TTNTAHHSA TITEPATYPO3HABCTBA Bunyck 11 (68) 93

Mikaena Kpamep
BepniH

AKTYAJbHI NITEPATYPO3HABUI IHTEPMPETAUII
3ATANIbHO®HIOCODCHLKOIrO PO3YMIHHA NMPUPOAN
LWEKCMIPIBCbKOI “BYPI”

Y mexax Temu “npvpoaa’ 8 HM3L JOCNipKeHb BUBYAETBCA acnekT, Sk
MOXHa CMPOWIEHO Ha3BaTU “ABOCTOPOHHI BIJHOCUHM Ta B3aEMOBIUINB MiX
cBiTOM npupoaw Ta cBiToM noguuu’. Llielo TemaTnkoo uikaBunuvcs,
Hanpuknag, ¢.Pensman “Natur als Grenzbegriff der Geschichte” (1987)
[14] (‘NMpupoaa sk MexxoBe noHsaTTA icTopii”), l.ledep “Selbstbestimmung
und Naturverstandnis des Menschen” (1982) [30] (“CamoBu3HayeHHs
nmoavHY T2 1 po3yMinHs npupoawu”), I.dpanke “Geschichte und Natur” {(1987)
[16] Ta B.Kacnep “Zur Bedeutung und zum Gebrauch des Wortes Natur im
abendlandischen Denken” (1987) [8] (“[lo 3HaueHHst Ta BUKOPUCTaHHSA CNoBa
“npupoga” B eBponeficbkoMy MucneHHi”). Xoua Ui npati mMaioTb pisHy
CTIPSIMOBaHICTb, NPOTE MOXHA KOHCTaTyBaTV OAWH CNINbHWIA ANs HUX YCiX
cnoci6 po3yMmiHHS Npupoan: BOHA PO3YMIETbCA He YHiBepcanbHo, a
cniBsigHOCHO 3i cchepamm “icTopis, kyribTypa, ayx’. OgHa cToOpoHa 3yMOBMIOE
Ta BM3HAYaE iHWY: HanpuKniag, Lo € iCTopielo, MOXHA HallkpaLle BU3HaYUTH
B NOPIBHSHHI Ta BiAgineHHi Bia npupoaw it HaBnaku. Jivlue B3aeMOBIQHOCUHN
pobnsTb MOXIVBUMM KOHKPETHI BUCHOBKU. Y HaWGinbLu 3aranbHOMY BUrRIsigi
Ui BiQHOCUHM MOXHaA 3HaWTWU, HaANpuUKiiag, y WNPOKO po3pobneHomy
pocnigxenHi “Philosophische Anthropologie” (1974) M.Mionnepa [26]
(“Pinocodgebka aHTpononoris’). Hasea uiel npalj BusHavae nepcnexkTuay,
BFlaCHE KaXyuyu, Cnoci6 posrnsigy npupoam Ta CBITY, 3 TOUKU 30pYy IXHLOTO
3HauyeHusa Ansa moauHu. MNpupoga po3ymieTbes TyT SK BUXIOHWIA AYHKT, Ha
OCHOBI SIKOrO J1l0AWHA CTBOPIOE CBill BMACHui CBIT icTopil Ta KynbTypy [26,
¢.251]. Mu obmexyemocs nviLLe JliTepaTypo3HaBuiM NOSICHERHAM KOHuenii
npupoawu Ta i inocodCbkux B3aEMO3B A3KIB.

