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Introduction:

        Readers of Christopher Marlowe’s artistic masterpiece Tamburlaine are actually presented with two different characters (or Tamburlaines) merged into one hero. The first Tamburlaine strives to (mis) represent Timur Lenk (the Tartar Muslim Ruler)-a real man of flesh and blood who lived an actual life known to all readers of history, and who, in the play, is deprived of every personal right to his own history. With 
this queasy semi-real character, a different (purely fictional and wholly natural) Tamburlaine is so subtly blended and given to the audience to claim the right to a history that is not his own. The play, helped by the dominant (artistic and critical) thoughts coupled with the political ambitions of its age, manages to portray the fictional Tamburlaine and the real Timur as one. 
        Differently, this paper argues that Tamburlaine is not Timur Lenk and tries to show how Marlow’s artistic excellence in fusing two different characters has resulted in a unique character who is a mental state of being more than just a stage character dramatizing a historical hero. This mental state is embodied in a devilish monster with unique characteristics directed to destroy the East and satisfy the Elizabethan audience. It can clearly be viewed especially when applying Said’s and Bhabha’s postcolonial views, which can explain the play’s continuing appeal to the Western audience throughout the centuries. Marlowe structures his play thematically and formally in a manner that enables him to reach a perfect conflation. Through this conflation, a remarkable dramatic act of loading and merging the new unhistorical, fictional, and highly creative character with the real acts of historical Timur Lenk is materialized. 
        Sameness and difference between the two characters of Tamburlaine give the play its distinctive flavor. Such a devilish creation allows us to question whether Foucault’s metonymy is sufficient to explain how Tamburlaine is created and presented. A close textual/ contextual reading of the play will reveal how the resemblance between Timur Lenk and Tamburlaine stops actually short of explaining what happens in the play or how it happens. As such, it leads us to consider Tamburlaine as more of a metaphoric (i.e. different) rather than a downright metonymic representation of Timur, and moves us to investigate how one form of Aristotle’s imitation actually applies. 
Defining Tamburlaine:
        To begin with, one should note that Marlowe’s ability to fuse 
the two characters has lasting consequences easily felt in the fact that literary critics, academics, many dictionaries and encyclopedia entries introduce Tamburlaine (Marlowe’s hero) and Timur Lenk (the Tartar Muslim Ruler) as synonyms indicating one person. Some sources do not even bother to mention that Tamburlaine is fictional while Timur Lenk is a historic leader. This can lead the reader to wrongly consider Tamburlaine to be a good example of how Foucault’s metonymy (sameness or resemblance) is successfully used in the making of the play. 

        Why do literary and historical sources draw perfect parallels of the two different characters? Is it because they share the same birthplace and do the same actions? But even in this, Tamburlaine’s relationship to Scythia is too general compared to Timur Lenk’s specific birthplace and ancestry. And although they share the same actions, these acts in Tamburlaine are meant to fulfill a completely different purpose and Tamburlaine has a completely different nature. Equating Tamburlaine with Timur Lenk does seem to be a matter of unawareness on the part of readers and scholars, but at the same time it is a testimony of Marlow’s professional excellence. Marlowe managed to delude his audience 
and therefore win the artistic and economic goals. 
        Part One of Tamburlaine opens with an accident-a beautiful, rich, and royal princess (Zenocrate) loses her way. She is perfect, but it seems that, like her people, she turns out to be evil, naturally inviting destruction. It does not take Tamburlaine any time to start a long, swift, nonstop, campaign to demolish a vast area, the Muslim East. This abrupt beginning of Tamburlaine makes it sound like an ‘oral’ narration of an already well-known story from history. Tamburlaine takes very short time, few lines 
to establish himself as a leader heading East-enthusiastic, self-confident, determined, wasting no time to fulfill a mission.

        To become heroic and be somebody that the audience would remember, Tamburlaine must create a memory for himself. Since destruction builds memory, and because nothing 
can be a powerful aid to mnemonics more than pain, Marlowe borrows from history the bloody acts of Timur Lenk. This level of history creates a purely personal record for Tamburlaine. Blood, torture, and killing satisfy Tamburlaine, and whoever has the chance to know him would never forget him.
        He receives his first bit of identity (history and/or memory) as a “sturdy Scythian thief” threatening the sovereignty of Persia (I:1.1. 30-40). Then he steals a fairly bigger bit of identity by capturing the Egyptian princess Zenocrate, historicizing himself and declaring a future he intends to create:
I am a Lord, for so my deeds shall proove,

And yet a shepheard by my Parentage:

But Lady, this faire face and heavenly hew,

Must grace his bed that conquers Asia:

And meanes to be a terrour to the world,

Measuring the limits of his Emperie

By East and west, as Phoebus doth his course (I:1.2. 34-40)

