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Abstract:

The primary concern of this thesis rests upon gsumption that despite all his
disinterestedness, so vehemently advocated by ¢HBtobm, Shakespeare was the child of
the Elizabethan and Jacobean times and reactdeetourrent issues around him in his
plays. Therefore, the question posed as the"Wleat man is that?” is not directed only to
the Roman characters, but much more to Shakespwargelf. The question of his
disinterestedness and involvement was hoped to rMssveaed through contradictory
practices of two schools of criticism: that is, Né&xiticism and New Historicism. The
answer was looked for in the light of the formspofver and influence Shakespeare can be
believed to have been subject to, which were listediterary Power, Experienced Power
and Depicted Power. These forms were analyseckipehnsonalities of Julius Caesar, Mark
Antony and Cleopatra, their mutual love. All thélseee personages served as archetypes of
the particular form of power, showing the extentofv much Shakespeare was apt to be
influenced and what way, and how he himself suceged influencing others, his future
readers including. Thus, the question paraphrasé®Vhat man is Shakespeare” seems to
be of great interest, since it aims at the verytreeof the western canon and sees William

Shakespeare both as a great artist and still aana m

Abstrakt :

Hlavnim zangrem této prace bylo postavit Shakespearovu nesisaranobjektivitu,
vlastnosti tolik cetné Haroldem Bloomem, proti Shakesped&rogvyhnutelné pozici dite
své doby. Ztohoto id'odu se otazka dand v nadzvu prace ,Co je toclpacka?"
nezandfuje pouze na postaviimskych her, ale také na Shakespeara samotnélib. P
hledani odpogdi byl pouZit gistup dvou rozdilnych Skol: Nové Kritiky a Nového
Historicismu. Toto hledani se usk&iievalo ve s¥tle tfi podob moci, u kterych sedho za
to, Ze na & Shakespeare reagoval ve svém dile. Jednalo $eétano podobu literarni,
zakouSené a zobrazené moci, z nichz kazda bylabidre na pozadi jedné osobnosti
ztimskych her; to znamena Julia Césara, Marka Antanigejich spoléné lasky,
Kleopatry. Tyto postavy slouZily jako archetypyndapodoby moci, aby vykreslily miru
toho, nakolik byl Shakespeare ovlivnitelny a nakai&m ovlivioval. Tak se otazce ,Co je
Shakespeare zdoveéka?" gidava na zajimavosti, jelikoZ tato otazkaringio stedu kanonu

a vnima Shakespeara jednak jako velkéhslcera jednak jako nezidealizovanétoveéka.



Special Acknowledgement:

I would like to express my deep gratitude to Mrchael Kaylor, M.A. for support,
inspiration and intriguing ideas and his willingads take time in his most busy schedule

to discuss the issues of the thesis. His helplanly be remembered.



Table of Contents:

INEFOAUCHION ..ot e e e e 1
1. Literary POWET ... e e 5
1.1. Intra-poetic Relations .........ccovieiiiiii i, 5
1.2. Virgilian Patterns ..........cooiiiiiiii e e 9
1.3. Aeneas iN ANLONY ......oiii i e e 12
2. Experienced POWE ... e, 17
2.1 PArONAQJE ... .ninii i e e e e e e e e 17
2.2. Caesar’s Director-like Influence .................ccoooeee 20
2.3. Caesar’'s Prominence in the History .......................... 22..
2.4. The legitimacy of Regicide ............ccoooviiiiiiiiiiiine e, 24
2.5. Between TWO WOrlds ........cooviiii i e 28
2.6. The Life-threatening Performance of Richard.ll........... 35
3. DepICted POWET ...t e e e e e e e e 39
3.1. Profitand Delight ..o, 39
3.2. The Precedent ........c.vuiiiiniie i e 43
3.3. Shakespeare’s and Plutarch’s Antony........................ 45
3.4. The Invention of the Human ..............ccoooeiii i 05
CONCIUSION ..t e e e e e e 54
RESUME .. e 61



Introduction

The world of literature has been quite in agreent@aiughout the decades, not only
on the exclusiveness of William Shakespeare, lmat ah the almost prophetic function of
his plays. The quotes coming from Shakespeare dgpeared in various books, plays and
movies. For instance, in the recent filPmnist depicting the horrors of Holocaust, the
audiences could overhear one Jewish lad recite €Spalare while German soldiers kept
them shut before leaving for a concentration carmpaddition, he was reciting it side by
side with a Jewish rabbi reading ToraWhether deliberate or not, the combination of
Shakespeare and Torahone scene could lead to far-reaching implicegtjdo mention at
least one, they were both read to strengthen andocb when nobody there knew what
future held for him.

So influential was Shakespeare that he is stilsm@red one of the most important
playwrights of the English renaissance. Thougloraaf a middle-glass glove-maker, he
made his way to London and splendid carrier; thg svait similar to the one of Caesar’s
whose genealogy contained mainly names of plebegants still, despite this fact, he
became the most powerful man of then world. Tharsgehat followed Shakespeare’s
coming to London marked the beginning of his adeaitz an incredible worldwide
acknowledgement and praise; as Zke8tibrny remarks, “The fame of the actors, calling
themselves The Lord Chamberlain’s Men, was so esdiaary that the doors were opened

for them even at the royal court.” (Shakespeare&d&cessors10, my translatior)In

about eight years, he presented two plays: Julass@and As You Like It The plays

sparked off the amazing history of the favouriteattne in the Tudor age called The Globe.
Thus, the play describing the fall of Caesar matkedise of Shakespeare.

As the approach here to Shakespeare’s plays Jdaessarand Antony and
Cleopatra has been made mostly in Bloomian way, it seemsogpiate to start with a

guote from The Western Cananwhich Bloom challenges his readers to staiit tieading

experience with Shakespeare:

Immerse yourself, say for several days togethaeading Shakespeare and then
turn to another author-before, after, or contemponath him. For experiment, try
only the highest in each grouping: Homer or Da@&ryantes or Ben Jonson,

! Slava &chto divadelnily, kteri se nazyvali ,sluzebniky lorda koribo“, byla tak celonarodnpronikava, ze
jim otewela dvée i k¢astym pohostinskym nawdtam na kralovském dvwe. (Stibrny, Shakespeare’s
Predecessoys6, original in Czech)



Tolstoy or Proust. The difference in the readirgezience will be one of kind as
well as of degree.
(The Western Canqd838)

Given the above, Bloom expresses Shakespeare’smalism repeatedly, seeing

the actor-playwright as a centre of the literarparaand as a person that is free of any
ideology or metaphysics. However, despite contisuseferences to Shakespeare’s
disinterestedness and greatness, he himself ackdges several influences Shakespeare
could hardly avoid. These influences are eithezatliy stated or implied in Bloom'’s three

books that have been made use of in this paperinMamtion of the HumarnThe Western

Canonand The Anxiety of Influence All these influences will further be divided under

three headings, of which each will deal with aeafiéint form of power Shakespeare might
have been supposed to be subject to. Startingliathry influences, the search will focus

on the predecessor that was alluded to by Shakespesgeral times and might, hence, be
expected to be at the back of Shakespeare’s mihdnwe sat down to write Antony and

Cleopatra The most direct allusions to this predecesser saupposed to be found in

Hamlet Macbethand_The TempestWith the help of Bloom’s idea of the poetic urghce,

the relation will be drawn between Homer, Virgildashakespeare, and the mutual

misprisions will be discussed and interpreted.sThigiven a term “Literary Power”. From
this form of power, the closer look will be takenShakespeare’s environment and the way
he might have mirrored that in his plays; thisafled “Experienced Power”. Lastly, as a

form of “Depicted Power”, the play Antony and Cled@will be scrutinised to discover a

form of power that might have been depicted by 8bpkare himself. All these forms of
power are aimed to suggest the boundary betweehkeSheare’'s interestedness and
disinterestedness.

This paper, then, studies the shift from the litp@ver, across experienced, to the
depicted one; following the logic sequence from ¢jemeral to the concrete, from more
plays to just one, from more images of power todhly one. This approach was inspired
by two contradictory schools of criticism: New @ism and New Historicism, which,
when coming to the clash, might offer a broadewvi¢ Shakespeare that would be missed
out if the study would have clung only to one cdrth By the broader view it is meant the
blend of Shakespeare’s disinterestedness and tual d®eing in the sea of social energies.
It is this relationship between the disinterestagnand involvement that has been studied

throughout this paper with the hope of seeing Séaéare fully objective as Bloom did and



still involved in his time as Greenblatt did. Tivay Shakespeare balanced between these
two notions might symbolise the form of power Blosams up in the following quote, “If
you cease to know when you impersonate itself, §rmnare likely to seem more opaque
than you are.” (The Invention of the Hum&i60)

The question posed as the title of the paper “Wihaxt is That?” is not directed to
Caesar primarily but much more to Shakespeare timsiedeals with the extent of his
disinterestedness and involvement, or, in otherdg/owith his quest for aesthetic and his
reaction to the social energies around. The adjuaktion appears in Caesar’'s enquiry
about the passing soothsayer who urged him to leethiarides of March:

Soothsayer: Beware the ides of March
Caesar: What man is that?
Brutus: A soothsayer bids you beware the ides afcha
Caesar: Set him before me; let me see his face.
Cassius: Fellow, come from the throng; look upoe<aa.
Caesar: What say’st thou to me now? Speak once.agai
Soothsayer: Beware the ides of March.
Caesar: He is a dreamer. Let us leave him. Pass
(Caesarl.ii. 17-24)

Though it would be intriguing to enjoy the notidrat Shakespeare himself played
the role of Soothsayer, there is hardly any supfoort and Bloom, on the contrary, prefers
the idea of seeing Shakespeare, the specialistnigs kolder men and ghosts, perform
Caesar’s part. However, what can be applied tk&dmseare’s life is the essence of the
guestion and the talk over it. Caesar poses thstmun as a reaction to the strange warning
and leaves it unnoticed as if it were a silly talldreamer can only come up with. A
dreamer or a prophet or anybody else? What marhakeSpeare whose plays have the
capacity to read us better than we do them? AsrBlkeeps reminding:

We are lived by drives we cannot command, and wer@ad by works we cannot
resist. We need to exert ourselves and read Spe&esas strenuously as we can,
while knowing that his plays will read us more eyatically still. They read us
definitively.

(The Invention of the Humamnx)

The study presented here is expected to find miooataShakespeare’s power and
influence over his audiences and readers and posead suggestions pointing at the forms
of power Shakespeare himself in all his disinteeséss was subject to. This will all be

realised on the basis of the analysis of three &mare’s characters: Antony, Julius



Caesar and Cleopatra whose personalities will sagvarchetypes of particular forms of

power.



1. Literary power
1.1. Intra-poetic relations

For [T.S.] Eliot each poem exists within traditiiom which it takes shape and
which it, in turn, redefines. Thus, tradition istb something to which the poet
must be “faithful” and something that he or shevaty makes: novelty emerges out
of being steeped in tradition.

(The Norton Anthology of Criticism1090)

This section studies a potential literary relatlmetween Virgil and Shakespeare,

moreover, with a closer look at allusions Shakespesight have made towards Virgil's
masterpiece The AeneidProvided such a relation proves likely, anotagsumption will

be suggested pointing to the relation between TaeeAland Antony and Cleopatra

particular. This way is not so arbitrary as it nsem but rests on several literally uses of

The Aeneidin Shakespeare’s plays, hamely, Hamldte Tempesand Macbeththis step

hopes to discover the outward evidence for the asiipn Shakespeare had Virgil in mind

when writing Antony and Cleopatra This evidence will stem from the belief that if

Shakespeare made use of Virgil's Aengidsome of his plays, he might have done so in

Antony and Cleopatra

Harold Bloom, in his_Anxiety of Influenceoffers the story of intra-poetic

relationships. Here this practice will be followerbcessarily with frequent looks into both
Bloom’s characterisation of “the poet in a poettdahe actual use of this concept in his

two books The Invention of the Humand The Western Canorn addition, and more to

the overall aim of this paper, the term “powaeiill be reduced to its rather literary sense;
that is, the sense of the poetic influence.

First of all, the basic question might be raised/wiould Shakespeare have to turn
to Virgil at all for the source of inspiration whéis genius sufficed to create works on his
own? Moreover, what would the benefit of thes? Besides other causes, one might be
of an interest: a common practise of Renaissantte®eto turn to Classics. As Zdén
Stiibrny states:

The Renaissance poets did not intend to come up watv themes and forms but
understood it their sworn duty and ambition to ioya the themes approved
through the ages; especially, when these wereechmicient origin.



(William Shakespeare2, my translatiorf)

This act of refashioning the ancient classics &sdexposition to their influence is
revealed in the fact that just as Homer's INaas absorbed into The Aeneid was Virgil's
Aeneid imprinted on Shakespeare. This might also be rappain the works of
Shakespeare’s predecessors and contemporarieg’®ahbice of Virgil as his guide in
The Divine Comedy is one of the most classic exasiplTo the influence of Classics C.

S. Lewis points in his Inaugural Lecture De Dg#twhe Temporunwhen mentioning the

gap enlarging throughout the ages in which theeamdearning faces its second death:

As for the area and the tempo of the two deatlm)e were looking for a man who
could not read Virgil though his father could, hegiht be more easily found in the
twentieth century than in the fifth.

(20" Century Literary Criticism445)

One might also trace a similar feature when compathe Elizabethan times to

ours. Nevertheless, it still refers to the impottanfluence Virgil's Aeneidhas left on

works of various authors, namely Shakespeare. hAs/éry source of Virgil's inspiration
Homer’s lliad shows, the mighty influence was passed to Virgd &de passed it on; no
wonder the following quote appears in Philip Hasliatroduction to The Aeneid

That The Aeneids both anlliad and anOdysseyhas been a critical truism since

antiquity . . . The first six books of the epicepent Aeneas as an Odyssean
wanderer, while in the last six he must prove hifrisghe war in Italy as an lliadic
fighter.

(The Aeneid xii).
As Philip Hardie further remarks there is one agaéand one distinction between
Homer’'s_ Odyssegnd Virgil's Aeneas

Odysseus and Aeneas both start their journey frooy, Tthe one as victor going
home, the other as vanquished setting out inteexiet through the Fate motif it
turns out that the strange land of ltaly is as itay the proper destination for
Aeneas as his homeland of Ithaca is for Odysseus.

(The Aeneid xiii )

The inversion present here might offer a crucialt ho other wanderings around

Aeneas, Dido, Caesar, Antony and Cleopafrhus, it all looks Shakespeare did the similar

thing as Virgil did; that is, inverting characteasd their stories, or rather refashioning
them. The Odysseus’s wandering to his homelaratdtiwas transformed into Aeneas’s

2 Renesatni basnik si nekladl za cil vymyslet nové obsaliyrmy, nybrz povaZoval za svou povinnost, ano
svou ctizadost, aby jeStépe zpracoval uthecké latky postcené staletimi. (William Shakespea
original in Czech)




saga to the strange land Italy and this saga wesstlaned into Antony’s staying in Egypt.

There are all here: Homer, Virgil and Shakespeassipg the muse from one to another
and dressing her with new clothes. By doing seythinconsciously answer to the
description of the revisionism as presented in @mporary literary theory and introduced
by Harold Bloom, along with the anxiety of influenc

In Harold Bloom’s writinggevisionismis used in a non-pejorative sense to indicate
a general theory or a set of theories concernimgntfanner in which the poet
(Bloom uses this word in a wide sense) reviseswbek of his (Bloom’s use of
female gender is very sparing) precursors. Thaos,Bloom, poetic influence is
‘part of the larger phenomenon of intellectual sesism’.

(Contemporary Literary Theoyyt 76)

Thus, there are things they all share or revisethim)s that make them distinct,
giving them, at the same time, a chance to usegemius and react to the influences each
of them had to go through in their own setting &nue.

The anxiety of influence spurred by the aesthetibath Homer and Virgil helps
Shakespeare create something similar and diffeaérthe same time. The inversion

appearing in_The Aeneit further inverted in_Antony and Cleopatralhis genius and

audacious act becomes the hallmark “ . . . Oftthesformative absorption of Homeric
patterns .” (The Aenejdxiii) when it comes to The Aeneic&nd of the transformative

absorption of Virgilian patterns when it comes totény and Cleopatra

What might be of interest when comparing these warks is the commission
Virgil was granted by the emperor Augustus. Itnsgehat Virgil being burden with this
commission makes Aeneas proceed in accordance thethcommission as well; as if
repaying it to Augustus who is presented by thisjdr hero. Octavius became, after
Antony’s fall, the mightiest man in the Roman ErepirHe did not, in fact, colonize, but
rather annex and unite countries around Mediteaiarn®ea; Shakespeare acknowledges
Augustus’ coming greatness and, being familiar whign ancient history, puts a longed-for
vision into the emperor’s mouth:

The time of universal peace is near
Prove this a prosperous day, the three-nooked world
Shall bear the olive freely
(Antony and CleopatrdV.vi.5-6)

Historically, his words were fulfilled and Octaviusstored the Roman world to its

prosperity gaining for himself a new title Augusttisat is, consecrated or holy.



