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School Performance Profile

40%= Academic Achievement (PSSA & Keystone Exam performance)
40%= PVAAS (growth)—predicted to actual performance
5%= Closing achievement gap All Students
5%= Closing achievement gap Hy low perform
(sped, ell, eco dis) n=11
10%= Other Academic Factors
Cohort graduation rate, Promotion rate,
Attendance rate, Advanced Placement,
International Baccalaureate Diploma, or Dual
Enrollment offered, PSAT participation
5%= Extra Credit (advanced achievement)

http://paschoolperformance.org/
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AP Exams by course

AP Biology- 1 took earned a 3

AP English- 9 took: 2 scored 3, 2 scored 4, 5
scored 5

AP European- 1 took earned a 5
AP Spanish- 1 took earned a 5

AP World Hy- 1 took earned a 5
AP Psychology- 1 took earned a 4
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Other Data to Consider

Spec Ed Students

Historically Underperforming
Economically Disadvantaged
FAY

11t Best Performance
Currently Enrolled

Retakes

9th grade
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Goal Setting

Vieasurable
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Strategies

your goal?
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Implementation Steps

* Strategies are broken into steps

— Think of each step that will need to be
accomplished in order to perform strategy

— How can you tell if the step has been
implemented? (looking for measurables)
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Example

* Goal-increase Middle School ELA
performance on the PSSA by 10% in each
grade level.

— Strategy 1: Implement Reading Apprenticeship
Strategies throughout all Middle School classes

— Strategy 2: Increased TDA practice
— Strategy 3: Adopt an anchor
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Strategy 1: Implement Reading Apprenticeship
Strategies throughout all Middle School classes

* Step 1- Send teachers for training

e Step 2- Train the trainer for remaining
teachers on team (ongoing)

e Ste
and

e Ste

0 3- At team meetings plan mentor text
share strategies for implementation

0 4- Revise assignments in Q2 and Q3 to

fully utilize reading apprenticeship strategies
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Monitoring Strategy 1

During walk throughs and observations admin
will see evidence of RA strategies being used
in live classes

Weekly team meeting notes will indicate
mentor texts and strategy sharing

By Oct 15t two lessons & assignments will be
revised in every Q2 MS course

By Nov 15t 4 lessons & assignments will be
revised in every Q3 MS course
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Your job today

Analyze additional data

Set performance goals as teams

Select strategies and how they will be
monitored

You will complete the worksheets posted in
Roundtable and send them to your team’s
principal and CC Kylene
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What | am sending you

Goal Setting Worksheet

331



Close Reading, Think-alouds and
Text Dependent Analysis: Strategies

for all Content Areas




Adolescents entering the adult world in the
21st century will read and write more than at
any other time in human history. They will
need advanced levels of literacy to perform
their jobs, run their households, act as citizens,

and conduct their personal lives." -- Richard
Vaca, author of Content Area Reading: Literacy
and Learning Across the Curriculum




What is close reading?

* the careful interpretation of a text wherein
which readers pay close attention to the way
ideas unfold as they read.




Why teach close reading?

A significant body of research links the close
reading of complex text—whether the student
is a struggling reader or advanced—to
significant gains in reading proficiency and finds
close reading to be a key component of college
and career readiness. (Partnership for
Assessment of Readiness for College and
Careers, 2011, p. 7)




Close reading...

helps students understand why we read.

promotes critical thinking, conversation, and
understanding.

is one of the main analytical tools used in higher
education

is a survival skill in our media saturated world.

"We Are Teachers." Understanding Close Reading. We Are Teachers, 1 Jan. 2013. Web. 11 Jan.
2015. <http://www.weareteachers.com/hot-topics/topics-in-education/understanding-close-
reading-download-our-infographic-now>.







Choosing a Text to Read Closely

When beginning, choose short passages.

Choose a text that is relevant to the essential
understandings and skills you are working
with in your class.

Choose a text that is “complex”
Expand your definition of “text.”




Students can close read...

Speeches and primary sources
Nutrition labels

Commercial and advertisements
Excerpts from novels and books
Movies

Lectures and notes

Graphic novels

Grading rubrics

Charts and graphs

Political cartoons

Assignment instructions
Articles and Informational texts
Paintings, drawings, sculpture
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Use a hook that engages students with
ideas in the text

Quick write

Play a short video on ideas in the text.

Share a few interesting did you knows?

Present an interesting or problematic scenario
that can be solved or addressed by text.




Explicitly teach or introduce
vocabulary

10 or less words

Choose these words based on how crucial
they are to understanding the piece and/or
how difficult or unfamiliar we think they’ll be
to our average students.

Refer back to this introduction when you
encounter these words in the text.

This could also be a hook. Groups could
present the definitions in their own words.




Establish a purpose for reading

* Close reading needs to have a purpose which
is explicit to you and to your students.

* What you ask students to do with the text or
how they close read should reflect this
purpose.

* Example purposes:




Our purpose for reading

* Determine if, as a parent, you would allow
your child to play football, using the text to
support your answer.




