For several: Mother, Jolan, Percival, and Alan

Ao

Examine carefully the behaviour of these people:
Find it surprising though not unusual
Inexplicable though normal
Incomprehensible though it is the rule.
. Consider even the most insignificant, seemingly simple
Action with distrust. Ask yourselves whether it is necessary
Especially if it is usual.
We ask you expressly to discover
That what happens all the time is not natural.
For to say that something is natural
In such umes of bloody confusion
Of ordained disorder, of systematic arbitrariness
Of inhuman inhumanity is to
Regard it as unchangeable.
Brecht, The Exception and the Rule

This our age swims within him . . .
The Revenger’s Tragedy
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CHAPTER 13

Antony and Cleopatra (c. 1607):
Virtus under Erasure

In Jonson’s Sejanus, Silius, about to take his own life in order to
escape the persecution of Tiberius, tells the latter: “The means
that makes your greatness, must not come/In mention of it’
(III. 311-12). He is of course exposing a strategy of power
familiar to the period: first there occurs an effacement of the
material conditions of its possibility, second, a claim for its
transcendent origin, one ostensibly legitimating it and putting
it beyond question—hence Tiberius’ invocation only moments
before of ‘the Capitol,/... all our Gods .. . the dear
Republic,/Our sacred Laws, and just authority’ (IIL. 216-18).
In Sejanus this is transparent enough. In other plays—I
choose for analysis here Antony and Cleopatra and Coriolanus
—the representation of power is more complex in that we are
shown how the ideology in question constitutes not only the
authority of those in power but their very identity.

Staged in a period in which there occurred the unprecedented
decline of the power, military and political, of the titular
aristocracy, Antony and Coriolanus, like Sejanus before them,
2._72»:&»8 the contention that “’tis place,/Not blood,
m_m..nn..:.m the noble, and the base’ (Sganus, V. i. 11-12).
Historical shifts in power together with the recognition, or at
least a more public acknowledgement of, its actual operations,

lead o the erasure of older notions of honour and virtus. Both

plays effect a sceptical interrogation of martial ideology and in
doing so foreground the complex social and political relations
s.rmnrrrmarn_“wo it tended to occlude.

In his study of English drama in the seventeenth centu
C. L. Barber detects a significant decline in the presence of ro:ocnw
as a martial ideal and he is surely right tointerpret this as due to
changes in the nature and occupations of the aristocracy during
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that period. These included the professionalising of warfare
and the increasing efficiency of state armies. The effect of such
changes was that by the end of the seventeenth century there
was considerably less scope for personal military initiative and
military glory; honour becomes an informal personal code with
an extremely attenuated social dimension (The Idea of Honour
in the English Drama 1591-1700, pp. 269-79).

More recently, and even more significantly for the present
study, Mervyn James has explored in depth the changing
conceptions of honour between 1485 and 1642; most striking is
his conclusion that there occurred ‘a change of emphasis,
apparent by the early seventeenth century . . . [involving] . . .
the emergence of a “civil” society in which the monopoly
both of honour and violence by the state was asserted’
(English Politics and the Concept of Honour 1485-1642,

L 2).! .
! Such are the changes which activate a contradiction latent in
martial ideology and embodied in two of Shakespeare’s
protagonists, Antony and Coriolanus. From one perspec-
tive—becoming but not yet residual—they appear innately
superior and essentially autonomous, their power independent
of the political context in which it finds expression. In short
they possess that virtus which enables each, in Coriolanus’s
words, to ‘stand/As if 2 man were author of himself’ (V. iii.
35-6). ‘As if”: even as these plays reveal the ideological scope of
that belief they disclose the alternative emergent perspective,
one according to which Antony and Coriolanus are nothing
more than their reputation, an ideological effect of powers
antecedent to and independent of them. Even as each
experiences himself as the origin and embodiment of power, he
is revealed in the words of Foucault (above, p.154) to be its
instrument and effect—its instrument because, first and
foremost, its effect. Bacon brilliantly focusses this con-
tradiction in his essay on martial glory: ‘It was prettily devised
of AEsop: The fly sate upon the axle-tree of the chariot wheel,
and said, What a dust do I raise!’ (Essays, p. 158). Throughout
Bacon’s essay there is a dryly severe insistence on that fact
which martial ideology cannot internally accommodate:
‘opinion brings on substance’ (p. 158). Such is the condition of
Antony and Coriolanus, and increasingly so: as they transgress
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the power structure which constitutes them both their
political and personal identities—inextricably bound together
if not identical—disintegrate.

Virtus and History

Antony and Cleopatra anticipates the dawn of a new age of
imperialist consolidation:

The time of universal peace is near.
Prove this a prosp’rous day, the three nook’d world
Shall bear the olive freely
(IV. vi. 5-7)

Prior to such moments heroic virtus may appear to be
identical with the dominant material forces and relations of
power. But this is never actually so: they were only ever
coterminous and there is always the risk that a new historical
conjuncture will throw them into misalignment. This is what
happens in Antony and Cleopatra; Antony, originally identified
in terms of both virtus and these dominant forces and
relations, is destroyed by their emerging disjunction.

