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LE POETE PROSATEUR

FPar
LOTRY FAM,

Il est un prijupd bien €iabli dans PPesprit de beavcdup de gens - -
et surtout parmi les critiques littéraires — gu’un potic est incapable
de faire de la belle prose. On prétendd quc Vépanouissement naturel
du génic poétique ne fuvorisc pas le développement des quatités qu'exige
la prose, telles que lu précision et ty concisien, Clest pour cela qu'on
s'est toujours mifié de ceux yu’on appelait, pon sans nuance péjorafive,
“jes pottes prosateurs™,

Pourtant, ce prejugé ne nous semble pas justifié et il nous purait
arbitraire de condamner un derit ecn prosc pour Lumigue ruison gue
yue Iauteur en est poéte.

Deux grands podtes pur excellence, Lamartine et ¥ictor Hugvo,
ont fait passer  spontandment, dans leur prose, los qualités essentielles
yui font le charme de leur poésie.

En nous appuysnt sur I'exemple de Lamartine, cous allons voir
comment la personnalite du podte. avee ses qualitds ot meme ses defauls,
se refiete dany sa prose.

Ses écrits en Prase -

Avant le Voyage en Qrienr. Lamanjne n'avait guére compose
que des podmes. A pant de nombreuses lettres, on ne possdde de Jui
gue qualyues écrits em prose. 1l s’apit prinvipalement darlicles de
journaux : “lc Journal de Sadrne et Loire™, cn parliculier, publie de
Jlui des manifestes ¢t des memerciements aux ¢licreurs; pour Ladvocat,
libraire ruineé, parait ie 11 décembere 830, dens lasdrie des “Cent ot Un™,

un article . Ley Rérvofuticns.
-

Ajoutons i ccla, quelgues cnurtes publications : le ler awril
1830, son Discours de réceplion d 'Acadimis (Paris. Didor. 1830, inge
28 p.J. un an aprés, sa brochnre Sur le Poliigue Rationneffe {Paris,
Gosselin, 1831, in-%%, 133 p.) qui-n'cut d'aillcurs pas grand succés.



En outre, I® Ter mars 1832, parut “un charmant morceau™,
gclon le mot de Sainte-Beuvet. sur les Devoirs civifs du curé™ (8 p)
en éte du 3¢ fascicule du “Journal des Connaissances utifas™'. Pour
I’Académie de Micon, il éecivit fe 2% faveier 1832 2, les “considérations
préliminaires sur la question 4 proposer’ par cette Académie.

Le ler octobre 1832, SainteBeuve énumere la plupart de cos

¢crits en prose; 1l estime qu'ils “indiquent assez son aisance parfaiie
Cn C& genre, et avec quelle simpliciié de bon.sens joinle & la mdce cr a

Pinséparable mélodie, su pensée s¢ déraule, sous une forme & Jz fois plus
libre et plus sévére.’'3,
-Autocritique

“Je ne sais puas écrire on pros: faute de métier et dhabitude™,
déclare-t-il dans la Préface des Recuetllomenty 4. Aussl, nc surestime-

til pus son ocuvre cn prose et il avoue modestemem @ “Je n'oserais
pas me comparer comme &erivain en prose 4 M. de Chatcaubriand ™,
La- poésie é1ait expression naturelle de sa pensée il le recomnait luf-
méme @ “fc vers élit ma langue™d. Il ajoute : *)'éciis en wvers

quand je n"al pas le temps d’écrire en prose”’. La poésic exige de Tui moins
d’cffort gue la prose, “langue, estime-t-il, wop réfdchie pour étre
employée aux usages ordinaires de la pensée™ *. DY ailleurs, I2 pensde
trouve une forme plus dusable, plus digne d*el’e, dans la poésie, tangus
*'qui vibre quelques jours d= plus que la langue valgaive dans la mémoire
des hommes."8.

- c—— ———

I. Le ler octobre 1832, dans Lo Bevue des Deux Mondes, p, 25,

2. Tlexiste de oo manuscrit ASunt-Peint dou (extes, de W mein de Lamarting,
dont Ie second, daté du § mars 1832 cst une mise au nel. — {Cat articls parut dans L
*fournal de Sa2dne et Loire’’, te 14 mars 1832

3. R D M, p 25 Co article est reproduil textuellement dans Porrvaics
Contemporaira, [, 214.

4. Priface des Recneiffemenrs Poétiques, 1or, déc. 1838, éd. Gosselin, 1839,
in B, p. XTX,

3. O.FL. TOOVII (18693, Ent. 165, LXV, p. 145.

6, A de Lamartine par luj-nfme  (1790-1847), Paris, Lememe, 1892, in-i6,
It, 421 p. Livre cinquitme, XXXVHL, p. 331, —cf. ¥, ex O., W 35, obil dit de La
poscsie - ‘‘langage maturel de ma pensée, toutes ks fois que ma pensée me  domine,"

A A. de Lamariine par lui-méme, p. 331,
8. Jocelyr, Aventusement, 15 Janv. 1836, &l. Hachette, 1882, p. 38,



Le problime du ““Podte Prosateur™ :

La pubiicalion du V. &2 Q. permit aux critiques contomporaing
de soulever A novvegu Ik probléme du *‘podte prosaleur.”” Selon lca
préjugdés de ’épogque. un grand podte ne pouvait étre un grand prosatcur.
Cependaat, Chateaubriand avait “rivolutionné la prose en supprimant
Ies frontiéres qui la séparaient de la podsie.

Nisurd ! trouve que les volumes du ¥. en . *ne deécideront
pas la question; oz n'est pas qu'il n'y ait de trés belle prose dags ces
nates, ¢t ¢d et 13 des pupgss ol le ppéte est grand prasateur’™.  Mais
c'est parce que Lamartine ne pous a livré gue “des fragments, des ébau-
ches, ¢t non pas un livie de prose.”

Un maois aprés. Le Coasfitutionnef essaie de combutire *fog préjugeé
conire Ia prose des poétes’” 2 apropos du F.oen @ -+ Les éloges mEmes,
qu'on accordait sans restriction 4 ses vers, étaien. ur dreit qu'on se
faisait de médire de sa prase ¢t d'étouller lo prosateur sous les cou-
ronnes quon décermait au poéte.”

Saint-Hilaire montre, épalement, que le potte devenu prosaleur
g5t un “prisonnicr affranchi’”; *“on siyle respirc pus 4 raise™, magne
en naturel, en simplieitd et en eharme.

Emile Deschamps, aprés avoir lu Jocelyn, confie 4 Lamartine Ie
29 féveier 1836, “‘que la prose dit misox que [le vers] @ deseription et
ct sentiment'’?

Un potre spiritwiliste. Charles de Pomairols, constate que Jues
éerits en prose de Lamartine “‘cmanent ¢ncore de Uinspiration lyrique
presque aussi direclement yue ses padsies’’s. et surtout, son V. en @,

I, Revpe de Paris (160 wvol.) Awril 1835, -p. 228.228.  Réfexigns sur i
. en 0.7 de Lamwortiee (p. 225-2489).

2, Lr Constitutonnel, Joudi, 14 mai |35, article sur le ¥. en O, de Lamartine,
par R. Saint-Hilure, “Méme avant s3 publication, &ra-il, il dtait bien &tuhli dans
Vesprit de keaucoup de gens, fort sensés druilleurs [ .1 que liblugte avteur des
Midirations Tie powvait pas sivoir &core oo proge”

3. Archives de Saint-Point, publié par M. Guillemin Ze Jocehn, de
Lanuriine, p. 683,

4. Ch. dc Pomaircls, Lamurtine, Ly & de Movale of o Exthérigue, Pariz,
Hucherte, 1859, in 16, XII1-325 p. Yoir p 24 1.



“la premitre ceuvre importante éorile par Lamarline en. langage de
prose”.  Pomairols soulizne épalement {'imiérft particuiicr de cet
ouvrage. Pour la premiére foix, alors, Lamartine quitlait le brillant
nuage dont s'enveloppaient foujours ses vers et parlait la lanpue de
tout le wondz. La curiosité publique s¢ poriait au-devant des
revélations plus précizes que cette forme plus famitidre annongait : le
poile allait &tro plus accessible, semblait-il, plus voisin de chacun;
¢'¢tait comme wi on allait {aire la connaissance de sa personne. Cel
empressement naturel ne fut pas trompé.’"!