B ocHoBHOMY KnacuyHi AoCTiKeHHS NPOo NPUPOAY AK 3aranbHui inenHo-
icTopuyHmMiA choH LIekcnipiBCbKKX TBOPIB By NpoBefieHi 4OCHTb paBHo. BoHn
Oynun nepeBaxHo NOB'A3aHi 3 AYXOBHO-ICTOPUYHNM (DOHOM LLIEKCTIPIBCHKUX
Apam. Ha npoTtueary noauui, Lo posrnsagana WeKkcnipiBcbKy Apamy siK HOCist
no3avacoBmMx TeM Ta 3arafnbHOMIBACHKMX | MOpanbHUX UiHHOCTEN, TYT
TNyMaunnucsi TeMaTuyHi acnekTy B KOHTEKCTI NOMNSAIB Ha CBIT Ta iCTOPUYHUIA
possutok enoxu €nusasetu. [puHUNNOBUIA NPUPOJO3HABYMIA ACNEKT,
BracHe KaXyuyu, CTPYKTypa CBITOCNPUMRATTS, uio 6yna Bnactnea enoci
€nusaBeTy, 0COONMBO CTanu NPeAMETOM LLMPOKUX AocrimkeHb we B 30-
40-8i pokn XX cronitra. Lii gocnigpKeHHS pekoHCTPYOBanyu KOCMOSIOriyHi,
dinocodpchki, penirifiki Ta noniTMyHi yABNeHHs, skuMu kepyanucs Wekenip
i nybnixa toro vacy. Ocobnusy yBary npuseptae npaus E.Tinsipga (1943) “
The Elizabethan World Picture” [36], B sikii AeTansHO po3KpuBaoTeCa disnyHi
Ta NCMXOMONiYHi OCHOBU €MM3aBETUHCLKOrO PO3yMiHHsI CBiTy. Tak camo B 40-
Bi pokn T.CneHcep aHanisye B pakypci cyvacHol HaTypdinocodii B npaui
“Shakespeare and the Nature of Man” (1942 — 1949) [34] nuTaHHs npo Te,
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AK BMCBITMOETLCS ¥ TBOpYocTi UWekcnipa micue noanHu B npupoai
O6rosoproOThCst Ta AUCKYTYIOTLCA ABi MPOTUNEXHI TOUYKM 30py enoxu
BigpomkeHHst: onTumiCTUYHE ysBRIEHHS PO BrIOPSAKOBaHY, camy no cobi
[ockoHany, cTeopeHy Horom npupoay i Tak caMo NolMpeHe YSBNEHHS Npo
MPUPOAY SK NPo HEMIOACLKY Ta XOPCTOKY, Tak 61 MoBMTM “AapBiHICTCHKY”
BESIMUUHY, B SIKili NIOAVHA HE Mag HisiKoTo 0COBMBOrO CTaTycy, @ NoBUHHA
npuitMaTty 6opoTedy 3a icHyBaHHs, siK ue Oyrno copMynsoBaHO HacTyn-
Hukamu MoGca.

_OpHouvacHe icHyBaHHS LUuX 4BOX YSIBMEHb PO NPNPOAY AOCTIMKYE TakoX
W.0en6i (1948) y ceoiit po3pobui “Shakespeare’s Doctrine of Nature: A
Study of “King Lear” [11], ae iHTepnpetye xopcToky Tparegio Ulekcnipa sk
“XpoHikansHy n'ecy [11, ¢.18], saka BTiMOE cynepeunuei normsam Ha npupoay
y BiAnNoOBigHUX xapakTepax. Y TakoMmy B3aEMO3B’Si3KYy CynepevHocTen
BUSBIIAETLCS 3HAUYEHHS npupoan. 3a crosamu [eHbi, iOeTbCs He NPo YiTKo
BU3HAYEHe NOHATTH, a CKopille, NPo HeBig'eMHe, IMaHEHTHE 3HAUYEHHS, sike
BpeLTi-pewT Hemoxnueo uitko cchopmymosatu [11, ¢.15-17]. Aetop
NpyUXoauTh, WBMALLE, 80 “AudysHoro” BrcHoBKy: “King Lear” can be regarded
as a play dramatizing the meanings of the single word “Nature” {11, ¢.15].