In an important book Eugene Waith has argued that
“Antony’s reassertion of his heroic self in the latter part of the
play is entirely personal. What he reasserts is individual
integrity . . . Heroism rather than heroic achievement becomes
the important thing’ (The Herculean Hero, p. 118). On this
view Antony privately reconstitutes his ‘heroic self’ despite or
maybe even because of being defeated by circumstances
beyond his control. I want to argue that the reverse is true:
heroism of Antony’s kind can never be ‘entirely personal’ (as
indeed Bacon insisted) nor separated from either ‘heroic
achievement’ or the forces and relations of power which confer
1ts meaning.

The reader persuaded by the Romantic reading of this play is
likely to insist that I'm missing the point—that what I’ve
proposed is at best only true of the world in which Antony and
Cleopatra live, a world transcended by their love, a love which
‘translineates man (sic) to divine likeness’ (Wilson Knight, The
Imperial Theme, p. 217). It is not anti-Romantic moralism
which leads me to see this view as wholly untenable. In fact I
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want to argue for an interpretation of the play which refuses
the usual critical divide whereby it is either ‘a tragedy of
lyrical inspiration, justifying love by presenting it as triumphant
over death, or . . . a remorseless exposure of human frailties, a
presentation of spiritual possibilities dissipated through a
senseless surrender to passion’ (Traversi, An Approach to
Shakespeare, 11, p. 208). Nor do I discount the Romantic reading
by wilfully disregarding the play’s captivating poetry: it is,
indeed, on occasions rapturously expressive of desire. But the
language of desire, far from transcending the power re-
lations which structure this society, is wholly in-formed by
them. . . . ;
As a preliminary instance of A:P consider the nature o
Antony’s belated ‘desire’ for Fulvia, expressed at news of her
death and not so dissimilar to his ambivalent desire for
Cleopatra (as the sudden shift of attention from the one to the

other suggests):

Thus did I desire it:
What our contempts doth often hurl from us
We wish it ours again; the present pleasure,
By revolution low’ring, does become
The opposite of itself. She’s good, being gone;
The hand could pluck her back that shov’d her on.

i hanti ueen break off.
I must from this enchanting q B

True, the language of the final scenes is very different from
this, but there too we are never allowed to forget that the
moments of sublimity are conditional upon absence, nostalgic
contemplation upon the fact that the other is irrevocably gone.
As for present love, it is never any the less conditioned by the
imperatives of power than the arranged marriage between

Antony and Octavia.

Virtus and Realpolitik (1)

In Antony and Cleopatra those with power make history .wm
only in accord with the contingencies of the existing r_m.no..mn

moment—in Antony’s words: ‘the strong necessity of time’ (L.
iii. 42). If this sounds fatalistic, in context it s quite clear that
Antony is not capitulating to ‘Time’ as such but engaging in
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realpolitik, real power relations. His capacity f icy is i
e, ns. pacity for policy is in
fact considerable; not only, and most obviously, is nrnwn the
arranged marriage with Octavia, but also those remarks of his
which conclude the alliance with Lepidus and Caesar against
Pompey: .

[Pompey] hath laid strange courtesies and great
Of late upon me. I must thank him only,

Lest my remembrance suffer ill report;

At heel of that, defy him.

\ (IL ii. 159-62)

In fact, the suggestion of fatalism in Antony’s reference to
time is itself strategic, an evasive displacing of responsibility
for his impending departure from Cleopatra. As such it is
parallelled later by Caesar when he tells the distraught Octavia,

Be you not troubled with the time, which drives
O’er your content these strong necessities,

But let determin’d things to destiny

Hold unbewail’d their way.

(I11. vi. 82-5)

The cause of her distress is divided allegiance be
brother and husband (Caesar and >=3=Em who »nnnﬁﬂ“
warring with each other. Caesar’s response comes especially ill
from one scarcely less responsible for her conflict than Antony;
her marriage to the latter was after all dictated by his _uommnnm
will: “The power of Caesar, and/His power unto Octavia’ (IL. ii.
147-8; my italics). “Time’ and ‘destiny’ mystify power by
eclipsing its operation and effect, and Caesar knows this;
compare the exchange on Pompey’s galley—Antony: ‘Be a
child o’ th’ time./Caesar: Possess it, I'll make answer’ (I1. vii.
wm.uwv. O»nm.u_.m in this respect, is reminiscent of Machiavelli’s
Prince; he is inscrutable and possessed of an identity which
becomes less fixed, less identifiable as his power increases.
Antony by contrast is defined in terms of omnipotence (the
more so, paradoxically, as his power diminishes): the ‘man of
men’ (L. iv. 72), the ‘lord of lords’ (IV. viii. 16).