Apres I ¥ en (.. Lumarline publin une trentaine d’auvreages
imporiants en prose; quelgueswuns comporient humt volumas et le
Cours Familier de Litrérature, & Wi seul cn comprend vingi-huit. Le
‘développement naturel du génie lyriquc, passant duo vers a la prose, [ ]
s'opére de fugon complite et directe’™ 2, car Lamartine adopta un gense
particulier de roman que Pomuirols appelle “le roman perspnncl'”.
Cela lui permit de manilester son enthousiasme pour la pature ¢t
d’cxpamer ses senliments peronnets, de conscrver. e’ unmot, la méme
inspiration sous une forme d’expression dilférente. Sa gloire s'en
trouve-t-glle acerue? Certes. non. Rappelons-pous le jugemeut *’Amdédée
Pichot sur le V. en 0. *-Le prosatcur n'a ricn ajouté & Ta gloire du poédtc:
mais, I'homme a grandi.>’3. )

Le propre d'une étude de jangue et do style est de nous réveler
+la maniére™ de 1"erivatn,

Lomattine cede lei-méme sa manidre™ en mottant dans ses eoriis,
“fe mouvement et la sonorité de son dme, loute sa musique intéricure™ 4

1. Ch. do Pomairols, Laweartine, Ecvde de Morale et @ Exthetigee, p. 247, 244,
2. fhid, p. 249,

3, Citl Jdant La Revue o Paris, avril 1815 p. 241, par Misard gui Lrouve co
mot “Judicicux et 0" Mazis comment catte gloire pousait-clle augmenter aprés
les Midiations 7 *‘Agicun mouwqu rayon ne pouvait (fouves place dans l'aurtole
du potte; les splendows de son mick  n'ejoutaient ren aux feux do son awvrere.’

{ Gautier, L'Artiste, ler mai 1869, p. 167).
— of. Des Essarta, Poriraiis de Maires, 1838 - .p. 47.

4. Le DO, Ls Groupemens Ternaire dans la Prose de V. Hugo Romancier,
thise, Punis, Haehetle, 1929, fn §; 408 p. - “Voir p. 10.

3



¥. Hugo affirme, d'ailleurs, que : "*Le potie ne doit pas éetire avec cc
qui a é1é doril, mais avec safn dme ef avec won cocur.'"k

L7intensité des sentiments de Lamarline, 2 sponlwadisé de  ses
impulsions xniment sa langue, et son style. Iz laissent ainsi wrans-
paraitre sa verve et sa nzlure gothousiaste.

On a toojours reproché & Lumartme d'écnire d’ubondunce, de
ne savoir contenir Iy profusion de ses umpressions 2. Mais ces prétendus
défauls sont en étroite gonnexilé avee Ie trop plein de son ime, avee
I'énergic yui antmait et que los différents événementx de sa vie illustrent.
11 ne faut pas voir un procédé dans ce qui n'est que ’expression naturelle
de son dms qu’il détinit lui-méme por cos mot, on torent qui descend
des montegnes.”

1. La faf:i_li_té :

Les cascades dadyectifs, de verbes, d'expressions qui traduisent
un nombre infini de nuances, les formes multiples qu'emprunte une
méme pensée. Wmoignent de sa facilité. 11 de clare lui-méme “Je chantais,
mes amis, comme homme respure’™. Sminte-Beuve, en 1832, caractdrise
ce merveilleux don d'expressiont. ;¢ Clest une facilitd dans
I"abondance, unc serfe de fraicheur dans L'extase.”’*. Enimitant, suivant
son habitude, la langue et le style de Uavteur gqu’il érudic, il écrit dans
Jozeph Delorme @ “I"insouciance et’}a profusion qui donnent une allure
si partculidre aux périodes de notre podte, cetic foule do paiticipes
présents, tour a tour quittés, €t repriv [. -], €65 fnwmitations sans fin
gui passent flot & flot, ces s, ces goand, élermcllement reproduits,
qui rouvrent coup sur coup des Sources TmMprEvacs, COS COMPATLISODS

1. Y. Hugo, Prefuce des Odes ef Bolladin, 1826, En 18440, il &orica @ “le
sivle jaillit de tout ['&rivain [ ] Le style est fine de sang, i provient de oc lou profond
de T'homme oil Vorganisme aime; le ®ylc ext entrailles,"” (Post-Scriptum de wa vie,
*iLe Jubilé de Shakespeure.”, avril 1864),

2 P. Lati voyait en Lamartrme ffun grand pmfil pompeux”.
(P. Lati, Prime Jounesse, Pmis, ad., in-18, 35° éd,, p.ih

3, “Comme 'aiscyu pémit, cornme le vent soupire, Cofacoe 1'cau musmure,
en ooulant.” (Mouvelies Médiariens . Le Pocte Mourant 18230,

4. Voir Laprade : p 279, 280 ¢t La Revue Esaic de Critique Fdéalisre,
des Degr Morddes, ler, avril 1940, p. 422 (par L. Bertrand)

5. dans Lo Revee dey Deux Afordes, ler Och. 1832, p. 24, 15,



jaillissantes qu'en voit& chague instant éclove et s¢ briser comme un
rayon aux cimes dos vagues; tout cela n'est-il done rien pour carac-
dser une maniére 7773,

Mais cetle facilité n'impligue pas nécessairement un mangue
de fermcté dans Mexpression. Lamarfioe sait donner 3 son ipspiration
coiie puissance et cet flan qui Jui permettent de soutcnir unc période
ile longue haleine.? Clest ulors qu’il trouve, pour rendre sa ponsée,
des expressions solides que 1'on peut comparer aux *coups d'aile™™?
d'un aigle. Son idéal n'est-il pas d'Etre “Donapriedela parele™ 74

A ceitr puissance, il joint une apiitude & iput dire poédtiquement
{..] une Escimation dlimage (. .7 qui éhlouit et ravit 3 la lois” 2 — @t
méme ung certaine douceur car, pour lui. *'rien n'est si doux que eg qua
est forr™'s,

Sil’on est sduit an début par la suavité et {a price de cetie faciliteé,
on ne¢ tarde pas 2 éprouver de I'ennui, car etle dégénére ¢n monotonie.?
Lamgartine fatigue le Jecteur par sa fugon Q'user ct d'abuser de mets
faciley, les premiers qui se présentent & son. esprit, par Uindifférence ct

1. Sainte-Beuve — Peasde FIN, Joseph Defarme po 156, Deux pages plus
luim, il gjoute : “guc de charme.. dans ce taisser-aller | gue de noblesse dany cal
atmndon et souvent & la-Tois quelle grioe supréme Y

2, ol J. Lemaitre @ ¢““Chanter comme On Tospios, c2lit est exquis; mais soulenir
cet exercice comme il le fit, cela est fort” (Ley Cowremporains, b, 211),

ef. Gonnard, dans La Quinzalee du Yer juin 1903, p. 361 et I'Introduction
A Jocelyn &d, ©xford, 1906, p. XKVY nis Legouwis dit que Lumartine souldve le Lctewr
“aven cotte douceur de la prise qui n'est pussible quaux viguewrs extrémes qunn
ne sent pas lomgu’elles agissent "

). Yoir M. leovaillant © Le Fiporo du 33 janv. 19248 et Ch. Alexapdre
Sourenirs tur Lamaritne, p. 248,

5. dans i Discowy de FAcadeatie, wril 1330,

4, A. Lecaussade, Revwe Confomporaine, mai J838, p. 505. A ce propos,
il cite une Pensty de Joubert @ “Quelle surpiase de voir Lout 8 coup des mots valgaios
dovenus beaux, des mots wids rendus & leur [roicheur premiére, des mols obscurs
couverts de clantds. 1%

6 Foem0O, [, 36CL Pomairols, duns R Kevwe Cririgne o Hisraive et de
fittéeature, nov, 1893, p. 386,

7. cf. Flaukerl — Corvespemdance 11, 360 (30 aept. 1853) ©  Lumarting -l
frenouyeux™ & cause de ses ¢ lenguenrs',

io



Ie détachement avec lesquels 1) prodigue ¢es mots ! d’odt une impres-
sion d'indalence indvitable ¢t qui ne tande pus & paraitre au lectour comme
inhérente & sa Langue.