        These bits of identity get fixed/stabilized with his winning the one thousand fighters who initially came under the leadership of Theridamas to fight and finish him (I:1.2. 165- 173). Now he is a person with relations, a husband who 
wants to be worthy of his princess’ respect, a father with sons, and more importantly a leader with 
a self-chosen mission to ‘scourge kingdoms.’ In this way, Tamburlaine is already established and is always ready for what is meant to come. He needs no time to educate himself in any sense. He wastes no time in planning. He tells others what to do, or what they are supposed to do; in a godlike way, Tamburlaine’s words get immediately materialized. The whole play is summarized and finished in the first two scenes of act one in part one. All what comes after are just examples and details of what has been established. So what is 
new here is the style, the way of narration. 
        However, upon tentative reading of the play, something very crucial is missing. Why and how is Tamburlaine what he is? Implementing Foucault’s first episteme (metonymy or resemblance) would only explain how/why most of this thief’s 
actions (i.e. the plot) resemble those of historical Timur Lenk. Darren 
Hynes summarizes this episteme of ‘metonymy,’ which Foucault sees dominant in the sixteenth century-Marlowe’s time:
In the sixteenth century the space and time of the language of the world and of human kind were the same thing. Knowledge was thus conceived of as the classification of things in terms of Sameness and Resemblance. Language was the theatre of life and the mirror of nature. This was the domain of the signature of marks, the content indicated by them, and the similitudes that link the marks to the things designated. Discourse is thus conceived in terms of the written word, which gives rise to two other forms: commentary, which recasts the marks to serve a new purpose, and the text, whose primacy is presupposed by commentary to exist hidden beneath the marks visible to all. All three levels of language are based on the single being of the written word.
        As knowledge of things was seen “in terms of Sameness and Resemblance” and as language was supposed to be “the theatre of life and the mirror of nature,” Marlowe made Tamburlaine to reflect an image of Timur Lenk. The “marks visible to all” in the text are those which present Tamburlaine as an almost-impossible-to-define character. However, the text “whose primacy is presupposed by commentary to exist hidden beneath the marks” serves Tamburlaine with what seems to be a new subject position. Left to the "marks", Tamburlaine would not have exceeded being a marginal flat character (i.e. a mere copy of the historical Timur Lenk). So Marlowe creates him thus (as will be detailed later) -to be an unknown, undefined brigand with no past and, potentially, with no future- and throws him in the middle of nowhere. Unhistorical Tamburlaine is all an undirected, undefined natural energy. Just like Mother Nature, he does not have to go by the rules of history (i.e., man), so plastic waiting to be shaped. 

        But the question insists: Why Timur Lenk? Merging the subject position of a fictional play hero with an historical and social object proves to be a successful hit agreeable to the general mood of the Elizabethan audience, as suggested by Foucault. So, by stuffing Tamburlaine’s fictional subject position with Timur Lenk’s real actions, it is easy to proclaim that Marlowe perfectly demonstrates what Foucault calls “Sameness and Resemblance.” Timur Lenk did actually lead devastating wars against most of his contemporary leaders and rulers in the then troubling and troubled Muslim states. He is accused by his contemporary Muslim writers of having engaged the Muslim armies and states with his wars instead of helping the Ottomans to continue their advances in Europe.

        Empowered by the “text” in which he exists, Tamburlaine turns to be a remarkable round character, which resists definition. Tamburlaine needs to stay self-ruled in order to be unique (fresh and new). But to become a hero of a play, a great doer of action, to be of significance for the audience, such a primeval being has to be historicized-and Marlowe is to decide how to direct the history
of what he creates. The marks and the text, the subject and the object in Tamburlaine are so cutely woven that curious onlookers have no slim chance to step in-between. In this manner of sophistication, Tamburlaine is the subject (the fictional, mythical and unhistorical character), and Timur Lenk is the object. In 
other words, Marlowe has remolded Timur Lenk to become a raw material (an object) that serves Tamburlaine’s actions and the sociopolitical expectations of the Elizabethan audience.

        Not too long ago (November 25, 2005) David Farr (the director of the latest production of Tamburlaine in Britain) said that Marlowe “knew how to sell a play.” He goes on 
to say, 

Anti-Turkish feeling was running high in 1587… The Ottoman 
Empire was a threat to the great western hegemony … Marlowe 
tapped brilliantly into a well of anti-Turk feeling to make his first
Tamburlaine (now known as part one) a huge hit, with the lead 
character as a kind of surrogate Christian avenger tearing the heart 
out of the dark Ottoman soul.… Marlowe’s play is remarkable, 
then, in that it is both anti-Turkish tosh and a masterpiece of 
philosophical defiance.
        Farr’s comments puts Tamburlaine in the proper place within the socio-political scene of Marlowe’s time. Theoretically speaking, both Cultural Materialism and New Historicism, in their interest in showing how all cultural activities are equally important texts for historical analysis and how activities (including literature), that seem to be pure of the market influence, are in fact shaped by the values of that same market (See for example Drew Milne). This would support the argument that Tamburlaine is a skillfully woven play, which agrees with the socio-political scene of its time. Yes. Marlowe “knew how to sell a play.” 

        Writing on these same points, Lisa Hopkins argues that Marlowe “would have been aware of the developments and ramifications of imperialist colonization as practiced by the English,” and that his “involvement with Elizabethan intelligence… would also have placed him at the forefront of attempts to implement Elizabethan foreign policy.” Remarkably, she expresses her little surprise for the positive meaning of the two lines following the “fixing” of Tamburlaine’s racial identity “as a Scythian” since this term in “Elizabethan ideology” refers to a race that is “so sharply inferior to civilized Western man!” But the two lines ("Threatening the world with high astounding terms and scourging kingdoms with 
his conquering sword") do not ‘automatically’ express a ‘negative’ attitude as they present Tamburlaine “demonstrating excellence in exactly the fields-linguistic and military- most highly privileged in the cultures of those same classical civilisations which first demonised the Scythians as other.” Hopkins concludes that Marlowe presents Tamburlaine to dramatize “the typical Renaissance act, colonization” in the sense that he “reflects us [the Westerners] back to ourselves, and illuminates the stranger within us.” Therefore Tamburlaine, according to Hopkins, becomes acceptable to the Elizabethan audience as the hero who defeats the others - the East and the Turks - who always embody “the direct menace to Western civilization,” and who at the same time remains always barbaric and uncivilized. 
Her argument leads her to conclude that, yes, Tamburlaine “dramatically relieves the pressure on Christendom beleaguered frontiers.” 
        We agree with these critics 
that Marlowe has successfully and brilliantly accounted for the socio-political needs of his time in a play (literature) supporting the Western position against the East. But our disagreement with them, which this paper discusses, is their remarkable overlooking of the total contrast between Timur Lenk and Tamburlaine. The mere resemblance in names and military actions make most readers blind to all the differences between the historical Muslim hero and 
the completely uprooted, fictional, Tamburlaine, and to the fact that Marlowe never mirrors Timur Lenk but he rather creates a metaphor of him. Most readers get very much dis-oriented by the historical names and the descriptions of military actions to wrongly see Tamburlaine as a polished version of Timur Lenk. After reading the first few lines, readers, unconsciously perhaps, bring to mind all their historic knowledge of Timur Lenk and mingle it with the play, taking the two as one. Thus Timur Lenk/ Tamburlaine hates himself as a Muslim converting to a "state of mind" and consequently hates his own people and brutally massacre them. He is very much satisfied with demolishing the East to the degree that, and contrary to his earlier self-promise, leaves the West unhurt and safe. Only at the very end, when dying, Tamburlaine softly preaches his sons to reach the treasures of the West and enjoy them. Marlowe's unsurpassable use of hyperbole to intensify rhetoric in the play diverts his audience from clearly seeing the many major differences between Tamburlaine and Timur Lenk. Right away the audience are mentally "kidnapped" to become very much busy and involved with what they wrongly think to be a mere stage reproduction of historical Tamburlaine. 