In both Antony and Cleopatra and Coriolanus the sense of
virtus (virtue) is close to ‘valour’, as in ‘valour is the chiefest
virtue’ (Coriolanus, II. ii. 82), but with the additional and
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crucial connotations of self-sufficiency and autonomous power,
as in “Trust to thy single virtue; for thy soldiers/. . . have
~. JTook their discharge’ (King Lear, V. iii. 104-6). The
essentialist connotations of ‘virtue’ are also clearly brought
out in a passage from Troilus and Cressida already discussed
(see above, pp. 40-1):“‘what hath mass or matter by itself/Lies
rich in virtue and unmingled’. In Antony and Cleopatra this
idea of self-sufficiency is intensified to such an extent that it
suggests a transcendent autonomy; thus Cleopatra calls
Antony ‘lord of lords¥/O infinite virtue, com’st thou smiling
from/The world’s great snare uncaught? (IV. viii. 16-18).
Coriolanus is similarly described as proud, ‘even to the altitude
of his virtue’ (I1. i. 38). Against this is a counter-discourse, one
denying that virtue is the source and ethical legitimation of
power and suggesting instead that the reverse is true—in the

 words of Macro in Sejanus, ‘A prince’s power makes all his

actions virtue’ (ITI. 717). At the beginning of Act III for
example Silius urges Ventidius further to consolidate his
recent successes in war, so winning even greater gratitude from
Antony. Ventidius replies that, although ‘Caesar and Antony
have ever won/More in their officer than person’ (I1L. 1. 16-17),
an officer of theirs who makes that fact too apparent will lose,
not gain favour. It is an exchange which nicely illustrates the
way power is a function not of the ‘person’ (1. 17) but of ‘place’
(I: 12), and that the criterion for reward is not intrinsic to the
‘performance’ (l. Nwm but, again, relative to one’s placing in the
power structure (cf. Sejanus, I11. 302-5: ‘all best turns/With
doubtful princes, turn deep injuries/In estimation, when they
greater rise,/Than can be answered’).?

Later in the same act Antony challenges Caesar to single
combat (III. xiii. 20-8). It is an attempt to dissociate Caesar’s
power from his individual virtue. Enobarbus, amazed at the
stupidity of this, testifies to the reality Antony is trying,
increasingly, to deny: :

: men's judgements are
A parcel of their fortunes, and things outward
Do draw the inward quality after them,

To suffer all alike. .
(IIL. xiii. 31-4)
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In Enobarbus’ eyes, Antony’s attempt to affirm a self-
sufficient identity confirms exactly the opposite. Corres-
pondingly, Caesar scorns Antony’s challenge with a simple but

devastating repudiation of its essentialist premise: because

‘twenty times of better fortune’ than Antony, he is, corres-
pondingly, ‘twenty men to one’ (IV. ii. 3-4).

As effective power slips from Antony he becomes obsessed
with reasserting his sense of himself as (in his dying words): ‘the
greatest prince o’ th’ world,/The noblest’ (IV. xx. 54-5). The
contradiction inherent in this is clear; it is indeed as Canidius
remarks: ‘his whole action grows/Not in the power on’t’ (III.
vii. 68-9). Antony’s conception of his omnipotence narrows in
proportion to the obsessiveness of his wish to reassert it;
eventually it centres on the sexual anxiety—an assertion of
sexual prowess—which has characterised his relationship with
both Cleopatra and Caesar from the outset. He several times
dwells on the youthfulness of Caesar in comparison with his
own age (eg. at IIL. xiii. 20, IV. xii. 48) and is generally
preoccupied with lost youthfulness (eg. at I1I. xiii. 192; IV. iv
26; IV. viii. 22). During the battle scenes of Acts III and IV he
keeps reminding Cleopatra of his prowess—militaristic and
sexual: ‘I will appear in blood’ (I1. xiii. 174); “There’s sap in’t
yet! The next time I do fight,/I’ll make death love me’ (IIL. xiii.
192-3); and:

leap thou, attire and all,
Through proof of harness to my heart, and there
Ride on the pants triumphing.
(IV. viii. 14-16)

All this, including the challenge to single combat with Caesar,
becomes an obsessive attempt on the part of an ageing warrior
(the ‘old ruffian’—IV. i. 4) to reassert his virility, not only to
Cleopatra —u..: also to Caesar, his principal male competitor.
Correspondingly, his willingness to risk everything by mrnm:m
on Caesar’s terms (III. vii) has much more to do with reckless
overcompensation for his own experienced powerlessness, his
fear of impotence, than the largesse of a noble soul. His
increasing ambivalence towards Cleopatra further bespeaks
that Insecurity (eg. at IIL xii and IV. xii). When servants refuse
to obey him he remarks ‘Authority melts from me’—but
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insists nevertheless ‘I am/Antony yet’ (III. xni. 92-3): even as
he is attempting to deny it Antony is acknowledging that

‘. ‘identity is crucially dependent upon power. Moments later

even he cannot help remarking the difference between ‘what I
am’ and ‘what . . . I was’ (III. xu1. 142-3).

It is only when the last vestiges of his power are gone that the
myth of heroic omnipotence exhausts itself, even for him. In
place of his essentialist fixedness, ‘the firm Roman’, the ‘man
of steel’ he once felt himself to be (I. iv. 43; IV. iv. 35), Antony
now experiences himself in extreme dissolution:

That which is now a horse, even with a thought
The rack dislimns, and makes it indistinct
As water is in water . . .