La crinigue du temps, méme celle qui fut la plus favorable, n'a.
pas manqué de souligner ce defant. The Asictic Journal blime cofte
langue gonfliée, oc vocabuluire chumu et exagéré, ces circuits de mots que
surchargent [a pensée ¢ ou le ramecan fléchit sous Pahondance de
fonillage 2

La =~ Dublin Review™ de février 1840, reldve dans ic V7 en O, des
passages, d’aprés elle, vides de sens, ou lout au moins manquant dg
clarté?. Gustave Planche estime que Lamatting ““s’abuse émrangement
"1l croit que 1o seul churme de sa parcle enchainera longicmps Mattention
publiquc.'s. C'est aves linesse et habileld que Nisard présente sa entiqus:
“8ij'ose regretter quc M. de Lamartine n'ait pas [zif un livee de toutes
ces noles si varides et siinstruelives, et un style de toutes ces partics de
style, c'est surtout pour I'autorité gu’on peut tirer de sgn exempls cn
fuveur d'une oppnion que je crois fausse et qui a d#ja fait avorler misé-
rablement des taleats que la rdflexion aurait pu fontifier et amener a
point : c'est A savoir que l'éerivain de notte époque est un
improvisdteur.' 3.

Léo Jouhert alMirme, suns détour, que le V. et €. | est une improvi-
sation quelquelois magmifique, trop souvent verbouse et négligée qui
finit par fatizuer mime un lecteur indulgent™ €.

1. CE ce gue dit Mme de Lamartine & Montherot, en 1846, 4 propos das
Girandins @ “1b &rit d'abondance, abondance mirculeuss, mais qui aurait besoin
Jd'étre coordonnée, Les épithites vont toujours su-deld de la penste, Le public
les prend au pied de 13 Jetire,”* (mté par M. Gwllemin, Jaeeh s, 1373,

Y The Asiatic Jowrnat, agie 1835, p. 1M

3. The Dublin Review, fév, 1840, p. 728, Parmi les exeniples gue donne cetie
Rcvue, citens celuii @ ““quelle gque soit la religion que notre taisen professe & ige
dec raison, la poére chrétienne sera 1owours czlle do genre humain.”

4. G, Planche, Nouvegus Fortrais Littéraives b, p. 91,

$. Nisard, dans L& Revue de Poris, mvril 1835, p. 226. .

8. dans Ja Nouveliz Biographie Géndrale 185%; of, Locauswade, dans la Revye
Cantemporame, mai LRSS, p. 506-507.

O lapmde Op. Cit, @ 291 : “Llamantine 1 togjours pdché par
surabondance {..) — ce dchardement fatigue parce qu'il fwdsse 1'ime vide tuot en
tenant le egacd cocupd, envahi, jusqu'd T'éblouissement™.

1



Méme VYalentine de Lamartine avouait que “trop de féconditt nuirait™!
& la gloire de son 'grand oncle™.

Les écrivains cenlemporains, de leur cbté;, lui ont reproché cette
[acilité aver plus ou moins d'apreté. Chateyubriand, aprdés sa premicre
lecture des Méditations, commence sa critigue par ¢es mots @ “Trop
d’abondance.”"2.

Vigny, par ailleurs, accusera la tribune d'uvoir rendu Lamartine
“trop confiant duns sa trop facile improvisation™.?

Quant 4 Musset, il trouve qu'il y a. 'dans Lamartige, du pénie,
du talent, de la faciling’s.

Flaubert qui, par nature, ne pouvait pas comprendre Lamarting,
donno libre cours & ses “humrurs” duns sa Correspondance €t le charge
de critiques injuricuses. Pour lui, Lamarline n’cst pas une souree,
¢’ “est un robinet™®, 1 vi méme jusqu'i prétendre gu'd cavse de I'influ-
ence néfoste diu “misdrable langage™® de Lamurtine, “Lout se dissout
maintenant, par le relichement, par Félément hunride, por e bavardupe,
par e laitage .. 7.

I. La MNouvelle Rrevwe, Janvier, 1905 : Lamartine Ffrconimn, mar Yalentine do
Lamartine,

2. v. Murcellug, “Chategubriand ef yon temps’, p. {14, Paris, 1859, in-fv,
XXI1-506 p.

1. Lettre do 17 sept. 1839 au prince Marzimilien-Joseph de Bavicre, duns
Currespomdanee d'A. de Vigny, publiée par Eva Sakellarids, p. B9,

4, FAvez-vous lu Jorelyn, I'abé 7 — Oul, Madame, il v & du pioie, du takent,
de Ja [acilité.” Mussct, daas “If e fowt juver de rien”. Acte [, sc. [T, p. 319, 320 des
Otuvres  Complites, Panis, Lemerre, 1§76, T. . AiMlcurs, Musset voil en lui vn de

s plourards, oos 1évours A macelles,

Ces ammants de [a nuit, des lacs, des cascatellss''. |
{(Lr speciacle dane pn feurewil, cit dans Revae o Fistoie littévaive de la Franee,
mars, 1937, p. 189).

Lo auteurs de A &z puanidee de ., le comparcront & “unc ume lacrymatsire’
(P. Reboux et Ch. Muller. A fa manisre de.. Paris, 1910, in-18, p.49-53),

5. Correspordamce, td. Carard, 9 yol. {(1926-1933) T. 1LI, p. 343 (16 aept [453).
cf. Carreip. T. II1, 159 — 6 avnil 1853, Lamartine - ““C'est un esprit cunwgue .. il
it " jamais p.. que de I'cau claire,”

6. Correspandence T. M1, 333 - 2 scpt. 1RS3.

1. Correspandonce T. ¥, 12 — 13 janv, 1854,

12



Aussi, met-il ses amis on parde contre la “maniére’” des lamar-
timiens! dont Ia po¢sic est une *‘grande sourse de feurs blanches, . ™2,
“un¢ bavachum d’cau suceée™. Prenons garde de dépenser en petite
monnaie nos pitces d'or.”",

Pourtan(, Sainte-Beuve invite les critigues *“h prendre les choses
par l¢ foud, & examiner “‘le moule intéricur™ de la forme *au lieu de
charper d’aftaques ceite spurce spontanée et généreuse :  “Allcz dire.
éerit-il encore -4 la Lamartine’*,A I’Eridan, roi des flouves,qui coale pat
les campaznes ot sous los grands horizons de Lombardic. 4 nappes
épanchées, recovant ondées du ciel ot muisscaux tributaires, rapide et
itrdsistible & son milisu, comme incerlain €t avec des couranls en tous
sens vers les bords, ¥ déposant ef reprenant au hasard roscaux et bran-

chages flowwsnls.. . allez-lui dire qu'il a tort de s°épandre et de se jouer
en telle licence .. .73,

— Certes, Vimuge et balle.  Mais, 1a production facile nc doit
en rien prétendre 4 la gloire litéraire ; celle-¢i n'immorlalise que le ginie
labonicux. Lamartine lui-méme I¢ reconnai avec autant de modestie
que de justesse . “*J'ai trop derit, trop parlé, trop agi pour aveit pu
coneentrer dans une stule oeuvre capitale £t durable le peu de talent
dont la nature m*avait peut-étre doué [..]- Le temps m'a mangqué pour
une aeuvre pariditc parce que j'ai dilapidé le tomps, ¢a capital du génic* 6.

2. Le ﬂo'l..l. :

Son dme est (rvaillée “par des océans de choses vagues™'?, sclon
scs propres payoles, par I'idée de Vinfini®, Tout jeune, il écrit & Viricy,

. Flaubert les appelle - “les couillons de Vécole de Lumariine™ Carmresp.
I, 174 . “°.. Tas de camailles sans vorgoene ni emimitles,” — 20 gvril 1843,

2. Correspopdance, TIL, 200 — 21 - 22 mai 18353,

3. bl UT, 174 — 2D avnil 1833,

4. Jhid, éd, Corard, 1910, 11, 447 - Janv. 1854.

5. Sainte-Beuwe @ Jowph Delarme, p. 156,157 (il éablit une compamison
entre Racine et Lamartine). )

6. Lamartine, Prifuce pinérale de I'&lition de ses Deanres Compléres, 186D
en 40 volumes. C'est aimsh que Vinet trouve que I"ocuvic de Lemarnine ““ost nnc
oeusre manquée”” Op, eif, T. 1, p. (89,

7. tly avait en moi des ocfuns de choses vaguos dont jo pe savais ni la nature,
mi ie nom. "' (Sauvenirs of Portvalts, 1872, T.1. p. 65).