Annotating a text

* Annotation is marking a text purposefully.
— Writing short summaries in margins.
— Asking questions in the margins.
— Underlining key ideas.
— Labeling the purpose of each paragraph
— Marking confusion with a ?

— Underlining phrases that stand out or ideas that
they would like to discuss with the class




After a concussion, when can teens
return to the football field?

* Highlight or underline ideas which would help
you decide as a parent whether or not to
allow your child to play football.

* Provide two comments or interactions with
the text.

 Mark a ? anywhere you find the text
confusing.







Model higher-order reading/thinking

Think-Aloud

Read aloud a portion of the text, “showing” our
thinking as we go through a paragraph or two.

Try to show students how we stay focused on a
reading purpose, how we appreciate craft, how
we grapple with unfamiliar vocabulary, and how
we annotate.

Use this strategy to model any complex thinking
or ideal




Partner practice/Check for
understanding

After modeling, set the students loose on a
paragraph or two, but instead of having them
read independently we may ask them to read
aloud in pairs, annotating as they go.

Have them share something they annotated.

The first time students do this you will need
explicit directions on how they should work/read
together.

Check on groups: Are they creating useful
annotations? Are they slowing down enough to
record their thinking in response to the text?




Independent Practice

e Put students in break out rooms with the text
to work on independently.

* Be specific about what you expect from their
annotations.




Multiple readings

Depending on the complexity of the text and your
purpose for reading, students may have to read a text

more than once.

First reading: literal-level questions promote general
understanding and focus on key textual details so
students grasp the main idea

Second reading: foster deeper thinking, questions
about author’s decisions, and text structure

Third reading: questions requiring inferences and the
formation of opinions and arguments about the text,

using textual evidence for support.

— Examples include "What would logically happen next?
What clues support your thinking? Do you agree/disagree
with the author? Provide evidence for your answers."




Sim
stuc

Text dependent questions

oly put, these are questions which ask
ents to support their thinking with

evio

ence from the text.

Questions should be sequenced from literal to

infe

rential or basic to complex.

Students must have read and understood to
answer.

Video from Teaching Channel on text
dependent questions.




After Close Reading

* We don’t do it simply “because...”

 We close read to prepare us for intellectual,
text-based tasks like discussion and argument,
both written and spoken.

* Discussion, debate, argumentative writing.
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Samples

— Course Resources/Citations:

¢ Graphic organizers were modified from collections retrieved from: http://www.eduplace.com/graphicorganizer/
and http://my.hrw.com/nsmedia/intgos/html/igo.htm and http://www.dailyteachingtools.com/language-
arts-graphic-organizers.htmil

Course Resources/Citations:

e (1) Sonin, J. (2009). Brainstorming + sketching. Flickr. Retrieved from: http://www.flickr.com/photos
/juhansonin/3925133885/

¢ (2) Mangold, A. (2010). Brainstorm. Flickr. Retrieved from: http://www.flickr.com/photos/andymangold
/4455910733/

e Some lesson information adapted from The Writing Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill under
Creative Commons Attribution-Non Commercial-NoDerivs 2.5 License. Retrieved
from:http://writingcenter.unc.edu/handouts/brainstorming/

Course Resources/Citations:

e (1) Big Ten Icons #16 - John Capelletti (2010), uploaded from Big Ten Network from YouTube.com. Available at:
http:/ /www.youtube.com/watch?v=o0WnmvH9s2LM

* (2) Pinto, M. (2010). 1973 Penn State Nittany Lions. Bleacher Report. Retrieved from: http://bleacherreport.com
/articles/463326-the-100-most-entertaining-college-football-teams-of-all-time/page/39

* (3) Daughters, A. (2011). John Cappelletti. Bleacher Report. Retrieved from: http://bleacherreport.com/articles
/721819-college-football-the-25-top-college-football-movie-characters-of-all-time/page/21
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21CCCS Professional Development — Working with Data
October 13, 2014

Name:

Step One: Individual Student Data
Choose one student you currently teach. Access his or her CDT data (all tests).

1. Student Name:

2. Provide an overview of the student’s scores, with a focus on any particular
needs or strengths.

3. Choose one need or strength and give the standard that relates to that skill.

4. Give a sample problem that addresses that skill.
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Step Two: Group Data
Choose a group of students from a CDT chart (the chart that shows test results for

students in a particular grade.) You can choose a group of students that scored in any
part of the chart and for any particular standard.

1. Describe this group

2. What standards need to be remediated or enriched for this group of
students?

3. How can you help these students practice and improve upon this skill?
Please provide a specific example.
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Step Three: Assessment Data
Choose a Quarter One assessment from a class you currently teach.

1. Assignment and class name:

2. Find and review the completion and score data. What does it tell you?

3. Choose an area from the assessment students seem to struggle with.
Describe this section of the assessment and link it to a standard.

4, How can you help these students practice and improve upon this skill?
Please provide a specific example.
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Step Four: CDT Data and Your Students
Download the current year CDT data for each of the classes you currently teach.

