodern paychology. 5.0, Dumi, in his Iasroduetion to the

glhs Rlisnbethan Elnvg, rightly said that "The slisabethans
ware spiritual geograrhers. They charted the ocouutries ol
the mind as well as remapped the earsh®. (XAXI[). iutrosjec-
tion and obmervation are no lese importaat for the under-
standing of the human oeing than experimentation. and in
this senge the noderns are no superiors to the .lisabethans.
Houever, our greatest profit will be that we shall be able
to have a look at shakespsare'e knowledge of human nature.
A battery of studiee, 80 far, has been directed

towarde Shakespeare's paychologiocal acumsns. But thess studi es
are mainly based on his technique, assnoiantion of idenm,



iomgery, 2tc. A few scholnre only hBawe attenpled 0 asver-
tain the poet's knowledge of man. But they had not the see~
talt view of man. isolated aspects of the whole man, oaly,
vere 8eleoted as the terms of relere:me. And so, their
fatlure te ascertain and evalmts Shakespoare’s knowlelge
of human peycheloegy, as a whole, was mrely sonssquential.
to have even a very brief acocunt of these scholars' mpdes-
vr will require volumes. 1 am sonstrained, theralore,te
mnension anly o few of theso sohnlars and what they attesipted.
3 rather elaborate &imcussion may be fouwnd ia the two volunes
nf ‘ugustus nllt's § H

Let us take Johnson first. In tie W
LEALy he showered praises upot shakespeare for the 4drama-
tists' unfoiling power af understanding human peychology.

A, he ad julged the poet the

bast observer of Buman behavieur. Ia the smme work Johnson
wrote 3 "This, therefare, is the praise of JRhakespenrs,
that hie dranmg is the mirrop of lifei that he who has nased
his imaglmation, in follewing the phantons which ether
writers raiese up before him, may here be cured of his
Aelirious scutasies, by reading husan seatimenis ia human
lnnguage, by scenes fram which a hernit may sntimste the

transactions of the world, and a cnnfeasor predfot the
wogrens of the passions™. Johuson aontinues ' "His adherence
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t0 general maturs hns exposed him to the censure of orities,
who form their judgnents upon narrowsr prianciples. Denudl
ant Rlwoer think his josgng sot sufficiontly Soaapt aad
Yoltaixe cenmres his kings as not vompletely reyale Daguls
is offenied, that MoDERiugs o Senatew of jomgs ehould play
the burfosanl and Yoleairg perhnpe thinks devensy violated
when the Lapnigh Vsurper is reresented as a drunkard. ig¢
ibbdesisare tlways mikes nature predominate over acoldents
anl 1f he preserves the sssential chamoter, is not very
oareful nf distinotions superinduced snd sdventitious. His

story rejuiros Fomans or kings but he WhinkS oolY. 0N AmM
{italice mam)”. But like Coleridge, whom we shall mees

soan, Johnsaon 444 not deal with Shakespessars's understand-
ing of specific human trailts or passions. Johneon evalunted
Shnkesn:nre's paychology from a brond improseiosal erspso-
tive,

#axt Joleridge. He 120 Mghly apnlauded Shakespemre's
koowlaedges of human psyohology. iut, nwhere &id he show us
shnzospeure's undersatanding of diverse human Sruits and
his evaluation of these. voleridge's approsoh was also
broad-based, The conslusion was dedumed Lrwm general in-
oross:ons that jhakeSpeare's works produosd upon him. Thue
he wrate about dhakesneare 1 ",.. he shows u» the 1fe and
nrinoinle of ench being with organioc regularity®. (KiXIXI).

' SOUTE span

- 8t211 TR USRS

14"1‘;&? L S804 24 7 RONU NI
A ioU ‘



i@~

Jaly hore aod there, Coleridge sives us evideuces of
shagesnears's underastaniing of man. ihue, for sxanple, hs
wrote 1 "Here 1 cannot help nnticing n fine touch of

(1wl tos mine), and
senerally of the grent lawe of the huaan mind: 1 aean
Hwnda'e infant romembrance, 'rosparo asks Ref s

"Canst thon romenber
A time balore we vame umto thias oell?y

I 40 no% thiak thou canst, Jor the thou wvast nos
Dut three yoare old,

‘randa ansera,
‘umﬁm". siry, I oan".

sroapern fajuires,
“Hiy what? by ang other house or Hevenn?
Of any thing t'w 1mage taell me, that
Hath kept with Shy renenbrance®.

