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PROLOGUE : o | o

; ’ L
Y . ) § N
I }?egin with The Dx‘é.maturgy of Sha}cespeare's; “gma 3, -n which
: . — 4 - £
Barbara Mowat links t’,!'ré apparent- incongru.tiz - Aar e of

>
i

e / ‘ R
. Cymbeline to the art ,/historian Heinrich Wo f 1. s nocirmist co-copt
of "open form" .or "adventitious" ért-L By » logy, sh: says,

Cymbeline is Open/fg';rm drama:
) The "g:&fl:vgaf of expectation is broke~n, the 361323
are focused on the present, the .aking ol =
consisteqt, .ameaningful artwork dis \put lercely Lo
the hands of the audience: an \inters *ing
@efinition of "modern" art of a&kinds, and
of the structure of open form dra of all -
periods,? ' ~ ’

/

3 -

What controls (circumsc;ribes) a work of art: the artist (Aris-
totle), a ‘tr'ianscéndent absolute (Pla_tb) or the'medi of i-,xpression
(Barthes, _Derrida)? V‘.In cases like +this one invariably quotes a
little Sidney, though he maintains l"r‘1<;ncor‘nmi/tta].ly’ that an artist.
cr'eat‘es both originals and éopies; ("he nothing affif'ms, and therefore
never lieth"). Modern and post-;xlodem thought serve as én.analogue:
"Eliot derived.his poetits from the Metaphysicals; M pervades

Ulysses qlnd Shakespeare, Woolf; the work of Nabokov is strongly

-~

! Barbara Mowat, The'Dramaturgy of Shakespeare's Romances
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1976), 97ff. The reference is
from Wolfflin's Rrinciples of Art History, trans. M. Hottinger

(London: George Bell, 19%2). .
g b 93 \

2 Mowat, p. 101. . '

!
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influéh&&d by Shakespeare's play with_meaning.3 At the mnisk of

overeimpkjfying, I suggest modern work incorporating structuralist
s .

and post-structuratlst tgeory, crammed with self—con5010us wordplay
»

and governed by metanarratlve and metadramatlc concerns, suggests'

o

striking similarities” in the Renaissance eplstemology, like Shake-

«
4

speare's poetics, contemporary literary theory admits few;ontelogical
bounds. . ) oo

My bbjectives in this study are, first, to relate the virfuosity

or "monstrosity” (Kermode4) of Cymbeline to its dramatic context, so

5

far as that can be ei&@tly described. A monster, by definition, is a

normative departure: I have not expended much eneréy in the- purellt

r -

-

of conventional or formal-( generlc ) g&andards. Since such a chase
tradiﬁ?‘ﬁally (in Anglo-American crltlclsm) ends in reduction, I have
R ' :

striven to balanee theory*bf genre with a regar&gfcr the text at

hand, have confined myself to citing few instances of convention and

{ Q .
f3l It is not my 1ntentxon to transform Shakespeare into our
contemporary. I do believe, though that .sone of our recent critical
concerns accord more closely with his. 4As Terry Eagleton puts it,
"the estrangdment of sign from thing which plagues much of Shake-
speare's drama is structurally essential for the sign to function at
all, and-the plays are shrewdly conscious of this truth.” William

Shakespeare (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1986), 97:

4 Frank Kermode, "The Mature Comedies,” in Early Shakespeare,

eds. John Russell Brown and B. Harris (London: Edward Arnold, 1961),
211. The choice of words evokes Caliban. For an interesting
discussion of aberration in Shakespeare, see A.D. Nuttall, "
Unassimilable Men,"” in Shakespearian-Comedy, eds. J.R. Qgh

- Harris (London: Edward Arnold, 1972), and Terence Hawkialk
ser-Swatter: Making a Man of English Letters," inj
{,;Shakesgeares,’ed. John Drakakis (London: Methuen,.1985). :3

[
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(\ . . D - ] 3.V
those only where they aré)helpful D - Second, I shall discuss the{

play's dlscontlnu1t1es while keeplng‘lérﬁind problems of suaglqg and
. . » o
advantages of the Elizabethan stage(s) for Vthh it was deslgned

s
Y

Third, glven Mowatug fruitful analy31s of.the romansis u51ng the'
methedology of Modern art cqmﬁicism; her "befspeptivisa",‘ané
accepting that ;hebplays’lend themselvesrto contemporary modge;of
thought, applicatien of posf-structuralist criticis& has'something €b -

: ] )
offer. In my mind the latter is a slightly more reﬁ}ned! if perhaps

more radical, descendent of the former. In particular, I think the
. - - [N

~ .
< 7

self-consciousness, the hermeneutic and semiotic'playgof Shakespeare
’ : . _ . ¥
has been discerningly treated by centemporary theoreticians such as

Howard Felperin, Terence Hawkes Patrlcla Par ;eér and Te Eagleton;

P ’

my own approach has been influenced by all of these. I find fthat

Wolfflin'&e"linear/painterly" relation suggests Barthe;> "feaderly/-
) . . \ . ‘ .

*

5 -

I am guided by Tzvetan Todorov's rigopous analysis of genre:
we must finally . .. . formulate a more general and more cautlous
view of the objectives-and limits of anyg gtudy of genres. Such
a study must corstantly satisfy ﬁbqulrements of two orders:
practical and theoretical, empirical ‘and abstract. The genres
we deduce from the theory must be verified by reference to the
texts: if our deductions faill to correspond .to any work, we are
on a false¥f trail. On the/other hand, the genres which we

- encounter in literary histony must be subgect to the explanation
of a coherent theory; otherwise, we remain imprisoned by
prejudices transmitted from(century ‘to century . . . The
~definition of genres will therefore be a continual oscillation °
between the description of phenomena and abstract theory.

See The Fantastic: A Structural Approach to a Literary Genr .
Richard Howard (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1973), 21.

A (
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writerly" relation, and so on.6

<X 54 . \ L
"Accountjng for context im;ilie_s attention’ to historical «fact
. &

v

(historicism New Historicisxg)', which in case of Shqkespear must

’ -

largely be replaced b)%on,]ecture and resefrceful c\a\rgument.' Shake-
™

spbarean stage history is a perllqus game. ha&e no precise.

)

knowledge of the interior details of th= Glébe and Blackfriars, or of

how the plays were ‘_staged and acted. Post-structuralism (too often

cas® by traditionalists as the modern equivalent of the Goths banéing

"at the gates)—-uth its emphasis on the 1nstab111ty of words, texts,

and 1nterpretatlon on our final inability as cr,ltlcs to“be certain

of anything in the text--provides a longed for-'éheck or counter-\

“ 2

3 .
weight. Literary 4"history" such  theorist jte point out, can
[ ¢

become a futlle effort to shore up . the crumbllng (which is to say”

multlple‘x) significance of efartext; at a certain point, histgry loses
its privileged einpirical status and -bggom just another fiction.7 I
6 .The former is discussed b Mowat, p. 97. 'The latter is
proposed in §/Z, trans. Richard Miller (London: Cape, 1975). ° j

T Mowat, for example, mdesteps hlStOng p- 7}). The formal-
ists, dt the oeglnnlng of this century, - - %ﬁ? .

© felt themselves to be fungiamentally concerned with literary
structure: with the recognition, isolation and objective
desti¥ption of the peculiarly literary nature and use of
cex 'phonemic" devices in the llterary work and nct with
that work's 'phonetic' content, its 'message', its 'sources',
its 'history' or with its soc1ologlcal biographlcal or psycho-
log;?al dimensions.
. ©
Hawkes, Structuralism and Semiotics fBerkeley Universizy
ia Press, 1977], 61) This disenchantment wit: history
carrjes to some extent in structural and post-structural critical
prac'tit:e. At its most@reatenlng, .Derridean analysis can be
deployed against any discourse, literary, historical, philos’ phical

XY

4

2§



YL')\\

M
N
<&

- A . &

a - :_ R 7 . M . -

.

5

-

L)

intend to n'ge the two at onc"% for the ‘cloge * relatlonsh(p o?’ 1

" . ¥

Ellzabetha au%ilence and s%age q_ctors )zas, as Anne nghter has

\

Y

argubed unlque and of 1mpor+ance to amy d13cx§51on of szbellﬁe

while the ﬁltertextual/ hlstoncal acumen of theorists like Parke'i' is

.‘. . . ‘ X
: 1ndlspen51sz mundus aglt hlstnonem perhaps is not that far

< after Jall fro Dersida's "il n'y a‘ pas de hors-teatte»" 8

.7

As . cri“tics such as JL Styan (in The Shakespeare Revolutlon

the tltle is hopefu " and Robert W‘elmann (ShakeSpeére and. the

\

v

. Popular Tradition in Theatre) 1d have it, “critical attention

tosgpthe Ellzabethan stage is unav01dable. Thelr predlctlghs of the -

gltowlng prlthacy of(hlstorlclsm ha(ve\sroven correct, though glven the

limitations on our knowledge of the time (and in some quarters the

1

L4

"grewing disregard of history as another \So_rm of ."interpretation™)
: - 3

tial logica and hermeneuticr:rbuses. As Michael Hattawa ~ohs§r\ieg,

o

- ‘.v
"critics often use&the 'Elizhbethan audience' as evid

arguments. \These dre almost invariably circular.

..0 g N

e In their -
-

"9 'To give

this -latest movement some credit, it seems'to[e Yan improvenment

over--or at least an attempj{l to find a more o Jjecti

“" than--the criticism of previous blissfully New Critical decades 4{

[
or otherwise. . . f
8 Derrida's phrase is elucidated in "The Outside is [c‘r
out] the Inside" and consecutive sections in Of _Grammato

{

-

ssed ~
08y,

trans. Gayatrl Spivak (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 197‘

$
1

9 Michael Haettaway, Elizabethan. POpular Theatre (Ironc(oh:

Routledge and Kegan Payl, 1982),-50.

) . y ) o

\
1
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which the Shakespearean "word" was institutionalized and national-
ized,~isolated at all costs from the .historical, ideological,v

gsemiotic, etc. methods of analysis. The Elizabethan stage is of

P
—

~interest to dé precisely because it demands interéhangé with the
audience, requires of its audience a greater imaginative involvement
than theatre since (though I reject\the romantic assumption :ﬁat'the
King's Men~w6rked on a "rude" wooden platform)g What information we
hayg; I think, is enough to suggest that the Elizabethan dramafist}
and the Renaissance @ind in genepal readily aéknowledged the insta-
bility of art, that péople~like Patricia Parker may equally be called

post—poétstructuralists. | _
A few final words, most of them not my own. Malcolm évans, in

_a diamond-sharp essay, remarks that,

Given the open-door policy of the comedies (as

you like it, what you will), we can confidently

anticipate, all else being equal, a decade of

N Shakespearean Derrideana and - Derridoidia, -

' transnational fricasse-burgers a la mode. -.

The }ecipe for Shakespeare wQuIE e to take the
instances of what Weimann (1978) calls 'disen-
chantment', based on festivity and the popular
"tradition in drama, use them to undercut or

o . problematize mimesis, .and season with some

- Derridean terminology zoptional).1o~

Harriett Hawkiﬁiﬂ meanwhile, complains of the "stock approachés now
being systematically and mechanically impoSed on Shakespeare's

“diverse plays.” The result, she writes, "looks suspiciously like an

10 Malcolm Evans, "Deconstructing Shakespeare's Comedies," in
Alternative Shakespeares, ed. J. Drakakis, 88-9.

O



ideological steamroller in operation."!! Indeed, one is often
troubled with the decision of how best to serve up Swan of Avon, to-

renovate the plays. To invoke recent critical theory is to invite

'the‘charge of abetting a vogue. My preventive strategy has been to’

permit no single'approach‘a dominant. role in my analysis, though the
pafts of this‘study, like many of the critical philosophies of this
century, are knit»togefhef.by their concern with éemiotics, with
gsignification yisual and verbal. Contemporary literary theory has

always seemed to me more useful as a set of tools than a religion.

of inte:est to me in Cymbeline are the precise symptoms of its

"monstrosity": its wcriplay and rhetor: distortions; Cloten's

é

"trunk” scene and other visual/ verbs. punning; the unrelenting

. modality of the play (pastoral, patriotic, folklore, etc.}; the

theophany, which has often been called purely sensational; and(the

final, monumentally implausible recognition scene, Shakespeare's
. Y

use of all of the above, I hold, is self-referential and self-consci-

ous; Cymbeline is not an aberration but a tour de forde of sign and

4

éemblance consistent with Shakespeare's approach from, the first. For

the sake of clarity, I have included some details of s@agg\\/ﬁtory 1n_

a8 chapter of their own.

1 Harriett Hawkins, The Devil's Party: Critical Counter-
Interpretatlons of Shakesvearic:a Drama (Oxford Clarendon Press,

1985),
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3

"Mercury's wings": History

"The most well-trodden subject of all the bacx. ¢ aspeété of
the drama,” writes Andrew Gurr, "is the structure of the playhouses,”

he then treads on with his own chapter.! So shall I. On the

o , .
- question of where (bearing on how and why) Cymbeline was staged

critics are divided, though recently the consensus seems to be both

the Globe and Blackfriars, and likely at court as well. While

‘Forman's account places Cymbeline atithg Globe, Bernard Beckerman

does not consider Cymbeline a Globe play; at the Gloée, he suggests,
"no machinery for flying existed."2 By logical extension, the
strangeness of °the later plays. somehow reflects the acquisition of
the Blackfriars in 1608 and the sugfequéht planning of a new intel-
lectualized, mannerist--perhaps even decadent-- repertoire designed

to accommodate the place and tastes of a more elite and sophisticated

‘audience. (The price range at Blackfriars was 6d. to 2s. 6d.; 1d. %0

o : [}
1 Andrew Gugr, The Shakespearean Stage: 1574-1642, 2nd edn.
(Cambrige: University Press, 1980), 113.

2 Bernard Beckerman, Shakespeare at the Globe: 1599-1609 (New
York: Collier Books, 1966), 94. Note that Beckerman is primarily
concerned with a period that (probably) precedes Cymbeline.

Dr. Simon Forman's account is reprinted in .The Riverside

Shakespeare, Appendix B, no. 2b, p. 1841.

4

.



1s. at the Globe.?) Beckerman's assertion that some kind of "change

P

of outloo&f followed the leasing of Blackfriars is not disputed--a

change in the-drift-of Shakesgpeare's plays, as Peter Thsméon boints
out, "has been felt by generations of Shakeepe;reans."4 But can we
ascribe the evol;tion of a mg%e stylised drama to the Blackfriars
alone? ’Andrew Gurr, for instance, with Simon Forman's account of the
. play in mind, suége§%$ both venues.? John Ronayme argue§ thgt a trap
door and flying chair were "essential elements of the Elizabethan
theatre as they had been on the medieval stage,” that actors at the
Glote wsuid have been lowered manually, K with the aid of ;igfh gear,
and  so forth.6 Gurr attributes the change in tﬁe late plays to an
alteration_i; the artistic climate ("Art, in playwriting as in visual
forms, became more self-congcious and mannerist"7), and adds that the
_difference in the playhouses' audiences is f“déterminate.in that we
are uncertéin of the distribution at the-Globe, and of the seasonal
relationshi; of the ch/theatres. Daniel Seltzer entirely disregards

the effects of the Blackfriars:

Shakespeare did not begin writing in a special

3 gurr, p. 12.

4 peter Thomson, Shakespeare's Theatre (London: Routled&e and
Kegan Paul, 1983), 64-5.°

S

5 gurr, pp- 216tf.

6 John Ronayne, "Decorative and Mechanical Effects Relevant to
the Theatre of Shakespeare,"” in _The Third Globe, eds. C. Walter
Hodges, et al (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1981), 207,
2i6. a

?

T Gurr, p. 18.
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 way only because Blackfriars had become avail-
able, any more than the King's Men decided %o
lease BRlackfriars because  Shakespeare's plays
were gradually altering in scope and tone.B

. i

And Pete%’[‘homs‘g&n:' "The 'suggestion that .the King's Men thought in

terms of two repertoires, one for the 'popular' Globe and one for

the 'private' Blackfriars, cannot be entertained for a minute."9

»

N : : ,
This is only a selection of opinions We have no reasongto rule
P : ) . _

" out perfo'%rmance of szbéline at either theatre, and no sound reason

’

. to link its curQous shape to one theatre alone. I shall add no

. judgment _of my Oown.

In the hands of structural scholars éuch as RichardeYosley,

John Orrell and C. Walter Hodges, determination of the positioh and

architecture of the Globe (the Blackfriars is. more difficylt because

less depicted--only oncé, ‘in fact, as Orrell has conjectured) has
N\ : : )

v

become an advanced form of calculus. Nonetheless, we know almost
nothing about the interiors of either theatre. The stage is of

particular interest to me, so I shall delete much general detail.

2

n - r ’
The Globe likely had a tiring-house facade, a stage extending into-
the yard, a stage trap; a heavens supported by two pillars (possibly
there were no pillars in the second Globe) and two or three stage

. doors. TFor a low ‘'ee, playgoers were permitted to stand in the yard
"éurroundi’ng the . ‘'age: others sat in the galleries, of which there

were probably three levels. Gurr estimates fthat the Globe stage

You }

8 paniel Seltzer, "The Staging of the Last Plays," in Later
Shakespeare (London: Edward Armold, 1966), 129.

9. Thofnson, p. 161.

1

10



(1ike the Fortune) was about 4"‘; fa-g?c wide,

(from a descrlptlon by Shlmey ,Lnﬂb*%'%')' wmud ba{e been appfunmately

-—— lae \

half the ndth——consmerably more cramped 10 Wl&kham spaculates that.

the stage may have been bounded by a rail--a barrier "between ‘game'

"

and 'earnest,'" or stage and world--but a rail, which does not

1

appear in de Witt's sketch, would not have been necessary.!!

\

Assuming the Blackfriars was a rectangular building, “end «that the

theatre dinside was constructed in a’similar shape, the stagge would

T

w’ﬁ‘ﬁa the Blackfrlars'

have been set across one wall, and the actors would oftén have been .

flanked by 'garrulous young dan?iieis on stools. As Gtirr observes,
. P . . .

LY

"Players as well as audience mwst have been crowded uncomfort'fabl;\

close together. No wonder sworq play eventually became the exclusive
hallmérk of public playhouses."12’

In either theatre the players would ‘have been surrounded, even
encroached upon, byrtheir a;udience, and the dramatic. fciction under
very closeA écrutiny. By comparison, the prbscen-ium stage and
perspective scenes which grew 1n popularity after the Restora‘tiOn
.were ‘best vie.wedq"from a position in front of the stage: by the léte

1800's actors no longer stepped beyond the proscenium arch, which

Qe

AEN

10 Gurr, p. 145.¢

11" Glynne Wickham, "The Stage and its Surrounding,” in The
Third Globe, eds. C. Walter Hodges, et al (Detroit: Wayne State
University Press, 1981), 138. :

'1.2 Gurr, p. 145.. R ) -
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. became Iike a picturg fraﬁé;13v _After the, mid ;600'3 audience
perspective‘began.a long naryo#ing trend, set% and‘props tended to b;
nére elabqute {the glittering masques. of Inigo Jones might be &
prééufsor -of:'thééﬁi "while productions, (a word that has no real
application in Sha%éﬁpea%e's era) moved slowly toward "realism". The
result, for the spectator in a;éontemporagy picture frame theatre; is
4 vigw of something intricate Eut‘two,dimgnsioﬁal and distant, beyond
a .portal tﬁa?—theoretically may never ée crossed,glike Keats'

casement onto "faery lands forlorn". In the Elizabethan theatre one

(presumably) had the impression of being more a part of  the scene:

stage groupings no doubt were of lesser concern to the extent that an.