1. Choose one skill or standard assessed. What is that standard?

2. How can you help these students practice and improve upon this skill?
Please provide a specific example.

415



416



417















We Can Do !
‘o 2 «> } _

Raising
scores




423



424



425






427



428



429



430



431



432



433



434



435



436



437



438



439



440



441



442



443



444



445



446



447



448



449












453







































Professional Development Appendix

466



























475



476



ar7



478



479



480



481



482



483



484



485



486






488









491









494






496












500



501



502



503



504



505















510



511



512



513



514





















521












Be sure to click “Save Changes” when you are finished on this page.

10. Expectations:

* You should Tweet at least twice a week

* You should not follow other student handles- only follow educationally
sound handlesfresources

* You should check your handle regularly and delete anything that looks
inappropriate

* Notify the school principal immediately should you see something
inappropriate appear on your handle

11. You may create an image that acts as a link so that students can easily
access your Twitter handle. This link may be placed in the teacher info section of
the Moodle pages for the classes you teach and/or in your email stamp.

12. If you have any questions, you can always refer to the ISD team!
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314 ] Gregory

that “deconstruction ... never really established itself in Shakespeare studies as any-
thing more than a minor or ancillary movement that seemed 1o peter out sometime
in the late 1980s”.° But if deconstruction never established itself as a school or
“ism”, this does not mean that Shakespeare and Derrida stopped being read in relation
to each other.® After all, Parvini’s comment comes not long after Shakespeare in French
Theory, Shakespeare and Literary Theory, and an international conference on
Shakespeare and Derrida.” The year 2012 also saw a journal special issue devoted
to Shakespeare and Derrida,” and a volume of essays on Shakespeare edited by a
critic concerned with Derrida (Ivan Callus) and a translator of Derrida {Stefan
Herbrechter); this book, Posthumanist Shakespeares, contains essays by another
Derrida translator {Laurent Milesi) and other critics—such as Mark Robson and
Mareile Pfannebecker—who are not so quick to sound the death knell of Derrida’s
work in relation to Shakespeare.”

T am not simply suggesting here that, to paraphrase Karl Marx, there is a spectre
haunting Shakespeare studies—the spectre of Derrida. But it now seems obvious
that the attempt to put a stopper on Derrida’s haunting of Shakespeare studies,
perhaps before Derrida’s influence has “really established itself”, is almost certainly
doomed to failure: this failure seems even more likely when the exorcisms of the spec-
tres of Derrida and deconstruction are articulated so absolutely, as when, for example,
Brian Vickers argued in 1993 that “the balance of opinion [on deconstruction] has
shifted, I believe decisively, to the critical side”’®—and I believe “critical” is meant
to be read in a negative sense.'’ Spectres, by Shakespearean definition, come back
again, as Derrida argues for the spectres of Marx., “What, has this thing appeared
again tonight?” asks Marcellus at the start of Hamler (1.1.19)." “Look where it
comes again” {1.1.38).

Derrida used Shakespeare’s Hamler in Specters of Marx to consider what facets of
Marx’s thinking—what spectres of Marx—should be followed or welcomed: his
book was partly a question of inheritance, or what to accept or sign for. Before
writing on Hamlet, Derrida exclaimed in an interview: “T would very much like to
read and write in the space or heritage of Shakespeare, in relation to whom I have infi-
nite admiration and gratitude; T would like to become (alas, it’s pretty late) a
‘Shakespeare expert”.'® However, Derrida also professed to always “place [him]self

*Parvini, 38.

50n “Defining Deconstruction,” see Royle, Jacques Derrida, 23-5.

"For these books, see Wilson: and Harris. For the conference, see the webpage, Shakespeare and Derrida.

®For the Shakespeare and Derrida journal special issue, see Royle “Prologue.”

See Herbrechter and Callus, eds.

Ovrickers, 167.

"Brian Vickers’s issue in his “monumental diatribe” seems to be not so much with the French thinkers, but with
the way they had been affiliated with Shakespeare (Wilson, 267, n. 26).

“Shakespeare. All quotations from Shakespeare’s plays are taken from The Norton Shakespeare, and citations are
given in text.

Y*Derrida, “This Strange Institution Called Literature,” 67.
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316 ] Gregory

Few words make some literary academics ... recoil in fear quite like “Derrida” and
“deconstruction”. This is because, to put it frankly, Derrida’s writing borders on
heing unreadable, especially for exponents of the Plain English Campaign. It is frus-
tratingly abstract, dense, diffuse, loaded with esoteric jargon and demands a working
knowledge of Plato, the development of Western philosophy, Nietzsche and
Heidegger to understand that many students of literature plainly lack."

While seeking to draw out some of the relations between the work of Shakespeare and
Derrida, a function of my essay is to analyse this reaction to Derrida’s writing that
Parvini describes.