To which idranda returne,
¥ '74s far off)
And mther 1ike a Av¥ean than an sssurance
That Wy reamnmdranos sArTants.
Had I nog
our or £ive women ance) that tended ne?

«+08 Iy woane 8,
Thie 1s exquisite § " (LLXIV)
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Stigaund. Sreud, ia his youth, avidly rend vhnkespeare.
In couaomance with his teory of 1ibido, he interpreted
Hemles n® nn example of Jedipus complex. Jreud urote i
"aiother of the great oreations of tragis poetry, Jhakes-
psare's ia1lgts has ite roots in the sane soil as Yedinud
HQX essseee Iu the Oediogs the child's wishful phantasy
that underliea it is brought iute the open and renlised s
1% would be in a drean. In Hanleg it recains repressedi and
— At a8 in the cige of a NOUrosis —== we only leam of
1te existence firrm 41ts inhibiting Cconsequences cceo CQOrd-
ing t» the view which was arigiuated by Uoethe anud is stil)
the orewniling nne to~day, liamlet represents tha type of
“an < hose powver off direct action i3 namlysed by an
axoonaive Aevolopant of his intelleot. (e is 'aicklied
o'er with the pale caet of thogyht'), According to another
view, the drumatist has tried ¢o portray a pathologically
irresolute churaoter which might be classed as nsuruthenio.
The nlot of the drama shows us, however, that Haalet is
far from being represonted as a person incapable of taking
any a0tion ceeese linnlet i able t0 40 AYLhIAZ ~we SXBEDE
take vengance on the man who 414 away with hie father and
took that father’s place with his mother, the nan who shows
him the repressed wishea of his own childhood realised".
(XXXV). %o, agnin, encounter ireud's comment on shakespeare
in his peychology of uncnnecious ‘slips’ s "a atill more



impressive exnnple was found by 0. dmak in Jhakespeare. It
ocoura 1in the (sic) Jepchent 9f Yenlces in the famous scene
in which the fortumate sultor makes his choice among the
three casketd;] csssseene
"t . es Having at last found in Basaanio thw suitor
to whom she is inclined, she fsars that he too «ill choose
the wrong caskat. he woald like to tell him that even so
he may rest assured of h.r lave, but she is prevonted W
her anthe Ia this in.er confliot the poet mniies her say $0
hexr chosen suitsor 3
'see Dashrew your eyes,
They hnve o'srlooked me, aad divided me;
‘e half of me is youre, the othor Balf youre, ...
1ine own, I would says but if nine than yours,
Apd ®0 all yours®. ¥ {XXXVI).

Besides at thess two places, we £1ad only occasional
refarencaes of Maor «arth t0 Shhikepenre in frewd's writings.
But, the point is that Preud has not at all thoroughly ex~
plained 40 us the drematist's knowledge of human behaviour.
Regarding the Oedipus complex ia lgnlel, “reud only showed
that shakespears unconsciously produced an Ooétpd shene.

To Justify his point of unconscious produosion of Oediped
theme he wrote s "For it can of oourse only be the poet's
own nind which oonfronts us ia Hamlet. I observe in a boek
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nn dhm:aapém W Uenrg Urandes (1848) a atatemsat that
Inmlet wns written immodintely after the death of shakes-
peare's faiher (ia 1601), that is, unier the immediate
impact Of his bereaven:ut and, a8 we may vwell assums, while
his childhood feelings about his father had been freshly
reavived”, (X{LVII). nd reapooting the unvonascious *elip’
i 0o lovehand of Yenliqss #reud 4id not say if Chakespeare
had the knowledge of human beiag's unowecious *elipe' or
the dramatist produced this famous scens / triok_/ uscon~
aciously.

nrnost Jones was a dieciple of Frewd. -hat he 4ld

in his Yedipus=-conplex ¢

(1910, was nothing other than an application, as an 1llus-
tration of paychoannlytio theory iu the imterpretation off
shakespeare. »hat Freud said briefly, Jonss merely elabors-
ted in hie book. aconrding to Jonas "Claudiuwe suscesda ia
Aoing the tuwo thinge that Hamlet hnd unconsciously wished
to do 3 xilled his Lfather and married his mothor, yet his
pouer to0 not againet hie hated riwval is paralysed by his
van sonse of Jguils®. (LLAVIIXI).

dornard shaw railed at shakespeare for nothing.
Jhiikespeare 414 not discuss stage Aireotion iun hie plays
and a0 ihaw had pranared this libel agaimet dhakespeare 1ia
the ¢reface to gy s "It e for
want of this elaboration that :ihnkesponre, unsurpassed as
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poet, story-teller, character-draughtsman, humorist, and
rhetorioian, has left no coherent drama, and cold not
afford tn pureue & geuulnely scientific nethod ia nls
atudtes of character and society”. shaw had a fallactious
illation.