PeneBaHTHMMKU 1 BapTUMK yBarn € TakoX fpaui nNpo pisHi 3akoHu
npupoaw: Mapkeca “The Double Vision of the Elizabethans” (1950) [27], a
Takox E.HonrtoHa “Nature and Shakespeare” (1936) [23]. Axuo Mapkec
306paxye cTaBneHHs [0 NPUMPOAW B MiTepaTypi enoxu enusaBeTnaMy
3arajioM, To HonToH nponarye knacuyHy KynbTypHO-ICTOPUYHY TOYKY 30pY Ha
kputuky Wekcnipa: “A DOCTRINE of Nature constitutes the core of the view
of life held by Shakespeare” {23, ¢.719]. ABTOp po3BUBaE LLMPOKY CUCTEMY
ySIBMNeHb, WO FPYHTYIOTLCH Ha CepefHbOBIYHUX TPaAKULIAX PO3YMiHHS
Nprpoav Ta inMoCTpyOTLCA 3a [OMOMOro BiANOBIAHUX NPUKNAgIB i3 TBOPIB
Wekenipa. Ha ocHosi Lporo dopmymioetscs npasuno: “The purposes of
conduct and of art are to know Nature and to follow her, by reason to learn
her principles” [23, ¢.719]. HaBegeHa npaus BapTa 0cobrninBoi yBaru Tomy,
L0 B HilA Te3a Npo npupoay sik Hopmy cchopMynboBaHa nporpaMHo. CTOCoBHO
MeTOANKM Ha3BaHWX AOCAIAXEHb, 3ayBaXuWMO HAcCTyMHe: y CBOIN
iHTepnpeTaLii Temun npupoaw B LLlekcnipa BoHM € NEpPeBaKHO AOKTPUHHIMM
Ta cxematuuHumu. MpoTte TBOpuicTh ekenipa € focTaTHLO WMPOKO-
acrnekTHoo gns 7oro, wob Ha ii OCHOBI WMpOTa TakMx MipKyBaHb Lie i
3arnvbnioBanacs.

Mopsn i3 BkazaHUMK JOCRIDKEHHAMM, SIKi HE Manu HacTYMHWKIB LWOa0
BUpa3Horo axanisy ¢inocodcbkoro po3ymiHHs NOHSATTS Npupoau B
llekcnipa, cnpaBennusum Byae HaBECTU TAKOXK PSf KPUTUYHUX MNpaub, O
EKCMMiLUTHO 3aliManucs NuTarssmMm npupoau. Ceped HUX — npaui H.®pes,
skl 6yny MichiyHO-KPUTUYHUMM, @ TaKoX aHTPOMONOMNYHO aPXETUNOBUMMN
cnormnagaxHsimy gpam Wekcnipa. Take BUCBITIIEHHS CNMpanocs Ha KynbLToBy
4u MichiuHy Ga3oBy KOHLENLio ApaM i po3ymino npupody B OCHOBHOMY SIK
“aHTuCBIT”, e 0coBUCTOCTI NPOTSroM AEAKoro Yacy nepexmuBaioTb
peredepauito. Okpemi apXxeTunoBsi CTPYKTYPHI 3pasky aBTOP MOSICHIOE Y
csoemy pocnimkeHni “Anatomy of Criticism” (1957), ske cknapaertbes 3
4oTupbox ece [17]. Y mounorpadii “A Natural Perspective” (1965) [18] ue
NOACHEHHS NCLUMPIOETLCS Ha WeKCNipiBCHKi KomMepii Ta poMaHTuyHi 6anaau,
npuyomy Opeld NprxoAuTb A0 TaKoro BUCHOBKY: “Shakespeare’'s comedies
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and romances are less mirrorings of life that self-containes conventions
that stylize their characters and may force them to do quite unreasonable
things” [18, ¢.48]. Mpupoaa sik nepBuHHa cdepa ByTTs iHTEpNpeTyeEThCs
6a30B0 SK XWUTTeAatHa HOpPMAaTUBHA BENMUUHA, 5K cepa, B AKi MOXYTb
PO3BMBATMCS Ta NOHOBIIIOBATUCH HECBILOMI CUMN.

MopibHuii HanpsiM BUABNSETLCS Takox Y po3pabui C.bapbepa. 3okpema
BiH Bkasye y npaui “Shakespeare’s Festive Comedy” (1959) [3] Ha TOTOXHICTb
CTPYKTYPW LLEKCTIIPIBCHKNX KOMEeAin i3 NOnynapHUMK €nmn3aBeTUHCbKUMMI
TpaBHEBMMM NOCTAHOBKaMMW. HAK HAPOLHI 3anWILKK CTapux KynbTOBMX
puUTyanis, BOHU 4EMOHCTPYIOTh MichitHY Ail0 BUTHEHHS 3MMW Ta CTBEPDKEHHS
nita i pogroyocti. flocnimkeHts bapbepa BUnnBaeTbCA TakMM YMHOM B EQUHY
Ta NO3UTUBHY iHTepnpeTaLlito wekcnipiscbkoi npupoaw. Uoao Takoi kputukm,
nos’'a3anol 3 michonorieto, cnif 3a3HaunTK, WO NoaidbHuiA nioxig Moxe 6ytn
BU3HAYEHUI SIK YACTKOBMI Ta OAHOMAaHITHWIA. [TuTaHHsA, HacKinbky Taka
nosnuis € CNpaBeanu1BoIo, He BUKIMIOYEETHLCS.