There is something extremely funny about imagining Derrida being feared by expo-
nents of the Plain English Campaign.'® This is because, on the one hand, Derrida wrote
in French and so it would be outrageous to accuse him of not writing in Plain English,
and, on the other hand, Derrida is probably one of the most exacting writers when it
comes to using grammar and language responsibly. Part of Derrida’s work was to show
that, even when we think we are speaking in “Plain English”, communication is not
as straightforward as we might assume. The failure—even for someone trying very
hard—to speak in totally plain English might be analogous to a condition of British
English. Rovle asks, “British English? That always makes me smile. Isnt it a term
that came into existence just at the point of having to acknowledge its disappear-
ance?”*” Derrida’s work shows how all writing is potentially unreadable, even when
we think it is an example of plain, familiar, British English.

In the writing that follows I hope to lean on Parvini’s assertion that “Derrida’s
writing borders on being unreadable” to show that this response is more appropriate
than Parvini might be imagined to have meant. The essay considers the wordplay in the
representation of Hamlet's character before looking at how Derrida has been accused
of using puns. This dual writing will involve the reading of wordplay in Hamler and
Derrida’s pronouncement that one of his most playful books does not contain a
single pun. By isolating what is often considered to be a trivial issue of wordplay, I
aim to make a bolder claim for the synergies of Shakespeare’s and Derrida’s work,
and the way that both their writing could be understood to “border on being unread-
able” in a way that is not finally disabling.

“Ask for me tomorrow”, says the dving Mercutio in Romeo and Juliet, “and vou shall
find me a grave man” (3.1.93—4).”° Shakespeare seems to have a devilish delight in
making punning jokes at inappropriate moments. “A quibble was to him the fatal

YParvini, 33—4. [ am citing Neerna Parvini here because he summarises a certain position people have taken, not
because I especially want to take issue with his “purposes” (34) which it must be understood are expressed in the
context of a Shakespeare and theory handbock. On the whole, I agree with his premise that “although the idea of
“Theory’ is increasingly frowned upon by many within the academy, its influence endures hidden, disavowed and
unquestiened” (Parvini, 3).

"®The Plain English Campaign has been “Fighting for crystal-clear communication since 1979.” See Plain English
Campaign.

YRoyle, “Jacques Derrida’s Language,” 97.

20n Shakespeare’s use of the pun, see also Czerniecki; and Lopez.
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Wordplay in Shakespeare’s Hamlet 317

Cleopatra for which Shakespeare lost the world and was content to lose it”* fretted the
eighteenth-century editor, Samuel Johnson, stigmatising Shakespeare’s wordplay. As
Norris observes,

Johnson is keen to assert his disapproval of Shakespeare’s frequent running ...
toward a style of profligate linguistic licence which threatens not only the principles
of literary decorum but also those of the English language as a medium of well-
conducted communicative discourse and, beyond that, the very bases of social,
civil and political order.™

Both Derrida and Hamler challenge received ideas about “communicative discourse”,
and this has had far reaching consequences. The lines of Shakespeare’s characters can,
on occasion, be delivered to make people laugh—at times because the audience is
nervous and it appears to be irreverent to make punning jokes at moments of crisis.
One of the worst culprits is Hamlet. As Margreta de Grazia phrases it, “Hamlet has
more puns to his credit than any other Shakespearean character, no less than
ninety”.”* Guildenstern exclaims in frustration at Hamlet’s wordplay: “Good my
lord, put your discourse in some frame, and start not so wildly from my affair”
(3.2.282-3). Hamlet often seems to be deliberately punning—usually to the distaste
of those around him—in that play that is now referred to with a title that might be
considered a pun, the name of the prince, name of his father, and the name of the
play.”* To orally communicate “Hamlet”, in fact, one is sometimes required to say
“Hamlet the play”, rather like saying “difference with an ‘a”. But the question of
when a pun is intended, or when a word is a pun, brings us to a larger problem of com-
munication and our relationship to language, issues that the texts of Shakespeare and
Derrida explore time and again.

“How to read Shakespeare is a question of how to think about wordplay” writes
Royle.”® His attention to wordplay might indicate an interest in Shakespearean
puns, but following Derrida, he writes:

Yet “pun” and “quihble” are not Shakespearean words. The only instance of the
word “pun” in Shakespeare is in the sense of the verb “to pound”™ “He would
pun thee into shivers with his fist, as a sailor breaks a biscuit” ( Treilus and Cressida,
2.1.37-8). Likewise, the word “quibhle” appears nowhere in Shakespeare. ... These
terms (“pun” and “quibhle”} tend to carry with them a kind of artificial and trivia-
lizing effect that is in fact quite foreign to what is going on in a given passage of
Shakespeare. They connote a certain frivolity, a momentary bubble of fun,

2iohnson, #8.

*Norris, “Bxtraordinary Language,” 161.

2*de Grazia, 183. Cf. Mahood, 166.

**The word “Hamlet” may have had an uncanny, ghostly, echo for Shakespeare too. Stephen Greenblatt notes that
“[plerhaps, too, Shakespeare’s sensitivity to the status of the dead was intensified by the death in 1596 of his son
Hamnet (a name virtually interchangeable with Hamlet in the period’s public records)” (248). I am grateful to
EBtienne Poulard for reminding me of this Hamlet, and for commenting on a draft of my essay.