1

actor, while some consideration must have been given tp the privil-

eged seats to the front and ceatre of the gtage, could not évoid

12

‘having his back to some part of" the audiehce~-$omething unheard- of in

the modern theatre, or on television. I o
. r : )
The challenge was to take somg&hing so obviously illusory (a

ﬁlay); and make‘it'real; to have an actor, probably .n ccntemporary

Elizabethan clothing, walk,ohto a wooden platform (str=wn with rushes

to dampen the creaks) in daylight and satisfy a crowd, probably none

t

too patient and standing within reach. There is evidence that the

design of theatres like the Globe was richer and ﬁbre detailed than

critics of the last two hundred years have common&y held, or wished.
) . , vl
Still, the dramatic illusion was subject to very close scrutiny, the

o -

- 13 Ssee Richard Leacroft, The Development of the English

Playhouse (London: Eyre Methuen, 1973). K

N



‘possible effect of which is that "many of the ‘plays begln' dlth>

prologues and 1nduct10ns openly acknowledglng that the play which

s
f0llows is a flctlon. « o e elther illusion or" delu51on.‘14 That a

stage mirage can become so real, thaﬁu” many Puritan abolitionists,

bodes ill for reality. The point is well taken, for in the‘éiiza-
bethan theatre art’ and nature must have been- almostilnuerchangeable,
the fiction.as strong as the‘reallty'unstable. Shakespeare plays
with the meaning of words and actions, allows the dramatie illusion
to fade in and out, play§ wath pur abrliti t%.interpret his plays
—-and his plays within plays.» If his play works on the ‘page-(and it
doest how many of - Shakespeare s plays do we read and discuss long
before we ever see them on_stage?), the transference’ of it to any
stage is bound to be unproblematic. J.L. Styan:crtes the unconven-
tional, historicist §roductions‘of people such as éarry Jackson.(in
theé 1920's) and Tyrone Guthrie ( post-Second World War) and writes:
"In 1900 readers turned to the scholar?to.elucidat\ the plays;'in
’;570 scholarshlp seems suspect and the stage seems to be more in
touch with the spirit.f15 Styan proncunces a revolutlon, in part,
“correctly: rhe thrust s:age and (for criticsi visual component of

-

Shakespearean arama now' seem the norm--in spite of the approaches of

14 Gurr, p¢ 163.
\. ‘
15 7. L. Stwyan, The Shakesapeare Revolution; Cr._ticism and
Performance in the Twentieth Century'zﬁambrldge- Unlvers*ty Press,
1977), 232. ° ' -
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» .
Halperin, Parker, Eag.=ton ard others.!6 gnd in part wrongly, for in

“

this cenﬁury as in 3hakespeare s the word (or sign) is supreme; there
is a playful density to the "plays" which attracts stringent textual
analysis.

Michael Hattaway suggests tha;

Y Qur hypdﬁgﬁsis that Elizabethan drama tended*
’ towards the emblematic rather than the realistic
is confirmed when . we .consider that the plays
consisted of far more than is represented by the
printed words that alone have survived.17

The Shakespearesn actor (perhaps using conventional gestures that we

have lost) likeiy knew how to project potent images to match the
< . , ‘ ' .
words, while later drama relies more on words and props, the drama

» influenced by the novel. For example, Beckett's Not I.(1973), which

ez _

consists of a mouth carrying.on a monologue in utter darkness,

deletes the visual component of drama in favour of theiaural ( though,

to be fair, Beckett is attacking conventional staging, a bias which
, o ,

aligns him with Shakespeare ultimately, I ‘think).!8 By comparison,

had C

the "symbolist” drama of Djuna Barnes, like her novels, has been

A

16 yisual analysis of Shakespeare's plays may often be skirted
because .the appearance of a play on stage remains infinitely vari-
able. And, so far as these critics are concerned, a workable struc-
tural_ipproach has yet to be formulated. Keir Elam, for example,
makes a valiant effort in The Semiotics of Theatre and Drama (London
and New York: Methuen,.1980). s

N

\

17 AHattaway, P 959. -

.. .
A 18 'The drift- of Jan Kott's Shakespeare Qur Contemporary
(London: Methuen, 1967) is similar. For a very penetrating critique
4 of Kott- see Jonathan Dofllimore and, Alan Sinfield, "History and
Ideology: The Instance of Henry V," in Alternative Shakespeares, ed.

J. :Drakakis, 208. , -~




called Shakespearean (bj T.S. Eliot). In her case, as often in
Shakespeare, the emphssis <4is on narrative episodeqﬁhd image. In any

event, Beckerman argﬁeslthat
The actors did not regard the stage as a place *
but as a platform from whith to project a story,
and therefgre they were unconscious of the
discrepancy beiween real and dramatic space,
. I'd
that "a character enters not into a place but to another charac-

\

ter."19  The basic unit ‘of dramatic material is 'a person, the

Vs

powerful effect of Shakespeare's drama appears to rely on his ability
tolstriplpeOple like Imogen of identity (that‘is, in the play, of

status, sex and familiar “surroghdings, just as the play itself
Y . 0
‘ ™ .
operates .with no specific setting and few props), reducing them to

R N . v -
nothing, a meaninglessness that is fertile potential. It is inte

.. esting that editors and producers &f Shakespeare from 1700 onwArd

¥
gought to localigze each-scené, in so doing perhaps losing the point

in an extransous and increasingly intricate imaginative panorama.
. [

Antdhy and Cleopatra perhaps has a specific historical precedent, but

does anyone need (or rdally care) to ﬁnow the geographical locations

o4

x.

of The Comedy of Errors or Pericles? An unstable dramatic form can
be an asset. R ST .

It should be no surprise, then, that few definitive copies of
plays were in printfzoh Other disadvéntages-—such as plagiarism--a-

8ide, a play would hardly have been read By the public when it could

~

19 Beckerman Shakespeare at the Globe, 164, 174
A
20 "Ben Jonson s preparedness to publish his plays in Folio in
1616 must have appeared valnglorlous '-~Thomson, p. 59..

3
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. . . ‘ ’ ks . .
as easily have been seen at theatres like the Globe (imagine a

contemporary movie director printing his script for public consump-

- v k‘*—: .

4 “ . .
tion--assuming such a consoli@#ted script ever exists). Gurr
A i ”}5 ’ . . ‘

comments that "the durability of print was a secondary consideration,
: \ . | )
the sort of bonus «hat would normally only comé in the wake of a

succe 1 presentation,in the .company répertqire,"21, Stephen O?gel

: - 2
suggests that a play "is the proéert& of the performers, ,dot of
playwrights, au&iences or readers; that’}%e real ?anﬂis the perform—
ance, 'not the‘tekt; that to fix "the text, ti?agﬂorﬁv;t intéAa book,

is to defeat it."22 1To the eternal frustration of Shakespeare

editors, he appears to have cared little about zhe survival, let

—

alone the textual_ purity,.of his plays as a whole. The&insfability

of language aslShakespeare uses it is matched by the elasticity of
each of his plays._ And fhough we surmise tliat certain roles mé&vqéve
been designed with specific actors iJ mind, we héve no idéa how/th;
plays migh£ have been modified during production. Since then the
'plays ‘have at times geen altered significantly by Dryden, Bowdler

L )
and Shaw among' others; fortunately the plays can sustain an amazing

amount of damage without a loss of manoeuverability. It is worth-

while to keep in nind that (for all we know) the texts which have

‘Yescended to us may have been modified by acting companies, scribes

’-//—\\\\Cr compositors, that the texts have, and probably were intended to
¢\J L 3 R 4

21 Gurr, pp 22-3.

22 Stephen )—gel, "Shakespear%\lmagiﬁes a Theater," in Shake-
speare, Man of the Theater, eds. K. Muir et al (London and Toronto:
Associated University Press, 1983), 43. ‘

4
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‘ J y' ’ .
have, no adamant foundation in anything -oxcept the moment of presen-
tation. . . S o

‘\With some inductive ingenuity, and perhaps ingenuousness, we can -
conjecture that the text would have undergone change as it was

"produced”. As Weimann Buggests, ° v
.} - We can search in vain. for the .equivalent of the . . @
‘ modern ‘stage .manager in Shakespeare's theatre. :
s .. Th? real decisions--choice of plays, procure?ﬂ,
ment of costumes, distribution of roles, etg. uﬁ
must have -been arrlved at by agreement wlth*a

the troupe of- aetors and‘shareholders’ 23 -

Though weé can hear the diesel murmur of heavy equipment Hawkins
* feared (she .herself seems to be well-acquaintbed'with the 5peration
< -
. of thege m‘achi'nes,_ at times), Weimann hé?s a point. Shakespeare's
‘plays allow. act'rs a g‘reat' deal of improvisational freedom, and we
‘can %nly guess how.ﬁhé'se plays were produced. Hat‘taway points out
tthat actors probably were. given "rolls'\f\containing their lines alone
' . . .

. ’ A ' .
.. to be committed to memory. ‘ The play would thus begin as a collection

of parts, wowld have no conceptugl unity of staging as we know i‘t.24_

In Shakespeare the Director Ann Pasternak Slater concentrates her .

attention on stage directidéns explicit and implied by diadlogue. But
o whether or not Shakespeare actually moulded each play as it. was
rehearsed, it is evident that compared to, say, a play by Dryden,

2

Wilde or Arthur Miller, Cymbeline is amorphous. Directors have

)
e

23 Robert Weimann, Shakespeare and the Popular Tradition in
‘the ‘Theater: Studies in the Social Dim#nsion of Dramatic Form and
Function, ed. Robert Schwartz (Ba~ .'more: Johns Hopkins, 1978), 214.

24 Hattaway, pp. 53-4.
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racked theiy brains for years over the problem of how to stage the

initial scefes of The Winter's Tale. Are Hermiome and Polixenes
.ot : v _ P
really "paddling palms"? If so, exactly how does one "paddle

palms"? and so on. The "meaning” seems dgsigned fO‘remgi:pb;oad-and'

elusive. Or to put it other;' e, the loss of rigid mganing, some-~

» i

thing thai can be grasped or kicked (asﬂﬁohnson would have:.it), ends

~

in a prolifératibn of hermeneutic pdssibilities. @ Act and scene

4

divisions, imposed or strengthened by later editors, are a“®urther

]

attempt to compaptmentalize and formalize the plays, to channel their

ar

diversity.

0f props, Gurr suggests that "the trappings of public and
private performance evidently remained at each theﬁtre."ZB" From

Henslowe's inventory (see Thomson, p. 166) we kpow that the ‘number

T

of Hell mouths, Neptune's forks, etc., can be significant--less éo~

N

when distributed across the entire repertoire. "Noisy devices" used

at the Globe would necessarily have been scaled down for the Black-

friars (eg. the cannon in HVIII).26 Beck®rman suggests that, ‘given

[}

‘lie many scene changes in a play, and the rapid changes cf :©ill, the

stage remained substantially unaltered for each play.27 Trhere is

v

agreement on the extent and intricacy of cbstuming; Beckérnaq, for

example, assdrts sthat "Disguise staging is simple, nominal aﬁd

25 Gurw, p. 204. .

-

26 ‘gurr, p. 160.

27 Beckerman, "The Use and Management of the Elizabethan

18

Stage,” in The Third Globe, eds. C. Walter Hodges, et al (Detroit:

Wayne State University Press, 1981), 153.
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somewlf®t stafiarifzed"; Styan that "Burbage, Betterton, Garrick . . . T
all played in the dress of their @n period. . .'e. Not until the
nineteenth century did" the vogue for r’ 0"3-,.. al accuracy arrive."28 ' \
If the actors played in the togs of ti. “r ¢t mes, the clothing probably'
'-) . B ~ -

was rich. Thomson writes that "a close reading of Henslowe leaves no

¥ : .
doubt of the importance of costume in the”theatre. . . . th5 conclu- ”
. . ' ’ |
7 sion is an excessive concern for costume."29 gGurr agrees:
. - -
Alleyn's accounts list some quite startling .,
totals for  cldthing by present day priorities: .
L20 10s 63 for a "black velvet cloak with ' :
sleeves embrodered all® with silver and gold",. ‘- y
more than a third of Shakespeare's price for a '
house in Stratford. No wonder Henslowe had a _
rule against players leaving the playhouse 1
. . 0 A A
wearing his apparel.’ _
C¥stumes seldom were simple, though disguige staging was Basic. .
. o N
Ghitter was a general, as well as a particular, theatrical effect.
From the Duke of Stettin-Pomerania we know that the Blackfriars o
N— e N ) -
was artificially 1it during a performance.>' This again raises:
inte>sb§41g questions about the transparency and delicacy of ,;:he_' ’
‘ 7 . - L. ©h o,
Shakespea}lean fiction.  Modern theatres are darkened to sustain the °
illusion,‘ even whéh‘ acted ca—a thrust stage: the "real” world does’
not interfere with 'ths drame, in part, because it has been blacked
o

: P
out. Selective lighting is, in this/sense), a subtle variation on_ the

*

28. Beckerman, Shakespeare ‘a the/G/l e, p. 199; Styan, p. 140.
—_— .

29 Thomson, p. 31. \) ' . ’

39_ durr, p. 178. . ,
’ .

31 " Quoted in Thomson, p. 163.
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proscenium arch or frame. - But more important, when darkness is

~:lled for in a play, modern stage lights are dimmed or doused; in

Y
<ae Elizabethan theatre, the audience imagined darkness in response
to'the dialogue and action on °s%age_.¢ As Alan Dessen puts it, "In the

A}

aée of Shskespeare, a greater burden thereby lay upon the dramatist,

thé actor,.: 'a‘pd the s"p'e.ctator,. for only through such imaginative

‘participation could the illusion be sustained."32 Shakespeare thus

is constructing a fiction which he must at the same time acknowledge
N }

to be srt'i'ficial', a game which he complicates by confusing the two

for ws. It 1s one thing for é‘n-'audience'(some of whom would be

“

N ' . .
standing close enough to touch the actors) at 3:00 pm at the Globe

(let us say) to imagine the storm and murk of King Lear ITI.ii, but
another for them to imagine, then u(nimagir';‘e the Cliffs of Dover in

IV.vi. .1 sidestep the debate on‘the latter (would the audience h_a;re

a

A’b'e.lie,ved they were at thee cliffs?) since it is clear .enough that

Shakespearg 1is playing with‘khis audience., In Shakespeare and the

Idea of the Play Anne *Righter treats the insubstantiality o the

\ \

playwrlght s “art as somethlng which he fougit a losulg battle

agal\st in the scourse of hlS career. But his art was always his
,~ally'; in passages such as Lear IV.vi.11-24 Shakespeare flexes His

vablllty to create reallty from nothing, to show tiiatv"madmén"'

» / . . Q\Q
can in fact lead the bllnd that the blind can 1earn to see. Tt is

a premlse of the Ellz”abethan stag‘e that emp1r1c1sm must be set

32 Alan Djsen "Shakespeare's Scripts and the Modern Direc-

tor," Shakespea

Survey 36 (1983) 62. - o
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_aéide, in spite of the sun and the nut cracking gallants on the .
dramatic periphéry. Once into a play, we are caught in an iﬁterpre-‘“
tiv maze.

Glynne Wickham asserts:

we musg somehow find . . . -means to disslpate

the euphoria that encourages us to suppose that

we can wholly re-create Shakespeare's Globe

playhouse as he knew it; we .must, in other

words, separate fact from fiction.33 )

' @

The question is, can the two be 3eparated? At the present scnolars
such as QOrrell and Gurr are working to build a third Globe in

London; perhaps theg have the anéwer. I must confess that I cannot

ijudge. That, at least, I have learned from the Bard.

’

33 Wickhar, "The Stage and its Surrounding,” 148.



II
"Senseless? not so": Language and Rhetoric

~

. Shakespeare's self-consciousness, his willingness to acknowledge
his art (as well as its opacity) is traceable in his playful use of
language and rhetoric, of the aural and the visual. He is fond of .

wordplay that explodes significance, of rhetoric that is entirely

lucid (seé Ulysses in Troilus and Cressila) or tortuous an? recoiled,

-of* the pyrotechnics of designation and descfiption with words. His
language 1is always elastic; the Fjouissance" of Johnson's "fatal
Cléopatra” occurs in comedy and the darkest moments’of av'tragedy.1
Shakespeare's plays are notoriéus for the amount of information they
require their'characters to perceive,‘sift, assimilate, interpret and
re-present as narrative; Cymbeling, for instance, like many of the
plays, bEgins with a proleptic narrative, or a telling of what has
alreadf océ;rred. Words such és "report” (which occurs in Cymbeline
twenty times)<become nexuses of meaning within the tax-: Jdoes

"report" mean "rumour", "an account”, "a description,” or "an

opinion"? We cannot know precisely how the word is being used, or

1 Barthes coins the term -"jouissance" in his The Pleasure of
the Text, trans. Richard Miller (New York: Hill and Wang, 1975). As
Hawkes defines it, in Structuralism and Semiotics, joulssance "comes
about in ‘'writerly' texts, or at climactic moments in ‘'readerly’
ones, when that order breaks down, when the 'garmgng gapes', when
overt linguistic purpose is suddenly subver .ad, atd so 'orgasmically’
transcended” (115). '

]
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the extent to which mediafion is ‘involved. All definitions imply .

that the data is not first-hand--and therefore 1is unreliable,

. perhaps indeterminate. ©Pat Parker suggests that such words are "a
kind of semantic crossroads or freighted term."2 “Report” is fact
and/ or idterpretation which--when applied to a person--may be
representative or misrepresentative of ;he person they'claim to
" .
describe. For example, Jachimdbsays of Posthumus that "This ma:.er
of.magrying his king's daughter * . . words him, I doubt not, a gtﬁéﬁ
‘de;l from the matter (I.iv.m4-47),3 while Philafio says later,caHow
worthy he is I will,leave tqjébpﬁdﬁ.hgrggfter, rather than stor& him
in his own hearing" (32-4). jT; Jaéhimo'é attempt to slander Posthu-
mus, Imogen fesponds, "Thou wrong'st a g?ntleman, who is as far'/
From thy report as thou from honor" (I.¥i.145-6); Jachimo responds:
\ Be not anéry,

Most mighty Princess, that I hfive adventur'd
(™To try your taking of a false report. (171-3)

-

The stress on telling or relating ("storying") is important: Shakes-

peare, too, in his plays is telling us stories, and he is conscious

. <+
that whatever truth they have may be fragile, or merely fictional,

that illusion can easily spill into reality, the stage into the

world. The narratlvesxthat are 30 essgntial in plays lik . Tymbeline-

represent;'in a sense, the uncertainty of meaning and point to the

’

2 patricia Parker, "Shakespeare ,and Rhetoric: ‘Dilation’ and
'Delation' in Othello,” in Shakespeare and the Question of Theory,
eds. P. Parker and Geoffrey Hartman (New York and London: Methuen,
1985), 56, 69. : o -

3. All quotations in my text are from The Riverside Shakespeare,
ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston: Houghton Miffli  1974).

~

. ?
F\\/ '



T

potential discontinuities in art. .The play opens with a "status
report”, a summation of what has. happened; in it are these lines:
{.GENT. He that hath miss'd the Princess is a thing
Too bad for bad report; and he that hath her
(I mean, that married her, alack, good man!
‘And therefore banish'd) is a creature such
~ As, to seek through the regions of the earth e
For one his, like, there would be something failing
In him that should compare. (I.i.16-22)
Both Tloten and Posthumus are beyond description (beyohd metaphor,
1

~ language, signs or signifiers4); report shares the limitations of

language, and thersafore the account of the twp gentlemenhmay suffer

~

similar distortions, the irresolution of a gap. Moreover; Cloten and

Posthumus are characterized (rather inaccurately) in terms of polar

extremes: the play bears out, I think;'that Cloten and Posthumus are

not as unlike as éhé initial scene (and rep&rt)~would lead us to
believe. In the midst of all thié, Shakespeare addé an indecent pun,
which perhaps cuts to the reality of the situation (that Imogen has
become a kina of.object). Let us not forge% that report equally
serves JIago, that if we crédit repaort we risk gullibility. That
lﬁnguage»is debaged in szbeline.we can infer from the fate of
innocent étatements like this (Posthumus to Imogen):

EN

: I will remain £
The loyall'st'husband that did e'er plight troth.

I

4  The signifier/ signified relation made famous by Ferdinand
de Saussure has become the basis of structuralist and related
theories. A signifier is 'a sign, such as a word, gesture, picture.
The signified is that which one has in mind to ddéignate.’ See

Saussure's A Course in General Linguistics, trans. R. Harris (London:,

Duckworth, 1983).

C
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Posﬁhumu§ could not be more wrong; these pfove to be, as ﬁamiet
says, words, words, words. Languaée, report, and (ﬁy extension)
dramaturgy itsélf must be viewed with suspicion.

The opening symposium includes a passage that is a rhetorical
curiosity as well as a bill of fare. The first gentleman 'says of
Posthgmué ) U

I do extend him, sir, within himself,

Crush him together rather than unfold
His measure duly. -(I.i.25-7)

-
PRa L N

~ The sense seens clear enough (the man thinks he has beeh conserva-

tive in his praise of Posthumus), but, the metaphor is oddly violent.

