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Abstract: Since 1968, which is the date of founding the Ontological-Hysteric Theater, Richard 
Foreman has invariably shocked theater-goers with his phantasmagorical and elaborately de-
signed “pieces.” Unsurprisingly, Old-Fashioned Prostitutes: A True Romance (2013)—the play 
grounded in the inimitable Formanesque avant-garde setting—explores and re-visions, as almost 
all of Forman’s works, the concepts of reality and representation. However, there seems to be a 
new turn to this latest creation as it resonates heavily with the issues of memory, remembrance 
and forgetting, all of which are reflected in the structural and linguistic layers of the play. What 
is more, Foreman’s excessive use of “repetition, conflation, regression, echoing, overlap, and 
simultaneity” (Malkin 1)—although significantly reappraised in the play—may constitute, as 
Jeanette Malkin noticed in the context of postmodern drama, a direct link with the idea of the 
Renaissance memory-theaters initiated in Italy by Giulio Camillo’s L’Idea del Theatro (1550). I 
would therefore propose to approach Foreman’s 2013 theatrical piece as a post-millennial treaty 
on the early modern memory-theater, and Samuel, the main character, as the figure that acts out 
his role not only within the space of the stage/page, but also within the spatial construct of his 
own melancholic theater of memories.

Keywords: theater, theater of memories, Richard Foreman, Off-Off Broadway, avant-garde, 
postmodern drama, Giulio Camillo

I

In the short story “Funes el memorioso,” published originally in 1942 in the Argentine 
La Nación, Jorge Luis Borges recounts three meetings, or, to be precise and in line 
with the title of the story—two encounters and the all night-long conversation 
between the narrator, who seems to be Borges’ alter ego, and the eponymous Funes, 
whose memories, both past and present, those most trivial and most ghastly ones, 
cannot become obliterated with time. Ireneo Funes’ dark talent had not been with 
him since his childhood—it revealed itself fully after the ill-fated fall from “a half-
tamed horse” (61),1 which left him paralyzed—yet there were certain indications of 
his remarkable perceptiveness and incongruous acuity (not to say foible) even at his 

1 Out of English translations of the Spanish original, those, for instance, by James E. Irby (“Funes 
the Memorious”), Anthony Kerrigan (“Funes, the Memorious”), or Andrew Hurley (“Funes, His 
Memory”), to name but a few most widely known renditions, in this article all the quotations of 
Borges’ short story are taken from James E. Irby’s version, “Funes the Memorious” (Labyrinths, 
Selected Stories & Other Writings, by Borges, edited and translated by Donald A. Yates and Ajmes 
E. Irby, New Directions, 2007).
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most tender age. Nevertheless, it was only after the fall that Funes began to sense “the 
present [as] almost intolerable in its richness and sharpness” (63). He could perceive 

all the leaves and tendrils and fruit that make up a grape vine. He knew by heart 
the forms of the southern clouds at dawn on the 30th of April, 1882, and could 
compare them in his memory with the mottled streaks on a book in Spanish 
binding he had only seen once and with the outlines of the foam raised by an 
oar in the Río Negro the night before the Quebracho uprising. (63)

Those far-flung parallels, however abstruse or befuddling they might seem to 
those less perceptive, are but a curiosity if one invokes Funes’ uncanny ability to 
“continuously discern the tranquil advances of corruption, of decay, of fatigue. 
He could note the progress of death, of dampness. He was the solitary and lucid 
spectator of a multiform, instantaneous and almost intolerably precise world” (65). 
Glimpsed at once, thought of only once—the length of the encounter or its frequency 
was of no importance as every single visual image that just brushed Funes’ senses 
stayed in his memory forever, by forever arousing in him somatic reactions such as 
thermal or muscular sensations, what also made him a true synesthete. To number 
and to configure that incessant influx of imperishable images, he projected two 
systems based on “an infinite vocabulary for the natural series of numbers [and] 
a useless mental catalogue of all the images in his memory” (65), both of which 
could not be, obviously, finished. All Funes’ endeavors attested, therefore, that he 
was “almost incapable of ideas of a general, Platonic sort” (65), as the world of his 
bristled solely with individual and minutely detailed items. On the other hand, and 
yet unsurprisingly, “[w]ith no effort, he had learned English, French, Portuguese and 
Latin. I [the narrator] suspect, however, that he was not very capable of thought. To 
think is to forget differences, generalize, make abstractions. In the teeming world of 
Funes, there were only details, almost immediate in their presence” (66).
 The story about Funes, although fictional, is not just a figment of Borges’ 
imagination; psychologists, neurologists and neuroscientists have indeed reported 
remarkable cases of people endowed (or afflicted) with extraordinary memory,2 
yet no other study seems to correspond better with Ireneo Funes’ than that of a 
male, referred to as “S.,”3 whose exceptional feats of memory were being diligently 