25Royle, How to Read Shakespeare, 13.
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320 . Gregory

To consider intentions in relation to theatre and the pun is of course to open a can of
worms: did they mean what they said? Were they pretending? Were they being ironic,
non-serious, or speaking in jest?”> Royle considers the pun in relation to characteris-
ation: “To talk about a character’s punning or quibbling is also a way of conveniently
forgetting the fact that the character is, in turn, fundamentally Shakespeare’s verbal
creation: wordplay precedes character.”®® Aside from whether Shakespeare was even
conscious of some of the puns in his plays, Rovle points out that it is hazardous to
assume too much about the self-conscious punning of characters.” What is apparent
in the play of words, nevertheless, is that Hamlet’s first lines project a character who
has an equivocal or especially troubled relationship with words, and that his character
finds complexity, and indeed meaning, through the different ways his language could
be read. For those within Hamlet, wordplay paradoxically both hinders and allows for
representation and communication.

Ghosting and “Différance”

The Ghost haunts Hamlet, but it also haunts the language of the play. We might say
that ghostliness is like the meanings that come to bear with wordplay because it is
not always easy to tell whether ancther meaning of a word is present or absent:

HAMLET Whither wilt thou lead me? Speak. I'll go no further.

GHOST Mark me.

HAMLET I will.

HAMLET Speak, I am bound to hear.
GHOST So art thou to revenge when thou shalt hear.

HAMILET What?
GHOST I am thy father’s spirit (1.5.1-2, 1.5.6-9)

Hamlet affirms “T will”, and yet for the rest of the play Hamlet struggles with how he
“will” mark the Ghost’s words. He is unsure “whither” it will lead him or, even,
whether it is best to be led by a ghost at all. He says he will “go no further” but
Hamlet recognises that he is “bound to hear” the Ghost’s story of the past. The

**For a consideration of intentions in relation to communication, see Derrida, Limited Inc. Although my essay is
indebted to this work, unfortunately there is not roem to make more explicit links with it here. The exchange
between Derrida and John R. Searle might be said to hinge on Derrida’s reading of J. L. Austin’s suggestion
that “a performative utterance will, for example, be in peculiar way hollow or void if said by an actor on the
stage, or if introduced in a poem, or spoken in soliloquy” (cited in Derrida, Lirnited Iric, 16) and Derrida’s response
that this “risk [is] rather [language’s] internal and positive condition of possibility” (ibid., 17).

*Royle, How to Read Shakespeare, 13—-14.

*Nicholas Rovle discusses the embarrassment of Freud's reading of Hamler and “literary psychobiography”
{(After Derrida, 93).

564



Wordplay in Shakespeare’s Harnlet 321

Ghost’s rejoinder that Hamlet is also bound to act on his words by “revenge” is met
with Hamlet's ambiguous interrogative: “What?” Does Hamlet question what it is he
shall hear, or his binding to his father’s words? There is, in effect, a double entendre,
even a double bind for Hamlet if he wishes to act responsibly. Is Hamlet speaking to the
very spirit, essence, of his father or is it just a spirit, shadow, of his father, maybe his
father’s darker side that still remains behind? The problem of the “spirit” is more
complex than a word labelled a “pun” might suggest.

Rovle considers the duplicity of ghosts in a reading of Julius Caesar. He writes
“Double is the ghost, the ghost is always (at least) double”.”® Derrida uses the instabil-
ity of the word “ghost” as a basis for reading the “specters” of Marx. That is, he uses the
wordplay around the terms “spirit” and “ghost” in Hamlet to host and ghost his think-
ing on Marx. For Derrida, Marx was “often inspired” by the “experience of the specter”
in Shakespeare when he “diagnosed a certain dramaturgy of modern Europe”.> Spec-
ters of Marx began as a lecture in two sessions for a conference entitled “Wither
Marxism?”, the second session being on Shakespeare’s “official” birthday, April 23.%
Derrida draws on the resources of Shakespeare’s writing, just at Marx had domne, to
think through the question of the conference, considering forms of Marx and
Marxism as spectres. It is here that I would Iike to propose that Derrida’s Specters of
Marx offers a brilliant illustration of how we might think with Shakespeare.** Further-
more, we can also think with Derrida in order to read Shakespeare with more care and
innovation.

Take “Différance”: Derrida’s neologism might be seen as nothing more than an elab-
orate pun by his cynical critics, and yet difference with an “a” seems to have a spectral,
even spectacular, significance in Hamlet. In his essay “Différance”, Derrida plays inces-
santly on the meaning of “différance” to negotiate active, passive, differing and defer-
ring meanings of the word in French, and to show how the written word impinges on
speech: “différance” “will refer irreducibly to a written text” {rather like “Hamlet” in
italics maybe).* To anyone who reads Shakespeare’s plays, the written element in
the spoken word is usually taken for granted. Most audiences of Hamlet know that
the play relies, to a certain extent, on a script. Royle writes that “[1]ike the nonpresent
remainder or the supplement, differance is the ‘concept’ of what makes concepts poss-
ible”.*® The Ghost might, like “différance”, be seen as a “nonpresent remainder”
throughout the remaining action and language of Hamilet. In a similar way to the
Ghost’s meaning that haunts the later action of the play, the strange plurality of
meaning in Hamler relies on the “différance” of each word, the potential for each
word to be played against or through another.