-

It is the beginning of a trend that emerges in the'play—-the uneasy

joining of interpretive power -. a vicious sexuality--and erupts into
. ‘ : _

contorted (impenetrable) rhetoric. The violence seems primarily to

be centred in Cloten, who gives vent to. speeches such as these:
Come on, tune. If you can penetrate her with
your fingering, so; we'll try with tongue too.
(II.ii1.14-15) @

Posthumus, thy head, which now is growing upon
thy shoulders, shall within this hour :be off,
thy mistress enforc'd, thy garmemts cut to
pieces before [her] face: and all this done,
spurn her home tq her father. . . . (IV.1.15-22):

. »
with that suit upon my back will I ravish her;
first kill him, and in her eyes . . . He on the
ground, my speech of insultment ended on his
‘dead body,* and when my lust hath din'd (which,
as 1 say, to vex her I will execute: in the RN
clpthes that she so “prais'd), to the court I'll w

knock her back. . . . (ILII.v.13%3-45) N /
~— , . T .
As Arthur Kirsch suggests, the "root of erqtic difficdulties . . .a

aggression and narcissism of_ sénsual appetite": 30 typical to tpé'$*

N 0
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so-called problem comedies finds its embodiment here in Cloten.5‘ But

>
P

1

hig dramatic function is more complex: he can be startlingly vicious
and salacious, but he is also (in terms of:dramatic convention) a
clown, a harmless, twc-di@gnsional fool--a "harsh, noble, simple

nothing," as Imogen words it (III.iv.132).6 :What is an audience to

meke of an apparent mile{ gloriosus, "coxcomb” and "jackdaw" (like
. ‘ : _ )

e Parolles; Lucio, Caliban agk othérs) who spouts obscenities, contorts

language and savours the thought of raping and kicking the play's
paragon? In Shakespeare appearances, be they semiotlc .or otherwisé,

are seldom what they séem; we often. are caught off guard. ~And, after

véll, Cloten's threats are never realized, so he never quite makes
) '\

the transition from something akin to a stock fool to a more brutal,

V)

jarring and realistic .niche; " As words and meaning (and art) are

i

.plaguéd by disruption, Cloten seems to represent a fault line in the

' «

dis-continuum of this "tragicomic" play. Like Caliban and others of

~ * 3

the type that A.D. Nﬁttall has called “dhaséimilable men," . Cloten
possibly‘is'Shageapegre's attempt to acknowledge the ragged edges of
art, As characters like Ckoten are married to (and intéfrupt) the
texture of comeay and romance, 80 .Cloten's sense, dramatic function
and unpredictability are'reflected in contorfions of rﬁetoric (and

meaning).. We perhaps can find an analogue to Cloten's rhetoric in

Y.

5 Arthur Kirsch, Shakespeare and the Experience of Love
(Cambridge: University Press, 1981), 148-9. '

.

6 Roger Warren, in "Theatrical Virtuosity and Poetic Complexity
in Cymbeline,"” Shakespeare Survey 29 (1976), 43, finds that "Imogen's
language,” whioh combines extreme,. even strained,  expression with
great simplicity is typicaQ‘Sf the play's style.”

Y ~
{ .
3 ! Y
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this Speech of Leontes:
: ¢
Thou want'st a roagh pashfand the shoots that I have,
To be full like.me; yet they say we are *
Almost as like as eggs; women say 80--F
That will say anything. . . . (WI, I.ii.128ff.)7

L

to wQ}ch Polixenes (add an array of critics) can only respond, "What

e

means Sicilia?" Both Leontes and Cloten have "drunk, and seen the
;) .

spider” (WD, II.i.45), both react almost psychotically to what may be

nothing (Cloten "explodes” at the word "garment")_.8 The result is a

quiék\glimpse of théhlimitations ofllanguagg, a catachrestic tangle
-that, for an‘aﬁdience espécialiy, must seem a troubling,.blank bugst
of incoherénce énd obscenity.9

In ms application of this "trops" of salacity Cloten is not
alone; lewdaess (and violence) of speech se;mé to spread lixe an
infectious disease, On the "repo®t” o7 .achimo, Posthumhs accepts
that Imogen ﬁas betrayedAhim and laun-~hes I-.to a diatribe against her
and women (an entire scene 1is deyoted to this speegh alone):

Some .coiner with his tools

T Compare The Winter's Tale I.ii.185-205%and II.i.36-53: Iago's
rhetoric in Othello; Caliban's in The Tempest, and so forth. Alfred
‘Harbage, in Conceptions of Shakesmeare ZCambridge University Press,
1967), 33, suggests that Shakespeare is simply getting bogged down
in his syntax"--T disagree.

Y

8 See Anne Barton, "Leontes afd the Spider: lLanguage and
Speaker in Shakespeare's Last Plays,"” in Shakespeare's Styles: Essays
‘in Honour of Kenneth Muir, eds. Philip Edwards, et al (Cambridge:
Univérsity Press, 1980).

% 9 For the tropes I am draw1ng on George Puttenham The Arte of
English Poesie, eds. G.D. Willcock and KA. Walker (Cambrldge. Univer-
sity Press, 1936). Interestingly enough, Puttenham's example of
catachr??éa)is this: "I lent my loue to losse, and gaged my life: in

vaine

i3
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~ Made me a counterfeit; yet my mother seem'd
The Dian of that %time. . . .
. Q vengeance, vengeance!
‘A pudency’ so rosy the sweet -view on't :
Might well have warm'd old Saturn . . .(II.v.5-35) .

Though Posthumus haa\gore provoéationvfor this outburst than Cloten
(the.mole is convinéing evidénce),‘;ﬁis speech segms to mark a
violation of the."faith" so necessary in the romances (Paulina: "it
is requir'd /. You do :awake you#i faith"). And an audience would
probably marvel to find-their heroine being verbally rawisheg'again:
In bélance, Imogen has a'similar outburst’ of her own:

Men's vows are women's traitors. All good seeming,

By thy revolt, C husband, shall-be thought

Put on for villainy . . . (III.iv.54-6 and ff.)
but’ her language has considerably .fewer razor edges, if the séme

intent. b It is pertinent  that throughout this play there runs a

strain of mercantilism (i.e. money/ power and the drive to possess:

in toto, yet another "system" of signification) exemplified by

Posthumus'- wagering of his ring (Imogen's chastity) against'teﬁ
N . ‘ :

thousand ducats, although the play as a whole is riddled with

conceits of bgying, bartering and trading, often used amofously

or sexually. Michael Taylor sees the sexual violence of.thesa
\

sbeeches as building toward a sexual maturity in the final act,‘ﬁﬁen

Posthumus stfikqs Imogen.10 Certainly the ferocity flares up like an

outbreak of fever, revealing an ugliness beneath the surface even of

~"Imogen".

10 Michael‘Taylor, "The, Pastoral Reckoning in Cymbeline,"
Shakespearg Survey 36 (1983), 105.. :




The abuses. of rhetoric are substantiated when Jachimo attempts

w,
» to deceive Imogen: h

 The cloyed will--
That satiate yet unsatisfied desire, that tub
Both fill'd and running--ravening first the lamb,
Longs after for the garbage. (I.vi.47-50)

Jachimo predatorily harnesses the indeterminacy.of laﬁguage; to thi§
extent he is a version of lago. Imogen is very mﬁch‘ﬁ "lamb"”, and
t .
and terrified by his equivocation, the 1litotes gnd paralipsis of
Jdeliperately false, vaguely sexual report.!! Tﬁé gense of his words
'n’: i%, for her, e1u31ve amd £E;§Eten1ng, she is free to interpret
 ‘frantiQally, and to this extent the instability of language is

? . )
working for Jachimo--just,ﬁ we are reminded, as it could work for

o

: EmL . . . . .
.?§%gk§sn@arewv The same sort of frenetic misapprehension occurs in

o

: . WUEEN. . .+ . . make denials *
- 4 ‘ *ﬂhcrease your serv1ces .80 seem as' if

bvgepder to her that you in all obey her,
'f@hpn command to your dismission tends,
g béreln you are senseless.
‘ : Senseless? not so (II.1ii.48)

Ahe thrust of his mother 3 words (if they have a
. r . .
terprets-'llke many of the characters in Cymbel-

pgéy of. being excluded from the "sense” (or perhaps

. R -'v,',('- 3
[rom L | —. y e ¥3:8
¥ . o o
A .

1031ng the thread) igfggil that surrounds him. His dilemma is ours,

B . b -scu331on of Shakespeare's use, of rhetorlc,
‘”see Alessandro pgr 1er1, Readlng the Signs: Towards & Semiotics of
’“Shakespearean Dr&ﬁ’é&strans. Keir Elam, in Ailternative Shakespeares,

ed. J. Drakakis. 2 * T

&

while we may have an inklihg what Jachimo means, she is bewildered

29
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as mudience and critic, and one of which Shakespeare must have been

P
B

""fely; cannily conscious. As Harriett Hawkins points out:
nl . ;

.

So far as semiotics are. concerned, how .can a
"critic cope with a drama where, as Terence
Hawkes has observed, absolutely everything
counts--where all the signals and siknifications
of language, gesture, facial expression, setting,
costume, groupings, silences, etc. may act upon
and interact with or against each other in
differing ways, and with differing effects, from

¥

moment to moment, from scene to scene. ~ "nm
‘beginning to end, from production to produc-
Fion?!2

HOW'indeéd.J Macbeth likens "life" to "a tale / Told by an idiot,
full of s3und and fury, / Signifying Zothing" (or signifying every-
thing, whgch might as well be nothing, after Barthes): Shakespeare is
conscious of this parado§ at all times--languége is, after all,
air--drawing significance from nominal qgthingness, compressing
to "nothing“ a world of signification, creating artuthat is life on'a
sﬁage. ,

There is much to b?'gaid in particular of the mercantile systenm
- of valuation in Cymbeline. To "value" something often is to give 1t
meaning by arbitrary comparison with something else((this is a gystem
of'significatiog)--in this plaé, inexorably money:uthe resulting
‘regime 13 a mixture of logo- and lucrogentricity. I think that

Imogen's actual value is obscured by lines such as this, from

Posthumus: "I prais'd her as I rated her: so do I my stone” (I.iv.-
& . .

12 Harriett Hawkins, The Devil's Party, 83. Keir Elam, in The
Semiotics of Theatre and Drama, concludes that the weakness of the
field lays in the dividion of visual and aural dramatic components.
Elam's study is ambitious, and difficult. :

» ]
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a . S : .
77). - To Jachjimo, Imogen's chastity will not bear ten thousand
ducats, for, he ratio..ilizes, "If you buy ladies' flesh at a millian

a dram, you cannot preserve it from tainting"” (I.iv.134-é%. And

later he remarks, after the bedroom escapade, of Imogen's mole:
. . .
C this secret
Will force him [Post.] think I have pick'd the lock and
ta'en A _
The treasure of her honour. (II.ii.40-2 7

i

P

Imogen has earlier vowed she will "pawn [her] onour” for the
alleged contents: of JaéhiQo'é trunk ("plate of, rare device, and
jewels / oOf ricﬁ and exquisite form, theif\vqlues-great"
(1.vi.189-91]). <Cloten, in turn, avows

'Tig gold
Which buys admittance (oft it doth), yea,”and makes
Diana's rangers false themselves, yield up
Their deer to th’ stand o' th' stealer; and 'tis ¢ d
Which makes the true man kill'd and saves the thief.
(I1.111.67-71)

R ; .
Imogen rejoins -with a caveat "You lay out too much pains
~7 Fof‘purchaaﬁng but trouble" (87-8). One final example: JImogen's
. J"'
instinctive response to Postpumqg' apparent death is
¢ How should this be? Pisanio?
'Tis he and Cloten. Malice and lucre in them
Have laid this woe here. (IV.ii1.323-5)
Why does she immediately attribute her woes to commercialism? Given
that money permeates t.c play, and obsession with purchasing . power
seems a universal synd-cme, her monetary paranoia is jﬁstifiablé.

N
Money is a system with which people in the play stamp-each other (as_

Posthumus and Jachimo superimpose it on Imogen). Shakespeare seems

Y to be toying with the money motif: just as the meaning of words

hid .
= v
r 2o
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flickers, so does that of baubles and coins, which have value simply

because -we wish them to.'3 Perhaps there is more sense in Arviragus'
. rd

agsertion:

All gold and silvef rather turn to dirt, -
As 'tis no better reckon'd, but of those;; P
Who worship dirty gods.. (III.vi.52-5) -

" ) it ,“,Q

.
0 5 =

values" indigenous to the pastoral world of Milford Haven can be

That is if Arviragus' (somewhat naive) view and th&: system “of 4

ey
trusted. Suffice to say #hat one of fhe main problems in the play
is deliberate mis-evaluation or mis-reading--of personﬁ, of words, of
dreams--or,.sput otherwise, ‘thg characters' attempts to impose-
particular signifiers (séy, a ring oryten'thousand ducats) on the
signified (say, Imogén). Imog« s "significance”--is she really the
antiseptic heroine that many Romantic critics imagine(her to be?--
consistently is overlocked, 5ruised in an attempt{ip remake 1t, or

shunned (rape is an ugly” wethod- of possessing and marking what one

sees). Tor evade efforts to "read” and shape her, Imogen must flee .

the court. A feminist critic would call this a good example of

éeiual/téxtual pdlitics, a struggle, between men”~ and women for

v o

significatory‘power which, in Shakespeare as elsewhere, mirrors the

roles of playwright (artist) and audience.l4

_ 13 Compare Lear's 'No, they cannot touch me for [coining,] I
am the King himself" (IV.vi.83-4). Edwards takes this line as the
epigraph of his Shakespeare and the Confines of Art (London: Methuen,
* 1968). . w n o
\ | <% (ol
- 14 The unrelenting mercantif%ﬁg seems partially redeemed in
the terms of the wager (I.iv.160-3)%‘% However, this is not very
convincing. = .

J
V

LY



~

.~

, The scene in which Imogen awakens on Cloten's headless \Ebdy

(which I shall. designate as the "trunk” scene, as opposed to Jach-

iiho's trunk trick scene) is the site of critical controversy: the

~

scene and its language seem almost grotesque.!5 “ Are audiences” and

critics to laugh at it or look on soberly? The words themselves
present immense problems; here also elocution doubles as "dislocu-
tion". Metaphors such as this seem naive, farcical and strained:
. Damn'd Pisanio

Hath with his forged letters (damn'd Pisanio!)

From this most bravest vessel of the world

Strook the main-top! 0 Posthumus, alas,

Where is thy head? (IV.1ii.317-20)
The tone of the words seems light (she awakens with the yords "'0d's
pittikins!"); more often when Shakespearean characters express deep
enotion they rely on silence or resort to primeval soun@s.like Lear's

nple, powerful "Howl, howl, howl'!" (and one sdspecfs that even

these words are inadequate, given the latitude actors haweiin

- 15 Roger Warren, in "Theatrical Virtuosity" (s.s. 29, 1976)
suggests that the "very combination of the 'virtuoso' elements with
a reworking of techniques from the comedies” enables Shakespeare to
"isolate, highlight such powerful emotions" (48); Michasl Hattaway,
that Shakespeare would not have written the part if he. had not had
actors capab}e of handling its difficulty (84);€Barbara Mowat that
"when death is real, it is presented as.casual-or grotesque, one of
the things thdt happen to -people in a universe that refuses to take
man seriously” (112), for "these characters are often little more
thah "a Succession of masks” (115). Schoenbaum's comment that "If

.the conflicts are a staple of romance,: the degree--the magnification
is exceptional, as is the lyricism and incandescence with which it -

is realized, ' 1is helpful {see "Looking for Shakespeare® in Shake-
speare's Ceaft, 173). Michael Taylor finds the scene "part of a
pattern of erotic punishment” (105). Stanley Wells, in! "Shakespeare
and Romance" (Later Shakespeare, 1966), observes that TThe mood most
characteristic of Shakespeare's later handling of romance haterial
is perhaps one that fuses extremes of emotion" (78).

V}}'f:
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reprodubing them on stage).16 Moreover, Imogen's is the rhetoric of
frenetic épecu}ation, psychological strain (compare that of Leontes)

and desperate, almost hysterical interpretation: ‘poor Pisanio, we

34

note, is instantly stuck with the crime, while she has entirely -

"nis-read” the body:

A headless man? The garments of Posthumus?
I know the shape.of's leg; -this is his handm
His foot Mercurial, his Martial thigh,

 The brawns of Hercules; but his Jovial-face--
Murther in heaven? How? (308-12) :

The way in which Imogen percepﬁively works her waf,up the body seems

N

contrived, and even (oddly) sexually charged (onevéxPects, but doe%y\

not‘encounher, an indecent pua). And if she so deépiy loves every.

o

bone, member and feature of Posthumus' body, how could she mistake

them for Cloten's? Either Cloten and Posthumus are interchanges ...
. ,

without their heads (perhaps after alllheads and npot heart: or

[4)
N .

bodies are of ‘importance), or Imogen has herself finally c2en
deceived by the clothing which Cloten donned for that purpose-Qalbeit
he hagd only succeeded in the absence of his head. More on this
" later.

The scene presents 5 compléx of visual, ;erbal and thématic

puns. Thus Imogen:
o] ':,, .
. I thought I was a cave-keeper, »
And cook to honest creatures. But 'tis not so.
'Pwas but a bolt of nothing, shot at nothing,
. Which the Wyain makes of fumes. Our very eyes I8

Are sometimes like our judgments, blind.. (298-302)

.serptentine "0!", Antony and
/

16 crf, CléOpatra' indeterminat

' Cleopatra, III.xiii.57.
0



With that last, Gloucester of King Lear would agree. In co&parison
~with the harsh "réality" of %he present, the past seems idle fantasy;
yet {ﬁe present 1is actually an illusion maintained, in part, by
Epéthumus‘s clothes. She awakens on a "trunk" (see Lucius, line
.353; JSoft ho, whét trunk is here? Without His‘tOp?") that resonates
with Jachimo's trunk, deceptively'empty‘though supposed to be filled
with "treasure:s" Cloten, we péfhaps can infer, ispequally "empty",
and Imogen.reali& fascinated with an image of Posthumus (an interpre-
tation) that‘i; empty. . And we as audience ire witnessing a scene
staged by a?tdrs (empty) . But:enough, J

There étill are acting and staging dif%iculties to be surmoun-
ted. If Andrew Gurr is correct in arguing that, by 1600, ”exagge}a-
ted or affected acting" or "Pantomimick action" was deplored in
favor of "persdnation”, we have cause tgh wonder how such a scene
could be presgnted plausibly on(Ptagef17 John Russell “rown notes
of later productions that "the apparent reality as expressed here is
so absurd- that very few actresses have dared to ase all the wofds
provided."1§ Shaw, for example, suggested that "A headleds man?”

’

(line 308) be cut from a production of the play, and rewrote Act V.19

The scene is "absurd” even as the word is used in contemporary

Theatre of the Absurd (the work -of Beckett, for example): all the

[
[

17 Gurr, p. 110. One could easily find a counter-argument.

_ 18  John Russell Brown, "Laughter in the Last Plays,” in'Later
Shakespeare (London: Edward Arnold, 1966), 121-2.

19 Brown, p. 1227
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"meaning” ~¢ the scene is .magined by Imogen, a construct of her

-

mind, If there 1is a deus at this point, he truly seems to be

absconditus. It is doubly absurd that Iﬁogen smears the blooé of
Cloten, whom she loathes, on her face. The scene is very real for
heT, but not for us énd:not for the dramatist (ané presumably>not'for
Jupiter): we share a god-1like perspective, and‘we view futility.  The
emotion of Imogeﬁ-- é;hrreé by what is really "nothipg," g gap in
percept .on--is in fact an "act" in some respects (as it "acﬁhally"‘is
an act on stage), a sign of a sign. We are reading a reading, we
" ghare hgr interpreti?e.fascinatign; there i§g1ittle difference--and
¥

much differance--between,the reality of illusion, and the illusion of

reality.20

Al

20 perrida uses these terms to mean ;"différentiation" and
~""deferral", the two functions of language:

There 1s, as Derrida would say, no full meaning ®but only
‘differance (differences, deferment): the signified can be
grasped only as the® effect of an interpretive or productive
process in which interpretants are adduced to delimit it.

See Jonat¥in Culler, Structuralist Poetics: Structuralism, Linguis-
tics and -the Study of Li’terature (London: Routledge ar 7egan Paul,

- 1975), 20. The process of designation, Derrida argues, .n never'be
complete, is perpetually ad hoc. See his Writing and Difference,
trans. Alan Bass (Chicago: University Press, 1978).
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"Shift a shirt”: Sign and Semblance
» ) -

Frank Kermode perceives that "the more one looks at all the

to~do about clothes, the .more difficult it becomes”; it is, he
. ) /
. { .

argues, v

a deliberate technical excess: a bravura‘piece, . 4
an example of the master doing something diffi-
cult--the intertwining of theme in téxture and
structure--with very great ecase apd for.its own- L
sake.!" - " ' R . &
- & . o F - o
The clothing miasma~ presents interprétive pratiems for aniéudieﬁce,
v “y

. . PR Y bg
as®well as critical ones for people E@ke uls;

BUy : .

“1t-is an instance of 5*\\
self-conscious, reflexive and defthdramatxcﬂsleight @f hand.. In thé
perceptual flux of Milford Haven, identity (ego, sex)_is pro&ﬁn‘less

a physical and more a metaphysical distinction. Without apdlogy (as

Shakespeare leads us into Milford Haved), ; lead you -down ths garden

2

“path and into Shakesﬁearé's wardrobe.