2 One of the most recent “subjects” of mnemonic investigation is Joshua Foer, the 2006 US Memory 
Champion.

3 !e enigmatic S.’s full name was Solomon Veniaminovich Shereshevsky (1886-1958), who 
subsequently devoted himself entirely to a profession of a mnemonist, yet quite quickly fell out of 
the Communist favor and died due to comorbidities related to alcoholism. However, before his 
professional mnemonic career began, he struggled with navigating his everyday chores, trying 
his hand at various occupations by becoming, for instance, a reporter. It was during that time 
that Shereshevsky was urged by a section editor, confused at him not taking notes before being 
given a new assignment every day, to visit Luria’s laboratory and “have some studies done on 
his memory” (Luria, !e Mind 8). Although the versions of the "rst meeting between the men 
di#er (as Reed Johnson recounts, there exists Shereshevsky’s handwritten autobiographical, yet 
incomplete, account, preserved by Luria’s grandniece, which reveals signi"cant discrepancies not 
only between the date of the "rst encounter, but also even between the age of both men upon 
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studied by A. R. Luria for over thirty years.4 Gathered in The Mind of a Mnemonist, 
Luria’s observations, which he himself believed to be part of his “romantic science” 
(Luria, The Autobiography 178),5 composed a psychological portrait of a synesthete 
whose gallery of memory seemed to be–just like Funes’–both all-encompassing 
and inexhaustible, not to say absolutely limitless. The “Ariadne’s thread” that 
accompanied S. in wandering through the labyrinthine maze which every sensation 
he experienced seemed to consist of truly Funesque mental devices, and included 
sensing close associations between words and images. As Luria clarified,

[e]ach word had the effect of summoning up in his [S.’s] mind a graphic image, 
and what distinguished him from the general run of people was that his images 
were incomparably more vivid and stable than theirs. Further, his images 
were invariably linked with synesthetic components (sensations of colored 
‘splotches,’ ‘splashes,’ and ‘lines’) which reflected the sound structure of a word 
and the voice of the speaker. It was only natural, then, that the visual quality of 
his recall was fundamental to his capacity for remembering words. For when he 
heard or read a word it was at once converted into a visual image corresponding 
with the object the word signified for him. (Luria, The Mind 30)6

A similar mental tool of visual and auditory correspondences seems to underlie 
Richard Foreman’s 2013 theatrical piece,7 Old-Fashioned Prostitutes: A True 

it), they do share a profound sense of paradoxical incompleteness despite the excess of details 
perceived.

4 !e correspondences between Ireneo Funes’ and Solomon Shereshevsky’s outstanding abilities, 
especially in the context of synaesthesia and thus ensuing creative imagination and cognitive 
psychology, have been widely discussed by neurologists, neuropsychologists, and literary 
scholars as well. For further references, see, for instance, José María Gil’s “Borges and the Brain: 
Visible Connections with Neurocognitive Linguistics,” Variaciones Borges no. 36, 2013, pp. 167-
184.

5 !e genre of “romantic science” seems to be Luria’s response not only to the contemporary 
aggravating detachment between any pathological condition that may a#ect a human being and 
the human condition per se, but also to “the [very] basic orientation towards science [itself]” 
(Luria, !e Autobiography 174).

6 It is worth pointing out that in order to conduct his professional career as a mnemonist, 
Shereshevsky had to resort to the “ritual of erasure” (Bolzoni 142) which is nothing if not a 
reference to the "$eenth- and sixteenth-century methods of ars oblivionalis [the art of forgetting]. 
!e reverse of ars memorativa, the art of forgetting discussed in the contemporary treatises was 
predicated on “a person’s relationship with the images that he/she desire[d] to remove” (Bolzoni 
142). !erefore, it might not have been enough to “use a piece of cloth to cover mentally images” 
(Bolzoni 142) one desired to forget; rather, as Giovanni Fontana advised in “De oblivione,” 
sometimes a battle waged against an obdurate memory would be indispendable (Bolzoni 143).