*Royle, “The Poet,” 54.

*Derrida, Specters of Marx, 4-5.

“See ibid., xiil.

“'For more on the notion of thinking with Shakespeare, see Lupton.
“Derrida, “Différance,” 132.

43Royle, Jacques Derrida, 76.
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322 ] Gregory

This understanding of wordplay in a broader sense—working across the whole text
rather than at just isolated moments—helps us to realise that another problem with the
idea of puns in Hamlet is that nearly any word might be considered ambiguous. With
referenice to the Ghost's “questionable shape” {1.4.24), for example, Molly Mahood
suggests that “[g]uestionable means not only ‘that I may question’ but also ‘doubtful,
urncertain’, and shape, besides being the essential form of something, has commonly in
Shakespeare the meaning of a theatrical costume or disguise”.** The significance of the
Ghost, and the word “shape”, is “always {at least) double” to use Rovle’s phrase. The
question of the Ghost’s shape is supplemented on stage by its armour too. The armour
gives the spirit a shape which shows and hides the spirit's nature in a “fair and warlike
form™ (1.1.45). Warren Montag points out that “the veil reveals only another veil:
inside the body of the armor [of the Ghost] is only another body, the inside of the
outside is only another outside”.* Inside the helmet is a “face” (1.3.228). Even the
Ghost, then, has a kind of body but this spectral body is, for Derrida, like the body
of Marx’s texts: Derrida writes that part of the “work of mourning” is to “identify
the bodily remains”.*® Arguably the work of reading both texts and contexts is also
a case of “identifying the bodily remains” which involves exploring the different mean-
ings surrounding the body of the text, and listening or looking out for the other texts
haunting them. Derrida’s “différance”, as the “nonpresent remainder” is a way of com-
prehending wordplay, but is also like the Ghost’s face, a “veil [that] reveals only
another veil”. Words are just a veil, but mavbe a partially revealing veil too. In this
way, Derrida’s “différance” with an “a” bears a striking resemblance to Hamlet’s Ghost.

In Specters of Marx, Derrida used the neologism “hauntology” partly to express the
“to be or not to be” ontology of spectres, “Derrida’s coinage for the study of phenom-
ena that bear the spectral traces of what are supposedly dead and gone”.*” But the
ghostly wordplay of Hamilet shows us that there is a hauntology at play in words.
We might hope to will into existence the intended meaning of our communication,
or we may try to infer the meaning of any given word or sentence from context, but
there are always already other supplementary meanings haunting these attempts. To
admit that these other meanings are around can be spooky, uncanny, because “the sup-
plement is what neither Nature nor Reason can tolerate”.* This feeling of unnatural or
unreasonable extrafloss when it comes to Shakespeare’s and Derrida’s wordplay—a
wordplay that is often seen erroneously as merely supplementary*—has no doubt con-
tributed to the reaction that a dangerous game is being played with language. These
writers explore how we are not quite at home with “our” language. Their work

#Mahood, 123.

“Montag, 79.

“Derrida, Speciers of Marx, 9.

*“Ibid., 10; Harris, 168.

®Derrida, Of Grammatology, 148. L am grateful to Chris Miiller for bringing this passage to my attention, and for
his comments on an earlier draft of my essay.

“For a nuanced consideration of “supplementary value, [and] the linguistic extravagancies of neclogism” in
relation to Shakespeare, see Tudeau-Clayton, 176.
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invites us to question “whether it is ever possible to simply say what one thinks, as if
one were not already protected and determined by words and conceptions which one
cannot own and did not invent.”° If their uncanny writing “borders on being unread-
able”, then, this is because their language points out this ghost in the room when we
would often rather keep to the straight and narrow notion of communicative
discourse.

The “Cambridge Affair”

The issue of communication might be said to be one of Derrida’s most pressing con-
cerns, so there is a certain irony to the fact that he has often been accused of being wil-
fully obscure in his writing.”' This accusation is not only one that has been voiced by
some philosophers, but one that has become part of a certain popular notion of Der-
rida’s writing. For example, while considering the perceived unreadability of his work,
a quasi-obituary of Derrida in the American Spectator announced:

If Derrida’s works are not widely read it is because of a ponderous style that makes
them all but unreadable. What in God’s name is the man getting at, and why on
Earth doesn’t he just say it and have done with it?>

The accusations of Derrida’s wilful obscurity seem to have come about not so much
because people have carefully read an essay or book by Derrida, but because they
have not read Derrida’s work carefully or not at all {as Derrida bemoaned a number
of times). Occasionally, this notion of Derrida’s writing being obscure might come
about due to the way that his work is presented in new contexts where fresh conflicts,
tensions or even new obscurities have come to bear. But much worse, often Derrida is
seert to be wilfully obscure simply due to representations such as those in the American
Spectator and elsewhere in the media. However, Derrida was quick to point out that
these media representations have not come out of the blue, but that, at least in one
case, they could be traced back to academics: “it is academics, certain academics,
who are responsible for these stereotypes, and who pass them on to journalists”.”
Part of the problem that some people have had with Derrida’s writing is not only
what Derrida has said about language, but the way that he has gone about writing.
There seems to be a larger historical and political dimension here which is related to
a concern with communication, the crossover between different discourses or disci-
plines, and the perception of wordplay. Arguments are accused of getting bogged
down in language when they challenge the Enlightenment aspiration for clear and

*Miiller, 160. Miiller comments in his reading of Heidegger’s style that “Unhomeliness is ... the very essence of
language” {149).