Eros, now thy captain is
Even such a body: here I am Antony,

Yet cannot hold this visible shape
(IV. iv. 9-14)

Virtus, divorced from the power structure, has left to it only
the assertion of a negative, inverted autonomy: ‘there is left
us/Qurselves to end ourselves’ (IV. xiv. 21-2). And in an image
which effectively expresses the contradiction Antony has been
living out, energy is felt to feed back on itself: ‘Now all
labour/Mars what it does; yea, very force entangles/Itself with
strength’ (IV. xix. 47-9). Appropriately to this, he resolves on
suicide only to bungle the attempt. The bathos of this stresses,
uncynically, the extent of his demise. In the next scene it is
compounded by Cleopatra’s refusal to leave the monument to
kiss the dying Antony lest she be taken by Caesar. Antony,
even as he is trying to transcend defeat by avowing a tragic
dignity in death, suffers the indignity of being dragged up the
monument.

There is bathos too of course in Caesar’s abruptly concluded

encomium:

Hear me, good friends—
Enter an Egyptian
But I will tell you at some meeter season.

The business of this man looks out of him
(V. i. 48-50)
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The question of Caesar’s sincerity here is beside the point;
this is, after all, an encomium, and to mistake it for a
spontaneous expression of grief will lead us to miss seeing that
even in the few moments he speaks Caesar has laid the
foundation for an ‘official’ history of Antony. First we are
reminded that Caesar is—albeit regrettably—the victor. He
then vindicates himself and so consolidates that victory by
confessing to a humanising grief at the death of his *brother’
(though note the carefully placed suggestion of Antony’s
inferiority: ‘the arm of mine own body’). Caesar further
vindicates himself by fatalising events with the by now familiar
appeal to necessity, in this case ‘our stars,/Unreconcilable’.
Earlier Caesar had told Octavia that “The ostentation of our
love . . . left unshown,/Is often left unlov’d’ (I1L. vi. 52-3). Such
is the rationale of his encomium, a strategic expression of ‘love’
in the service of power. The bathos of these episodes makes for
an insistent cancelling of the potentially sublime in favour of
the political realities which the sublime struggles to eclipse or
transcend. Actually, bathos has accompanied Antony through-
out, from the very first speech of the play, the last three lines of
which are especially revealing (Philo is speaking of Antony):

Take but good note, and you shall see in him
The triple pillar of all the world transform’d
Into a strumpet’s fool. Behold and see.
(L i. 11-13)

The cadence of ‘triple pillar of all the world’ arches outward
and upward, exactly evoking transcendent aspiration; ‘trans-
formed’ at the line end promises apotheosis; we get instead the
jarringly discrepant ‘strumpet’s MMMH.. Cynical, perhaps, but
Philo’s final terse injunction—*Behold and see’—has prologue-
like authority and foresight.

~ After Antony’s death the myth of autonomous virtus is
shown as finally obsolescent; disentangled now from the
prevailing power structure, it survives as legend. Unwittingly
Cleopatra’s dream about Antony helps relegate him to nmmm
realm of the legendary, especially in its use of imagery which is
both Herculean and statuesque: ‘His legs bestrid the ocean; his
reared arm/Crested the world” (V. ii. 82-3). Cleopatra asks
Dolabella if such a man ever existed or might exist; he
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answers: ‘Gentle Madam, no’. Cleopatra 40.7«33&% eproaches
him only to qualify instantly her own certainty—‘But it there be

~ nor ever were one such’—thereby, in the hesitant syntax,

perhaps confirming the doubts which prompted the original
question. : Saf: 5B s

" His legs bestrid the ocean: in dream, in death, Antony
becomes at last larger than life; but in valediction is there not
also invoked an image of the commemorative statue, that

~ material embodiment of a discourse which, like Caesar’s
~ encomium, skilfully overlays (without ever quite obscuring)

obsolescence with respect?

Eo_:o:n and Policy

If the contradiction which constitutes Antony’s identity can

be seen as a consequence of a wider conflict between the
~ residual/dominant and the emergent power relations, so too
' can the strange relationship set up in the play between honour
_and policy. Pompey’s reply to Menas’ offer to murder ..nm..n
~ triumvirs while they are celebrating on board his (Pompey’s)

galley is a case in point:

Ah, this thou shouldst have done, i -

"And not have spoke on’t. In me ’tis villainy:

In thee’t had been good service. Thou must know
*Tis not my profit that does lead mine honour:
Mine honour, it. Repent that e’er thy tongue
Hath so betray’d thine act. Being done unknown,
I should have found it afterwards well done,

But must condemn it now.
But must conc (I1. vii. 73-80)

Here honour is insisted upon yet divorced from ethics and
consequences; the same act is ‘villainy’ or ‘service’ depending

* on who performs it; ignorance of intent to murder is sufficient

condition for approving the murder after the event. .
Elsewhere in the play we see these inconsistencies resolved in
favour of policy; now honour pretends to integrity—to be