8. Yoir Iyronomkl, Lamartine, podre fyrigue, thbse, Poris, A. Colin, 1898, in
in 8, 340 p— Yair p..200.
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te 30 novembre 18i4, “Je ne sais quelles idées vapues et sublimes ot
infintcs me passent au travers de la lB1¢ 3 chaque instant.”* Et nous
retrouvons dans sa langue lo souct de denmer upe expression 4 ces
“idées vagues’ ot “infinres’”.

Aussi. ne se contente-t-il pas dc voir, if sent, ¢t sa sensibilité va
bientdt &ire plus forte que son imagination.! “Clest avec 'ime, écrit
¥inet, gue Lamartine sent les moindres démils pittoresques, et ¢* est avec
I'dme qu’il les exprime ou gqu'illes figure.™*2 S'i) veut exprimer ce qui
ne s'explique pas, c’est qu'il aspire également A toucher les cocurs
car'dans la langue, dit-il, Ic pathétique est le sommet du génie*™?. +“On
& dit qug Lamartine, €crit Sainte-Beuve, s'adressait & 'dme encore plus
qu’au coeur : cela est vrai si par dme on eniend, en quelque sorle
le coeur plus étendu et universalisé’ *

Il va done tenter de saisir la substance profonde des €tres et dos
¢hoses; “chaque pensde, €éctit-il, a son refletr dans un objet visible gui
la répte comme un écho.'"3

Aussi, execlle-t-il *4 dégager Vidée pudtique tenfurmée dany
I"objet™ et son voacabulaire subjectif, puisé dans son dme méme, n’éwille
pas la sensution de la chose vue, mais.. . fait naitre Je sentiment que
cettc chose devajt exister,”’s

Cette tendance s¢ manifeste surtout dans Iz description d'un
paysape. Le regard de Lamartine et son imagination aiment 2 s étendre (iés
loin et trés haet si bien que sa description semble révéler qu’il contemple

1. “*Chateaubriznd, dit Feguet,  reoouvelé Iimagination (rangise; Lamarhine
2 renouveld Ta scnsibilitd fangaite'” (L2 Gesdols du Samedi 11 mai 1912) €T, égalemem
Le Sewcnr du 16 mars 1836, p. 82 :© ““On ne sait sl Lamartine] lmagine avec Pime
[ou s'il] sent avec V'imaginution."

2. A. Vient, Eneder sur Ea Lirtérature Fronpoise au XXie stévle, W, 174. .
Lemaitre, Les Contremporains, LV, 156,

J. @l par Pomairols, Eou’ de Murale et 'Exthétigee, p. 139, D'apréa Ch.
Alexandre, Lamartine® aurait dit, le 9 oct. 1850, qu'il était le premuer & avoi
mtroduit 'dme duns 1o paysage. [ Souvenirs sur Lomartine, p. 248),

4. Rews des Deux Mondes, ler, Oct, 1832, p. 17,
5. Yien O, IJ M.
6. Puiit de dulleville, T.VII, p, 246.
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ce paysage @ travers un voile ou d'apris un souvenir.-!  Alors, son
vecabulaire appatait tiche en termss exprimant l'immensité. la trans-
parence, la grandeur.

Tnsensiblement, il s'incorpore lui-méms A ce qu'il voit et arrive &
entreméler lignes, formes, couleurs et manifestationsintimes de son dme.l
Il ne Larde pas & *planer™ dans ces vagues Tégions ol lu pensée ne frouve
plus de mols et son “langage ailé” ? se dépouille de toute précisiop
pour traduire I'incaprimable.

Dénude de tout artifice, sa languc ¢harme le lectour par cc vague
gui ¥ gjoute une vibration douce et profonde!. Lamartine réussit ainsi
i produire des effets d’une simplicité sublime? — et "3 réaliser avec
les ots ks mieux approprids cette musigue intérieure dont sen me

deborde. 78

Adnsi, la eritique de I'époque reconpaissait dans le- V. en 0.,
“l¢ fangage du coeut™?.—et *le portrait le plus exact de 1"3ms du poéle"’
— Plus tand, en 1899, Petit de Julleville estimera que le F. en 0.2 *nous
[4il eonnaltre Lamartine lui méme, beaucoup mieux que 1'Oricnt.”?

1. Voir Rovme den Cotrs & Confirances du 15 i, 1926 —article forl inté-
ressant de J, Vizney, intituld - “*Les grands poétes de La nature™, woir surtout p. 433
436, CT. zussi iz letire de Lamarting & V. Hugn © “adougissez vatre paletic, &orit
Lomartine e £ juin 1823 Uimaginativn, comme i lyre, doib earesser I'esprit; vous
Mrpmace trop Fort " eind par €. Daubray V. Hugo e sex Corvexpondants, p, §9, Pans,
Albin Michel, 1947, in-8°, 353p.

2. Leprade,dans son étude sup ©Le sertisent de fa mutere, " dit que Lamaniine
eMgure dun tegard rveur I monde de couleurs ot ole Formes, dond il reproduit 1'ame
én  particulicr.

3 v H Gillet, Firees Romontigues, 1933, p. 7 ct 1h

4. Vipny ot A V. Hugo! “Lamartine & on gendml, dans tous S5 oLVTaERs,
une verve de poeur, unt féconditd d'émotion qui la feront Lowours adorer, pacee qu'il
st o0 PPt aved tows los cocurs.”” {cité par Bitg, “V; Huge avent 18307, p. 3}

5. cf. Sainte-Bouve, cict par J. Lomailsg dans fs Temps. sardi 3 dée, 1912
& F. Strowski dans Le Correspomdany, 15 aodt 1915, p. 0.

7. Lo Rorue Exrepdense, mai 1815 par O, de la Nour

8. La Prance Cathofigue, juillet 1833, par E, Falcoonet.

5. Petir d= Julleville, T. ¥1i, p. 220,
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Mais, on n'a pas omis de dénoncer son mangue de précision dans
la peinture d'un tableau; celui-ei finit par ressembler 4 ces ébauches
ol le peintre, détibérant avee lui-méme, n'ayant encore ricn décidé d’une
manitre délinitive, essaie four & tour les lignes et Ies tons quj se présentent
dsapenséc.’"!. A force de plapcr dans des -‘régions éthérées”’, Lamartine
fatigue le lecteur ef *donne 4 Pesprit ce torticolis que I'on prend & suivre
longtemps des yeux un oiscau qui plansrait toujours dans le eief.*2
Ce vocabulaire vaguc, flottant, qui prétend suggeérer pluldt que déerire,
ne t2rde pas i ennuyer le lecteur.  Dargaud &crit 3 Michelet, le 13 février
18347, “Ne disent-ils pas & Chateavbriand d’&fre moins ébloutssant, 3
Larmartine d’étre moins monotope 74,

Et §i Sainte-Beuve lolkre Je vague dans Pexpression des senti-
ments, il ne Padmet plus dans [a peimture du paysages. Mais,
Lamarline n’ €wait pas entitrement incapable de précision. Tl pouvait
gtre, de temps en temps, “hardi et cru®, sclon un gofic fort A ' mode
a I’ époque. Cet effort ne saurait durcr longtemps. D'uillcurs, “quand
il veut frapper trds fori, il frappe souvent A eBié; il multiplie fes

1. Gustave Planche, sa ¢ritique du V. en 2. a paru dans Lo Revue des Deux
Mondes du ter mai {835 puis, en 1854, dans Nowveanxe Portradts Lintdrafres, [10joute:
“On dirgit que. M. de Lamarting ticot 3 nous prouver qu'il posside une paletic
cpulemts, ¢t ne veut pas prendre la peine de peindre®.  Idl, 1 parde do Raphod!.

2. Etienne Egp's, dans Ldreiste ddu 8 juin 1856, p. 219
3, citbmar I - M. Carrd dane Za Revie des Dewx Mondes «ly ler. scpt. 1036,

4, C'est & cause do cette monotonic que L. Blane. exaspéré, ne voit duns
lIe F. en ©. que ““de picux Elancements aprés da descriptions: des deseriptions nprés
de pieux ¢lancemenis; voild tout le tivie de M. de Larmartine.™  £a Nouvele Minerve,
T.I, 12 aveil 1835, p. 397.

