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Abstract: The image of the crown prince occupies a central position in the dramaturgy of William Shakespeare,
where succession becomes not merely a political issue but a philosophical and mythopoetic problem. This article
examines the representation of princely transformation and political legitimacy in Hamlet and Henry V through
the frameworks of archetypal criticism, mythopoetics, and political symbolism. Drawing upon the theories of Carl
Jung, Mircea Eliade, and Renaissance political thought, the study argues that Shakespeare transforms the
traditional crown prince archetype into a psychologically complex and historically conscious figure. The article
demonstrates that Hamlet and Prince Hal represent two contrasting paradigms of princely evolution: existential
paralysis and political transformation. While Hamlet embodies metaphysical fragmentation and crisis of
legitimacy, Prince Hal undergoes ritualized symbolic transformation culminating in the idealized sovereignty of
Henry V. Through comparative analysis, the research establishes that Shakespeare preserves the mythopoetic
structure of initiation and succession while simultaneously redefining kingship within the political and
philosophical tensions of the Renaissance period. The study concludes that Shakespearean princely figures
function as symbolic mediators between medieval sacred kingship and emerging modern political consciousness.

Keywords: Shakespeare, crown prince archetype, Hamlet, Henry V, mythopoetics, political legitimacy,
Renaissance drama, archetypal criticism.

Introduction: The problem of succession occupies a
foundational place in the dramatic universe of William
Shakespeare. Throughout Shakespeare’s histories and
tragedies, the crown prince appears not simply as a
future monarch but as a symbolic figure through whom
questions of legitimacy, morality, political continuity,
and historical transformation are explored [6, p. 314].

Unlike medieval political narratives that often idealized
hereditary kingship as divinely sanctioned continuity,
drama succession  as

Shakespearean presents

psychologically unstable and philosophically
problematic. The heir apparent becomes a liminal
figure situated between personal identity and political
destiny, between private consciousness and public

responsibility [3, p. 101].
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Among Shakespeare’s princely characters, Hamlet and
Prince Hal represent two of the most complex literary
models of crown prince transformation in world
literature. Both characters inherit unstable political
worlds marked by moral corruption, crisis of legitimacy,
and uncertainty concerning rightful authority [8, p.
221]. Yet their responses to succession differ radically.

Hamlet internalizes political crisis and transforms
succession into existential inquiry. His hesitation,

philosophical introspection, and metaphysical

uncertainty reflect the fragmentation of sacred

kingship within Renaissance consciousness [5, p. 251].
Prince Hal, by contrast, transforms himself through
ritualized political performance, symbolic rejection of

disorder, and gradual assumption of royal
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responsibility [7, p. 184].

These models reveal

Shakespeare’s broader engagement with historical

contrasting princely

transition itself. His dramas emerge during the
transformation from medieval
political
Consequently, Shakespearean heirs no longer function

sacred monarchy

toward early modern rationality.
solely as divine successors but as psychologically

divided and historically conscious individuals.

This article investigates the mythopoetic structure of
princely transformation in Hamlet and Henry V. The
study aims to:

1. analyze the crown prince as a liminal archetype in
Shakespearean drama;

2. examine the relationship between political

legitimacy and psychological transformation;

3. and demonstrate how Shakespeare reinterprets

sacred kingship  within  Renaissance political

consciousness.

Through comparative literary analysis, the article
argues that Shakespeare preserves the archetypal
of  succession while

structure mythology

simultaneously transforming it into a modern

psychological and political drama.
LITERATURE REVIEW

The representation of kingship and succession in
Shakespeare has long occupied a central place in
literary criticism, political theology, and Renaissance
studies. However, the crown prince as a distinct
mythopoetic archetype has received comparatively
less focused scholarly attention [10, p. 287].

Archetypal criticism developed by Carl Jung provides an

important theoretical foundation for analyzing
Shakespearean princely figures. Jung argues that
archetypes emerge as universal symbolic structures
recurring throughout myths and literary narratives [1,
p. 73]. Within this framework, the crown prince
represents an unfinished sovereign identity situated

between heroic transformation and sacred authority.