7 !e most ardent enthusiasts of Foreman’s theater castigate any attempts at referring to him as 
the “playwright,” nor do they assent to naming his stage works “plays” or “dramas,” asserting 
that such conventional labels do not be"t so inventive and unconventional a creator. Instead, 
they prefer to consider designate, as Marc Robinson remarks in !e Other American Drama, 
the author of “pieces ... [or] works that have wound up in the theater only by accident” (150). 
However, since Foreman self-consciously analyzes the very process of writing and approaches the 
stage productions of his works as three-dimensional representations of the written texts, which 
are of prime importance in the context of this article, I will refer to Old-Fashioned Prostitutes as 
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Romance, 8  which is a play that hinges, this time, on the “architectural” imprint of 
the Renaissance memory theaters.9 

II

Richard Foreman, the magus of the American avant-garde theater, has been on and off 
the off-off Broadway stage since 2005, which was the year he decided to abandon his 
Ontological-Hysteric theatrical milieu for the multimedia works, especially movies, 
which—to tell the truth—are no less experimental than his dramatic pieces have 
always been. Already in 1986, when Foreman was hinting quizzically at “get[ting] out 
of the theater” (qtd. in Savran 45), he was still a pioneering figure on the American 
experimental stage. Therefore, nothing seems to change: since 1968, which is the date 
of founding the Ontological, and no matter the medium, Richard Foreman has never 
ceased to baffle the “Onto-Hysteric” theater/cinema-goers with phantasmagorical, 
yet always elaborately designed, theatrical and cinematographic pieces. Nevertheless, 
on various occasions, critics have warned against overanalyzing Foreman’s plays, 
pointing rather to their tongue-in-cheek semblance than to the scholarly leaning. 
In the wake of such intimations, the critical attention devoted to discussing his 
dramatic works has concentrated mainly on the acrobatic experimentations with 
acting and difficulties with the very production of his avant-garde plays. Yet, it 
cannot be denied that what Richard Foreman does on and to the stage as a writer, 
director, stage designer, sound engineer, or lighting director—to name but a few of 
his artistic attributes—is perforce highly intellectual. Grounded in the avant-garde 
setting, Foreman uses therefore all types of inimitable tropes, an approach to which 
can make even most avowed admirers of such artistic experiences vertiginous.

When asked in one of the interviews about the structure of his early plays and 
his idea of the theater in general, Foreman responded that “[t]he situations depicted 
were normal, bourgeois theatrical clichés, domestic triangles” (Unbalancing Acts 75), 
thereby explaining the decision about calling his theater “Ontological-Hysteric.” 
Not unlike the late Renaissance anatomists, from the very onset of his artistic career 
Foreman seems to unrelentingly perform a dissection on the social body of the 
traditional, middle-class boulevard theater, and identifies the basic clinical syndrome 
controlling that structure as “hysteric in its psychological topology” (Unbalancing 
Acts 75). This relation is to induce an uncanny frustration in the spectator who 
becomes “demagnetize[d] ... from normal avenues of conceptualization” (Unbalancing 
Acts 8). Thus “demagnetized,” the spectator is then dragged into the vortex of the 
playwright’s theatrical universe, where his plays “turn in on themselves, and then 

a “play,” and to Foreman himself—as a “playwright.”
8 !e play premiered at the New York Public !eater on April 30, 2013, with the following cast: 

Suzie—Alenka Kraigher; Gabriella—Stephanie Hayes; Samuel—Rocco Sisto; and Alfredo—
David Skeist.

9 An interesting observation about the play was made by Douglas Messerli who proclaimed it to 
be “a kind of strange memory play made up of his own [Foreman’s] and other writer’s intellectual 
detritus.”
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inward once more” (Robinson, The Other 155). Nearly sixty years later, his early 
objective is still, I believe, valid, and the spectacles he creates invariably refute the 
premises of the conventional bourgeois events.