The American Qumrterly Review de dix. 1835, dénonce également T4 monotonie
el la lepteur de Uouveage. (v. p. 274).

5. "quand Lomartine, expricaant ce quTil y a de plus réveur et de plos inexpii-
cable ¢n I'lme humaine, sé serair souvent pasat gvee bombeur dune fores précic
et afwire, o0 pourrsji-on efnitusermnent concture gu'il st, 4 plus (orte raison, inatils de
$'y astenvit dans 1'expression do sentiments moins fugitifs, dans la peinture d’un
monde moins métaphysique ¢t d'unc vio plus réelle ? [..] Conclusion étrange
en wiritd | Disons tout le contraire @ ¢'est preécistment 3 mesire que la podaie
& rapproche davantage de L vic réelde er des choses d'ici-bes, quielle doit s surveiller
avec plus de rigueur [...] contre le prosique of Lz trivial™ (Sainte-Beuve : L
Deforme, p. 159},
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termes impropres.”’2 Devant un paysage qui l"enchante, se8 impressions
afflyent si abondantes, si impérieuses qu’ elles accaparent sa plume.
Le paysage sc fond en son 8me, s’ y imprépne d” exaltution, de poésic,
de vague. Lamartine ne s° exprime gn toute objectivitd que ‘devant
l= paysage ‘qui n' éveille rien en hi, ou gui n¢ irguve aucun écho
duns son Ame2

En outre, la s¢ience du lanzuge lui faisat défaur dans cet offort
yui ne fui €lait pas caturel.™?  Et comment “exprimer Uinexprimable
avec un¢ connaissance insuffisante de la langue ? 1i ¢st donc amené,
la plupart du temps, 4 soumetlre la langue et surtout la syntaxe 3 une
pensée qui se cherche ¢lle-méme. ] faur reconnaitre que sa langue et
son style scn ressentent et méme en soxlTrent parfois.  Clest uinsi-gee
Danidlo juge “vaporeux’ le style de Lamartine.®.

Plus tard, Jules Lemailre lut reprochera ““des phrases indéfinics,
et dont Iss contours flottent et ondulent; pas d'ardtes, pas d'antithdses:
une syntaxe motle, fluide, a peine comreete si l'on y reparde de prés; 1
plus élémentaire juxtepasition de dfails; Wout au méme plan: un afux
de sensations & peme ordonnées, . 7’5,

Lamartine, hui-méme, avail-tl conscicnee de ce qui manquait 3
son siyfe 7 Son secrélaire, Charles Alexeandre, nous apprend cue
“Lamartine sent yue su prose a besoin d’étre contenue.  |...] Il le dit
lui-méme  : mon Stple plest pas asser gravd.® A Lepouvé, qui aurait
demandé & Lamartine : *Pourquot je sais encore 1es vers de'la Fonlaine
cl je ne sais plus les votres 7" Lamartine aurait tépandu : “La
Fonlaine écrit avee une plume et méme avec wn burin, med  avee un

1, Petu de Julleville Hirtaire de la Lanyue ot dr la Fdlidrature Frangaize, (1899),
T. ¥II, p. 246,

2 “La douleur, éutit~ily me crispe ¢l me rend stémile, lc bonhenr me
f&conde ¢t m'invice 4 me répandre en reconmuissance ¢t n canbgues” { cikk par
Vilentine da Lamartine, dans la Nowveffe Revue, Janvier 19035 ).

3. Peut e Julleville, Hivnire de fo Lamgue et de la®Littevatuce  Frangaie
{1891, T. VI, p. 246,

4. Danitlo, Le Chruniguewr de fa Jennesse, janv. 18335, p, 1846
5. lemsitre, Ler Contemporains, & sénc, p. 179,

6. Ch. Alcxandie, Sowvemirs sur Lamartine, p. 4 et 37.
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ANTONY YERSUS BRUTUS

By
-AZZA KARARAH

It is hard {0 break with a convention that has been gencrally
recagmized ovor a number of years. 1t is therefore, with some difidence
that [ venture to present the charadters . of Brutus and Antony as they
appear in Shukespeare's *Julius Cuesar™, in a differcnt light from that
hitherto aceepted.

The character of Antony, in “Julius Cuesar™ has been misjudged
by. suecessive -penerations of critics, and even thost who have tricd to
do_him justice, have done so hesitatingly. Granville Barker's estimalion
may serve to illustrate the confused understanding of Antony s eharucter-
He calis him, “the complex Antony, impulsive and calculating, warm-
hearted and callous, aristperat, sportsman and demapogue.™?! To
another critic? Antony is —unserupulous in his methods und & voluptu-
ary in his life”. A third critic thinks that he has concemimated his
whole naturein one aim .. unmitigated selfseeking”™?  More recontly
we hear the opinion that Antony's triumph is ong of evil rather than
good and that this js made implicit “'by Agtony’s own immerality,
his ruthless manipulation of the mob for personul revenge at the expense
of Romc.”?

Townather graup of critics, Antony appears ina more penial Jight.
He is an “order force’ and a “Jove force™ to G, Wilson Knightd and
T.5.Dorsch states: *“No more than any other of the major personsin the
play has Antony a wholly attractive and sympathetic personality, but for

1. Hurley Granville Barker, Prcfaces to Shakespaurc. Fird Serics 1953
p. 75

2. MacCallum. Shakespcare's Roman plays pp. 269-90.
dgulton, Shekespeare a3 a Dramatic Artist p. 182,

4. Irving Ribner, Patierns in Shakespenian tragody 1960 po 39.

5, G, Wilson Knight. Thc Imperal Theme. p. 66 .
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once crovaed,!  this “might’ change his nature and he “may™ become
dangerous. Caesar “‘may” once he “attains the upmost round”” of the
ladder scorn *f the base degrees by which ha did ascend™. Buetll this
is mere surmise for *1o speak tmith of Caesar”™ Brutus has “not known
when his affections sway’d more than his reason”. In that casc why
kill Caesar at all “‘since the quareel will bear no colour for the thinp he
is”7 At this stage of the soliloguy, wilh no exreroal means o bear
pressure on him, Brutus'  botter nature may still have won the day and
his “henourable mettle™ would not have been *-wrought from thar it is
disposad™.2

But Cassius, the shrewd observer, who ““4ooks quite through the
deeds of mea™,?  knows his Brutus, he knows that he is rgt “so firm”
and that he can easily be “seduc’d"; Brutus may be noble and honourable
but he lacks strengih of character! and by fatlering lus vanity, Cassius
achieves lis end. The letter that Brutus reeeives in the orchard is oneof
the “writings™ in “several hands'™ that Cassius concocts “all tending

1. ¢. f. Coleridge’s Cesayn and Leciures on Shakespzre et¢. In notes on Jubius
Caesar, hs slates @ ““Nothing can seem more discordant with ouwr historical pre-
conoeption of Brutue, or more luwenng to the intcllect of the Aivico-Platonic
tymanoicide, than the tencts here attributed to him — to him, the stern Romnan
republicnn; namely, — that he would have no ehjection to 2 king, ar to Cuesar,
muonasch in Rome, would Cacser but be 2s good a monarch as he now scems disposed
tobe ! How, loo, could Brutus sy that he found no persomal ciuse — none in Cacsar's
mad corduct 83 a man ? Had he not passed Lhe Ruhicon 7 Had he not entered Rome
29 3 conqueror T Had he not placed bis Gauls in the Scnare ? —Shakespenre,
may be said, has rot brought these things forwards — True, — and this is jos (he
ground of my perplexity. What chracter did Shakespeare mean his Brutus to be 77
With this question Coleridze raised a problem, is Brutus a Roman or is he an English
nobkertan of the reign of Elizabeth T To my mind thers is po doubt at al] that the
characters in*“Julius Coesac’” are more Elizabethenthan Roman, just as the aumosphcre
of the play & that of 16th century England,

2. Tii 306.

L Lizno

4. Ome can note that, io Cassins' words
Chaesar doth bear mo hard; but he loves Brutus

1 T were Brutus now, and he were Cassius
He thould mot bhumour me, (I i 310312
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to the great opinion that Rome holds of his- name.™"! Brutus' vanity
is flattered for did not his ancestors

from the scrects of Rome.

The Tarquin drive. when he was call’d a king.™?