.M. Reese, in his sShakespgare (Chapter XII, 'The
snture of ¥an'), Atscussed shakespenre's knowledge of
paychelogy. fnt the ianfsrmation ts soanty regariing the
Arartist's knowledge of human nature. The chapter mainly
deals with the slisabethans' <awledge of mytholoziocal
paychology . ihus, ieeme, lor exanple, wrote abnut the
<lisabethan denizen » "He had at his disposal a coneideradle
body ni paychologiornl thinkings, and 1 sach individual
¢ourld syocesnsfully nnalyes the blond of the four elements
aud the Loqr husours in his parsnnal composition, he wae
the better able t0 gun™d agninat his weaknesass and take
up the correst ethioal attitudes”. (Xalli). severtheless,
hare nnd there, ia thie chupter, lesse touched upon the
dramatist's knowledge of paychology. But, it must be empha~-
#ised at the same time, that 'leese's observatioa oa Jhakee-
poare's knwledge of paycholsgy was 2le0 ngver analytic e
1% was of a drosd nnd imprassional charaosor. His obsesrvae-
tions onn be 1llustrated . 1ith an example 3 "In order and
tha due observance nf function he found the necessary lawe
{or man's ocondwt of himeelf and his relatioas with his
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temporal sovereign and the gnds abovei and in the © MmVen-
tinaal wlisabethan paychology he, along with other poets,
found an artistienlly atequate sxplanation of the causes
#which bring msa to ruin. Hovever faulty it may be <hen
submitted $o soioutific unalysise, this paychology was suffi-
cient £9¢ the wses of tragedy, and it produced much more
convinoing Aroma than the simplified, colourless parables
in whigh medieval peetry had agcounted for mean's fall from
greatness®,. (LL). And, as 1t is o) ear from the Very appear-
ances such obasrvations are not an estination of shakes-
peare's understanding of man.

AeUe Bradley, ia his lecture on ‘shakespeare the
Man' dwelt at sone length on the psyohological know)edge
of Shakespeare, but he oan e bracketed with eese in his
mothod and ohservations. Bradley'e oeuay, as 1ts title
indicates, dwelt mainly with the personal characteristios
of shakesnenre the man. #® oan, take into acoount the whole
esony of lradley's in a short single sentence of his regard-
ing shakespeare 3 "after all, he was human". (XLI). Bradley,
however, rend Bagehot's ossay on 'shakespeare the idan'.
(Q.IX)s 2nd Harrie' book {he Map Shakespsape (XLiII},
but neithsr of the two works could eurioh iradley's under-
standing of Jhakespeare'a knowledge of human nature.

®olfgang Clemen's peycholegical work ihe Developmsad
of Shakespeare's Isagexy is certainly a laudatory work like

“aroline dpurgeon's shakespeare's Imasery and What Lt
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M nnd lna slliewi’ermor’s ;omn

shakesnenpe'g Inngepy. <11 those authore had taken the
Aramatist's imagery as thelir objeot of study. Thay analyssd
the LMEeTY ... 1t0 Daturo, 1te develonaent, ite assoeis-

=

tions, 0to. Mmin. Y W wﬂw. WNAK GBS Ar

Lugoiratiop dwelt morely with how Alfferant idens naturally

D ncked tagether in the dramatist'e nint. e Dowden's

u payzholo.deal atudy of the Adrumatist's zuowledyge of man.
oty thowsth the title of hie hoox ghucesduars ond the dakire
af ign ‘uMontes that Us Jpeaver has something %0 say about
Jhnkesneare's knowledge of psyeholoagy , he has, rather,
aopethiog elae to says All these are psychologioal studies.
it nons of those aunthors attempted to aveess the Arematist’s
knowledage of human behaviour. The objest £ .lessn’s book