Following the footsteps of the creators of total theater, Foreman’s manner 
of constructing plays undoubtedly resembles that of the Wunderkammer collector 
(within the theatrical space he brings into existence what is being often called “a 
downtown New York Cabinet of Curiosities”), yet there appears an interesting 
“neonarrative,” to borrow Marc Robinson’s expression (Robinson, “Running Lines” 
505), turn in his latest creations, which seem to become variations on his already 
established writing models. However, not being able to resists the automatically 
arising temptation to let loose, in a Foreman-like fashion, the association of ideas, yet 
enclosing them, just like Foreman does, within the frame of mnemonic and theatrical 
devices, I would therefore propose to approach Foreman’s 2013 theatrical piece as 
a play hinging on the “architectural” imprint of the Renaissance memory theaters.

 A possible link between memory theaters and the late twentieth-century 
dramatic texts has already been pointed to by Jeanette R. Malkin in her 1999 
work Memory-Theater and Postmodern Drama, in which she first noticed that the 
contemporary dramas’ preoccupation with the issues of memory, remembrance 
and forgetting was determined by the postmodern worldview, which also affected 
the very structure of the plays, yet she then advanced a thesis that that abundance 
of “repetition, conflation, regression, echoing, overlap, and simultaneity” (1) might 
also constitute that direct link with the idea of the Renaissance memory-theaters,10 
initiated in the 16th century in Italy by Giulio Camillo Delminio (ca. 1480-1544). 
Hailed “the divine Camillo” (Yates 135),11 Delminio was undoubtedly one of the 
most celebrated men of letters and philosophers of the Renaissance, the memory of 
whom, however, within just two centuries, became almost entirely obliterated in the 
same vein as the regard for his abstruse Theater he devoted his life to design and 
erect. Befuddling as it might seem, to clarify the matter, let us move back in time to 
the Renaissance Italy, and briefly to France, to look at Camillo’s life work. 

Camillo’s Theater was supposedly a sizeable building of wood which, 
according to the then correspondence between Viglius Zuichemus and Erasmus, 
could hold at least two people (Yates 136). Having met Camillo in Venice, Viglius 
recounted in a letter dated 8 June 1532 that Delminio referred to his Theater as

10 !e locations as well as particular loci used for gathering and placing appropriately memory 
images varied, and therefore the architectural mnemonic, with mental items set in monasteries, 
law courts, castles, or theaters, was only one out of numerous systems recommended for memory 
trainees. For a fascinating study of the memory design, see Mary Carruthers’ !e Book of Memory, 
Cambridge UP, 2008, chapter 3 in particular.

11 Camillo’s “divine” status was undeniably triggered by his exceptional contribution to the art of 
rhetoric. Extolled by Ludovico Ariosto (in Orlando furioso) and Torquato Tasso (in Dialoghi), 
Camillo’s method, which he developed especially in Topica, a work published in 1560 by Francesco 
Patrizi (Bolzoni 274, note no. 44), treated of “the secrets of "ne writing ... [and] consist[ed] in 
providing logical schemes by which the "gures that adorn classical texts [could] be dismantled, 
then reproduced and varied” (Bolzoni xvi). !at technique of employing topical places Camillo 
proposed already betokens his endeavor to encapsulate the memory of the contemporary 
scienti"c knowledge in a set of images secluded in his enigmatic !eater. 
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a built or constructed mind and soul, and now that it was a windowed one. He 
pretend[ed] that all things that the human mind [could] conceive and which 
we [could] not see with the corporeal eye, after being collected together by 
diligent mediation [might] be expressed by certain corporeal signs in such a 
way that the beholder [might] at once perceive with his eyes everything that 
[was] otherwise hidden in the depths of the human mind. And it [was] because 
of this corporeal looking that he call[ed] it a theater. (qtd. in Yates 137)

Its secret mystery was to be disclosed to solely one person in the world, that is, the 
King of France, Francis I (Yates 135).12