And Marcus Brutus must follow (he tradition sct by his ancestors.
He is compelled to an action that ke disapproves of in order not to
appear less great than his forefathers.? As a result the S.ate is plunged
into misery and e himself forfeits his aormal condition of man and ix
never more at rest.4 Even after death he shares with Cassius and
Judas the fourth and lust round of the ainth ciecle in Dante’s Infemno,
the place reserved for these who have betrayed their bencfagton: and are
wholly covered with ice.% [ wonder if 1his image was in Shakespeare’s
mind when he made 1he conspirators partake wine with Cacsar before
1he ussassination, and lo Caesar’s reourk :

And we, like friends, will straightway go together,
Brutus wdds the sside,

That every like is noi the same, o Cassar !

The heart of Brutus earns to think upon.¢

Did Shakespeare present this scepe in onder o stress the fudas-like
quality in Brutus and Cassius 7

It is Brutus and not Caesar who is suffering from the trugic flaw of

1. 1lii.ll5

2, il 52

3. There was a Brutas onee that would have brook'd
Th' ctermnal devil ta Keep his stals in Rome

As eacily as a king. [ i, L57-8

4. ¢, i Elizabethan World Picturc for correspondenes bebween microcosm
ard nucrocosm,

5. “That upper SAnint,

Who hsth worst punishmest,™ 30 spake my guide,

13 Judas, he that hath his head within

And plies the fect without. Of th' other twa,

Whose heads are andef, (rom the murcky aw

Who hangs, is Brutus ;I ! how he doth writhe

And speaks nol. The other, Cussins, that appears

So large of limb™,
Translated by Heary Francis Cory.  Canto XXXLY, (.36-63.
6. 11 [27—9

27




bubris. Tn order to appear as mighty as his lorcfathers he is Faithless
to his friend und disloyal to his king.!

1. Irving Ribner in, Patromns in Shakespeanan Tragedy p. M savs @ ©Ie
is wromg to regardJuliasCacsar’as a play about u king who is mumdered by rebellious
citizens.Tris o play about a great peneral who mpines (o be a king and who is murdered
on the gve of his suceess,”” He poes on to say that there were several views that came
down Lo the Rennissance with resend to Caesar. ““gne view, to be found jp many
E.izatcthan tracts in defence of monarchy, saw him as o gread hero detisnared by God
to establish monarchy inaeorrupt society, only 16 be struck down by rebels wha brought
ruin to their country and damnation to their ssuls. On the other hand, stemming
from Piutarch and repeated by a long line of Rétaissance writers, is the view of Caesar
3 a great hero wha became so puffed up with pride and ambition that he destroyed
Lhe most noble ediffee ever crezted by man, the Roman repubfic.”  Ritmer furthermore
quites T. J. B. Spencer, Shakespeare apd the Elizabethan Romans, Shakespeare

-Survey 10 (Cambridee 1957), pp. 37-38 to show that Cresar wes a subject for wide
diseussion in Shakegpearc™s England, and that there were many conflicting views. There
-5 o onc view which wo can call the typically Elizabelban one.

I suggest thzt although Shakespeats may have known these conflicling views
vel Bis own conceplion of Ca=air in the play, is that of an absolute mooarch in the
way Ut the Tudor kings were ehsotute kings, How could Shakespeat ever conceive
the idea of “the most poblo edifice ever ortated by man, the Roman repubic™
Ta him it could mean nothing more than just a name. But whar he really eould under-
stand and fecl, was the jdea of the disordsr creatcd by the murder of the lawfal
monanch, Deaides “Hulius Cacsar™ was written after the completion of Heory ¥,
the lad of the tetralogy of English historieml plays heginning with Richard LI,
which afl dralt with the one theme af kingship, This leads us to the thought that
Shokespeare, carricd on this theme into his fitst play on Roman history.

As regards Uhe play iesclf, it is obviows throughoo, that 0 Shakespeare,Caesar
bBeld in all but name ihe pegition of abselote menurch, witness the imagery in connection
with Cassar,He is 2 “Colosses', “immortal™, a wolf,™s “lion’, he amd danger “ars
two lions littcred in one day’" snd he is s ““constamt as the nortlern stur™,
“Wihen begeary dic™, says Calphurnia " there are no ¢omsts seen: The heavemns thema
selwes blazo forth the dauth of princes"". And that is cxactly what happened belore the
assassination of d:sa.r, the earth shook “like 9 thing unfirm™ ard the heavens seomed
to be undergoing a “eivil strile™. The night was 5o foarful, thet it made Casca say

When these prodigies
Do 50 conjointly meet, let no man say
These are their reasons, they 4re natural;
For [ txclicve, they ore panentous things:
Unto the climate that they point upon,

And alter his death, Actomy's prophesy came true as is shown in Acx 1L
Scxne iily the most homible sceos in the whole play, even more horrifying in its utier—
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Contrasted with this upslable. disturbing character of Brutus, it is
with a sense of reliefthat we come ic Antonty.  Aotony in “Julius Caesar™
represents the norm by which we are to judoe.  He is stable, consistent
gnd a man of honour. His most characicristic trait throughout the
play is “ingrafizd love™ for his friend and unswerving loyalty to Caesar.

Although Antony appears only very briefly in the first two auts
of the play, yct what we sec and hear of lhim is in ne wise detractory to
his chargerer. That he has ¢ quick spirit”, “reyels long a nighils™
and “loves™, .pluys docs not necpssarily wmean  that he s
“unscrupulous and a voluptuary”.? Dordeh suggests that “perhaps the
‘eonventional® estimase of Antony owes something to the way in.which
ke is presented in “Antony and Cleopajra’ .2 From the psycholagical
point of vitw, this is probably corredt dnd accounts for many qualities
that are atttibuied to Antony and which do not aclually appear in
“Julius Cugsar”. The Antony we are dealing with hus nothing to
do with Lhe Antony in *Antony and Cleopairg® and a Fusion of the two
should not exist.

We firt meet Antony at the Lupetealia. He is one of the runners
in this “holy chasc’ and Caesar ask§ him not te forget to fouch
Calphumia while heis runninghis coursd.  Antony answers -

When Caesarsays : *Dotlua,” jt is pedform'd, {iit 10}

Caesar has enly pot to express a wish and Antony is quick to comply.
He is the perfect “limb'" obcying the wishes of the “head™. A further
instance of the intimacy that bound Aniopy to Cacsar can be pereeived

- -genseleazness bhan the. murder of Caemr himse!f. The scenc whern: Ginng the poct
15 mislaken by (he mab for Cinna the conspiratdr and is brutally Lotn to pisces,

Susely this implics that Shakespeire Jooted on Coesar as a lawlul monasch ut
whose death “discord [ollows'.

Ribper states that *fim nag place docs Shakeapeare eafl Cassar king™™ He
may not have used thal word, but he doss call him “mighty” and “royl”
(Ll i 1273 as for his voige, it the voiee of ““a mumarch'™ {111 § 272)

Them in no doukt about it, thal to Skikopears,Cacsar slood for the Jawful
king, That he had oot been crowned was one of those remote historical favis (hut did
met teally meon much to Slhakespearc.

I. MucCaltum
2. Introduction to Arden edition of {"ulius Cacsur™ Note 3 p. 1.
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in the scene when CHisur expresses his mistrust of Cassius. Anlony’s
so called ‘-wrong estimation’ of the character of Cussius should not
he takenliterally.  Iiiz only naturat that under (he circumsiznces Antony
should wish 1o pacify Caesar who -had just had a fainting fit.  In reply

to Caesar’s worried
such mien or¢ dangerous

Antony replies :
fear him not, Caesar, he's not danggrous

He is a noble Romar, aind well given. {T i1 192-194)

Capsar of course, realizes what Antony i3 trying to o ond sssures
him that he is merely teliing him “what is to be fear'd™™ not wiat he
humself fears “for always [ am Ceusur’”. Czesar knows that Anlony
is too intellizgent and too shrewd a plitician to speak disparaginly, in
public, af one of the important members of the Senute. He lwndfore
tells him to

Come on my right hand, for this ear is deaf

And telt me truly what thou think'st of him.!