Virgil could hardly ignore this commission and leosthe tie with the Roman
emperor. It is not difficult to imagine the seve@nsequences he would have to face if he
made his main protagonist Aeneas, the founder ohd&xdook like somebody Augustus
could not identify with and neglected the gloryttiams to be attributed to the emperor. If
the writer creates a story about a mighty rulerhls to suppose the contemporary ruler
might expect some kind of connection between hifresed the literary figure, let alone the
audience watching the play or readers pondering logebook. This usually happens in the
countries where a ruler or a governing party feelst uncertain about their undertakings
on the political scene and is, hence, afraid diatsim and revolt. Therefore, Augustus
must have been very delighted to see Aeneas, iner éitentified with or derived his origin
from, as a man in whom god and human nature dweihity and who was resolute enough
to pursue his goals no matter how much it would bos because the mission he followed
was worth sacrifices.

While the mightiest person in Virgil's time was Auwgjus, in Shakespeare’s times it
might have been the queen Elizabeth I. No matier iméany other famous rulers governed
in Europe at that time, the only name would sptmgudience’s mind when the question of
power, rule and monarchy happened to surface. nasvisitor to England confessed, “It is
more to have seen Elizabeth than to have seen ihigll the Queen’s Menl3) Add to
that, the historian Neville Williams states:

She dazzled like a Sun Queen, making her court fust resplendent in
Christendom. Many of her subjects sought ‘to hénetwinkling of one beam of
the splendiferous planet’, others, drawn irresigtitb her service, felt in the
shadows when they were away from her side. The,cappropriately in a personal
monarchy, was the setting in which the sovereigadiout her public and private
lives so that attendance on her became the sddiiglation of the aristocracy and
the goal of the lesser mortals.”
(All the Queen’s Menl13)

However, it would be too daring to believe Shakespdegan to write Antony and

Cleopatrabecause he was commissioned to do so by those werpo One greatest
excellence in Shakespeare is his capacity to plaéhsed stay faithful to himself; the idea
that will come up again in the next sections o thaper. Thus, it seems hard and even
impossible to figure out what Shakespeare’s ratatp to the monarch was like and
which type of government he primarily favoured. eTénly commission he followed was

his own and it was nothing else but the literarg;aafter all, he was a prolific playwright



and not a cunning politician, or anarchist with t@nmission to change the world by
means of literature. There is an apt point to ltlyi¢iarold Bloom:

Except for that desire [to work hard to go backStoatford as a gentleman] we
know next to nothing about Shakespeare’s socialookit except what can be
cleaned from the plays, where all of the informai®ambiguous.

(The Western Cangd3)

1.2. Virgilian patterns in Shakespeare’s plays
Though more allusions to Virgil’'s Aenettlan those mentioned here could be found
in Shakespeare’s plays, the closer look will nowdlen at three of them at least: Hamlet

Macbethand The TempestThe reason for mentioning Hamket the first one lies in the

very sentence Hamletddresses the players with when one of them alskedabout the
part he should start reciting, “ One speech inchikfly loved: ‘twas Aeneas’ tale to Dido .
.. “ (Hamlet IL.ii. 54) This he added after praising the epiee Aeneidand went on citing
this ancient work to relay it to the players agaihhe extent of how much Hamletas
touched by the epic points to the affection Shakasp might have felt when reading
Virgil. Shakespeare seems to have acknowledgegll\éis the source of inspiration, which
is what Virgil did when he recognized Homer as lygseat predecessor. This
acknowledgement was put into Handemouth to express the admiration and homage to
the ancient epic.

In addition to_Hamletthere is the figure of Macbetbharing with Aeneas the
necessity to undertake a similar business to gondbw hell to see apparitions and ghosts
forecast the future of the kingdom. Eight futunegs pass in front of Macbeth witches’
cavern and, also in the cavern, future Roman rudgnsear in front of Aeneas in the
underworld where he comes to meet his father. elperience of seeing those succeeding

them is common to both Macbettnd Aeneas; however, Macbetbels much more

threatened by this future vision than Aeneas sMegebeths successor is inevitably his
destroyer, whereas Aeneas’s successor is thenfielfit of his mission.

Save these, there are other allusions to The Aenéithe Tempesthat, in spite of

being enlisted as the last one, encompasses nmix® thh Virgil's epic than the previous
ones; though the most prominence is still held_amiet When looking into these

allusions, one has to neglect Harold Bloom’s comméth which he attacked those who



add interpretations to The Tempa#itbased on the colonising phenomena in Shakesgea
times. He states:

Of all Shakespeare’s plays, the two visionary caesed A Midsummer Night's
Dreamand The Tempest these days share the sad distinction of beingvirst
misinterpreted and performed. Erotomania possehseaxitics and directors of the
Dream while ideology drives the bespoilers Bifie Tempest Caliban, a poignant
but cowardly (and murderous) half-human creatuie f@ther a sea devil, whether
fish or amphibian), has become an African-Caribbeamoic Freedom Fighter. This
is not even a weak misreading; anyone who arrivethat view is simply not
interested in reading the play at all. Marxistsiltraulturalists, feminists, nouveau
historicists — the usual suspects — know their €dus not Shakespeare’s plays.
(The Invention of the Humak62)

After ignoring this quote, one can trace the asmdctolonisation in both The

Aeneid and The Tempesincluding some attempts to discover similar iptetations in
Antony and Cleopatraln such a case, no search would be complete withpliing some

of New Historicism methods and practices: placihg work in its historical context,
relating interpretive problems to cultural-histafiproblems and, above all, seeing images
and narratives as a kind of cultural work. Therefalespite Bloom’s comments, a slight
digression from his practice will be made but ofdy the purpose of tracing allusions to

The Aeneidn The Tempestthat is, not for the purpose of interpreting Tireampestin the

light of The Aeneidand the colonising world.
With this in mind, the following quote by David St&ilson-Okamura comes in
handy because it neatly sums up the point madet étwcolonisation:

For thirty years or so, the received wisdom abouitidth ShakespeareTempest
has been that this is the play about the colomnatif the New World, a visionary
document in which, as Leslie Fiedler puts it, “twole history of imperialist
America has been prophetically revealed to us”.
(Wilson-Okamura, David S. “Virgilian models of caolaation in Shakespeare's
Tempest.”_Literature Onlind®altimore: Fall 2003. Vol. 70, Iss. 3; pg. 709)
This is further supported by the assumption thatimy The Aeneid and The

Tempestside by side is nothing new. A couple of bookgehbeen devoted to this subject
written by those who have seen The Aeresdan “. .. archetypical colonizing text of all
time . .. " (Wilson-Okamura. Baltimore: Fall 200%0l. 70, Iss. 3; pg. 710).

Using this archetype, the following allusions miglame to mind, though, at the
same time, one could come up with the contra-opsidn the first place, there is a similar
situation of landing on the exotic shore: Northiéén coast and some island in Bohemia.
Though neither the party of men_in The Tempest Aeneas’s crew in The Aendehded



for the purpose of colonizing, they all share tkality of appearing on the exotic and
unknown coastline. Furthermore, the men walking Rynspero’s island soon turn to
talking about the queen Dido and, though the whalke seem rather careless, it might
suggest a bit more. Considering the fact that Témapest' . . . Heads off the First Folio,
printed as the first of comedies . . . “ (The Invem of the Human662), one could think of

Shakespeare mentioning his favourite Virgil agaist as he did more explicitly in Hamlet
as if reminding the readers or audiences of hiseh@recursor. In addition, Shakespeare’s
characters refer to Dido shortly after the storng d is this storm that “ . .. Gives rise, in
turn, to a love affair. Others [parallels betwedtrese two works] turn on verbal
references.” (David Scott Wilson-Okamura. Baltiedrall 2003.
Vol. 70, Iss. 3; pg. 715) These references afelksvs:

Thus when Ferdinand addresses Miranda for thetfirs#, the words he chooses-

"Most sure, the goddess"” (1.2.422)-recall thosée@rfieas to his mother Venus in

Aeneid 1: "O dea certe" (A, 328). Likewise in Ryesd’'s masque, when Ceres hails

Iris as thou "[w]ho with thy saffron wings upon rfigw'rs Diffusest honey-drops,

refreshing showers" (4.1.78-79), it is Virgil'sslthat Shakespeare has in mind, "lris

with the saffron wings" [lris croceis . . . Perni@®, 4.700). Sometimes,

Shakespeare's imitation of Virgil extends to a whetene, as with the banquet of

the harpies in act 3, scene 3.25.

Together with the reference to Dido at the begigroh The TempestDavid Scott
Wilson-Okamura offers reasonable parallels betwdés play and Virgil's epic and, by
doing so, challenges another search for likewiselleds in other Shakespeare’s plays.

Virgil became such a prominent personage that ady person, no matter if his
rank was low or high, might have neglected him.isTik further supported by so called
‘Sortes Vergilianae’, that is, foretelling the fatuwith Virgil's help, which was practiced
by all classes of people. Even Charles | did salenverge of his defeat at battle of
Naseby three years after the out-break of civil war wheriting a finger blindly on a
random opened page of Virgil. Sadly enough, sitiee superstition did not help, he
sustained the defeat anyway. Besides this supeustiuse of Virgil, George E. Duckworth
adds more to the importance of Virgil in literature

The Aeneid was highly appreciated in its own dawriby the Middle Ages,
philosophical meanings were read into it, and Mengis thought to be a seer and

% One of the decisive battle during the Civil Wamihich royal forces were severely shattered and
Cromwell's New Model Army told its tale again. ¢ttak place near Naseby on June 14, 1645. The actual
account of the king’s superstitious use of Virgipaars in Penguin Encycloped#09.




magician. Dante took Vergil as his guide througk first part of the Divine
Comedy, and the English poet Geoffrey Chaucerpald of the story of the Aeneid
in his House of Fame. In the 16th century the Eigioet Edmund Spenser in The
Faerie Queene was indebted to Vergil for his cotoepf the epic as a national
poem. Vergil's style and technique of versificatiofiluenced the English poets
John Milton, in the 17th century, and Alfred, LaFdnnyson, in the 19th.
(Duckworth, E. George. "Vergil" Microsoft (R) Ent¢ax

Nevertheless, no matter what else can be attributedis famous ancient poet, he

might still be called poets’ poet and this statas darely be ignored when tackling

Shakespeare’s Antony and CleopatiEhus, the question could be raised about howhmuc

of Virgil is in Shakespeare himself and how thiméais ancient poet’s work happened to

be reflected in Antony and Cleopatr&imply, how does the concept ‘the poet in a’paet

presented by Harold Bloom in The Anxiety of Infleertome to its function.

1.3. Aeneas in Antony
The following section’s main purpose is to presdifferences between The Aeneid

and Antony and Cleopat@nd stress how much these differences share antheoother

hand, how much they say about Shakespeare misggalat is, Shakespeare’s realisation

of the first of six ‘revisionary ratios’ as outliden Bloom’s_Anxiety of Influenceinder the

headingClinamendealing with a poetic misreading or misprisiongeo This misreading
might be apparent in comparing the similaritie®ath works of art and in pointing out the
facts that still distinct them.

“Comparison and analysis, Eliot said, are the cloels of the critic enabling a

precise perception of literary effects, relatiopshiand values.” (The Norton Anthology of

Criticism, 1090) Viewed strictly as stories of the struggléwsen passion and mission,

The Aeneidand Antony and Cleopatisseem to have more in common than expected. As

the comparison and analysis are expected to shoave tis Aeneas in Antony, though
Antony is no Aeneas. Shakespeare does not seamdiiige himself in making new
Roman Aeneas and transform Aeneas’s success iritmya failure; though, on the other
hand, he appears to have walked with Virgil halfyvead, then, abandoned him to come
down his own path. In Bloom’s revisionary ratitise second on€esseramight apply to
this:

Tesserawhich is completion and antithesis . . . A postithetically “completes”
his precursor, by so reading the parent-poem astéin its terms but to mean them
in another sense, as though the precursor hadi tailgo far enough.



(“A Meditation upon Priority, and a Synopsj€803)
Shakespeare creates a new personage that shahebigvitistorical precursor the
essence of his fate. The half of their fate appeame; their answer to it, however, differs.
First, there is Rome versus Egypt with personalgassymbolize what they are both after.
Caesar represents the Roman Empire, while Cleosdtnads for Egypt. These two
characters suggest the essence of the power inamttls: the former appears masculine,
whereas the latter absolutely feminine, both wittpatential attributes pertaining to each
of them. David Bevington has much to say whentates: “Caesar is a superb general and
political genius, but he is also a military autoorgta logistic reckoner, a Machiavellian
pragmatist.” (Antony and Cleopatnexii) Stating this, he points to a large setlohgs that

correspond with the mode and way Rome fights ®miace in the world. The similar
qualities, the first and third in particular, péntdo Antony, at least to his Roman side.
Caesar does not hesitate to recall them when temgye&ntony’s absence in Rome and his
growing disregard for the matters of the Empire:

Though daintily brought up, with patience more
Than savages could suffer. Thou didst drink
The stale of horses and the gilded puddle
Which beasts would cough at. Thy palate then digrd
The roughest berry on the rudest hedge .
... Onthe Alps
it is reported thou didst eat strange flesh,
which some did die to look on.
(Antony and Cleopatrd.iv. 62-69)

After praising Antony’s valour and incredible rastbn to pursuit his goals, Caesar

himself jumps to the conclusion that sets cleartg of the clashes between Rome and
Egypt, “And all this / It wounds thine honor thaspeak it now”. (Antony and Cleopatra

l.iv. 70) To underline the folly of Antony’s chan@&aesar uses the time reference ‘now’ to
stress the fact that while this is the time Antasgo necessarily called for to protect the
Empire against Pompey “ . . . He [Antony] filledhis vacancy with his voluptuousness”.
(Antony and Cleopatral.iv. 26) Caesar’'s speech implies an interestihgracteristic of

both worlds: the Roman world that is filled with mapragmatism and self-denial and the
Egyptian one filled with lust, luxury and unrestradl desires. In the religious terms of the
pagan world, Rome might seem to Antony as whakjpgeeted here on earth; that is duty,
work and responsibility. Egypt, on the other hamduld offer him a handful of delights he

might sum up in one word; that is to say, paradisethis sense, the tension between the



earthly and paradisiacal experiences represent®fotie clashes in the worlds of Antony
and Cleopatra Martin Hilsky in the manual issued on the ocoasif the premiere Antony

and Cleopatran the National Theatre in Prague on February 9991makes an apt point
about this clash:

The symbol of Shakespeare’s Rome is a negotiataiget around which
commanders and politicians divide the world. Imtcast, Shakespeare’'s Egypt
might be likened to a table heavy with food anahklri

(“Antonius a Kleopatra: text a context”, 18, myrtstation}

With a look into_The Aeneidthere is a similar struggle between two worldst th
seem to tear the main protagonist apart. Justrésnk is balancing between Rome and
Egypt, Aeneas faces the pressure from two sides;represented by his love for queen
Dido, the other related to his mission commissiobgdZeus. To apply this concept of
clash to particular ‘nomen locale’, it seems coneento call it the clash between Italy and
Carthage; the usage which easily recalls the attattles between Rome and Carthage in
three series of Punic wars. Symbolically, Aenead Bido’s split serves as a token of
future hostility that later aroused between those tmightiest countries of the
Mediterranean world. Moreover, Virgil describesugeassigning a mission to a messenger
Mercury to remind Aeneas he was not rescued froeeka to waste his life in Carthage
beside Dido but to rule Italy and bring the worlider one power and law. The god Zeus
perceives very well that what distracts Aeneas ftam further enterprise is the queen
herself. Therefore, when Mercury is delivering thessage, he addresses Aeneas with the
following words:

Is it for you
To lay the stones for Carthage’s high walls,
Tame husband that you are, and build their city?
Oblivious of your own world, your own kingdom!
(The Aeneidbook 1V 361-364)

Mercury does not hesitate to call Aeneas tame mashad, in later verses, he also

reminds him of future history’s glories. OctaviQaesar in Antony and Cleopatshserves
the similar thing happening to Antony but, in castr to Mercury, does not predict

Antony’s potential glory provided he gets away fr@teopatra but recalls the past deeds

* Symbolem a divadelnim znakem Shakespeakonz je jednaci ét, u nthoZ vojevidci a politikové
rozéluji svét. V Shakespear@vEgype je to stil hodovni, petizeny jidlem a pitim. (Hilsky, M. Antonius a
Kleopatra 18, original in Czech)



and experience Antony went through. None the letst Mercury perceived in Aeneas
Caesar did in Antony; that is, the fact of beingéa and tied to paradise-like comfort.
The large web of influences and various forms ofigospread in The Aenea&hd

Antony and CleopatraWhile Aeneas sneaks out of Dido’s influence, Antgeys stuck in

Cleopatra’s manoeuvring. Both heroes become thieseof two worlds and clashes. The
former finds himself between Rome and Carthagegbmintivated to reach the first place
by a mighty god Zeus and hampered to leave the atte by the queen Dido, the latter
called to return to Rome by Caesar Octavius andsteotly drawn back to Egypt by
Cleopatra. Though Antony takes a different cowseaction than Aeneas, he remains,
together with Aeneas, a Herculean hero that canfaadishly and follow the way the
readers and audiences do not have to approve ftdihremain majestic. The essence of
both Aeneas’s and Antony’s characteristic will hetlier scrutinised in the following
section that deals with the form of power Shakespsaems to have experienced. Despite
the power being discussed up to now, this formasfgr finds its place in the social events

Shakespeare is supposed to have lived through.