Metaphoric Tamburlaine:
        But Tamburlaine is still a character staging a strong (and threatening) leader for his enemies. How come he becomes so celebrated and accepted if he is a true manifestation of Foucault’s “Sameness and Resemblance?” Is he really 
a metonymy of Timur? A close textual/contextual reading of the play will show the seemingly metonymic Tamburlaine to be more of a metaphor, a different character. Deeper textual analysis of the play will show that Marlowe’s dramatic design seems to be based upon creating a unique and new metaphor-an empty character frame to be filled with the actions of Timur Lenk.

      Things go so fast in the play. 
At the purely personal level, no single trait supports Tamburlaine’s demonstrated win-win game. Mentally and physically, Tamburlaine has nothing to be proud of: no great ancestry, no wealth, no military power, no special mental, psychological or philosophical claim, and no outstanding physique. What is more remarkably fascinating about him is that he is neither secular nor heavenly. And to be sure, he is not a mixture of both. Tamburlaine sees himself as a state that surpasses the rules of either. Listen to him when telling his son that he “might moove the turning Spheares of heaven,/For earth and all this aery region/ Cannot containe the state of Tamburlaine” (II: 4.1. 119-120). 

      Dramatically speaking, Marlowe creates a “new” Timur Lenk, a Tamburlaine, who is remarkably free. Historical texts tell us “Timur Lenk, a well-known “ruler of the Timurid Empire (1370-1405)… born at Kesh… south of Samarkand in modern Uzbekistan,” was a Muslim with a “reputation of being an attentive reader of the Qur’an” (see, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Timur). Add to this, “Timur was heir to a political, economic, and cultural heritage rooted in the pastoral peoples and nomad traditions of Central Asia.” These history records affirm that the ultimate goal of Timur Lenk, the devoted Muslim leader who always fights in the name of Islam, is to unite and strengthen the Islamic state and to make it powerful. Encyclopedic and other entries also tell that “Timur was not only a great conqueror, he was also a great builder… [who] would bring back the artisans to build his royal city of Samarkand.” (http://member.tripod.com/gpf/worldhistory.html#tamer). Where does Tamburlaine stand from this historical figure? 

        If Tamburlaine were a mirror of a human leader, he would have a subject position similar to any type of humans. He would live for a specific agenda, a personal eminence, for example, some religious glory defending a certain religion and asking for god’s grace, or maybe assuming the position of a national leader who believes in his country and people and launches wars against enemies. Tamburlaine proves to be none of these. While Timur’s goal is to “unite and strengthen the Islamic state,” Tamburlaine “means to be a terror to the world.” He has a completely “new” and different subject position, which is reinforced continuously by emphasizing his presence as a center by himself-a unique being. Nothing and nobody is like him. He is as Farr describes him “an existential free spirit encountering the inevitable nihilism of his godless ambition”. 

        As mentioned above, Marlowe creates an empty character frame with non-human characteristics-a free spirit with no human (or heavenly) restrictions or limitations. Tamburlaine is historically and geographically uprooted in the following four different but intertwined regards. (1) His home is ignored. Tamburlaine is a brigand with no home; what is left of home is the name Scythia with no defined familial or tribal roots. (2) He is deprived of any religion, especially of Islam and Christianity. (3) Tamburlaine has no secular ambitions; he dethrones and crowns kings but he is above all kings and emperors. (4) His given name (Tamburlaine) linguistically gets him detached from the direct linkage with the historical Timur Lenk, and it brings to the mind an instrument (tambourine) meant to kindle the pleasures of people. 

        Beginning with home, nothing is mentioned about Tamburlaine’s ancestry or birthplace other than his being a Scythian shepherd. “The Scythians formed a loose network of nomadic tribes … in the steppes of Eurasia, including areas in present-day Kazakhistan, Azerbaijan and southern Ukrain and Russia” (“Sycthia” Online: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ scythia). This is too general a lineage to define a person. No details are given in parts I and II about Scythia. Placelessness and rootlessness are then initial major characteristics of Tamburlaine. He descends from Scythia, the boundary area between Europe and Asia, “an area in Eurasia” the location and extent of which “varied over times.” Tamburlaine comes from this area, which is-at that time-right at the bordering line between the (turbulent Muslim) East and the (recuperating Christian) West. He is not a citizen of any state throughout the play, nor a leader of any one defined nation. A son of no declared family or race, he mentions no states, no governments, and no kings that he belongs to. 

        When it comes to religion, various allusions are made by Tamburlaine and other characters to situate him as the descendant of Greek and Roman gods though he himself believes in no God and worships none. The obvious reference throughout the play is to Jove the mythical and fictional supreme Roman god whose major power is thunderbolt and lightening strikes. Therefore, Jove has to do with neutral energy that gets motivated by electric power in the clouds to meet upon initiation with whatever elements in nature (e.g. trees) get tall enough or sharp enough to be burned. This association with Jove makes Tamburlaine religionless and a pure neutral source of energy. Thus far, his character has been deprived of regular human relatedness to other humans from one side, and any affiliation to God (s) from the other side.