In Cymbeline clothing is 2 :rux, f?eréopal identity'is me;ning;
andlclothipg affects ou; interpreta@igp,ofigufselves‘and others. In‘
Shakespaare unfolding of clothing d%€55 équals unfavelling of meaning

\
'

often ~equals dilation of narrative or sforying. King Lear, for

exapple, opens with a famous "disembérpaSsment" of estate

e,

! Prank Kermode, "The Mature ‘Comedies,” in Early Shakespeare,
eds. J.R. Brown, et al., 212-13. °

o
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‘éventually ends in a change into Posthumus's clothes, if
. ! .

_ Tell me, my'daughters
.(Since now we will dAvest us both of rule,
Interest of territory, cares of state),

LY

Cordelia will say nothing (the King of Frqncé‘thinks it?"monstrous,

Which of you shall we say doth love us most. (I.i.48-51)
N

to dismantle /- So many folds of favour"); Lear responds, "Nothing

will come of nothing." But he is wrong, for in the course of the

N ’
" play "Lear" becomes notiing which, in the end, seems to be every-

\ ' :

‘thing, while the g:ace%uk copia of the. play itself'belies the

~

statement that sets it off: the play grows from "nothing".

W

mebeiine appearance can be pa-- iox; the issue of .clothing feeds into

in

38

the larger issue‘of complexion and perception, reality aﬂd illusion

of persen and piace. "4t the beginning of the scene in which Cloten
. L. s . . #

enters the playy he is introduced to us in tkis manner:

_ 1.LORD. sir, I would &dvise you to shift a
- shirt; the violence of action hath made you reek
_ as a sacrifice: —(I.1i.1). ;-

T 3

‘ . a., C. . . ‘ o .
‘:seems to be in harmony with interior.- (nly Imogen's insult

: . His mean'st garment
That ever Wath but clipt his body, is dearer
In my respect than all the haité/above_thee,
Wére they all made such men. C\(II.ii:‘L.13376)

Co.

sets Cloten off on a sequence of laborious computaticns (he repeats

. ~

the phrase "mean'st garment" several times) and‘iqterpret@&'ons that

{

his character, Still it is suspicious that Cloten can remark, “How
Ce ' ' -
fit his-garments serve me!" (IV.i.2), and logical (in a)backward

- way) that Imogén should "fit" as well--notwithstanding that "a

«

»

His smell and élothing,‘his "reputation”, precede him; exterior

'A§£ quite
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woman's fitness comes by fits. £nd the change seems to garner

39

Cloten some of Imogen's affections, for she does evehtually and very .

~
)

tenderly. bury him, and say "& century’ of prayers . . . tgice o'er”

~on the grave" (IVtii;391-2). Clothes do not change the man, it

geems, unless the man is changed.
Accordingly, Imogen's respiise fo Posthumus's mordant letter is

a wish .that she could cease to exist (or lose her identity). She

. s K4
is, she laments ~

v e

stale, a garment out of‘fashion,
And for I am richer than to hang by th' walls,
I must be ripp'd. (III.iv.51—3)

And Pisanio's® Solution is appropriate:
Y " You must forget to be a woman; change «
Command into obedience; fear and niceness
(The handmaids of all women, or more truly
Woman it pretty self) into a waggish courage. ’
¢ (III.iv.154fF.) >

’

Near the cenire of the play, male clothes assist Imogen in a change

of sex that puté her on the path to "nothingness™ ("I am nothing; or. !

v

@

if not, / Nothing to be werg betteér”--IV.ii.367-8) and ensbles her:

to escape the heymédeutic madness of the play. To escapé’inte;pre-"

\;

tation, which @sﬁalsﬁ }ppositigﬁ of power (in this the king is' the
wor{t offendeé), shelflees into a‘masculine mode of %eiﬁg‘and'the
lawlessness of the pasporel‘world, where identity (and‘s;éﬁ%fiers)
aré indeterminate, or logic 1is in stasis.2 For pef@%ﬁ@nt change to

4

° i
2 Julia Kristeva, in "Women's Time" (trans. Alice Ja?dmne and
Harry Blake, Signs T, 1, 13-35), argues that the feminist: enterprise
has three phases: liberal feminism, radical feminism, and. the last:

-~

In the third attitude, which I strongly advocate--which I
. v -
Nt
N

et
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occur in Posthumus' character” it seems that he too must doff his ¥
0old clothes (and constrictive identity)g

X I'1l disrobe me
0f/these Italian weeds and suit myself
&3 does a®Britain peasant; so I'll fight
Against the part I come with. (V.i.22-5)
It 1is noteworthy, first, that the identity being dlscarded is

"Italian", which implies tﬂat Posthumus has been subjéct to a kind
oft iJnsid'ious cultural possession or that the ma ‘iavellian Roman
climate nurses destrqgtive sexuality; ée;ond, that for botp Imogen
and:?osthumus the change inlevesAa transition into a lower social
class, as if the>duplicitou§ exigencies of rank must be thrown off
(Imogen transforms through "franklin;g huswife" into page; Posthumus
through Italian into peasant). It islsafe to éay th;t, if anything,
the people of this play learn a growing distrust,for surfaces, one

that is present in the inhabitants of Milford Haven from the outset.

Guideriué, for instance, has-no regard for the trappings Qf statuig

Y CLO. , Thou villain base,
Know'st/ me not by my clothes?
GUI. P Ne, nor thy tailor, rascal,

Who is thy grandfather! he made those clothes,
Which (as it seems) make thee. (IV.ii.80-3) . = .

As alway;,’there is visual play hefv: the clothes are in fact not

Cloten's but Posthumus's, but th@we mythic togs were inappropriate to

imagine?--the, very dichotomy man/woman as an opposition between
two rival entities may be understood as belonging to meta-
Ehxsics. What can 'identity', even 'sexual identity', mean in
a new theoretical and scientific space where the very notion of
identity is challenged. (33-4)

Quoted in Toril Moi, Sexual/Textual Politics: Feminist Literary
Theory (Lopdon and New York: Methuen, 1985), 12.
l

\




... their first owner as well. Posthumus' "nmantle”--the one he left

»i behind when banished--carries with it the aura of apparent virtue

that ‘the two gentlemen so kindly and succinctly supplied us in the

opening lines:

5 o I do not think
So fair an outward and such stuff within
\ . Endows a man but he. (I.i.22-4)

Indeed, théy are coﬁplately wrong: the image of the "hero" they.;l
present- is false; we are invited to fali prey to the rhetofic of
"report",> to become caught up in an intricate "shell-game" of
clothing aﬂdvcharacter. . -

" The question of clothing in particuiar implies thg qﬁestion of
semblance in general--one of which Shakespeare is fond, given thag
his art relies on (and fldhts) the basic visual decepfion of the
stage,ﬁbf;acting. It is no accident that Elizabethan cqstumihg, if
ornate;ﬂwas never quite time or period specific: why must the
soldiers in Titus Andronicus wear Roman robes when the piay itself

is evidence that perception can be overridden by art? I refer again

//to the dramatic precis of the two gentlemen, who observe of the

//// // present circumstance at court:

1 .GENT. But not a courtier,
Although they wear their faces to the bent
0f the King's looks, hath a heart that is not
Glad at the thing they scowl at. (1.1.1629-15)

The court as political shark pool is almost a cliche (see the

3 Shakespeare often opens his plays with third part prolepsis.
That at the opening of Antony and Cleopatra, for example, seems to
be a brilliapt metaphoric compression of the sense of the play; that

. introducing The Winter's Tale, misleading.




polemics of Belarius, or. the courts that predicate The Tempest and

AYLI, for example). What distinguishes Cymbeliné's court is that his

L

Janus-faced sycophants frown on the outside and smile on the inside,

rather than the customary reverse (as they perhaps would if hatching

P

plots). This court, as the two gentlemen would have it, is strangely

_ beset by sneaking well-?ishers, who differ from their king only in

N

interpretation of a marriage, by definition a coa%c event. The
\‘ N

courtiers have become actors in a huge play designed to piease the
king, a drama which Imogen, who has little taste for acting--though
one must be é skilled actor to play her--deserts, only to find she
must assume an equally powerless rdle in Milgord Haven. The King's
"play” (co-written by Cloten and the Queen) is diffiéult to escape;
in a sehnse Qne‘canoonly change costume.t |
In~vCXm5eliné ImOgeﬂ is not universally thought to bg acute.
Jacﬁimo is willing to challepge the intelligence'and morality
Qf any attractive woman, betting'that char;ing exteriors (that is,

ones worth the assaul%) invariably conceal weak interiors (that is,

sensibilities that are not "fair, virtuous, wise, chaste, constant,

.qualified"--I.iv.59-60). One of (loten's companion lords voices a

similar opinion of.IﬁOgen:
£
1.LORD. Sir, as I told you always: her beauty
and her brain go not together. She's a good
sign, but I have seen small reflection of her
wit. (I.11.28-31)
Does beauty imply wit? Does wit imply beauty? Does social status

imply wit and beauty? and so on. The answer to all is Not neces-

sarily. There are many shells in this game, and there are never any

~
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"correct” configurations, as hard as peoplevlike/gloten and Posthumus
}

stgive for one. When Jachimo presegts higf evidence of Imogen's '*

\
~

infidelity, Posthumus replaces one .set of assumptions-~thdat wit
. : ;
2 !

must be handhaiden to beauty--with another, as absolute but opposite:

Let there be no honor
Where there is beauty; truth, where semblance; .love
Where there's another man. (II.iv.108-10) 4
N 1

' The key word is ggémblance"; the weakness in his reasoning is his

‘ / : v
refusal to accept the unreiiability of appearance (and the interpre-

tation or translation of its features). If there is a rule to the
€ . .
game, it is more likely that interpretive generalizations cannot be

.mnade, that one cannot judge a 'beetle by its shard. Imogen may be a

7. . 3
DY -

"good sign", as Clo%en'é companion reporﬁ§g bth it 1is helpf&?L to”
keep in nmind the potential disparity (or gap) between the sign and
that which it represents. “

The tension- in the play of appearance apd signification, the
struggle to seé, desigéate and know is Qpparentvin .the collision of

-

Imogen and Cloten:

IMO. O blessed, that I might not! . I chose an eagle,
And did avoid a puttock. _
. CYM. Thou took'st a beggar, wouldst have made my throne
> A seat for baseness.

IMoO. No, I rather 'added
A lustre to it.
CYM. 0 thou vild one!' (I.1.139-43)

There are, two accounts of the situation here} neither seems quite
correct. To be sure, one of the motifs of the \play is a linkage of
Posthumus to an eagle, but then to the Roman 8ibyl the eagle is of

course. a symbol of Rome. Moreover, in the course of the bplay



%
-

‘Posthumus proves less than an eagle, while Cloten (or at least the

part that Imogen reveres in the "trunk" scene) seems to attain a
- M T
status somewhat grgater than "puttock”. %%gthumus, in return, does

not seem to come into contact with the precise nature and "value" of

’ 4 . .

his wife until he literally strikes her out of her disguise--and
s !

back into "Imogen"--in the final scene. But let us return to ‘the two

—

gentlemen of the first scene, and their "reading” of Posthumus and

<; ‘}mogen: .
S ﬁ’To his mistress

(#pr.whom he now”‘“ﬁﬁgﬁish'd), her own price.
Proclaims how she esteem'd him; and his virtue
‘By her election may be truly read,

-4 t kind of man he is.
GENT_ o I honor him. -

Even owiss 'ﬁur report. f(I.i.SO-S)

Sy

Notwithstandingli¢ »edluords "read" and "report", tnere is a

;‘: ..

sweeplng attrlbuﬁﬁ%h of motlve here--and of course we again have an

application of the omnipresent and dubious commercial metaphor.' But
this passage makes a startling point: that Posthumus's "value" (and
that of the play itself, in ;omg respects) depends on the "value" of
Imogen (" Your daught '3 chastity--there it begins"’says Jachimo- in
the fingl scene, line 179)}vwho is more of a.variable in the\equation
than its pther constituents--Cloten, Jachimo, Posthumus, .Cymbe 'né’
the Queen, Lucius, etcti:think. i;
The propensity of these people to foist identities on each
other (in “his Imogen and Posthumu; are in a similar fix) may end in
disaster, but thé general expectation that underlies phenomena such

. o
as "report” certainly is the curse of the Queen. While denying it,
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she work: and experiments her way inextricably into the complex of
. \ .
expectations that is ‘the "wicked gqueen" stereotype. Tge -poor

misinterpreting king, we note, is the sole person who does not

recognize the cliche, when he sees it; but then, as Alfred Harbage

" discerningly puts it, in Shakespeare, "in our quést for meaning, we

moveg in a hall of mirrors where every vista recedes to a vanishing
point."4 ° The egressus~ of Shakespeare's wardrobe may per.haps be
found in these lines, of Posthumus: "To shame the guise o' th'
world, I will begin /v The fashion: less without and more within"

(V.i.32-3). Perhaps ,\Pos‘thumus has found the solution; this might be

a statement of Shakéspeare's poefics. B

>4 Alfred Harbaée, Conceptions of%;ﬁ&pare, T7.
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"Will poor folks lie?”: Modality

Criticai aiséatisfaction with CZmbeline is fuelled by its
self-conscious, metadramatic (some would say faltering and imperti-
nent) alliance with convention. , Is the play, aftér Polonius, a
tragedy, éomedy,.traéigomed& or romance? All elements are_present in
a bewildgf;gg proliferation that lends Ttéeﬁg :b Todorov's analysis
of’tpscillation"mi Barbara Mowat has suggested (afteerOlfflin) the

¢
~term "adventitious”; one might also say the play is aggressively
modal and®probably metageneric. In comparison to earlier work such

as The Comedy of Errors, which obeys ths classical unities,'ngbeline

<
seems a loose assemblage of episodes that coalesce incredibly into
the final scene. Of the "plotting” (i.e. sequential logic) of the

play, Hallet Smith remarks: 4
) Whether these plot developments are "infantile
joys" [as Shaw wrote] or not, they are the very
stuff of romance, and anyone who reads romance
for what it is, or sees it in the theatre for
what it distinctively offers, must atcept them.Z2

N

Smith apologises for romance because it is not tragedy--its Folio

classification--comedy or history, when in fact it is more likely a

1 Again, in The Fantastic, 21.

2 Hallet Smith, introduction to Cymbeline in The Riverside
Shakes eare,_ed. G. Blakemore Evans (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
19745. 1520. )
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conflation -of theé three, and more--as Pat Parker argues, romance is
"inescapable", an end in itself.3 ~Stanley Wells supplies a tradi-

‘tional definition of Shakespearean romance:
o
frequently includes the separation and disruption
‘of families, followed by their eventual reunion
and reconciliation; scenes of apparent resurrec-
tion; the love of a  virtuous young hero and
heroine; and the recovery of lost royal chil-
dren.4 : :

Frye éalls;romance "popular", "conventi¥nal” and "primitive”, while

Parker treats it as a mode or methodology with a specific'poetics of

1 deferral “and delay.> Barbara Mowat's solution is to "admit their

/ . .
! 'generic %mbiguit , label them 'tragicomedies,' and turn one's
[ y ' L

y attention to more important matters".® Like Bernard Beckerman, she
G—'— N .
i finds the unity of Shakespearean romance to be narrative rather than

formal or structural (that romance "wanders", as Parker expresses

it). Beckarman argues that

-

3 See her Inescapable Romance: Studies in the Poetics of a
‘Mode (Princeton: University Press, 1979).

-

.
-4 Stanley Wells,®"Shakespeare and Romance,” in Later Shake~
speare, 50.» - .

5 Pparker's concept of deferral is derived from Derrida's
binary opposition of difference/ differance. Parkers "iromance”" is a
perpetual (unfulfilled) hermeheutic wandering. . '

As Woolf wr@tes:

And if we ask why we go further astray in this particular

47

region of English literature than in any other, the answer .

is no doubt that Elizabethan prose, for all its beauty
and bounty, was a very imperfect medium.

Sée "The Strange Elizabethans,” in The Common Reader: Second Series,
ed. Andrew McNeillie (London: Hogarth, 1986), 9.

6 Mowat, p. 5.

-
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unity must arise from the dynamic interaction of

the various parts of the drama: story, character,
_ and language. Our task is to discover how this
i% was accomplished. ’ :

"Modern audiences §gfﬁer from 'fourth act fatigue' in witnessing a

a

Shakespearean play,” he finds, because "they have a greater interest

in dramatic line than in the narrative."T I- have rehearged. the

question of genre and compfehensive form so that I can suggest it -be

left behind; generaiisations of genre, sn in tha"caéé of Polonius'

dramatié catalogue, tend to be self-negating. One must avoid

- f

stamping this play with such an unnecessarily reductive theoretical

schema.

From the first lines  of Cimbeline we are conscious that we are

being set up for a story we have heard before (elsewhere in Shake-

speare, in the Metamor?hoses, Boccaccio, Cervantes, Sidney, Spenser.
o . 9 . .

Tasso, Rabelais, The Rare Triumphes of Love and Fortune, Sir Clyomon

and Clamydes):8

1.GENT. His daughter, and the heir of's kingdom (whom
He purpos'd to his wive's sole son--a widow :
That late he married), hath referr'd herself
Unto a poor but worthy gentleman. She's wedded,
Her husband banish'd, she imprison'd: all
Is outward sorrow, though I think the King:
Be touch'd at the very heart. (I.i.4-10)

These might be the .ingredients of a "tragedy" (in ‘his estimation

that the king.is "tbuch'd at the very heart" the gentleman seems’ to

L]
.

>

7 Beckerman, Shakéspeare at the Globe, 29, 35. )

8 For what is accepted to be a definitive:source study, see G.
Bullough, Narrative and Dramatic Sources of Shakespeare,.vol. 8,

Romances, (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1975).
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;ywbeAwrong). The dramatic alternative to such a third person summary
. e .-

‘i the direct address, like a "briefing", of a prologue; the conver-

ﬁﬁquvv sation of the two men has the advantages both of providing necessary

# data and anticipating audience response to it. For example, the:
ing's heirs have somehow been pilfered from under his very-nose:
" 2.GENT. That a king's children should be so convey'd,

~ 80 slackly guarded, and the search so slow,
That could not trace them!

1.GENT. Howsoe'er 'tis strange,
Or that the negligence may well be laugh'd at, 5
Yet is it %rue, sir. ,
2.GENT. I do well believe you. (1.1;63-7)

The prologues of HV and HVIII, for instance, are qnite blunt in
admitting thé értifice of the play tnat follows; here onr doubts are
: ’~

anticipated and met by th; men on the stage--they are, after allij a
donvenient_little audiencé to- the narrative of the play, a fnrm of
the.play within a play; they both represent our interest and attempt
to think for us. How much license we permit\them in that endeavor is
another matter. Mowat labels tiese “presentational”, as ngainst
"rgpresentatignal" or mimetic, devices. She suggests that:"by
deliberately displaying thé‘fictiveness of his Romance world,”

Shakespearé heads off attacks of "implausi-

bility," and says to us, in effect, "I never

claimed this play was mnre than a fiction."

Thus disarmed, we can respond ' fully to the

delight and wonder of the final revelations and
reunions.9

At what point, though, do Shakespeare's mimetic disclaimers become

gratuitous, and have ‘an opposite effect? At times he seems to be

/// 9 Mowat, p. 64. o

\
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proscribing unquestioning beligf; as in this summary of a phase of

" the battle in Act V: -
- LORD. ‘ This was strange chance.
A narrow lane, an old man, and two boys! )
_POST. Nay, do not wonder at it; you are made
Rather to wonder at the things you hear’
Than to work any. Will you rhyme upon't, -
And vent it for a mock'ry? Here is one:
"Two boys, an old man (twice a boy), a lane,
Pregserv'd the Britains, was the Romans' bane.”
- LORD. Nay, be r..t angry, sir. Co-
POST. . 'Lack, to what end?
Who dares not s-arid his foe, I'll be his friend;
For if he'll do_#¢ he is made tqQ do, e
I know he'll qui;ly-fly my friehdship $¢6. : -
You have put me into rhyme. (V.111.51-Q0)

o
N

The prdblematics of authorship aside, ceftainly this is.a densely
self-conscious passage. Again, whether or.not‘ﬁe would have thought
of it ourselves, we are reminded of the strangeness of the narrative,
of its artificialities, by this styli@ed‘jaﬁgle;f Shakeséeare seems

to be deliberately aréhaizing here, drawing our attention to an

50

old--perhaps "mouldy"--tale, in this case partially drawn ‘from

=)

startling glory (a® in Pericles) were current. . (And are: thgy have
réma}néﬁ.?gi of tﬁe underpinningg of westerﬁ’{céi}ﬁgliéﬁl sagigﬁy;)

PR o
b, Y

‘The essence of this technic can be found in lipes liké.fhgéwf}oﬁ”fﬁélLl

T

-
“

Winter's Tala: "Like .an old tale still, which will(bave matter to
. . ! g ‘ " ’
behearse, though credit be asleep and not an ear open" (V.ii.61-2),

though Mamillius' "4 sad -tale's best for winter. I have one of

sprites and goblins" (II.i.25-6) is perhaps the most potent, provoca-

tive and resonant of such self-reflexive statements in Shakespeare;{@

It is rather a truism that at that point Leontes. enters the sfere and’

4

Holinshed,;though.tales of "mean knights" flghting theifaﬁay 6



. . o g
& w_ . N " N - .
steps into a “winter's tale’, woves from a phase of psychological

analysis (interpretation)‘ag\incipient fiction into one of hopelessiy
muddled reality and tale: the "story" swallows him up.. The same gay

- be said for the passage above from (Cymbeline: Posthumus scoffs at
~

51,

)

the ngE}ona; pote;tial of the situation (this seems obligatory),v

then recasts the étdry in a doggerel rhyme that is also Shakespeare's

parody of his own art. Within lines Posthumus realizes he . is

2

speaking in verse, is (to- his frustratién) speaking like a fictive
character which, to the extent that he is on a stage in a public

1
N
theatre, he is. Once again it is dlfflcult to untangle the wi: '

*
and the stage. The effect is duplicated in the first few FEE

Posthumus speaks when he awakens after the theophany:
B . But (0 scorn!)
Gone! they went hence so soon as they were born.
And so I am awake. Poor wretches that depend
On greatness’' favour dream as I have done,
Wake, and find nothing. But, alas, I swerve.
Many dream not to find, neither deserve,
And yet are steep'd in favoursj so am I,
That have this: golden chance and know not why.