With no magnus opus published during his lifetime, Camillo only managed 
to dictate to Girolamo Muzio a sketch of a study on his Theater, the study, which 
he had been planning to preserve for posterity since the very advent of his labors 
on that project. After Camillo’s death in 1544, the dictated manuscript passed from 
hands to hands, to be eventually published at Venice and Florence in 1550 as L’Idea 
del Theatro (Yates 139). On the basis of the Florentine edition, which Francis Yates 
managed to reconstruct, at least partially, Camillo’s Theater (Fig. 1), in which “[t]
here [was] no audience sitting in the seats watching a play on stage. The solitary 
‘spectator’ of the Theater [stood] where the stage would be and look[ed] towards 
the auditorium, gazing at the images on the seven times seven gates on the seven 
rising grades” (141). It is thus the gates that were to serve as the memory places, 
whereas the grades, endowed with symbolic significance, contained inscriptions 
(depicted at the top of all gates, that is, the seven planetary gods: Saturn, Jupiter, 
Mars, Apollo, Venus, Mercury and Diana; the Banquet; the Cave; the Gorgon 
Sisters; Pasiphe and the Bull; Sandals and Mercury; Prometheus) that represented 
“the universe expanding from First Causes through the stages of creation” (Yates 
145).13 Yates additionally clarifies that “if we go up the Theater, by the gangway 
of the seven planets, the whole creation falls into order as the development of the 
seven fundamental measures” (146). Moreover, by identifying First Causes with 
“the planetary causes of the various affects, and the differing emotional currents 
running through the seven-fold divisions of the Theater from the planetary sources 
perform[ing] that office of stirring the memory emotionally” (Yates 148), it can 
be inferred that the planetary gods did prefigure the types of images one were to 
encounter, encompass organically and imprint on their memory.

12 !e privilege of being the sole recipient of the secrets to the !eater’s mysterious workings was 
granted to the King of France not due to sentimental reasons. In fact, having been informed 
by his ambassador in Venice about a wonder which, upon entering it, would enable anyone to 
“discourse on any subject no less %uently than Cicero” (Yates 135), the King provided Camillo 
with a generous "nancial support (500 ducats) and a promise of more to "nish his invention—
hence the latter’s dedication (Yates 136).

13 For a detailed analysis of the symbolism behind the inscriptions, see Yates’ !e Art of Memory, 
pp. 142-148.
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Fig. 1: The Memory Theater of Giulio Camillo, reconstructed by Frances Yates on the basis of L’Idea del 
Theatro. Reprinted by permission of the publisher, Penguin Random House. 

Although heavily influenced by the Hermetic doctrine propounded by 
Marsilio Ficino in his Corpus Hermeticum and cabbalistic and occult references 
notwithstanding,14 it is the classical art of memory that constitutes the pivot of 
14 In L’Idea del !eatro Camillo himself conceded that his splendid design was indeed inspired by 

the seven pillars of Solomon’s House of Wisdom, the theory of which, in turn, was predicated 
upon the three worlds of the Cabalists (Yates 142). 
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Camillo’s Theater as the “building is to represent the order of eternal truth; in it the 
universe will be remembered through organic association of all its parts with their 
underlying eternal order” (Yates 142). This vision is also unmistakably set within the 
frame of “the classical art of memory” (Yates 140), with drawers, boxes, and coffers 
of all sorts located under the images to be used, to quote Camillo himself, for storing 
up “eternally the eternal nature of all things which can be expressed in speech” (qtd. 
in Yates 142). Therefore, erected in the mind of “the spectator,” Camillo’s memory-
theater, as Malkin suggests, “actualized the idea of ‘staging’ memories by deploying 
a permanent set of images that were to provide a physical model for memorization” 
(2). Having said that, Malkin acknowledges the existence of a postmodern variant 
of the Renaissance memory-theaters, and suggests that its intent is, correspondingly, 
to “evoke erased memories” (3).

A similar objective seems to be at work in Richard Foreman’s 2013 piece. The 
playwright sets Old-Fashioned Prostitutes in a large paneled room with banquette, 
and this direction immediately evokes Camillo’s concept of the reversed, or distorted, 
plan of the real Vitruvian theater since the characters—the eponymous prostitutes, 
Gabriella and Suzie, as well as Alfredo—a type of procurer, all appear to become 
the emotionally striking images which are to bring forth a surge of Samuel’s, the 
main character’s, reminiscences. The play begins with Gabriella enunciating the line 
“Número One” (Foreman, Old-Fashioned 5)15 which sets the direction of Samuel’s 
mental detours to disinterring the attenuated memories. Recounting his “leisurely 
promenade through the dark streets of the city of the dead and the almost dead” 
(6), Samuel recalls a meeting with an old man with white hair who, whispering to 
him hoarsely “Go to Berkeley, make film” (6), navigates the character’s future. That 
vivid image of the “[s]habbily dressed [Walt Whitman-like figure], trudging slowly 
in the direction opposite to the one in which [Samuel] was traveling [, and] carrying 
a large, soiled cardboard box holding what personal belongings [Samuel] could not 
guess” (6), clearly abounding with conspicuous details, should stir emotionally the 
character’s memory to be in line with the principles of the classical art of memory. 
And indeed, the recollection evokes further visions that are expressive of Samuel’s 
only allegedly obliterated memories, with Gabriella, Suzie, and Alfredo, standing 
at the imaginary gates, all appearing to play the roles of Camillo’s images ready to 
propel Samuel’s recollections. Bearing in mind Yates’ interpretation of “the seven 
fundamental measures” (146) as well as her consideration of “the differing emotional 
currents running through the seven-fold divisions of the Theater from their planetary 
sources” (148), I shall attempt at accompanying Samuel in the endeavors to attending 
to the quagmire of his tenuous memories.