Mythopoetic approaches to Shakespeare often draw
upon the work of Northrop Frye, who interprets literary
narratives as continuations of mythological structures
[10, p. 319]. Frye argues that Shakespearean drama
repeatedly employs ritual patterns of death, renewal,
sacrifice, and transformation inherited from earlier
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mythological traditions.

Theories of sacred kingship developed by Mircea Eliade

also contribute significantly to understanding
Shakespeare’s political imagination. Eliade’s concept of
sacred continuity explains how traditional societies
legitimize authority through divine models [2, p. 51].
Shakespeare’s plays frequently dramatize the collapse

or instability of this sacred legitimacy.

Scholars of Renaissance political thought emphasize
that Shakespeare wrote during a period of profound
transition in English political culture. Medieval
doctrines of divine monarchy increasingly confronted
Renaissance humanism, political pragmatism, and
emerging secular statecraft. Critical studies of Hamlet
often interpret the prince as a figure of existential
modernity. Critics emphasize Hamlet’s introspection,
hesitation, and intellectual fragmentation as symptoms
of Renaissance skepticism and collapse of unified
metaphysical order [5, p. 263]. By contrast, studies of
Prince Hal frequently focus on theatricality and political
performance. Scholars argue that Hal consciously
constructs royal identity through strategic self-
transformation [7, p. 197]. His evolution into Henry V
symbolizes successful reconciliation between personal
identity and political legitimacy. Despite extensive
scholarship on individual plays, comparative analysis of
Hamlet and Prince Hal as contrasting crown prince
archetypes remains theoretically limited. This study
seeks to address that gap through mythopoetic and

archetypal interpretation.
Theoretical Framework

This article combines archetypal criticism, mythopoetic
analysis, Renaissance political theory, and symbolic
hermeneutics. The primary theoretical basis derives
from Carl Jung’s archetypal theory. Jung interprets
literary figures as manifestations of collective symbolic
structures emerging from the unconscious [1, p. 82].
The crown prince archetype represents transitional
by
and transformation.

sovereignty  characterized incompleteness,

instability, The concept of

liminality developed by Victor Turner is equally central.
Turner defines liminality as an intermediate ritual state

in  which identity becomes unstable before

reintegration into a new social role [4, p. 97].

Shakespearean princes embody this transitional

condition because they exist between private
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individuality and public kingship.

The study also draws upon Mircea Eliade’s theory of
sacred kingship and mythic continuity [2, p. 39].
Shakespeare’s dramas repeatedly explore the crisis of
sacred legitimacy in a politically changing world.
Mythopoetic criticism further allows Shakespearean
succession narratives to be interpreted as symbolic
continuations of heroic initiation myths [6, p. 228].
Hamlet and Prince Hal both undergo symbolic

transformation before confronting political destiny.
METHODOLOGY

This research employs qualitative comparative literary
archetypal
mythopoetic interpretation.

analysis grounded in criticism and

The primary texts examined include:

Hamlet, Henry IV, Part 1, Henry IV, Part 2, and Henry V.
The methodology consists of four stages:

1. Archetypal Analysis

The study
associated with princely transformation, exile, moral

identifies recurring symbolic motifs

testing, and legitimacy [1, p. 95].
2. Political-Hermeneutic Interpretation

The article examines how Shakespeare dramatizes

legitimacy, sovereignty, and succession within

Renaissance political tensions.
3. Comparative Character Analysis

Hamlet and Prince Hal are compared as contrasting
models of princely identity formation [5, p. 271].

4. Mythopoetic Interpretation

The study investigates how Shakespeare adapts heroic
initiation structures inherited from mythological

tradition [6, p. 244].
Hamlet and the Crisis of Sacred Legitimacy

In Hamlet, Shakespeare transforms the crown prince
archetype into a figure of existential and metaphysical
crisis. Hamlet is not merely a political heir deprived of
succession; he embodies the fragmentation of sacred
order itself [5, p. 281].