This bricf interlude, shaws how close Antony was to Cuesar and
no wonder, for he was not merely his friend and stuunch supporier?,
but also his nephow, son of his sister Julia. When Calphurma. full
ol forcboding ut1he unnatural accurances that had happened that night,
heps Cagsar to remain at home, the first name that comes to her mind

Lo earry o messays to the Senate House, 13 thot of Aatony

we'll send Murk Antony to the Scnate House
and he shall say you are not well to-day
And Caesur agrecs

Marlc Antony shall say § osm net well®

1. It s surprising that editors havo takgn these words in their (weral senoe
in apite of the fact that. no where, oot even in Plutarch is there any menlion of
Cacsar's deafness, I sugmest ther here, Cassay, jokingly zays  FT know quite wall
that you think differently, this lefs car has not heard this false opinicn of your,
Ceme, tell me now in sscret, whatiyour renl opinion is.™

2 1t was Antony who oTered Cacvar the crown. Plutarch also mwntions
several incidents demonstrating his loyalty to Caesar.

i
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And for thy humour [ will stay al homé&? (il ii 52-3¢6)

But he docs not stay at heme, and the fears of Calphurnia are justifial.
The sogthsayer’s words prove true and the strange,unnatural disturbanees
of Lhe night were not mere ““predictions to the warld in general’” (1113 29)
for as Calphurnia remarked -

When begpars die. there are no comets seen;

The heavens thcmsefves blaze forth the death of princes.
(IF it 30-30).

When next we meet Antony, he isa man with but one aim which he
srelentlessly persucs, to avenge the murder of Cuvsar cannot sec any
ynmitigated sclf secking™ in hisapproachips the comspirators at the
moment of their triumph with their swords stitl red with Caesar’s blood.
He kpgw that kis lifc was in 1le balance and o save his neck, Jig could
have cucuped the city.  Bul Antony scorns Lo pedforin such a cowardly
action and chooses 1o face the conspirators and to work oul a means
of revenge. But ke is not rash and impulsive snd does not appeir himself
at [irst, butf sends his servant with a messige addressed. to Brutus. He
selcels Prutus, because he realizes that b s different from the rest of
the conspirators who *did that they did 1o envy of rreat Cassar’.
Brurus, because of his well known love for Caesar. would surely have
mixed feclings at this hour of terumph.  The rest of the conspirators
may rgjoice alter the success of their plan but Brutus will abways hear
the voice of Caesar vinging in his ears © Bt tu Brute,! and the need
1o justify his action und hitself, will be strong in him. Al that Aniony
desires now, is Lo be

solyv'd

How Caesar huth deserv’d (o Jie in death (I i 132}

The message ke sends through his servant is simple, clear and straight-
forward. If Brutus can give valid reasons Lo justify Cacsar’s murder,
then Antony will follow Him. Brutus promises not to harm Adlony
-nd to satisfy him with regard to Cacsar. Antony then uppears on the
sogne,  He has cyes for no onz. His glance is immediately rivetied to
the dead body at che base of Pempey's pillar. The murderers standing
around do not seem to exist for him. He does not cven answer Brutus’
gresling, but-looking down on Cacsar, bids him a tender farewell. It

1. Among the conspirstars, Brotus is the only cme to be visited by Cucsar's

ghust,
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is only then that he turm® Lo the conspirators and in solemn tones roquests
to know his fate at their hands. Drutes, it is truc, had promised to let
him depart untouched. He had swarn that on his “henour', but how
far can Antony trust Lhat “honpur™ 7 Antony does not mince his
words in zddressing Caesar’s wurderers, he 1ells them to their faces
their swords are

made rich
With the most nable of alk this woerld (1111 155)

These swords were not instruments of valour and honour, for they had
been uscd by hands that Jacked honour and valour and could only
strike from behind while their masters

fawn’d like hounds,
And bow’'d like boadmen, kissing Cacsar’s leet. (V14149

The only worlh of Lhese swvords is that they are now smceared with Caesar™s
most precious blood.  With these now “honourable’ swords und by
hands that still reek and smoke with Caesar’s hjood does Anlony wish
Lo die if to kill kim is Ltheirintention. Antony knows full wetl the danger
heisin and he knows that he nceds to haye all his wits 2bout him, not
only in order to save his own skin. but also te fulfil the promise he had
made to himself, to avenge Cacsar’s death. One false move on his part,
and all may be lost. He must neither appear as a coward or a fluilerer
anrd at the same time, he must Ury o intimidate Brutes in order to make
him concede o his wishes. Antony is in a very critical and dilicult
situation,but the cicver and at the same time honourable way he handles
the situation andis master of it, deserves our gmal.est admimmation,

His very first address to the conspirators makes Brulus cringe
and all the glory of suceess Falls from him like a2 worn out garment. At
the hour which should have heen the hour of his triuvmph, Brutus appears
weak and apologetic,'"0 Anlony,'” he says “*beg not your death of us”’

Though now we must appear bloody and cruel
As by our hands and this our present gct

You see we do, yet sce you hut our hinds

And this the bleeding business they have done
Qur heurts you sce not; they are pitiful;

And pity to the general wrong of Rome-

As fire drives out fire, so pity -

Hath done this deed on Caesar. (I 1 164-172)
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It is not really Brutus whe hay done such a heinous deed, it is Brutus’
hands and Brutus® pity. In fact us he had said before, death to Caesar
was 4 benefit for it had “abridg’d his time of fearing death'".! Thus
in fact his murderers are his true fricnds. Ta Antony's reguest that
he wishes to dic by the side of Caesar, Brutus answers,

Te you our swords have leaden points, Mark Antony :
Our arms in strenpgth of malice, and our hearts

Of brothers' lemper, do receive you in

With all kind love, good thoughts; and reverence. (21 i 173-6)

And Cassius is quick to add a furiher temptation to lure Antony te be
nag of them

Your voice shall be as strong #x any man's
In the disposing of new dignities. {1 i 177-178)

Had Antony been as “self-secking™ us critics have made him oul to be,
or had he heen a mcre “‘opportunist”, then this would surely
have been his chanee (o wke sides with Brutus and his fricnds, and to
becomne one of them.  But Antony hus only one aim towards which
he is striving with all his power, W uvenge Caesutr’s death and to put
to rout “thesz butchers™ 3 [T he is “meek and gentle * it iz only in order
1o gain something important from them. the permission ta speak to the
people. the populares, who were Caesar’s parly.  That, it scems o me
was in Anfony’s mind when he bepgEed leave to speak with the
conspirators and when he shook haads with them.  He shook cach ene
of them by the hand, stressing the fact thut their hands are “bloody™.
And so. il was not their hands that he touched but rather Caesar’'s
precious blood.

Knowing that this action of his may be misconstrued!  he
hustens to re-alfirm his Jove for Cuesat

That I did fove thee, Caesar, O, tis true !
and he adds,

I( then thy spirit look upon us now,
Shall it not grieve thee dearer than thy death,

1. 1 §103-104,
2. H. Grapvillc Barker, Prefaces tn Shakewpeare p. 77.
3. 115 258

4. c.f. Granvilte Backer, Prefaces to Bhalerpeare po 72,
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To see thy Antony making bis pease,

Sheking the bloody fingers of thy foes,

Most noble, in the presence of thy corsc

Had L as many eyes a3 thou hast wounds,

Weeping as fast as they strecam forth thy blood,
Lt would became me better thun to close

In terms of friendship with thine enemics

Pardon me, Julius 1 {111 (94 — }99)

Brutus, standing by, hears this and says nothing. He feels the spirit
of Cagsar “gricving’”, not because of Antony, [or Antony is not really
anc of them, ne, if the sparit of Cagsarwereto ook down upon them,
itwould grieve mainly because of him, Brutus who was *“Gaesar’s
Anzel”’.! The words that Antony will later on suy may be said to
be present at that moment in the mind of Brutus -

This wus the most unkindest cul of all;

For when the noble Caesar saw him stab,

‘Ingrulitude, more strong thun traitors™ arms,

Quite vanquish’d him; then burst his mighty heart. (111 ii 185-5)

Caesar's epinit, evoked by Antony will never. mere leave Brutus in prace.
Cassius, who unlike Brutus is not sufficring from a guilty conscicnee,

stops Antony's spoech, and though not daring to blame him for praising
Cazsar, yet wishes to know

What compact mean you to have with us ?
Will you be prickd in number of our friends,
Qr shall we on, and not depend on you ? (Tl i 215-2L7)

This clearly shows that to Cassius, Antony's handshake did not really
express friendship. 11 is only the sign of a truce between them; Anteny
is “friends’” with them all and “loves” them alibut on one condition

Upon this hope, that you shall give me rcasons
Why, and wherzin, Cacsar was dangerous, (110 i 221.222)

1. M 183
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Amtony is no hypacrite, he docs not dissemble and pretend to be their
fricnd, His (riendship can only be gained when hez is comvinced of the
necessity for the murder of Caesar, and this, we can 1e!l from reading
between the lines, will never be.  Brutus assunes Antony that their

rcasons are so full of good regard
Thut were you, Antony, the son of Caesar,
You should be satislied. ([11 i 224-226}

implying that they Ml realize that Antony is not one of them.! On
the contrury he stands opposed to them for he wishcs te.appear in the
market place bearing Cuesar's bedy and speaking in the order of hig
funeral’? Drutus cannot refisse him this request and.in spite of Cassius’
warning, grants it. From the psychological poirt of view, this scene is
supcrb and thz charagters Shakespeare ercates are in Goethe's words
“like watchiss with dial-plates of transparent crystal; they show you
the hour like others, and the mward mechunism also is visibte.”?