) leXy s £or example, ie
vory clear (in the oconclwiing chapter) 3+ "The atm ab this
study had been t0 t¥ace the dewelonmeat of Lhakespeare's
imngery throughout he wark and to consider it as an fnte-
Ml part of the more comnlox evolution of hie dramatic
art"e. ({TIV),

Nomoa of authors oould be multiplied ... SUthors who
worked on the borderline of Jhakespsare's understanding of
mane But, unfortunately, this all important virgia ground
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#¢t111 remsins to be brnken. The present reseurch is &
humble attennt to open a new viesta to Jhnkeepoare study.
Very few critics, as »e have nartially sesn above, have
attenpted to explore the wubjoos, fron dilfereat uajles,
auA yot the preseant w Tk may colaim to have mude a sigai-~
ficnat dennrtures. The aim of the presant etudy is to ascer-
tain how far shakeospsare knowe of human paychology, of
human nature. The propossd study ie a piloneeriug work ia
as muoh as 1t is from an altogether unconventiomal ungle.

The aim nf this oreseant project are two~iold:
anllnotion of shaiespenre'a "paychological expreesions®
aad an nttenpt to ewmluate thaese fron the psyoholegical
point of view. In this 1t ia not merely an autholegy like
veorge vland‘'s The sges of Mgn (XLV). the method of thie
rescarsh is objegtive and alment scicutifics. 1 sgy "almoss
soienti 10" becanse certainly Shakespeare's “paychologioal
axpresstiona® gaunot be toaken t2 the ladboratxy and then
sxvarinentally verified. .e can only 106k over these fiva
a broad paychologlca! view-points ut, aomethelesa, my
mgthod hare must be distinguished from oainte-seuve's
philosophical method of “direot rending of au author's
persnnal lire into his worike®. (ATVI).

The data are strewn throughout shakespeare’s whole
works. The method of study is a® followe. In hie 37 plays,
164 somneta, n? 5 poetionl works ("Hie accested outputyeee,
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is thirty seven nlays, two loag posmas, 184 Jonnets and
warious shorter poems® (AIVII)), shakespenrs has at leass
434 "pesyochologion) expressioma®, which collestively suggeet
how very remarkable a paychologist (although not {n She
acadenic ssnse of the word) ..... Now acute an Sheerver of
human nature - the dramatiet isj) how corressly, barring
his naivets' and contratictions, at some places, Iw knowg
of human DALUTE e Of Ban's dasic instincts, of husen
motives, and human responses in particular payohological
situntiona, The number 434 18 mislead ing here. sons oan
deffnitely say how many “psychologionl expreasioms® are
there in shakespuare. ihe diffioulty of such an assertsioa
is that between two interpretations of e spoonful of
Jhncaspeare’s work there may be a gulf. Therefore, I have
cont'ined wbolf t0 only the least ocontrovereial ones.

By a "paychologionl expression” I wean sententes,
a sentence, or oven a part of a seutence, which have ay
bearing on any psyohologioal characteristioc of man, ks
love, hate, sleep; dream, grief, joy, fear, jealousy, res-
pouse t0 beauty and mueic, friendehip, madnoss, ete.

Out of these 434 "peydhological expressasions®, in
this work, 1 hnve taken only 205 whioch will be Aistributed
nnder df fferent heads, each nns of those heads being a
neychnlogioal charaoterigtio of man. All the "payoholagical
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axpressions® coming wder a particular head, then, will b
saiken ae a whole, which w1ll certainly indioate how sccurately
shnkespeare knows ab at that partioular charecteristis oy
trait of man. In this way, when we shall know of Shakespeare's
xnowledge of 4diverse human characteristios, we shall be able
to assess Nis xnovledge of huwan nature as s whole,
A note of cantion shonld be atlded here for several
reascns. for one thing, enme “peychologiocal expressions*®
are very mudh vagaes A9 when urabaitio says:
"itrike on the tinder, ho |}
ive 38 a Saper; oall ap all sy people.
his sooident is not unlike my dregm™.
(28hedlge Ieis161-243.)