: (V.iv.125-32)

4

Posthumus speaks' in rhyme, though the-rhyme "fades" after line 132,
- =

as if the side-effects “of Jupiter’ ’ictional universe are fadidé

: . <
with it. It is noteworthy that Posthumus is here unconscious that

he. speaks in verse (1ike an actor); the "art" at which he once’

o

scoffed (let there be a lesson in this) has engulfqd " . Philip.

[V

Edwardsb'in Shakespgafe and the Confines of Art, writes:

The Shakespeare whom I wish to present is the
experimenter, engaged in a continuous battle, a
quarter of a century long, against his own

+ scepticism about the value of his art as a model .



e of human experience.!Q

't is common for critics to speculate on Shakespeare's attitude

v o
T

'bowai'd his werk, and t0 imagine some so'rt of progression of disillu-

!
N

siodment, culmingting in The Tempest, to the plays (as Righter does

'

52

.‘;in “Shakespe‘are and the Idea of the Play). Perhaps theg:'g is a

i' .g'r_eazter,' confidenge 1in ni‘s" ability to create "iliusion";r we mights -

Doy

.growing self-consciousness in the %ays (such teleologies are

p‘recariou,s), ‘but it might equally be attriblted to Shalggspeare's

1A
‘SA ; B : - (1] ’ : . p " 9 -
equally wonder. gabout the value® of “human experience a:; a model of

1

v ,Sha‘kespeare's "art"’. There is, I think, a t'en('iency to. link the

Sy

. \,

-“wordplay and self-consc ousness of Shakespearean drama to a kind wof
‘“evol\VLng nihilism (the' same is sald of contemporary llterary theory,

h N

with its skepv'—%'.ie‘:ism vaboutv_ﬁ,meaning). It;vis easy t‘o forget that the

i - ) 'z

lnstablllty of ~meaning;, the gap' between sign and mgmp.ed, is not

‘only an abyss but a place of 1nf1n1te poss;bllty, ’ﬁust as the stage

" is not nexessarlly a blank wooden platform 11 Though ;t is technic-

%,

2

ally a:"tragedy", King Lear tu‘rns the doctrine ex::"»ﬁihil‘o_"'f{‘hil‘fit on .
+ king fear tusng the doctrine exifinilo Ayl fit

v . k)
its head.. . ,

10 Edwards, p. 10.%. '

1 In Wé'iting and 'Dif?ference 20, ~Derrida writes:
Qur dlscourse 1rreduc1b1y belongs to the system of metaphysmal
oppo:ntlons. The break with' this structure of belonging can be
announced only through a certain’ organlzatlon*’ a certain
‘strategic ‘arrangement which, within the field ‘of metapMysical
opposition, uses the strengthsl of the fleld ‘to turn .its own
" strategems against it, producmg a force of dislocation that
-spreads 'its#lf. throughout. the entire system, fissuring it in
~"every direction and Qghor'oughly delimiting lt,f

5
R

. i : - +
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Cﬂbeline is at once a compendium of tylpes, devices, conventions
and motifs, and a series of gelf-reflexive, often ludic, ‘departuresl
from them. Imogen is an example 6f7 an ‘egregiously innoce‘nt and
beseiged heroine who proves not so _innocent. "Alés, poor Princess,

/ Thou divine Imogen, what thou en;iur'st" says the second lord
(II.1.56-7). = The word "divime" dogs her (like Cloten). The only
solution to her situation seems to be to cease to be who she ;.s: that B
is,‘ female, of high estate and patient. And note, while her time in
?
Milford Haven erases all temporarily (her innocence perhaps forever),
the dilemma is pei’manently resolved when her two b‘)rothe'rs aré found,
and she no longer is heir zapp'are'nt.12 Her estate i_‘reducedu,‘she
becomes a‘ fit wife for Posu‘i_:humus',' ‘aﬁd éo on. Her fbight seems
primarily to be against what i‘s expected of a beaufﬁi‘ful prin.é‘e\ss; she
is resisting--or stepping beyond, in_other words--conventic;n.:"x\ The

“

same may be said of the exchange of love tokens, a narrativerand

— )

dramatic device which we have seen at work in Shakespeare from the

. first (The Merchant of Venice, Troilus and Cressida), but which here

appears almost ébligatory, an old artistic pattern which life

- 1

unconsciously adopts and works through, dlthough the ring An

{

bracelet, like many other signs in the play, fail to carry out their¥ @

.
B
3 tin,

intended. functjon, become confused or lost, should Wo¥ have been K

_reiied upon.13 The convention of the Italian \}illain b\ends and warps

4
12 See III.Vi.T4-8. | &
13 "'I‘h;e wager story basic to Cymbeline,” .notes, Bullough, "is .
almost as wjdespread in. folklore.and literature as the "terrible
bargain' of Measure for Measure" (12). '

v
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3 . (8

under similar pressure. After reading the murdercus lettéer from
Posthumus, Pisanip finds in it Roman machination:

What false Italian 4,
(As .poisonous tongu'd as handed) hath prevail'd
On thy too ready hearing? Disloyal? No (III.ii.4-6)

it =

an inference. that Imogen also immediately makes upon reading the
- letter: "That gfug-damn'd Ital& hat£ outcraftied him, / And he's at
gome hard poin{" (IIIpif.15-16), ;nd l;%er, "some jay 9f Italy /
(Wy?sé mother .was her paintipg) hath ?etray'd hiﬁ" (49-50). Ana

finally Jachimo, as if partaking of this obliviousness to logic, is
. ' . £

4

only too willing to confess:

» ' . : ' mine Italian‘ﬁfain
Gan in your duller Britain operate :
Most vildly; for my vantage, excellent. (V.v.196-8)

We can attribute all of this to E%izabethan patriotism but I think it

goes deeper; Shakespeare's use of the convention ié almost flamboy-

t

ant, certainly self-negating. The letter touches off in the minds éfiyjl

- Pisanio and Imogen a search for méaniﬁg. That they settle 8% 1]
cons¥stently and unerringly, and with .so little evidende, on Italy

(they apbear to ‘be relying on "report" hére) suggests that we are

r
/

witnessing an abuse of interpretation, the reading into a text of a‘
limitgd meaning where‘it may not be warranted, és in the case of the
two gentlemen in the first scene and (po%entially)‘we who are
watching the play. Moreover, Italy ;hy be a‘diabglical land, but
given that‘equivocation appears. to be rampant in Cymbeline's court

- (Imogen is disguised when she complains, above), the accusations of

Pisanio and Imogen émack slightly of irony. As for the Italy we see



LAY

. \ ‘
in the play: the actions of the gentlema%ly Philario balance those of

Jachimo, who proves a gentleman in the end affyway. We see no "jays".

The poison, again, seems to be more of a perlem in Britain. And, in

spite of qé} accusations of shiftfhess, the play ends with a truce
.‘ »’

and the return of Britain to Italian arms._ , E
: ; N

There are many folklore fabulae, faintly recognizable or

otherwise, in the play. For instanc;, Imogen's flightlyo and sojourn

in Milford Haven suggests the Snow White story, while III.vi brings

L e ) .
to mind the Three Bears. Bullough (p.‘24) notes that "Snow White was
, Ta
probably not known in Elizabethan England; but elements of the story

appear in many balllads and romances.” Bernard Harris suggests that,

- in comparison to the other plays, the narrative range of Cymbeline

mékes it a sgrt of‘capping achievement:

To appreciate Cymbeline to the full there seems
no doubt that we should endeavor to see it with
proper regard for its Stuart mode, as a dernier
effort, a general muster of the whole forces of
Shakespeare's wits, drawing upon the past
resources of themes in his poems, comedies,
histories and tragedies, to. provide an offering
for its sophisticated audiences at the Globe, at
Court, and its author's royal patron.!4

% 'égmengs'aside, there is something to be said for this. The
: s ,
play incorporates and flouts conventional modes of all kinds; 1is

constructed for and flouts audiences and critics; both embodies and

.l .
v o,

undermines the Shakespearean canon.

o

Shakespeare's use of the pastoral mode is interesting; there

14 Bernard Harris, "'What's past is prologue': Cymbeline and
Henry VIII," in Later Shakespeare (London: Edward Arnold, 1966), 213.
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are dispéfzties betweéh what chafacters ekpeqt of the pastoral world
'ana what it delivers--it is ggi,.for example, the elysium that
Imogen and Bela;ips imagine it to be. Like Prospero's (teéhnicaily/g
Caliban's) island, Milford :is a desert qf meaning, but a garden og
pos;ibility. In some respects Milford Haven functions as doggedly as
a ﬁachine, a;d its input, oﬁtput and prpcess deserve some attention.
For one, this ;green zone" magnifies the ph;losophical;and iﬁeologi-

~

cal clash suggested by these words of Duke Senior in As:You Lfké'It:

Come, shall we go and kill us venison? }
And yet it irks me the poor dappled fools, :
Being native burghers of this desert city, J
Should in their own confiles with forked heads

Have their round haunches gor'd. (II.i.21-5)
Pastoral that incorporateg, harsh vicissitudes of some sort is

nothing n%w; the sixth book of The Faerje Queen has its Blatant

- .

-l .
Beast, while war eventually follows Pyrocles and Mugidorus into the

green world of Sidney's Ii.x'cadia.ﬁ5 The Duke in As You Like It exalts

" the virtues of pastoral living, but seems anxious to forsake the hot
R .

and cold of the Forest of Arden just the same. More rapidly in
Cymbeline the lahguid serenities of the fqresg give’wayrt§ an
inhospitable interpretive 'and ideclogical murk, though Imogen (who

obviously has been reading Theocritus and Virgil, and not Shake-

speare's earlier plays)-yearns to be there: K

_ dead I were
A neat-herd's daughter,”and my Leonatus
Our neighbor shepherd’'s son! (I.i.148-50)

t

15 For cqntehporary definition of "pastoral”, see Paul
Alpers, The er of the Eclogues: A Study of Virgilian Pastoral
(Bdrkeley, University of California Press, 1979), 4.

b
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This is the (sgzreotypical) scenario of the curse of status and
. a R

beauty, the princegs who would be a nilkmaid and lead a vaguely

simpler, apolitical life, like Perdita and her Florizel in the fields

. <
of Bohemia (which they eventually flee). The same romantic.doctrine?

i

surfaces ipera later speech:” )
. Had T been,thlz_-stol'd}gi'

As my two brothers, happy! but most miserable

Is the [desire] that's glorious. Blessed be those,

How mean soe'er, that have their honest wills,. ‘

Which seasons comfort. (I.vi.5-9)

The premige is that she will eécape from stricture and policy to

bucolic freedom anh simplicity: The ldcus.df this unusual serenity

%

is to be Milford Haven, in (occupied) Wales, to which Imogen's
enthusiasm and phraseology--

say, and speak thick
(Love's counsellor should fill the bores of hearing,
To th' smothering of the sense), how far it is .
. To this same blessed Milford (III.ii.56-9) 2

--lend a heavenly air (indeed, the Quest to Milford is particulariy

susceptible to a Christian reading).!® "Senss" pfobably means sense

v

of hearing, but might easily indicate a smothering of rationality.

The[ word "haven" is used reverently elsewhere, as when Pisanio says

m

of ‘posthumus that "He would not suffer me / To bring him to the

-~

. venW (I.i.171f2). The term and place carry with them: connotations

ofgaéaéétipn and peace, neither of which Imogen, who soon has on her -
o . il - T . ' ; ) :
"1ipg! (boot ‘camp) %or}sm "Plenty a)d peace breeds cowards;

& o iy . - : ¢

hardneds ever/ Of hardiness is mother" (III.vi.21-2), finds in harsh,

16 §ee'nge; Kiragh for example. ) l

-
)
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embattled Milford Haven. “\

The pastoral world is not quite e;s it should or appears to be;

’

there are no Virgilian swains sixiging their loves here. In Milford

Al

that he wants her murdered. Her old identity is t%.os;‘c, as I have
,argued, while her new one seems unsatisfactory:
"I see a man's+life is a tedious one,

I have tir'd myself; and for two nights together
Have made the ground .my bed. (III.vi.1-3)

Haven she does not meet her love, as anticipated, but learns instead

58

“

Her sex has changed but vicissitude has pot: existence,',.e‘{en‘ for a -

- B
man, remains stubbornly difficult. Moreover, this place of inno-

cence and variety seems rather too wried, even unpredictable:

’
n .

TN _Two beggars told me {3

I could not\m\ls{‘;yaway. Will poor folk® lie,
# That have afflictions on ‘them, knowing 'tis .

i A :punishmexft or trie'? Yes; no wonder,

@g When rich ones scarce tedl true. (III.vi.8-12)

Even in Milford surfaces and appearances, which '.Imogeh ant _cipates
o ;
O .

will be innocent, may not be trust'ed, as perceptions may not;
idealism wars with materialism here too. And corruption is not

limited to Ttalians or 'simply to rank, but proves truly universal

and democratic--the other ﬁce& of a romanticiﬁed@"simple" life, she
learns, can be stark poverty. Thus the pastoral world itself defies

interfpretation, and as other outsiders (with!violent purposes)
£
L2

begin to pour in, Milford Haveni®ecomes a zone of perceptual inter-
ruption', a place og éuspended meaning, a virtual wonderland. Rosalie

Colie writes that "this landscape is very far from the nourishing

pastoral landscape to which Theocritus  turned": ’

| p——



this is unmitigatéd hard pastoral, a rocky,
difficult terrain training its inhabitants to a
spare and muscular strength sufficient to wrest
~their nutriment from its minimal, ungenerous,
ex1guous resources. 17 s '

In Milford Haven Imogen jinds that she is not as free of polltlcal

constralnts as expected (after all Milford becomes a battleg“osnd)

while physical hardshlps 1ncréﬁ§e. ,Intthls pastoral world she

witnesses the osten&ible bg“;;tmf'her husband She perhaps attains

i “ ,
"lamb" status in the pastoral sense but»let us not forget her plea
l

““to Pisanio: "Prithée dispath} b The 1amb ‘entreats the butcher

(II1.iv.95-6). And a few lines later: ‘ o ' ’
Why hast thou gode ;o far;
To be unbent when thou hast.ta'en thy stand,
Th' elected deer before thee. A107-9) -
.); v-o/ L] B A . . , :‘ v .
The old, medieval correlation’of'"hart;hUntiﬁg",aad "heart hunpting”

‘here receives a dark twist; to be~pastoral'canvbetto"lay oneself open
to aggression. This pastoral landscape is aﬁa;xtoreiof convention
and ugly conventionality. Here all'lawstare in abeyance; a state.of
affairs which can be‘es deadiy as it isvfruitfollx

Belarius is a spokesman ffor Milford Hamen'as it should be (but

J

. > ; ) )
notably is not); his’ project 25\3 th  » sh interpretive processing,

. N .
the product of which will be a brittle possibly bitter) and hermetic
' ’7’* . L -
ideal. For instance, in his initial pastorﬁﬂ polemfr, he moralizes, -
. ] , !

- [stoop,] beys, thig’gate"
Instructs you how t' adore the heavena, aifd bows you
To a morning's holy offlce. (III 11178549 .

17 Rosalie~Colie, Shakeepeate's'ﬁ“ving Ar. lnceton; Univer-

sity Press, 1974), 295-6.
7 ’ ‘ N ‘ o
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Belarius has only just entered the play-and the penchant for ascetic

D]

generalization that ;ill CHaractgrisé him-land“which;ﬁincidentally,
Sears a surprising resémblaﬁce to the aristo. ~=tic rheto%ic of
povgrty (i.e. that it is virtuOuﬁ)--is being exercised. But there
is more, much more; like Ulysses' positivist lecture on "degree,
Priority and place (and perhaps .as potent) Belarius' pastoral vision

(read: intefPretation) unfolds. "To apprehend” that ths court/

Krivileged estate is rife with corruption, he declazes to his sons,

Draws us a profit from all things we see;

And often, to our comfort, shall we find

The sharded beetle in a safer hold

Than is the full-wing'd eagle. 0, this life

Is nobler than attendlng for a check;

Richer than doing nothing fof a [bable]

Prouder than rustling in unpaid-for silk:

Such gain the cap of him that makes him fine,

Yet keeps his book uncross'd. No life to ours.
(III.1ii.17-26)

The(ﬁercantlllsm of a mercenary court is replaced by a metaphysi. .l
tr_d¥ in pastoral beauty and ingenuousness. But the implicit

~ compa gébn Qf the two boys to beetles is, in a c2nse, uninspiring,

‘even}if it hits the mark. Furthermore such a metaphor is h/p€

critical, for Belarlus thrllls at the slightest sign that the boys
pire to pe "éﬁgles:. Mortgaged silk perhaps is a burden onerous to
‘\ﬁgg} ‘consdience, bﬁt‘:surely the fight for survival in the wilds
prgsénté somewh&t more of a problem? Belarius continues:
- ' . this twenty years
- This rock and’ these demesnes have been my world,
Where I have liv'd at honest freedom, paid

More pious debts to heaven than in all
The fore-end of my time. (III.iii.69-73)

When doq tHe virtues of of the cloister give way to parochialism

@
’ t
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QEﬁd ignorance? 'In spite of Belarius's saws,

men aspire to be a beetle. Fortunately such a discursive masquerade ”:

-~

is easily undermined and exggsea; Guiderius, post-structuralist

critic that he is, remarks flatly:
;’

well correspondlng
With your Stlff age- but unto us it is
A cell of ignorance, travelling a-bed,

A prison, or a debtor that not dares
To stride a limit. . (III.iii.31-5)

L

One- can suffer under a debt to pastoralism as well. Belarius's
N X Q RIS )
well-wrought interpretation -is met with discerning c&ﬁnter-inter-

pretation; Milford Haven, as we have always suspected, does not quite
. : -

§

submit to bging styled a Golden World. ¥

Like Imogen, Belarius claims' to believe that "Th' imperious
seaé breedsimonsters; for the dish, / Poor tribﬁtary rivers as sweet
fish" (IV.i}.35-6).‘ Yet his pastoral "propaganda is racked by

amazing bouts of (what can only be termed) snobbery. These 'us-ially

erupt in asides or .in monologues at the ends of scenes; they. act as

a startling sub-surface commentafy, and if not hypocrifical they at
[ .