2. Experienced Power

2.1. Patronage

While the first section deals with the power passedhakespeare, this section
studies the form of power being around Shakespea@he prepositiomroundwas chosen
deliberately and prior ton that could imply too much of Shakespeare’s shat@ensocial
events in the Elizabethan and Jacobean timesnthkcation whose interpretation strongly
differs in two critical schools: New Criticism amew Historicism. By these schools it is
meant a practice rather than some grouping ofcsritiHence, New Criticism is held as a
way to treat the text as something complete irfitgghout any touch with the author’s
life, intent and social context, whereas New Hisiem is viewed here as a practice to
relate interpretative problems to cultural-histaticssues. On this point, the key figure of
the former school Harold Bloom talks of Shakespsatisinterestedness, whereas Stephen
Greenblatt doubts the distinction between artiagtid social production. Thus, though the
approach to the issue of this paper is rather Blanjseveral uses of New Historicists’
practices will be made of as well. To find a gdodundary between Shakespeare’s
disinterestedness and interestedness, or, in oihrels, between his artistic production and
response to the social background, it seems negessaeconcile the two contradictory
Criticisms’ practices and use them one alongsidethen. Therefore, the power studied
here is related to changes batloundandin Shakespeare; thougioundis accepted more
willingly.

The movement fromaround-powerto in-power will start with Julius Caesathe

closest play to Antony and Cleopatithen, it will go on to the plays that might mark

Shakespeare’s reaction to issues around him arallyfi will end with the life-threatening
performance of_ Richard .l These steps hope to demonstrate the form of powe
Shakespeare himself might have experienced and afieecedent for tackling Antony and
Cleopatran the individual section.

Coming to_Julius Caesand Antony and Cleopatfast, it seems that the majestic

presentation of some Herculean figure was very epiant in the career of the playwright.
Shakespeare cautiously chose the most prominamefgn the Roman history to relate the
plots of the plays to the aristocracy of his owndiand dazzle them with once glorious

fates. The pillars of the ancient world serve@masnspiring source for noblemen and could



attract them to the Globe, which was more than ssary for an actor-playwright such as
Shakespeare; as Bloom states:

Actors in Elizabethan England were, by statuten akibeggars and similar lowlife,
which doubtless pained Shakespeare, who worked toalse able to go back to
Stratford as a gentleman . . . As an actor-playhtri Shakespeare necessarily
depended upon aristocrats for patronage and piamtecand his politics — if
pragmatically he had any — were appropriate for pwenacle of the long
Aristocratic age (in the Viconian sense) . . ..

(The Western Cangmpp. 43)

Winning the aristocrats over became an importaature of artists’ lives in the

Renaissance; hence Shakespeare’s dedication oédaemmd Venus and Adoni® Earl of

Southampton: “Even if your Honour seem but pleasadcount myself highly praised, and

vow to take advantage of all idle hours, till | kadvonour’d you with some graver labour.”

(Venus and Adonjs‘The love | dedicate to your Lordship is withoutdeh(Lucrec§ Why,
however, did Shakespeare not sign the dedicatiamthar works as well? He would have
won either new ties with patrons or strengthendldeones. Presumably, he did not need to
do so and signed the dedications only in those svbek himself published; which means
those he started his carrier with. As Richard @ugxplains:

Shakespeare clearly was responsible for the puigicaf Venus and Adoniand

The Rape of Lucreceboth of which carried signed dedication to therl Ed

Southampton , and were printed by his fellow Soraifin, Richard Field.
(Licensing, Censorship and Authorshg®)

There might be several suggestions why he signbdtleese and not the others and
all of these suggestions would point to the concéghe power Shakespeare experienced
in his lifetime. Firstly, there is the necessitydain in popularity and meet people that
would enhance the author’s reputation. For thippse, sound ties seem very convenient.

Martin Hilsky, when commenting on both dedicatiam3/enus and Adoniand The Rape

of Lucrece states:

Similar dedications were also signed by Spenseamesi and Donne who, along
with lots of other poets, were trying to find favan aristocratic eyes. Quite often,
the authors tried to print several various dedicetito the same book and win more
patrons over through exactly same words.

(Hilsky, M. Sonety 25, my translatior)

® Podobné dedikace psali Spenser, Sidney i Donpela s nimirada mensich basriikktei se uchazeli o
piizen aristokratického mecenaSe. Mnohdy dochazelo duk&rtomu, Ze autonechali vytisknout &kolik
raznych dedikaci ke stejné knize a stejnymi slovgtg#li vlichotit do prizné riznych mecends (Sonety 25,
original in Czech)



Of course, these ties were not short of certainsites, confusions and
disappointments. Moreover, if the only reasonkeeping them was mostly money, then,
the way to the independency was closely relatedinances. Thus, if the price for
independency was in relation to the profit, théhautwvas obliged to write works that would
attract either readers or theatregoers. This, kieweresupposes the question about the
extent of author’s intentions as reflected in hwkg since he himself might modify them
according to public expectations. In this sense,ecessity to balance between writing to
entertain and writing to express comes to surfackitais for each author to choose which
side he will be mostly with. Nevertheless, thoskovkept a proper balance between
entertaining audiences and expressing themselegsrad the skill very close to one of the
forms of power: do as you please and please affipgmu need for what you please.

Secondly, the reason for Shakespeare’s neglectedfcations in other works

following Venus and Adoniand The Rape of Lucrecgeems to lie in Shakespeare’s

preference for stage. He appears to be more aoedtevith staging his plays than with
actual printing them. As Richard Dutton furthesetves:

Shakespeare was not shy of print, it seems, onjyriating his plays (and perhaps
sonnets). Why this should be so is still a subj@ctonjecture. For some scholars,
only staging mattered to Shakespeare; Leeds Baffall instance, argues that
Shakespeare wrote plays only when he could anteipamediate performance:
‘Denied the visual and auditory realization of Iplsys on stage, Shakespeare’s
creative drive seems to have faltered’.

(Licensing, Censorship and Authorshg®)

Thus, though it remains a subject for conjectune, dtage enabled Shakespeare to

become more independent on patrons since he chaltkammediately whether or not the
number of theatregoers would suffice to help himlyeand how much he would have to
turn for help to aristocrats.

Thirdly and more to the legal point, the play wasdias a property of the company
and not of the author. Therefore, Shakespearh,dotctor and a playwright, could hardly
sell his scripts with possible dedications and mséme money from them if he did not
agree with the company before. Thus, with all¢hpeints in mind, it seems that the only
way for Shakespeare to win aristocrats and patstarded to lead primarily through the

actual performances on stage and no more throwgfetitering dedications.

2.2. Caesar’s director-like influence



Therefore, the rigid and powerful bearing of Caesambined with a Herculean
personality of Antony seems to have challenged simwery young aristocrat coming to
the theatre and set before his eyes examples ocamwapacities and greatness. However,
is there not an instant disillusionment seeing ¢banterparts that shatter those mighty
characters? Caesar is done away with by BrutusAamadny’'s commanding abilities are
tamed by Cleopatra. The way Shakespeare disitlasichis audience by showing the

negative and foolish behaviour of his main protasgsrinks_Julius Caesand_Antony and

Cleopatratogether. The mirrors he upheld to the audieogesisting of both common and
aristocratic parts, appeal to all marks: those moaof following and those rather repelling.
Both Caesar and Antony prepares a way to contiheestory line from_Julius
Caesamand opens prospects for another drama set aghms@ame historical setting. The
connection is made through Antony outwardly andulgh Caesar secretly. While Antony
is present in both plays from the very beginninghend, Caesar is somewhat lingering in
the distance. After being assassinated, he appe8rsitus at midnight, and after Antony’s
desperate falling in love with Cleopatra, he il stiere as her first lover that cannot be so
easily deleted from the memory. After all, he leelgCleopatra back to the throne and
proclaimed her a queen after she had been dispddbe power in favour of her brother-
husband Ptolemy XIIl. In addition, she spent aliouat years in Rome as Caesar’s mistress
and gave birth to their son Caesarion, later Ptpl¥iV; the facts so visible in public that
they could not be ignored or forgotten easily. etenCaesar’s lingering influence is in

Antony and Cleopatraust as it is in Julius Caesaince he gave power to both Antony and

Cleopatrato the former through politics, to the latteradhgh love.

Caesar remains mighty whether alive or dead. Wbeing asked to pardon
Mettelus’s brother, he patronizingly reminds thenaters of the steadfastness of his
decisions and adds words that are lifting him ugh® mythic abode of Greek gods. The
similar mythic aspect also appears years later whaesar, in a ghost-like figure, visits
Brutus’s tent to prophesy his murderer's end. Hadicular scene presents an intriguing
analogue between Caesar’s and Brutus’s death. piidphecy preceding Caesar’s death is
now in Caesar’'s own mouth; however, the messad#fesent: it is not a word of warning
but a word of definiteness.

It all seems very exceptional in Shakespeare; whglt have looked as a historical

tragedy gives way to a more profound play aboutrestant influence of one character that



surpasses the others by stepping into the playagagardless of space or time. Moreover,
the apparition of Caesar makes it obvious that &asssomehow still present in the play
and knows all about current happenings. This notian also be perceived in one of the
last Shakespeare’s plays The TempeBhe idea of having the plot in somebody’s hands,
especially, when these are the hands of thosecpating in the plot, is shared by both

Julius Caesaand The Tempestlt is Prospero who governs The Tempasd it is Caesar’s

spirit that pervades Julius CaesaBoth also hear and see the fulfilment of theardas:

Prospero hears all he planned was done and Caesds Brutus at Philippi as predicted;
nothing unexpected in their sight. Therefore, Bgi@ssuring question whether all was
done well at the end of The Tempeéstvalid for both of them and they both might sepl
‘Yes, it was done well’. Harold Blooms perceivée tsimilar implication and broadens it
to the dialogue between an actor and a directar: .“ His [Ariel’s] last words to Prospero

are “Was't well done?” an actor speaking to a doet (The Invention of the Humar71)

Shakespeare is believed to make characters ofl&ys @ccording to real actors
around him. As Antony Burgess adds:

To Shakespeare, Hamlet was a part for Dick Burlmge Touchstone a part for
Armin. What was Hamlet doing before the openinghef play? Probably drinking
beer, brushing his hair, dusting his doublet . Why does the Queen say that
Hamlet is fat and scant of breath and not fenciexy well? Because Burbage, who
played the part, probably was fat and scant ofthraad not fencing very well.
(English Literature75)

Thus, in the play Julius Caeshe can be supposed to have taken the role of the
dictator himself as a person remaining aloof amitlisterfering; no other role would be
more suitable for the director of the whole plahhis is also stated in Harold Bloom’s The

Invention of the Humanwhere he confesses, “Sometimes | entertain theomadhat

Shakespeare himself-a specialist in kings, olden,naad ghosts-played Julius Caésar

(The Invention of the Humari10) Though the play could be just well calléteTTragedy

of Marcus Brutus because Caesar appears only & tbcenes and is assassinated at the
centre of the play, he still “ . .. Pervadesddlit . . . ” (The Invention of the Humai04)

Even Brutus bears witness to this when saying:

O Julius Caesar, thou art mighty yet!
Thy spirit walks abroad and turns our swords
In our own proper entrails.
(CaesarV.iii. 152)



Bloom adds it was the crucial standing of Caesdristory that made Shakespeare

call this play after him, because of “... its highemtking personage.” (The Invention of

the Human 104) On the other hand, it is Bloom again whdsadnother quality that lends
Caesar a prominent place in the play when he sawyiius Caesar, and not Brutus or

Cassius, is the free artist of himself in this pliayliving and dying.” (The Invention of the

Human 110) This notion might be supported by the aggion Shakespeare had a certain
purpose in mind and was not under any historicdigatton as suggested in the first
Bloom’s mention. He might have wanted to stress the play was still about Caesar and
his constant influence on other personages, noemithe is dead or alive; and thus the
play is worth its name. Furthermore, this couldws true about the director’s influence

on actors, no matter whether he is on the stagetor

2.3. Caesar’s prominence in the history

Just as the English owe London to R8me® Rome owes Britain to Caesar. This
debt is well deserved since it was an outstandioghent to see Roman legions land in the
remote and fabulous island that enhanced the wilsesginations in the minds of the
Roman citizens. Despite some difficulties: sevgatées shattering his fleet, unexpected
high tides threatening anchored ships and Britminter-attacks, Caesar’s determination
met its triumph. Even Shakespeare does not famehention this aspect of Caesar’s
gualities. Not knowing the mob of senators surthng him will soon stab him to death,
he boasts on his determination and elucidates lieei®nly one to change his mind; no
circumstances, conditions or people can do so.s,TWhen turning down senators’ requests
to pardon Mettelus’s brother, his words unraveldbesistency of his decisions:

| could be moved, if | were as you.
If I could pray to move, prayers would move me.
But | am constant as the northern star.
(Caesarlil.i., 80)

These verses are, however, only the preamble ofddutaration that bears out
Caesar’s claims to act as he likes, “Hence! Witithift up Olympus?” (Caesatll.i., 80)
This comparison between him and the abode of tleelGgods demonstrates what Harold
Bloom aptly calls “consciousness of being Caesar”:

® This notion appears in the first chapter of ChilitstHistory of English Speaking Peoples where he
appreciates both the road system and the skilflilgned city that achieved a leading place inifieeof the
Roman province of Britain (The Birth of Britaiti1)




Though sometimes silly, even fatuous, Shakespedtassar is an immensely

sympathetic character, benign yet dangerous. Hefisourse, self-centred, and

always conscious of being Caesar, perhaps eveimgedris deification in advance.”
(The Invention of the Humari06)

This consciousness or even the feeling of predsstimto become a significant
icon in the world’s history lent him an enormousleavour that resulted not only in
invading Britain but also in becoming one of thetdenown persons of the ancient Rome
and thus, the inspiration for all kinds of record.

Throughout the centuries, Caesar’s life has atthet crowd of people of various
professions: politicians, warriors, historians amtists. Hence, most of his achievements
have been written about already, let alone his-bft@irs and the actual death, and he has
been immortalized through a large variety of sauks, busts, paintings, poems, dramas,
books and films. To mention at least some of ttista who got inspired by him, it seems
necessary to name, besides Shakespeare, such dothan poet Marcus Annaeus
Lucanus, shortly Lucan, and his effie Pharsalia(the only exact work of hi} the north
Italian renaissance painter Andrea Mantegna andfresco series oithe Triumphs of
Caesar (1489, Hampton Court Palace, England), a centatgr, English dramatist and
translator of the classical literature George Chapmvith hisCaesar and Pompe{1631),
then, Chapman’s contemporary the Scottish poetditam Alexander, earl of Stirling,
writing his tragedies, among them Julius Ca¢%667), the Irish dramatist George Bernard
Shaw’'sCaesar and Cleopatrahen American authors such as the novelist Thariiven
Wilder with The Ides of Marcl{1948) and the historian Will Durant a@esar and Christ
(1944). Who stands a bit out of this crowd is uduNyerere, Tanzania’'s ex-president,
who translated Shakespeare’s Julius CamdarSwabhili in 1966 and, as such, he made it
the most widely read book in East Africa. Touchthgs, it all shows Caesar’s story has
gained in popularity not only among people of vasigrofessions but also of different

nationalities.