        Tamburlaine never asks for help from Jove or any other god. He takes their help for granted. Out of his godly role to protect those who deserve protection as good “natural” participants, “Jove himself will stretch his hand from heaven toward the blow and shield … [Tamburlaine] safe from harm” (I:1.2. 180-81). Jove and other gods have no choice
in the play but to approve what Tamburlaine does: “Fates and oracles [of] heaven have sworn to royalise the deeds of Tamburlaine” (I:1.3 7-8). This could explain why gods are not exempted from Tamburlaine’s attacks when he so bluntly declares that “our quivering lances … and bullets, like Jove’s dread thunderbolts … shall threat the gods” (I:1.3. 18-21). 

        Considering ambition (a desire to become head of a state, for example), the play shows Tamburlaine to be better, higher than, and above all kings and emperors. He believes in himself as a unique being that hovers in between heaven and earth, belonging of course to none of them. It is not in Tamburlaine’s interest to be a king. He crowns many kings, as well as dethrones many others:

Holde thee Cosroe, weare two imperiall Crownes.

Thinke thee invested now as royally,

Even by the mighty hand of Tamburlaine,

As if as many kinges as could encompasse thee, 

With greatest pompe had crown'd thee Emperour (I:2.5. 2-6.)

        He dethrones kings and appoints whom he chooses as kings and emperors-himself desiring no crowns or thrones. “But here these kings that on my fortunes wait, And have bene crown'd for prooved worthynesse” (I:5.1. 490-491). Nor is it in Tamburlaine’s designs to be a god. He declares, “A god is not so glorious as a king; I think the pleasure they enjoy in heaven, cannot compare with kingly joys in earth” (I:2.5. 56-58). His ambition is infinite; it transcends everything. He is, as McKellen describes him, “bigger than life,” which puts him above humans and above God(s) that control(s) matters of human life. Far from gods and kings, the only concern for him is to “maintain … [his] life exempt from servitude” (I:1.2. 31), which implies and necessitates the extermination of whoever dares to stand up or be strong for fear of being suppressed. 
        As to his crafted name, Tamburlaine is rhythmic and it suggests what is musical. It is composed of eleven letters. The number 11, one and one, in itself suggests the double-layered character of the hero. Audience can enjoy this second especially empty Tamburlaine as it might remind them of the musical instrument Tambourine. He is an empty structure-empty of human concerns and interests-exactly like music, empty of meaning and real only in the sense of being a “being” who has a name and refers to some received meanings in people’s minds. Forget about the seventh letter “L” in the name for a second and enjoy the iambic pentameter (Tambourine), and see how the pattern of Tamburlaine’s presence resembles rhythmic musical feet created to please and interest the listeners. 

        Iambic pentameter or blank verse,

which many critics name Marlowe to be its father, with its unstressed-stressed feet and unrhymed lines, allows for continuity of ideas from one line to the other and for the repetition of the same idea over and over in the lines. Lines of the play abound with many events of killing and destroying filled with multiplicity of details. The unrhymed lines allow for varieties in language very close to everyday uses in a more organized structure because of the rhythm. As Marlowe wanted his characters “to sound especially grand … he lighted upon a formal rhythm which linked all the possibilities of poetry with the informality of the audience's normal speech” (McKellen). And so, the words and lines are said by Tamburlaine in a different way: rhythm and choice of vocabulary become more influential than with other characters in the play. Tamburlaine and Zenocrate speak in full iambic pentameter, or blank verse, but other characters speak in broken or incomplete verse. This formal structure helps Marlowe to elevate his grand character (Tamburlaine) and make him stand out as he is meant to be-above everything normal. we
        All in all then, Tamburlaine is a rootless character, with no family or relatives, belonging to no known state, an atheist believing in no God, a being having no stated earthly ambition, and a musical empty name. This exotic character, throughout the play, needs only to give orders to both friends and enemies, and faster than magic itself things take his intended course. He has made himself a leader of a gang of brigands that prey successfully on the rich merchant caravans that cross Persia. Therefore right from the beginning the audience finds everything unusual and strange. Just before Tamburlaine enters leading Zenocrate (the Egyptian princess in his custody), Theridamas describes him: 

A Scythian Shepheard, so imbellished

With Natures pride, and richest furniture? 

His looks do menace heaven and dare the Gods,

His fierie eies are fixt upon the earth, 

As if he now devis'd some Stratageme:

Or meant to pierce Avernus darksome vaults, 

And pull the triple headed dog from hell. (I:1.2. 156-162)
        This early, Tamburlaine is very much uprooted and denied affiliation to any home, family or any other known human regard. Such a “literary” subject position-or ‘subject-frame’ to be more accurate-makes him a brand new version in history, outside and inside drama. It is a subject frame that is ready to be filled with 
whatever can please the audience. 

        That is not all about the composition of this character. He 
is pulled back down to earth, to
the familiar elements people recognize and appreciate -the four elements of nature. Nature framed Tamburlaine then willed him to wear himself. In his famous soliloquy, he contemplates, 

Nature that fram'd us of foure Elements,

Warring within our breasts for regiment,

Doth teach us all to have aspyring minds:

Our soules, whose faculties can comprehend

The wondrous Architecture of the world:

And measure every wandring plannets course: 

Still climing after knowledge infinite,

And alwaies mooving as the restles Spheares,

Wils us to weare our selves and never rest,

Untill we reach the ripest fruit of all,

That perfect blisse and sole felicitie,

The sweet fruition of an earthly crowne. (I:2.7. 18-30)
        In these lines, Tamburlaine situates himself as the creation 
of the four elements. Nature “frames,” then the individual has unlimited ambition that realizes no boundaries. This is exactly Tamburlaine’s 
credo: self-confidence, power-thirst, a sense of limitless possibilities, and sheer delight at the prospect of achievement. But of course, any mission would be in agreement with “mother” nature. And finally Tamburlaine’s body will dissolve -as he says-into the four elements of nature. He, a ‘state of being’ more than a character with normal subject position, is the son of nature, who acts by nature’s rules and-when nature is done with him-will return to nature.