*'For Foucault’s alleged notion of Derrida’s prose style being “obscurantisme terroriste” or even “obscurantisme
terrioriste” as this alleged allegation was misquoted, see Derrida, Limited Inc, 158-9, n. 12.

Z0rlet, np.

#Derrida, “Honeris Causa,” 401
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distinct ideas by appearing to muddy the waters of crystal-clear communication. To
sum up this reaction, you might say that Derrida is accused of being something of
an antisocial, nihilistic, punning Hamlet-like antic, a figure that has endangered the
articulation and future of philosophical and academic discourse. Perhaps the most
famous example of this representation surfaced during the so-called “Cambridge
Affair” in 1992. Academics at Cambridge University were considering whether to
award Derrida an honorary doctorate while other academics {none of whom were at
Cambridge University) took it upon themselves to publish a letter in The Times with
the heading “Derrida Degree a Question of Honour”. Not just because “this is also
extremely funny”,”* I will quote some of the more serious accusations:

In the eyes of philosophers ... M. Derrida’s work does not meet accepted stan-
dards of clarity and rigour.

M. Derrida’s career had its roots in the heady days of the 1960s and his writings
continue to reveal their origins in that period. Many of them seem to consist in no
small part of elaborate jokes and the puns “logical phallusies” and the like, and
M. Derrida seems to us to have come close to making a career out of what we
regard as translating into the academic sphere tricks and gimmicks similar to
those of the Dadaists or of the concrete poets.

Many French philosophers see in M. Derrida only cause for silent emharrassment,
his antics having contributed significantly to the widespread impression that con-
temporary French philosophy is little more than an object of ridicule.”

The pun “phallusies” was apparently a reaction to Derrida’s neologism “phallocentr-
ism” to refer to the historical privileging of the masculine in the construction of
meaning.>® It would not be so pressing to consider this accusation of “logical phallu-
sies” if it was not for the fact that this kind of disparagement is still prevalent, putting
off many who might benefit from carefully reading Derrida—and more overtly theor-
etical or philosophical writing generally—while potentially tarnishing in advance those
who write in relation to Derrida.”

As Benoit Peeters narrates in relation to the affair, “[o]ver the following weeks, the
polemic was widely publicized, in Britain and elsewhere. In order to stigmatize
Derrida’s style and thought, a perfectly imaginary formula {‘logical phalluses’ [sic])
was attributed to him”.® As the Freudian slip of the typographical error in the quota-
tion in the biography further emphasises, the point of the accusation and the pun on

*Ibid., 404,

*$mith et al., 420. This letter was first published in The Times (London), 9 May 1992 with nineteen signatories.
*Tt is worth noting that while Shakespeare is now often celebrated for his neologisms, similar voices condemn
Derrida for his.

7 An example of the legacies of this letter can be seen in the American Spectator obituary that repeated, twelve years
later, several of the accusations voiced in the letter, right down to Derrida’s work’s supposed links with Dadaists,
“the Dadists [sic] with their urinals” (Otlet, n. p.).

SSPee’ters, 447,
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attests, “[e]very pun, in Derrida, is philosophically accountable”.®® One of the many
ironies of the “Cambridge Affair”, then, was that Derrida was already aware that
being perceived as a punster could be punishing. Derrida responded to a certain reac-
tion to his most playful book to date called GLAS with a nod to the perceived crimi-
nality of punning. The title of Derrida’s introduction to a glossary of this book was
“Proverb: ‘He that would pun ...””, an allusion to the eighteenth-century proverb:
“He that pun would pick a pocket”. Derrida remarks that “contrary to the rumour
and to what some would like you to believe, in that book there is not one single
pun.” Derrida qualifies this proposition to say that GLAS does not include puns if

one persists in understanding hy this word, as is often done in certain
social-ideological situations and to defend certain norms, the free play, the compla-
cent and slightly narcissistic relation to language, the exercise of virtuosity to no
profit, without economy of sense or knowledge, without any necessity but that of
enjoying one’s mastery over one’s language and the others.®

Derrida tries to cast off the idea that he is simply punning in his writing, apparently
concerned that readers will then take his words to be merely playful or will lead
them to feel distracted by some kind of trivial or redundant wordplay.