2.4. The legitimacy of regicide
As suggested, Julius Caesane of the best examples of power, remains migbty

matter how close he stands; whether he is alivdead. How is it that he is the only one to

" This epos also appeared in English, but only ilse ook of it being translated by Christopher Mare
who also worked on the translation of another arcierk - Ovid’'s_ Amores



keep on influencing others but not to be influenbgdthem? Perhaps, this might be the
most essential capacity in Caesar and also migikesthe feeling that Shakespeare himself
was also trying to stand aloof and keep interfe@hghe same time. Furthermore, this
concept of continuous lingering influence also esponds to the well-established
Elizabethan doctrine of two king's bodies. Accoglito Martin Hilsky’s article issued in

Hamlet v Narodnim divadl¢he monarch was supposed to own two bodies: thealaine

and the body of politic, the other of which wasiée&td to exist even after the sovereign’s
death. This idea is more than welcoming in thk tdlpower because it presupposes the
fact that while one can criticise the natural hurfauits perceived in the monarch, he must
still keep in mind that over this natural body thés a state body being superior to the first
one and more essential. Therefore, no wonderthetonstant issue of obedience and
revolt against the sovereign was such a frequemt twt only in a number of philosophical
works but also in Shakespeare’s tragedies andri@stoln_Julius Caesan particular, the
guestion of regicide and its legitimacy comes te #durface since, though Brutus is
persuaded to commit it through reasonable talkgdmot escape his conscience anyway;
this is demonstrated in the very words the appeariiddresses him with in the night before
the final battle:

Brutus: Art thou any thing?
Art thou some god, some angel, or some devil,
That makest my blood cold and my hair to stare?
Speak to me what thou art.
Ghost: Thy evil spirit, Brutus
(Julius CaesaiV.iii. 275-279)

The legitimacy of the decision to kill a ruler seento matter in several
Shakespeare’s plays. This constant issue insgo#ticians, philosophers and artists.
George Buchanan, a Scottish reformer in th8 déntury, tried his best to achieve well-
founded arguments for deposing the monarch layiegthee most essential one the
difference between regicide and killing the tyrafithe similar struggle appears in Julius
Caesamwhere, if it were to be read as a historical manilie preference is given to the life
under the dictator because it is better than tieeiri chaos and anarchy. In Hamlby
contrast, the audiences are given the pictureefyttant that, as it appears, must be killed
at all events. The main character does not hapender over the legitimacy of the act; he
simply acts. In Julius Caesdrowever, Brutus is constantly haunted by dubitwasights



whether or not he should act as he decided; hevacyshesitantly. The apt description of
his hesitation can be found in Portia’s words intBs’s orchard:

... You've ungently, Brutus,
Stole from my bed; and yesternight, at supper,
You suddenly arose, and walk’d about,
Musing and sighing, with your arms across,
And when | ask’d you what the matter was,
You stared upon me with ungentle looks;
| urged you further; then you scratch’d your head,
And too impatiently stamp’d with your foot;
Yet | insisted, yet you answer’d not,
But, with an angry wafture of your hand,
Gave sign for me to leave you.
(Julius Caesaltl.i. 237-247)

“Between the acting of a dreadful thing and thsetfmotion . . . The genius and the
mortal instruments are then in council”_(Julius €sell.i. 63-67), says Brutus shortly
before he is paid a visit by conspirators to disdire details of Caesar’s assassination. By
saying this, he describes the tension he expessandate war with himself in the middle of
the night; as if still hesitant whether or not hewd join others and go on fighting not only
with intentions that will influence fatally not gniCaesar but also the whole empire. One
conversation with Cassius was enough to shatteiluBsimind and disturb his sleep, as he
admits, “since Cassius first did whet me againgd@a/ | have not slept” (Julius Caesar
ILi. 61-62). While in the real civil war Brutusips Cassius to oppose Antony and
Octavius, here he is left to wage another civil al@ne and with himself; the experience in
which the opposing thoughts are struggling withheather.

Various aspects of this struggle with the innerms®f can be traced in several
allusions Brutus makes when talking to himself. eNlidarold Bloom reaches the moment
of this struggle he draws a distinction betweent@sis and another famous soliloquy made
by Macbeth and says:

The difference is that Brutus’s “state of man” isreunaided and lonesome
than Macbeth’s. Macbeth is the agent of superahfarces that transcend Hecate
and the witches. Brutus, the Stoic intellectual,affected not by preternatural
forces, but by his ambivalence which he has mantgedade.

(The Invention of the Humari09)

On one side, he admits the necessity of Caesadthdét must be by his death”

and, on the other, when conspirators come and “their hats are pluck’'d about their ears



and half their faces buried in their clofks . ” he calls the whole business a crime, * . .
O conspiracy, Shamest thou to show thy dangeroow by night, when evils are most
free?” (Julius Caesall.i. 48)°. Brutus, apparently, marvels at the fact thatspirators are
so careful to hide their faces when there is haaglyone to stand up to them, as it is also
revealed when no measure against them is taken diatety after Caesar’s death.
Moreover, if Antony did not give his famous speewmrer Caesar’'s corpse that kindled
people’s wrath against murderers, hardly anyoneldvoppose them at all. Nevertheless,
despite this bewilderment, Brutus welcomes the pioators and repeats several times,
“you are welcome . .. You are all welcome”, whishtranslated into Czech in more
affectionate manner as “I am happy to see you'%all’His inner struggles, however,
continue as it is shown in the remark he adds #fisr cordial welcome, “what watchful
cares do interpose themselves / betwixt your egdshaght” (Caesail.i. 98-99).

After these words, there is a crucial moment whassilis takes Brutus aside to
whisper something Shakespeare did not find necgssanention, and so readers are left to
infer what Cassius told him from Brutus’s reactiotmming afterwards. This secret
whisper appears to move Brutus to make up his raimzk for all and from this time on
there is no more ambivalence in Brutus. He stiokthe resolution to kill Caesar and rid
Rome of the danger of potential tyrant. HoweVels this potential danger sowed into his
heart by Cassius that Bloom aptly calls a fictitmasking his own ambivalence toward
Caesar, Brutus chooses to believe in a fictiomather unlikely one in which a crowned

Caesar becomes another Tarquin.” (The Inventidhe@Human109)

Though it is easy to judge history from the preseettspective and think about
consequences when people of the past had to feenstances, it is still alarming that the
influence of one man can lead another one to tleesida he would not make otherwise.
Constant allusions to the past and to the possisleof events in the future were torturing

Brutus and pushed him to make a one-sided decisitre example of Tarquin’s rule and

8 Hats and cloaks might evoke the image of the efftom the Elizabethan period more than the inodge
the ancient Rome. Nevertheless, the reason felids in the fact that the actors were not usettéssing up
as people living at the time of the playii Josek draws a comparison between the moderrréhedtere
dressing up is taken into account, and the Elizetretheatre where it was not. (Josek, 170)

Thurber even regards this description as anothenple of Shakespeare’s disregard of the costumeas iwo
Rome at that time. (Thurber, 209) Obviously, Shpkese did not care so much about clothes as habdiat
words.

® Thurber puts this interpretation in his notedrjkaiting those free evils to the cases in whidmes are
most free from the law, that is, Most unrestrain@dhurber, 210)

9In Czech itis literally: VSechny vas rad vidirdogek, 51)



his father’s heroic act of deposing this last kosfgRome, along with potential awesome
prospects of Rome under Caesar’s tyranny so yivddpicted by Caesar’'s enemies, were
so tiring Brutus’s heart and conscience that hallifjngave up and believed in the tragedy
Rome could head for were Caesar crowned. Befasehtppened, Cassius himself had
anticipated Brutus’s surrender and counted on émeigal human propensity to give way to
constant and repeated pressure; he declares, “Bfeliys, thou art noble; yet, | see, Thy
honourable metal may be wrought from that it igpdsed . . . . For who so firm that cannot
be seduced?” (Caesdii. 32) In these words he admits a trick playedByutus to win him

to the conspiracy; the trick that is played on Bsig honesty.

Cassius stands out of the party of conspiratorof@ more thing than for having
the main influence on Brutus’s decision to stabdaa#o death. Besides being the only one
to admit it is all about seducifigBrutus, he also presents a way to oppose thietyjc He
seems convinced the only way not to be seducedrasléd is to stick to those of honest
characters. He reveals this when he states:

... Therefore it is meet
That noble minds keep ever with their likes;
For who so firm that cannot be seduced?
Caesar doth bear me hard; but he loves Brutus.
If | were Brutus now and he were Cassius,
He should not humour me.
(Caesarl.ii. 32)

What Bloom calls “Cassius resentment of Caesar” do&kk “a personal grudge
against Caesar” is in sharp contrast to “Brutusi&lof Caesar” and “honourable principles
and ideas” Brutus nurses. With this in mind, Bsiduove and honesty appears too blind
not to see how he is used up. Then, it is love laomkesty that needs to go hand in hand
with prudence because if they happen to be mistis=donsequences might turn out much
worse? as Bloom states, “His [Brutus’s] love of Caesas In it a negative element darker

than Cassius’s resentment of Caesar” (The Invemtidhe Human109).

1 The etymology of this word might be of an intersisice its exact meaning is ‘lead away’ or ‘entitte
wrongful behaviour'. As it contains only negatis@nnotations, it is almost impossible to seduceetmdy
for a good thing. The good thing requires goodsvayhe Latin form is seducere: se — apart andrduce
lead. Then, this word should always design thetm®@ of misleading and tricking people into wrahimgs.
12 History might reveal a plenty of cases in which Honest men were fanaticized and kept pursuingdhés
with clear motives, despite the fact what they wadsing was totally wrong. Being persuaded of thedsty
of the goals, they were unable to stand aloof amwh fobjective perspective judge righteously whatght or
wrong. This is the tragedy of being persuaded somthat it is not possible to be persuaded anyemor



2.5. Between two worlds
When looking at the role of influence and powedulius Caesaand Antony and

Cleopatra it also seems necessary to tackle the questi@utathe influences over
Shakespeare himself. Did he also have to faceltdsh between the private and public?
Did he also find himself standing between two wsrlgist like Brutus in Julius Caesar

like Antony in Antony and Cleopatfa

There is about seven-year-long span between Jd@iassarand Antony and
Cleopatraand the assumption these two plays unfold theystet in similar time and
historically successive might lead to the discee®nf some similarities and successiveness
in Shakespeare’s time as well. Those two playsesgmt two important epochs in Roman
history: the assassination of Caesar and the imatign of Octavius as the first ruler of the
Roman Empire. The description of the gap betwédwmsd two events would be very
simple; the word that seems to fit best is chadke years following Caesar’s fall were
marked with the terror and chaos of civil war.whs as late as 27 BC Augustus restored
order to Rome and put the seventeen chaotic yeagad. The new period Pax Romana
lasting around 200 years was inaugurated by Augushd chaos of the preceding years
was finally over. Shakespeare familiar enough Rttiman history lets Octavius foretell
this future of Rome in act IV.vi.: “The time of warsal peace is near.”

At the time of writing Julius Caesa8hakespeare was one of the queen Elizabeth’s
subjects and, though some adherents of New Cnticsght argue, also the subject of the
Elizabethan times. Then, the question that mightaised would concern the actual impact
the environment and culture made on Shakespeasedn a way he could not avoid it.
However, to start this search and suggest somaemdes it seems fair to present two
opposing notions of treating Shakespeare: onequtaid by Harold Bloom, an advocate
of New Criticism and the other offered by New Higtsts and inspired by Stephen
Greenblatt. As the former firmly states:

Part of the secret of Shakespeare’s canonical alégptis his disinterestedness;
despite all the flailings of New Historicists anther Resenters, Shakespeare is
almost as free of ideology as are his heroic witamlet Rosalind, Falstaff. He has
no theology, no metaphysics, no ethics, and rakbes political theory than is
brought to him by his current critics . . . Refregly, he is not Nietzsche or King
Lear, and he declined to go mad, though he hadhtagination of madness, as of
everything else.
(The Western Cangi3)




Harold Bloom goes on praising and lifting Shakespsgpower of imagination and

his aesthetic supremacy. However, he himself admihis comments to Merry Wives of

Windsor that Shakespeare was not always so free and unboHeduses what looks as
New Historicist’s point:

The tradition is that Shakespeare wrote Mery Wives perhaps between the two
parts ofHenry IV, in response to Queen Elizabeth’s request to sBiodohn in love
. There are hints throughout that Shakegpsanncomfortable with what he is
doing and wishes to get it over with as rapidlypassible.
(The Invention of the HumaRl15)

To see Shakespeare uncomfortable with what he itthgvrcould well imply that

this time the audience should not take it so setyouThe point being, reading too much
into the play where there is not so much is suppdseesult in absurd ends. Therefore,
how to find the firm assumption that this is natetrabout other Shakespeare’s plays,
namely _Antony and Cleopa®aAdd to that, where is the base for assuming Shaeesp

was comfortable enough when he was writing Antongt €leopatrahat it is feasible to

assume he had some message in mind for his aedienc

Tackling Julius Caesand_Antony and Cleopati@s a unit could present one of the

potential answers. Once again, Shakespeare picRéutarch’s biographies and depicts the
story that immediately follows the plot of Juliusa€3arand even contains some of its
characters. It seems rather questionable he wioal@ done so without attributing to
Caesarsome kind of importance and assuming the end opldg is a good starting-point
for another. His rereading Plutarch shows thatk&&geare knew well enough this is a
good source; the fact he learnt from his experiemitie Julius Caesar Nevertheless, the
guestion remains whether Shakespeare turned tarétuagain because the intention he
had in mind was somehow close to the one in J@mssanr because he needed to find a
theme beautiful enough to be worth writing abolrt.terms of criticism, the former might
be deduced through practices of New Historicismenghs the other one would be likely to
evoke the support from New Criticism. The stress 0. . the historicity of texts and the
textuality of history . . . ” as the key figure tife New Historicism Stephen J. Greenblatt
describes the term applied to this groupings dicsrin his collection of essays Learning to
Curse would spark off considerations of how much “ . .the casual influences are
mediated through discursive practices.” (Contempyotaterary Theory 140. Hence,

these casual influences will be scrutinized throbgth the historical and literary situation,



in the hope it will provide a firm ground for undending Antony and Cleopatead the

role of power and influence within it.
What might first matter is the group of plays thatl been performed shortly before

Antony and Cleopatravas put onto stage. The particular look will bketa at things

similar in all of them because they could suggesnhes overall idea at the back of
Shakespeare’s mind. The reason for this searphospted by a certain link connecting
three plays_OthelloMacbethand King Leartogether and inspired by George Wilson

Knight's method of interpreting Shakespeare’s plaggs W. Knight, along with Caroline
Spurgeon, is considered a pioneer in the methadctdra be described as “the method of
interpreting Shakespeare’s plays by tracing théepea of repeated metaphors, symbols,
and other motifs that are peculiar to each”. (20&mtury Literary Criticism158) All three

plays mentioned above were performed in two suoeesgars and seem to tell stories of
naivety versus cool calculation. Zd&rStibrny remarks:

Almost in all Shakespeare’s plays, namely in hisatgst tragedies, appears a
conflict of two worlds: the world of old times, bagard ideas, the chivalry and
foolishness, full of superstitions and blood; arg topposing world of new
individual businessmen free from prejudices buff dedheir conscience, energetic,
reason-oriented but also coldly calculating andfieent to others.

(William Shakespearé4, my translatior}

These words easily recall Shakespeare’s famousesod® in which, through
rhetorical device anaphora, the conjunction ‘asdiapeated ten times to emphasize how
dreadful time the poet turned out to live at theg dnly thing distracting him from suicide
is love to the lady of his heart:

Tired will all these, for restful death I cry:
As to behold desert a beggar born,

And needy nothing trimmed in jollity,

And purest faith unhappily forsworn,

And gilded honour shamefully misplaced,
And maiden virtue rudely strumpeted,
And right perfection wrongfully disgraced,
And strength by limping sway disabled,
And art made tongue-tied by authority,
And folly, doctor-like, controlling skill,
And simple truth miscalled simplicity,

13 Témst ve v8ech Shakespearovych hrach, a nejdramgati jeho vrcholnych tragédiich, vyvstavaji proti
soke dva sety. Swt staré pospolitosti, ale i zaostalosti, isklych ctnosti, ale i poSetilosti, biud
smrtelnych krveproliti — a protiému se botici swt novych individualistickych podnikavg¢ zbavenych
v3ech pedsudk, ale i sédomi, racionalistickych, energickych, ale i kasédky vypaiitavych a
bezohlednych. (William Shakespedr, original in Czech)




And captive good attending captain ill.
Tired with all these, from these would | be gone,
Save that, to die, | leave my love alone.
(Sonnet66)

With a particular focus on the verse 11 “And simiplgh miscalled simplicity”,
another verse might fit here to depict the strugpgieveen simplicity and cunning

reasoning. Among those three plays preceding Andmid Cleopatréhere is one that,

more than the others, demonstrates the clash ofablds and new devices. In Othello
lago first admits the splendid qualities found ithélo:

The Moor, howbeit that | endure him not,
Is of a constant, loving, noble nature,
And | dare think he'll prove to Desdemona
A most dear husband.
(Cthellg, II.i. 230-233)

However, lago despises the righteous charactetlo#lld and does exactly what is
expressed in the verse 11, sonnet 66; that igabtous shift from simple truth to
simplicity, in other words, the shift from artlessd honest belief to ignorance and
stupidity. This is more evident in his closing @siin Act Il.i., which start with a seeming
compliment to Othello’s qualities, but end up wiéisolution to spoil love through honest
madness:

Make the Moor thank me, love me, and reward me
For making him egregiously an ass
And practicing upon his peace and quiet
Even to madness. 'Tis here, but yet confused:
Knavery's plain face is never seen till used.
(Cthellg, II.i. 250-254)

Besides_Othelloand lago’s part in it, the clash between old amdvns also

manifested in_King Lear In contrast to Antony and Cleopatndnere the two opposing

worlds seem to be equal in terms of power and eeitbnsiders the other weak, _in King
Lear it might be easier to point to potential weaklingeo do nothing to protect their
rights. Finally, it must be the French king, Cdiae husband, who stands up for the
claims of the oppressed ones and, shockingly, Ibe#sthe battle and Cordelia. Othello,
despite his being “ . . . Of a constant, lovingble nature . . . ” is driven to madness and
his love does not look constant at all, providedsitliable to such a ghastly change.
Cordelia, on the other hand, remains herselfitdl@nd and her affection for her father does
not suffer any variation. Cordelia finds herseffidst the flurry of family war where the



opposing sides might evoke the idea of the pastth@dge to come. Lear’s continuous
claims over his royal privileges, though he is adting anymore, and cunning merciless
plots against him from his daughters do not onltyse cruelties the young are able to
inflict on the old, but also the dark side of hunparsonality that comes out when given a

chance. In_Antony and Cleopataad Julius Caesdoth Antony and Brutus decides to

stick to one world and oppose the other no matteciwthey belonged to before. Cordelia,
however, appears to get stuck between the worlddaocause she did not belong to neither
of them, before or after, she diegdertk Stibrny sees her as “the most splendid sign of
future” and attributes to her “ . . . Fragile iga&s of dreamlike and fabulous utopian

world.” (William Shakespearés5, my translationf Shakespeare later plays seem to prove

it right, because the characters of similar “fraggatures” do not die anymore, but, on the
contrary, wins over the world and give their firfargiveness and reconciliation: e.g.