        Marlowe has successfully alienated Tamburlaine to be homeless, heartless, and irreligious, thus turning this “being” into a pure energy who like electricity in a cloud waits for the proper place to discharge itself. The invocation of Jove (God of thunderbolts and lightening) further suggests/casts a natural duty on Tamburlaine’s part. The lightening metaphor applies perfectly to Tamburlaine’s nature. He, like lightening, is an energy that is there and ready to discharge, only waiting for direction/invitation. 

        Tamburlaine (the dramatic character) is then presented as an undefined and unidentified (neutral) energy that directs itself to serving earth and heaven and to destroying “evil.” Whenever the energy (Tamburlaine) confronts evil, evil voluntarily collapses-like when lightening strikes an object that sticks up. Throughout the play, Tamburlaine does not have to calculate. Nature decides what is wrong (evil) with it, and Tamburlaine (the energy) is ever ready to take care. Like the electrons in an electric wire, he moves swiftly to burn the enemies (the Muslims), and by default to enlighten the good ones (the Europeans). 

        Empowered by “nature” as such, Tamburlaine thinks he can control everything, including fate itself 
and “turn fortune’s wheel about” (I:1.2. 174-176). Introduced here is another important characteristic of Tamburlaine, which is his unlimited power to steer the wheel of 
fortune, mounting above everything. Tamburlaine becomes perfectly individualistic and self-contained. As a “son” of the wheel of Fortune, he becomes free of any allegiance to known and established heavenly or secular institutions. Made of the four elements represented on the wheel (fire, water, air, and earth), his only loyalty and belonging go to them. Tamburlaine becomes “the hand that turns the Wheel of Fortune on which the four elements sit, and … the hub around which it spins” (Penelope Merritt). So he is a fifth element in and above nature, a catalyst. 

        The major elements discussed thus far, (Tamburlaine, being with no home, no religion, no secular ambition, made and controlled 
by-while also controlling-nature’s elements) are formal and thematic devices brilliantly created by Marlowe to neutralize his hero. From the beginning of the play, Tamburlaine seems to be free to choose whatever and wherever to go. Historically, politically, religiously, socially, 
and economically, Tamburlaine is “empty-headed” and totally on his own. He has nothing to worry about-no reference of any kind, no loyalties to any country, any strategy, any leader, or any history. He is a character made to defy his own fate and the laws of nature (Donny Inbar). He is absolutely individualistic and free. 

        As such, Tamburlaine is presented to viewers as a word of 11 letters, two ones! Artistically speaking, Marlowe “carves” a verbal icon in which Tamburlaine frames and links its vast parts, its subject matter and its dramatic device. Readers never lose focus of the sharply singled 
out device: Tamburlaine himself. The focal point in the play is Tamburlaine himself; he engulfs every bit of the huge amount of events and characters. Tamburlaine (the name, and the character) serves as an amazing dramatic device so that the audience keeps magically attracted to it. Marlowe goes surprisingly further to invest his technical device into a theme, turning Tamburlaine into a subject matter. And to make it more solid, Tamburlaine is explicitly likened in many lines to the sun, not just an earthly sun, but he is “the chiefest lamp of all earth,/ First rising in the east … and cause the sun to borrow light” of him (I:4.2. 36-40). Nobody can evade noticing him. Russian Formalists, especially Victor Shklovsky, might have changed their minds about considering Sterne's novel Tristran Shandy as ‘the most typical novel’ (see Kersti Juva) had they noticed the way how Marlowe simultaneously employs one word as a formal device and a subject matter. In other words, in Tamburlaine parts one and two, the form and the subject is Tamburlaine. Marlowe’s perfectly new and unique character does bring the Aristotelian unity of action (or form and content) into the play.
Sociopolitical Investment of Timur Lenk:
        Marlowe, giving his hero such a unique subject position of being a perfectly natural and a dramatically textualized (linguistic) character, prepares “the stage” for a historical estrangement. The act of “textualizing” Tamburlaine proves amazingly artistic and dramatic. Not only the audience do not mind a literary creation such as Tamburlaine, but they also welcome it: what can be more exciting than a character that does not belong to any familiar established notion such as home, religion, and secular ambition? What is more exotic than the materialization of the concept of rootlessness by giving it flesh and blood? Rootlessness in Tamburlaine becomes a “being” that lives and acts. This “new” being is also made to materialize the rotation of the “wheel of fortune,” another deeper layer into the unknown, the untouchable, the unquestionable fate. Yet the four elements that make the wheel of fortune (water, air, fire, earth) are natural and familiar. What a being! How many times are we led away from the reality and yet at the same time we find ourselves right in the middle of reality? Tamburlaine as a character becomes so strangely familiarized and accepted. 

        Tamburlaine uses power but he is not powerful. No personal qualities make him a leader or 
a hero. His subject position (Tamburlaine) is left empty-with no identity or history. He is the scourge of no existent god with an aim to rule the world; for what purpose, nobody, including himself, knows. Above all, he never grows as a subject. He does not-as a person-start any experience or wisdom, socially or military, to be developed in the course of the play. We do not see him throughout the play doing any acts of planning, designing 
or discussing and balancing alternatives. He is seen only giving orders or hearing reports and results of actions. In this way, Marlowe chooses for him to claim Timur Lenk’s conquests, totally deprived of Timur’s history, allegiances and character. 

        By filling this empty Tamburlaine with Timur Lenk’s actions, Marlowe makes him act as a devoted apostate working under cover, an insider who secretly turns into an outsider. How does this happen? A radical departure from Edward Said’s consistent construction of the subject-object relationship between the West and the East is Bhabha’s description of the destabilized and fractured psychic space found in colonial relations. Bhabha shows the ways in which the English Bible 
is displaced, misinterpreted and transformed beyond recognition (Signs 102-22). He also talks of “the borderline work of culture” as one that “demands an encounter with ‘newness’ that is not part of the continuum of past and present,” one that “creates a sense of the new as an insurgent act of cultural translation” 
(Location 7).