BnacHuin nigxig npononye W.KoTT y cBoiit moxorpadii “Shakespeare
heute” (1964) [24] (“LUekcnip cboroaui”). BiH TnymaunTh Lekcnipiscbki Apamu
SIK BUP2XKEHHS Xa0TUYHOIO 1 OpyTanbHOrO CBITY 3 MEPBUHHOIO PYIiHIBHO
TeHAeHLjelo. Y TakoMy pakypci npupoaa 306paxyeTbesi, Hanpuknag, Y “CHi
NiTHBOT HOYI” 4K B “Bypi” K KaxnmBuii aHTUCBIT, K CBIT A4apBiHIBCLKMX 33KOHIB
Ta cmepTensHOi 3arpo3u. B HboMy ApamMaTuyni NocTaTi 3 BENVUKUM 3YCUITIAM
YHVKaKTh 3HULLEHHS NULLE 3aBASKW BUNAAKOBOCTI Ta BIACHWUM 3yCWInaAM.
Haronoc cTaBuTbCA TYT Ha HETaTMBHUX eflieMeHTax Apamu, a No3UTUBHI
enemeHT obMuHaloTbea. Xoua Kot ctBepmxye: “Die Geschichtsaffassung
Shakespeares [ist] pessimistisch und grausam” [24, c.272] (cnpuitHaTTS
icTopii lllekcnipom — necumicTyHe Ta noxmype), npote ansa gpam “Cox
NiTHBLOT HOYI” Ta “Bypst” BiH pobuTb Takwii BucHosok: “Und die Natur?.. Fir
Shakespeare ist die Natur genau so wahnsinng wie Gesetz und Sitten. Sie
verhohnt die Gefiihle, die Ordnung und die menschlichen Vorhaben” [24,
¢.259] (“A npupoga?.. ina Lekcnipa npypoaa € HacTifnbku X 6esrnysaoio,
sk 3aKOH 4m 3Buyai. BoHa rny3ye 3 nouyTTiB, NOpsAAKY Ta MOACHKUX HaMmipiB™).

Mopsag i3 ByXOBHO-ICTOPUYRMMM BUMIDaMu TeMaTuKy Apupoan, mu
3HaXoAMMO B PaHHili kpuTuui LLiekcnipa wie i onue ecTEeTMYHIMX KOMMOHEHTIB,
Hanpuknag y ©.MypmeHa (1205) [25] abo B monorpadii E.BepHara “Dame
Natur in der englischen Literatur bis herab zu Shakespeare” (1923) [6]
(“Maxi Mpupoga B anrnicekin nitepatypi go Wexkcnipa”). Tyt BkasyeTbest Ha
3anuiLKK aneropuyHoi KoHUENUii npupoam B Jesikux coHeTax i gpamax:
“Koponb Ilip”, “Ak Bam ye crnogobaetbes’, “3uMoBa kaska”. 3o06paxeHHs
npupoaw B LLekcnipa nepepaxoByioTbcs B AeTanbHin npaui E.Borta [37] 1a
3aincHIoETLCS Knacudikalis 3a npupodHVMK enemenTamu. Hassani npaui
LjikaBi TaKOX CBOIM OfNsiA0M CTURICTMYHMX BUCTIOBREH Npupoau LLexcnipom.