2

1)

least suggest that Belarius's pastoral fervor is merély another kind

of political ﬁretence. One moment anatc-izing the virtues of natural
. . - . 4 ., ) . .

hardship, the next$BeIarius, alone, saysi

. They think/they are mine, and though train'd up thus
Yo 4 e

ave [wherein they] bow, their tholghts do hit

The T of palaces, and nature prompts them

In simple and low things to prince it much

Beyond the trick of others. - (III.i11i.82-6)

>

2
At an assertion like this, Robert Weimann, with his regard for the

3

"structural quality and social “functiol” of Shakespearean drama (p.
w- '

&

)
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xiii), must blanche. It is odd ‘that Belérius should  abjure the
court, then rejoice that his charges exhibit tourtly characteristics
(which he attributes fo -nature. Is the nurture of a wild 'life
after all ineffectugi?). If the sons of kings do not in fact

» .

require an appropriate education, then "pastorality” is extraneous,

’and'he"should spare‘us'his polemic. Alterﬁatively, Belarius is

attributing without cause to an aristocratic lineage the boys'

high aspirations. In either case this mentor is 6peratinggunder a
. S i r ’ T
logical @oubleistandgrd; a fact which Shakespeare seems to be

»

emphasizing by juxtaposing the two rhetorics to the point of redun-

dancy (and maybe self;parbdy).q Naeture, it seems, is what (exegetic-

.ally) one makes it. In another amazing passage, the sententia

¢

continues:

ARV. . I know. Lot why
I love this youth, and I have heard you say,
Love's reason's without reason. The bier at %he door,
And a demand who is't shall die, I'ld say
"My father, not this youth." ‘ .
BEL. Aside.] 0 noble strain!
0 worthiness of nature! breed of greatness!
Cowards father cowards and base things sire<base:
Nature hath meal and bran, contempt and grace.
T'm not their father, yet who this should “be
Doth miracle itself, lov'd before me. (IV.ii.20-9):

This passege beérs detailed 'analysis. Judging from Arviragus'

responge to the bby who is in fact his royal'sister,bas an,.Elizabeth-

. : o . o ‘ o :

an/ Jacobean audience we might infer (a.) that members of a family
. N - _p o .

cleave (almost supernaturaliyy'together or (b.) the same for roya’*v.-

Either this passage represents a bow to the class system, or it does

not. - Belarius, who is unaware of Fidele's true nature, would have us

62



’

63

believe that the boys} immediate love for her is a manifestation of

PN Ay

their high birth (of the fact that they are "meal" and not "bran").
Thus; depending on how' we iﬁterpret the scene, Belarius' hauteur
gains an order of magnitude from the dramatic iroany. On the othar

hand, given the political climate of the time (when one false step

dramatically and idealogically could cause both the troupe and. the.

dramaturge to be dismembered), the scene is remarkably subtle.. The

power structure was (formally) founded upon the assumption that the

¢

monarch's pos%tion at its apex could not be-challeggéd. Henc= the
‘necessity to locate all peoble, by "nature", within the ecﬁelc ol a
class syé%em, a system which appareﬁtly has ar override, if we :an
judge from Bolingbroke's .surpation of thglcrown of Richard II (the
.reign’ of ﬁenry IV ig--uz éuperstitioué de;orum demahds--rdcky, but
with a few moral and drahatic acrobatics, Shakespeare mahages to land
Henn& V soundly on the throne). Furthérmore, 1in hi; power .plays
Shakespeare had the growing pressure of the rising "middle" class-

es--perhaps the bulk of his audience;-to dealiwith, an influence

which he assimilates in, fGr example,-A Midsummer Night's Dream in

¥

the form of the artisans and mechanics.!8 -

The middle class influence is apparent in the above passage, I
suggest, in the aside,'which draws attention to ;tseif and afisté—
cratic doctrine by its blind enthusiasm and slight]fAjarring materi-

alism (Belarius politicizes a simple dct of love), and by its

18 James Kavanagh suggests that their threat is defused in thee.

fumbling metaphysics of the play, "Pyramus and “Thisbe". See "Shake=2
speare in Ideology," in Alternative Shakespeares, ed. Drakakis.




64
likeness to similar passages throughout the playJ“ Therg has bsen &

tendency in the past for critics to regard Snakespeare 23 a great
, . - . ,

royalist and ugpolder of the Tudor status quo (see, for 1nstance,

. E.MLW. Tlllyard s Elizabethan World Plcture) 19 That 3001al ‘struc-

K R . . S

>

ture may npt)have been, as stable as "Worldepietuneifanciers'zand many P
\Eﬂ : u' S ,“’,‘ ) . ;‘/_,

% critics have wished.20 .. Bela¥ius’. gnobbish commentary
TR :
: Q Q"J," ' . - .
invariably interrupts the mood ¢f  the. scene.in which it occurs. And - .
S e Zodl"’ 1_'
we might also ask--in view.of;éﬁiﬁerius'and‘Arviragns' willingness to

’ v

‘sacrifice their.father}(tﬁey azean€ aware that he is not tnéir+

: R e
father), to sacrifice anyo%e at . all before a strange youth»-uhet“er
x I S . ] o/
' , o ) ) 5 J N
Belarius has anything to reJOLCe Ain. A mbre genérous re ooﬁse]to the
o . ~¢

"bier at the door would. bg'to sacrlflce oneself rather than one s

0. !
N . .u.

father, I think.” At least Belarius is willing to die for his

. M , -
princigles.gﬁz h ; e 2 *
‘ o h:‘ﬁ: g l
o ‘The guardlan altetnates “H%oughout betWéen fastidious democratic
l&ﬁ .v-, : d’ *

paﬂ%orallsm and hyperbollv observance*>of'class propriety.‘ The
‘princes treatment pf an apparently lowerqclassed Fldele (this seens

: ) I3

%tofgp the sense: they -are belng charltable even though they are of

, .:Qﬁ i& %.
PV 5 . . ) & g "\:‘,\.—' e .n " : i
ﬂ%?; q;is O?}enllnfor@@ﬁ that)the nature/ nurture é?istron
" is closed-’ A oo Q”l sy ‘

20 The" phrase 5 ﬁa&kes , who flnds a "recurrent siege mentali-
‘ty" in the werk : of Wllson, Tillyard, J.M. Robertson, E.E. Stoll,
L.L. Schucking- and other critics of the war years. See "Telmah”, in
Shakespeare and the Question: of Theory, eds. Parker and Hartiman (New
York and London: Methuen, 1985), 324 and passim. On the instabili- -
ties of Elizabethan society, see Lacey Baldwin Smith's This Realm of
England (Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1983). Gurr takés up the gquestion
-in more detail in his Playgoing in Shakespeare's London (Cambridge:
University Press, 1987), 49ff. Historical approaches, like critical
ones, are of course subject to change. :
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‘high rank) inspires in Belarius this ocutburst:

0 thou goddess,
"r u divine Nature, thou thyself thou blazon'st
In these two princely boys! . . .
'Tis wonder ®
That an invisible instinct should frame them
To royalty unlearn'd, honour untaught,
Civility not seen from other, valor
That wildly grows in them but yields a crop
As if it had been sow'd. (IV.1i.169-81)

It 1is appropriate thatBelarius opens this speech with a sort of

65 -

prayer to Nature (for Hiqv the goddess of royal lineage, perhaps his‘

particular "dirty god"), %or‘though he protests that there is much to

be learned from the natural worid, he implies that it ultimately is

fit only for lower orders of people; the lower orders both teach us

‘and are ugﬁrf for us, his logic, suggests. At any rate,qthe_defini-

tion

of "natire" that he is employing above is af odds with the

pastoral identitﬁiﬁhat Belarius is affecting--he cladms to bé quit of

N

tawdry cogrt trappings and selfish policy, but his reasoning 1is

inappropriatélywwozjldly.z1 Perhaps Belarius has not thrown off

case

21 paul, Alpers' discussion of Shakespearean pastoral, in the

of As You Like It, is helpful:

The play, indeed, ié one of the most striking pieces of evidence
that shepherds' 1lives, not landscape, are at the hecart of

pastoral. But even when we recognize that the pastoral world

of Arden is to be defined by its inhabitants, there is something
odd about it: there are more courtiers in it than natives, and
the courtiers define the tone tand concerns of the play.
Shakespeare thus makes explicit what has always been clear
about pastoral--that it is a sophisticated form, that it is of
the country but by and for the court or city. Hence the
emphasis of the play is not on the represented shepherds but
on the courtiers who represent themselves as shepherds . . . At
the other extreme, Touchstone and Jaques self-consciously test
the relation between one's self and ong's costume, one's style

)

/
$
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all people, princely or mot, be entitled to a burial, but such

,4‘\

the political world as much as’hé wishes to believe.-

The "turbulence of the confligting.ideologies (pastoral and

)

4

courtly) is.apparent elsewhere in Belarius' discourse:

Though mean and mlghty, rottlng
,,Together have one dust, yet reéverence -
(That angel of the world) doth make distinction

. - '0f place. 'tween high and low. Our foe was princely,

~ And though you took his life, as being our foe,

Yet bury him as a prince. (IV 1i.246-51)
: . Ly

Belarius might easily ha#e:afgued that common courtesy cemands that

~N . yn

reasoning would be viewea by the state (Shakespeare's- patron for
S0 many years)'as subversive. Still, Belariu; may bevmissing the
point;, as élways, though he claims otherwiéé; his "pastoral"” musings
are perceptibl& tinged by the concerns of the court; He-consistently
attacks the coust but defends (royai) nature, despiée the ironic fact
that the same royal nat%re from which the boys are descended 1is
responsible for his unjust banishment, and for thelmisménagemént and
current degéneraCy of_the gourt.

Fortupately Milfordeaven militates against all divisions; in

ita confusion of meaning and logic the pastoral maelstrom creates a

_kind of equality among people--in a sense, it obliterates identity

"

and reduces to a’ common "nothing, to dirt or static primality, all

those who enter its zone. As Lucius says to Fidele:’I,

Away+, boy, from the, troops, and save thyself .
For friends klll frlends, and the disorder' s‘ﬁﬁch4

of speech, and §ne's adopted roles.

"What is Pastoral,” in Critical Inquiry 8 (Spring, 1982), 457-8.
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o)
As war were hoodwink'd. (V.ii.14-16)

o

In Milford discord itself is discordant, a double negative that

cancels itself out. Imogen finds herself”on the Roman side, Posthu-

3

mus arrives \with the Romansg, fights as a Brit%sh pessant and is
arrested as a\soman. Distinctions of degree, priority and placeiare

turned on their heads. For insfancg, Cloten, dressed as Posthumus;
/
enters Milford Haven in search of Imogen (now a boy), but meets

Guiderius,ﬂé prince wh> dppears to be a "rustic mogntaineér" (Iv.ii.-
}OO). "Hear but my name, and tremble’ (B7) blusters Cloten,>though
thaf‘word, as we might éxpect, Hés no more meaning in~Milford than
"Toad, or Adder, Spider” (90); such signs have lost any distinction.
Furthermore, Cloten unsuccé;sfully invokes rankf (the signification

of money): .
To thy further fear,
Nay, to thy mere confusion, thou shalt know
I am son to th' Queen.
GUI. ’ I ad sorry for't; not seeming
So worthy as thy birth. (IV.ii.91-4)

e ¢

oA ; .
Here Cloten has (rather provocatively) been reduced to equality with

Ay

a rustic, though in fact -the rustic is of -a similar rank. And not
: y oo . .
estate or appearance, but the demeanor (lack of courtesy) of the '

stranger is important to Guiderius:

Have not I
An arm as big as thine? a heart as big? , T
"Thy words I grant are bigger; for I wear not
My dagger in my mouth. (IV.ii.76-9) '

This passage has implications for Belarius" snobbishuhierarchy, which

the two princes appear to disregard in favour'of personal conduct.

The confrontation is ingeniously constructed to please both the
! '

I
B



aristocracy and the lower classes: on one level we are witnessing a
disruption of the class systeh, while on the other a prince is
»

refuting a usurper. It is interesting that such a péténtially

egalitarian philosophy should issue out of the nouth Qf_the next king

’

of Britain, as again here:

‘ The law
Protects not us; then why should we be tender
To let an arrogant piece of flesh threat us,
Play judge and executioner all himself,
For we do fear the law? (IV.ii.125-9) .

, %
We are reminded that in Milford Haven institutionalized law seem to
be suspended (all men are "equal" before the lawlessness), while
basic courtesy is of paramount importance. The c¢lash of systems
, ' i
carries into the final scene, when Cymbeline finds’ that Cloten has
been murdered:
CYM. He was a prince.
GUI. A most incivil one. The wrongs he did me
Were nothing prince-like; for 'he did provoke me
With language that would make me spurn. the sea
If it could so roar to me. I cut off's head, .,
And am right glad he is not standing here
To tell this tale of mine.
CYM. ' I am sorrow for theey
By thine own tongue thou art condemn'd, and must
Endure our law. Thou'rt dead. (V.v.292-9)
The disarray of the pastoral world appears to have spilled into the
court; were we not aware that the young man speaking is a prince

(the snobbish‘asides have this funciion, at least), this Scene would

have the look of open insurrection, a direct challenge to the

authority of the monarch. Once mere Guiderius' motive is Cloten's

incivility, wﬁ%}e the king is in the incodgruous position of applying

the letter of the law to his son. Belarius, %ho has a few lines
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("[To Guiderius and Arviragus.] Though yo-/;f;V”

blame ye not, / You had a/

More of thee merited than a band of Clotens
Had ever scar for. [To the Guard.] Let his
arms alone,
They were not born for bondage. (V.v.301-6)
Even assuming that all previous instances of alleged "snobbepyj'are
an effect of modern critical dementia (i.e. that I am sliding into
an unwarranted, subversive Marxist analysis of Belarius'.rhetoric),
this argument is logically unsound and, yes, undermined by the text.
For instance, are we to infer from the second line that murder is =
privilege of rank? Even Tudor/Stuart monarchs knew that the limit of
their prerogative lay far short of that mark. In the first Henriad

- »
Shakespeare demonstrated that toppling a king (and writing ‘about it)

is a tricky business. = Here the challenge remains similarly unre-

3

P

solved; the volatility of the s?tuation is snuffed in Cymbeline's joy
at the’recogdition of his'sons,‘énd fcréotten. ’ /

Near the end of hér.spay in . Milford Imogen observes, "I am
nothing; or if not, / Nothing to be were better” (IV.ii.367-8), a
fate whiéh'Pdsthumus,’who has discovermi a personél de;Zh wish on
the.battlefigld; soon éhayeS‘as a British prisoner. After speaking
cohtrgdiéfofy-wﬁ?délsﬁqh-aé "Most welcome, bondage! for thou aff a
way, / i'.?chiﬁgc,f’{fto.:i‘;l"ib%r"e;"‘(v;\iv".3-4);z§nd "0 Imogén, / I'll 3peak

R
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to thee in silence" (28-9), and wishing for the noose, he slips into

the oblivion of sleep. The pastorél zone has become the great

leveller of men and women; like the fool of King Lear it teaches
.

accepgance of the fertile indeterminacy of meaﬁing, a disregard for-

the "common sense" of logic and hierarchy. The Jailer's words in

"this regard are well worth heediné:

o

I would we were all of one mind; asg one mind
good. 0, there were desolation of jailers and

gallowses! I speak against my present profit,
but my wish hath a preferment in't.' (V.iv.203-6)
N .

I am not building up “to’ the conclusion that this jailer is the

encoded key to a subtextually proposedfradicalJleftist,order. But

‘thesa words have a political overtone damﬁénedlby‘their‘iésue from a

clown; and their drift seems to be in accordance with the effect of
s _ :
Milford Haven.“ftMost of. the people in the play end up there and

emerge changed, as if gsomething has been "learned" in the pastoral .

worid (f it is suth a place), or an interpretive reconfiéuérat%on
has taker p’ace. As Jaques says, "Qut of these conve;tites / Ther;
is much ratter 'to be heard and learn'd.”.

Pat-iotism is ye% anotégr‘mode used gratuitously in Cymbeline:
its spokest>r are, of all people, the Queen and Cloten. Joén Rossi

studies III.i, a scene which seems especially anomalous, and con-

cludes tha§ "throughout the scene, Shakespeare systematically

undermines. the conventional attitudes expressed at the outset,” a

view more or less upheld by Glynne Wickham, who connects the patriot-

ism With King James's regime (his refusal to go to.war with Spain and
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'harmonizing of Scotland and Wales into Great Bri?q%n).22‘ Let us
A

compare the rhetorical, mythopoeic, propagandist briTTiance of, say,"
Henry V, witq~this:

CLo. ' There be many Caesars

Bre such ‘another Julius. Britain's a world( —

By itself, and we will nothing pay
For wearing our own noses. (ITI.i.11-14) _ "

4followed by the Queen's cunning invocation of Clio:
.. Remember 3ir, my liege,
The kings your ancestors, together with
The natural bravery of your isle . . . (15ff.)

.

~During this pivotal moment (a major war.is about to be declared) the

head of state remains silent, is "standing water", while Clotes ahd .
the Queen obstreperously carry on negotiations.. The scene ends with
juxtaposed hostility and hospitality: "I know your master's pleasure
and he mine? / Ali the remain is 'Welcome!'" (84-5). The king seems
rather disaffécted; possibly baffled, by it all, to say the least.
The scene is'replfie with contradictions that are not resolved when

-the monarch finally does present reasons for entering the war (the

Pannonians and Dalmatians also are rebelling, III.i.72-6; the king

" does nof wish to "appear unkinglike," III.v.7) which 'only seem
5 * s

'flimsy. This is to be a war of appearances, and Milford Haven will

‘be the site. No doubt there are elements of the English feeling of

71

kinship with the Romans and shrewd recognition of James's interests

22 gee Joan Rossi, "Cymbeline's Debt to Holinshed: The Richness
of III.i.", in Shakespeare's Romances Reconsidered, eds. C. McGinnis
Kay and H.E. Jacobs (Lincoln and London: University of Nebraska

Press, 1978), 104 and Glynne Wickham, "Riddle and Emblem: A Study in

the Dramatic Struture of Cymbeline,” in English Renaissance Studies
(0xford: Clarendon, 1980), 108-10.




here, but Wickham, I think, simpl® 23. Their cec’'sise 1. ‘onalistic
. N A .
_ardbr wins them some respecteb’ .ty, . 1ds to Cloten ancd th: QJueen an

unsettling realpolitik dimens on. Th2 signc of such villain: shaping
L4

foreign policy is enough t prcvox:. ghestions about ths 1ses and.

abuses of power, word and : tag=, doth na lunally end .- -.aatically,
then ana now.

Designated throughout by nothing wt » - ~7¢ 1l title, and
drawn from a type "commonplace” even in . .enth century, "the
Queen” is surely a convention being ccwventional, and (in the
~‘Shake:spearean manner) she seems conscious of it:

No, be ass\ur'd you shall not ‘find me, daughter,

After the slander of most stepmothers,
Evil-ey'd unto you. (I.i.70-2)

A poison plot--the beautiful but strorng;-willed step-daughter must

die--is trite but obligatory, as are diabolical experimentation and

a toadish son. Thanks to the self-conscious interference of Corneli-

us (who explains aside that the potion will induce no more “than a

"show of death"--a device we have seen in Romeo and Juliet) -the plot

is foiled. And of course she ruthlessly covets the cr'own,‘ saying
(aside) of Cymbeline's distraction inv‘I];I.v., "May / This night
foré'étall him of the coming day!" (68-9). - Andrew Gurr suggests that
"it is not saying very much to note that the categorisations of
characters in Elizabethan and Jacobean plays usually admit of
half-a-dozen broad types."2'3 Fair emough. But, atypically, Shake-

speare is using the type of the "wicked queen" in such a way that

23 Gurr, p. 104.°
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we can predict most of his moves—-she is ' a chess queen. Cevtalnly'i'

I

she is unique in her anx1et1es of benxg a dramatic conventlon, and’

"with good reason: she ends; Corneliu;is reports, "With horroﬁél madly
.;v
dying, like her life" (V v.30-6) despalrlng only that "tﬂ% evils she

“hatch'd were not effected” (60). The p01/s/n is of 1nterest because

.

it is a conventioual‘d-ev'ne/Zi.e. something Elizr‘

— “? 5 .
would have’ seen, and Shakespeare wouldiv‘nave usﬁ",\ before) to which

than audiences

'1

. Shakespeare addg a tropological function: .

g If you are ‘'sick at sea, :
Or stomach-qualm’'d at land, a dram of this v
Will drive away distemper. (III iv.189- 91)
Imogen takes the -drug because she is "sick still, heart-sick"
(IV.ii.37), sleeps and awakens into a diff‘erent, unstable world,
where Posthumus seems dead and her friends vanished, and where war
) ) .
reigns. In her mind, this state is indisﬁ%nguishable from its

predecessor; one seems a dream, the other a nightmare. On the

other hand, her despair at the loss gf order seems to have a healing
5&

effect, To lose one's significsnc tto become nothlng, provides an
opportunity to begin sgain,; the poisc'm creates a kind of "death" that
ends in a revised "life". Ths same might be said of Posthumus,
of whom the Queen astutely remarks, |

~ Return he cannot, nor
Continue where he is. To¥shift his being
Is to exchange one misery with another. (I.v.53-5)

Like . gen, to escape constraint Posthumus ends up in Milford Haven,

1

where .e finds the more literal bondage that of course leads to

freedom-~this is the structural logic of Shakespeare's pastoral, of

ad
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polarities that co-exist but cannot be bridged. One ‘cannot it t g -
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one's being, but one can choose to erase it where everything: is’
. - ’;

~

interchangeable, the .type of divine fémininilty;" for the life oi"a
page,..or the role of masculine v‘ir3c“ue and courgg’e‘,.?for that of a
peasant patriot. In this at leas‘t'-‘ we céﬁit}gstx."the wick'e'c.i:"’.s't.;ep-‘
mother's judgment: s.h'e igs the Queen o“f; fypes, ‘and- ought to know

B ]
.
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"I do know her spirit”: Asides

Cymbeline hés many dualities and surfaces, not the least of
which is Shakespeare's play with art as manifest in asides. Solilo-
quiésyaside (Shéke;peare "'out-Herods Heroa' in, profusion and
variety of soliloquies"!)’, the asides often trouble critics whq
attempt to polish fhe play to an aesthetic high gloss.2 In part the
dissatisfaction is a response tc our inability to decide just how
asides were staged. Were they preéented as conscious address of the
gudience or moré "realistically"”, as thinking aloud? Bernard
Becke rman suggests that "realism", as contemporary'gritics apply it
N Y fhé Renaissance, 1s anachronistic, thét’"siéﬁificant instancgs of
spatial compression contradict this fheory. Many asides give the
actor neither time nor motivation for creatiﬁg verisimilitude."3
Weimann takes a similar tack, though his analysis begins® with the
medieval stage, where direct address :as more;common"a convention of

"interplay of representation=. and nonrepresentational modes of

! Morris Arncld, cited in Mowat, p. 53.
b ) - L . .