If—while looking at Frances Yates’ reproduction of Camillo’s Theater—
one were to imagine Samuel standing where the stage would be and gazing at the 
hypothetical auditorium, the observer would most probably notice the character’s eyes 

15  Since there is no division into separate acts and scenes in the play, all parenthetical references 
indicate page numbers of the 2019 edition of Plays for the Public by Richard Foreman.
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following the Saturn series. Associated with both the passage of time16 and, as Yates 
clarified, “its sense of struggle with earth to rise to heights of contemplation” (147), 
it seems to be the influence of Saturn that further propels Samuel’s reminiscences of 
his encounter with the mysterious old man as the character even begins to recollect 
and configure the scraps of his long-forgotten reflections about the meeting: “‘Go 
to Berkeley, make film,’ could have meant ‘Go deeper into the notion of the world as 
a transparent surface only’—depending upon the impress of a mental apparatus—
snapping the world into apparent being only” (7). That recollection leads Samuel to 
another city he once visited, that is, “the city of attractive women” (8) where he found 
himself infatuated with Suzie, a beautiful, silent coquette, the memory of whom 
makes his soul “as if activated” (8). The soul activation Samuel experiences triggers 
sensorial reactions which, according to Camillo’s theory, could be most easily evoked 
by the images under the Venus grade (Yates 147). That seems to be the reason why 
Samuel is able to recall Suzie “smiling faintly with the sun behind [her], making 
[her] hair frizz like a golden halo” (15). The solar implications, I would suggest, are 
not fortuitous poetic embellishments; rather, they point to Suzie’s central position 
in Samuel’s reminiscences, summoned by the images, the main image of Apollo in 
particular, in the great Sun and light series.17 Therefore, by mentally going up this 
gangway and subsequently encountering the image of Argus in the Cave grade that 
betokens spiritual vivification, Samuel is about to discover a method by which he 
would be capable of endowing a faint recollection with “the excitement for which 
[he] still hunger[s]” (Foreman 14). And indeed, the hunger seems to be quenched 
as Suzie does respond to Samuel’s call: “Yes, me Suzie .... But I myself—not moving 
with the eyes of the gentleman upon me and—very slowly, like honey dripping from 
a spoon—into a cup of frozen tea, my physical self-dissolving” (Foreman 15, 16). 
The simple expedience of juxtaposing the smell and texture honey with the solidity 
of the spoon and the iciness of the tea Foreman seems to additionally reinforce 
Samuel’s sensorial reaction which, in spite of such efforts, leads to the inevitable: 
the memory of Susie disintegrates.

Yet, it also turns out that within the borders of the Foreman spectacle 
the characters performing on stage are subject to the offstage narrative Voice, the 
“motion-master” (Nelson 49), who seems to be Foreman (or Camillo) himself. It is 
this voice that—like a Renaissance memory master and a true narrative thread—
molds Samuel’s line of thinking by directing his internal perception to specific 
objects, which are represented, as it has been already mentioned, by the image-like 
Suzie, Gabriella, and Alfredo. It is once again the Voice proclaiming that “Samuel 
remembers images from the past. An old man carrying a cardboard box” (9), thus 
re-affirming Samuel’s recollection. In the same vein, the Voice accompanies the 

16  !at reference is symbolized under the Cave grade by “the image of the heads of a wolf, lion, and 
dog, signifying past, present, and future” (Yates 147).