Okpemo cnig 3a3HaunTy, o, HesnepeyHo, iCHYE TakoX CXigHo-
CIOB'sIHCbKa Tpaguuis cnpuiiHaTTa Lilekcnipa, Ae nuTaHHs LeKCnipiBCLKOT
“npupoaun” nocigawTe Heabuske micle. Bci, XTo B ToOl uu iHWKA cnoci6
po3rnsgany Lo TemaTuky Y TBopax renianbHoro apamarypra (O.AHikeT (1964),
M.Anexkcees (1965), K0.Nlesun (1974), M.Mopozos (1954) [40], IN.MiHcbiuii
(1971) [41], 1.Paukinn (1974), O.CmipHos (1957), M. i . YpHoswu (1964) [42],
pobunwn ue BignosigHo g0 3BUYHOI ana cebe dinonoriyHoi Tpagwmuii —
po3rnsgaym Moro TBOPHICTb BIAHOCHO FyMaHICTUYHOI Tpaguuii. 3okpema,
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3MiHa hyHKUI “npupoawn”, o il My MOXEMO CrocTepiraTty, nopiBHIOKYM
“CoH niTHbO! Houi” 3 “Bypew”, 6yna sigsnayena O.CwmipHosum. Lllogo
HaNBiZOMILLIOTO 3 PaZIAHCbKIX KoMeHTapiB Ao “Bypi”, sikmi Hanesxar O.AHIKCTy,
TO BiH TpaKTyBas NMpvpody TakoX y Ayci eBponevicbkoi Tpaguuii. Cnpase-
ANVBICTL TE3W NP0 HACKPI3HICTb Ta iMaHEHTHWUI XapakTep aBTOPCHKOI
pednekcii Npo NpUpoay BAYHHO MIACUMIOETHCA HACTYNHUM 3ayBaXEHHSM
[1.3aToHchKoro CToCoBHO LueKcnipiBCmex Kome,cuﬁ “onTuMicTUYHOMO" nepto;:ly
cepeq sKux gocnigHnk sragye i “Cow niTHLOI Houi™: “l Ana asTopa, i Ans
repois HiGu Hema HIYOro HEMOXIIMBOTO, HIYOTo HeOCTYNHOro. BoHw filoTh ¥
3rofli 3i CBOEKW NpMpOoIo, 3 NpMPooo B3arani, 3 Mpupogow 3 Benukoi
niTepy, siKa, saKlLo He BnarogaTHa, To HanesHo npekpacHa’” [43, ¢.39].

OTxe, posrnaHemo 30kpema Temy npupoau B “bypi’. CtocosHo
KpUTUYHUX iHTepnpeTaudin “bypi”, TYT BUManboBYETbCH HeaudepeH-
yifioBaHicTe npupoau, noaibHo go Toro, sk ue Mu 6aynmo y “CHi RiTHLOI
Houi”. [ipama posirpyeTbest BUKIIOYHO Ha fioHI npvpoau, Touwiwmm tlekcnip
HaBpag uu Mmir 6yTu. TlpoTe KpuTuka, Ha NPeBENVKUX Noaus, Maxe He
3BepTae yBaru Ha Npupoay sk TeMy n'ecy, akueHTYIouM yBary Ha iHLiomy.
TRyMayeHHs; npupoav BUSBNSIOTLCS NULLE K YaCTKOBI acnekTu inTepnpeTau;i
“Bypi”. Omke, noTpebye POsropHyTOro aHanisy Aymka npo Te, wo “Bypsa”
HanucaHa lllekcnipoM siK BTINEHHS came NpUpPOSHUX CUTYaUill NiogvHKY, aK
ApamaTtusallis cepeIMHHOro CTaHOBULLA MHOAVHN MK AyXaMy Ta TBapuHaMu
B NPUPOZHOMY NaHLIIOXKY OyTTS.