2 "It may well be felt that this 'sophisticated artlessness’.

is wasteful of some of the richer potentialities of the material."

See Cymbeline, ed. J.C. Maxwell (Cambridge: University Press, 1968),
LXXiv.. o .

3 Beckerman, Shakespeare at the Globe, 161.

<75



L

76

drama" that iersisted into the Sixteenth century.4 ' I a3ide with
Weimann, who sides with Mowat; whether or not asides were aimed
direcfly at the audience, - they constitute a dislocstion. of the

contlnulty of thp play—-and certalnly in ngellne, if not in the

Shakespegrean 'canon" as a whole, theﬂasldes "Systematically fracture,

the'play,'set’up an undertow of text and alter-text, exegesis andh

counter-exegesis.
While the soliloguies tend to be "expositions' of situation and

character, villainous plottings, explanations of disguise,,apostrOJ

phes, ragings and lamentation3" (Mowat), the asides tend to expli-

caté motive, prbject énd ideology--in the same sense that we as

critics can have a "literary project,” or 'specific interpretive
objectives. Belarius' interjections, as,i, have already remarked,

often are an injection of snobbery (aSides’lproper: IV.ii.24-303

"

ivi53—4), a commentary that may'be af variance with the
\

Queen naturally turns to the asids to plot or gloat,. as in I.i.-

play". The

10356; v.27—jﬂ;.III.v.68-9; But the aside has more self—con?éious;

and I think mors'subtly vicious, appliqatibn, For instance, fﬁers is

a rather ponderous cluster of asides in I.v.:
' Enter Pisanio : , :
QUEEN. [A51de ] Here comes a flattering rascal; upon him
Will I first work. He's for his master, ‘
‘And- enemy to my son. -~How ‘now, Plsanlo° RN
.Doctor, your service for-this time is ended, '
Take your own way.

COR. LA31de ] I do suspect you, madam, ) ),
Bdt_xgu shell do no harm. ’
9 ' QUEEN. [TO@PIS&HIO ] Hark thee, a word.

4 Weimann, pp. 102-3.

B i } . - |



COR._[Aside.] I do not like her. She doth think she has
Strange ling'ring poisons. I do know her spirit,
And will not trust,one of her malice with
A drud\of such damn'd nature. Those she has ~
Will stupefy and duif the sense awhile,
Which first (perchance) she'll prove on cats -and dogs,

.Then afterward up higher; but there is /
No danger in what show of death it mi;jfi

More than the locking up the spirits time,
To be more fresh, reviving. She is fool'd
With a most false effect; and I the truer,
To to be false with her. (I.v.27-44)

It is difficult to imagine a greater tissue of.policv and deceit,
both deictically (horizontally, within the text) and epideicticalsy
(vertica}ly,'text/audiehce)f The Queen is deceiving  Pisanio égd
,?orneiius, both of whom are deceiving her, and who (technically) are
misleading eac; other, since Cornelius’ has not -revealed his suspi-
cions to Pisanio. The iject in question is a poison that 1is fq look
1ike a drug but is a drug, though not the same drug-Pisanio has. in
ﬁind. As audience we are deceived by this technic to thé extent thét
the’metaphysicsbof this situation 1loop Back upon thems;lves_intri-
cately: these are actors playing people who are "acting” varioﬁs
roles at once (mo%heg, wicked’stepmother, Queen, queen; %oyal aide,
naive lackey; etc.). And, need I remind you, abéve\éll (since
-~ ‘ ! ' . e ¥
Shakespeare pretends to ‘show us all) thése charaéters agq pieces on
. a game board, moving éo a brilliant strategy of which.we are not
perfectly awaf; until the final scene, when we see that the pattern
is omne of the oldést possiblé. Sﬁakespeare mé;ipulatésjcharactefs
'manipulatiﬁg one anbth@r and the audience--and éerhéps he also 1is

4,
S

manipulated. But the-passage above is troubling in other respects,

7

for in the feint and thrust of policy, -of role-playing, the concept.



. e
of morality (yet another form of sequential logic). has become lost or
scrambled. Pisanio is taken in by the Queen's wiles, but Cornelius

(are not doctors alyways sage?),.berhapé being a type, recognizes the

Queen as one and deflects her scheme, though in another play Posthu-

‘mus' apparent death might have induced Imogen's suicide (see Romeo

and Jyliet).  Furthermore, Cornelius's solution to his suspicions

Ly

seems rather ir - :.ponsibly rovisional, since sgmeone ,somewhere will
- ! .
p SN
. 8 I

1 W
suffer the inconvenience of being put to sleep (perhaps the king--

l

arguﬁbly a setback in this time of war), while the .Queen is bound to
be more successful next ;ime round. And what ofeCornelius's final
words: "and I ‘éhe truer:/ To be f;lse with heér"? On one level,
Cornelius's l?gic'is’in kepping with necessity in a kingdo; that;haé
of léte been upéide-down-—in a time of emefgency, laws must ge
waived. But on anotﬁerzlevel, qunelius is jhgéling th'e interprétive
fags "true" and "false", and with the fate of the kingdom potentially
hanging in the balance (who knows what else the fiendish Queen is up
tp), ;ho is he to decide which will be which? I remingd .you of
Cloten's promise to Pisanio:

what villainy soe'er I bid thee do, to‘perform

it directly and truly, I would think thee an

honest man. (III.V,L12-13? - o
While I am arguing hyperboliéally to make my case, I am not certain
that this assertion is separable f;om ﬁhat of Ggfneliusﬁ,ig Cymbel-
ine, I suggest, such attempts as these men make to separate ptpg/
falseﬁgpd in disasteg; The king, fgzﬁgxampie, fakes hié queen for

"true" while ‘she is "false", Imogen for "false" who seems more
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Tfsﬁe" cloten fof +ypue” wheo false”. 18 the "play’ interpretatioﬂ
of'right/ w?osg, true/ falses real/%lllusory is«frus}rated, a kind o>
hermeseutlc vgrtex that extendsn‘from rthe ~atage %o enveloP the
“gorld” Languag® and apgearance (signs) do not necessarlly designate
peing. That these words ©&Yy be dellvered in asides that overshoot ’
the "reality" of the pi&y adds veloclby to the point.: ] é
characters in ihls play gtrain 10 e beyohd.themselves, oéhers °
and the isfluence of the play——as prospero nas showh, the arts of
nagic, stegecraft and ststecraft are slmllar. Whether or not ghey
are successful is enother matter. TheFe are TUWO gcenes (1.1% and
11.1) B whiCh Cloten's lnteréretation of hlmself is relentlessly
subverted by gnother: nis galacious pravado 13 met and abrpgateddﬁ@
tne gecond Lord S mercilessly, almos?t V1clously ;ltty critique- Tse
negation is at times quite 1iteral
CcLO. 1f oy shlrt‘were bloody, then tO shift iy, Have 1
purt him . '
5.LORD: [Aside.] No, faiths not 80 auch ‘s DS
Pttt L P,
CLO- The ::1.11;1;1 -.aoul. hot sﬁfmé ne. he
: 5. LORD- {Aside.] “No, but Be fled forward still, roward
your face: ‘TTTE1.5-16) i
4. hs 8B gudience W€ might‘sonder why we are being subjeeted o thiss
not only jg. the lofd platantly (and at first puzzllngly) dlssespect
ful, but ¥ nave a senseé tnat ‘the qitty copig nere 18 anotner Shake-
spearean display, if not VUP o the standard of As You Like It.
Moreover: we are being goked 1O choos® petween Lwo “commercial
messages" one, Cloten;s, vaguely sgpported py the First pord and
ng hio as & yalorous gallant untsxed by 8 deel with 28 pan of
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little account; the second epideictic, addressing us directly and
presenting a vauntfng clotpole-Cloten. Authority is being asserted

and grudgingly complied with;‘presumably the rebellion ié acceptable

80

because Cloten's position in the court is "unnatural," like that of

his mother, There is a similar series of salvos in II.i., of which

this is representative:

CLO. Is it fit I went to look upon him? Is there no
derogation in't? '
2.LORD. You cannot derogate, my lord. (43-4)

"The insult involves depldyment of wordplay, a ﬁroiiferation of
meaning and intefpretatidn that is also a challenge to authority.
The Second Lord f% Thersites-like in his ins;stence that Cloten, is
not an Ajax, Achilles or Ulysses, that he is nothihg.' Like Thersites
he acqu{esces to the ruling pafadigm (this passage also ends with an

oblﬁjﬁtory "I'll attend your lordshlp --line 51), while at the same
tLMe challenglng it by bringing his case directly to a greater
. G

pOWer--the audience. Here 1is his version of a story that is recast

and retold throughout:

Thou divine Imogen, what thou endur'st,

Betwixt a father by thy step-dame govern'd,

A mother hourly coining plots, a wooer

More hateful than'the foul expulsion is
_Of thy dear husband, than that horrid act

0f the divorce he'ld make. The heavens hold firm

The- walls of thy dear honor; keep unshak'd

That temple, thy fair mind, that thou mayst stand
T'enjoy thy banish'd lord and this great land! (57- 65)

This voice seems authoritative, but .it. should not be, since ~phe

Second Lord's,,entefpriseq is so obviougly to demolish one“storj

(Cloten's). so that he pén replace it with his:own. And, I mig

.



'the'59cond Lord is imagining Imogen to be the fulcrum of the play, a

4

circumstance that she has been attempting to avoid from the outset.
By his account she i; saccharine; but then one can scarcely fault him

for his loyalty,.éven;if the play is entitled Cymbeline and not
. & .

Imdgen.> - ' f

" That the walls of her dear Ronour do not quite hold firm is
. ’ .
evident in one of Imogen's own‘asides;

Luc. ‘Lack, good youth!
Thou mov'st no less with thy’ complaining than
Thy master in bleeding. Say his name, good friend. _
- IMO. Richdrd du Champ. [Aside.] If I do lie and do
No harm by .it, though the gods hear, I hope
They'll -pardon it. (IV.ii.374-9)

.True, this aside is in part ; dramatic‘gxpediencyv(lmogen's identity
ﬁust remain concealed if the plot is gafprogregg), andva‘neEeSSary
scruple if her character is to remain unbesmirched. Jéﬁﬁ\égakespeare
seldom makes a dra&atic move purely out of convenience:“hg is perhaps
irr;tional at times, but never simplistic.’ I suggest that Imogen
alsois here finally partaking  of or participating in th"discourse

of deceit, the maze of appearance that is the other §&de of the

play--as she must. If there is "no harm by it," it is because she is

5 One of Imogen's .concerns is to resist deification, and
. reification, a process begun by Posthumus and carried on by critics
gince. Mary Daly llnks such behaviour to what, in a cuttjng cri-
tique, she terms the "sado-ritual syndrome :

In the Sado-Ritual we find, first, an obsession, with purity.
This obsession legitimates the fact that the women who are the
primary victims of the originalrrites are erased phy31cally as
- well as spiritually.

[N
3

See Mary Daly, Gyn/Ecoidgy: The Metaethics of Radical Feminism

- {Boston: Beacon Press, 1978), 131.
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"in Milford Haven, where language is indeterminate--"Richard du Chémp". o
and his fictional reality are as good as any, in spite of their

potential for departure from the grand "story" desigeated by the

gods.



VI
*Divination™: Theophany
¥ _

Jupiter's divine schema, his imperative cum narrative, is open
to inﬁerpretation, is debatable. To be sure, the theophany in V.iv
has geemed sensational, self-reflexivé,'aiien aﬁd artificial to
critics; as a result, Cymbeline has been altérnately canonized and
eicommunicéfed. The doggerel rhyme of éhe ghosts, for exampple, Dover
wilson Jjoins with Granvillé—Barker in denounciﬁg,as "jingling
tydﬁdle",‘then ;ugéests,thatAthe play be jettisoned from the canon.
Dover Wilsoﬁ marvels fhat J.C. Maxwell 1is 'willing to accept the
theophanic scene which canonical "critic; as eminent and as'diQerse
as. Pope and Johnson,:Edmund Chambers and Granville-Barker dismiss as
'a spectacular theatrical interpolation'".! Sihce the Cgmbpidge
edifion'is.edited”by Maxwelh, I ‘allow the latter a word edggwiséé "I
 caqnot feel that the evidence for denying [the play's authorship] to
'éhakeépeare is at all strong."2 I attribute Cymbeline to Shake-
sﬁeafe. | 1

As Eugede Waith suggests, gngelineJdrais,on the convention of

the descent .from heayéﬁ, and fossibly as specific a source as the

2

¥ Dover Wilson's preface to.Cymbeline, ed. J.C. Maxwell
(Cambridge: University Press, 1968), x.

2 Maxwell, p. xiii. , \
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cerresponding scene from Clyomon and Clamydes. Kenneth Muir .infers
. . »

-84

that Shakespeare "realized that the descent of Jove on thé aagle

would keep the audience interested. What he was writing was hardly

more than a libretto,” adding that Blackfriars may have made such a

spectacular scene pdssible, that such intricate scenes may have

catered to the "fashionable taste" in the reign of James I, and that
pre-christian era plays make such theophanies plausible.? The scene

N .
i3 a shocking change of pace, but I think we must be cautious as

critics not to fit it to an agenda, to hastily lcad it into or: fire

it out of a canon that may not be Shakespeare's own.

of

is]ﬁﬁttiﬂg therefore that JupiterAshould arrive in the fifth act to

e
N

- whipxthis recalcitrant plot -into line:

Whom best I love, I cross; to make my gift,
‘The more delay'd, delighted. Be content,
Your low-laid son our godhead will uplift. -

.
. e 1 & s ¢ & e 6 & o e s & s e s »
¥

: o Rise, and fade.

He shall be lord of Lady Imogen, . :

And happier much by his affliction made. - o

This tablet lay upon his breast, wherein

Qur pleasure his full fortune doth confine. - '
[Jupiter drops a tablet.] (V.iv.101=11)

Finally we see “one of the "gods", the coordinators of the pre-chris-

\

tian universe, to Qﬁom the characters of this play have been praying.
But while this god is apparently‘éetfing things straight, hiﬁ;speech

is "riddled” with indeterminacy and ambiéuity-—and what is worse,

this god seems tﬁ be in a hurry. ‘Having instructed the ghosts to

-
- <3

3 Kenneth Muir, Shakespeare:-Contrgéts and Controversies

iCymbeline's episodicity has been much remarked and lamented; it‘

(Brighton, Sussex: Harvester Press, 1985), 74, 75.

4
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"nmind their own busj.ness, Jupiter explains his divine ;ationale--whom
.‘he lo%es he crosses, etc.--which in fact is an "irrationale". By
imp}‘icatic;n, to ‘t.;e ill-favoured ‘.'of Jupiterv is to prosper, or a% least
to ‘sﬁffer less pain. Thus the Divine Order has the 1‘601( of capri-

cious and willful ‘prerogative; the efforts o.f'Imogen and Posthumus to

find a shred of logic in their ordeal futile, because there is none.

.

The entire scene is. suggestive of deus ex machina, or perhaps more

~accurately deus ex nihilo, a rel.tion in keeping with Shakespeare's

‘commitment %o "nothing". It is noteworthy that the head of the

universe, the master signifier, seems ruie_d by whim; the apparent
compreh,énsibilities, are indeed (arbit-)rarities. Moreover it is
important- that the god ‘at the helm ‘of -the universe, such as he is,

does not appear di_r‘ectly‘ft'sa"?inyﬁf the people in the play, bdut
while Posthumus sleeps {Jupiter has induced sleep, or the reverse?).
The manrer of his /:épp'earance, I am suggesting, casts doubt on

Jupiter's 4ostensiblyf’,-.ébsolute_aut.hority. For instance, the third

e
SO

line of the pas3gge quoted above--"Your low-laid son our godhead
will uplift"--is“an amphiboiogi‘sm,' or may be, read in more ways than
one, as may .the last line.4 Obviously, Jugiter could be responsible

" for Poslthuxzius' ultimate return to good fortune; but, (equally) one

'

~cannot escape the Suﬁcion in the final scene, in which the word
3"!._» ~ : . N
‘ -

fid
3

4. Puttenham, p. 260, observes of the figure amphibologia:

« "these doubtfull - speaches were vsed much®in the old times by

- their false Prophets as appeareth by the Oracles of Delphos
and/of the Sybilles prophecies deuised by the religioue persons
of those dayes to abuse the gsuperstitious people, and to
~encomber their busie braynes with vaine hope or vaine feare.

¢
3
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"gods" is much bandiéd about, that Jupiter may be receiving morey’

credit than he deserves. Givén the play's‘lack of linearity, reading
in reverse certainly; has its attractions'. Jupiter's order may not- be
a powerful force in this play at all (until V.iv, the second. last
scene, when Jupiter arrives to supply us with the greatest interpre-
tation of all: "He shall be lordNOf Lady Imogen, / Ahd happier much
e
way down the hierarchical 1line: Cymbeline's power, "tdo, may be
arbitrary, while we have always known that the Queen and Cloten are

in power merely because. they should not be. Furthermore, that
&

k-3

portab%.%} two-line doom Seems drawn from the standard bag of hefty

(but tri o) “divine aphorism. Technically, does not all suffering
have the effect of rendering.its victims "happier much” simply

because itw.ends? This is hardly reason for "affliction" to be

&

. by

"

A
%,
)

The thebphgély is strange because it ia
2y . n

, and

Jupiter is laconi};{; almost dispassionate. & Buli though he is curt
with the ghosts (and¥%with us, which says muc
audience) in speaking his ifxt%}tions, the

albout our status as

rdinance he inscribes for
2, - g
Y S _
. . . . N N . Voo .
earthly consumption is more circuit®ue.¥] Perhaps Jupiter's will is

set down. in writing, in a "book” ("This ‘tablet lay upon his breast,

. wherein / Our pleasure his full fortune doth confine"), butm,\"""'_-,:co the

contrary effect, it is written in the form of a ridd'le to be read,

2

puzzled over and interpreted by people, and to which there is no

by his affliction made”); such a possibility sends a shock all the
¥ ¢

.86
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“correct" answer except one that people formulate.> Jupiter's
appearance, however spectacular, has been seen and ﬁoted by no one in
the play; by cqmpariéon; the riddling tablet is a pathetically weak
(because convoluted and éubject to human unr§Velling) manifestation
of divinitly. ~The fate of Posthumus, I think, is hardly "confined" at
all. The text of the riddle reads like this:

POST. (Reads.) "When as a llon s whelp sh&k%—*’////
.to himself unknown, without seeking find, and be
embrac'd by a piece of tender air;. and when from
a stately cedar shall be ldpp'd branches, which
being dead many years, shall after revive, be-
Jointed to the old stock, and freshly grow; then
shall Posthumus end his miseries, Britain be
fortunate and flourish in peace and plenty."

'Tis still a dream, or else such stuff as madmen
Tongue and brain not; either both or nothing,

‘Or senseless speaking,.or a.gpeaking such

As sense cannot untie. (V.iv.138-48)

If Jupiter's will is to be implemented to the letter, why is he
) [ 4
leaving this programme to his divine plan, save to impress his
"gudience” with his own divine "art"? Meaning remains a maze: for
- :

example, "lion's whelp" could signify anything, as might elements B,

5 0f the oracle in The Winter's Tale, Howard Felperin notes:

Despite its extraordinary clarity and definitiveness, the
pronouncement ‘turns out, as we have begun to realize, to be
disturbingly difficult to verify or .validate. Since it 1is
supposed to be itself a validation, there is nothing left to
fall back on when its validity is questioned, other than
Cleomenes' reported awe. The god's language without- the god to
back it up is a.bit like paper currency without any gold behlnd
it.

"'Tongue-tied our queen?': The Deconstruction of Presence in The

Winter's Tale,” in Shakespeare and the Question of Theory, eds. P.