~ thought to possess it is enough. Once again it is a _mnm of
.vo:%ou_. strategy which takes us back to Machiavelli’s The

Prince.* Antony tells Octavia: ‘If I lose mine honour/I lose
myself’ (I11. iv. 22-3). Octavia has of course been coerced into
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marriage with Antony to heal the rift (now reopened)
between him and Caesar, her brother. So, for Antony to speak
to her of honour seems hypocritical at least; when, however,
Antony goes further and presents himself as the injured party
ready nevertheless to forego his revenge in order to indulge
Octavia’s request that she be allowed to act as mediator—‘But,
as you requested/Yourself shall go between’s’ (I11. iv. 24-5)—
the honour in question is shown to be just another strategy in
his continuing exploitation of this woman.

When Thidias is persuading Cleopatra to betray Antony
and capitulate to Caesar, honour is now a face-saving strategy
for both sides; because she ‘embraced’ Antony through fear,
says Caesar, he construes the scar upon her honour as
‘constrained blemishes,/Not as deserv’d’. Cleopatra quickly
concurs: ‘He [Caesar] is a god, and knows/What is most right.
Mine honour was not yielded,/But conquer’d merely’ (I1L. xiii.
59-62).

In Enobarbus we see how policy aligns positively with
realism and judgement. He, like Philo at the outset of the play,
Ventidius in IIL. i. and the soldier in IIL. vii. who urges Antony
not to fight at sea, occupies a role in relation to power very
familiar in Jacobean tragedy: he possesses an astuteness
characteristic of those removed from, yet involved with and
dependent upon—often for their very lives—the centre of
power; his is the voice of policy not in the service of
aggrandisement so much as a desire for survival. So, for
example, we see in III. vi. Enobarbus attempting to dissuade
Cleopatra from participating in the war and Antony from
fighting on Caesar’s terms. Failing in the attempt, Enobarbus
leaves Antony’s command but is struck with remorse almost
immediately. Since he left without his ‘chests and treasure’
(IV. v. 8) we are, perhaps, to presume that material gain of this
kind was not his motive. Enobarbus, like Antony, comes to
embody a contradiction; the speech of his beginning ‘Mine
honesty and I begin to square’ (I11. xiii. 41) suggests as much,
and it becomes clear that he has left his master in the name of
the ‘judgement’ which the latter has abdicated but which is
integral still vo his, Enobarbus’, identity as a soldier. Yet
equally integral to that identity is the loyalty which he has
betrayed.
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The extent of people’s dependence upon the powerful is
something the play never allows us to forget. Cleopatra’s
beating of the messenger in IL v. is only the most obvious
reminder; a subtler and perhaps more effective one comes at

 the end of the play when Cleopatra attempts to conceal half her

wealth from Caesar. In the presence of Caesar she commands
Seleucus, her ‘treasurer’, to confirm that she has surrendered
all; ‘speak the truth, Seleucus’ she demands and, unfortunately
for her he does, revealing that she has kept back as much as she
has declared. Cleopatra has ordered him ‘Upon his peril’ (V. ii.
142) to speak the truth (ie. lie) while he, with an eye to Caesar,

replies that he would rather seal his lips ‘than to my
 peril/Speak that which is not’. Here, truthitself is in the service

of survival. Cleopatra, outraged, finds this unforgivable; for
servants to shift allegiance is, in her eyes (those of a ruler) ‘base’
treachery (V. ii. 156). The play however, in that ironic

repetition of ‘peril’ (my italics) invites an alternative
~ perspective: such a shift is merely a strategy of survival

necessitated precisely by rulers like her.* Yet doubly ironic is

 the fact that while Seleucus is described as a ‘slave, of no more

trust/Than love that’s hir'd’ (V. ii. 153-4) her own deceit is

~ approved by Caesar as the ‘wisdom’ (V. ii. 149) appropriate to

one in her position. Elsewhere Caesar speaks in passing of the
‘much tall youth’ (IL. vi. 7) that will perish in the event of war;
‘Octavia speaks of the consequence of war between Caesar and

Antony being as if ‘the world should cleave, and that slain

men/Should solder up the cleave’ (IIL. iv. 31-2; cf. IIL. xiii.
180-1; IV. xii. 41-2; IV. xiv. 17-8). It is a simple yet important
truth, one which the essentialist rhetoric is never quite allowed
to efface: to kiss away kingdom:s is to kiss away also the lives of

thousands.