Bxe nepuui aHaniTMku AncKyTyBanu HaBKoMno aneropyyHunX i MopanbHuX
KOMMOHeHTIB gpamu. T.CneHcep nosicHioe y cBoill MoHorpadii “Shakespeare
and the Nature of Man” (1942/49) [34] koHcTensujto Mix Kanibanom, Apienem
i [pocrepo BignoBigHO 40 ENV3aBETUHCHLKNX YABNEHb NP0 NPUPOAY NMIOANHM:
“the three levels in Nature’s hierarchy — the sensible, the rational, and the
intellectual” [34, ¢.195]. BinnosigHo Ao ToroyacHux npaib NPO BiAKPUTTS
Hosoro Caity Ta #ioro XuTeniB 3anMaeTbes uieto Temoto MoHTeHb Y CBOIX
“Essais” [1] Ta ®.Kepmog, sikuii Bucysae 8 ApeHCEKOMY BUAaHHI Tey npo
Te, wo Kani6aH penpeseHTye, Tak 61 MOBUTY, pPaHHIO CTafild PO3BUTKY
IoaMHK, B ToW yac sk [pocrepo — noauny, 06NaropomKeHy BUXOBEHHAM:
“The main opposition is between the worlds of Prospero’s Art, and Calibans
Nature. Caliban is the core of the play, (...) he is the natural man, (...) nature
without benefit of nurture, (...) he is a savage” [2, xxiv-xxv]. Y cBoi# npatyi
“Form and Disorder in ‘The Tempest™ (1963) [39] P.3imbappao iHTepnpeTye
reposi Apamu sk cMMBON nopagky, a Kanibaxa, Ha npoTtueary fiomy, — “very
incarnation of chaos and an active creator of disorder” [39, ¢.51]. P. l'eHue y
npaui “The Tempest': Rejection of a Vanity” (1972) [20] sucysae Tesy: “Caliban
works as an allegorical figure representing the flesh that, without conjunction
with spirit, can be filthy and malicious. Ariel represents spirit, that portion of
man that is in likeness unto God. The third part of man, soul, is represented
by Prospero himself” [20, ¢.422]. B. PokepT KOpUCTYETbCS Y CBOI poboTi
“Labor and Virtue in “The Tempest” (1973) [29] mopanbHo-TeonoridyHnm
niaxogom: “Caliban is a symptom of the corruption of fallen nature”, y Toit
Yac sik Mpocnepo — “a Christian magician” [29, c. 83] AKMIA BUNpaefisie 3a
fonomoroto Apienst nOMUNKn MuHynoro winsixom “disciplined intellectual
and spiritual labor” [29, c.84]. MoxHa 6yno 6 npofoBXyBaTN HaBOAUTY qmam
3 KpMTHMKM GeskiHeuyHO, Hanpuknag, i3 npaus W.®ininca [28], ockinbku
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aneropuyHa noBbyaoBa HACTINBKM O4eBMAHA, WO 1i 4iiCHO HEMOXITMBO 0BINTH.
Mpote ang Haworo ornsgy HeobxigHO nepeayciM BCTAHOBUTY HACTYMHE:

no-neplue, aneropmyHnii KOMNOHEHT TNYMAUYUTECS YacTO TakUM YMHOM,
|0 TPY CTOPOHM € YaCTUHaMMK EAMHONO LINOro, BNacHe Kaxyyu, YaCTUHOW
TNIOACHKOT npupoau;

no-gpyre, MOXHa KOHCTaTyBaTH, Wo “Bypsa” € AOCAIBHOIO iHCLeHizauieto
ofHiel 3 HannonynsApHiLMX inen PeHecaHcy He Npo QyxoBHe, a Mnpo AiicHe
CTaHOBMLLE MIOAWHY, Lile He chHOpMYnboBaHa.

MopanbHuii KOMMOHEHT SIK PywWiiHa cuna Anst BHYTPILLHLOro nepeTeo-
peHHs repost [pocnepo € ueHTpanbHo Temoto “Bypi”. binbu-meHwWw
OHOCTaliHO PEECTPYE KPUTUKA NOHATTA “virtue” un “charity” sk nenTmoTven
Apamu. Y Toit Yac, SK y AaHii npaLli BOHW OLHIOITLECS 5K FOOBHI 03HaKu
NIOAVHK | TakuM YMHOM, SK 1 TONOBHA BiOMIHHICTE Big Npupoau, KpuTuka
posrnsigae ue Ginbw ysaranbHeHo. I'. KypseH, Hanpuknag, y cBoiw npaui
“Prospero and the Drama of the Soul” (1968) [10] B6a4ae y n'eci TBip npo
iHavBiAyanbHe CNaciHHsS 3 XPUCTUSIHCLKMM 3MicToM: “The Tempest’ explores
the nature of freedom, and concludes that freedom without responsibility is
license and ultimately, bondage” [10, ¢.317]. Mo3utusHe Big4yTTA cBOGOAM
BMBOAMTLCH NpY LbOMY 3 Big4yyTTs crniBnepexvBaHHa: “Compassion (...)
relates directly to the theme of self-control and freedom” [10, c.325].