Miranda in_The Tempestmogena in_Cymbelinand Hermiona, Paulina with Perdita in

The Winter's Tale Nevertheless, Antony and Cleopatabong with_Julius Caesaare still

somewhere on the way to these utopian visionsthdse plays, heroes struggling for the
utopian dreams always end up dead as if it wereiie consequence and way out of the
clash they find themselves in. Moreover, theiugtfles might be Shakespeare’s own as
well and it is the matter of further query whatgdbestruggles are all about.

Being on the brink of the enormous change in sooi@er seems to push
Shakespeare to react to it in his plays. It istthee of incredible sea voyages in which
England is in its prime: first voyages around thald, new riches shipped over to Europe
and growing competing market appear to form a bisethe new world order.
Surprisingly, what humanism commenced the commeseemed to close; the idea
humanist thinkers had to abhor. Literally, as e Historicists see “ . .. The literary
work [is] as a vessel tossed in a social sea wip&ting interests, antagonistic values, and
contradictions.” (The Norton Anthology of Criticisn2250) Add to that, the social sea

around England at the turn of the sixteenth centvag stormy enough to shatter even the
stronger sort of man than Shakespeare. Douglak Bstsms up the background of this
period in the following words:

While all ages are ages of transition, there ameesm which disruptive and creative
forces reach maturity and combine to speed up doh@al process of change. In the

4 Tak nabyva Kornélieflehkych rys jakéhosi snového, ale nekéne spanilého utopickéhafslibu.
(William Shakespearés5, original in Czech)




history of England, as in that of Europe at lathe, seventeenth century is probably
most conspicuous modern example, unless we exceptown age, of such
acceleration. In 1600 the educated Englishmantedlnand world were more than
half medieval; by 1660 they were more than half erad

(The Early Seventeenth Centufy)

It seems_Julius Caesain particular, bridges two opposing periods ingland,
marking the change in politics and society.

The play [Julius Caesapertains to the first Shakespeare’s plays in Wwhilce
renaissance trust in the man and his capacitiés sbithe baroque skepticism; the
shift that was accompanied by the feeling of amivee and ghastly horror.

(Julius CaesarEd. Josek, J. 5, my translatibh)

The play announces a new period and great changa®in both England and the
continent. The first performance of the play tgd#ce in the theatre Globe at the turn of
the century, in 1598. Despite hundreds of yeaesnew epoch in Rome sparked off by the
Caesar's death can also resemble the coming atieitt? century in England. Is this
what Shakespeare was scared of? Seeing the chadbeanivil war after the death of the
mighty dictator, was he also afraid of what futtwdd for England after the death of the
mighty queen? When using this concept of histog/,was not far from the truth. The
conspirators huddled around the queen, just aBanRioman senate around Caesar, and
similarly, while the queen had to keep an eye ansister, Caesar should have been wary
of his ‘son’ Brutus. The message of the play cdddsimple. If it were to speak directly to
the queen, it could call to her ‘please, be warmey, attention to this, think about those
close to you'. The price of Caesar’s neglecting sloothsayer’'s warning words was too
high to be paid again:

Caesar. Wat say’st thou to me now? Speak once again.
Soothsayer. &wvare the ides of March.
Caesar. H is adreamer. Letus leave him. Pass.

(Caesarl. i, 16)

In this sense, Shakespeare puts himself intodleaf another soothsayer, being
afraid of possible consequences following the gisegeath and realizing the hopelessness
and terror of the people abandoned by its ruldrusT the run of things after Caesar’s death
might illustrate what is supposed to happen ifgheen passes away without any heir. The
guote from Harold Bloom supports this when he stdt®8hakespeare’s Caesar is at most a

benign tyrant, certainly in comparison with theraerafterward practiced as policy by

15 pati k prvnim Shakespearovym hram, ve kterych rengsariru vélovéka a jeho schopnosti vyaiala
barokni skepse, provazenda pocity rozpolcenosfeanta hiizy. (Josek 5, original in Czech)



Antony and Octavius”_(The Invention of the Humai5). The prophetic side of the play

tells its tale again since the history reveals then for worse when comparing the

Elizabethan and Jacobean times; the new periodgamgen England meant bitterer times.

2.6. The life-threatening performance of Richard I

Shakespeare himself also experienced the touclowém since it was his theatre
company, The Lord Chamberlain’s Men, that got gardplaying their old play Richard I
just one day before the rising against the queeAwgust 4, 1601. According to Stephen
Greenblatt, Elisabeth | is even reported to exclamthis day: “I am Richard.ll Know ye
not that?” (“Introduction to the Power of Form3he Norton Anthology of Criticism

2251) Shortly before the attempted murder, Shalkesfsecompany plays the story about
the real murder. Moreover, the relation existiegneen Shakespeare and Essex, and, even
closer relation, between Shakespeare and Southapipith involved in the rising, shows
Shakespeare might have been hardly indifferentitatwas happening at that time. Above
all, if the queen’s life seemed seriously threatemwery tie with the conspirators could be
called to question and Shakespeare’s life, at legsen remembering his explicit
dedications to Southampton, would appear in jegpartHarold Bloom uses the same
context as Greenblatt in his comments on Richard biit points out Shakespeare’s
discontent with the political use of the play; tigt As a tool of power. As Bloom states:

The Earl of Southampton helped arrange that Shakesjs company give a
performance oRichard Il as prelude to the Essex rebellion against Elitabet
1601, six years after the first performance of pfey. Shakespeare cannot have
been happy with this, but evidently he could ndtise, and he was fortunate that
this elicited only Queen Elizabeth’s ironic commé&nam Richard Il, know ye not
that?” Essex was no Bolingbroke, and Elizabeth atotll Richard, and being
dragged into potential danger was anything but 8¢pdéare’s way, since he never
forgot what the state had done to Marlowe and td.Ky
(The Invention of the HumaR62-263)

As Harold Bloom shows Shakespeare might have hesy lto avoid appearing on

the list of the rebels. It would be very diffictitt persuade state investigators that Richard
Il was only a play without any touch to the realityldhat the evidence of Southampton’s
paying for the performance is a pure coincidencgiis can be further supported by
Annabel Patterson who, when listing the basic hasuscal principles, refers to John
Chamberlain’s letter written on 1 March 1599 andsuthe exact words Chamberlain wrote



to Dudley Carleton as a result of questioning thyeearance of Sir John Hayward’s Life of
Henry IV that led to Hayward’s temporary imprisonment:

“Why such a storie shold come out at this time.aflis, the importance of an exact
chronology in determining what any given text Wksly to mean to its audience at
the time of its appearance . . . Hayward’s histbag acquired its dangerous
significance by appearing at a particular tense smamtoward the end of
Elizabeth’s life, that the significance resided gisely in the connection between
“this time” and “such a storie.” In other words, tetell the story of Richard’s
deposition by Henry Bolingbroke at a time when &bieth’s authority was being
challenged by the earl of Essex was inevitablyuggest an analogy — the same
analogy that Elizabeth admitted to William Lambanid 601 when she saw herself
in Shakespeare’s play.
(Censorship and Interpretatidsb)

The fact Shakespeare was so close to face the 'qudisgrace, just as the rebels
had to, though he himself did not mean it at alleg Shakespeare a very profound feeling
of the power and influence. Mentioned above, Bl@oocomment makes it quite obvious,
“Shakespeare cannot have been happy with thiseWdently he could not refuse . . . *
Though the answer to why he could not refuse ibBlaoes not mention, Greenblatt sees
one of the causes in a very ordinary thing: “Thisvpr, notwithstanding royal protection,
censorship, and the players’ professions of unswegreyalty, could be purchased for forty
shillings.” (“Introduction to the Power of Forms2252) This purchase occurred because
some people evidently understood the theatre agfoie forms of “ . .. Power to subvert
. .." (“Introduction to the Power of Forms2252) Hence, there might be two things
Shakespeare appeared to be discontented withettessity to accept Southampton’s order
and the use of the theatre as the power to subkess Greenblatt more explicitly remarks,
as the power “ . .. To wrest legitimation fronetkstablished ruler and confer it on
another.” (“Introduction to the Power of Formg2252).

Both Julius Caesand _Richard Igive a hint to Shakespeare’s view of sovereignty,

though, as Harold Bloom adds, “Shakespeare is d@lasBee of ideology as are his heroic
wits: Hamlet, Rosalinda, Falstaff.” (The Westerm@a 53) Why not believe Bloom that

Shakespeare had a resistance to any form of idgolegalone theology, metaphysics or
political theory, and accept it as one of Shakespeaupremacies. However, Shakespeare
were to know that no matter what he means peogdlanake their own interpretations on
the basis of what they have seen and lived throAghabel Patterson calls this “. .. The

writer's own sensitivity or insensitivity to his dience determining his ability to survive.”



(Censorship54) The simple fact that the world is a theatrd the theatre is an image of
the world, the idea Shakespeare himself suggesiiss healise the importance of seeing the
audience when constructing the play. Greenblatigeizes this as a distinction between
“literary foreground” and “political background”y an other words as a distinction between
“artistic production” and “social production”. Tiefore, though free from any ideology,
Shakespeare presented plays that somehow exposeduthences to the thought that
legitimate authority is still better than ruthlessurper, simply because the usurpation gives
way to the civil war; the situation taking placelioth plays after Caesar’s and Richard’s
murder.

Another evidence pointing to the power of the theafhakespeare might be
expected to anticipate is revealed in the histoakimg moment of the glorious wedding of
king James’s daughter, the princess Elizabeth. f#&lcame a lawful wedded wife of the
Czech protestant king Fridrich Falcky who embodlezihopes of Czech exiles that longed
to retain the religious freedom and protestant esmaicy in the central Europe. In such a
case, the alliance with the English protestant kilg a hoped-for step. Again, no matter
what Shakespeare felt about it personally, hisplagre used to commemorate this historic
event. About eight plays are said to have beefopeed and even the final blessing of
Miranda and Ferdinand in The Tempestbelieved to have been addressed to the newly
married couple; no wonder that Fridrich Falcky hethdecame a patron of the theatrical
company. Similarly, the last Shakespeare’s pHmnry VIII mirrors the anti-catholic
preferences that England and Bohemia had in comm@hat it all suggests is the
phenomenon the theatre and the art as a whole @ppea&arry; that is, The power to
subvert and the power to support. The actual omecoften depends more on those
(mis)using the art than on those doing the art.

Both examples, Richard knd The Tempessuggest that despite own personal

feelings about issues, Shakespeare was (mis)usedritor the issues the society found

itself passing through; the fact sometimes berafamnd sometimes perilous.



3. Depicted Power
3.1. Docere et Delectare

If one traces the form of power and the way charadn some plays influence each
other, the first thing he might be expected tosltoidefine the actual word. Without this,
there would be just a vague feeling of what powands for and this feeling would differ
from one person to another. In the preceding aestithe power was viewed from two
perspectives: the kind of literary power or, inetlwords, the anxiety of influence, and the

power experienced in “ . . . a social sea of caimpenterests.” (Norton Anthology of

Criticism, 2250) The third form of the power will be scrutiadzin Antony and Cleopatra

through Shakespeare’s and Plutarch’s use of thesvers.

The American Heritage Dictionaputs forward several definitions pbwer® all of

which do not correspond with the idea of Jeremy tHawe, the author of the glossary of
literary theory, who describgoweras:

That which either allows or prevents a subjrom reaching its object. A
power can be an individual character, or it carabeabstraction such as fate, age,
nature, and so on. The issue of power has entetieedecent discussion of literature
mainly in connection with issues loosely relatedideology. Literature is often
subject to control (Through censorship, restrickiamm literacy, use of powers
associated with ownership of libraries, publishihguses, reviewing media)
precisely because it can challenge existing autbhsri- or because these at least
believe that it can.

(A Glossary of Literary Theory156)

Given the above, definitions might also imply thia¢ power does not have to be

realised by all means but that the belief in itseptal realisation can suffice. With this in

mind, the power seems more effective in the terframtcipating and expecting than in the

terms of actual control and might. It is mainlyusad by the fact that the anticipation,

expectation or vague feeling at the back of mindkengeople act without any observable
reasons. Hence, the authorities, in particulasehpractising rather questionable steps,
censor literature far before they get attacked;simply just in case.

The similar concept of power is also present inohgtand Cleopatran particular,

in Cleopatra’s attitude and influence over Antoiynding himself in the tension caused by

the clash of two opposing views of the world, Ronaad Egyptian, Antony rushes to and

18 For example: The ability or capacity to act orfpen effectively, a specific faculty, aptitudeparson,
group or nation having great influence or contna¢mothers, forcefulness, effectiveness etc.



fro, from Rome to Egypt, from Egypt to Rome, anddraes the only personage in the play
to change both the place and himself. The poimgéiis appearance in Rome is always
Roman, in Egypt Egyptian. One might recall the elying “When in Rome, do as
Romans do” of which Antony does not have to be neled, because he naturally turns
back into a resolute and cool Roman soldier wheriag in Rome in order to do exactly
the same when back in Egypt. By contrast, Octaandg Cleopatra appear to remain same,
a kind of flat characters, and their identity does cease to be tied to their country. Caesar
remains Roman no matter whether he is in Romegata in Egypt, and, similarly,
Cleopatra is always exotic, untouchable and Eggpt@matter what is going on; though as
a good actress playing herself she lets her passiange so often that one never knows
what the next manifestation of her passion willlilke. Moreover, when Antony finally
clings to Egypt and fights alongside Cleopatra, omght still get a dubious feeling that it
is not the result of his free choice but the evidenf Cleopatra’s victory over Rome. |If
true, the victory would be realised without any p@as or external things but, quite the
opposite, through an internal power Cleopatra esescover Antony regardless of her
presence near him or distance from him

However, it would be too easy to limit all theseeth characters, namely Cleopatra,
to this short description. Shakespeare is notusckgo be settled; Harold Bloom himself
admits: “ ... | am certain . . . That the plagad me better than | read them.” (The
Invention of the Human ) and adds:

Of Shakespearean representations of women, Cledpasr the most subtle and
formidable, by universal consent. Critics nevemn egree on very much about her:
Shakespeare’s control of the various perspectivebey is so astute in this play,
more perhaps than in any other, that the audien@gven an enigmatic range of
possible judgements and interpretations.

(The Invention of the Humah46)

Shakespeare’s wisest woman may be RosalindsnYou Like [t but his most
comprehensive is Cleopatra . . . . Cleopatraidnilly bewilders us, and Antony,
and herself. Mutability is incessant in her pasaloexistence, and it excludes
sincerity as being irrelevant to eros.

(The Invention of the Humarr15)

Considering the above, Cleopatra seems to be nuitebke example of power than
anybody else in the play, simply because, alony Jutlius Caesaand Prospero, she acts
with a constant lingering influence proving thastjas_Julius Caesaemains mighty with
his spirit walking abroad and turning “ . . . Quoonspirators’] swords / in our own proper



entrails.” (CaesarV.iii. 152), or just as director-like Prospero igates the play, she
herself is the mistress of the play. While Antanfate seems more than catastrophic and
Octavius’s effort rather cool and MachiavellianeQpatra acts as she pleases and even her
escape from the battle at Actium and her deativatte in her hands.

Bloom states: “Critics never can agree on very mather [Cleopatra).” (The

Invention of the Human546) Her personage is so inexhaustible that thergtii some

space for new interpretations. No wonder, the \argracters in the play ranging from
Roman soldiers to Egyptian eunuchs would differtheir views of Cleopatra as well.
Despite these differences, however, Shakespeaseshis audiences to Roman view of
Cleopatra and let them say for themselves whethaobthis view is consistent with what
Cleopatra does and says. David Bevington takestiaenof the same thing: “The Roman
point of view opens the play, and never entirelgek its force. At first it may seem

superior to that of Egypt.” (Antony and Cleopattix) Bevington wisely adds that this may

seem at first, as if suggesting that though the &owiew persists, it does not have to
receive the audiences’ approval throughout the.playus, provided neither critics nor
audiences seem in agreement, Shakespeare mightibaget on purpose in order to please
all kinds of personal attitudes to the theme offilagy.