Sexuality and Power

Those around Antony and Cleopatra see their love in terms of
power; languages of possession, subjugation and conspicuous
wealth abound in descriptions of the people. More importantly,
Antony and Cleopatra actually experience themselves in the
same terms. Antony sends Alexas to Cleopatra with the
promise that he will ‘piece/Her opulent throne with kingdoms.
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All the East/(Say thou) shall call her mistress’ (. v. 45-7). Later -
Caesar describes the ceremony whereby that promise was

honoured, a ceremony aiming for an unprecedented public
display both of wealth and power: ‘Cleopatra and himself in
chairs of gold/Were publicly enthron’d’; Antony gives to
Cleopatra the stablishment of Egypt and makes her ‘Absolute
Queen’ of Syria, Cyprus and Lydia. “This in the public eye?’

inquires Maecenas; ‘I’ th’ common showplace’ confirms

Caesar (III. vi. 4-12). Cleopatra for her part sends twenty

separate messengers to Antony. On his return from Egypt

Enobarbus confirms the rumour that eight wild boars were
served at a breakfast of only twelve people, adding: “This was

but as a fly'by an eagle: we had much more monstrous matter of

feast, which worthily deserved noting’ (11. ii. 185, my italics).
Right from the outset we are told that power is internal to
the relationship itself: Philo tells us that Antony has been

subjugated by Cleopatra (I. i. 1-9) while Enobarbus tells

Agrippa that Cleopatra has ‘pursed up’ (ie. pocketed, taken
possession of) Antony’s heart (II. ii. 190). As if in a discussion

of political strategy, Cleopatra asks Charmian which tactics
she should adopt in order to manipulate Anthony most
effectively. Charmian advocates a policy of complete capitu-

lation; Cleopatra replies: “Thou teachest like afool—the way to
lose him!’ (L. iii. 10). Antony enters and Cleopatra tells him: ‘I

have no power upon you’, only then to cast him in the role of

treacherous subject: ‘O, never was there queen/So mightily
betrayed. Yet at the first/I saw the treasons planted” (I. iii.
23-6). Whatever the precise sense of Cleopatra’s famous lines
at the end of this scene—*‘O my oblivion is a very Antony,/And
I am all forgotten’—there is no doubt that they continue the

idea of a power struggle: her extinction is coterminous with his -

triumph.

Attempting to atone for his departure, Antony pledges
himself as Cleopatra’s ‘soldier-servant, making peace or
war/As thou affects’ (L. iii. 70). This is just one of many
exchanges which shows how their sexuality is rooted in a
fantasy transfer of power from the public to the private sphere,
from the battlefield to the bed. In II. v. Cleopatra recalls with
merriment a night of revelry when she subjugated Antony and
then engaged in cross-dressing with him, putting ‘my tires and
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_ mantles on him, whilst/I wore his sword Phillipan’ (I1. v. 22-3).
Inseparable from the playful reversal of sexual roles is her

~appropriation of his power, military and sexual, symbolised

 phallically of course in the sword. Later Antony takes up the

sword-power motif ina bitter reproach of Cleopatra for her

- power over him; here he sees her as his ‘conqueror’ (II1. xi. 66,

“and compare IV. xiv. 22-3). Another aspect of the power-
sexuality conjunction is suggested in the shamelessly _wrw:._n
imagery which the lovers use: ‘Ram thou thy fruitful tidings in
_mine ears,/That long time have been barren’ (I v. 24-5),
 although again Cleopatra delights in reversing the roles (as at
IL v. 10-15). Ay .
Here then is another aspect of the contradiction which
defines Antony: his sexuality is informed by the very power
relations which he, ambivalently, is prepared to m.»n:r.nn for
sexual freedom: correspondingly, the heroic virtus which he
wants to reaffirm in and through Cleopatra is in fact almost
entirely a function of the power structure which he, again
‘ambivalently, is prepared to sacrifice for her. .
_ Ecstasy there is in this play but not the kind that constitutes
4 self-sufficient moment above history; if Antony and Cleopatra
celebrates anything it is not the love which transcends power
but the sexual infatuation which foregrounds it. That infatu-
ation is complex: ecstatic, obsessive, dangerous. Of all the
possible kinds of sexual encounter, infatuation is perhaps the
most susceptible to power—not just because typically it stems
from and intensifies an insecurity which often generates
ossessiveness and its corollary, betrayal, but because it
legitimates a free play of self-destructive desire. In Antony’s
 case it is a desire which attends and compensates for the loss of
power, a desire at once ecstatic and masochistic and playing

~ itself out in the wake of history, the dust of the chariot wheel.




284 Notes to pp. 155-188

very different from, say, those humanistic trends in the Renaissance
which facilitated real though relative possibilities of intellectual libera-
tion. The validity of other forms of humanism is not my concern here.

4 Compare Conrad Russell: “The notion of every man in his place was hard
to combine with the effect of inflation on the social structure’ (The Crisis
of Parliaments, p. 196).

5 On the concern in Jacobean tragedy with ‘the growth and concentration
of state power’ see ]. W. Lever, The Tragedy of State, especially
p- 4

6 On the relationship of Renaissance humanism to Christianity see Charles
Trinkaus, In Our Image and Likeness: Humanity and Divinity in Italian
Humanist Thought, and Hiram Haydn, The Counter Renaissance, pp.
27-75.

7 Raymond Williams comments interestingly on this question of antici-
pation—using Hobbes and Jacobean drama as his examples—in Politics
and Letters, pp. 161-2.

8 And nominalism, the belief that universals like ‘man’ have no referents:
‘things named are everyone of them singular and individual’ (Leviathan,
chapter 4).