MogiBHy TouKy 30py BUpaKawTb TakoX iHWI KpuTUKK. Tak, Hanpukag,
K.CemoH y cBoeMy TBOpi “Shakespeare’s “Tempest”: Beyond a Common
Joy ” (1973) koHcTaTye 3HaveHHs munocrti: “Furthermore, he [[pocnepo}]
has now found it necessary to submit his passion to “nobler reason”, which
tells him that mercy is a better course than revenge” [32, c.40]. P.l'eHue
BBaXae, uio Mpocnepo 3MypuBCs 3i CBOEID CMEPTHICTIO Ta CRIMbHICTIO 3
iHLIMMK xuBuMK cTBOpiHHSAMM: “(...) he has learned patience; he has learned
to control flesh; he has learned to balance leaming and responsibility and
to bear affliction” [20, c.434]. K.Kopding posrnsigae y npaui “Why Does
Prospero Abjure his ‘Rough Magic’?” (1985) [9] npouec nisHaHHA Yy
Mpocnepo sK ripke NOBEPHEHHs A0 peanicTUYHUX NOTNSAIB Ha CBIT:
“Prosperos fall from theurgic dignity has left him like Lear's “Unac-
commodated man”... Like an escaped prisoner, he is caught and tethered
back to reality again” [9, c.48]. OTxe, WMpOTa YUCAIEHHUX IHTeprpeTaujin
“Bypi” oxonmwe gk no3uTMBHI penirinHo-dinocodcbki, Tak i TBepeso-
peanicTuyHi 1a, HaBiTh, NecUMICTUYHI nigxoau, ane nonaATTa “virtue”,
“compassion”, “charity” Ta “freedom” Bu3HavawTbLCA B 3ararnibHOMy
B3aeMO3B'si3Ky hirlocodhchkoi npobriematuku NPUPOAK, Npuyomy siiie B
TaKoMy KOHTEKCTi BOHV PO3KPMBAIOTh CBOE IMUOUHHE 3HAYEHHS.

Mopanblmi BRXXNUBUIA acnekT npobnematuky npupogu B “bBypi” moxe
6yTu noB’s3axuit 3 TeMoto marii. Kputika saiimaeTbest TEMOK marii ckopilue
B paKypci “MucTeuTso”, HiX B pakypci peanictuuHo nogaoro llekcripom
NpUPOAO3HaBYOr0 METOAY OCBOEHHS npupoaw. MNpoTe Taka iHTepnpeTauis
BUIMSZAE He AyxXe nepekoHnueo. Lie Moxnueo He nuuie Ha MeTapiBHI, ane
1 Ha BinbLy KOHKPETHOMY PiBHi Camoi Apamu, OCKiNbKy B NepLUoMy aKTi cam
Mpocnepo HaanBae cBoOo Marito MucTelTBoM, “mine Art” (1.1.291). Kputuka
BBaXAE TaKi Nacaxi koMeHTapeM aBTopa i HaMaraeTbes 3pobUTH Ha OCHOBI
HWX BMCHOBKM MPO LLEKCMIPIBCbKE PO3yMiHHst Moro mucTeutsa. Lie pobuts,
Hanpuknag, P.Eran y cBoiv npaui “This Rough Magic: Perspectives of Art
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and Morality in “The Tempest” (1972): “But here [B “Bypi”], for the first and
last time, the artist is hero and protagonist, and his principal meditations,
decisions, and actions are couched in terms of his art” [13, c.171]. Bin
HamaraeTbca 3adikcysatu “some final statement or pronouncement by
Shakespeare upon his own art” [13, ¢.171] Ta npuxognTb Npu LUbOMY OO
BMCHOBKY, W0 rymaHiam ta “forgiveness” [13, c.181] e knwuem go
BiANOBIAHOCTI MK ideanoM Ta AIUCHICTIO B MUCTELTBI.