Parker and G. ‘Hartman (New York and London Methuen, 1985), 8ffy

_Felperin s approach is refreshlng

- '
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C, D. The %iddle is an allegorisation.to whicﬁ an Infinite number
oﬁ.interpretive configurations (or kariables) can be fit; True,
Jupiter may know exactly what he means, but how do the people stuck
with the r;ddle? ‘Posthumug' words following fhe reading; of the
riddle (lineg 145;8“abpte);are contorfed by the paradox, and they
suggest the discahtinuify of the play: the riddls is either a
"senseless'sp;akihg" or "é séeaking sucﬁ that sense cannot hntie;"
eitﬁer meaningless (and therefore open to any meaning) or beyond
meaning (practically meaningless).6 In either case; the message

must be "decoded" by human minds, and will become a human message.

Posthumus ends his meditations by contradicting himself:

o
o

Be what it is,
The action of my life is like it,. which
I'1l xeep, if but for sympathy. (148-50)

This is a fallacy often duplicated by critics: criticism as egotism,
the interpretation that pretends to be Jovian law. In this respect

Posthumus' expectations of the.tablet are ungrounded:
-’ A book? O rare one,
- Be not, as is our fangled world, .a garment

Nobler than that it covers! Let thy effects

So.follpy, to be most unlike our courtiars,

As good™as promise! (V.iv.133-7)
The questioh is; what is the tablet promising?" Though words vbe

] . .

written, they are as indeterminate as ever, they present a shifting

surface that anyvﬁranslator can only fix with uncertainty.

Shakespeare has supplied ‘us with a model .of such a critic: the

6 The meaning of the passage itsélf is of course rather
uncertain. ‘ ‘ _ (}

2 g
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soothsayer Philarﬁongs,‘whose-interprét.
is truly‘a study of the unconsciously 1ideological critic at work.

No doubt I will be thought unkind for criticisizing this critic

(";hange‘places,band héndy-dandy, which is the justice, which is the
thief?" says Lear. "Critic" is derived from Greek krites, of
"judge"), but his <redentials--on which the solving'of the riddle/
discovery of the happy ending of  the play depend-;demand detailed

examination. - For example, in Act IV we witness a test-run of his

soothsayer's art:
la 3\

A
Last night the very gods show'd me a vision

(I fast and pray'd for their intelligence) thus:

I saw Jove's bird, the Roman eagle, wing'd

From the spungy south to this part of the west,
There vanish'd in the sunbeams, which portends
(Unless my sins abuse my divination)

Success to th' Roman host. (&V.ii.%46-52) )

Surely the Shakespearean audience ﬁogld have found the fasting and
praying to pagén gods, with its potential” to produce only a delirium,

amusing. ‘'Even assuming that the eagle is an obvious symbol of Rome,

the sunlight, the south and west might -designate anything&-the

reading, thoﬁgh, establishes a harmonious and auspicious (and
convenient) uhityt Perhaps .I- have previously taken"too much licenpe
in my diséuésiml of divine will, its transmission, and mortal
interpretation. But consider:RPhilarmonus (the name means Iiterally
"loving music"”) is providing us /uith“ a gloss that is completely,
obviously wrong, for the Roman ;ost is vanquished. Like any good

literary critic reading ang dénse'text, Philarmonus adroitly revises

in Act V:

89

Fwe can interpret. He
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The n :
Which I made known to Lucius, ere the stroke
~ 0f yet this dcarce-cold battle, at 1s,1nstant
Is full accomplish'd: for the Roman-eagle,
From south to west on wing soaring aloft,
Lessen'd herself and in the beams o' th' sun

“. So vanish'd; which foreshadow'd our princely eagle,
Th' imperial Caesar, should again unite '
His favour with the radiant Cymbeline,

Which shines here in the west. (V V.467- 76)

"Unity" is always where we seek 1it; this soothsayer's hermeneutic

dexter fﬁﬁ
lgﬁ”,

with s?ﬁkqle such ) ‘hat of,thé eagle, until we begin to wonder just

3 nearly farcical. Moreerr, Shakespeare plays throughout

“how m&&h (pr ow 17:tle) meaning one symbol can sustain. For

TN R

example, tﬁé Frencrman says of Posthumus: "I have seen him in France.

We had veryamany there could behold the sun with as firm eyes as he"
(I.ivT1T-13). Imogen uses a similar metaphor (to Pisanio):
Thou shouldst have made him
As little as a crow, or less, ers left
To after-éye him. (I.iii.14-16)
There 1s a welter 'of metaphor in Cymbeline: figures which involve

a play with signification of the sort Imogen describes here.

Posthumus can indeed be made as little as a‘c:ow, and (as the

3]

£

soothsayer proves in his final, definitive "study" of the riddle) as

big as a lion:

Thou, Leonatus, art the lion's whelp;
The fit and apt constructlon of thy name,

. The piece of tender air, thy virtuous

#e call mollis aer, and mollis -aer

We term it mulier; [ to Posthumus] which mulier I divine
Is this most constant wife, who, even now,

Answering the letter- of the oracls,

.90
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Unknown to yop, unsought, were clipt about >
With this most tender air. . . . (V.v.443ff.)

And so on. Leonatus, in the face of é.f)‘revailing métif,\ is now. a
lion. Through a fartastic series of etymological moves, the entire
play proves the riddle, though the reverse seems as likely if not of

concern to our tenacious interpreter. Whether or not this sunny new’'

. N rd
prediction of harmony is as stable as that which (it supersedes

remains to be seen, perhaps in Act VI.: Still’ 4t is likely that -
any "unity", however laboriously perceived or conceived, has been
diffracted in the interpretive process.

> . ‘



VII

“Amaz'd with matter”: The Final Seen

Vb
\

~In the final scene, the great anagnorisis, one has afsense that
Cymbeline is being neatly packaged and handed to us (Come, children,
let us shut up the box and the -puppets, for our play is played out).

Ed

The scene seems driven by* an irrational symmetry: the characters

exp@rience a series of perceptiv jolts-=as the play Iurches inexor-

ably toward a happy ending, perhaps the rebirth, renovation and
rejuvenation: that Frye sees in the romanced. But this putative
fairytale "ending has its gaps and weaknesses, as Howard Felperin

suggests--the scene is neatly-turned in appearance alone; I think

]

delibérately' and self-consciously so.! The "master problems in

dramaturgy” are solved, but the methodology (the conventions and
A Y q°

artificiality of drama, appearances, language) is drawn inte ques-

tion.?2

»

! Howard Felperin commenfs: ‘

Nothing x: ~10re remarkable in ‘Frye's writings:- on earlisr
romance tha. the absence of any suggestion that this recurnra-
tion of pristine mythic shape may be incomplete or probl:matic
and may be presented as such by the romancer himself.

"Romance and Romanticism: Some Reflections on The Tempest and Heart
of Darkness, or When-Is Romance No Longer Romance?” in Shakespeare's
'Romances Reétbnsidered, eds. C. McGinnis Kay et al., 63. S

2 Kermode, "The Mature Comedies," 227.
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The king, as the practical centre of power in ‘the play, becomes

its centre of interpretation; he, like Jupiter, wddid impose a story

of his ﬁwn (Imogen marries Cloten, Posthumus vanishes. to. be forgot-

-

ten, etc.). 1Instead he puts the kingdom into a»épirdl of deceit and

destruction. As the’two'gentleman-6$served in the opefiing lines:
You do not meet a man but frowns. Our bloods
No more obey the heavend than our courtiers'
Still seem as does the King's. (I.i.1-3)

As the centre of tge court and>apex of the political pyramid, the

. king should be a mddel‘for all lower levels, but is not. The same
.péwer relation is éw;dent in Cloten's antiacﬁagtity rhetoric: "You
sin agsdinst /{bbedience, thgh you owe your fafher" (II.iii.111—12).

To be dutlful" in this topsy-turvy klngdom may be to subgect oneself
| to-rape; it is no wonder, therefore, that Cloten should find Cymbel-

ine's brand of "order" to his liking. The king's attempt to freeze

the kingdom into order after a paradigm of his own is rejected, for

er

if he is the eyes, ears and head of his subjects, he is. bleared,
stopped and dull-witted. He seems tdrhgve no talent for assimilating

and interpreting data. For example, in the case of the Queen he

remarks retrospectively:’

Mine eyes o
Wére not in fault, for she was beautiful;
Mine ears, that [heard] her flattery, nor my heart,
That thought her like her seeming. It had been vicious
To 4shave mistrusted her; yet, 0 my daughter, i»
That it was folly in me, thou mayst say, ;;“
.And prove it in thy feeling. Heaven merd ‘all! (V.v.62-8)

—

There is no mention here of the Queen's mlnd or- intent; this is a’

king foolishly wllllng to trmfst appearances, and especxally those

A
u
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thawff hﬁﬁﬁ his megalOmania; Heaven perhaps will mend all, but‘this

king agiy. S inﬁﬁmm, one susmecte. would be better off w1th a keen

3 RO
\’é l’

a 8 time with Imogén K \
a Boy ’
4523u hast look'd thyself into my grace, L
w  And- art mine own. (V v.93-5) - ey

Againv thOugh he has just vowed that such a pollcy is folly {and
though his instinct is correct; the king is relying on appewrances.
This 1is chronic literal;mindedness,‘and it iezapt the;efore chet the
king becomes the‘focms Of~wﬁidly shifting perceptions, of information
"overload, in the exp1031on ‘of revisionary rexe&itions tﬂgg follows.
But let us leave the klng for a moment. |

As if Shakespeare had not left himSelf eno h time, the mermen—
eutic probleme’rapidly Begin to unravel ("unfold?)\themselves; the
pmzzme arranges 1itself into the solution, The Queen dies a miser-

abley poetically‘just and stereotypical deaﬁﬂg ags I have remarked
. . ) o 3 v ) \ " .
previously. Cornelius' account is a systematic'filing away of

potentially messy (that 1s, di sruptlve) dramatlc rid tape she
confesses (predictably) that she never loved the king, only his power
(V.v.37-40); that she loathed Imogen (43-7); that she was plotting to
kill the king and crown her son (49460). The only refreshing item in
the éntire miserable, mechanical, catalogue is the Queen's refusal to
repen%.i Thus, like her son's, her spectre fades from the play,
we can imagine the sun alreédy beginning to emerge from'behind the

clouds, and so forth. And the king's defence? "Who is't can read a

Iy

BN
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woman?” {48) he says lamely, .perhaps meaning that signs are unpredic-

table, though he persists in such'Single-minded,inyerpretive.practic—

es anyway. o ‘ ' e e ‘ : St
* / A -v\ S " ) - ‘

The Posthumus/ ImOgen subplot is resolved when Posthumusﬂ’

-~

strikes her. The slqp brlngs the two people back lnto contact llke\ {{T

—_ \

the closing of a 01rcu1t;'suddenly mlgery and vengefu?;qpeeq}a?;onﬁ\-fiﬂ'

disappear.> The blow is both. an enactment of Posthumus' viciously'?

[

sexual suspxcxons and the- end of a kind of dream, as if Posthumus and
\\ ._."1‘.,"‘ .

Imogen were suddenly coming to their senses. As Bisanio“cries, '0 mx

,Lord Posthumus, / You ne'er kill'd Imbgen till now!" (V.v. 250 1)

AnOthef microchip is in place; this solid-state play is well on 1ts,>
way to becoﬁing';a smoothly functioning dramaturgical marveli; ;Aqd

. o - "'/ :
Imogen 3 problems are neatly capped when she discovers t%?t her two'

‘brothers are allve & '3 N
' ' D
CYM. = 0 Imogen, .
Thou hast lost by this a kingdom. .
IMO. . p No, my lord; ¢

I have got two worlds by't. (372-4)

Since she no longer has a claim to the throne, her marriage to '~

Posthumus is less demeaning, though here as always the interpreta-?“jH

N

tions of Imogen and her father (as in the case of Lear and qg;déi;é)w
diverge: one.is monetary, t@i_other personal. I have discdaSQHﬁtge:g o
va}iOuJ tellings and retellings of narratives iéfglgbeline.”“Jachimo,; o
'whi;é "confessing” (as one must in the final Qcéié) gdosees the play

again: "Your daughter's chastity--there it begins (V v.179) a

b . ~ i
b

daqper of speaking he is correct, for the play began with a’ differ— f”’;

e of definition. ) A ; o g 5.‘hf,/”“4’
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'The identities of Guiderius and Arvirégus are unveiled at an

auspicious ,_-%ent, ‘and confirmation is required in the traditional

-~
'

form of a birithm%'k: ‘
‘ , o vy o

Guiderius had
Upon his neck a mole, a sanguine star, .
It was a mark of wonder. (V.v.363-5) ' -

Indeed, why even require_" evidence?  If Belariys' story is to be

~

‘

believed (the final scene is dengely packed with such proleptic

narratives) the king must have a sigu. It would not do, apparently,

to have two rustic impostors at large infthe court. It is noteworthy

1
. .

a-mole cinque-spotted”) was used to deceive

that such a mark (

)

Posthumus in the firét'place. At any rate, the birthmark as a

96 -

dramatic device is surely -egregiously conventional. Anne Righter

suggests that the conclision of Cymbeline "is meant to seenm playlike '

and- centrived, .the .f'i‘t_'ting conclusion to a comedy . whichv for five

’

acts ,hé_s deliberately confounded illusion with _reality."3 The play"

receives a rather ha’s‘ty recalibration, and all is set for the
o i

stunhing finality of thé, cloéing lines. ,
Stunning indeed. If the "moral” of this play "is, as Lucius and

several others (Iglogeh, Belarius, Jupiter) have insisted,
' - ' . 1 , ;
, Be cheerful; wipe thine eyes:

Some falls are means the happier to arise (Iv.ii.402-3)

¢

then we have before us a playj'that goes to considerable trouble to

prove almost "nothing". That the final scene is extremely cumbersome

on stage is evidence that Shakespeare is taking unusual risks to

v

3 Amn Righter, Shal@esp'eare and the Idea of the Piay {Harmonds-
wcrth: Penguin, 1967), 175.
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mount ,a great. concordant, "ppilhamonic" finish. For .. ance,
: Ja‘chirﬁo,.“gwho is ostepsi‘}’:ly,' seriously wounded " . = . Carve, I
f‘aint".;_1:49) stands witzjé/ss on staée'_ :‘throug'mout F O W L
scene's 4.85" lines of:,/_“’spect;'acle. ' ‘Mo‘reover. nst a7 the ole 3‘

dramatis personae ends up on the stage for this { 7ale--whe® are

-

 they all fo do, and where' to stand? .There° are at lez: w na or,
‘ AT |
and an, indetermijatd 'number of minor ("0ffice=s, ac.  ASteniants
- ’,’ ,' .
" line 1; "other Roman. prisoners guarded,” line 69) . a ucter to e

arranged; mos‘t- of the -majors supply a segment of the narrative for
which this final sc‘ene is .famous. And so the scene grinds on like
an assembly line, many of theé characters on stage having to do
éomething in sﬁrpfise at each recognition.‘ At “the very- least the
Blackfriars stage would have been crowdked; the (variety and nﬁmber
o'f successive revelations must have been .powc‘arful. The dramaturgic

stresses on the scene are unusually apparent.

N

The 'ending of this play 1is intricate and efficient but not
euphonic: as. initiated by the king, the closing series of reversals}

are tinged by irresponsibility, his blind materialism replaced by

turgid, enthusiastic idealism. This expans_ivejjiorsement of"

iveness, for  example, sSeems reasonable enough: ; e’-"
- N :

o Nobly doom'd! \
‘We'll learn our freshness of a son-in-law:
Pardon's the word to all. - (420-2) \,
But whethé-r or naot the play is.affected by the Elizabethan polit'ix:al
climate, this is a bizarre 'reversal of foreign pokicy, while the - -~
. - b
27

k.ng's willingness to forget seems almc_)st soqippathic:‘

o



. .- i And, Caius Lucius,
- .Although the. victor, we submit to Caesar,
And to the’Roman empire, promising
- To p&¥ our wonted tribute, from the which = .
We ‘'were dissuaded by our wicked queen, : :
Whom heavens, in justice both- on her and hers,
Have laid most heavy hand. (459-65)

Perhaps this is a précise return to the status quo (freshmen are

taught. that a Shakesbearean play "always ends with':he restoration

Sn

of ordet"), but is not the king blissfully allowing himself to be

. . ,
carried away by his beneficence? I remind you of Posthumus' descrfr-

‘/ .
tion of the battle that the king has just placed under erasure:
. w A '
The enemy full-hearted
Lolllng the tongue-w1th slaught' ring--having work
More' plent®ful thap tools to do't--atrod« down,
Some mortally, some slightly touch'd, some¥%alling
Merely through fear, that the strait pass was damm'd
‘With dead men hurt behlnd, and cowards living
?0 die with length'ned shame. (V.iii.7-13)

3

Perhapg‘ﬂ have contracted the king's wrong-headedness, but this seems
to me to be abbloody; an unforgettabl} "reai" béttle--too real to be
dismissed as illusion, or simﬁly forgotten in a moheqt of generosity.
.One has a sense in the final scene that.all that‘h;s gone before ‘sva
kind of illusion, but the king noh_éppears to be o;erlooking an

entire war in favour of a quick and genial resolution. Phl;armonus,

meanwhile, is quick to add: "The fingers of the pow'rs aboﬂia’
/ The harmony of this peace" R(466 7) Few would dlsagr-f 
fingers of someone are meddllng with this play. I suggesw tpadeEItS
‘are Shakespeare's, that he is flagrantly and self-qon801ously

providing us with the "order" which critics so often’gpfust upon him.

In fact, the final-scene is a kin&gof blandishment that only partial-
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s

- Clifford leech writes discérningly:

ly sticks. to the play--as Philip Edwards remarkg in{yg percept;ve
analysis, in his .early playgFW"Shakespeare refuses-'the "proper’
ending: in thé later éomedies he insisis én fhe ending”above\gl%
things, but refuses the Tproper' coptents.”"4 To "Pricasse" it, the
31gn1flcance ;f the play, one way or another, is defefred.

The final llnes—-Cymbellne s benedlctxon of the play «and hls

newly (if not arduously) forged peace-—read like a jovial but rathowss

I3

bad joke:

Laud we the gods, v ’
And let our crooked smokes climb to their nostr ls }
‘ From our blest altars. . .
. : ~Never was 4 war did’ cease i
‘(Ere bloody hands were‘wash'd) with such a peace. (476-9)

=

The word "sacrifice" occurs 9ni§'once elsewhere in the ?lgy in

I.ii.2, in the Second Lord's memogable abuse Qf ™loten: "you reek as

‘B sacrifice." As the play began with a sacrifice (more or less), so

it closes with one, and we have c use to wonder if the two can be .

¥
differentiated. And, indeed, thi play draws to a close so hurriedly

that the blood remains on the hands of all -those tattared and
- ' p

fatigued people on stage, even as Cymbeline pronounces peace.

It is true that the last plays ‘'syggest a future
in a way that the tragedies do ndt. But it is
the future that the masque presents too: a s
banquet, and then e morning with a headache and a

4 Edwards; b. 37, - o
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' dry}tongﬁe,s . - \}‘ "1\
' Cymbaline'é headache will be well deservell., In IV.iii, when the
“king fiuds that his queen is il1, glofen missing and the Romans.
lenddd on the coast, hé cries,

. Now for the counsel of my son and queen!
I am amaz'd with matter. (27-8)

The play is very much a "maze", the king, its interpretive Theseus.,
The/ftate of disarray persists, reaching a peak, in the final sceqe
when the king is overwhelmed, and asks "Does tge world go round?", to

which' Posthumus adds the question, "How comes these staggers on me?"

(232-3). Misunderstandiné and questions without answers permeate ,

- _Cymbeline; the world does indeed "go #%und", and it wavers, flicﬁérs,

N

and defies comfortable-definition (o interpretation). , ) L

5 Clifford ‘Leech, Masklng and Unmasklhg in the Last Plays,'
in Shakespeare's Romances Reconsidered,~eds. (. Mcclng%? ‘Kay, et

al., 53.
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————

w

It would be cfit_tin to end this study with nothing or, alterna-

tlively, a neat conclu fon to riv the final scene of Czrkn;ael.line.

Instead I offer some rds on wolys. I am not conviyemd\'tpat
~ - ’ , !

S){?ksspéar? is a prophet of order, or that he came to view his

mimesi(s--with disgust;\})umanity cannot bear very much

‘drdma--and

(cértainly not that much) reality. In his use of language afid the

stgge, Shakespeare is conscious that emptiness, whether in words or

[y

gesturesﬁ is possibility, that the circumscription of

replaced by ano'tﬁr. One no doubt. awaits the clusion” “hat

|
Cymbeline sﬁt@matically rends itself, but it obeys)no such decorum.

!
5T, !

As Nabokov says, true art is above false h'onour./

Ao

-«
8 -
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"Barthes, Roland. The Pleasure of the Text. Trans. Richard Miller.

————
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