With this in mind, Shakespeare as a person lardgbending on his audiences and
patrons is likely to follow the common rule of Edlzethan artists “docere et delectafe’lt
reminds again the form of power Shakespeare mighsupposed to stick to after the
unfortunate performance of Richard H day before the attempted assassination of the
gqueen. This form of power encompasses the capadaitly resolution to create works
everybody is expected to be satisfied with ancatlthor feels content with. From the very
beginning of the play, the audiences are told ithzne of the views of Cleopatra and now
judge for yourself how much it is legitimate or mothe light of the rest of the play and be
ready to find the sufficient support for both ertie= either it is all about love and all for
love, or it is all about manipulation and all foolgics. Logically, if the watchwords of
Elizabethan playwrights were as those mentionedeliben, the more delight they offered
the more profit they could get. Furthermore, pded the Elizabethan and Jacobean times

saw the expansion of education and readership pkgnrights were more and more

1 Profit and delight



concerned about the demands of all levels of spcigVhen studying the mode of life in
England at that time, R. E. Pritchard remarks:

Docere et delectaravere the watchwords. There was also a growing et&id
entertainment — satirical pamphlets, accounts oherand scandal, poems and
ballads, almanacs, playscripts, jestbooks, andbficthough the realist novel did
not appear until much later). By the turn of teatary, perhaps two hundred books
were published each year.

(Life in Elizabethan and Jacobean Tin&s

This might serve as a link between the form of poageexperienced in a social sea

of competing interests and the form depicted ino@ddra’s character. Cleopatra is so
inexhaustible that she can be hardly fully grasped, thus, enables the audiences entertain
and have a delight in a variety of interpretatiosisyply, as they like it or as Shakespeare
made them like it. Harold Bloom does not forgetrémind in constant allusions in The

Invention of the Humathat it is mainly Shakespeare who explains us anents us:

The plays remain the outward limit of human achiegst: aesthetically,
cognitively, in certain ways morally, even spirilya They abide beyond the end of
the mind’s reach; we cannot catch up to them. &@dare will go on explaining
us, in part because he invented us, which is téraleargument of this book. |
have repeated that argument throughout, becausk seem strange to many.

(The Invention of the Humamvii — xviii)

Shakespeare writes roles for particular actorsigntheatrical company and the
plays for his audiences, patrons and the queeingr the last two were often represented
by their Lord Chamberlain who “ . .. Superviseau@ activities, including entertainments

(with a special eye on plays) . . . * (Life in Hizethan and Jacobean Tim#89). To

please all, profit a lot and keep own face was alsly the form of power Shakespeare
experienced and used when writing his plays. Ewjgerienced power is depicted in the
largeness of Cleopatra’s role and her role of Hieasewell. Bloom stresses that itis “ . . .
So wonderfully difficult for an actress, who must the part of Cleopatra, and also portray

Cleopatra acting the part of Cleopatra.” (The Irii@nof the Human548) This fact itself

offers the audiences to focus on what they likeoeting to their personal preferences:
either on the part of Cleopatra and nothing moregrothe part of Cleopatra’s Cleopatra

with all the interpretations sparked off by that.

3.2. The precedent



The example of how skilfully Shakespeare plays wiith image of Cleopatra and
Antony is evident in the ambivalent verse that bannterpreted in various ways and can
offer different keys to the personalities of theotWovers. “I'll seem the fool | am not.
Antony / will be himself”, says Cleopatra in therydirst scene as if predetermining roles
they both will play; or, more precisely, she willap because Antony will always be
himself. This equivocal place refers to Antonyeitas to a fool, to a Roman leader or to a
deceiver. It is hard to tell the right implicatidrom the others since they all seem
legitimate. Provided Cleopatra called Antony al fis’om the very beginning, she might
have made known her policy to the audience angs#teshe was going to take such a
course of action that would serve Egyptian purposesnatter how much effort she would
have to make to fool Antony. This view of Cleop&r significant statement is also
supported by Roman point of view. The whole playts with presenting one of Antony’s

officers Philo who, though beginning with referesmide his general’s splendid properties

such as “... Goodly eyes / that o’er the fdes the musters of the war / have glowed like
plated Mars . . . His captain’s heart / Which lve scuffles of great fights hath burst the
buckles on his breast . . . “ ends with a sad olasee, “The triple pillar of the world

transform’d / into a strumpet’s fool.” (Antony a@leopatral.i. 1-13) Both descriptions of

Antony look rather hyperbolic. As every readePtdtarch might know, Antony’s greatest
battles were those his generals won for him; ataRih states, “Both Antony and Octavius
were said to be luckier in the battles others tomkmand of on their behalf than in those
they themselves were in command of.” (Plutarch,)6@@ the other hand, the closing
cynicism calling Antony a strumpet’s fool is thepgsite extreme and points to the fact that
once a mighty commander was being made a fool of. n@hilo’s introductory speech
bridges this play to Julius Caesanere Antony was left standing over Brutus’s deadyb
as a winner together with Octavius. When beinghanted by Cleopatra, he shifts slowly
from this winning position and begins to lose lesttlip to his final defeat.

While the notion of seeing Antony as a fool in Glatra’s eyes from the first scene
points to the queen’s intelligence and smartnégsyémaining two make her hopeless. |If
Antony remains a Roman leader at all cost, she avily become his mistress and the
similar love affair as the one with Caesar miglpteia itself. More tragically, had Antony
been a deceiver just using her up, the idea Clemmaites out when overwhelmed with

jealousy for Antony’s lawful wife Fulvia naming [tExcellent falsehood”, the whole



concept of the play would have to turn the othey whout. Cleopatra, however, insists
that she is not the fool and coming dialogues betwieer and Antony proves it right.

Harold Bloom makes an apt point when saying: “Céopnever ceases to play Cleopatra,
and her perception of her role necessarily demAtgeny to the equivocal status of her

leading man. It is her play, and never quite his " (The Invention of the Humarb46)

Moreover, the illustration of a fan Antony is likeshto, “ . . . his captain’s heart . . . is
become the bellows and the fan to cool a gypsyss’land the allusion it might evoke
when the train of eunuchs fanning Cleopatra appearsediately after Philo’s words, gives
credibility of understanding the play as primat@jeopatra’s. The image of Antony as a
eunuch, in the sense of losing his masculinitys fitell Harold Bloom’s remark, “he
[Antony] is waning well before the curtain goes wymd she [Cleopatra] cannot allow
herself to wane.” ( Bloom, op. Cit. 546)

After presenting this sort of preamble, Philo iegithis friend, and implicitly the
audience as well, to behold and see. However, Dethetrius and audience are inclined to
follow the course of events with the picture otrpet and a fool in mind; that is, with a
Roman point of view in mind. If this picture isally legitimate or not might be
guestionable, but still a certain precedent rasgitiom the very first scene seems to spring
to audience’s mind and it might warn audience df tating Antony and Cleopatra as
suffering lovers who face the misunderstanding #aedcruel world standing in their way;

the concept easily applied to Romeo and Judigt awkward in terms of Antony and

Cleopatra’s affair. If the audiences are given fReman view of Cleopatra as a

Machiavellian erotic gypsy at the very beginningrthin the course of the play, they have
to either abandon it or find more support for fthe power depicted here talks about the
pursuit Cleopatra follows but nobody else is sureud. Neither Antony nor anybody else,

let alone Octavius, can grasp her.

The question raised about the true face of the rpeatagonists; that is, who is
whose fool and who is under whose power and infteecan also be answered through
historical imperfections Shakespeare might havesdonsly made and through historical
facts Shakespeare literally followed. As Shakespesms inspired by Plutarch; though in a
different way than in the case of Virgil, it seesmvenient to compare where and how
much he followed Plutarch’s Parallel Livesd to what extent he departed from the
historical account. Therefore, the first companrisall deal with the accordance between



Plutarch and Shakespeare, and the second onexaithiee the differences that seem to

spring up when pondering over Shakespeare’s AnaothyPlutarch’s picture in mind.

3.3. Shakespeare’s and Plutarch’s Antony
Both Antony and Cleopatrahare that enormous appetite for love and life, and

hence, they tend to neglect their governmentakdutiough Antony seems to do so more
than Cleopatra. The first scene shows Cleopattheasne fully aware of the consequences
resulting from turning back on Rome. She urgesoAntto hearken to the news from
Rome as if understanding that it is not reason&bl@nore the state commissions; “Is
Caesar with Antonius prized so light?” wonders Deme and Cleopatra appears to share
the same feeling. However, even here one getddeed by her and realises how difficult
it is to grasp her since, later on, she is ablepooach Antony for reacting to the news and
being Rome-bound. Bloom’s comment mentioned alfiovts its place again: “Mutability

is incessant in her passional existence.” (Thertiga of the Human715)

Shakespeare offers several examples of Antony aledp@tra’s indulging in
careless pleasures; as Antony himself confesseste’s not a minute of our lives should
stretch / without some pleasure now. What spanigtd?” (Antony and Cleopatyd.i. 48-

49) There are several supports to this in Plutarah with Shakespeare reading Plutarch in
mind, it is clear that when Shakespeare mentiorterArs indulgences he is very close to
his historical personality. Antony served to Slsdemre as a best presentation of the
strange combination of heroism and indulgence. Platarch one would hardly find
someone of the same combination; there are eiilems like Sulla or heroes like Julius
Caesar. However, when it comes to Antony, thetey aéading Plutarch, one might get the
feeling he was just a cad; the attribute being @sen to Aeneas in Phillip Hardie’s
introduction to_The Aeneid' . . . Aeneas has been a perfect hero, a cddaaownright
villain.” (The Aeneid vii,) In Plutarch’s account, the picture of Antony as & ds
somehow surpassing the other attributes given teeag In Shakespeare’s eyes, however,
Antony is not only a cad but, add to that, a pasi® hero and poet. For Bloom, Antony is
“. .. Shakespeare’s final triumph over Marlowslsouting cartoon, Tamburlaine the
Great.” (The Invention of the Humah58) Plutarch’s record is full of Antony’s actions,

victories and failures; Shakespeare’s Antony islyiberoic and Herculean. Using the



mythic comparison, David Bevington sees Antony a&scHles being not entirely in his
prime:

In another mythic comparison, Antony is like Hegsjlnot in his prime but
with the shirt of Nessus on his back — a poisetéd given Hercules by his wife in
a mistaken hope of thereby assuring his love fo(4hé2.43).

(Antony and Cleopatrax)

Shakespeare uses the same imagery seeing Ant@my ashetype of Hercules and
so does Plutarch. First, Antony’s soldiers comethle conclusion that “Tis the god
Hercules , whom Antony loved / Now leaves him.” {IV 21) and then Antony himself
concludes that he was bewitched and played triokallathe time he was in deep affection
for Cleopatra:

The shirt of Nessus is upon me. Teach me,
Alcides, thou mine ancestor, thy rage . . . .
The witch shall die.
(Antony and CleopatrdV.xii. 43.44.47)

However, it is not only Hercules being likened tatény; Plutarch plays with

another image coming from the life of the similaythc hero:

Whereas Antony, like Hercules in the picture wh@raphale is seen romoving his
club and stripping him of his lion’s skin, was owend over again disarmed by
Cleopatra, and beguiled away, while great actiond anterprises of the first
necessity fell, as it were, from his hands, to dthwer to th seashore of Canopus
and Taphosiris, and play about.

(Plutarch, 677/3)

Shakespeare gives a hint to this imagery and, Héialy to know the story about
Heracles and Omfalie from Plutarch and Ovid, makesony look like Heracles and
Cleopatra like Omfalie. He lets Cleopatra receall &ct of effeminising Antony:

I laughed him out of patience ; and that night
laughed him into patience. And next morn,
ere the ninth hour, | drunk him to his bed,
then put my tires and mantles on him, whilst
I wore his sword Philippan.

(Antony and Cleopatrdl.v. 19-22)

In all these allusions Shakespeare appears to &ecord with Plutarch’s account of
Antony and Cleopatra’s relationship. The overalttyoge shows Antony powerfully
influenced by Cleopatra and brings both main ctiarado the connection with two mythic
couples where two heroes, Hercules and Heracleseattled by their female counterparts.

Using the first imagery from myths, Antony is Cletg’s victim because she hoped to win



him back from Rome and from Octavia in particulawt, by doing so, she finally loses
him; whereas, in the second case, Antony is Cleajsatool she can entertain herself with
without spoiling anything else but his masculinifgven his amazing victory over Brutus at
Phillipi is nothing to Cleopatra because she expees her own power over this famous
Roman soldier who lies in front her drunk and dedss women’s clothes. However, this
is all just a sport and game because she is far looking at him with disdain. Despite all
her humiliating words towards Antony said in ragde confesses her respect and
admiration for Antony several times, “Lord of lorfs infinite virtue . . .” or when seeing
him in full armour with Herculean courage readyeton their chronicle with a sword and
return to kiss her with blood all over, she canmelp exclaiming, “That’s my brave lord!”

(Antony and CleopatrdV.viii. 16.17; lll.xiii. 180). Antony always remas a hero, though

a hero of the past. This is apparent in both Sdfare and Plutarch: in the former through
Caesar’'s words when he learns about Antony’s deatlihe latter through his closing
comparison of Antony and Demetrius. As Caesar:says

Dercetus: | say, O Caesar, Antony is dead
Caesar: The breaking of so great a thing shouldemak
A greater crack. The round world
Should have shook lions into civil streets
And citizens to their dens. The death of Antony
Is not a single doom; in the name lay
A moiety of the world.
(Antony and Cleopatrd/.i. 14-18)

Plutarch, on the other hand, uses Antony’s unfatemaffair to prove that that was

the real sign of his greatness:

Those very things that procured him ill-repute bed@ness to his greatness . . .
Antony was thought disgraced by his marriage witbofatra, a queen superior in
power and glory to all, except Arsaces, who wergiin her time. Antoyn was
great as to be thought by others worthy of highgrgs than his own desires.
(Plutarch, 676)

Perhaps, Plutarch’s closing words over Antony mighte become those that
inspired Shakespeare to write a play about a héxm does not look like a hero at all and
still remains an undisputable Herculean hero. rAfie death, nobody can compare him.
He pertains to the age of Julius Caesar and Pormagegh is what Bloom calls “Herculean

or heroic age” and adds, “Antony — in the play -alieady archaic, reflective of a time

when charismatic flamboyance still could overcomerg obstacle.” (The Invention of the

Human 558) Therefore, Shakespeare makes Caesar feelisldnand puzzled when



Antony challenges him to duel; fairly Herculean, @isbugh, to pragmatic Caesar, looking a
bit primitive. Nothing would make Caesar accept dre ascribes the challenge to
Antony’s powerless rage, replying:

Let the old ruffian know
| have many other ways to die, meantime
Laugh at his challenge.
(Antony and CleopatrdV.i. 4-6)

Antony marks the end of Herculean age and Harolodoll points to his and

Cleopatra’s story as the mark of the end of somgtin Shakespeare’s work as well. He

states that “After Antony and Cleopatemmething vital abandons Shakespeare.”

When it comes to the points Plutarch and Shakespeart, Cleopatra seems to
appear. On Antony they both, more or less, agfdeopatra, however, stands in the centre
of their parting. Historically, Plutarch sticks ttee Roman point of view, though he admits
that Cleopatra was not driven only by political cems but also by deep affection for
Antony. Nevertheless, despite admitting her loee Antony, Plutarch calls their
relationship Antony’s last extremest mischief:

The last and extremest mischief — to wit, the loveCleopatra — lighted on him,
who did waken and stir up many vices yet hiddehim and were never seen to
any; and if any spark of goodness or hope of riswvege left him, Cleopatra
quenched it straight and made it worse than before.

(Plutarch,633/25)

Seeing Cleopatra as the one that pursuits to lsaveelationship with Antony at all
cost, even at the cost of losing him, makes het tather passionate than pragmatic; again,
the comparison with the mythic story about Herdslesfe can spring up. However, she
appears to be more guilty than Antony because slkeaafpes whatever spark of hope of
rising or redeeming quality that would otherwisdphAntony resist temptation. This is
Plutarch’s record and it is worth uncovering hoasel or far Shakespeare stands to it.

There is no idealisation of Antony on Shakespeasils. Several episodes are in
accordance with Plutarch’s account and Shakespeses both those praising Antony’s
valour and those making him look a bit awkward. @#sady mentioned, there are
admiring Caesar’s words recalling Antony’s journiesough the Alps, remembrances of his
battles and other examples that would place hithénpantheon of Greek-Roman heroes.
What, however, counterbalances this view is constad lingering Cleopatra’s power and

influence combined with the art of using the thieatrgestures and words that always make



a profound impact on Antony and manipulate him atdiog to Cleopatra’s will. Plutarch
seems very strict to Antony’s crazes and makedearahat it is Cleopatra that quenches the
last independent qualities in Antony. Shakespeardghe other hand, opens the view a bit
wider and offers to his audiences an alternativghich Antony remains a hero till the end;
a hero that is hard to look up to but is easy tospmpathetic with. Once again,
Shakespeare brings enough space for everybodyeiautience coming to be entertained
and get the equivalent for what he had to pay.