MOXNVBOCTI MUCTEUTBA 3HAXOAATLCS TAKOX Y LEHTPi yBaru B npadi
“Prospero’s Art” (1977) K.beprepa, sakuin gocnigxye OMBHI BUAIHHS
Mpocnepo. “Prospero is an Artist-magus who wants to achieve certain effects
on others by artistic means, mostly by quasi-theatrical spectalces” [5, ¢.234].
Toit dhakT, wo NepcoHax BpeuwTi-pewT BiAMOBMAETLCA Bif CBOET Marii,
TRyMaumMTLCs siK BiAMOBA Bif Midy enoxu PeHecancy “of the dignity of the
divinely free magus” [5, ¢.238]. C.F'oman npuxoputs y cBoid npayi “The
Tempest” and Shakespeare's Last Plays: The Aesthetic Dimensions” (1973)
[0 BUCHOBKY, L0 BUKMa[AeHa B ApaMi AyMKa Npo MUCTELTBO ABO3MaYHa,
ockinbky pocnepo Kepye HEMUCIIMMUMK Curamu, ane sk NioguHa Mae
BiANOBIAHI MoAckKi sKOCT [22, ¢.76]. Y TakoMy nnaHi Apama penpeseHTye “a
compromise in that very often it speaks of art in terms much more practical
than romantic notions of the poet and his poetic soul would allow” [22,
€.76). H.PaiiT pocnifokye KOHMAIKT MidK peasbHIiCTIO Ta inw3icko y npaui
“Reality and {llusion, as a Philosophical Pattern in “The Tempest” (1977)
[38], npuyomy mucTeurtso flpocnepo, sK i TBOpYicTk, € B faHOMy pasi
3acobamu NokpalliaHHst MoACkKOT Aywwi: “poetry (...) is a social enterprise, for
the poet undertakes to enlighten and raise up the souls of all men. (...)
Prospero’s Art, therefore, is also the art of poesy, operating on its highest
spiritual level” [38, ¢.265].

3a3Hauyumo uie ABa acnektu Apamu. MNo-nepuwe, cnig BigMiTUTM
poMaHTUYHi, HepeanbHi Ta 4Yapisni eneMeHTu “Bypi”, ki NOBUHHI
TRAyMaYMTUCa He Nuilie 8K YacTuHa aneropuyHoOW KoHuenuii, ane W sk
eneMeHTH, NpuaHaveHi ANs BUSBMEHHA BULLOI OICHOCTI Ta PO3BMTKY BULLIOT
icTunK, um, sk koHctatye ®.[oHirep y cBoid npayi “Prospero’s Storm and
Miracle” (1956) [21, ¢.37]: “a core of reality (...} which reveals to us that miracle
has a place in life”. MoxHa 3BepHYT1 yBary CTOCOBHO LIbOr0 NMUTaHHS TAKOX Ha
TBopu J1.Cemona [31; 32], K.l'ecrepa [19], I'.PenbnepiHa [15], I".Beprepa [4]
un [.Cnoysepa [33]. Mo-apyre, octpisHa kapTuxa llekcnipa npoGyaxye
KpUTUYHWIA iHTepec A0 “Bypi” 8K 10 CyCninbHO-KPUTUYHOT APaMK 3 NOMITUYHAM
3MicTOM, 3BaXalouu Ha nepuli 3ycTpidi 3 aMepukaHCbKUMU KOPIHHUMMK
XuTensmu. Y TakoMy B3aeMO3B'S3KY AOCHiAKYTbCS yTonist FoH3ano B
OpYroMy aKTi, a Takox BigHocuHM Mk Mpocnepo Ta KanibaHoM i npyHumnose
NUTaHHS NPUPOAHOI CYCHifbHOI chopmalyii. Y LboMy BiAHOLIEHHI BapTi yaru
Takox npaui 5.E6Hepa [12], B.Ctangepa [35], P.Boprmeitepa [7].

OT1Xe, 3mManeLOByO4M ANS YKPaIHCBKOro niteparypo3HascTasa o6pas
wekcnipiscbkoi “Bypi”, WO BUHMK B 1T 3apyBikHUX TEOPETUHHUX iHTep-
npeTayisix, agTop CMOAIBacTbLCA 3aNyunT [0 HAYKOBUX iHTepnpeTalliit
reHianbHOro TBOpY TakoX CBOIX CfiOB'AHCBKUX CYYaCHWKIB.
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Summary

The article presents the formation of opinions in literary criticism on the
philosophical aspects of the idea of nature and its anthropological matter,
developed in European Shakespeare studies due to the deep content of
the tragedy “The Tempest”.
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