9 A nt a lose hore: 1/'oes Jhnkeapenre belieove that some
dreatns come t0 he true / in the Jungisn semse / due to the
unconscious working of the mind oa 'oonseious’ problems
during slesp? Or, doss he say hers that thure 18 a sere
soinoidence bstwesn Bradantie's dresan and Othelle’s slope-
mwent of Lesfdennma? I have taken such "expresaions* ianto
ny acenunt only when I have foaund that there are nors than
one such “expressions® of the sams kind, because the plura=-
11ty 0. the same "expressions” mey indicate the author's
sileat belief in the phenomensn. Jestdes, we should pot he
$00 much pesvish in this master beoause such "expressiome™

are a Miw.
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Secnafly, scnetimes & chareoter my read a piese or
sing a 804Zs WRioh Dlece OF Sug MY coniaia a “peyohologi-
cal axpression”. Jhat are we t» do here? LBjections mey
oe voised that the snong AF the piese Way cntain s preve~
1t iden of slisabetimn wngland haviag nothiag t0 30 with
Jhakespenre's own belief or knowladge. Hut, in this case
alen 1 have takea the "psychelegical expressioa” inte
aocgouyat oa the ground that these are very rure "egpressions*
having a very little chanoe of vitiating the veranivy of
w conclusisa. foreover, we cannat vouch that shakespeare
does not delieve in that too,.

However, sven a greater amution should pather
attachoed to my forth coming comolusime. Drnmm te the noad
ob jective of liternry genres and Jhmkenpsars, by caimon
cruseat, 18 2us o the nost odjective dramatists. The

quostion, 60, aaturally arises 4+ Is it proper to proacumde
8 verdiet on Shakespsare's knowledge of human nature Jjulg-
ing from his works slons? Ie it a0t ponsible that hakes~
peare nerely incorporated the prevalents payvhologieal kKasw-
lefige of the ilisabethan world in his worke, withowt making
hinself a party to 137 If the ohargs agninst ay oconclusion
s such, I can only sesk the suppors of Bradley: “[g i%




would hetrew®s (ATYIII) (1tnlioe mime). Bus, why oaly
*disposition’ and 'proferentes’? ihy net aowledge soo?
Howgver, had Shakedpears been merely influsaced Wy She
anvirmasgial fsctors and hed ha baen wmorely inssramamtal
in the produstien af his Aranmas, how is 1%, Zor exemple,
that while Phillly Hessinge»'s 4

beging with s convapsation on tobsces which was muoh im
vogue thea, thers 19 almost newhers a assation of whis
omalpresant oomeedity in Skakespeare?

But dradley’s question is very moch pertinaats “how
npoh of hiaself” the dramatist wnuld betray ia his worke?
How much oan we know of Shakeapeare's knowledge of humsen
anture from his works’ ve should aot be over mceptioal here.
Jor one Shiang, shakespsare’s works are diatridbuted Shrough~
out a long period of adbout 2P years /” gigas 1694 o 1613 7,
an any writer, even of tha stature of Shakespenre, 0 lang
sustain within he aind any detormined effort to hide Rimself
behind his sbjectivity? Certaialy aot. secoudly, the area of
investigntinn being a8 Met N8 wewe 37 plays, 154 Sonnets,
and & poatical #0rks ... We are Aoudly aure of sur sudoess

in assesaing shakeapears’s knowledse of human aature, for 1%
is next to impossible t0 culsivate 80 vast nn area <eeping
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onesalf nany from $t. Thirdly, the won.ats being the itatimate
aompositions, thure 18 g store-house of mr arodidle ialorom~
tions there.

Annzhor objestion may bhe raised hero. The knowledge
of human aature that may be gathered from shacospeare's
~OrKs, tny ant be anythiag elwe than :lisabethan people's
nraviient xnowledge of hmans. Jranting that this ie se,

W8 may any that even then 1% 18 Jhacespenre‘’s inowledge,
in 90 £ar as he belicved iu i'nt knowledge, for knowledge
fnvolvos both iknowin: zud delieviag. .uvly chakospaare could
anot writtea gll bt he s written without believing in
whnt he wanted L0 write. Nevertheless, adventitious ideas
mny be thure, idens which .ihackespeare :1id nob dbeiieve, but
yat hnfl tacorporntod in the worke ~aly bueonuse penple oy
whom the nlave wore written belisved Lheae. Jut, we have
no othey way 2ut than $0 tmaat these as what in statistios
1n cnlled staawmrd errnrs or in experimmt ie knowa as
experimenial errors, errors which 40 not det:r 6as to draw
anpotus oMl AR the present stuly 18 not s nediunmistie
sxoreise in 1ine with, ey, that »f . lfred odd (11X},
auch errora we oan well i:inore. L til) anothr objestiona