        Following Bhabha’s illuminating idea, we can see how Tamburlaine is textually free of historical Timur Lenk while he is contextually a parallel. The dramatic is integrated with the historical. (Readers can still enjoy the play as a stunning dramatic and strange character.) Marlowe makes a dramatically new move that is not part “of the continuum of past and present” through initially creating Tamburlaine the “border man” in every sense of bordering (No identity, No religion, No ancestral references-No history). But unfortunately, this new natural bordering fictional character is soon spoiled by making him part of the bloody conflict between the West and the East. In the same way the Bible was transformed “under a tree outside Delhi,” we find Timur Lenk being transformed in Tamburlaine under the pressure of “the borderline work” of politics (i.e. “Christendom beleaguered frontiers,” to use Hopkins’ expression) and the demand to encounter newness. 

        First of all, we find Marlowe skillfully playing on the ambiguity of Tamburlaine’s religion through the double role of Tamburlaine as a free soul and a responsible “natural” agent. Two major differences are then clear between Timur Lenk and Tamburlaine: religion and purpose. Tamburlaine has no religion and works for no state. In sharp contrast to Timur Lenk, he declares defiance to Gods, burns the Qur’an, and curses the prophet. 

        And instead of working for any one state, he repeatedly declares that his aim is to invade the whole world. But in real terms and up to the very end of the play, he never goes west and instead stops at devastating the Muslim East, and thus by default serving the Christian West. Discussing this second major track of action-destroying the Muslim East to serve the growing English Empire-it becomes easy to trace how Marlowe fills or loads Tamburlaine with history. He obviously rewrites a real story demonstrating his total freedom to change the facts in favor of his play and audience. Marlowe borrows from the historical Timur Lenk his military nature and violent actions to load Tamburlaine, the innately different play character, with them. Historical Timur Lenk, a devoted Muslim who fought for the sake of Islam with an ultimate goal of building a great Islamic Empire, would be no fascinating a character for the Elizabethan audience. Such a devoted Muslim leader fighting to unite and strengthen the Islamic state, cannot be welcomed or celebrated-the Ottoman Empire is still there and threatening enough. Also, presenting Tamburlaine as a devoted sixteenth-century Christian fighting and colonizing Muslim states would just make him too familiar and ordinary a residue of the Crusades known to all-not much fascinating for the audience either. 

        For this reason and for the whole play (parts I and II), Tamburlaine never takes sides and remains politically and religiously neutral-neither a Muslim nor a Christian. So, Tamburlaine (the fictional and the real), for unexplained reasons, stops short of fulfilling his frequently declared mission as “a scourge of God” who would invade the whole world, and instead, he only invades the East and never goes West. He resists and actually forgets Timur Lenk by stepping outside history, and thus remains himself: Tamburlaine the entirely fictional, the newly-born border brigand with no homeland, no religion, no past, no loyalty to 
a leader or a country, the free “linguistic” soul empowered with the freedom of unhistoricity. Tamburlaine lives throughout the whole play with no borderline or pain; he does not remember. He does not have to recall the past, and he can move forward with full capacity as nothing (no religion, history or memory) disturbs his present. Audience and readers who have too much past constantly threatening to preclude their actions, happiness, or further development are apt to enjoy and welcome free characters like Tamburlaine. They must have felt this great complexity of his subject position all the time. 

        Trying to understand this literary mixture of a character (Tamburlaine), a reader finds himself wavering between two questions. How does he reach this level of power in few lines? And what does he use power for? The two questions relate to how and why we see the major victories of Tamburlaine are almost the same as those recorded in the history of Timur Lenk, but deprived of all of Timur Lenk’s personal characteristics and motives. Answering the first question makes the past of Tamburlaine very ambiguous as he steps outside Timur and history. The second question excludes Tamburlaine from the future he creates-for the consequences of his actions are 
for the audience and not for him. 
In most of the literature on Tamburlaine, we find readers, not only literary critics or those very much interested in history, stop at finding Tamburlaine to be a literary masterpiece of COPYING in which Timur Lenk is recalled only as a historical military leader who has done his part and finished. Right! Most of the two parts of the play are spent in referring to detailed scenes of Tamburlaine destroying and subduing the East, which is what 
is called above the metonymic. Contrastively, this paper finds him 
to be a perfect implementation of Aristotle’s concept of poetic imitation.
        In section III part XXV of the Poetics, Aristotle says, “The poet being an imitator, like a painter or any other artist, must of necessity imitate one of three objects-things as they were or are, things as they are said or thought to be, or things as they ought to be … if it be objected that the description is not true to fact, the poet may perhaps reply, ‘But the objects are as they ought to be.’” Being specific about the difference between history and literature, Aristotle also states that: “The true difference is that one [the historian] relates what has happened, the other [the poet] what may happen” (section 1 part IX). It is here where Marlow’s work on Timur Lenk fits. It is here where readers of Tamburlaine miss the point and take him as a copy of Timur Lenk presented on the stage to satisfy the British audience’s greed to be ridden of the then detested Muslim Turks. No! Marlowe presents Tamburlaine as the ‘ought-to-be’ version of Timur Lenk seemingly presented from the perspective of an Elizabethan viewer coming to watch a play that should satisfy his/her aspirations. That 
is, Tamburlaine the character is 
a powerful dramatization of this viewers’ mental state. 
        Thus trying to answer the crucial question, “why Tamburlaine does not go West,” we disagree with Drew Milne, and many other critics, in their attempts to avoid the historical contextualization of Tamburlaine as a play which promotes a colonizing ambition and hatred towards the other (the East, and Muslims). If we avoid such an interpretation, we would always defer answering the very persisting question: why does Tamburlaine go only East. Very early in the play, as mentioned before, Tamburlaine declares: “I am a Lord… And meanes to be a terrour to the world, /Measuring the limits of his Emperie/ By East and west, as Phoebus doth his course.” (I:1.2. 34-41)
        Then, does Tamburlaine change his mind? No. Tamburlaine is never reported in the play to have changed his mind about conquering the whole world, East and West. But it seems that the two implicit missing words in Tamburlaine’s statements are “if necessary.” It just happens naturally. 