Nevertheless, when viewed within the larger context of his work, it can be seen that
Derrida’s wider argument is that wordplay is in a sense everywhere, not limited to a
word or two. If Derrida acknowledges and announces his non-mastery over his
texts, then, this is partly to leave them to the future: it is not so that he can expressly
claim limited responsibility for them, but to acknowledge that this play is one of the
“consequences of saying that whenever we use a word all of its possible significances
come into play’—as Gordon C. F. Bearn attested when he considered inadvertent
puns.®® The term “pun” or, indeed, “wordplay” may be helpful to isolate what we
read to be an intended moment of local verbal dexterity or allusion, but in the absolute
this isolation is doomed to failure because any word might be read differently, whether
through the word being read ironically, non-seriously, or with other definitions of the
word calling to be signified: hence, also, the delight {or distrust) among some when
other critics find a textual significance that they did not see at first. In this we can
perhaps understand Derrida’s will not to be seen as a writer who puns.

If Derrida’s writing “borders on being unreadable”, then, this is not because the phi-
losopher is deliberately trying to misguide us. On the contrary, it is because he is
working to show that all writing “borders on being unreadable”. As Rovle attests,

“bid., 22.
“Derrida, “Proverb: ‘He that would pun...’,” 17; “pun” is in English in Derrida’s text.
6.

Ibid., 18.
“Bearn, 331. Gordon C. F. Bearn comments that, given the possibility of inadvertent puns, “I suppose it is no
surprise to discover that if you begin with inadvertent significance, you will end by denying that anyone is
master of the language they speak”™ (334).
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Derrida’s work consistently draws attention to a notion of the unreadahle that is not
opposed to readable. “Unreadability”, he argues, “does not arrest reading, does not
leave it paralyzed in the face of an opaque surface: rather, it starts reading and writing
and translation moving again”.”

His writing often takes the possibility of communication and his reader right to the
border, but the risk is in order to point out that when it comes to the unreadability
of language we are on the edge already: what makes the failure of communication poss-
ible is paradoxically also what makes communication possible. Far from being a nihi-
listic reading of communication, Derrida’s work offers hope and possibility. If Derrida
took his double feeling (of a nothing left/yet to come) ambivalence in regards to his
writing, then, he had a fellow spirit in the hospitable Shakespeare who, despite
having a character drown his book, still left enough play in his words and scenes so
that his theatre could remain open for readings to come.

Coda: Derrida and the Time of the Political

After describing his political work to promote philosophy teaching in schools, Derrida
responded to the question: “You seem to be saving that for the State, philosophy is a
dangerous discourse that one must be wary of. What are the reasons for this wariness?”
His response helps to reconsider the economies of wordplay in our own time. He
answered:

That depends on the state of the State. Political wariness (sometimes shared by a
segment of the teaching faculty) toward this or that discourse is not always the essen-
tial ohstruction. Whatever kind of regime they may have, industrial societies tend,
out of concern for profitability, to reduce the share of discourses and formations
that have a low productivity (a very difficult evaluation, often erroneous; this is
the whole problem today with the “application” of research and the professionaliza-
tion [we would now say commercialisation| of university education).”*

My concern in this essay with the play of words—or what we might call alternatively
the work of words—seems to tie in with this larger question of the productivity and the
economy of certain academic research. So, we might see a relation between the notion
of a pun as being an “ultimately pointless exhibition of playfulness””*
work of communication, and the accusation that Derrida’s writing is either “false or
trivial”. No doubt this concern with the economy of words also leads to the frustrated
impatience among some when Derrida tries to coin his own neologisms. Again, for
humanities research, the pressure to deliver quick returns or definite yields might
graph onto the notion that Shakespeare and theory is a waste of time or unprofitable.

or not doing the

70Royle, Jacques Derrida, 131, citing Derrida, “Living On,” 116.

"'Derrida, “Unsealing (‘the old new language),” 126. See also Derrida, “This Strange Institution Called Litera-
ture,” on the “economic evaluation™ of play and his question: “Why, in wanting at all costs to avoid play,
because it could be bad, do we alse risk depriving ourselves of ‘good’ play ...7" (64-5).

72Royle, How to Read Shakespeare, 13.
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However, the resources that Derrida finds in Shakespeare’s plays (his Works) suggests
that, in turn, those working on Shakespeare should not be so hasty to dismiss Derrida’s
work. We might allow a little play or ghosting between Derrida and Shakespeare to
work—mnot just to help us read Shakespeare, but to communicate to those outside
the field(s) why reading Shakespeare and thinking with Shakespeare is resourceful,
why we, like Derrida, *would like to read and write in the space or heritage of
Shakespeare”.”” Hélene Cixous seems to be thinking through a Shakespearean legacy
when she writes of Derrida:

I said let’s play, for he will have reminded us that everything is destined to playing,
there is some play, it plays, like the earth on its axis, it is not frozen, fized, stuck, it
slides and this is right away already of the order of the political[,] it reminds us that
one cannot bank on, fix, posit, stabilize, pose a thesis without a perhaps, an if, an as-
if, and then a but-if [ but-yes, a mais-si—that is a messiah, right away getting mixed
up in it.

Nota bene right away: Warning. This vision of “we humans” as players playved in
no way lessens the measure of responsihility. It makes it more difficult to exercise
responsibility, but it also makes it more desirable. ™
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