Brutus canned refuse Anteny's petition. He has to appear
mygnaninious in order to emphasize the justice of the claim that Cavsar
was murdered for tlic good of Rame and in ‘order te quell his ewn fozlings
that pereist in formenting him for the treacherous and dishonou-
rahble 2ction he has done. He had acted in a similae way before when
Cassivs had vrged that Antony should fall with Caesar.  Brutus had
refused to listen {o him for fear that their * course wiill secm teo bloody™

Te cut the head off and then, hack the limbs,
Like wrath in death and envy afterwands;
For Antony is but a limb of Caesar. (IT i 162-165)

He wishes to persuade himself and others, that when he kiflled Caesar,
he wasa “sacrificer*. How can he therclore, refuse Antony the wish

1. Note Brufus’ words - You shall not in your funeral speech blame us
(I 0 245N

2 N1 i 230,

3, As quoled by Carlyle in “The hero as a2 poct'” p. 105, On Heroes ool
hero-worship. ed. World's Classics 1906,
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to perform the necessary rites for the dead body of Caesar ! 1f he
whithholds his consent, will that not seem like “envy™” afler dcath ?

Cassivs is afraid. He considers Antony their enemy and in
addition he fears that he may prowve & *shrewd contriver” who will do
anyihing for the “ingrafted love he bears to Caesar.”! But Brutus
waves his fcars aside and pompously states that he will first address the
people and then allow Aptony to speak. Even ke, mistrusts Antony
for he warns him not o blame them in bis speech and O concentrale
only on praising Caesar.

Anlony has acted hongursbly throughout the scene.  luis obvious
all'along to whom he owes allegiance. He openly shows his love for
Cuesar and does not act hypoeritically as Brutus did-when he emulated
the Roman aclors,? and hid his purpose behind smiles and w(Fsbility™ 3

Ater the departure of the murderers, Antony again begs Cachar
o pardon him for being “meek] and and gente with these bulchers™ 4
Cassandra-likc, he prophesies war and cheos. According to Elizabethun
dramatic conventions,n character always expressed his broe sentimentsin u
soliloquy and Anlony's i5 a revelation of all his genuine thoughts. There 15
nothing in his wipd but loyalty to Cucsar whom he cails - tha noblest mun
that ever Lived in the tidz of time™,* and hatred wowards his murderers.

Woe Lo the kand that shed this costly blood ' (111 i 2358)
and Antony prophesics
Domestic fury and firce civil strife (10 i 263)

This must happen erc peace can be again restored to Ttaly.  Blood must
flow in order to wush away the goilt of this “foul dead™.

Antony’s oration has beco called a “tviumpl of histrionics'™.€
Surely it is more than just that.  Antpny is firmly convinced of the justice
of his ¢anse 2nd his speech is therefore convineing.  He uses every means
at his disposal to make it so and his success is phenomenal,

1. 114 158; 184,

2 1li26

3 Mis2

4, [T 155

5. IM i 2567

6 ol Granviile Dacker p 75
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His task was very difficult a8 he spoke cfier Brutus bkad prejudiced the
people sgainst Caesar. All he did was o remind the people of
Cassur's greainess and to pive them proof of Cacsar's  chanituble
disposition,  Th ihe wopds of Wilson Knight “His personal and
nutional poodness are here entwined @ to Antony, Caesar is Rome's
lover. Caesur huth Swept' for the the poor of Rome, his cuptives’
rapsoms  filled Romc'’s  general coffers.™! How is it possible
then, that his death be Tor the good of Rome as Brutus claims !
We know from Flutarch that Antony is & good oralwr, but it is pot
only good oratory that wins over the people of Rome, it is maialy
Antony’s sinceriry and he certainly s sincere in his love for Caesar
and in degining o avenge his death.

I fully coneur with Domsch when he says that “there is nothing
m the speech te sugpest that Antony is secking anylhing for himself:
vverything has heen direcied towards two ends, the cxtinclion of Caesar's
murdzrers, and the re-establishment of Cacsar's name and fzme. For
himseif he has onfy gained a leng peried of worfare and peril**2 Antony,
till the end of the play is steadfast in his aim of avenging Caesar’s death
andin proving that the “limb of Cassur™, <Cacsar’s orm’” can do a greai
deal in spite of the faet that - Cueanr’s head is ofi™"?  He prides himself
vn deing so operly: and not ingacherously like the “honourzble” Brutus
whg flattersd Caesar in order 1o sinke.

lo your bad swrokes, Brutus, you give pood words;
Witness the hole you made in Caesar's heart,
Crying “long live ! hajl, Caesar ' (Vi 30 - 32)

The murder of Cuaesar has brought about a great change in the
chargeter of Brutus, and it is Portia. his wife who first notices that. Itis
Portia also, the honourable daughier of Calo, who could not bear the
ignominy of her husband’s action and thercfore ook her own life in the
most horrible way possibfe. [T Prutus' aim had been a3 noble as bz
had prewendsd, surely his wife would then have been convioced by his
arguments aad would have lived on to defend his honour against detrac-
tors.

1. cf. The Imperial Theme p. 67,
2. Inmmesfucripm to Arden edition 1955, o. liv,
3. 151 168, 16822
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That Shakespeare is able 1o make us sympathise with Brutus
even though he acis dishonourahly, is as L.C. Knights puts i, ~oneof
the sipns of a great writer that he can afford to evoke sympathy or even
admiration for what, in hislipal judpment, is diseardsd or conderaned” !
Even Cassiys who has been called an "egoist™,? and whom Coleridie
considered the one solitary exceplion among Shakeyperare’s characers
in whom envy is porirayed,? even in im “the vice is not hateflel in as
much 8% it i3 counterbalanced by a number of excellent qualities and
virucs' "4  He certainly-has all our sympathy in the ridieulous guarrel
hez hos with Brutus.® None of the characters in “Tulius Cresar’ appears
wholly good or wholly bad. Thus Anlony may not sppeu (o our moedern
sensibility in Act IV socne i . The proscription scene fooks ugly to our
eyes,® and we dislike the way he proposes to uppropriate some of the
money bequeathed in Cagsar’s will.?  Likewise his contermptueu:
words about Lepidues do net please es. But Antony, we rust remember.
is engaged at'that time in a war and war does not approve of fulse senn-
mentaliry. He regains our admiration though., when the war is over
and he shows a praisworthy magnanimity over the dead body of Brutus.

As T mentioned before, it is not easy to alter an eslablished eonven-
tion, but 1 do think that Bretus should be takzn off his pedestal and
thut Antany should be given his due.

1. Serutiny Vol X¥[ Ko, 4 1949 p. 322,
2. cf. Granville Backer p. 1.
3. Nh Lectore, Emaye and Lectures on Shakespeare et p. 434,
4, Ibid.

5 IV i

6. c.l Dorsch p. Ii who excuses Antany's conduct ry saying that i is Lepidus
who sterls the bangining and Antony shows that ke will not be seayed by family tizs
il Lepidus insists that Publius i a danger ro the cause of the Toumvirs.

7. Ibid. “His propsal appers ta hive the full concurmenee of his colleague:,
and ihere is oo sugmestion thal he is to gain persomally from the wffaie”.
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