      Talking about the four elements again, and following Jung and Lucher’s analysis, (see http://www. cs. utk. edu~mclennan/BA/R6.html.), we see young Tamburlaine as having at the top of his “wheel of fortune” the “hot” functions which seek relationships beyond the central facts and the “dry” functions, which are self-determining. In contrast the wet function and the cold function are, respectively flexible and seek the factual center. Tamburlaine is then summoned by the hot and dry weather of the East, and never returns to the cold and wet weather of the West. Marlowe makes it sound like nature necessitates Tamburlaine’s move to the East as it necessitates his non-move to the West. 

        Tamburlaine himself never loses
focus of his mission declared in 
the prologue: “Scourging kingdoms with his conquering sword.” It is Tamburlaine’s open agenda. No religious, social, cultural or any other agendas-heavenly or secular personal ambition-inform his actions when he kills others, crowns friends, and using sheer power and energy. Doing this to Tamburlaine, Marlowe exempts himself and his audience from any blame or responsibility towards these vicious acts. The audience, and the Renaissance Christian West in general, are made to enjoy the role of free riders 
who “receive the benefits … without contributing to paying the costs 
of producing those benefits” (Financial Dictionary. “Free rider” http://www.specialinvestor.com/terms/2657.html). Following his nature as the product of the “four elements,” he is presented to show that the East must be the odd part of nature that needs correction. In a neutral sense, this part of the world seems to defy harmony in nature. A neutral massive energy like Tamburlaine must move swiftly to demolish it. Afar from recognized religions (especially Christianity or Islam) it happens that, for nature, Tamburlaine is the right hero at the right time to 
bring balance back to nature. 

        It must have been a big relief for these Elizabethan free riders to see not even one of their soldiers harmed in the vast numerous battles against the Turks and Muslims 
and simply benefit from what 
a religionless hero does to the enemy. Whether out of destiny or free will, or any other motivation, the play leaves no doubt that Tamburlaine’s campaign is meant to demolish the East, and consequently, reward the West. This is how Marlowe (the creator of the ‘nature’ which chooses and directs in Tamburlaine) historicizes his dramatic character to fit into the dominant anti-Muslim, anti-east, anti-Ottoman discourse of the time. Tamburlaine’s actions (what he does and does not do) make him an active participant and proponent in the sixteenth-century of Western campaign against the East. 

        Therefore it would not be of any satisfaction or relief to go West. Rhythmic killing (theme) agrees perfectly with “unrhymed iambic pentameter” (form) which Marlowe “developed its musical qualities and emotional power” (Encyclopedia Britannica’s Guide to Shakespeare). The pattern is never missed: hundreds of battles, thousands of killings, wailing, blood, and destruction. For pages and pages, we see Tamburlaine scourging kingdoms (which turn out to be those of threatening Muslims) with his conquering sword for no declared or known reason. It is not the world, then, and Tamburlaine’s seemingly open agenda is very much a skillfully pre-determined political /historical specific one. 

CONCLUSION:
        In effect, no attentive reader, Western or Eastern, can suppress his/her great admiration for Tamburlaine as a literary masterpiece. In the same way the transformed Bible version is made accepted/seen to be original by those “Under a Tree Outside Delhi,” Western books, articles, and encyclopedic entries have never hesitated to treat Timur Lenk and Tamburlaine as synonyms. This interchangeability of names takes care of everything in the historical Timur Lenk and the fictional Tamburlaine and eradicates any attempt of differentiation. More than four hundred years have passed since the appearance of Tamburlaine. Historians and literary theoreticians
have keenly fathomed ideas on topics much less important than not to see it. It is painful to find academics still succumb to that colonial urge of Marlowe to the point that none of them could see how Tamburlaine 
is NOT a staging or rhetorical rearrangement of the story or history of Timur Lenk but rather a strong materialization of a political colonial desire on the part of both, the dramatist and his audience-a dramatization 
of a mental state. Dramatically speaking, Tamburlaine is a literary masterpiece. At the same time, it is a “good” investment for politicians and religious fanatics.  The sad thing about the elements of the dramatic subject Tamburlaine is that they are dwarfed at the expense of the historical object elements for the benefit of free riders. Yet they always remain there giving Tamburlaine his lovely flavor of the mythical, fictional, exotic, and estranged character. Marlowe’s excellence! The first Tamburlaine, the empty linguistic being, always threatens to regain himself and refuse the “filling” imposed on him. Shortly before his death, Tamburlaine, weakly encouraging his sons to pursue his mission, says:
Looke here my boies, see what a world of ground,

Lies westward from the midst of Cancers line,

Unto the rising of this earthly globe,

Whereas the Sun declining from our sight,

Begins the day with our Antypodes:

And shall I die, and this unconquered?

Loe here my sonnes, are all the golden Mines,

Inestimable drugs and precious stones,

More worth than Asia, and the world beside,

And from th' Antartique Pole, Eastward behold

As much more land, which never was descried,

Wherein are rockes of Pearle, that shine as bright

As all the Lamps that beautifie the Sky,

And shal I die, and this unconquered? (II:5.3. 146-159)

        Destined, then, to play a violent and very dangerous role, Tamburlaine succumbs, but with great reluctance. He could have been the best shepherd ever, a natural son of nature. Here, in his last moments, the farewell words, he regains his genuine self. The last images he wants to keep are those of bare plain nature, unloaded with history 
and meaning. He strips himself from the second number-one: Tamburlaine, the imposed political, social, religious. (Tamburlaine, the eleven letters-number 11-the one and one as discussed above) Tamburlaine “must die:” no past, no future, and a present that is corrupted by enforced history. Tamburlaine must die before his son can even think of 
going West-and the play ends. 

        Still, something very crucial is missing when reading Tamburlaine. Why and how is Tamburlaine what he is? It takes him no great effort, no long time to convince others, to become powerful, to become rich, to fall in love, to subdue others, to dethrone kings and crown others. Systematic pain, killing and destruction run through the play like blood giving it its life and making it a cry of woe inflicting those who would dare to think and wonder, but this cruelty does not offend his audience. Tamburlaine, the de-historicized character with no agenda, whose only definition comes in his own words-his being the scourge of God-never tells us why others are punished. He initially intended to punish the world, the whole world. But ultimately, he punished the East and excludes the West. 