9 On Hobbes see further Christopher Hill, Puritanism and Revolution,
chapter 9, ‘Thomas Hobbes and the Revolution in Political Thought’.

10 See also Anthony Wilden’s chapter on Montaigne and the paradoxes of
individualism in System and Structure, pp. 88-109.

11 Although not fully agreeing with Lawrence Stone’s criteria for in-
dividualism, I believe his analysis of the phenomenon in the period
supports this conclusion. In particular his analysis of the effects on the
individual of social mobility, the break-up of hierarchical structures, and
puritanism, show how anachronistic are the categories of post-
Enlightenment individualism. See The Crisis of the Aristocracy, especially
pp- 35-6, 579, 584,

12 Lynn White Jr., in ‘Death and the Devil’, contends that the period
1300-1650 ‘was the most psychically disturbed in European history’ for
reasons which included rapid cultural change compounded by a series of
disasters—famine, pestilence and war. Its manifestations included
necrophilia, masochism and sadism. On the basis of the evidence
presented, however, White’s conclusions remain dubious.

13 Compare Richard Helgerson, who finds in Thomas Lodge ‘the mixture
of rebellion and submissiveness, so inimical to a stable identity, which he
and his contemporaries seemed unable to avoid’ (The Elizabethan
Prodigals, p. 105).

Chapter 11: Bussy D’Ambois: A Hero at Court

1 For a diametrically opposed reading of Bussy and one firmly within
the perspective of essentialist humanism, see Richard S. Ide’s Possessed
With Greatness (1980): ‘Bussy does not renounce his heroic conception of
self at death. Rather he transcends it by progressing to a higher, more
admirable mode of heroism . . .““outward Fortitude” is not rejected, but
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. . . improved upon by an inner fortitude equally extraordinary, equally
heroic, and in this situation morally superior’ (p. 99).

Chapter 12: King Lear and Essentialist Humanism

1 Thus Irving Ribner (for example) argues that the play ‘affirms justice
in the world, which it sees as a harmonious system ruled by 2 benevolent
God’ (Patterns in Shakespearean Tragedy, p. 117). o

2 Other critics who embrace, invoke or imply the categories of essentialist
humanism include the following: A. C. Bradley, Shakespearean Tragedy,
lectures 7 and 8; Israel Knox, The Aesthetic Theories of Kant, Hegel and
Schopenhauer, p. 117; Robert Ornstein, The Moral Vision of Jacobean
Tragedy, p. 264; Kenneth Muir, ed. King Lear, especially p. Iv; Grigon
Kozintsev, King Lear: The Space of Tragedy, pp. 250-1. For the
essentialist view with a pseudo-Nietzschean twist, see Michael Long, The
Unnatural Scene, pp. 191-3. o foe

Jan Kott suggests the way that the absurdist view exists in the shadow
of a failed Christianity and a failed humanism—a sense of paralysis in the
face of that failure (Shakespeare Our Contemporary, pp. 104, 108,
116-17).

3 Wu...vnww Everett, “The New King Lear’; William R. Elton, King Lear and
the Gods; Cedric Watts, ‘Shakespearean Themes: The Dying God and
the Universal Wolf’.

4 For John Danby, Cordelia is redemption incarnate; but can she really
be seen as ‘allegorically the root of individual and social sanity;
tropologically Charity ““that suffereth long and is kind”’; analogically the
redemptive principle itself’? (Shakespeare’s Doctrine of Nature, p. 125; cf.

. 133).

5 __ua-mo_.w... rather than determine: in this play material factors do not
determine values in a crude sense; rather, the latter are shown to be
dependent upon the former in a way which radically disqualifies the
idealist contention that the reverse is true, namely, that these values not
only survive the ‘evil’ but do so in a way which indicates their ultimate
independence of it. o : )

6 By contrast compare Derek Traversi who finds in the imagery of this
passage a ‘sense of value, of richness and fertility . . . an indication of
redemption . . . the poetical transformation of natural emotion into its
spiritual distillation’ (An Approach to Shakespeare, 11. 164).

Chapter 13: Antony and Cleopatra: Virtus under Erasure

1 See also Lawrence Stone, The Crisis of the Aristocracy, pp. 239-40, 265-7;
Ruth Kelso, The Doctrine of the English Gentleman in the Sixteenth
Century, p. 114f. : ) .

2 Machiavelli concurs: ‘it is impossible that the suspicion aroused in 2
prince after the victory of one of his generals should not be increased by
any arrogance in manner or speech displayed by the man himself’
(Discourses, p. 181).



Notes to pp. 235-246 287

workings of disease and of policy is made by Donne in the Devotions, pp-
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3 Compare the dying Bussy: ‘Here like a Roman statue; 1 will stand/Till

death hath made me marble’ (V. . 144-5).

4 See below, chapter 15.

5 In North’s Plutarch, Shakespeare’s source, we are told that Cleopatra
engineered this ‘scene’ in order to deceive Caesar into thinking she
intends to live (Antony and Cleopatra,ed. Ridley, p. 276). Itis difficult to
infer this from the play, but, even if we are inclined to see her anger as
feigned, it still presupposes the point being made here, namely that a
double standard works for master and servant.