The picture of Antony seems evoke in the audieheeféeling of both admiration
and irony. Another striking difference betweentB®toh and Shakespeare is also suggested
in the contrast conclusions they both end up thwiries with. The former states in his
Parallel Livesvhen comparing Antony and Demetrius:

For their final disasters they have both only @nththemselves; not, however, in an
equal degree. Demetrius was deserted, the Macedoresolted from him: Antony
deserted others, and ran away while men were fightor him at the risk of their
lives. The fault to be found with the one is tha& had entirely alienated the
affections of his soldiers; the other’'s condemmai® that he abandoned so much
love and faith as he still possessed. We cannotradhe death of either, but that of
Demetrius excites our greater contempt. He let aifiscome a prisoner, and was
thankful to gain three years’ accession of lifeaptivity. He was tamed like a wild
beast by his belly, and by wine, Antony took himhseit of the world in a cowardly,
pitiful and ignoble manner, but, still in time togpent the enemy having his person
in their power.
(Plutarch, 678/6)

On the other hand, Shakespeare ends his play wigsat’s talk over dead bodies of
Antony and Cleopatra and wins great sympathy frasnalndiences by letting them leave
the theatre with the verse “No grave upon the eshtl clip in it / a pair so famous”
(Antony and CleopatraV.ii. 359) in mind as the last echo of all thegvk seen. Thus,

while Plutarch draws the reader’s attention to Agtdhat is, to the representative of Rome
in the course of history, Shakespeare’s Caesar tt@m a famous pair, putting Antony and
Cleopatra together and not seeing Cleopatra onlyhasone that stole Rome of their
Roman. With Plutarch in mind, it would be easyctmsider Cleopatra a witch and the
originator of Antony’s fall; the idea which opensayv for further discussion about
Cleopatra’s power and influence over Antony. Skakare’s way of dealing with both
protagonists, however, makes them look more coedect each other; the link not so easy
to be ignored. There is some touch of destiny moAy’'s last words before his first

leaving for Rome on hearing the news about Fuludaath:



Our separation so abides and flies
That thou, residing here, goes yet with me,
And I, hence fleeting, here remain with thee.
Away!
(Antony and Cleopatrd.iii. 103-105)

3.4. The Invention of the Human

Given the above, they both seem to exercise power @ach other and limit the
other’s behaviour either by their actual presencdéingering influence when they must
separate. Some power always brings them backhtegetven at the risk of their own lives.
One might call this power pure love, another fraqtassion and others simply lust and
stupidity. Each characteristic, if preferred, wbldck the quality of those remaining. Janet
Adelman suggests that “Shakespeare deliberatelyesnakpects of both major characters
opaque to us.” (The Invention of the Hum&®0) Harold Bloom argues that one of the

causes of Antony and Cleopatra’s tragic fall isrtbesire to be the world:

So varied and exuberant is Antony and Cleopdtra its protagonists never
dominate; the world prevails, and the play, monthny other by Shakespeare, is
itself a heterocosm. Cleopatra and Antony arespara world; they desire to be the
world, and that alone is their tragedy. Octaviusswbecause he represents Rome,
and Rome will ingest much of the world.

(The Invention of the Humah61)

Bloom further suggests that the wavdrld becomes a refrain throughout the whole
play. What does he mean by it? In the context®fdea of Shakespeare’s invention of the
human, one of the aspects the world denotes isilcertainty and hesitation over being
and acting: when one knows he is himself and wieeadn tell that he acts himself? Bloom
also adds that “if you cease to know when you irepeate yourself, you are likely to seem

more opaque than you are.” (The Invention of thendy 560) Thus, the struggle between

being and acting pervades throughout the play aalem protagonists look sometimes
histrionic and sometimes real. The hardest tdsk,twould be to tell these times apart.
They mingle together in the human in such a way time becomes the other and vice
versa: they act their being and live through actiimgis concept of the world represents the
power depicted in the play. It is no more a quastio be or not to be” but “to be or to
act”.

Shakespeare, with all what he experienced as pdvadginces between these two
features of the world and is capable of both beimgj acting. In the very play, Shakespeare



hardly takes sides and leaves it to his audier@eta@ose whoever they prefer. However,
following Bloom’s comment on Shakespeare’s impétyiathe world is finally denied its
triumph over Cleopatra and she departs with a megdly tragic air; as Bloom states:

The world, let alone Octavius, wants its triumpleioCleopatra, but Shakespeare at
last takes sides, and denies the world its sadignappropriating Cleopatra for his
play’s triumph alone.

(The Invention of the Humak66)

Though it might seem questionable which of the nthiaracters, whether Antony
or Cleopatra, wins the sympathy of their playwrjgBictavius is supposed to fall from
favour of both audiences and the playwright. Agtdres, Cleopatra laments but Octavius
vindicates his victory:

O Antony,
I have followed thee to this; but we do launch
Diseases in our bodies. | must perforce
Have shown to thee such a declining day,
Or look on thine; we could not stall together
In the whole world.
(Antony and Cleopatra/.i. 36-45)

These words do not necessarily have to make Odanare abhorrent to audiences

and he can remain, if not in favour, then, at le@asa neutral position. Up to this point, he

has been a Roman fighting another Roman; the wdg gaderstandable in the world of

politics and pragmatism. He himself admits that world could not do for them both and

one of them would inevitably have had to succumthéoother. Therefore, when Antony is

at death’s door, he rejoices over the fact thatvhe not beaten by anybody else but a
Roman:

... And do now not basely die
Not cowardly put off my helmet too
My contryman — a Roman by a Roman
Valiantly vanquished . . .
(Antony and CleopatrdV.xv. 57-59)

However, Octavius is losing the favour on the pdiatis not such a good actor and

cannot reveal or conceal his intentions in the watony or Cleopatra does: Antony acting
the part of Herculean hero and Cleopatra actingpidwe of herself, that is to say, of
Cleopatra. When touching the last scene with Antorging Cleopatra to let him speak
and Cleopatra stubbornly interrupting “No let mead, Bloom states:

Since his advice is quite bad anyway, as it has ble®ughout the play, this makes
little difference, except that Antony, just thiscen almost stops acting the part of



Antony, Herculean hero, whereas Shakespeare wish&ssee that Cleopatra never
stops acting the part of Cleopatra.
(The Invention of the Humab48)

Being incapable of this, Octavius is quite traneparand all his being lacks the

quality of acting. Therefore, it is no problem foam to both pity Antony and show the
generosity to Cleopatra and, immediately, rejoicerdhe idea of performing Cleopatra in
Rome as the evidence of his victory and triumphoréddver, he acknowledges Cleopatra’s
last chance of defeating him by bungling his pldnsbowing her in the victorious
procession in Rome. To prevent this he urges lbérta be afraid but to lean on his
generosity; but, unfortunately for him, he cannct o well. Shakespeare offers a good
hint for his audiences to figure out which sidevsrth being taken at last:

Cae:We purpose her no shame. Give her what comforts
The quality of her passion shall require,
Lest, in her greatness, by some mortal stroke
She do defeat us; for her life in Rome
Would be eternal in our triumph.
(Antony and Cleopatra/.i. 62-66)

The power depicted in Antony and Cleopgimants to an amazing quality of being

and acting. The border between life and theatreasever, very thin and uncertain. One
is safe only when he is fully aware of the momdmsmpersonates himself; on this point,
Cleopatra seems to be in her prime. Moving arahatl border, she creates enough space
for various feelings and interpretations offeringlences a brilliant adventure in telling her
being and acting apart. When Cleopatra being lieose is attracted to her, when playing
herself, one might acquire the Roman view of hbat tis, a witch, strumpet and cold
politician. This form of power does not violatedsences’ minds. It helps Shakespeare
stay safe and sound since it says a lot and itsdge nothing at all. The theatregoer and
reader might feel free to take Cleopatra and thg pbk a whole as they like it, though the
essence of their freedom is limited by Shakespeare.

To conclude with, for Harold Bloom, whose works éaerved as primary sources
for this paper, Cleopatra falls into the same graspHamlet he sees her as one of
Falstaff’s peers that is, along with Hamleganscending us:

| once wrote that Falstaff would not accept beingel by us, if he was to deign to
represent us. That applies also to Falstaff’'speenether benign like Rosalind and
Edgar, frighteningly malign like lago and Edmund,t@nscending us utterly, like
Hamlet Macbeth and Cleopatra.

(The Invention of the Humanmx




Conclusion

It seems to be an intriguing quest to discover edrivand forms of power
Shakespeare was subject to and do this in the digtite New Criticism that appears to be
inclined to reject whatever interpretations resgjtifrom the historical context of
Elizabethan time and would prefer to see Shakespagmrimmune as possible; a form of
bardolatry Bloom himself confesses to adhere to:

The more one reads and ponders the plays of Shedesphe more one realizes
that the accurate stance toward them is one of.aweBardolatry, the worship of
Shakespeare, ought to be even more a seculaoretigan it already is.

(The Invention of the Humanvii)

Given the above, the search for unavoidable forfmower was realized with awe
and Shakespeare was viewed both as a child oihésand as a central person of the canon
for whom there is no substitute. The extent of thudacity, which was inevitable if
scrutinizing Shakespeare in his life’'s context, w&gys limited by the borders of the New
Criticism that grasps the text as something comepietitself without any relations to the
author’'s life. Thus, the tension between approsgithakespeare’s plays, Antony and
Cleopatrain particular, as the complete wholes or autotatiefacts and applying several
New Historicism techniques, for instance settintgripretive problems against cultural-
historical problems, helped create a broader pctaund approach Shakespeare with both
awe and audacity.

All three chapters, each dealing with a particéitem of power, were supposed to
follow a logic sequence from general to concrei@ @eate a link from the first revisionary
ratio Clinamen to the last oneApophradesas found in Bloom’s concept of the poetic
influence and intra-poetic relations. With theuattdescription of these two ratios in mind,
the circle might be closed and Shakespeare woukt hie precursor Virgil again, though,
this time, with a different couple of lovers. A#Bm also observes when reaching the last
of the ratios:

The later poet, in his own final phase, alreadydboed by an imaginative solitude
that is almost a solipsism, holds his own poem genoagain to the precursor’s
work that at first we might believe the wheel hasne full circle . . . And the

uncanny effect is that the new poem’s achievemeaites it seem to us, not as



though the precursor were writing it, but as thotlghlater poet himself had written
the precursor’s characteristic work.
(“A Meditation upon Priority, and a Synopsis”, 180804)

The search for own aesthetic, as seen in Literawyel, the necessity to survive in
the sea of competing interests, as described iefeqred Power and, finally, the result of
both of these, as suggested in Depicted Powerhgnts to the drives Shakespeare himself
could not command and the goals he reached in. spiti¢h this in mind, the personalities
of Caesar and Antony were interpreted in the loftthese forms of power with a constant
look at Shakespeare himself. Therefore, the quesiivhat man is that?” was repeated
several times, each time providing ‘the man’ witle appropriate personality: Antony in
the case of Literary power, Julius Caesar in Exqpeed Power and Cleopatra in Depicted
Power. These three personalities were set onasiganother, compared and analyzed in

order to offer the interpretation of drives Shalkese could hardly command.

Touching the first form of power, as allusions iarilet Macbethand The Tempest
suggest, there is an intra-poetic relation betwéegil and Shakespeare; or more precisely
between Homer, Virgil and Shakespeare. The seddEpic Cycle’ as formed in the
forty-eight books of the lliacdind the_Odysseis transformed into Roman Epic Cycle in
The Aeneid from which it is further transformed into Elizaban Drama Cycle in Antony
and CleopatraWhy Cycle? According to Philip Hardie the work of & a part of the Epic
cycle when it helps create the sequence from tlginbmg of the world to the current
generation. As he states:

The two Homeric epics [The lliaahd The Odysséyn antiquity formed part of the
‘Epic Cycle’, a sequence of epics that togethenspd the time from the beginning
of the world down to the generation after Odysseus.

(The Aeneid xiii)
To this form of Epic Cycle, Virgil adds another ¢tyaby pointing at the struggle

between chaos and order. This quality also fitelplace in Antony and Cleopatndere it

might be renamed as the struggle between passidnmassion. Hence, the second
revisionary ratioTesserawas applied here because both Virgil and Shakespesained
the terms of their precursor but used them in aroslense. Philip Hardie recognizes this
as the inversion of transformative absorptions a@imdric patterns; the idea that was
applied to Shakespeare as well as the inversianaotformative absorption of Virgilian
patterns. Since the cycle suggests the procesg bepeated many times in the same order,

the comparison was drawn between main heroes bfdioties: Aeneas and Antony. The



comparison and the analysis of these two works ebothat while there is Aeneas in
Antony, Antony is no Aeneas. Shakespeare seerhave walked with Virgil half way,
having him as his Sweet Master, but abandoned hithe exotic place of Carthage-like
Egypt. Thus, while Aeneas sneaks out of Dido’sotled hands, Antony gets stuck in
ambivalent Cleopatra’s love. However, no mattew lhrouch their reactions differ, they
both share the quality of remaining Herculean aedoit despite their lapses. As Harold
Bloom sums up this point:

With Antony’s death, the age of Julius Caeand of Pompey is over, an age that
began with the death of Alexander the Great. Fwk8speare, it is the Herculean
or heroic age, and, as | have remarked, Antony thenplay — is already archaic,
reflective of a time, when charismatic flamboyarst#l could overcome every
obstacle.

(The Invention of the Huma®58)

The Literary power was one of the first forms ofygo Shakespeare himself chose
to be subject to and made Virgil his precursor.e ghadual transformation of Aeneas into
Antony and reforming Aeneas’s resolution to futfile mission into Antony’s passionate
decision to reject the duty form the example ofeliettual revisionism in which
Shakespeare, distant and influencing just as Caesdulius Caesarfirst swerves away
from his precursor into the state of solitude, safgs himself from him and, then,
continues to accomplish the work of art in suchay what he comes back to his precursor
not only as his disciple but as the master of otlriples coming after him; and this is the
power Shakespeare yielded to in order to exertise i

While the personality of Antony was looked at ie fight of Literary Power, Julius
Caesarwas dealt with in the section called Experiencesv&. The question about the
power around Shakespeare was raised in order vderanore details of what Shakespeare

had to go through before sitting down to write Ant@nd Cleopatrea model for Depicted

Power. Shakespeare wrote Julius Caasdhe time of enormous changes in England and
in the world. These changes were labelled as rémaissance trust in human capacities
yielding up to the baroque scepticism’. As it vgaswn in Shakespeare’s Sonfiét Julius

CaesarOthelloand King Learthe two worlds, the old one and the coming oteshed in

a combat and thrust their representatives intaameilable struggle: Brutus versus Cassius,
Othello versus lago, Lear versus Edmund, Gonedl Ragan and, finally, Antony versus
Octavius. This is the clash of old visions, supgoss, backward philosophies and



energetic cool calculations; in other words, feighalis being replaced by the coming age
of capitalism.

With the personality of Julius Caesar, three acfasterest were pointed out in the
hope of seeing Shakespeare in his lifetime cont&t.means of several New Historicism
techniques, these areas were listed as followskeSpaare’s practical goal to earn his
living, Caesar’s continuous influence on other abtars similar to the one exercised by a
director on actors and, lastly, the political (ms9 of Shakespeare. In its broader sense, all
three areas found support in Harold Bloom’s wrisingpough Bloom might be expected not
to go as further as a key figure of New HistoriciStephen Greenblatt did. Firstly, when it
comes down to the necessity to earn his living kBeare followed the common practice
to dedicate his works to the influential personshid time, namely to the Earl of
Southampton. He abandoned this practice, whichalsxs followed by Spenser, Sidney,
Donne and others trying to gain some favour int@cigats’ eyes, and turned to staging that
seemed to offer him both better profit and morecepga use his talent; as the quote from

Licensing, Censorship and Authorshgpows, “ . . . denied the visual and auditory

realization of his plays on stage, Shakespearesatie drive seems to have faltered.”
(Licensing 90) Then, it was for the performances to attraaiences from all social
classes and enable Shakespeare to check immedidtalythe audiences liked and what
made them bored. The dramatic heroes and theiestawere thus the convenient sources
to create plots that would entertain most and fawt Secondly, however, to show he does
not only follow people’s likes and dislikes, Shgkeare might have been believed to write
a role for himself and become a director-like aadnorthe stage through the personage of
Julius Caesar in order to experience, at leas@afarhile, a thrill of standing aloof and
interfering. The concept of the plot being in trends of somebody who takes part in this
plot emerges in Julius Caesard also in The Tempest which Prospero handles the plot
with the director-like craft and ease. Hence, itea of seeing Shakespeare write for
himself the part of Julius Caesar was suggesteqdtipgi at the practice he also followed
when creating other parts for people in his company

Lastly, the theatre was not, on the other hand; ahbut entertaining and profiting.
Apart from what Shakespeare really meant, his pt&ysed as a means of messages to the
surroundings. After all, his plays present so meoyal fates with kings succeeding and
kings deposed, that one does not have exert mdictt &f draw a parallel to the political



issues of the Elizabethan and Jacobean times.eXémple of the theatre as the power to
subvert was particularly stressed in the case ef garformance of Richard, Ilwhich
Shakespeare’s company played one day before thg against the queen. No matter how
uncomfortable Shakespeare felt deep down, he cmildefuse to perform it. His company
got paid and so they played the story about degdhkim lawful ruler. Though Shakespeare
seems to have implied a different message, thosepaid the Lord Chamberlain’s Men
forty shillings thought otherwise. As Greenblatpkins:

Modern historical scholarship has assured Elizabeth she had nothing to worry
about: Richard lis not at all subversive but rather hymn to Tudaleo. The play,
far from encouraging thoughts of rebellion, regatus deposition of the legitimate
king as a “sacrilegious” act that drags the coudbwn into “the abyss of chaos”.
(“Introduction to the Power dforms”, 2252)

Despite the fact that the future vindicated Sha&asgs use of the play, the actual
misuse of Richard lsuggests that, after all, it is the interpretatonl not the intention that
matters.