        Empowered by the “text” in which he exists, Tamburlaine turns to be a remarkable round character, which resists definition. Tamburlaine needs to stay self-ruled in order to be unique (fresh and new). But to become a hero of a play, a great doer of action, to be of significance for the audience, such a primeval being has to be historicized-and Marlowe is to decide how to direct the history of what he creates. The marks and the text, the subject and the object in Tamburlaine are so cutely woven that curious onlookers have no slim chance to step in-between. In this manner of sophistication, Tamburlaine the subject (the fictional and mythical, the son of the wheel 
of fortune, the unhistorical), and Tamburlaine the object (which is supposed to appeal to the Elizabethan English viewers of the play) are so merged with the historical Timur Lenk. 

        Genuinely, Marlowe ends the play with the natural death of Tamburlaine leaving the common readers and audience under the influence of the socio-political emotions aroused throughout the play. No two readers would disagree on the stunning artistic success of the play. However, the many questions that have been raised in this paper concerning the intentionally not-to-be-noticed confusion of Timur Lenk and Tamburlaine remain pregnant. Marlowe has brilliantly achieved two aims: writing a literary masterpiece and satisfying the socio-political agenda of his time and, most surprisingly, the present and, most probably, the future Western audience. 

        Literature precedes other domains of human knowledge in the making of the people’s minds, beliefs, and consequently their way of thinking. Like Tamburlaine, many other texts have inveigled the minds of the peoples with pseudo knowledge concerning the "other". Therefore, readers of Literature should shift grounds from using literature as a tool or an example to prove a religious, political, or social point into considering it to be the source and result of all other walks of life. The first question to be answered before handling any major life issue is “Where has Literature gone wrong?” 

        Those who read Tamburlaine as a great artistic piece are welcome, but they should accept to “buy” the whole package. The one Tamburlaine, the artistic, uncorrupted son of nature who belongs to nowhere, to no body, and the other Tamburlaine, the charged with history who destroys the East. No way on earth would Marlowe have Tamburlaine go West burn cities, cut kings, men, women, and children into pieces. 

        So is the case with historically -oriented literary texts like Tamburlaine. Western literary scholars still hesitate to attempt such a reading of history or literature. They either justify what happened by simply saying, like David Farr, that it is not about Christians or Muslims. Or they just ignore going into what Sam Huntington vaguely calls the “clash of civilization,” which started a passionate debate. The Western World has been forging this clash of civilization over the past decades, placing Islam (the religion) as the most recognized opponent and threat
to Western hegemony. Most scholars cannot help taking sides. And this very act of avoidance is in itself an act of taking sides.
        If it is impossible not to historicize, then, let’s read literature to reveal what went “historically” wrong (in celebrated literary texts) in a human sense not in a political-historical sense. Nowadays politicians (and scholars?) encourage otherness in a remarkably passive sense. Globalization calls on all “others” to communicate, negotiate, and reach common grounds of understanding. Such a theory overlooks that each of the “others” including one’s self as an “other” for the “others,” never forgets her/himself and always aims at maximizing her/his profits. Ultimately, this ‘Globalization’ of “otherness” business is a lose-lose game that has helped the world to delve into the abyss of “they are to blame.” Politicians, like Tamburlaine, may enjoy the terrorist belief “if we get rid of “them,” the world will live in peace. Never. Simply because it always goes both ways. Since terrorists and probably the whole world have become unhopeful about killing thousands of innocent people every year, it is worthwhile to go direct concerning the literary texts which might have, intentionally or unintentionally, contributed to those killings. 
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ملخص


      يبين هذا المقال، من خلال دراسة نصية لمسرحية كروستوفر مارلو(تامبرلين) أنّ بطل المسرحية هو كائن يمثل حالة ذهنية نفسية أكثر من كونه تجسيداً مسرحياً لشخصية تاريخية. فالديانة والسلالة والرؤية والطبيعة كلها سمات خيالية تنأى (Tambarlane) عن شخصية القائد المغولي تيمور لينك. وبهذا يمكن إعادة تعريف تامبرلين لتبيان كيف يقوم (Marlowe) باستعارة أعمال تيمور لينك الحربية المدمرة ليسم بها كائناً خيالياً مختلفا من حيث الجوهر. فهذا الكائن الخيالي يتكون من عناصر الطبيعة الأربعة (الماء والتراب والهواء والنار) الممثلة على دولاب الحظ. ونجده يتجسد في المسرحية مجرداً من الدين والتاريخ والطموح البشري وأية ارتباطات دنيوية أو إلهية أخرى. وعلى هذه الحالة يطلق مارلو العنان لتامبرلين كي يدمر الشرق المسلم الذي كان يشكل تهديدا للغرب المسيحي. وهكذا ودون أي مبرر لم تتوفر له الفرصة لينفذ تعهداته بغزو العالم كله والتي رددها تكراراً في بداية المسرحية. وبذلك نجده يدمر الشرق وينقذ الغرب. 


Abstract


      Through close textual analysis of Christopher Marlowe's Tamburlaine, this article argues that the hero of the play is an English Elizabethan mental state of being more than a stage depiction of a historic hero. Religion, ancestry, vision, and nature are fictional characteristics, which remarkably distance Tamburlaine from the Mongol historic leader Timur Lenk. Tamburlaine is redefined in an attempt to show how Marlowe borrows the destructive long-lasting military actions of Timur Lenk to fill a fictional being who is innately different, made of the four elements of nature represented on the Wheel of Fortune, and with no religion, no history, no personal ambitions, no secular or heavenly references. As such, Tamburlaine is released to destroy the then threatening Muslim East and is made to ignore his voluntarily personal guarantees to invade the whole world - thus the West is saved.


�











PAGE  

10
Al-Manarah, Vol. 15, No. 1, 2009 