1y Ba ralsed here as well. o have saild befnre that there

ara, nrobably, more than 434 "peyocholagioal expressions®
ant thnse beyomt 454 itens are exclwded on the Jround that
they permit diverse ianterpretations as they are of nebulous
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charaotors. - oul4 the coaolus'on be any wise affected had
those left-out "“psycholnioal expressions™ besen taken iato
acooumt? Lertatnly not. Decausse the “payoholegioal exprese-
tonm” woirh arvw left-out certainly are not 44 fierent Lfyrom
those which have been taiksa L1Ato acoount, at least as &
whnle, in 80 far as they are shakespeare's too. amd,
MOTROVaAr, bBeoause they are very very fes ia number.

“hen we shall use the word 'peycholegy' about the
slisabethan people, we nust keep in mind what N.C.Dradbrook
sald 1ia this resvest s “The profeseionnl peyohology of the
1igabathans -~~~ thugh psycholagy iteself was of course a
+ord they 414 not know anft al:sht and have aporoved of e
has often been taken anm a guiie to the dvamatic churasters
of thakasneare, who are explained as stuliss in mnelanohely,
anger, or fonr ,c.ses the Eltsabethan *psyochologists’ wuoh
ne Bright, la Primawiaye, nnd Coeffetean were aot conserned
to errent a Mndy of commistent, articulated soience, for
soliance in the modern sanase h9d ant yet beon born. It wan
the rention of the seventesath century. ‘herofore ia
deduoing scme theory of what the ilisabsthans agresd upean,
and what shakesneare might acoordingly take £e¥ gramted,

7 false perspeotive of order is imposed upon the diversi-
died material”. (L). Yot, at the same time we shall not
foraet that “... shakespenre, like other nrtists of his
nge, wae oapable of presenting ns art somsthing infinitely
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wore cmplax than his age c¢ould know in any other teram.
It 1e said that Teomaydo 4a Vimoi's sketohes ohow a know=
1aige of husan anatmy which 444 ant receive sclentifie
axoression $111 the ninvtesnth santury. In the sane way,
the dmawings of hurer and sme of the 1llustratore of
sarly harbals show a botanical knowledge fayr in advance

of the sclentific bovaulgte of their time”. (LI). “insther
fast s Homore' de Dalzac, the french novelist and omw of
the rsatest of writers, aaid iu one of his worke that hw
thousht that certaln potent secretions then uakanowa %o
science probably operate ia the human Srganisa and moeount
£ar warious of ite payocho~plynionl featursa. several decnfies
later the Aiscovery woms made in the huymn organiem of
sevsral nreviously unknown glands shat produce horaones,
thus leading t0 the orsation of ¢ e highly importamt
science f andoorine glands. Sueh blending of the oreative
activitice of scientists and lending writers is by neo
meansd rare. Lomoaseor and Geethe were poets snd scisatiste
at ons and the sane time, as was the novelist Striadberg
whose Uaptain K20] was one aof the first t9 foresse nitre-
Bsa sxtraction from the atanephere®. (LII). Thevelore,
without being recognised as a payochologist in the sosdemie
senne, Jhakespeare Any have knonledae of payohology
~nowledge of human mature.
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after we Nawe & wae evarything, L{f we 40 not kaow
with how myoh confidense we shall be able to say that
shakesncare stande where we have reached at our condlusion,
#e may pay heed t0 what Hemri Fluchére says ia the 'Zoreword’

to the saglish efition of his JDAKANReNXS ¢ "AROwA QNEORS

{1tal1ce minm) (1111}, Becaune what efoe says about the
rommon snglishman must not be applied to Shakespeare: “in
olose intrigue, their faculty's but weak,/ for generally
yhate' er they know, they speak'. (LIV),

Tnetly, oditinne of Jhakesp:are's works are as
pussliing a8 he himpelf is. in the plethora of the editions

no one, orokably, can claim exactitude. Variations are
there among editions. ror exanple, the buree's speecdh in
doueo gnd Juligk were im prose in the bad Juarto (1897),
the good (uarto (1599) and the Piras rolio (1643), edited
by John Heminge and Heary Conllell, but in the modern
oditions these are in verse. Fortunately, however, thore
are very few and vory nimor substantial differences mmong
the editions, at least regavding wy eajuiry. However, 1

have ussfd the Todor edition of Jhakespeare.
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