Chapter 14: Coriolanus: The Chariot Wheel and its Dust

1 Likewise with Hobbes; in Leviathan he posits as mankind’s ‘general
inclination’ ‘a perpetual and restless desire of power after power’
(chapter 11). But this is not so much because man is determined thus by
his nature, it is, rather, because of perverse conditions of existence
whereby the individual ‘cannot assure the power and means to live well,
which he hath at present, without the acquisition of more’ (my italics).

2 Further support for this conclusion comes from Buchanan Sharp’s revealing

- study of social disorder berween 1586 and 1660 which concludes: ‘the
disorders that have been the subject of this work fit within a long
tradition of anti-aristocratic and anti-gentry popular rebellion in England
.. . the result of social and economic grievances of such intensity that
they took expression in violent outbreaks of what can only be called class
hatred for the wealthy’ (In Contempt of All Authority, p. 264). Seealso E.

51-2.

See note 19 to chapter 1.

Isabella in Middleton’s Women Beware Women criticises the willingness
of those women who, in relation to men, embrace their subjection so

willingly:

When women have their choices, commonly
They do but buy their thraldoms, and bring great portions
To men to keep ’em in subjection.

... No misery surmounts a woman'’s

Men buy their slaves, but women buy their masters.
(L. 1. 174-81).

And yet, in her next thought she is made to rationalise this in terms
which resemble the very “false-consciousness’ she has just been criticising:
‘honesty’, ‘love’ and ‘Providence’ make everything all right (1l. 182-4).
By contrast, the celebrated denunciation of men in The Roaring Girl is
not amenable to such recuperation; as Simon Shepherd remarks in an
interesting discussion of it, “The play notes corruption at all levels of
“normal” society. And it particularly concerns itself with sexual crime.
Moll indicts the entire libertine outlook on the world . . . she sees the
male exploitation of women, coupled with the insecurities of women'’s
work and the fact that women have no way of expressing or defending
themselves’ (Amazons and Warrior Women, p. 80).

C. Dexter, .ﬁ.a:.ohnawh and the .Z.E—n:& Insurrection’. 6 See Karl Kautsky, Thomas More and his Utopia, pp. 99-100; Christopher
3 But see also Jonson's The Devil is an Ass: Hill, The World Turned Upside Down, p. 306.
g : 7 See also Margaret George, ‘From “Goodwife” to “Mistress”: the
We see those changes daily: the fair lands Transformation of the Female in Bourgeois Culture’ and Lillian S.
That were n...a client’s, are the lawyer’s now; , Robinson, ‘Women Under Capitalism’ (pp. 150-77 of Sex, Class and
And those rich manors there of goodman Taylor’s Culture); Lisa Jardine, Still Harping on Daughters: Women and Drama in
Had once more wood upon them, than the yard the Age of Shakespeare.
w i_ﬁnw nﬂ@r&n_.n .E.nn..a.:nMa* out for their last purchase. 8 Dusinberre in Shakespeare and the Nature of Women claims too much in
ARuEe RARR. Saese VICISSIUOCS. . arguing that ‘the drama from 1590 to 1625 is ferninist in sympathy’, and
(L. i) that the dramatists adopt radical attitudes to women'’s rights (pp. 5, 11.).
N : : 2 . e 9 On the alienated and unemployed intellectual, see also David Aers and
Chapter 15: The White Devil: Transgression without Virtue Gunther Kress, ‘Dark Texts Need Notes: Versions of Self in Donne’s
1 In the majority of instances Webster's sententiae are what he calls Verse Epistles’.
them: ‘axioms’ (ie. ‘a proposition generally conceded to be true’— 10 For a reading of Webster’s plays in terms of essentialist humanism, see

OED): ‘Of all axioms this shall win the prize/'Tis better to be fortunate
than wise’ (IV. vi. 178-9).

2 Compare Selimus: ‘nothing is more hurtfull to a Prince/Than to be
scrupulous and religious’ (Il. 1734-5).

3 Images of poison and disease were, as M. C. Bradbrook points out,
‘frequently used as symbols of spiritual decay’ (Themes and Conventions,
p- 190). But perhaps here the pervasive disease imagery has less todo with
the evil of the ‘human condition’ and more to do with its insecurity—
political as well as metaphysical. The association between the hidden

11

Travis Bogard who finds in them no ultimate law, either of God or man
but an affirmation of ‘integrity of life’ (Delio’s words in The Duchess). For
Bogard “This defiance, this holding true to one’s essential nature’ (p.
42)—what he elsewhere calls ‘stubborn consistency of self’ (p. 55)—
‘carries its own protection in its own self-sufficiency. It flourishes in
adversity; in the lowest depths it achieves the sublime’ (The Tragic Satire
of Jokm Webster, pp. 42, 55, 145). : s

Quoted from Haskell M. Block and Herman Salingar, eds, The Creative
Vision, pp. 158-61, Brecht’s text is ambiguous and gives rise to