The political corruption of Denmark reflects broader
The
“Something is rotten in the state of Denmark”

cosmological disorder. famous declaration

symbolizes the collapse of moral and political harmony
[8, p. 233].
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Unlike traditional heroic heirs who move decisively
toward restoration, Hamlet remains psychologically
divided. His
succession into philosophical uncertainty.

intellectual introspection transforms

Hamlet’s hesitation emerges from conflict between:
revenge and morality,

action and contemplation,

political duty and existential doubt [3, p. 118].

This
skepticism regarding absolute truth and divine political

inner fragmentation reflects Renaissance

order.

Hamlet also occupies a profoundly liminal position. He
is simultaneously: son and avenger, scholar and prince,
moral philosopher and political actor.

His inability to stabilize these conflicting identities
prevents successful transformation into legitimate
ruler [4, p. 112]. Consequently, Hamlet represents the
of Unlike
mythological heroes who achieve symbolic rebirth,

tragic collapse princely initiation.
Hamlet’s transformation culminates in destruction
than

reinterprets the crown prince archetype through the

rather restoration. Shakespeare therefore

lens of Renaissance existential consciousness.
Prince Hal and Ritualized Political Transformation

Prince Hal represents a radically different model of
princely evolution. In Henry IV, Part 1 and Henry IV, Part
2, Hal initially appears associated with disorder,
theatricality, and moral irresponsibility [7, p. 201].
However, unlike Hamlet’s paralysis, Hal's apparent
instability functions strategically. He consciously stages
his own transformation. Hal’s famous declaration: “I
know you all, and will awhile uphold / The unyoked
humour of your idleness” reveals self-awareness and

political calculation [9, p. 87].

The tavern world surrounding Falstaff functions as a
liminal space where Hal temporarily rejects royal
identity before assuming legitimate kingship [4, p. 127].
This mythological
initiation narratives in which future rulers undergo

symbolic descent resembles

temporary separation from institutional authority
before reintegration into sacred order [6, p. 251]. Hal’s
rejection of Falstaff after coronation constitutes ritual
purification. By renouncing disorder and theatrical
Hal
transformation. In Henry V, the transformed king

excess, symbolically completes princely
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emerges as embodiment of political unity, national
identity, and lawful sovereignty [7, p. 219].

Unlike Hamlet, Hal successfully reconciles: personal
identity, political performance, moral authority, and
historical destiny. Thus, Shakespeare presents Prince
Hal as a successful mythopoetic transformation of the
crown prince archetype.

Comparative Models of Shakespearean Princes

The comparative analysis of Hamlet and Prince Hal
reveals two contrasting paradigms of princely identity
in Shakespearean drama.

Hamlet represents: existential fragmentation,
metaphysical uncertainty, crisis of sacred legitimacy,

tragic incompletion.

Prince Hal represents: strategic self-transformation,
political maturation, ritualized legitimacy, successful
sovereignty.

Yet both characters preserve core mythopoetic

structures inherited from succession mythology:
testing, confrontation with

disorder, transformation before kingship. Shakespeare

liminality, symbolic
therefore modernizes the crown prince archetype
The
contrast between Hamlet and Hal also reflects broader

while preserving its archetypal foundations.

sacred
political

Renaissance tensions between: medieval

monarchy, and emerging modern

consciousness.
CONCLUSION

This study has examined the crown prince archetype in
Shakespearean drama through comparative analysis of
Hamlet and Henry V. The analysis demonstrated that

Shakespeare transforms traditional succession

mythology into  psychologically complex and

historically conscious drama. Hamlet and Prince Hal

represent  contrasting  models of  princely

transformation: existential crisis and political
The established that

Shakespeare preserves mythopoetic structures of

maturation. study further

initiation, liminality, and sacred kingship while
simultaneously redefining legitimacy within
Renaissance political culture. Hamlet embodies

fragmentation of sacred authority and collapse of
unified metaphysical order. Prince Hal, by contrast,
achieves symbolic rebirth through ritualized political

transformation. Ultimately, Shakespearean princes
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emerge as mediators between medieval mythological
kingship and modern political individuality. Through
them, Shakespeare explores humanity’s enduring
anxieties concerning legitimacy, succession, morality,
and the future of political order.
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