With this principle in mind, it is not strange teees Shakespeare create an
inexhaustible and broad personality of Cleopatgy. making Cleopatra so hard to grasp,
Shakespeare offered a wide range of various ird&pons. The audiences, then, could
entertain themselves and take delight in a vargdtynterpretations ranging from those
taking Cleopatra as a gypsy witch, the Roman pafintiew, or as a lady in love doing all
for love. The ambiguous words uttered by Cleopabraut who is whose fool support this
because the answer to this question might changentiole mode of play. As David
Bevington explains, “Antony will be himself, that, i(1) be the Roman Antony (2) be the

fool he is (3) be the deceiver he always is.” (Anyt@and Cleopatra/) In this case, there are

at least three options to define Cleopatra: eifex will become another mistress of the
Roman ruler, or she will trick Antony to serve Ipairposes and politics, or she will become
the object of Antony tricks. It largely dependstbe audiences to stick to one of the views
and support or abandon it in the following courkéhe play. Thus, Shakespeare could be
hardly guilty of the misuse of the play since naiehe potential interpretations would
have to reflect his intentions. To conclude, thyéness of Cleopatra’s role depicts the
form of experienced power because it enabled Spakes to please all, profit a lot and
still keep the face; simply, fulfilling the watchwis of the Elizabethan artistiocere et
delectare



The personality of Antony also adopts new feattines did not surface through the
comparison with Aeneas in the section of LiteraoyBr. Antony’s relation with Cleopatra
adds other features to his Herculean nature thasetimentioned in his literary relation to
Aeneas. Using the imagery from the mythology, Agteseems like Hercules past his
prime that got stuck in a trap set for him by higevin the hope of keeping him near and in
love with her. Moreover, Antony also resembles ddtxs by experiencing the same
humiliation as Heracles did when Omfalie took tioa Iskin off him and put some female
mantle on him. In both these acts, Antony seetheredeceived or changed into the object
of Cleopatra’s entertainment. However, despitadPtin’s account, Shakespeare is not so
strict when it comes to Antony’s failures. For hiAntony remains the hero till the very
end; though the hero of the past that is hard tadmeired but still easy to be sympathised
with.

Antony and Cleopatras the last tragic step towards the hope depictedhe

following plays. Antony as a hero of the past cantcompete with the pragmatic world
Octavius is bringing. Their worlds differ considbly. Bloom points at the wonsorld as

a refrain repeated throughout the play. In thengeof his concept of The Invention of the

Human the word appears to adopt surprising qualiti®sie of these qualities seems to be
defined by the hesitation over being and actingth\WWe quote from Bloom, “If you cease

to know when you impersonate yourself, you areyike seem more opaque than your are”

(The Invention of the Humab60), the question might be posed about the mtsypeople
are themselves and the moments they impersonateséiees. This struggle between
being and acting is pervading the whole play an#asahe protagonists look sometimes
histrionic and sometimes real. The most diffictdsk is, then, to tell these apart.
Octavius’s world is too pragmatic and straightforivéo grasp this. Therefore, when
Octavius assures Cleopatra of his mercy and favoicannot fool her and is, quite the
opposite, fooled by her. With her final act, Clatrp proves her transcending nature that
posts her in the pantheon of Shakespeare’s greditasicters such as Hamlet or Falstaff.
Three forms of power have been offered and alheft differ in the extent of their
strength. While the first one, that is Literaryw®w or the anxiety of influence, appears the
strongest one mainly thanks to the firm link crdabetween Virgil and Shakespeare, the
second and the third form seems more questionalids might be caused by the fact that
while the analysis and the comparison of the texa avhole can guarantee some borders,



placing the text into its historical context caruspots of speculations depending on the
inter-textual relations that can hardly be fullyhaxsted. Though this is the basic argument
New Criticism and New Historicism can hardly agme the combination of both these
schools can offer a broader interpretation of tleekwas it was hoped so in this paper. As
Brutus confesses:

For the eye sees not itself
But by reflection, by some other things.
(Julius Caesat.ii. 53-54)



Resume

Tato prace si kladla za cil objevit a porovnat ylavokolnosti, kterymi Shakespeare
mohl prochézet a které se tak mohly odrazit do jebdoy, zvIa3t do tragédie Antonius a
Kleopatra Pri téchto krocich byly pouZzivany i ostatni hry, a tiegevsim ty, kteréip
Antonius a Kleopatra bezprostedre predchazely. V doy kdy byla tato hra napsana,

pravdEpodobré v druhé polovid roku 1606, mil Shakespeare za sebou své vrcholné
tragédie jako _HamletOthello Macbetha Kral Lear Byly to tedy pra¢ tyto hry, které

napomahaly k jasfi§imu uchopeni Antonia a Kleopatrg to spolu s Bdt, ktera uvadia

Prvni Folio. V diskuzi nad textem bylo pouzito dvpuwtikladnych literara kritickych
pristupi: Nové Kritiky, v dile Harolda Blooma, a Nového Higcismu, zde hlavh
v podani Stephena Greenblatta. Tato strategieryiaa k ziskani SirSiho Uhlu pohledu a
vyrovnargjSiho chapani Shakespearovy tvorby i jeho samélojeliné strahmize totiz
Shakespeare byt vniman jako ten, ktery stoji vraek&nonu a slouzi jako dfitko pro
vSechny ostatni; v takovémiipad® se vyzdvihuje jeho velikost a schopnosistat
neovlivrén. Na stra# druhé se vSak p@td s historickym kontextem a jeho vlivem na
Shakespeara,figemz se tento kontext jevi natolik silnym, Ze arbes&tSi untlec mu
nemiZe uniknout a ustat ve své praci nestrannym. Vlivy a okolnosti imwané v této
praci pak né&tavaji podoby moci, kterym se Shakespeare nemaghhout. Ri jejich
hledani byl v prvni¢asti pouzit pistup Nové Kritiky, v druhé Nového Historicismu a
nakonec veieti pokus o kombinaci obouquichazejicich.

JelikoZz zachytnymi body na césta orgmi podobami moci byly osobnosti hlavnich

postav zimskych her_Julius César Antonius a Kleopatranmgla kazdacast jako svj

archetyp jednu zZthto osobnosti. V prvéasti vystupuje do pdpdi Antonius a na jeho
osobnosti se vykresluje poeticky vztah mezi Shadaspn a Vergiliem, ktery se promitéa v
porovnavani podobnosti i odliSnosti Antonia a Agemeatre jejich rozdilné reakce v t&h
totoZnych souvislostech. Po kapitole zabyvajicitisego druhem literarni podoby moci,
jakozto té, kterad ysobi a napomaha pag#imu basnikovi (ozri@ni basnik mé podle
Blooma SirSi zadr) v jeho tvorls, prichazi forma materialijSi moci, jeZ ovliwiuje basnika
amerné ktomu co sam v zivet zakousi, & uz v soukromi,éi na pozadi spotensko

politickych udalosti. Zde bylo spolu s pouzitim bsosti samotného Julia Césatmevano



i nékolik odbatek Brutovi, skrze kterého doslo ke spojerthto dvoucasti, to zn&i ¢asti
zabyvajici se Antoniem a tou, ktera se 2ane na Césara, nefjotak jako Antonius, i
Brutus uvizl mezi déma sety, které jej ovliwiovaly az do chvile jeho smrti v bitw Filip.
Po ¢astech hoviicich o moci literarni a zakousSené se dalSi kapitahgiuje ha samotnou
Kleopatru. Na zaklatlpredchozich fistupi se na Kleopae zobrazuje podoba moci, jak ji
Shakespeare mohl chtit vyjétd ¢i dokonce zrelativizovat. Tytorit postavy, Antonius,
César a Kleopatra, podavaji nastin #lpasobicich na Shakespeara v oblasti poetické,
Zivotr¢ zakousSeneé i jim vyobrazené.

Kazda z kapitol také pracuje itym predpokladem, ktery slouzi jako zaklad pro
celkovou stavbu dan#gsti. V prvni kapitole se jedna eeplpoklad dany Novou Kritikou, a
to predevSim T. S. Eliotem a Haroldem Bloomem, kterye@pfva o nutnosti tradice a
spojeni noveho dila s touto tradici; odtud takélyay jista tvarci posloupnost zdnajici
inspiraci, nasledovanim a k& osamostatmim a opro&nim se od inspirujiciho autora,
které v konéném disledku ogt prispiva k roz&eni tradice. U druhé kapitoly se nabizi
predpoklad z Nového Historicismu, jeho#iypzenci se snazi vidl kazdé dilo jako nadobu
plovouci v m@i soupéicich sociélnich tlak cemuz se nevyhyba ani dilo Shakespeara.
Posledni kapitol&erpa pak sk predpoklad ze spojeni oboteggchozich a snazi se popsat
konkrétni odraz, jak toho co Shakespearg&emzal od svéhoipdchidce, tak i toho co se
obtisklo z udalosti a nutnosti jeho Zivota.

Podrobgiji se prvni¢ast snazi poukazat na odkazy, jez mohou slouzit yaklitko
k nalezeni Shakespearova literarnihedehidce. Vedle nejgmocarejSich nardzek na

Vergiliovu Aeneiduv Boui si pozornost zaslouzi i Hamletova pochvalna sloeadresu

Vergilia pri rozpra¥ s herci, spolu s naslednym zacitovanim AeneNg dalSi spojeni
bylo také poukazano i verdn Macbeth Vedle gchto nardZek poukazuje na oblibenost
Vergilia i pouzivani jeho & v lidové powrcivosti, nevyjimaje fitom ani anglického kréle
Karla I., a obechirozStena znalost Vergilia mezi lidmi, jak poukazuje gsdr renesami
literatury C. S. Lewis. Po vytw¥eni zakladniho iigdpokladu, Ze Vergilius mohl inspirovat

Shakespearafipjeho tvorl®, se naskytla moznost pro srovnani Aene&yAntonia a

Kleopatry, &l blizkych si svou tématikou, a srovnani jejichumiach protagonist Aenea a
Antonia. Ri rozboru Antoniovy osobnosti vychazi na povrchigt&itomnost hrdinstvi,
tolik typickd pro antické postavy, ktera rdeptdva byt fitomna i po ¢ividnych

Antoniovych poklescich. Vtomto bédjsou, navzdory velkémuwasovému odstupu,



pohledy Plutarcha a Blooma shodné€, protoZze obanipmstoricky a druhy litera
rozpoznavaji Antoniovu velikost, kteréigbrvavad navzdory nesouhtas Antoniovych

souwasniki nebo Shakespearova obecenstva. Na zéldaolvnani_Aeneidya Antonia a

Kleopatry bylo také poukdzano na podobnosetst dvou odliSnych s#¥i, které mohou
v ndboZenské miwy bez ohledu na to jestli pohanské nelfestanské, pedstavovat
napsti mezi pozemskym poslanim a rajskym glefim. V tomto nafti se reakce hlavnich
protagonisi zaina liSit a Astava nactendi, aby posoudil, ktera reakce si zaslouZisy
obdiv. Zda ta, jiz se dopousti Aeneas ve chvily Keéi slib dany kralowhDidorg a utika
od lasky k poslani, nebo ta, v niZ se Antonius isf@eti fimskému s¥tu a Zistava
s Kleopatrou. Zatimco Plutarch neopousti kriticlohled na Antoniovo rozhodnutiigtat
s Kleopatrou, Shakespeare ve svém podani tentoeghomépodporuje a skrze Césara
povysuje Antonia a Kleopatru na nejslajdi par na sité. V celém tomto postupu se pak
demonstruje podoba literarni moci, jez sice ovlinaip@atku, ale vede k samostatnosti na
konci. Z pohledu Blooma se jednad o u@Emi kruhu, ve kterém pogdi basnik uz
nepotkava svéhoipdchidce jako svéhoditele, ale stdva se mu rovnym, nebo jej dokonce
prevysuje.

Po zabyvani se podobou literarni moci, nabizi drkgggitola pohled na dkteré
vlivy a okolnosti v Alzlstinské a Jakobinské déba to zvlast v jejich vztahu na Zivot a
dilo Shakespeara. Nejprve bylo poukazano na sthiuaslelniki a kEZnou praxi unilca

spaivajici v ziskavani patrdn ziad aristokrat. Nabidka _Julia Césara Antonia a

Kleopatry se zdala byt vhodnou volbou prdgilkani obecenstva, jelikoz bez psanych
dedikaci zéleZelo vice nez kdy jindy na vlastnii d provedeni, abyimesly zisk nebo
ztratu. Z tohoto dvodu byla hra Julius Césaidéna spiSe jako konkrétni provedeni na
jevisti, ve kterém vSe zaleZi hlavma hercich a jejich schopnosti ziskat uznani nebo
pomluvu. JelikoZ v tét@asti se pozornost obraceléegevsim k samotné postaCésara,
byla to pra¢ jeho osobnost a role veieh ktera se rozebirala.fiPstalé Césaray
piitomnosti, & uz faktické nebo tuSené, nebylo dalekorédsta¥ vidét Shakespeara jako
toho, ktery sam ztvéuje roli Césara. Po srovnani s Prosperem iBseinabizi fedstava
herce-reZiséra, ktery vd&i a zasahuje doép, ve kterém sam hraje. Politicky vitb,
podsouvéa Julius Césatazku opravénosti kralovrazdy. V day kterd pedchazela pokusu

o atentat na Alzu |., se hra zda jako varovani, Ze tézaou byt pré¥ ti nejblizsi, ktei

ukladaji o Zzivot kralovny; dohad, ktery se stal teknosti ve zm#&ném povstani



nejblizsiho favorita kralovny, kterym byl Lord EgseKronmg této zminky, ktera jest
souvisi s pedstavenim Richardi., hraného jeden derrgd vypuknutim onoho povstéani,
vykresluje Julius Césanejenom moznou nejistotéch, co pispéji ke svrhnuti a zabiti
vladce, ale také zmatek nadchazejicichdesow i dgjove hra stoji na fecélu dvou &k,
ktery odliSuje nafil sttedowkou Anglii od nafl moderni. Nejenom Julius Césale i

Othellg Macbetha Kral Learpoukazuji na $ét starého aifrhazejiciho sita. Tento det

navic Shakespeare okusiti pminovaném pedstaveni_Richarda .JIkdy bylo divadlo
pouzito, ¢i zneuzito, k politické propagadda to bez ohledu na skuateé poselstvi hry.
Podoba zakouSené moci tedy obsahuje jak okolridstié se obtiskly do Shakespearovych
her; vtomto pipact zvlas¢ do Julia Césaratak i vlivy, demonstrovanéigdstavenim
Richarda ll, jeZ mohly Shakespearovi nazZitaZe vyklad pedchazi zawr.

Po redstaveni, popisu a rozboru obdedqchazejicich podob moci, gett kapitola
zabyva jejich dsledkem a nabizi pohled na formu moci, jak ji mBhhkespeare gdoms

¢i newdonk, zobrazit ve fe Antonius a KleopatraOpt zde dostava prostor osobnost

Antonia, i kdyz tentokrat ne ve &le Aenea, ale idmo Kleopatry. Oba protagoniste,
Kleopatra i Antonius, vytwh dostatek prostoru pro rozporuplné interpretacikase zda,
Ze porozundt jim neni lehké pro kritiky ani pro obecenstvo.n&ahra z&ina fimskym
pohledem na&c, to znamena odsouzenim a kritikou vztahu Antani€leopatry, a jak se
d¢j odviji, je tento pohled podporovan i naruSovaakdhec astava na obecenstvu, aby si
vybralo swij pohled, za ktery je ovSem odpmno samo a ne Shakespeare:dfek i konec
paii fe¢i Rimana, v prvni scénkritickému Antoniovu stoupenci Filo, v z&einé pak
obdivujicimu Octavianovi Césarovi. Nerozhodnosohlpdu na Kleopatru podporuje i ona
sama a zanechava obecenstvo ve chvilkové {istatejisto€ nad ni samotnou. Hrou
prostupuje otazka o tom, zda se Kleopatra stalanjggnkou Antonia, tak jak tomu bylo u
Julia Césaragi se on stal nastrojem jeji politické strategiepbmgi on Antonius sam
vyuziva a klame; anebo vSe dohromady a prostouptrmkou vasni a oddanosti. Neni
jednoduché toto posoudit, jelikoZz podoba moci zobna ve fe vypovida o prorné
hlavnich akték, kteti se rkdy chovaji teatrakh a rekdy real®. Harold Bloom v této
souvislosti poukazuje na jeden aspekt toho, co &pdare vynasi &ovéka na povrch.
Jde o porozuini lidské teatralnosti a realnosti a o to, kttyvek je, ¢im je, kdy sdm sebe

hraje a nakolik rozpoznava, kdy se jakgehto dvou projetr odehrava.
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