17  As a creation of a man of the Renaissance, Camillo’s !eater, with a premium placed on the Sun 
series and thus resulting “inner movement of the imagination towards the Sun” (Yates 157), was 
simultaneously an apotheosis of Copernicus’ theory and, according to Yates, “must be taken into 
account as one of the factors in the heliocentric revolution” (157).
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character in him evoking the moment he beheld Suzie for the first time: “The view 
through a large window with individual panes of glass framed in thin strips of wood 
with electrified streetcars rolling by and a few passersby drenched in that same light” 
(9), thereby representing a metaphorical opening of yet another drawer located in 
a memory theater. That elaborate off-stage narration the playwright incorporates 
seems to prefigure what has already been indicated as the neonarrative turn in 
apparently non-narrative theater Richard Foreman is undeniably a most prominent 
representative. The loquacity of the Voice appears to additionally allow Samuel 
to re-live his past experiences and mark them with what Robinson designates as 
“singular ways of seeing” (“Running Lines” 507). Thanks to that, Samuel is able 
to take over thus initiated theme and continue to recall his story: “Hard August. 
Where daily cocktail hours shuffle through agitated boulevards as white napkins 
still crease themselves while beautiful prostitutes sip afternoon alcohol under the 
roar of distant traffic echoing faraway cities in a drift toward the light, dappled, 
swirling” (11). Foreman’s organic approach to remembering, which clearly affects 
both the mind as well as the body, constitutes yet another link with what Yates refers 
to as the “Renaissance theory of proportion ... based on the universal harmony, the 
harmonious proportions of the world—the macrocosm, reflected in the body of man, 
the microcosm. To make a statue in accordance with the rules of proportion could 
thus be a way of introducing into it the celestial harmony, thereby imparting to it 
a magical animation” (160). Yates continues that “Camillo’s memory system would 
reflect the perfectly proportioned images of Renaissance art, and in this their magic 
would consist” (160). That is also visible in the context of Foreman’s play as every 
well-proportioned image-character contributes to upholding Samuel’s memories, 
diligently repeated by Gabriella.

Foreman’s 2013 theatrical piece can be therefore approached as a post-
millennial treaty on the early modern memory-theater, and Samuel, the main 
character, as the figure practicing the art of artificial memory that acts out his role 
not only within the space of the stage/page, but also within the spatial construct of his 
own theater of memories, in which human types, that is, the prostitutes, the procurer, 
and the off-stage Voice, serve as the mnemonic devices. Despite the announcement 
of the end of the play by the Voice, the question still arises—is it truly, to quote the 
latter, “End of play” (34)? In the memory theater, once you enter it, the very moment 
of recollection already leaves, to quote Ricoeur, the imprint’s affectionate traces in 
the soul (15). It therefore seems that the characters in Foreman’s work will come 
back to the stage and start the brilliant performance all over again, Gabriella will 
enounce the ominous “Número One,” to start counting Samuel’s recollections, and 
the Voice, holding the statement in abeyance for a moment, will finally reclaim the 
control over the text/stage with the simple “End of Play,” which will be its beginning, 
thus situating Samuel once again before the theater of his fading memories. 

The Renaissance mnemonic reading of the play notwithstanding, it seems, 
however, also worth noting that Samuel’s existence in what bears resemblance to an 
unending loop of re-living memories might suggest his melancholic constitution 
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that is in line with Freud’s account of the condition outlined in “Mourning and 
Melancholia.” The losses Samuel re-experiences seem to correspond with what 
Freud designated as “a loss of a more ideal kind” (245). Paraphrasing the father of 
psychoanalysis, the objects Samuel is reminiscing about have most probably not 
died, but have been lost as “object[s] of love” (Freud 245), although Samuel himself 
is incapable of consciously stipulating, as Freud predicted, “what he has lost [in 
the objects] either” (245). It seems, therefore, that it is “a loss in regard to his ego” 
(Freud 274), additionally enhanced by the mnemonically evoked memories. What 
is more, since Samuel begins his mnemonic journey in the Saturn series which, in 
turn, corresponds with the “sadness and solitariness of the Saturnian temperament” 
(Yates 146) as well as the emotional current of melancholy (Yates 148), a prospective 
discussion on the play as a welter of melancholic impulses seems to be an interesting, 
and justified, idea.
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